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Resolved: The United States federal government should substantially reduce its restrictions on legal immigration to the United States

2018/19 Red and Maroon Conference Novice Argument Limits (tentative)
Tournament Division
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Negative

	T1
	Novice
	H-1B (no new evidence)
	On-Case attacks + Brain Drain DA + Trump Base DA (no new evidence)

	T2
	Novice
	H-1B + Open Borders (Beginner) (no new evidence)
	On-Case attacks + Brain Drain DA + Trump Base DA + Wages DA (no new evidence)

	T3
	Novice (except for joint conference tourneys)
	H-1B + Open Borders (Beginner) (updated evidence allowed) + Open Borders (Advanced) (no new evidence)
	On-Case attacks + Topicality + Brain Drain DA + Trump Base DA + Wages DA (no new evidence)

	T4
	Novice
(except for joint conference tourneys)
	H-1B + Open Borders (Beginner) + Open Borders (Advanced) (updated evidence allowed)
	On-Case attacks + Topicality + Brain Drain DA + Trump Base DA + Wages DA + Capitalism Kritik + State Visas CP (updated evidence allowed)

	T5
	Novice Conference Champs
	H-1B + Open Borders (Beginner) + Open Borders (Advanced) (updated evidence allowed) + 1 preview
	On-Case attacks + Topicality + Brain Drain DA + Trump Base DA + Wages DA + Capitalism Kritik + State Visas CP (updated evidence allowed) + unlimited Negative arguments against previews

	T6
	Novice (with all other conferences at city champs)
	H-1B + Open Borders (Beginner) + Open Borders (Advanced) (updated evidence allowed) + 1 preview
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H-1B Visas AFFIRMATIVE
File Folders Needed: (5)
1AC (PLAN, Advantage 1 – HARMS [Competitiveness], Advantage 2 – HARMS [Doctors], SOLVENCY)

2AC HARMS (Competitiveness)

2AC/1AR HARMS (Doctors)

2AC/1AR Solvency

2AC/1AR Answers to Off-Case (Trump Base, Brain Drain, Wages, Capitalism, Topicality, State Visas)
1AC - PLAN
PLAN: The United States federal government should substantially reduce restrictions on H-1B visas by:

1) Eliminating caps

2) Eliminating time limits by providing a path to permanent residence.

1AC - Advantage 1 (HARMS) - Competitiveness 
Advantage 1 is Competitiveness

Removing the H-1B visa cap strengthens american technology innovation and competitiveness.

Faustman 2016

[Matthew Faustman, 3-23-2016, "Why It's Time to Reform the H-1B Visa Program," https://www.entrepreneur.com/article/272427 MYY]

But, romanticism aside, we can't forget how important immigration is to our economy -- how encouraging an influx of talented, skilled workers from around the world is the the key to maintaining our country’s competitiveness in a fast-changing global market. As the world grows ever-smaller and more interconnected, that focus is more important than ever. In fact, to remain competitive in this globalized [^the spread of commerce and commercialism around the world^]  world, the United States needs to attract and retain brainpower -- the best and the brightest -- not build barriers. Those who are turned away instead go away and build, invent and innovate products and businesses for our competitors. It's ironic that many “free market” advocates here in this country are card-carrying protectionists [^people who want to close our economy to the outside world^] when it comes to immigrant labor. Instead, we need to emphasize bringing foreign talent to our shores, and traditionally, one of the best (or at least most common ways) to do that is the H-1B visa program -- used to employ foreign workers in occupations requiring specialized skills and at least a bachelor’s degree. Given that the United States needs to do everything in its power to attract these highly-skilled foreign workers needed by so many businesses, the question becomes . . . Why is the H-1B process so complicated, time-consuming and cost-prohibitive? 

In fact, today, as has been true for more than a decade, the demand for highly-skilled, foreign workers far exceeds the number able to attain H-1B visas. Congress continues to arbitrarily [^randomly, without a fair reason^] cap these visas at 85,000, 20,000 of which are allotted to workers holding a master’s degree or higher. For the past three years, the nation has met that cap within the first week that applications are accepted. In 2015, for example, 233,000 petitions were filed, but, again, only 65,000 were accepted, a 28 percent acceptance rate. This meant, and means, that, as demand continues to increase and the cap stays put, we’re denying employment to thousands upon thousands of highly-skilled foreign workers -- and to more every year. But, why? Is the reason for easing up on H-1B visas to protect American jobs? The truth is that, rather than reduce the number of jobs for native-born workers, H-1B workers help inspire job creation. A study by the National Foundation for American Policy found that U.S. technology companies surveyed increased their total employment by five workers “for every H-1B position requested.” For companies with fewer than 5,000 employees, the benefit was even greater: “Each H-1B position requested . . . was associated with an increase of employment of 7.5 workers, the study said. Another study, by Harvard Business School, found that the H-1B visa program for skilled foreign professionals “has played an important role in U.S. innovation patterns” over the past 15 years. Specifically, the study found a direct correlation between an increase in H-1B caps and an increase in the overall number of inventions and patents, thanks to the “direct contributions of immigrant inventors.” It also seems that the arbitrary limits being set on the number of 
(Continued on next page…)

(…Faustman continues)

H-1B visas may be having the opposite effect on the U.S. labor market than Congress intended. A number of polls of U.S. technology companies have shown that, faced with these limitations on hiring skilled foreign workers, companies react by moving more of their business outside the United States -- to regions where this skilled workforce is available. For these reasons, it’s absolutely critical that Congress begin to incrementally lift its arbitrary cap on the number of H-1B visas. It's time to reevaluate our priorities and the way our visa programs are constructed. Voices throughout the tech community and beyond have been calling for change for years, but little has been done to amend the system. While calls for reform have been growing in volume, and bills like the “H1-B and L-1 Visa Reform Act of 2015” and the “Immigration Innovation Act of 2015” have been introduced in earnest, Congress hardly seems to be in a rush. Today, both bills still languish in committees.

Slow technology innovation undermines Hegemony by increasing the relative strength of Russia and China and creating a perception of american weakness 
Knox 2017

[Tyler Knox, 4-24-2017, "The U.S. Military: A Crisis of Innovation," Penn Wharton Public Policy Initative, https://publicpolicy.wharton.upenn.edu/live/news/1833-the-us-military-a-crisis-of-innovation/for-students/blog/news.php]
Faced with the advancing capabilities of “competitor states” and stagnant Research & Development at home, American war planners are now asking a single question: Is the United States facing a crisis of innovation? Former Defense Secretaries Chuck Hagel and Ashton Carter both recognized the need to reinvigorate American military innovation under the Obama administration. In January 2014, Hagel announced the initiation of a “Third Offset Strategy,” consisting of a series of private-public partnerships and defense Research & Development to shore up American military superiority [5]. Secretary Carter continued Hagel’s efforts by pushing for greater collaboration between the Defense Department and Silicon Valley [6]. However, Carter is no longer the Secretary of State, and the future of the Third Offset Strategy remains in doubt under the Trump presidency. Will Defense Secretary Jim Mattis continue Hagel and Carter’s Third Offset Strategy? Regardless, the crisis of innovation continues, with American military preeminence [^”pre-ehm-in-ence,” being the best^] on the line. Implications While the United States’ focus has been diverted to developing counter-insurgency technology, China and Russia have been investing in innovations aimed at neutralizing American military advantages. China, in particular, has prioritized this approach, formulating a unique strategy of anti-access/anti-area denial, which aims to make it too dangerous for the U.S. navy to operate within the first disputed island chain in the South China Sea. For example, the aircraft carrier, a verifiable keystone [^proven key point^] and symbol of American military might, is now threatened by Chinese innovation in anti-ship missile technology. Navy strategists believe that China has successfully developed two missiles capable of destroying American carriers: the Dongfeng-21D and the YJ-12. The Dongfeng-21D is capable of closing on its target at 10 times the speed of sound, rendering it practically impossible to intercept. Likewise, the YJ-12 strikes its target at more than twice the speed of sound after skimming along the surface of the water to avoid interception. The successful development of anti-ship missiles is not unique to China; Russia, Iran, and North Korea are all working on weapons capable of destroying naval carriers. The rising military innovation of America’s competitors is casting doubt on the future of carrier-based warfare, raising the risk that the US aircraft carriers would be rendered useless in the event of a conflict in the South China Sea, specifically [7]. It is this implication of competitor defense innovation that is particularly concerning to America’s allies. Will the United States be willing to intervene to protect them from “Chinese bullying,” for example, considering the risks of deploying naval carriers in the region? Could a future U.S. president decide that the economic and political risks of losing a carrier are too great, leaving America’s Asian allies practically defenseless to Chinese aggression? Doubt that the United States can be depended upon for global security undermines America’s global hegemony [^“hej-eh-moh-nee”, global leadership”, click text here for hyperlink with more info^] raising the possibility that Asian countries would rather throw in their lot [^side with^] with China than risk alienating [^pushing away^] the rising power [8]. This dynamic is also at play in Europe, as fears that the United States may be unwilling to support its European partners have lead to mounting pressure for the region to develop its own nuclear weapons program.
US hegemony checks Chinese and Russian aggression. 

Kagan 2017

[ROBERT KAGAN “Backing Into World War III” Foreign Policy (6 February 2017) http://foreignpolicy.com/2017/02/06/backing-into-world-war-iii-russia-china-trump-obama/ MYY]

Think of two significant trend lines in the world today. One is the increasing ambition and activism of the two great revisionist [^those who would revise or change things^] powers, Russia and China. The other is the declining confidence, capacity, and will of the democratic world, and especially of the United States, to maintain the dominant position it has held in the international system since 1945. As those two lines move closer, as the declining will and capacity of the United States and its allies to maintain the present world order meet the increasing desire and capacity of the revisionist powers to change it, we will reach the moment at which the existing order collapses and the world descends into a phase of brutal anarchy [^lawlessness, disorder^], as it has three times in the past two centuries. The cost of that descent, in lives and treasure, in lost freedoms and lost hope, will be staggering. Americans tend to take the fundamental stability of the international order for granted, even while complaining about the burden the United States carries in preserving that stability. History shows that world orders do collapse, however, and when they do it is often unexpected, rapid, and violent. The late 18th century was the high point of the Enlightenment in Europe, before the continent fell suddenly into the abyss of the Napoleonic Wars. In the first decade of the 20th century, the world’s smartest minds predicted an end to great-power conflict as revolutions in communication and transportation knit economies and people closer together. The most devastating war in history came four years later. The apparent calm of the postwar 1920s became the crisis-ridden 1930s and then another world war. Where exactly we are in this classic scenario today, how close the trend lines are to that intersection point is, as always, impossible to know. Are we three years away from a global crisis, or 15? That we are somewhere on that path, however, is unmistakable. And while it is too soon to know what effect Donald Trump’s presidency will have on these trends, early signs suggest that the new administration is more likely to hasten [^speed up, accelerate^] us toward crisis than slow or reverse these trends. 
Conflict with Russia leads to nuclear war and the end of human civilization
McCue & Helfand 2015

[Maureen McCue, M.D., PhD of Oxford, Ia., and Ira Helfand, M.D., of Leeds, Mass., serve on the board of directors of Physicians for Social  “Why aren’t the candidates talking about nuclear war?” Des Moines Register (23 November 2015). http://www.desmoinesregister.com/story/opinion/columnists/iowa-view/2015/11/23/why-arent-candidates-talking-nuclear-war/76262744/ MYY]

When the Cold War ended, we pretty much stopped worrying about nuclear war, but the weapons didn’t go away. More than 15,000 are left in the world today, 95 percent in the arsenals of the U.S. and Russia. Seven other countries have nuclear arsenals as well. We know of at least five major incidents in the last 35 years when either Washington or Moscow prepared to launch nuclear war in the mistaken belief that it was under attack by the other side. Now, for the first time in 25 years, rising tensions between the U.S. and Russia have been accompanied by nuclear saber-rattling [^threats^]. In defense circles, concern is growing that we could stumble into a direct armed conflict with Russia. Such a conflict could escalate out of control and nuclear weapons could be used. Clearly, we should not be complacent about nuclear war. So why aren’t the candidates talking about nuclear war? Here are a few questions we should ask them: Under what conditions would you, as commander-in-chief, order the use of nuclear weapons? This question is particularly important because of new scientific research that shows that even a very limited nuclear war would cause catastrophic effects across the globe. Just 100 “small” nuclear weapons, less than 1 percent of the world’s nuclear arsenals, would, if detonated over urban targets, disrupt climate worldwide and trigger a global famine that could kill up to 2 billion people. No civilization in human history has withstood a shock of this magnitude and there is no reason to expect that ours would. The use of our nuclear arsenal would essentially be an act of suicide. We have a right to know if the men and women who would be president contemplate using these weapons.

1AC - Advantage 2 (HARMS) – Doctors
Advantage 2 is Doctors

Doctor shortages are coming now – immigration policy is key.

Marcus 2017

[Mary Brophy Marcus, 3-20-2017, "New report predicts "troubling" shortage of doctors in the U.S.," CBS News, https://www.cbsnews.com/news/doctor-shortage-us-IMPACT-on-health/ MYY]

The report estimates a shortfall ranging from 34,600 to 88,000 doctors by 2025, compared to what our growing and aging population may need. By 2030, the shortfall is expected to total anywhere from 40,800 to 104,900 doctors. A future shortage could have a huge effect on patient care — but it’s complicated, say experts. By 2030, the number of Americans over the age of 65 will grow by 55 percent, said Dr. Darrell G. Kirch, AAMC president and CEO, making the physician shortage projections “especially troubling,” since as people age they typically need more health care services. “As our patient population continues to grow and age, we must begin to train more doctors if we wish to meet the health care needs of all Americans,” Kirch said in a statement. The survey was conducted for AAMC by IHS Markit, a global information company. This is the third year they’ve produced a report on the topic. The researchers looked at the data in a number of areas of medicine, including: Primary care Medical specialties, such as allergy and immunology, cardiology, gastroenterology, infectious diseases, and many other treatment areas Surgical specialties Other specialties, a category that included psychiatry and pathology In primary care, the findings suggest there will be a shortage of between 7,300 and 43,100 physicians by 2030. Non-primary care specialties will be even harder hit, estimated to have a shortage of 33,500 and 61,800 physicians. Surgery may see deficits of 19,800 to 29,000 fewer surgeons than needed. Dr. Ira Nash, senior vice president and executive director of Northwell Health Physician Partners in New Hyde Park, New York, told CBS News that the survey results are bleak, but health care is changing rapidly so it’s difficult to say just how much the estimated shortages may affect how medical care is delivered in the future. “My own impression is that that’s going to change a lot and may have a huge IMPACT on the numbers here,” said Nash. For instance, technologies such as telemedicine may play a bigger role, reducing the need for more specialists. Dermatologists, for example are sometimes able to effectively diagnose people remotely, as are heart experts. “Virtual care, self-monitoring, group sessions, some ‘miracle drugs’ — there are all kinds of things that can happen over the next couple of decades that will change the basic pattern of how we deliver office-based medical care. So I think it adds much more uncertaintly to the conclusions of the report,” Nash said. Creating more incentives for young people interested in pursuing medicine may also shift the projected trend, said Nash. Another major concern is whether or not the Trump administration’s immigration policies will cause a disruption to the doctor work force. “It [the report] didn’t seem to address that at all — that for many years, substantial numbers of physicians have come to the United States having gone to school or trained elsewhere. So there is a question about how welcoming the U.S. will be to international medical graduates and what IMPACT that would have on the physician workforce. That’s a pretty big question that doesn’t seem to have been touched upon,” Nash said. CBS News’ Tony Dokoupil reported last month that one in four doctors in the U.S. are foreign born, including an estimated 15,000 from the seven countries included in Mr. Trump’s initial travel ban, which was blocked by a federal judge. Many foreign-born doctors practice in small town and rural communities, which could be particularly hard hit by tighter restrictions or delays in processing visa applications.
Physician shortage causes preventable deaths, long waits, and kills access to primary care.

Nathan 2012

Nisha Nathan, 11-13-2012, "Doc Shortage Could Crash Health Care," ABC News, https://abcnews.go.com/Health/doctor-shortage-health-care-crash/story?id=17708473 MYY

The problem does not appear to be one of too few doctors in general; in fact, in 2011 a total of 17,364 new doctors emerged from the country's medical schools, according to the Association of American Medical Colleges (AAMC). Too few of these doctors, however, choose primary care as a career -- an issue that may be worsening. In a 2008 census [^survey^] by the AAMC and the American Medical Association, researchers found that the number of medical graduates choosing a career in family medicine dropped from 5,746 in 2002 to 4,210 in 2007 -- a drop of nearly 27 percent. "It's pretty tough to convince medical students to go into primary care," said Dr. Lee Green, chair of Family Medicine at the University of Alberta, who was not involved with the study. Green added that he believes this is because currently primary care specialties are not well paid, well treated or respected as compared to subspecialists. "They have to think about their debt," he said. "There are also issues of how physicians are respected and how we portray primary care to medical students." These problems loom even larger considering the aim of the Affordable Care Act to provide all Americans with health insurance -- and with it, more regular contact with a primary care doctor. Perhaps the best known example of this approach has been Massachusetts, which since 2006 has mandated that every resident obtain health insurance and those that are below the federal poverty level gain free access to health care. But although the state has the second-highest ratio of primary care physicians to population of any state, they are struggling with access to primary care physicians. Dr. Randy Wexler of The John Glenn Institute of Public Service and Policy said he has concerns that this trend could be reflected nationwide. "Who is going to care for these people?" he said. "We are going to have problems just like Massachusetts. [They] are struggling with access problems; it takes one year to get into a primary care physician. Coverage does not equal access." Some have already proposed solutions to this looming problem. One suggestion is that non-physician medical professionals, such as nurse practitioners and physician assistants, can pick up the slack. Doctors, however, said his may not be enough to fill the gap. "It would take 10 nurse practitioners to equal one primary care graduate, based on volume," Wexler said. Another potential solution is patient-centered homes, where everyone works on a team in effort to increase the number of patients per provider. Some patients can be served by a computer online portal or a phone encounter when feasible to decrease the number of physician visits. Most experts encourage consumers to challenge the current system, hold political leaders accountable, insist that government officials demand change in health care system design, policy, and reimbursement, along with medical school admissions and residency position allocations. But whatever the solution, Wexler said something should be done, and as soon as possible. "Looking at shear reality, we can't TURN on a spigot and drop out new doctors," he said. "Expect long waits if we cannot figure out how to resolve it, the only place left to go for primary care will be the emergency room." Green's outlook was not as rosy. "[Patients] won't be able to see a primary care physician hardly," he said. "Primary care will be past saturated [^full^] with wait times longer and will not accept any new patients. There will be an increase in hospitalizations and increase in death rates for basic preventable things like hypertension [^high blood pressure^] that was not managed adequately."

Primary care access is the first line of defense to stop pandemics.

Westerink 2017

[Jasper Westerink, Chief Executive of Philips Africa., 4-1-2017, "3 ways to fight the pandemics of the future," World Economic Forum, https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2017/04/strengthening-africa-s-first-line-of-defence-against-pandemics/ MYY]

During pandemic [“pan-deh-mick”, massive-scale disease] outbreaks, primary healthcare is the first line of defence, but reactionary approaches to recent outbreaks highlight just how much the global health community has neglected the primary healthcare system. If we want to successfully prevent or manage future outbreaks, we must invest in primary healthcare. I firmly believe that investment must be concentrated in three key areas: · The expansion of public-private partnerships (PPPs); · The adoption of new technologies; · The training of healthcare workers. A three-pronged approach Responses to past pandemic outbreaks have been fragmented. Instead of pooling resources, governments and business set up isolated programmes. In order to fight infectious diseases effectively, we must collaborate. Health Ministries must take advantage of innovation in the private sector, and in TURN educate business about the effects of pandemics on their bottom line. Business has access to a portfolio of new and evolving technologies. Their research and development divisions give them deep insight into local needs and they have the ability to produce health solutions at scale. We only need to look at how PPPs have driven innovation in financial services to see the IMPACT it can have. Healthcare in Africa must embrace mobile technology in the same way financial services has. By connecting patients and care providers with public health workers via mobile telecommunications, we can effectively detect and act against infection outbreaks and develop valuable insights to prepare for future outbreaks. This so-called disease surveillance [^”sur-veil-ance”, monitoring^] involves the collection, analysis and INTERPRETATION of large volumes of data originating from a variety of sources. It helps us predict, observe, and minimise the harm caused by outbreak, epidemic, [^“epy-deh-mick”, large-scale disease^] and pandemic situations, and it increases our knowledge about which factors contribute to such circumstances. To effectively implement surveillance through technology, we must TURN primary healthcare workers into data gatherers. This will take a major investment in skills development. By training staff to recognise symptoms and to collect data for epidemiological [^study of disease^] reasons, we will be building an extra layer of defence against pandemic outbreaks. The spread of infectious diseases is often accelerated by communities who refuse to seek treatment or put in place the correct measures to prevent the further spread of an infectious disease. Trained staff not only ensure accurate data collection, but also play an important part in educating these communities about their role in pandemic  management.
We’re on the brink of the next pandemic, a massive disease outbreak—RESPONSE times are key to prevent global deaths of historic scale
Gupta 2017

[Dr. Sanjay Gupta, Chief Medical Correspondent, 9-14-2017, "The big one is coming, and it's going to be a flu pandemic," CNN, https://edition.cnn.com/2017/04/07/health/flu-pandemic-sanjay-gupta/index.html?no-st=1526523305 MYY]

Experts say we are "due" for one. When it happens, they tell us, it will probably have a greater IMPACT on humanity than anything else currently happening in the world. And yet, like with most people, it is probably something you haven't spent much time thinking about. After all, it is human nature to avoid being consumed by hypotheticals until they are staring us squarely in the face. Such is the case with a highly lethal flu pandemic [“pan-deh-mick”, massive-scale disease]. And when it comes, it will affect every human alive today. Pandemic  ] flu is apolitical [^not interested in politics^] and does not discriminate between rich and poor. Geographical boundaries are meaningless, and it can circle the globe within hours. In terms of potential IMPACT on mankind, the only thing that comes close is climate change. And, like climate change, pandemic flu is so vast, it can be challenging to wrap your head around it. When most people hear "flu," they typically think of seasonal flu. No doubt, seasonal flu can be deadly, especially for the very young and old, as well as those with compromised immune systems. For most people, however, the seasonal flu virus, which mutates just a little bit every year, is not particularly severe because our immune systems have already probably seen a similar flu virus and thus know how to fight it. It's called native immunity or protection, and almost all of us have some degree of it. Babies are more vulnerable because they haven't been exposed to the seasonal flu and older people because their immune systems may not be functioning as well. Pandemic  flu is a different animal, and you should understand the difference. Panˈdemik/: pan means "all"; demic (or demographic) means "people." It is well-named, because pandemic flu spreads easily throughout the world. Unlike seasonal flu, pandemics  occur when a completely new or novel virus emerges. This sort of virus can emerge directly from animal reservoirs [^in biology, animals that host a virus (click here for hypertext link with more info)^] or be the result of a dramatic series of mutations -- so-called reassortment events -- in previously circulating viruses. In either case, the result is something mankind has never seen before: a pathogen that can spread easily from person to defenseless person, our immune systems never primed [^ready^] to launch any sort of defense. Our only hope With pandemic flu, we cannot solely rely on our bodies' ability to fight. A vaccine is our only real hope. That fact is part of the reason the number 24 was stuck in my head as I served as an executive producer on the CNN original film "Unseen Enemy." I have become convinced that if we can develop and deploy a pandemic flu vaccine just 24 weeks faster than is currently projected, the IMPACT could change the course of human history. Twenty-four weeks faster could mean the difference between 20,000 people dying in the next flu pandemic or more than 20 million people dying.

There is a high probability that pandemics, massive disease outbreaks, will cause human extinction.

Dovey 2016

[Dana Dovey, 5-2-2016, "The End Is Near: Report Predicts We're More At Risk Of Death From Climate Change, Pandemic, Than A Car Crash," Medical Daily, https://www.medicaldaily.com/end-near-climate-change-pandemic-human-extinction-car-crash-384443 MYY]

A new report has found that the average person is five times more likely to die in an “act of human extinction” than an act of human error. And while this may be good news for those with a fear of driving, for the rest of us the future looks grim. The media has hinted at the possibility of a huge catastrophic incident such as a disease pandemic  [“pan-deh-mick”, massive-scale disease] wiping out the majority, if not all, of the Earth’s population. Now, however, scientists have laid the rumors to rest, crunched the numbers, and shown this tragic end to be a real possibility. The annual Global Catastrophic Risk from the U.K.-based Global Challenges Foundation uses factors such as climate change and political relations to compute the risk of a “human extinction event,” or any catastrophic event that kills at least 10 percent of the world’s population. This year’s report found that the average American is five times more likely to die in a human extinction event than a car crash, and identified climate change and international disease outbreaks as some of the most likely end-of-world disasters. Humanity is a major part of the Earth’s ecosystem and when the Planet’s health deteriorates, our health suffers as well. Rising temperatures caused by climate change have led to a notable increase in human health problems. For example, many researchers note that unseasonably warm temperatures have contributed to the spread of mosquito-transmitted diseases, such as Chikungunya and Zika virus, outside of its normal range. In addition, warmer and longer summers have also caused spikes in tick populations and widened their habitat. These rising temperatures may even play a role in the increasing incidence of Lyme disease. Other extreme human health threats caused by climate change include high levels of air pollution. This problem has been Linked to both increased instances of stroke and respiratory diseases. Luckily, The Stern Review, a U.K. government report on the economics of climate change, estimated that there is a 0.1 percent risk of human extinction every year, but when that is added up over a century, that risk jumps to a 9.5 percent chance of human extinction within the next century, The Atlantic reported. In addition to climate change, pandemics also pose a major threat to human life, and we have already begun to see just how quickly some diseases can spread. In 2014 the world saw the largest Ebola [^”ee-boh-lah”, virus originating to Congo that is spread to humans by bats (click text here for hyperlink with more info)^] outbreak in history, The Center for Disease Control and Prevention reported. As of April 13, 2016 there were a total of 15,261 lab-confirmed deaths and 28,652 suspected deaths. Antibiotic resistance has also made once-treatable diseases now untreatable and the planet has seen a number of “superbug” outbreaks throughout the U.S. alone. One report predicted that by 2050 antibiotic resistance will likely kill more people than cancer. According to The Associated Press, many of the patients sick with life-threatening superbugs caught the bugs through contaminated medical equipment.

1AC – SOLVENCY
Contention 3 is SOLVENCY

The PLAN solves and attracts new talent.

Kumar 2016

[Sahana Kumar, Research Associate at the American Enterprise Institute has a masterʻs degree from University College London, 4-13-2016, "Fixing high-skilled immigration with less regulation, not more," American Enterprise Institute, http://www.aei.org/publication/fixing-high-skilled-immigration-with-less-regulation-not-more/ MYY]

This month marked the beginning of the annual scrap for the 85,000 H-1B visas to bring foreign skilled workers to the United States. Even with the increased scrutiny placed on the program during election season and fee hikes passed by Congress in December, it took only five days for the cap to be reached. Meanwhile, debate over the program has spilled into the international arena, as the fee hikes have become the subject of a trade dispute between the United States and India. While the technology industry argues for increasing the cap to fill a skilled-worker shortage, critics claim that the program threatens American jobs. However the larger question that ultimately addresses both concerns is whether utilizing a temporary guest-worker program to funnel high-skilled workers into the United States makes sense in the first place. Tying high-skilled workers to particular employers and forcing them to leave after a certain period of time creates potential for abuse and strips away all the benefits to economic dynamism [^being dynamic^] that permanent immigration creates. Instead, converting the H-1B program to an actual immigration program for highly skilled workers ensures the maximum benefit for the US economy as a whole. This is how Canada and Australia, among others, attract the best and the brightest. Concerns over low wages and mass unemployment from H-1B programs are overstated. US workers in computer and IT occupations already earn an average of nearly $80,000 a year while facing unemployment rates under three percent. The public furor seems to reflect particular cases rather than a widespread trend. However, rules on employee sponsorship limit worker choice and create opportunities for abuse. H-1B workers depend on sponsorship from a particular employer to work in the United States. This gives employers significant power over wages since workers have little flexibility to quit their positions for higher-paying ones. The most efficient way of preventing abuse would be to untie workers’ legal status from their employers, and let them gain bargaining power through the choice of changing jobs. This way a competitive labor market, rather than regulation, determines salaries. Should they want to stay in the United States long-term, high-skilled foreign workers also depend on their employers to expend time and money to sponsor them for one of the 140,000 available employment-based green cards. Employment-based green cards themselves make up less than twenty percent of the total number of green cards granted annually. These constraints undermine the competitive advantage that immigration-fueled entrepreneurship and innovation give the United States. First and second-generation immigrants helped start more than forty percent of Fortune 500 businesses and more than half of US startups worth over $1 billion. Enabling a direct transition to permanent residence ensures high-skilled workers stay in the country, create jobs in their communities, and use their abilities to boost the US economy, as opposed to another country’s.
Removing caps is critical to ensure America has skilled workers – there are simply no ALTERNATIVES. 

Beach 2015

[Gary Beach, CIO Magazine and author of “The U.S.Technology Skills Gap”, 4-1-2015, "Remove the H-1B Visa Cap," WSJ, https://blogs.wsj.com/cio/2015/04/01/remove-the-h1b-visa-cap/ MYY]

With the median age of an information technology worker in America approaching 53 years old in 2015, how does the skill set of the future American worker stack up against tech workers around the world? The short answer: not well. The Organization for Economic Co-Operation and Development fielded a global test in 2013 that measured the math and science skills of individuals age 16-65. A year later ETS, the group that administers the SAT test, reviewed test results examining scores for U.S. millennials, the supposedly tech-savvy individuals age 16-34 who form the core of America’s future workforce. Here’s what they discovered: American millennials performed horribly. “No matter how you sliced the data – by class, by race, by education – young Americans were laggards [^those lagging behind^] compared to their international peers,” The Washington Post wrote. “In every subject, U.S. millennials ranked at the bottom or very close to it.” Ouch! No, make that a double-ouch when you factor in later this year the millennial generation of Americans will surpass retiring Baby Boomers as the largest population segment in the United States. After you read the ETS review and factor in that five million jobs are “open” in America and 40% of Fortune 500 firms were founded by immigrants, you wonder why are we even having a debate about the H-1B visa program. For me it is clear. The American economy needs more, not fewer, skilled technology workers. Reinventing public education to teach the digital skills needed in the workforce is job #1 for the United States. This is America’s energy-independence fight for skills. Until that job is completed, and it will take at least 20-years to do that, Congress needs to act. Here’s how. By this time next week, the 65,000 H-1B visas will be “sold out.” Do the math. America has a classic supply and demand problem. Here’s an idea: for fiscal year 2017 Congress should lift the H-1B cap entirely. See where demand goes. Then hit the reset button – for more, or fewer, H-1B visas – for FY 2018. Make it a market-driven policy decision. Not a political one. The current H-1B program pleases no one. Vivek Wadhwa, a Fellow at Stanford University who follows immigration issues, says unreasonable visa policies could lead to a “reverse brain-drain” where talented non-immigrant foreign nationals choose home, rather than the United States, to start their companies. And create new jobs.

2AC/1AR – H-1B Visas
2AC (HARMS) Competitiveness - “No Tech Shortage” Answers To: 1NC 
They say, “no tech shortage,” but …

1. Our _Faustman 2016_ evidence says that _demand for workers is higher than our H-1B quota.
(Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)

(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _________Bartels__________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____Their evidence is talking about recent college graduates, who are nowhere near ready to lead the innovation we need in defense technology. Our evidence is about experienced technology workers from other countries who can change our tech sector._________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

_________Our HARMS are 100% probable in the STATUS QUO – we are falling behind potential rivals like China and Russia in military innovation and defense technology and we can only solve this problem with more H-1B visas.___________________________________________________________

2. Yes, there is a tech worker shortage – American students can’t fill the gap
Lapowsky 2017

[Issie Lapowsky, 4-3-2017, "Trump Has Done Nothing to Fix America's Tech Talent Shortage," WIRED, https://www.wired.com/2017/04/trumps-h-1b-visa-limits-mean-nothing-without-training-us/]

In theory, Trump has a compelling case: If jobs are to be had, they should go to American workers. That's the essence of his inaugural promise to put America first. But there's a flaw in that theory. The United States is systematically failing to produce homegrown tech talent, and Trump has yet to come up with the faintest glimmer of a PLAN to address that shortage. Until such a PLAN exists, tech companies argue that the H-1B program is a necessary stopgap.

Of course, that's the kind of thing you might anticipate from these tech giants. But the support for H-1Bs has been just as strong from the very people who spend their lives trying to develop tech talent in the US, people like Plinio Ayala, CEO of Per Scholas, an IT-workforce-development program based in the Bronx. One might think Ayala would welcome any effort to prioritize American workers, such as Per Scholas' own graduates, over foreign ones. But Ayala says that limiting the H-1B program, "absent a real, cogent [^sensible^]  strategy around building local workforces to meet the demands of employers, is incredibly dangerous to the profitability and growth of the corporate community."
2AC HARMS (Competitiveness) - Hegemony Turn Answers To: 1NC 
They say, “hegemony casuses war,” but …

1. Our _Kagan 2016_ evidence says that _only American leadership checks China and Russia__.
(Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)

(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _________Klare__________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 
(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____Their evidence was written before Trump – our Kagan evidence says Trump makes the collapse of American leadership more likely and also makes historical arguments about America’s role in preserving world peace that their evidence simply doesn’t have.______________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____We have the biggest IMPACT in the debate – unless we maintain America’s technological leadership, we lose our military leadership and the rest of the world challenges us. This makes war inevitable with countries like Russia and China and makes it impossible for us to deter aggression.__
2. American hegemony and military power is necessary to maintain world peace
Kagan 2016 
[Robert Kagan, Senior Fellow, Project on International Order and Strategy at the Brookings Institution, 2016, "Why America Must Lead, ," The Catalyst, https://www.bushcenter.org/catalyst/leadership/why-america-must-lead.html MYY]
Finally, there is the matter of American hard power. What has been true since the time of Rome remains true today: there can be no world order without power to preserve it, to shape its norms, uphold its institutions, defend the sinews of its economic system, and keep the peace. Military power can be abused, wielded unwisely and ineffectively. It can be deployed to answer problems that it cannot answer or that have no answer. But it is also essential. No nation or group of nations that renounced power could expect to maintain any kind of world order. If the United States begins to look like a less reliable defender of the present order, that order will begin to unravel. It remains true today as it has since the Second World War that only the United States has the capacity and the unique geographical advantages to provide global security. There can be no stable balance of power in Europe or Asia without the United States. And while we can talk about soft power and smart power, they have been and always will be of limited value when confronting raw military power. Despite all of the loose talk of American decline, it is in the military realm where U.S. advantages remain clearest. Even in other great power’s backyards, the United States retains the capacity, along with its powerful allies, to deter challenges to the security order. But without a U.S. willingness to play the role of providing balance in far-flung regions of the world, the system will buckle under the unrestrained military competition of regional powers. Today, as a result of the Budget Control Act and a general unwillingness to spend adequately on defense, America’s ability to play this vital role is coming increasingly under question. Current defense spending has created a readiness crisis within the armed forces. Only a handful of Army brigades are available for use in a crisis. The army is about to be forced to cut 40,000 soldiers from its active force. There are too few ships to provide a U.S. presence in the multiple hotspots that have sprouted up around the world. As the bipartisan, congressionally-mandated National Defense Panel has argued, the U.S. military must be able to deter or stop aggression in multiple theaters, not just one, even when engaged in a large-scale war. It needs to be able to fight ISIS and deter Iran in the Middle East, deter Russia in Europe and Syria, and in Asia deter North Korea and maintain stability in the face of a rising China. Consider the threat now posed by Iran. Whatever one thinks about the recently-concluded nuclear deal, any serious strategy aimed at resisting Iranian domination also requires confronting Iran on the several fronts of the Middle East battlefield. In Syria, it requires a determined policy to remove Iran’s close ally, Basher al-Assad, using U.S. air power to provide cover for civilians and creating a safe zone for Syrians willing to fight. In Iraq, it requires using American forces to push back and destroy the forces of the Islamic State so that we do not have to rely, de facto, on Iranian power to do the job. Overall, it requires a greater U.S. military commitment to the region, a reversal of both the perceived and the real withdrawal of American power. And therefore it requires a reversal of the downward trend in U.S. defense spending, which has made it harder for the military even to think about addressing these 
(Continued on the next page…)

(…Kagan continues)
challenges, should it be called upon to do so. The challenge we face today is to decide whether this liberal world order is worth defending and whether the United States is still willing to play the role of its principal champion. The answer to both questions ought to be “yes,” but it will require a renewal of American leadership in the international system, economically, politically, and strategically. It will also require a renewed understanding of how important and unique the present liberal world order is, both for Americans and for peoples all across the globe. The simple fact is that for all the difficulties and suffering of the past 70 years, the period since the end of World War II has been unique in the history of the human race. There has been an unprecedented growth in prosperity. Billions have been lifted out of poverty. Democratic government, once rare, has spread to over 100 nations around the world, on every continent, for peoples of all races and religions. Although the period has been marked by war, peace among the great powers has been preserved. There has been no recurrence of the two devastating world wars of the first half of the 20th century. This world order has been a boon for billions around the world, but it has also served American interests. Any other world order, one in which the United States had to cede power and influence to China and Russia, or what is more likely, a descent into disorder, is unlikely to serve Americans’ interests as well.

2AC (HARMS) Competitiveness – “World Wars obsolete” Answers to: 1NC 
They say, “World War is obsolete,” but …

1. Our __________ evidence says that ___________________________________________.
(Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)

(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _____________________________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2. Great power war coming – only the US can prevent it.

Ward 2014

[Ward, 8-22, "Only US Can Prevent Great Power War," Diplomat, https://thediplomat.com/2014/08/only-us-can-prevent-great-power-war/]

As the World War I centennial is celebrated, repressed thoughts of great power war once again begin to surface. With today’s highly “interconnected global economy” underwritten by a liberal order leading to the “rise of the rest,” it appears unlikely that any state would want to disrupt the current system. And yet, the constant stream of somber news reignites fears of a calamitous [^terrible^] global catastrophe. In times of international flux [^change^], where the worst seems possible, it is important to TURN to those who can best interpret these eras. In the case of great power or “hegemonic” [^“hej-eh-moh-nee”, global leadership, click here for info^] wars, there is hardly a greater authority than Robert Gilpin. In his seminal [^influential^] work on the subject, War and Change in World Politics, Gilpin argues that 3 preconditions must be met for a hegemonic war to occur. First, Gilpin believes that the soon-to-be warring parties must feel there is a “‘closing in’ of space and opportunities.” Second, there must be a general “perception that a fundamental historical change is taking place.” Finally, events around the world start to “escape human control.” Notably, all 3 of these conditions currently exist in the world.
3. The best historical research proves that world war is still possible
Lyon 2014

[Rod, fellow at Australian Strategic Policy Institute, 8-22, https://thediplomat.com/2014/08/no-great-power-war-isnt-obsolete/ MYY]

Psychologist Steven Pinker has recently argued that the better angels of our nature are making us TURN away from violence. I’m not wholly convinced by his argument—the better angels of our nature seem pretty militant to me, and always have been. (See Ephesians, 6:12.) But academic research from a few decades back suggests that great-power wars against each other aren’t common. Jack Levy in his research on war in the international system between 1495 and 1975 found only nine of what he would call “world wars”—wars where almost all great powers were involved. Much more commonly, he found “interstate wars”—113 of which engaged a great power. I cite those figures to underline two points. First, if world wars are rare, maybe we don’t need special explanations to say why there hasn’t been one since 1945 (hot) or 1991 (cold). Second, that definition of major war is still a problem. Let’s put aside the academic arguments and look straight at the case that most worries us. Is a great-power war between the U.S. and China possible? I think we could answer that question directly:possible, yes; likely, no. Great powers, especially nuclear-armed ones, don’t go to war with each other lightly. But sometimes wars happen. And they aren’t accidents. They’re about international order. They’re about, as Raymond Aron said, the life and death of states. And the principal reason for fighting them is that not doing so looks like a worse ALTERNATIVE. Moreover, the paths to war—including rare major-power war—are not reserved solely for conventionally-armed states. Where both powers are nuclear-armed we should expect a conflict, even one at the lower rungs of the escalation ladder, to be fought with a high degree of political control, and an understanding that the objectives of the conflict are limited. Naturally, it would help if both sides shared a common understanding of where the firebreaks [^obstacle to put out fires^] were between conventional and nuclear conflict, and already had in place a set of crisis-management procedures, but it’s possible that neither of those conditions might exist. (Neither would prevent a war, but both would provide a better sense of the likely escalation dynamics of a particular conflict.) Indeed, it’s because major war is possible that we retain such a keen interest in war termination. Unconstrained escalation doesn’t lead to a happy place.
2AC (HARMS) Competitiveness – “U.S. is not key to peace” Answers to: 1NC 
They say, “the U.S. is not key to peace,” but …

1. Our __________ evidence says that ___________________________________________.
(Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)

(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _____________________________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2AC HARMS (Doctors) – “PLAN can’t solve pandemics” Answers to 1NC: 
They say, “PLAN can’t solve pandemics,” but …

1. Our __Marcus 2017________ evidence says that _____________________________________.
(Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)



(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _____________________________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2. Health care professionals are on the frontline of an epidemic – shortages now 
Elsevier 2016 
(2/5, http://www.confidenceconnected.com/blog/2016/02/05/how-nurses-can-help-the-u-s-prepare-for-a-future-epidemic/)
As the world becomes more and more connected, there is an increased possibility for viruses and bacteria to spread between population centers. As a result, the risks associated with localized epidemics or global health emergencies is more real than ever. As the Zika Virus dominates the headlines, it is all too easy to remember similar scares such as the Ebola crisis or the hysteria associated with the Swine Flu in 2009. A recent panel of healthcare professionals and industry specialists recently unveiled a lengthy report highlighting the potential for a global pandemic [“pan-deh-mick”, massive-scale disease] and a framework to combat such a possibility. In such a scenario, nurses would be on the front lines of helping stem any outbreak. How disease spreads so quickly The Zika virus is a perfect case study for understanding how viruses can spread in the modern world. The disease has been racing through Latin America in recent weeks such that the World Health Organization declared a public health emergency in early February, according to Vox. However, despite this rapid development, the Zika virus is actually relatively old. The first known cases were actually back in the 1940s, and for decades the disease was concentrated in South East Asia, where Vox reported that just 14 confirmed cases had been diagnosed prior to 2007. Because the virus had not been detected in the Americas until 2014, there has not been an opportunity for people to build up a familiarity with the disease, or even natural antibodies from previous infections. As a result, Latin America was unprepared for the disease. Some scientists suspect the Zika Virus was spread to South America during the 2014 World Cup, and since then it has exploded in Brazil and throughout the Western Hemisphere. The disease can be transmitted through bodily fluids as well as mosquitos, and already it has spread to over 20 countries in Latin America. This represents a major concern for health officials worldwide. According to the Washington Post, the Ebola epidemic in West Africa is an unfortunate example of how difficult it can be to contain such a disease. While Ebola didn't spread worldwide as some had feared, there is overwhelming evidence that more could have been done to curb or slow the spread of the disease, which claimed 11,000 lives. For nurses, there are plenty of online resources for getting involved with potential epidemics and learning more about specific illness and concerns. Unfortunately, however, the nursing shortage here in the U.S. could leave the country vulnerable to a serious outbreak. Making sense of the nursing shortage The Kaiser Family Foundation reported that the U.S. spends more money per capita on healthcare than any other country in the world. Despite this, there is still a need for more nurses in this country. The potential for epidemics notwithstanding, there is already a concern that the U.S. does not have enough registered nurses available. According to the American Association of Colleges of Nursing, an aging baby boomer population will put added strain on the healthcare industry, increasing the demand for nurses even further. The AACN stated that by 2020, the U.S. may need to add over one million nursing jobs. According to the authors of the epidemic preparedness report, "The conditions for infectious disease emergence and contagion are more dangerous than ever…further outbreaks of new, dormant, or even well-known diseases are a certainty." The Washington Post reported that there could be serious issues when developing rapid-response plans as well as the creation and administration of new vaccines or treatments. Without a stable supply of qualified nurses, these problems only figure to become more difficult. 
2AC HARMS (Doctors) – “Trump wrecks disease cooperation” Answers to 1NC: 

They say, “Trump wrecks international disease cooperation,” but …

1. Our __Westerink 2017________ evidence says that __________________________________.
(Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)



(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _____________________________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2. New Center for Disease Control director ensures U.S. commitment to global epidemic prevention programs 
McKay 2018

[Betsy Mckay, 7-9-2018, "New CDC Director Targets Opioids, Suicide and Pandemics," WSJ, https://www.wsj.com/articles/new-cdc-director-targets-opioids-suicide-and-pandemics-1529931600?ns=prod/accounts-wsj MYY]

Dr. Redfield said his top priority is to protect Americans from major global epidemic threats, namely pandemic [“pan-deh-mick”, massive-scale disease] flu and antimicrobial resistance. The Center for Disease Control faces potential budget cuts, including to a global-health-security program in which the agency helps other countries build up their epidemic-fighting capacity. Efforts the Center for Disease Control has made in recent years to help the Democratic Republic of the Congo build laboratories and train epidemic responders paid off in that country’s rapid response to its recent Ebola outbreak, he said. “I think the DRC is a great example of success,” he said. He said he would work to ensure funding continues for priority epidemic programs. “I anticipate that we’ll continue to secure the funding that we need to do the global health mission that we have,” he said.

2AC HARMS (Doctors) – “No disease extinction”Answers to 1NC: 

They say, “Pandemics don’t cause extinction,” but …

1. Our Dovey 2016 + Gupta 2017__ evidence says _a pandemic that causes extinction is coming_ 
(Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _____Adalja________________________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)
(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
________ Their Adalja evidence assumes known diseases, not new emerging diseases, and assumes that human scientists will always find solutions. we don’t have enough of those now – the PLAN is key to get the best doctors working on pandemics. Our evidence is from Dr. Sanjay Gupta, a medical doctor who is a renowned medical news expert.______________ ____________ __________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)
“And this means that …”

____Our HARMS are the largest IMPACT in the debate because even their Adaljia evidence gives examples of past plagues that wiped out half the world’s population – this would easily lead to the collapse of civilization and make it impossible for us to survive. Only the AFFIRMATIVE can get enough doctors in the U.S. to be on the frontlines to spot and contain emerging super-viruses before they spread and cause mass death.____________________________________________________________ _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2. Diseases can cause species level extinction.

Viegas 2008

[Jennifer Viegas, 11-5-2008, "How disease can wipe out an entire species," msnbc, http://www.nbcnews.com/id/27556747/ns/technology_and_science-science/t/how-disease-can-wipe-out-entire-species/ MYY]

Disease can wipe out an entire species, reveals a new study on rats native to Australia's Christmas Island that fell prey to "hyperdisease conditions" caused by a pathogen that led to the rodents' extinction. The study, published in the latest issue of the journal PLoS One, presents the first evidence for extinction of an animal entirely because of disease. The researchers say it's possible for any animal species, including humans, to die out in a similar fashion, although a complete eradication of Homo sapiens would be unlikely. "I can certainly imagine local population or even citywide 'extinction,' or population crashes due to introduced pathogens under a condition where you have a pathogen that can spread like the flu and has the pathogenicity of the 1918 flu or Ebola viruses," co-author Alex Greenwood, assistant professor of biological sciences at Old Dominion University in Norfolk, Va., told Discovery News. The 1918 flu killed millions of people, while Ebola outbreaks have helped to push gorillas close to extinction.

3. New diseases are coming that can cause extinction. 

Gholipour 2013

[Bahar Gholipour,Livescience, 11-26-2013, "What 11 Billion People Mean for Disease Outbreaks," Scientific American, https://www.scientificamerican.com/article/what-11-billion-people-mean-disease-outbreaks/ MYY]

"There's a strong correlation between the risk of pandemic [“pan-deh-mick”, massive-scale disease] and human population density. We've done the math and we've proved it," said Dr. Peter Daszak, a disease ecologist and the president of Eco Health Alliance, who examined the LINK in a 2008 study published in the journal Nature. Looking at contemporary outbreaks since the mid-20th century, Daszak and colleagues found that the rate of emergent diseases caused by pathogens new to humans has increased significantly with time, even when controlling for progress in diagnosis techniques and surveillance, which could make it only seem like diseases were on the rise. More than 300 new infectious diseases emerged between 1940 and 2004, the study found. Some of these diseases were caused by pathogens that have hopped across species and finally into humans — for example, the West Nile virus, the SARS coronavirus and HIV. Others were caused by a new variant of a pathogen that evolved to thwart available drugs, such as drug-resistant tuberculosis and malaria. Certain pathogens, such as the bacteria that cause Lyme disease, are not new to humans, but their incidence increased dramatically, perhaps due to changes that newly arrived humans made to the environment inhabited by animals carrying these pathogens. In light of the continuous population growth, health authorities are calling for strengthening public health organizations, and giving more resources to systems that would protect people. Researchers are studying ways to identify viruses faster, so that vaccines could be developed early in the process, and scientists are trying to understand the complicated interactions between humans and the surrounding ecosystem, so that they could identify emerging disease hotspots and find the next emerging virus before it finds humans. All of these are done in an effort to have the new creative solutions that preventing pandemics on a populated Planet would require. "You can predict very confidently as each year moves forward, we're going to see more and more diseases emerge," Daszak said. "It's a little abstract to most people. And to be fair, it's new for scientists too."

1AR HARMS (Doctors) – Answers to “Pandemics Don’t Cause Extinction” 
They say, “pandemics cause extinction,” but group their arguments.

1. Our _________ evidence says that _________________________________________________.
(Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)

(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

       (Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2. Pandemics are deadly and can cause extinction.

Torres & Boghossian 2016

[Phil Torres & Peter Boghossian, 8-17-2016, "The Looming Extinction of Humankind, Explained," Motherboard, https://motherboard.vice.com/en_us/article/vv7pzb/armageddon-comma-explained MYY]

There are three broad categories of "existential risks," or scenarios that would either cause our extinction or permanently catapult us back into the Stone Age. The first includes natural risks like asteroid and comet IMPACTs, super-volcanic eruptions, global pandemics [“pan-deh-mick”, massive-scale disease], and even supernovae. These form our cosmic risk background and, as just suggested, some of these risks are relatively easy to estimate. As you may recall from middle school, an assassin from the heavens, possibly a comet, smashed into the Yucatan Peninsula 66 million years ago and killed almost all of the dinosaurs. And about 75,000 years ago, a super-volcano in Indonesia caused the Toba catastrophe, which some scientists believe dramatically reduced the human population, though this claim is controversial. Few people today realize just how close humanity may have come to extinction in the Paleolithic. Although the "dread factor" of pandemics tends to be lower than wars and terrorist attacks, they have resulted in some of the most significant episodes of mass death in human history. For example, the 1918 Spanish flu killed about 3 percent (though some estimates are double that) of the human population and infected roughly a third of all humans between 1918 and 1920. In absolute numbers, it threw roughly 33 million more people into the grave than all the bayonets, bullets, and bombs of World War I, which lasted from 1914 to 1918. And based on CDC estimates, the fourteenth-century Black Death, caused by the bubonic plague, could have taken approximately the same number of lives as World War II, World War I, the Crusades, the Mongol conquests, the Russian Civil War, and the Thirty Years' War combined. (Take note, anti-vaxxers!)

3. New apocalyptic superbugs are coming – prevention is key.

Keegan 2018

[Matthew Keegan, 6-26-2018, "‘Another outbreak is a certainty’: are we ready for a superbug epidemic?," Guardian, https://www.theguardian.com/cities/2018/jun/26/another-outbreak-is-certain-are-cities-ready-for-the-next-superbug-epidemic- MYY]

A 2016 report backed by the British government found that drug-resistant infections cause 700,000 deaths globally each year. The same report projected that death toll could rise to 10 million a year by 2050 – more people than die annually from cancer. The authors put the economic cost of such a catastrophe at $100tn (£75tn). The World Health Organisation (WHO) has described rising resistance levels to antibiotics as a “global crisis”, while England’s chief medical officer has warned of a coming “post-antibiotic apocalypse”. Cities, in particular the world’s growing megacities, are especially vulnerable. Densely populated urban areas make ideal incubators for new epidemics. A high concentration of people means a greater risk of exposure to bacteria and a higher likelihood that infectious diseases will spread. “Once transmitted to a human, an airborne virus could pass from that one infected individual to 25,000 others within a week, and to more than 700,000 within the first month,” Dr Jonathan D Quick, chair of the Harvard Medical School’s global health council, warned this year. “Within three months, it could spread to every major urban centre in the world. And by six months, it could infect more than 300 million people and kill more than 30 million.”

4. Biodiversity loss increases the risk of extinction level diseases.

Platt 2010

[John Platt, 12-7-2010, "Humans are more at risk from diseases as biodiversity disappears," Scientific American Blog Network, https://blogs.scientificamerican.com/extinction-countdown/humans-are-more-at-risk-from-diseases-as-biodiversity-disappears/ MYY]

Well, according to new research published December 2 in Nature, the answer is yes—healthy biodiversity is essential to human health. As species disappear, infectious diseases rise in humans and throughout the animal kingdom, so extinctions directly affect our health and chances for survival as a species. (Scientific American is part of Nature Publishing Group.) "Biodiversity loss tends to increase pathogen transmission across a wide range of infectious disease systems," the study's first author, Bard College ecologist Felicia Keesing, said in a prepared statement.

2AC SOLVENCY –– “Trump Scares Away Workers” Answers To 1NC
They say “Trump scares away workers,” but…
1. Their evidence assumes status quo policies – the PLAN is distinct. The Kumar 2016 evidence indicates that the PLAN’s creation of a direct path to citizenship in the program is key to attract new talent. This means that the PLAN does lead to more workers coming because it signals a shift. 
2. Even if some workers are deterred by Trump, applications for H-1Bs still exceed the supply. 

O’Brien 2018

[Sara Ashley O'Brien, 4-12-2018, "H-1B visa applications are down again," CNNMoney, https://money.cnn.com/2018/04/12/technology/h-1b-visa-applications-2018/index.html MYY]

Applications for the visa, which is frequently used in the tech industry by highly-skilled foreign workers, opened on April 2 for a five day period. This year, 190,098 applications were received, down from 199,000 applications in 2017. Last year marked the first time the number fell below 200,000 applications since 2014. Only 85,000 H-1B visas are granted annually -- 20,000 of which are reserved for master's degree holders. This is the sixth year the application cap was met within the five day period When demand for the visa exceeds the supply -- like this year -- a lottery system is activated. The cause of the decline is unclear, but a number of factors could have contributed to the application drop, including uncertainty about the visa's future.

3. Best evidence proves – surveys show that people still want to move to the US.

Gallup 2017

[Gallup, Inc., Results are based on telephone and face-to-face interviews with nearly 590,000 adults, aged 15 and older, in 156 countries from 2013 to 2016. The 156 countries surveyed are home to 98% of the world's population., 6-28-2017, "Coming to America," Gallup, https://news.gallup.com/opinion/gallup/212687/coming-america.aspx MYY]

Nearly 150 million people -- or 4% of the world's adult population -- would move to the U.S. if they could. That figure is larger than the next four most popular destinations combined. If everyone who wanted to move to the U.S. had their way, the country's total population would increase by almost 50%. As many as 37 million people in Latin America would like to relocate to the U.S. permanently, making it the region where a move to the U.S. is most popular. Approximately one-third of all Dominicans and Hondurans want to become Americans. Not surprisingly, the countries with the world's largest populations, such as China and India, have the greatest numbers of people who want to become Americans. But their overall percentages remain small: Only 1% to 2% of people in those countries want to move to the U.S. But not all large countries have millions of people eager to move here. Two notable examples are Pakistan and Russia, and politics may be why people in these countries don't want to move to the U.S. Those countries dislike U.S. leadership more than almost every other country in the world. On the other hand, Russians may just really like living in Russia -- they are among the least likely people in the world to want to move away from their country. People who want to move to the U.S. -- as with potential migrants to other popular destinations -- are far younger and better educated than their compatriots who don't want to leave their country. Fifty-six percent of all people who want to move to the U.S. are between the ages of 15 to 29 -- far more than the general youth populations who want to remain home (31%). Almost 60% of them have between nine and 15 years of education (compared with 43% who want to remain), and 10% have completed more than that (compared with 9% who want to remain). These people are also attracted to the U.S. and other popular destinations for similar reasons. The main draws to America appear to be two things: People know someone living here or they are looking for a good job. America's popularity might also be because of its receptivity to migrants. Eight in 10 Americans say where they live is a good place for immigrants. Out of 140 countries surveyed, only 16 other countries best the U.S. on this metric. In fact, 71% of Americans think immigration is a good thing for the country, and 24% of Americans want immigration increased -- up from 6% in the 1990s. America remains unusually attractive to people from all over the world -- in a way to which no other country compares. As Americans celebrate the Fourth of July, these data remind us that the world continues to see this country as a very special place -- one where 150 million more people would like to move if they could.
2AC SOLVENCY –– “Trump Scares Away Doctors” Answers To 1NC
They say, “PLAN can’t solve pandemics,” but …

1. Our ____________ ________ evidence says that _____________________________________.
            (Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)



(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _____________________________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2AC H-1B AFFIRMATIVE – Answers to Off-Case (DISADVANTAGES, TOPICALITY)
2AC Frontline – Trump Base DISADVANTAGE Answers
1. The INTERNAL LINK is NOT UNIQUE – Trump lost a third of his base and did not lash out.

Silver 2017

[Nate Silver, 5-25-2017, "Donald Trump’s Base Is Shrinking," FiveThirtyEight, https://fivethirtyeight.com/features/donald-trumps-base-is-shrinking/ MYY]

But the theory isn’t supported by the evidence. To the contrary, Trump’s base seems to be eroding. There’s been a considerable decline in the number of Americans who strongly approve of Trump, from a peak of around 30 percent in February to just 21 or 22 percent of the electorate now. (The decline in Trump’s strong approval ratings is larger than the overall decline in his approval ratings, in fact.) Far from having unconditional love from his base, Trump has already lost almost a third of his strong support. And voters who strongly disapprove of Trump outnumber those who strongly approve of him by about a 2-to-1 ratio, which could presage an “enthusiasm gap” that works against Trump at the midterms. The data suggests, in particular, that the GOP’s initial attempt (and failure) in March to pass its unpopular health care bill may have cost Trump with his core supporters.

2. The LINK is NOT UNIQUE – Trump backed down on separating families and the IMPACT of the DISADVANTAGE didn’t happen.

Karni & Johnson 2018

[Annie Karni and Eliana Johnson, 6-20-2018, "The day Trump caved," POLITICO, https://www.politico.com/story/2018/06/20/trump-caves-family-separation-660870 MYY]

But on Wednesday, facing what has grown into the biggest moral and political crisis of his administration, the president whose default position is to double down, simply caved in. Sitting behind the Resolute Desk in the Oval Office flanked by Vice President Mike Pence and embattled Homeland Security Secretary Kirstjen Nielsen, Trump signed an executive order temporarily halting his policy of separating children from their parents at the border. “The border’s just as tough,” Trump told reporters. “But we do want to keep families together.” The about-face came less than 24 hours after Trump was stridently insisting he was powerless to change the situation, instead blaming Congress for scenes of children caged in former big-box stores. On Tuesday, speaking in front of a business group, Trump even referenced his first campaign speech, in which he called Mexican immigrants rapists and accused them of bringing drugs and crime into the country. “Remember I made that speech and I was badly criticized?” he said. “‘Oh it’s so terrible, what he said.’ Turned out I was 100 percent right. That’s why I got elected.” As recently as Friday, the White House circulated talking points quoting the president himself saying that his hands were tied: “We can’t do it through an executive order.” His ultimate reversal was all the more remarkable because the immigration and border security has been his signature political issue, one that has energized his political base and helped elevate him to office.

3. Their IMPACT is NOT UNIQUE - Even if they win that checks fail, the Russia investigation is a huge ALTERNATIVE cause to diversionary war.

Bloomfield 2018

[Douglas Bloomfield, Washington lobbyist and consultant.  He spent nine years as the legislative director and chief lobbyist for the American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC). 7-4-2018, "Washington Watch: Wag the Dog," The Jerusalem Post, https://www.jpost.com/Opinion/Washington-Watch-Wag-the-Dog-543317 MYY]

In Washington special counsel Robert Mueller is looking into the Russian role in the 2016 presidential election and other crimes. One of those lines of inquiry is believed to be possible obstruction of justice by the president for firing FBI director James Comey for refusing to shut down the investigation of then-national security advisor Mike Flynn. Flynn is one of two former Trump campaign and White House officials to have pleaded guilty to charges in the Russia investigation. Two others have been indicted and 13 Russian nationals have been charged with election interference. A lot more shoes are expected to fall. Trump and Netanyahu are understandably nervous about these investigations and can’t make them go away. That has led to speculation in both countries that they may be looking for a military diversion. Trump has been talked out – for now at least – of his yearning to give North Korea’s “little Rocket Man” Kim Jong-un a “bloody nose” strike against his nuclear facilities. That could quickly ignite a major war and cause millions of deaths, Trump was told. A surgical strike against Iran – maybe its factories and militia allies in Syria or even a nuclear site in Iran – could be less costly, but also lead to wide-ranging consequences. Thousands of American military and civilian personal in the region are potential targets.
4. No link – Conservative media insulates Trump from criticism.

Levitz 18

[Eric, http://nymag.com/daily/intelligencer/2018/08/2018-midterms-trump-red-wave-gop-base-delusional-fake-news.html MYY]

For decades now, the conservative movement has sought to keep its core voters confined to a carefully curated media ecosystem — one where the Democratic Party is a Marxist-Islamist organization, America is the world’s most over-taxed nation, illegal immigrants bear sole responsibility for the stagnation of middle-class wages (and/or all violent crime), and there’s never been a better time to buy gold coins. In many respects, this project has been a great boon to the Republican Party. Research suggests that Fox News’ existence significantly boosts the GOP’s vote-share (and might have even swung the 2004 election to George W. Bush). And, in addition to helping Republicans win elections, the right-wing echo-chamber has given the party a freer hand once in power. More tax cuts for the wealthy, less social insurance for the working class, and near-total impunity for polluters and predatory lenders is not a popular platform, even with Republican voters. But by supplying conservatives with “alternative facts” about such policies; stoking their cultural resentments and racialized fears; and branding all non-conservative media as biased or liberal (or, in today’s parlance, “fake news”) the GOP has succeeded in retaining the loyalty of its grassroots, while betraying their stated preferences on a wide range of economic issues.

2AC Frontline –Brain Drain DISADVANTAGE Answers
1. TURN – Trump’s push to restrict H-1B visas will crush India’s economy. Only the PLAN solves.
PANDEY 2018

[Rahul Pandey, 1-5-2018, "India should halt defence purchases from the US to counter Trump’s H1-B visa stand," National Herald (Indian newspaper), https://www.nationalheraldindia.com/national/india-should-halt-defence-purchases-from-the-us-to-counter-trumps-h1-b-visa-stand MYY]

The US Department of Homeland Security’s PLAN to curb H-1B visa extensions could cause serious problems if the workers have to come back home, especially because the Indian IT sector is not doing well At a time when Satya Nadella heads Microsoft and Sundar Pichai heads Google, about five lakh Indians employed in the technology sector may be headed back home. It is irony magnified, considering the US first lady too is an immigrant and got her green card in 2001, after a five-year wait.Union External Affairs Minister Sushma Swaraj had ‘strongly’ taken up the issue with the US in September 2017 but that did not matter much. NASSCOM has spent about a crore in hiring lobbyists but that did not help either, perhaps they should spend a little more time talking to the government. Techies in the United States, meanwhile, could tag Swaraj on Twitter, just in case she has missed the news. The threat is real, and it could cause serious problems. “The idea is to create a sort of ‘self- deportation’ of hundreds of thousands of Indian tech workers in the United States to open up those jobs for Americans,” a US source briefed by Homeland Security officials was quoted as saying, said The Indian Express. Essentially, new H1B visas would be difficult to get and those waiting for their Green Card may have to come back home. Forget the economics, this issue could cause serious problems for the Indian IT and ITES industry, already under disrupted by automation and AI. The government needs to go beyond niceties and do some serious diplomatic muscle flexing and fight for the future of our young women and men who will face serious problems if they have to come back home. As an option, the government should halt defence purchases from the USA, to build serious pressure. The move is going to hurt the Indian IT sector and the Indian economy at large. A large part of the IT business in the country comes from foreign operations. A change in the rules could not only send Indian techies back home, it would also IMPACT the profit margins of Indian IT companies like Tata Consultancy Services, Cognizant Technology Solutions and Infosys who get a large share of the H1B visas. The indirect IMPACT would be felt in the broader economy. Total remittances  [^money sent back home^]  to India are in the range of US $ 65-68 billion per annum and around US$ 10 billion comes from the United States, a lot of this money is coming from H1B visa holders. With a slow down in the oil economies in the middle east, remittances saw a five percent decline in 2016 and the American situation could make matters worse. While some of these may be absorbed in domestic IT firms, it would mean a shakeout for the Indian IT sector employees working at home. And the Indian IT sector is not doing well. There are about 39-40 lakh people who are employed in the IT sector and about six lakh are expected to lose their jobs over the next three years. With H1B now reducing margins and bringing home another five lakh professionals, the industry is headed for serious trouble. The economic and human IMPACT of this could be devastating.

2. Remittances are key to India’s economy. PLAN solves the INTERNAL LINK. 

Ahmad 2014

[Mohammad Saif Ahmad*, Western Institute of Technology, Melbourne, Australia, 8-7-2014, "Migration and Remittance: A Boon for Indian Economy," Int J Econ And Manage, https://www.omicsonline.org/open-access/migration-and-remittance-a-boon-for-indian-economy-2162-6359.1000170.php?aid=28659 MYY]

Nobody can doubt the contribution of external sources of financing in the economic development of any country. For India, international migrants remittances  [^money sent back home^], as external sources of financing, have consistently been higher and more stable than foreign direct investment and foreign portfolio investment. Also, they have been more than three times the official development aid (ODA). had been facing acute foreign exchange crisis right from its independence in 1947 and remittances have thus served as blessings in many ways. In overall context, remittances have been serving as an antidote to poverty while simultaneously promoting prosperity. In 2013, India received (see Figure 1) 70 billion US$ in remittances, China, 60 billion, the Philippines 25 billion, Mexico 22 billion, Nigeria 21 billion, Egypt 17 billion, Pakistan 15 billion, Bangladesh 14 billion, Vietnam 11 billion and Ukraine 10 billion, as depicted in Table 1. In India, remittances were more than 65 billion $ earned from the country’s flagship software services exports. These figures will got larger if illegal ‘Hawala’ or ‘Hundi’ transactions are also taken into account. In fact, it is an informal value transfer system based on the performance and honour of a huge network of money brokers, which are primarily located in the Middle East, North Africa, the Horn of Africa and the Indian subcontinent. Although the exact amount of remittances transferred through the ‘hawala’ system is difficult to measure, some studies estimate that the hawala market in could be as large as 30 to 40 percent of the recorded remittance transfers. The characteristics of ‘hawala’ money transfers include ease of operation, lower transfer costs, speed, potential anonymity and convenience which explain their usage even today. According to [1] United Nations International Migration ‘Report’, 2013, 232 million people live outside their countries of birth. In the coming decades, demographic forces, globalization [^the spread of commerce and commercial culture around the world^], and climatic changes will increase migration pressures both within and across borders. As per the latest issue of the Migration and Development Brief of the World Bank. International migrants from developing countries are expected to send $ 436 billion in remittances in 2014 to their home countries, despite more deportations from some host countries, resulting in an increase of 7.8 per cent over 2013. China has clear lead over India in matters of population, manufacturing, exports, energy, infrastructure development and overall management and administration of its national economy. But India has been enjoying an edge over China in matters of remittances and Diaspora [^spread-out global community of a nationality^] numbers for the last so many years. According to [2] Ministry of Overseas Indian Affairs (MOIA), currently 30 million Indians have been working in different fields across the globe vis-à-vis 35 million Chinese Diaspora numbers. But China includes immigrants from Hong Kong and Taiwan in its Diaspora population. If India calculates the figures of remittances the way China does, it should include the Diaspora of Pakistan and Bangladesh in its figures of remittances because both the countries are of the same ethnic stock and were once part of India. Even Myanmar (Burma) was also once part of India. Presently, Pakistan and Bangladesh are independent countries and their figures are separately considered as such. Even economic growth rates of India and China cannot be strictly compared and many experts believe that Chinese growth rates could be easily lowered by one per cent because the Chinese have their peculiar style of calculating 
(Continued on the next page…)
(…Ahmad Continues)
statistics. Remittances and Overall Development In fact, migration, accompanied by remittances positively contributes to the overall economic development [3] of a country that ultimately results in poverty reduction, social empowerment and technological progress. India, being the largest recipient of remittances in the world, has well enjoyed these benefits during the last three decades. Throughout the 1990s, they offset country’s merchandise trade deficit to a large extent. These receipts have also served as one of the least volatile inflows in either the current or capital account of ’s balance of payment.

3. Turn - Brain drain is good – high skilled workers abroad fuel India’s economic growth through brain circulation.

Bellman 2015

[Eric Bellman, 1-30-2015, "The Surprising Secret of India’s Success Could Be its Brain Drain," WSJ, https://blogs.wsj.com/indiarealtime/2015/01/30/the-surprising-secret-of-indias-success-could-be-its-brain-drain/ MYY]

A new study published this week suggests the dreaded brain drain can actually be a good thing as it helps upgrade a country’s talent-pool and global connections. “Policy makers in emerging economies often believe that allowing citizens to study and work in developed markets results in brain drain and is thus to be discouraged,” said the paper which was co-authored by professors from Cambridge University’s Judge Business School, Warwick Business School and the London Business School. “Our findings, however, suggest that there can be benefits to allowing, and even encouraging, citizens from emerging economies to study and work in developed markets.” The paper titled “Indirect Learning: How Emerging Market Firms Grow in Developed Markets,” uses India to illustrate how local companies benefit from the global free flow of students and employees. In less than two decades, an elite group of Indian companies have evolved from being almost unknown outside of the subcontinent to world-beating brands with billions of dollars in sales and thousands of employees in the United States, the United Kingdom and other developed markets. Almost all of India’s international success stories can attribute part of their success to the skills and connections their leaders gained through working and studying abroad. “The term brain drain is misleading because really we are in an era of brain circulation,” Jaideep Prabhu, a professor at Cambridge Judge Business School told The Wall Street Journal. The study looked at 116 Indian companies, whether their executives had international experience and how they performed during the 10 years through 2008. The authors measured how the companies performed in developed markets and by crunching the numbers they were able to show that companies with leaders who had studied and worked abroad had a competitive advantage. This international edge helped them expand rapidly in developed markets, despite a lack of experience peddling their products and services in the West. The data suggests that pharmaceutical company Ranbaxy Laboratories, software and outsourcing company Infosys, refining company Reliance Industries, the Mahindra Group and India’s largest conglomerate the Tata group, all benefited from having executives who had spent time studying or working overseas. These companies were able to survive increased competition in their home market and then thrive even in the most-competitive developed markets because their chiefs had taken a crash course in global capitalism by honing their skills in the United States and elsewhere, the study said.

4. Their IMPACT is NOT UNIQUE - Terrorism is a bigger and more probable cause of war in South Asia and the PLAN has the best chance of SOLVENCY.
Ayoob 2018

[Mohammed Ayoob, senior fellow at the Center for Global Policy in Washington, DC, and University Distinguished Professor Emeritus of International Relations at Michigan State University., 3-14-2018, "India and Pakistan: Inching Toward Their Final War?," National Interest, http://nationalinterest.org/blog/the-buzz/india-pakistan-inching-toward-their-final-war-24902/page/0/1 MYY]

The escalation in the last two years in terror attacks, especially by Jaish-e-Muhammad, with the obvious connivance of the Pakistan army, on Indian military targets in Kashmir and surrounding Indian states has made the situation very perilous. In the past several months, terrorist groups operating from Pakistan have undertaken several such major attacks, causing significant loss of life among Indian security forces. A major terrorist attack on the Uri camp in Jammu and Kashmir in September 2016, which left seventeen military personnel dead, motivated the Indian government to reassess its strategy for responding to such attacks. On September 29, 2016, India launched its first publicly acknowledged “surgical strike” against terrorist bases in Pakistan. Although there had been speculation that India had conducted such strikes earlier as well, this was the first admission by New Delhi that it was ready to launch major retaliatory attacks against targets in Pakistan and Pakistan-occupied Kashmir. In the latest incident, in February 2018, Jaish terrorists attacked an Indian military camp in Jammu; five army personnel and four militants were killed. In retaliation, the Indian army destroyed a Pakistani army post with the help of rocket launchers, killing, according to Indian sources , twenty-two Pakistani personnel. This tit-for-tat exchange is reaching dangerous proportions. So far, the Pakistani military has downplayed Indian incursions [^invasions^] and retaliatory attacks and refused to recognize their seriousness, because it does not want to appear weak in the eyes of the Pakistani public, which is then likely to clamor for revenge. However, the Pakistani military cannot continue to downplay Indian attacks, especially in light of the increasing fatalities. There is the danger that at some point, either by miscalculation or by design, an Indian surgical strike in Pakistani territory will push the Pakistani military—which controls the nuclear weapons—to retaliate in force. If a full-scale war erupts, at some point Pakistan, unable to counter superior Indian conventional forces, could resort to battlefield nuclear weapons, as its doctrine proclaims. While India subscribes to a no-first-use doctrine, it has made it abundantly clear that it will massively retaliate against any use of battlefield nuclear weapons by Pakistan without making a distinction between tactical and strategic nuclear weapons. This strategy, as enunciated in a statement issued by the government of India on January 4, 2003, is designed to inflict unacceptable damage on the enemy. Former Indian national security advisor Shivshankar Menon elaborated this strategy in his memoirs: “India would hardly risk giving Pakistan the chance to carry out a massive nuclear strike after the Indian response to Pakistan using tactical nuclear weapons. In other words, Pakistani tactical nuclear weapon use would effectively free India to undertake a comprehensive first strike against Pakistan.”

2AC Frontline –Wages DISADVANTAGE Answers
1. TURN -  opening borders fuels exports, drives up wages, and increases growth. 

Kane 2015

[Timothy Kane, JP Conte Fellow in Immigration Studies at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, 2-17-2015, "The Economic Effect Of Immigration," Hoover Institution, https://www.hoover.org/research/economic-effect-immigration MYY]

There are many more subtleties to consider, but the third chart gets the basic point across. The mix of goods and skill levels matter, but two nuances bear consideration. First, many immigrants send a portion of their income out of the domestic economy in the form of remittances  [^money sent back home^], but it is hard to know if this is materially different from domestic purchase of imports, and besides, ultimately those cash flows circulate back to demand for U.S. goods in the form of exports. Second, migrants are paid their marginal product (as is any worker), meaning that much if not most of their value added to production directly benefits the native population. Finally, if you believe that a growing economy leads to faster real wage growth due to increased productivity–a standard free-market principle established by Adam Smith’s 1776 Wealth of Nations–then it is natural to predict a general equilibrium increase in the wage level because of immigration. Empirical studies of immigration’s effect on national economies confirm the general IMPACT shown in the third chart. A review by David Card in 2007 concluded that “more than two decades of research on the local labor market IMPACTs of immigration have reached a near consensus that increased immigration has a small but discernible negative effect on the relative (emphasis in original) wages of low-skilled native workers” but also a small, positive overall effect.1 Two 2009 studies by Giovanni Peri and Chad Sparber found that “total immigration to the United States from 1990 to 2007 was associated with a 6.6% to 9.9% increase in real income per worker.”2 In the face of the reality that average wage levels are not negatively affected, one counterpoint is that the IMPACT differs among skill levels (i.e., that low-skill migrants depress wages for native low-skill workers), but that is not how the world works. National and even state economies are much more dynamic than simple theory; it thus seems that immigration tends to complement native skill levels. The bottom line is that one can oppose the Obama administration’s executive actions as lawless and even harmful to long-term reform and still favor more legal immigration. When immigration reform is done right, it will use the fact-based reality that immigrants of all skill levels are good for the native economy, including wages, jobs, and economic growth.

2. No LINK – immigration either has a neutral or positive IMPACT on wages.

Matthews 2015

[Dylan Matthews, 7-29-2015, "Bernie Sanders's fear of immigrant labor is ugly — and wrongheaded," Vox, https://www.vox.com/2015/7/29/9048401/bernie-sanders-open-borders MYY]

The third point is that Borjas's results are heavily contested — and most of the rest of the literature suggests that the effect on native workers' wages is neutral or positive. In particular, high-quality studies that use "natural experiments" — cases where there was a big, unexpected spike in immigration — suggest that the absolute effect of immigration on native workers is neutral or positive. It's much easier to isolate the effect on native workers in those cases than it is by trying to statistically weed out other potential causes of changes in wages. The Mariel boatlift, when Cuba unexpectedly sent 125,000 people to Florida, did not hurt employment or wages among native workers in Miami at all. A huge spike in Russian immigration to Israel in the early 1990s appeared to give existing workers a nearly 9 percent raise.

3. PLAN solves the INTERNAL LINK –  Their Bivens  evidence says the primary constraint on growth is slow spending. Immigration is key to solve.

White 2017

[Martha C. White, 8-2-2017, "Trump's immigration PLAN could lead to almost 5 million lost jobs," NBC News, https://www.nbcnews.com/business/economy/slash-immigration-gdp-victim-research-finds-n792821 MYY]

There are myriad reasons why economists say immigration accelerates, rather than slows, economic growth. SIMPLE MATH: MORE IMMIGRANTS BUY MORE THINGS “It’s a combination of more people buying and increasing size of the market,” Burham said. “It’s also a matter of more people creating a larger pool of savings and investments that can create economic growth in the long run,” on both a personal and entrepreneurial level. Fewer people in the United States means less consumption of goods and services. With consumer spending responsible for an estimated two-thirds of the nation’s economy, immigrants provide an infusion of demand for everything from cars to cable TV. “More immigrants are going to be buying more,” said Mark Zandi, chief economist at Moody’s Analytics. “They are already big players… almost all of the increase in home ownership since it started rising is among Hispanic households. It’s already obvious that the immigrant population is key to consumer spending,” he said. “It drives a lot of activity.” A near full-employment labor market combined with waves of Baby Boomers leaving the labor force already creates a challenge for companies that need to fill jobs, one that will be greater if there are fewer people available to take those jobs. “One of the ongoing challenges for the United States economy is the aging workforce,” said Mark Hamrick, senior economic analyst at Bankrate.com.

1AR Answers to Wages Disadvantages – Extensions to 2AC “No LINK” 
Extend our 2AC Matthews 2015 evidence that says that studies show immigration has a positive or neutral economic effect. First, it’s better than their __________ evidence because…







   (Put their author’s name)




 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2 There’s no LINK – the best studies and history prove that population can increase by 8% without decreasing wages.

Clemens 2017

[Michael Clemens, 8-3-2017, "There's no evidence that immigrants hurt any American workers," Vox, https://www.vox.com/the-big-idea/2017/6/23/15855342/immigrants-wages-trump-economics-mariel-boatlift-hispanic-cuban MYY]

An ideal “natural experiment” like this actually happened in Miami in 1980. Over just a few months, 125,000 mostly low-skill immigrants arrived from Mariel Bay, Cuba. This vast seaborne exodus — Fidel Castro briefly lifted Cuba’s ban on emigration -— is known as the Mariel boatlift. Over the next few months, the workforce of Miami rose by 8 percent. By comparison, normal immigration to the US increases the nationwide workforce by about 0.3 percent per year. So if immigrants compete with native workers, Miami in the 1980s is exactly where you should see natives’ wages drop. Berkeley’s Card examined the effects of the Cuban immigrants on the labor market in a massively influential study in 1990. In fact, that paper became one of the most cited in immigration economics. The design of the study was elegant and transparent. But even more than that, what made the study memorable was what Card found. In a word: nothing. The Card study found no difference in wage or employment trends between Miami — which had just been flooded with new low-skill workers — and other cities. This was true for workers even at the bottom of the skills ladder. Card concluded that “the Mariel immigration had essentially no effect on the wages or employment outcomes of non-Cuban workers in the Miami labor market.”

2AC Frontline –Capitalism KRITIK Answers
1. Permutation - do both the PLAN and the KRITIK. This solves both the HARMS of the 1AC and the IMPACTS of capitalism.
2. TURN: Capitalism is good – it’s pulled billions out of poverty.

Economist 2013

[https://www.economist.com/leaders/2013/06/01/towards-the-end-of-poverty MYY]

Nobody in the developed world comes remotely close to the poverty level that $1.25 a day represents. America’s poverty line is $63 a day for a family of four. In the richer parts of the emerging world $4 a day is the poverty barrier. But poverty’s scourge [^suffering^] is fiercest below $1.25 (the average of the 15 poorest countries’ own poverty lines, measured in 2005 dollars and adjusted for differences in purchasing power): people below that level live lives that are poor, nasty, brutish and short. They lack not just education, health care, proper clothing and shelter—which most people in most of the world take for granted—but even enough food for physical and mental health. Raising people above that level of wretchedness is not a sufficient ambition for a prosperous Planet, but it is a necessary one. The world’s achievement in the field of poverty reduction is, by almost any measure, impressive. Although many of the original United Nations Millennial Development Goals (MDGs) —such as cutting maternal mortality by three-quarters and child mortality by two-thirds—will not be met, the aim of halving global poverty between 1990 and 2015 was achieved five years early. The MDGs may have helped marginally, by creating a yardstick for measuring progress, and by focusing minds on the evil of poverty. Most of the credit, however, must go to capitalism and free trade, for they enable economies to grow—and it was growth, principally, that has eased destitution [^poverty^]. Poverty rates started to collapse towards the end of the 20th century largely because developing-country growth accelerated, from an average annual rate of 4.3% in 1960-2000 to 6% in 2000-10. Around two-thirds of poverty reduction within a country comes from growth. Greater equality also helps, contributing the other third. A 1% increase in incomes in the most unequal countries produces a mere 0.6% reduction in poverty; in the most equal countries, it yields a 4.3% cut.

3. CASE OUTWEIGHS – 

A. Their claim that our PLAN creates a type of capitalism that leads to the end of the world is less PROBABLE than our argument that our technological competitiveness and American leadership will collapse without skilled workers because ___________________________________________________. And it’s more likely that pandemics will cause extinction because _______________________________ ____________________________________________________________________________________.

B. The TIMEFRAME of their IMPACTS of the capitalist system destroying the world is imprecise and unlikely to happen soon. Instead, you should prefer our HARMS arguing that doctors will stop diseases on the horizon. This will happen very soon because__________________________________________

____________________________________________________________________________________

Also, our HARMS arguing that America will lose its economic and military leadership happen faster because ___________________________________________________________________________

4. TURN: Capitalism is good – it’s the only way to solve global warming.

Rosenberg 2018

[David Rosenberg, 6-30-2018, "Capitalism is our only hope of rescue from climate change," haaretz, https://www.haaretz.com/world-news/.premium-capitalism-is-our-only-hope-of-rescue-from-climate-change-1.5626663 MYY]

On paper, Fong and other critics of capitalism have some points. But the reality is very different. In a modern capitalist economy, far from being the jungle that Fong and Klein portray it, business is subject to regulations, societal values and forces beyond its control. It may fight back, and sometimes fight back nasty, but it accepts the outcome. Take the energy crisis of the early 1970s, which combined all of these factors, and in some respects echoes the dilemma facing business in the era of global warning. Suddenly OPEC raised oil prices. But rather than threaten war (as leftists who see no bounds to capitalist rapaciousness would assume), the capitalist economies adjusted. Corporations became more energy efficient and developed products that provided the same savings for consumers, because that’s what the market demanded. Government stepped in with regulations that filled in the gaps where the market couldn’t or wouldn’t. It worked. If energy use per unit of GDP in the United States were still at 1973 levels, the country’s energy use would be over 40% greater than its current level. The fact is, capitalism’s critics are so focused on the system’s fundamental wickedness, as they see it, that they ignore its assets, namely its dynamism – its willingness to dispense with anything that doesn’t work and try something else, not because it has the good of humanity in mind, but because it wants to beat the competition and make bigger profits. Given the right set of incentives, businesses in capitalist economies will conform to rules that limit environmental damage. More importantly, they will develop the technologies to help mitigate climate change further. Electric and self-driving cars, solar and wind power, smart transportation and a host of other energy-saving technologies are being developed by corporations, not by government, and certainly not in the world’s last surviving bastions of socialism. Fong doesn’t go into the particulars of the democratic socialism that he fantasizes will rescue the world from warming. If it’s a kind of centralized economy, he might do well to look back at the environmental record of the old Soviet Union, which was a disaster. If he imagines some kind of squishy network of socialist collectives, what is to prevent them from engaging in the same selfish behavior as corporations? Capitalism is messy and uncooperative, but against climate change, it’s the best chance we’ve got.
5. NO LINK - All their LINKs are LINKs to the status quo and not the PLAN. The creation of a path to legal residence is not an increase in capitalism.
2AC Frontline - State Visas COUNTERPLAN – H-1B AFFIRMATIVE (Specific)
1. PERMUTATION – Do both – increase H-1B federal visas and expand state visas.

2. State based visas would undercut the labor market, education and health care 

Bauer 2017 

 5/11, https://www.nationalreview.com/2017/05/immigration-federalism-state-based-guest-worker-program-bad-idea

Last week, Senator Ron Johnson (R., Wisc.) and Representative Ken Buck (R., Colo.) went to the libertarian Cato Institute to promote a proposal that would, in the name of federalism, give states thousands of new guest-worker visas to distribute as they see fit. Guest workers admitted under this proposal would only be allowed to work in the state that admitted them, so, for instance, a guest worker admitted by Wisconsin would only be able to work in the Badger State. Some on the more libertarian right, such as Ilya Somin, have cheered this measure, but state-based guest-worker programs could pose considerable problems both to creating an opportunity-driven immigration system and to renewing America’s civic compact. Senator Johnson’s proposal would allow each state to grant up to 5,000 guest-worker visas to foreign nationals who wished to work within its borders, with an additional 245,000 such visas distributed among the states. The magnitude of this program is considerable. It could allow as many as 500,000 guest workers to enter the country on renewable three-year visas each year, with that number potentially rising over time. These guest workers would be able to bring their spouses and children – who would not count toward the guest-worker cap — along with them. Thus, well over a million people could enter the country each year just under the auspices of Senator Johnson’s proposal. From a civic and conservative perspective, using the states to expand guest-worker programs has many drawbacks. On a basic philosophical level, guest-worker programs drastically undercut civic belonging. It is probably not healthy for a republic to have a large class of residents who are viewed purely as economic resources with no stake in American society. In fact, conservatives interested in modernizing the GOP to face the challenges of the 21st century would in many ways be better off trying to reduce guest-worker programs. As Nicholas Eberstadt noted in a recent cover story for Commentary — a piece that Senator Johnson himself referenced in his remarks at Cato — the United States has experienced a growing crisis of work over the past 15 years. Wages in many sectors have stagnated, workforce participation is down, and young people face ever-larger obstacles in trying to make it on their own. Reforming government programs so that they do not disincentivize employment could be part of addressing that problem, but so could tightening the labor market. Guest-worker programs weaken the viability of the average worker, and in so doing they damage the culture of work. Transferring such programs to the states only compounds the problems they pose at the federal level.
(Continued on next page…)

(…Bauer continues)
The modern administrative welfare state means that, when a state chooses to admit more residents, its decisions have implications far beyond its borders. Minor children are allowed to go with guest workers, and those children will be able to go to public schools, which in part are financed by federal tax dollars. So, when a state chooses to admit guest workers, it is making decisions that very much have a bearing on the federal coffers. Moreover, an expansive guest-worker program would almost certainly ignite a huge effort to ensure that guest workers and their families have access to at least some federal benefits, health care likely chief among them. The idea that the United States will be able to import hundreds of thousands of long-term guest workers (some of them low-income) and NOT have a debate about whether they should have access to federal benefits is somewhat far-fetched. And that could be a politically damaging debate for Republicans, too: If they tried to withhold benefits from guest workers, they would be smeared as cold-hearted and “anti-immigrant,” while if they supported expanding benefits, they would vitiate the promises made by Johnson, Buck, and others. Thus, decisions made by the states on immigration could have substantial effects on broader federal budgetary commitments. Birthright citizenship complicates all guest-worker programs in the United States and means that the nation as a whole would be even less insulated from the consequences of a state-based guest-worker program. As the law stands now, the hypothetical American-born child of state-based guest workers would be granted immediate U.S. citizenship and access to federal benefits. At the age of 21, a U.S. citizen can sponsor his or her parents to become permanent residents and, eventually, citizens. And what happens in the first 21 years of this child’s life makes even thornier the problems of state-based guest-worker programs. Because this proposal would limit workers to the issuing state, if the guest-worker parents of an American child could not find work in that issuing state, they could be forced either to either leave the country or break the law by working in another state. That these guest workers would be limited in where they could work means they would be more likely to run into employment challenges and thus to face that difficult choice. (The Johnson proposal might mitigate this danger somewhat by allowing states to form compacts that would permit guest workers to work across state lines, but they would still face fewer economic prospects than those who can move anywhere in the United States to work.) The atrocities of optics presented by state-based guest-worker programs would also be legion: tenements swollen with guest-workers and their beleaguered families, young children denied visits to the doctor, companies laying off Americans to hire phalanxes of underpaid guest workers, and tearful U.S. citizens waving goodbye to their guest-worker parents, who have to leave the country because they’ve lost their jobs. In one of the great perversions of the free market, current guest-worker programs often tie visa-holders to a given employer. State-based visas would replace that tie to an employer with a tie to the land. In celebrating bloodlines over much else, current legal immigration policies often exhibit the imperatives of the Romanov dynasty; the serfdom of state-based guest-worker programs would be an unfortunate complement to that model. The structural imperatives of state-based guest-worker programs are even more troubling. Proponents of superficially federalist that states could also reduce immigration if they chose to. In other words, supporters of immigration federalism who argue that states should only have the ability to increase immigration levels might be using federalism less as an animating principle and more as a marketing slogan for increasing immigration policy often emphasize immigration maximalism, the idea that states should be free to admit more people if they want. But an authentically federalist approach to immigration would mean
(Continued on next page…)

(…Bauer continues)
immigration. A radically federalist approach to immigration would probably lead to a more splintered United States. Immigrants would be allowed in some states but not in others. Guest-worker camps might dot the landscape of some states, which would be polarized by inequality; because of a tighter labor market, other states might be filled with middle-class communities. There is a good chance that the American economy would be less dynamic; it would be harder for a slice of the population to move fluidly within the country for work. This is not to say that there couldn’t be a role for some applications of the principle of federalism to immigration. But legislators should think especially hard about the complications of allowing individual states to determine the flow of legal immigrants within their borders. A guiding principle of American policymakers for many decades was that the completely fluid movement of capital, labor, and goods across international borders was a utopian vision, and, like many utopian visions, probably could not be achieved. Instead, it was thought wiser to increase the fluidity of movement within the United States. The absence of trade and immigration barriers between states, the development of federal infrastructure programs, and other efforts were designed to realize that vision of internal fluidity. A radically federalized immigration policy would reverse it, making the internal movement of labor more difficult in order to increase movement across international borders. Senator Johnson and Representative Buck are not wrong to highlight the problems with the current immigration system, which unfairly privileges dynastic bloodlines and does not take sufficient account of the needs (economic and otherwise) of the United States. There is a very real case for reforming the system so that it gives increased priority to the skills of potential immigrants. Because increasing the overall rate of legal immigration is quite unpopular (only about 21 percent of Americans support increasing it, according to Gallup), members of Congress who want a more dynamic immigration system might consider calling for legislation that replaces some current chain-migration visas with skills-based ones. A more skills-based immigration system could help cut down guest-worker programs, one of the more retrograde elements of current U.S. immigration law. Such a reform would do a lot more to advance the principles of economic opportunity and national solidarity than splitting the nation into different guest-worker territories.

3. SOLVENCY DEFICIT - The COUNTERPLAN leads to illegal immigration and workers leaving the states they immigrate to and states can’t do anything about it

Cadman 2017 

– retired INS / ICE official with thirty years of government experience (Dan 05/09/17,  https://cis.org/Cadman/StateBased-Visas-Unwise-Unworkable-and-Constitutionally-Dubious)//SI
Although Mr. Bier poses this question in the context of the libertarian advocacy of "individual liberties" for both Americans and aliens seeking entry to work, it seems to me that the reality is significantly different. Outside of investor visa programs that give green cards to the ultra-rich in return for their cash "investments" in America, the aliens recruited to work in state or regional ventures would, for all intents and purposes, be the modern-day equivalent of indentured servants for any other temporary visa category. How could they not be?

After all, what good would it do to create a program in which a state — say, Michigan — places thousands of alien workers in a city of crumbling infrastructure, hoping to TURN it around, only to permit them to leave for greener pastures elsewhere in the country when they arrived and saw what they had gotten into? And if they did so, in VIOLATION  of the terms and conditions of the program, whatever it might be, who would be expected to clean up the mess, find the aliens, and deport them? The states they had fled from? They have neither the power nor constitutional authority. So at that point, the states or their subdivisions would most assuredly hand the mess over to the federal government and say, "not my problem any more," leaving it to taxpayers nationally to cover the cost of their ill-thought-out schemes.

The corollary to this arrive-and-run scenario in which aliens leave before their period of "indenture" is up, of course, is that the states and regions would then demand to re-fill the now-vacated jobs, thus creating an endless slot system of escalating numbers of even more aliens, both legal and illegal ("illegal" in this case meaning those who violate the condition of their entry by leaving the assigned program), flooding the country.
4. The COUNTERPLAN causes worker debt and workplace abuse

Francis 2017 

(Laura D., overs employment-based immigration for Workplace Immigration Report and Daily Labor Report, Bloomberg News, “The Feds Had Their Turn. Time for State-Based Visas?” published May 12, 2017, https://www.bna.com/feds-turn-time-n73014450862/
Concern Over Worker Debt

But the bill doesn’t “get rid of” or “fix the existing flaws” in our current guestworker programs, Naomi Tsu, deputy legal director of the Southern Poverty Law Center, told Bloomberg BNA May 9. “One of the major flaws in the guestworker program is that workers come in in debt” from paying recruitment and other fees, said Tsu, who spoke as a member of the International Labor Recruitment Working Group. And because of that debt, they have a “real fear of speaking up to enforce their workplace rights,” she said. Johnson’s bill would allow states to require workers to pay a bond, which would be returned to them once they go back to their home countries, Tsu said. But actually getting that money to the workers could be a tall order, she said. A similar system existed under the Bracero program, an agricultural guestworker program from the 1940s and 1950s, Tso said. Many of those workers never received their bond money even though they returned to Mexico, she said. It’s “extremely difficult to cash checks from the United States” in Mexico, Tsu said. And nothing in Johnson’s bill “even starts to wrestle with that problem,” she said. Not only that, but there remains a “power imbalance” in the proposed program that would make it very difficult for any workplace abuses to be addressed, she said.
5. COUNTERPLAN doesn’t solve—eliminates sanctuary cities and makes background checks impossible because it requires information from department of homeland security, which won’t cooperate

Rappaport 2017 

(Nolan, was detailed to the House Judiciary Committee as an executive branch immigration law expert for three years; he subsequently served as an immigration counsel for the Subcommittee on Immigration, Border Security, and Claims for four years. Prior to working on the Judiciary Committee, he wrote decisions for the Board of Immigration Appeals for 20 years, The Hill, “Senate bill is a threat to sanctuary cities,” published June 13, 2017, http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/judicial/337498-is-the-senate-bill-to-let-the-states-manage-a-large-immigration, accessed 7/6/2018, JME.)
This program would blur the distinction between federal and state immigration responsibilities and require information sharing to an unprecedented extent, which would eliminate the justification for sanctuary cities. The states could no longer claim that enforcement was a solely federal responsibility. How many visas? The bill would allocate 5,000 renewable three-year visas for each state and give them a share of 245,000 additional visas which would be distributed on a population basis. Also, the guest workers would be allowed to bring their spouses and children, and there would not be a limit on the visas for family members. Thus, the program could bring more than a million aliens to the country each year. The guest workers would have to work and reside in the state sponsoring them, but the states would be allowed to enter into compacts with other states to share the workers. The states would be required to notify the DHS Secretary when guest workers fail to comply with the terms of their status “when the State is made aware of such failure.” Bonds. The states could require guest workers to post a bond to discourage status VIOLATIONS. The amount would be set by each state. And the bill would impose a mandatory bond of not less than $4,000 if more than 3 percent of a state’s guest workers violate their status in a single fiscal year. But would a bond be an effective deterrent if a guest worker cannot find work in the sponsoring state or does not want to go home when his visa expires? Waiver to permit aliens here unlawfully to become guest workers. The bill leaves the determination of whether a waiver of removal grounds should be granted up to the states. The states would need information and other forms of cooperation from the Department of Homeland Security to do background investigations on aliens being considered for a waiver, and it is unlikely that DHS would provide such assistance without expecting the states to reciprocate. 
6. Sanctuary cities are key to the economy and public safety

Demby 2017 

(Gene Demby, journalist and lead blogger on NPR’s race, ethnicity and culture team Code Switch, previously served as the managing editor for Huffington Post's BlackVoices following its launch and later covered politics, NPR, “Why Sanctuary Cities are Safer,” published January 29, 2017, https://www.npr.org/sections/codeswitch/2017/01/29/512002076/why-sanctuary-cities-are-safer, accessed 7/12/2018, JME.)
This past Thursday, a new study conducted Tom K. Wong, a political scientist at the University of California-San Diego, found that there are broad benefits for local jurisdictions that resist cooperating with federal immigration enforcement — they are safer in the aggregate and enjoy stronger economies. "For the first time we're kind of seeing that crime rates are lower when localities stay out of the business of federal immigration enforcement," Wong said.

He looked at federal data on immigration detainers, an ICE-initiated 48-hour hold on anyone identified as being in the country illegally. When someone is arrested and detained in a local jail, their fingerprints are cross-referenced with a federal database of undocumented immigrants. If the fingerprints match those of someone known to be in the country illegally, ICE can ask local law enforcement to hold that person as federal officials decide whether to start the deportation process. (There have been court battles over whether holding people for days without actual charges with these federal immigration detainer requests is in VIOLATION  of the Constitution.)

Wong compared the the data from thousands of counties, those that ICE said did not honor detainer requests and those that did. "We don't have to make up a definition of what a sanctuary locality is," Wong said. "We have ICE telling us what it thinks a sanctuary county is."

On average, counties that did not comply with ICE requests experienced 35.5 fewer crimes per 10,000 people than those that did. Wong also found that counties that did not comply with detainer requests had higher household incomes, lower rates of unemployment, lower rates of poverty, and were less likely to have children under 18 in households receiving public benefits.

The crime numbers did not surprise Wong. Research has shown that working with federal immigration enforcement made it harder for local police agencies to investigate crimes because witnesses and victims who were in the country illegally would be less likely to come forward if they thought they risked being detained and deported. It could be that sanctuary counties have immigrant populations who are more integrated into their social fabric and economies, he said.
The research also revealed that smaller, more rural counties experienced the most significant IMPACT from sanctuary policies on their crime rates (lower) and economies (stronger). Taken together, Wong said, the net benefits to sanctuary cities would offset the IMPACT of Trump's shame offensive on them. "The ultimate effect is going to be minimal," he said. 
1AR Answers to State Visas COUNTERPLAN “SOLVENCY DEFICIT” – H-1B AFFIRMATIVE (Specific)

Extend our 2AC SOLVENCY DEFICIT and Cadman 2017 evidence that says that the COUNTERPLAN can’t keep guest workers in the states they get visas to and leads to illegal immigration. First, it’s better than their __________ evidence because…







      (Put their author’s name)




 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2. SOLVENCY DEFICIT - Federal action is necessary --- most effective way to establish immigration policy

Singer & Wainer 2014 
senior fellow at Brookings AND Director, Policy Research at Save the Children USA (Audrey and Andrew, 04/21/14, https://www.brookings.edu/opinions/immigration-policy-is-federalism-the-answer/)

In the latest state attempt to work around the federal stalemate, Massachusetts Gov. Deval Patrick unveiled the Global Entrepreneur Program that recruits foreign students to stay and work on new start-ups in the state. It exploits an existing loophole in the federal H-1B visa program. State laws can make a difference in the lives of immigrants and their families. In late 2013, California approved the “Trust Act,” which directs state law enforcement to expedite the release of detained unauthorized immigrants after they are determined not to have serious criminal records rather than quickly TURN them over to federal officials, who can deport them. Implemented in January, the law has already slowed the rate of deportations in California by 44 percent, according to an Associated Press analysis. To craft effective policies, communities must understand the drivers that direct immigrants to certain towns or regions. This is easier said than done. About a decade ago, the Abell Foundation studied the issue for Baltimore and found, “The few comparable cities that reversed their population decline through immigration did not PLAN their success.” Today’s immigration is driven by a variety of factors. Recent research released by Bread for the World Institute on “blue-collar” immigrants in Baltimore and Detroit provides some clues about what attracts working-class immigrants to cities. While a reputation as an immigrant-friendly city can’t hurt, lower-skilled immigrants who are helping revitalize these cities tend to select a new city to call home based on three primary factors: low housing costs, a plentiful manual-labor job market, and family connections. As one Baltimore-area construction company owner who observed the increase in Latino immigration noted, “Rent was cheap, and the work was there; that’s really the bottom line.” Family and community connections are also important. Once an immigrant has settled in a U.S. city, it’s a safe bet that if others from that person’s region, village, or family decide to migrate, they will begin that journey in cities where they know people who can help them find housing or offer them a place to stay, connect them with jobs, and explain the way things work in their new home. Municipalities with large and diverse immigrant populations such as New York are leading the way when it comes to taking economic drivers into account. Its blueprint for immigrant integration includes assistance for immigrant entrepreneurs and employment services for underemployed immigrants with in-demand skills. These practical programs align with most immigrants’ primary goal—economic advancement—which can also potentially contribute to a city’s economic development. But whatever the configuration of state and municipal immigrant-attraction strategies, they are not a substitute for federal legislative action. It is federal, not state or local, policy that controls the laws that allow immigrants to enter the country to live and work. As long as immigration reform remains stuck in Cong
1AR Answers to State Visas COUNTERPLAN “State Based Visas Bad for Economy” – H-1B AFFIRMATIVE (Specific)

Extend our 2AC Bauer 2017 evidence that says that State Visas are bad for the labor market and economy. First, it’s better than their __________ evidence because…
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(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2 The COUNTERPLAN fails --- states don’t consider national interests and fraud empirically increases

Cadman 2017 

retired INS / ICE official (Dan 5/9,  https://cis.org/Cadman/StateBased-Visas-Unwise-Unworkable-and-Constitutionally-Dubious)I
Michigan Governor Rick Snyder floated an idea that, if adopted by Congress, would provide 50,000 work visas for foreigners for the city of Detroit alone.

And therein lies the first problem. State governors and legislatures, as a function of their jobs and their interests, focus solely on issues within their respective states and political subdivisions. What governor (or legislature or political party for that matter) wouldn't want the ability to cater to the powerful interests in the state, thus forever keeping their campaign coffers full? The idea of national interest falls secondary to them, if at all, and were Congress to attempt to devolve its responsibilities onto the states, then it is likely that no one would attend to the overarching national interest as it exists beyond their narrow geographic boundaries. It is not that our federal legislators are not also subject to such interests or pressures, but at least in a national setting they are obliged to negotiate and counterbalance one another.

Multiply the 50,000 in Detroit by the number of states, cities, and even small towns that would lobby for such programs, and one can readily see the American labor market flooded with alien laborers willing to work for less and less, thus depressing wages nationally in any sector of the economy in which they became prevalent. American workers already face such situations with the H-1 and H-2 visa programs. We could multiply such abuse many times over, to the deficit of American workers, were regional visa giveaway schemes to be adopted.
Such schemes also do little to resolve the lingering problems of un- and under-employment, especially among those at the bottom of the economic ladder, a fact noted by Rev. Horace Sheffield III who, in response to the Michigan governor's proposal, told CNS News that even if it does not take a specific job away from native-born job-seekers, it makes immigrants "more marketable than educated current residents. ... What does that do to displace people who are born here and who don't have the education and are already competing for scarce jobs?"

In addition, the question of widespread corruption raises its ugly head. In the case of Michigan, the governor (using factoids from dubious studies) was speaking specifically about modifying and using one of the EB visa investor programs. Other programs, using the EB-5 investor visa, are already run by various consortiums in certain states, and are pushed mightily by private middlemen with favored investment schemes in which they have fiduciary interests. The result has been a shocking series of scandals and ripoffs all over the country, including South Dakota, Vermont, and California, among other places. The fraud has been so rampant that my colleagues here at the Center have created an interactive map of places in the United States affected by program abuses.
(Continued on next page…)

(…Cadman continues)
The scandals have resulted in lawsuits, criminal prosecutions, and frequent enforcement actions by the Securities and Exchange Commission, which has taken a responsible attitude toward attempting to curb the corrupt practices by stepping into the vacuum left by inactivity at the agency responsible for overseeing EB visa approvals: U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS), a subordinate agency in the Department of Homeland Security (DHS). Even when the EB-5-related projects have not been overtly corrupt, the regions in which they operate, which are supposed to be created in economically depressed zones, have been gerrymandered out of recognition and have a depressing pay-to-play look and feel to them.

There is little reason to think that the state- or regional-system(s) urged by the Cato Institute would be run any better or more honestly than the cornucopia of malfeasance that has attended investor visa programs. They are more likely simply a foreshadowing of what we could expect from visa schemes devolved to states or their political subdivisions.
2AC Frontline – TOPICALITY - “Permanent Residence” Answers
1. We meet – H-1B visas are a restriction on legal immigration because H-1B classification is a limitation on who can legally move to the US for permanent residence. The PLAN directly lifts this restriction by converting it to a permanent residence visa. 
2. We Meet – Skilled Guest workers are currently an area of “legal immigration” – it’s not just legal permanent residents
Passel & Cohn 2015

[Jeffrey S. Passel and D’Vera Cohn, 3-26-2015, "Share of Unauthorized Immigrant Workers in Production, Construction Jobs Falls Since 2007," Pew Research Center's Hispanic Trends Project, http://www.pewhispanic.org/2015/03/26/share-of-unauthorized-immigrant-workers-in-production-construction-jobs-falls-since-2007/ MYY]

The “legal immigrant” population is defined as people granted legal permanent residence; those granted asylum; people admitted as refugees; and people admitted under a set of specific authorized temporary statuses for longer-term residence and work. This group includes “naturalized citizens,” legal immigrants who have become U.S. citizens through naturalization; “legal permanent resident aliens” who have been granted permission to stay indefinitely in the U.S. as permanent residents, asylees or refugees; and “legal temporary migrants” (including students, diplomats and “high-tech guest workers”) who are allowed to live and, in some cases, work in the U.S. for specific periods of time (usually longer than one year).

3. Counter interpretation: “Legal restrictions on immigration” refers to who may enter, how long they stay, and when they leave
Cornell Law School Legal Information Institute, 2017

["Immigration," LII / Legal Information Institute, https://www.law.cornell.edu/wex/immigration, 1/30]

Federal immigration law determines whether a person is an alien, the rights, duties, and obligations associated with being an alien in the United States, and how aliens gain residence or citizenship within the United States. It also provides the means by which certain aliens can become legally naturalized citizens with full rights of citizenship. Immigration law serves as a gatekeeper for the nation's border, determining who may enter, how long they may stay, and when they must leave.

4. COUNTER-STANDARDS: 

A. GROUND – They overlimit the topic which kills education by preventing us from learning about key areas of the topic. Our INTERPRETATION provides the clearest GROUND at the core of the topic because we include agricultural worker visas and student visas, which are the center of public controversy for immigration policy. 

B. LIMITS – our INTERPRETATION is a better limit because it is in the contest of immigration LAW, not just “immigration.” This context is important for any interpretation of the topic and provides a clear LIMIT. 

5. They say there’s a TOPICAL version of the AFFIRMATIVE, but there’s no author who advocates using green cards instead of H-1B visas for skilled workers. Our AFFIRMATIVE is at the center of the topic literature and sets PREDICTABLE LIMITS. 

6. Topicality is not a voting issue – you should use REASONABILITY in evaluating whether the AFFIRMATIVE is reasonably topical and whether our interpretation creates reasonable limits for the topic. 

1AR Answers to TOPICALITY = Permanent Residence – Extension to “WE MEET – Skilled Guest Workers”

Extend our 2AC WE MEET and our Passel and Cohn 2015 evidence that says that legal immigration includes skilled guest workers. First, it’s better than their __________ evidence because…







    (Put their author’s name)




 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2 Legal immigration includes worker status – here’s another Professor and expert
Ballard, 2016 

- Jaimie Ballard, professor of Family Social Science at the University of Minnesota (Immigrant and Refugee Families, https://doi.org/10.24926/8668.0901  bold in original

Legal or documented immigrants.   For the purposes of this chapter, legal immigrants are defined as individuals who were granted legal residence in the United States. This would include those from other countries who were granted asylum, admitted as refugees, admitted under a set of specific authorized temporary statuses for longer-term residence and work, or granted lawful permanent residence status or citizenship
NEGATIVE – H-1B Visas
File Folders Needed: (6)
1NC HARMS (Competitiveness)

2NC/1NR HARMS (Competitiveness)

1NC HARMS (Doctors)

2NC/1NR HARMS (Doctors)

1NC Solvency

2NC/1NR Solvency

1NC – HARMS (Competitiveness) frontline 

1. There is no tech worker shortage.

Bartels 2017

[Andrew Bartels, 10-26-2017, "Debunking the US Tech Talent Shortage," Forbes, https://www.forbes.com/sites/forrester/2017/10/26/debunking-the-us-tech-talent-shortage/#4cb779cc1339 MYY]

Is the US suffering a tech talent gap? That impression has been showing up in the press a lot, and seems to fit with a perception of a dysfunctional US education system. But while it may be challenging to recruit workers with certain tech skills, Forrester believes that the fears of a crisis in the American tech labor market are vastly overblown. In fact, data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics and other sources indicate that supply and demand relationship for broad categories of tech workers is quite healthy: US businesses are adding tech jobs at a fast pace. Coveted professions, such as application developer and security specialist, have seen impressive annual average job growth rates above 7% over the last five years. Professions related to the management and analysis of tech systems have grown at CAGRs above 3%. Both rates are well above the national average of 1.9%. Tech wage growth has been lackluster—indicating that competition for talent is reasonable. Despite the large number of tech jobs added to the US economy, the average annual growth of mean wages for most high-demand tech professions has been below 3%. This is not too far off the national average of 2.0%, and considerably less than other non-tech professions that are in high demand, such as credit analyst (4%), pharmacy aides (4.9%), and personal financial advisor (7.9%). The growth of tech graduates has been outpacing that of tech jobs. Graduation data from the US Department of Education indicate that the number of individuals graduating with tech-related degree and diplomas has been growing faster than the number of new US tech jobs. While the US arguably needs even more tech graduates, this data tell us that the situation is getting better—not worse: [graph removed]

2. Hegemony TURN – America’s decline as the world’s superpower is inevitable and trying to maintain global leadership leads to war and TURNS the AFFIRMATIVE.
Klare 2015

[Michael T. Klare (a professor of peace and world security studies at Hampshire College). “America’s Days as a Global Superpower Are Numbered. Now What?” The Nation (28 May 2015). http://www.thenation.com/article/americas-days-global-superpower-are-numbered-now-what/ MYY]

However initially gratifying such a stance is likely to prove for John McCain and the growing body of war hawks in Congress, it will undoubtedly prove disastrous in practice. Anyone who believes that the clock can now be turned back to 2002, when U.S. strength was at its zenith [^high point^] and the Iraq invasion had not yet depleted American wealth and vigor, is undoubtedly suffering from delusional thinking. China is far more powerful than it was 13 years ago, Russia has largely recovered from its post-Cold War slump, Iran has replaced the U.S. as the dominant foreign actor in Iraq, and other powers have acquired significantly greater freedom of action in an unsettled world. Under these circumstances, aggressive muscle-flexing in Washington is likely to result only in calamity or humiliation. Time to Stop Pretending Back, then, to our original question: What is a declining superpower supposed to do in the face of this predicament? Anywhere but in Washington, the obvious answer would for it to stop pretending to be what it’s not. The first step in any 12-step imperial-overstretch recovery program would involve accepting the fact that American power is limited and global rule an impossible fantasy. Accepted as well would have to be this obvious reality: like it or not, the U.S. shares the Planet with a coterie [^”coh-tare-ee” - small, select group^] of other major powers—none as strong as we are, but none so weak as to be intimidated by the threat of U.S. military intervention. Having absorbed a more realistic assessment of American power, Washington would then have to focus on how exactly to cohabit [^live together^] with such powers—Russia, China, and Iran among them—and manage its differences with them without igniting yet more disastrous regional firestorms. If strategic juggling and massive denial were not so embedded in the political life of this country’s “war capital,” this would not be an impossibly difficult strategy to pursue, as others have suggested. In 2010, for example, Christopher Layne of the George H.W. Bush School at Texas A&M argued in the American Conservative that the U.S. could no longer sustain its global superpower status and, “rather than having this adjustment forced upon it suddenly by a major crisis… should get ahead of the curve by shifting its position in a gradual, orderly fashion.” Layne and others have spelled out what this might entail: fewer military entanglements abroad, a diminishing urge to garrison [^occupy with troops^] the Planet, reduced military spending, greater reliance on allies, more funds to use at home in rebuilding the crumbling infrastructure of a divided society, and a diminished military footprint in the Middle East. But for any of this to happen, American policymakers would first have to abandon the pretense [^illusion^] that the United States remains the sole global superpower—and that may be too bitter a pill for the present American psyche (and for the political aspirations of certain Republican candidates) to swallow. From such denialism, it’s already clear, will only come further ill-conceived military adventures abroad and, sooner or later, under far grimmer circumstances, an American reckoning with reality.
3. No IMPACT - History proves America is not responsible for peace 

Fettweis 2010
Christopher J. (Professor of national security affairs @ U.S. Naval War College) “Threat and Anxiety in US Foreign Policy,” Survival, Volume 52, Issue 2 April 2010 , pages 59 – 82

One potential explanation for the growth of global peace can be dismissed fairly quickly: US actions do not seem to have contributed much. The limited evidence suggests that there is little reason to believe in the stabilising power of the US hegemon [“hej-eh-moh-nee”, global leadership”, click text here for hyperlink with more info], and that there is no relation between the relative level of American activism and international stability. During the 1990s, the United States cut back on its defence spending fairly substantially. By 1998, the United States was spending $100 billion less on defence in real terms than it had in 1990, a 25% reduction.29  To internationalists, defence hawks and other believers in hegemonic stability, this irresponsible 'peace dividend' endangered both national and global security. 'No serious analyst of American military capabilities', argued neo-conservatives William Kristol and Robert Kagan in 1996, 'doubts that the defense budget has been cut much too far to meet America's responsibilities to itself and to world peace'.30  And yet the verdict from the 1990s is fairly plain: the world grew more peaceful while the United States cut its forces. No state seemed to believe that its security was endangered by a less-capable US military, or at least none took any action that would suggest such a belief. No militaries were enhanced to address power vacuums; no security dilemmas drove insecurity or arms races; no regional balancing occurred once the stabilis-ing presence of the US military was diminished. The rest of the world acted as if the threat of international war was not a pressing concern, despite the reduction in US military capabilities. Most of all, the United States was no less safe. The incidence and magnitude of global conflict declined while the United States cut its military spending under President Bill Clinton, and kept declining as the George W. Bush administration ramped the spending back up. Complex statistical analysis is unnecessary to reach the conclusion that world peace and US military expenditure are unrelated.

4. No IMPACT - world war is obsolete.

Fettweis 2014
[Christopher J. Fettweis, 10-1-2014, "Threatlessness and US Grand Strategy.: EBSCOhost," Survival, http://web.a.ebscohost.com.flagship.luc.edu/ehost/pdfviewer/pdfviewer?vid=1&amp;sid=5a32fa3a-5d2c-4a14-bf9e-aec695bfef74%40sessionmgr4008 MYY]

Empirical realities of the post-Cold War system tell a different story. As most scholars of international politics are now, or should be, aware, global conflict levels have dropped precipitously since the collapse of the Soviet empire. Great powers have not fought one another for at least six decades, depending on definitions used, which is the longest such stretch in history. Smaller powers resort to violence much less frequently as well, and levels of internal conflict (civil wars, ethnic conflict, massacres of civilians, coups, and so on) are at historic lows.8 The various ‘new’ threats of the current age are neither terribly new nor particularly threatening. Terrorism remains a problem, but it is a relatively minor one. Even the Islamic State of Iraq and al-Sham (ISIS), though a brutal and frightening group, is at the time of writing nothing more than a potential threat to the West. While some of its members apparently hold Western passports, it is important to remem ber that the predecessor to ISIS, al-Qaeda in Iraq, was never able to carry out attacks outside the Middle East. Indeed, there have been no al-Qaeda attacks anywhere in the Western world since 2005. The several thousand militants of ISIS certainly need to be monitored, but they hardly pose an existential threat to the US or its allies. Proliferation is not gaining momentum; in fact, for most classes of weapons (including nuclear, chemical and biological arms), its pace has slowed significantly since the Cold War.9 Neither are there more failed states, and the threat posed by them remains minimal.10 Perhaps most significantly, the conquest of states by their neighbours is all but dead: the number of UN members that have disappeared against their will is precisely zero (South Vietnam held only observer status in 1975). Some have disappeared due to implosion or voluntary [^doing by your choice, not because you are forced to^] division, but none have been absorbed following aggression. Vladimir Putin’s conquest of Crimea was a notably rare exception to the otherwise sacrosanct borders of the twenty-first century.11 The states of the twenty-first century are essentially safe, and the strongest is the safest. Future historians will look back on this era as either a golden age of peace and security, or perhaps the beginning of a sustained period of relative peace.12 This diminution in global violence is occasionally acknowledged in the community of strategists, but it is rarely taken seriously. A much more common reaction comes from senior strategist Colin Gray, who dismisses the new trends out of hand. For decades, Gray has argued that nothing of fundamental importance to international politics ever changes, that there is nothing new under the sun, and that history shows how bad times inevitably follow good. As the 1990s came to a close, Gray argued that ‘all truly transformational theory about international politics is, and has to be, a snare and a delusion … humankind faces a bloody future, just as it has recorded a bloody past’.13 ‘The cold war is over, but does it really matter?’, he wrote in 1993.14 New wars, big and small, loom on the horizon, even if it may be hard for the average person to see them, or even imagine what they might be.

2NC/1NR HARMS (Competitiveness) Extension to 1NC “No Tech Shortage”

Extend our 1NC Bartels 2017 evidence which says that there is no tech shortage.
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2NC/1NR HARMS (Competitiveness) Extensions to 1NC Hegemony TURN
Extend our 1NC Klare 2015 evidence which says that hegemony causes war.
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2. US hegemonic decline is good – it prevents a conflict with China. The PLAN increases hegemony and causes war.

Glaser 2015

[John Glaser, 5-28-2015, "The US and China can avoid a collision course – if the US gives up its empire ," Guardian, https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2015/may/28/conflict-us-china-not-inevitable-empire MYY]

But the apparently looming conflict between the US and China is not because of China’s rise per se, but rather because the US insists on maintaining military and economic dominance among China’s neighbors. Although Americans like to think of their massive overseas military presence as a benign force that’s inherently stabilizing, Beijing certainly doesn’t see it that way. According to political scientists Andrew Nathan and Andrew Scobell, Beijing sees America as “the most intrusive outside actor in China’s internal affairs, the guarantor of the status quo in Taiwan, the largest naval presence in the East China and South China seas, [and] the formal or informal military ally of many of China’s neighbors.” (All of which is true.) They think that the US “seeks to curtail China’s political influence and harm China’s interests” with a “militaristic, offense-minded, expansionist, and selfish” foreign policy. China’s regional ambitions are not uniquely pernicious or aggressive, but they do overlap with America’s ambition to be the dominant power in its own region, and in every region of the world. Leaving aside caricatured debates about which nation should get to wave the big “Number 1” foam finger, it’s worth asking whether having 50,000 US troops permanently stationed in Japan actually serves US interests and what benefits we derive from keeping almost 30,000 US troops in South Korea and whether Americans will be any safer if the Obama administration manages to reestablish a US military presence in the Philippines to counter China’s maritime territorial claims in the South China Sea. Many commentators say yes. Robert Kagan argues not only that US hegemony [“hej-eh-moh-nee”, global leadership”, click text here for hyperlink with more info] makes us safer and richer, but also that it bestows peace and prosperity on everybody else. If America doesn’t rule, goes his argument, the world becomes less free, less stable and less safe. But a good chunk of the scholarly literature disputes these claims. “There are good theoretical and empirical reasons”, wrote political scientist Christopher Fettweis in his book Pathologies of Power, “to doubt that US hegemony is the primary cause of the current stability.” The international system, rather than cowering in obedience to American demands for peace, is far more “self-policing”, says Fettweis. A combination of economic development and the destructive power of modern militaries serves as a much more satisfying answer for why states increasingly see war as detrimental to their interests. International relations theorist Robert Jervis has written that “the pursuit of primacy was what great power politics was all about in the past” but that, in a world of nuclear weapons with “low security threats and great common interests among the developed countries”, primacy does not have the strategic or economic benefits it once had. Nor does US dominance reap much in the way of tangible rewards for most Americans: international relations theorist Daniel Drezner contends that “the economic benefits from military predominance alone seem, at a minimum, to have been exaggerated”; that “There is little evidence that military primacy yields appreciable geoeconomic gains”; and that, therefore, “an overreliance on military preponderance is badly misguided.” The struggle for military and economic primacy in Asia is not really about our core national security interests; rather, it’s about preserving status, prestige and America’s neurotic image of itself. Those are pretty dumb reasons to risk war.

3. Hegemony decline is good – it reduces global violence.

Achcar & Mills 2015

[Gilbert Achcar () & Tom Mills (a researcher at the University of Bath). 6-1-15 “The End Of Empire?: Violence And US Hegemony In The Middle East.” The New Left Project http://www.newleftproject.org/index.php/site/article_comments/the_end_of_empire_violence_and_us_hegemony_in_the_middle_east MYY]

Violence in the region is not new, alas.  If anything, the peak of violence coincided with the peak of US hegemony [“hej-eh-moh-nee”, global leadership”, click text here for hyperlink with more info].  Think of the violence of the US onslaught on Iraq in 1991, which turned that country back to the Stone Age in the words of the UN special reporter.  Think of the devastating embargo imposed on Iraq thereafter, which caused the death of 90,000 people, by UN estimates, every year for twelve years, while the country was under almost continual bombing.  And then think of the shift after 9/11 and the invasion and occupation of Iraq in 2003.  Think of the level of violence reached in Iraq soon afterwards, especially the brutality of US occupation.  The idea that it is the decline of US influence that led to increased violence will then appear what it truly is: a completely absurd proposition.
4. A) Hegemony is bad – it fuels nuclear proliferation.

Van der Linden 2009

[Van der Linden, Harry, “Barack Obama, Resort to Force, and U.S. Military Hegemony”, International Journal of Applied Philosophy 23/1 (2009): 95-104. MYY]

The Obama administration might fare a bit better in terms of the elimination of weapon systems aimed at global military power projection. Obama favors investment in weapons and their support systems that sustain America’s “naval dominance“ and its “global reach in the air,” such as unmanned aerial vehicles and the KC-X air-refueling aircrafts, but at least the Bush administration endeavor to weaponize space is rejected and more serious efforts toward the elimination of nuclear weapons might be expected.15 Obama explicitly endorses the proposal of George Schultz, Henry Kissinger, William Perry, and Sam Nunn to work toward a nuclear-free world, including such steps as reducing the American and Russian arsenals and creating safer launching protocols for nuclear weapons. However, Obama shares their failure to see that U.S. military hegemony [“hej-eh-moh-nee”, global leadership”, click text here for hyperlink with more info] is a cause of nuclear proliferation and that ending this hegemony might be a necessary condition for halting this proliferation in its tracks and moving toward a gradual global abolition of nuclear weapons. Skeptics may even see their plea for the abolition of nuclear weapons as an attempt to prevent that the spread of nuclear weapons among some countries in the South will restrain U.S. military hegemony.16

4 B) Proliferation causes extinction.

Macdonald 2005

[Brad Macdonald, 5-1-2005, "Nuclear Non-Proliferation: A Hopeless Cause," theTrumpet, https://www.thetrumpet.com/1395-nuclear-non-proliferation-a-hopeless-cause MYY]

Mankind has lived on death’s doorstep for 50 years. Extinction by nuclear warfare has threatened life on Earth since 1955. Tragically, most people have failed to realize the gravity of this problem. Nuclear proliferation is the greatest threat to mankind, yet our attempts to curb it are failing abysmally.

2NC/1NR HARMS (Competitiveness) Extension to 1NC “No World War”
Extend our 1NC Fettweis 2014 evidence which says that there won’t be any more World Wars.
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2. Many factors ensure stable peace and no great power war.

Aziz 2014

[John Aziz, 3-6-2014, "Don't worry: World War III will almost certainly never happen," The Week, http://theweek.com/articles/449783/dont-worry-world-war-iii-almost-certainly-never-happen MYY]

So what's changed? Well, the first big change after the last world war was the arrival of mutually assured destruction. It's no coincidence that the end of the last global war coincided with the invention of atomic weapons. The possibility of complete annihilation provided a huge disincentive to launching and expanding total wars. Instead, the great powers now fight proxy wars like Vietnam and Afghanistan (the 1980 version, that is), rather than letting their rivalries expand into full-on, globe-spanning struggles against each other. Sure, accidents could happen, but the possibility is incredibly remote. More importantly, nobody in power wants to be the cause of Armageddon. But what about a non-nuclear global war? Other changes — economic and social in nature — have made that highly unlikely too. The world has become much more economically interconnected since the last global war. Economic cooperation treaties and free trade agreements have intertwined the economies of countries around the world. This has meant there has been a huge rise in the volume of global trade since World War II, and especially since the 1980s. Today consumer goods like smartphones, laptops, cars, jewelery, food, cosmetics, and medicine are produced on a global level, with supply-chains criss-crossing the Planet. An example: The laptop I am typing this on is the cumulative culmination of thousands of hours of work, as well as resources and manufacturing processes across the globe. It incorporates metals like tellurium, indium, cobalt, gallium, and manganese mined in Africa. Neodymium mined in China. Plastics forged out of oil, perhaps from Saudi Arabia, or Russia, or Venezuela. Aluminum from bauxite, perhaps mined in Brazil. Iron, perhaps mined in Australia. These raw materials are turned into components — memory manufactured in Korea, semiconductors forged in Germany, glass made in the United States. And it takes gallons and gallons of oil to ship all the resources and components back and forth around the world, until they are finally assembled in China, and shipped once again around the world to the consumer. In a global war, global trade becomes a nightmare. Shipping becomes more expensive due to higher insurance costs, and riskier because it's subject to seizures, blockades, ship sinkings. Many goods, intermediate components or resources — including energy supplies like coal and oil, components for military hardware, etc, may become temporarily unavailable in certain areas. Sometimes — such as occurred in the Siege of Leningrad during World War II — the supply of food can be cut off. This is why countries hold strategic reserves of things like helium, pork, rare earth metals and oil, coal, and gas. These kinds of breakdowns were troublesome enough in the economic landscape of the early and mid-20th century, when the last global wars occurred. But in today's ultra-globalized [^the spread of commerce and commercialism around the world^] and ultra-specialized economy? The level of economic adaptation — even for large countries like Russia and the United States with lots of land and natural resources — required to adapt to a world war would be crushing, and huge numbers of business and livelihoods would be wiped out. In other words, global trade interdependency has become, to borrow a phrase from finance, too big to fail. It is easy to complain about the reality of big business influencing or controlling politicians. But big business has just about the most to lose from breakdowns in global trade. A practical example: If Russian oligarchs [^government run by the most powerful few people^] and make their money from selling gas and natural resources to Western Europe, and send 




(Continued on next page)





(Aziz continues…)

their children to schools in Britain and Germany, and lend and borrow money from the West's financial centers, are they going to be willing to tolerate Vladimir Putin starting a regional war in Eastern Europe (let alone a world war)? Would the Chinese financial industry be happy to see their multi-trillion dollar investments in dollars and U.S. treasury debt go up in smoke? Of course, world wars have been waged despite international business interests, but the world today is far more globalized than ever before and well-connected domestic interests are more dependent on access to global markets, components and resources, or the repayment of foreign debts. These are huge disincentives to global war. But what of the military-industrial complex ? While other businesses might be hurt due to a breakdown in trade, surely military contractors and weapons manufacturers are happy with war? Not necessarily. As the last seventy years illustrates, it is perfectly possible for weapons contractors to enjoy the profits from huge military spending without a global war. And the uncertainty of a breakdown in global trade could hurt weapons contractors just as much as other industries in terms of losing access to global markets. That means weapons manufacturers may be just as uneasy about the prospects for large-scale war as other businesses. Other changes have been social in nature. Obviously, democratic countries do not tend to go to war with each other , and the spread of liberal democracy is correlated against the decrease in war around the world. But the spread of internet technology and social media has brought the world much closer together, too. As late as the last world war, populations were separated from each other by physical distance, by language barriers, and by lack of mass communication tools. This means that it was easy for war-mongering politicians to sell a population on the idea that the enemy is evil. It's hard to empathize with people who you only see in slanted government propaganda reels. Today, people from enemy countries can come together in cyberspace and find out that the "enemy" is not so different, as occurred in the Iran-Israel solidarity movement of 2012 . More importantly, violent incidents and deaths can be broadcast to the world much more easily. Public shock and disgust at the brutal reality of war broadcast over YouTube and Facebook makes it much more difficult for governments to carry out large scale military aggressions. For example, the Kremlin's own pollster today released a survey showing that 73 percent of Russians disapprove of Putin's handling of the Ukraine crisis, with only 15 percent of the nation supporting a response to the overthrow of the government in Kiev. There are, of course, a few countries like North Korea that deny their citizens access to information that might contradict the government's propaganda line. And sometimes countries ignore mass anti-war protests — as occurred prior to the Iraq invasion of 2003 — but generally a more connected, open, empathetic and democratic world has made it much harder for war-mongers to go to war.
2NC/1NR HARMS (Competitiveness) Extension to 1NC “U.S. is not key to peace”

Extend our 1NC Fettweis 2010 evidence which says that the U.S. is not key to peace.
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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1NC – HARMS (Doctors) Frontline

1. PLAN can’t solve pandemics – the world is just not ready 

Taylor 2018

[Michael Taylor, 2-10-2018, "World must act faster to prevent pandemic diseases," Reuters, https://www.reuters.com/article/global-cities-disease/world-must-act-faster-to-prevent-pandemic-diseases-u-n-risk-chief-idUSL4N1Q007D MYY]

The world must ramp up efforts to prevent huge infectious disease outbreaks - such as flu strains that can jump from animals to humans - which could kill millions of people, the chief of the U.N.’s disaster risk agency said on Saturday. The use of vaccine technologies and disease surveillance is very low across most of the world because the dangers posed by pandemics [“pan-deh-mick”, massive-scale disease] are “out of sight, out of mind”, said Robert Glasser, head of the United Nations’ Office for Disaster Risk Reduction. “We’ve had the emergence of new viruses and viruses are mutating all the time, like avian influenza, SARS ... people are not generally aware of them because they are hazards that don’t strike very often,” he told the Thomson Reuters Foundation. “But when they do strike, they can be enormously devastating,” Glasser said on the sidelines of the World Urban Forum - the world’s biggest conference on urban issues.

2. Trump’s foreign policy wrecks international disease cooperation.

Belluz 2017

[Julia Belluz, 4-3-2017, "Trump has set the US up to botch a global health crisis," Vox, https://www.vox.com/2017/3/4/14803596/trump-pandemic-response-global-health-cdc MYY]

 “America first” doesn’t work during pandemics [“pan-deh-mick”, massive-scale disease] Trump has shown signs that he favors an isolationist approach to international relations. His questioning of NATO and retreat from the Transpacific Partnership signal “America first” is his priority — above working through the West’s post-war multilateral diplomatic architecture. Countries can’t isolate themselves from the flow of disease-causing viruses and bacteria across borders. Fighting and preventing pandemics requires cross-border collaboration and cooperation. Countries need to share information transparently about outbreaks within their borders. They need to agree on PLANs for preventing and fighting those outbreaks. Higher-income nations like the US also have to lend resources — from researchers to funding and lab training — to their lower-income counterparts to help keep local outbreaks from spreading globally. So when the next Ebola-level threat strikes, Trump should theoretically put aside his isolationist, “America first” politics and work with other countries for the benefit of global public health.

3. No IMPACT - Pandemics don’t cause extinction because of human resilience 

Adalja 2016

[Amesh Adalja, an infectious-disease physician at the University of Pittsburgh., 6-17-2016, "Why Hasn't Disease Wiped out the Human Race?," Atlantic, https://www.theatlantic.com/health/archive/2016/06/infectious-diseases-extinction/487514/ MYY]

But when people ask me if I’m worried about infectious diseases, they’re often not asking about the threat to human lives; they’re asking about the threat to human life. With each outbreak of a headline-grabbing emerging infectious disease comes a fear of extinction itself. The fear envisions a large proportion of humans succumbing to infection, leaving no survivors or so few that the species can’t be sustained.

I’m not afraid of this apocalyptic scenario, but I do understand the impulse. Worry about the end is a quintessentially human trait. Thankfully, so is our resilience.

For most of mankind’s history, infectious diseases were the existential threat to humanity—and for good reason. They were quite successful at killing people: The 6th century’s Plague of Justinian knocked out an estimated 17 percent of the world’s population; the 14th century Black Death decimated a third of Europe; the 1918 influenza pandemic [“pan-deh-mick”, massive-scale disease] killed 5 percent of the world; malaria is estimated to have killed half of all humans who have ever lived.
Any yet, of course, humanity continued to flourish. Our species’ recent explosion in lifespan is almost exclusively the result of the control of infectious diseases through sanitation, vaccination, and antimicrobial therapies. Only in the modern era, in which many infectious diseases have been tamed in the industrial world, do people have the luxury of death from cancer, heart disease, or stroke in the 8th decade of life. Childhoods are free from watching siblings and friends die from outbreaks of typhoid, scarlet fever, smallpox, measles, and the like.

So what would it take for a disease to wipe out humanity now?
In Michael Crichton’s The Andromeda Strain, the canonical book in the disease-outbreak genre, an alien microbe threatens the human race with extinction, and humanity’s best minds are marshaled to combat the enemy organism. Fortunately, outside of fiction, there’s no reason to expect alien pathogens to wage war on the human race any time soon, and my analysis suggests that any real-life domestic microbe reaching an extinction level of threat probably is just as unlikely.
Any apocalyptic pathogen would need to possess a very special combination of two attributes. First, it would have to be so unfamiliar that no existing therapy or vaccine could be applied to it. Second, it would need to have a high and surreptitious transmissibility before symptoms occur. The first is essential because any microbe from a known class of pathogens would, by definition, have family members that could serve as models for containment and countermeasures. The second would allow the hypothetical disease to spread without being detected by even the most astute clinicians.

The three infectious diseases most likely to be considered extinction-level threats in the world today—influenza, HIV, and Ebola—don’t meet these two requirements. Influenza, for instance, despite 




(Continued on next page)





(….Adalja continues)

its well-established ability to kill on a large scale, its contagiousness, and its unrivaled ability to shift and  drift away from our vaccines, is still what I would call a “known unknown.” While there are many mysteries about how new flu strains emerge, from at least the time of Hippocrates, humans have been attuned to its risk. And in the modern era, a full-fledged industry of influenza preparedness exists, with effective vaccine strategies and antiviral therapies.

HIV, which has killed 39 million people over several decades, is similarly limited due to several factors. Most importantly, HIV’s dependency on blood and body fluid for transmission (similar to Ebola) requires intimate human-to-human contact, which LIMITS contagion. Highly potent antiviral therapy allows most people to live normally with the disease, and a substantial group of the population has genetic mutations that render them impervious to infection in the first place. Lastly, simple prevention strategies such as needle exchange for injection drug users and barrier contraceptives—when available—can curtail transmission risk.

Ebola, for many of the same reasons as HIV as well as several others, also falls short of the mark. This is especially due to the fact that it spreads almost exclusively through people with easily recognizable symptoms, plus the taming of its once unfathomable 90 percent mortality rate by simple supportive care.

Beyond those three, every other known disease falls short of what seems required to wipe out humans—which is, of course, why we’re still here. And it’s not that diseases are ineffective. On the contrary, diseases’ failure to knock us out is a testament to just how resilient humans are. Part of our evolutionary heritage is our immune system, one of the most complex on the Planet, even without the benefit of vaccines or the helping hand of antimicrobial drugs. This system, when viewed at a species level, can adapt to almost any enemy imaginable. Coupled to genetic variations amongst humans—which open up the possibility for a range of advantages, from imperviousness to infection to a tendency for mild symptoms—this adaptability ensures that almost any infectious disease onslaught will leave a large proportion of the population alive to rebuild, in contrast to the fictional Hollywood versions.

While the immune system’s role can never be understated, an even more powerful protector is the faculty of consciousness. Humans are not the most prolific, quickly evolving, or strongest organisms on the Planet, but as Aristotle identified, humans are the rational animals—and it is this fundamental distinguishing characteristic that allows humans to form abstractions, think in principles, and PLAN long-range. These capacities, in turn, allow humans to modify, alter, and improve themselves and their environments. Consciousness equips us, at an individual and a species level, to make nature safe for the species through such technological marvels as antibiotics, antivirals, vaccines, and sanitation. When humans began to focus their minds on the problems posed by infectious disease, human life ceased being nasty, brutish, and short. In many ways, human consciousness became infectious diseases’ worthiest adversary.

2NC/1NR HARMS (Doctors) – Extension to 1NC “Trump Wrecks Disease Cooperation”
Extend our 1NC Belluz 2017 evidence which says that Trump is wrecking international disease cooperation.
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”

[image: image76]
[image: image77.png]



[image: image78.png]



[image: image79.png]



(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2NC/1NR HARMS (Doctors) – Extension to 1NC “PLAN can’t solve pandemics”
Extend our 1NC Taylor 2018 evidence which says that PLAN can’t solve pandemics because the world isn’t ready.
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2NC/1NR HARMS (Doctors) Extensions to – “No IMPACT”
Extend our 1NC Adalia 2016 evidence which says that pandemics won’t cause extinction.
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2. Diseases burn out and our genetics stop widespread disease

York 2014

IAN YORK, PhD in Immunology, T-Cell Immunobiologist, 6-4-14 “Why don't diseases completely wipe out species?”, Ian York, Quora, June 4, 2014, https://www.quora.com/Why-dont-diseases-completely-wipe-out-species#THUR //chiragjain
But mostly diseases don't drive species extinct. There are several reasons for that. For one, the most dangerous diseases are those that spread from one individual to another. If the disease is highly lethal, then the population drops, and it becomes less likely that individuals will contact each other during the infectious phase. Highly contagious diseases tend to burn themselves out that way. Probably the main reason is variation. Within the host and the pathogen population there will be a wide range of variants. Some hosts may be naturally resistant. Some pathogens will be less virulent. And either alone or in combination, you end up with infected individuals who survive. We see this in HIV, for example. There is a small fraction of humans who are naturally resistant or altogether immune to HIV, either because of their CCR5 allele or their MHC Class I type. And there are a handful of people who were infected with defective versions of HIV that didn't progress to disease. We can see indications of this sort of thing happening in the past, because our genomes contain many instances of pathogen resistance genes that have spread through the whole population. Those all started off as rare mutations that conferred a strong selection advantage to the carriers, meaning that the specific infectious diseases were serious threats to the species.

3. Even if they win that pandemics cause extinction, the nuclear war they cause through our DISADVANTAGE OUTWEIGHS on probability.

Sandberg 2017

[Ryan F. Mandelbaum interviewing Anders Sandberg, Senior Research Fellow at The Future of Humanity Institute at Oxford University, 8-7-2017, "When Will Humanity Finally Die Out?," Gizmodo, https://gizmodo.com/when-will-humanity-finally-die-out-1797234281 MYY]

Currently, the most likely cause of human extinction is a human-caused disaster. While natural risks are still around (meteor IMPACTs, gamma ray bursts, a really nasty pandemic [“pan-deh-mick”, massive-scale disease]...) they are less likely than human-caused disasters like nuclear war, bioweapons, or wrecking the civilizational and ecological infrastructure we need to survive. Some emerging technologies like AI, misuse of synthetic biology, or self-replicating machines may also produce exciting new threats. The actual disaster likely to do us in is likely a combination of several kinds: a disaster wipes out most humans, leaves the survivors vulnerable, and then something else makes the situation worse until all are extinct.

The probability of this happening is uncertain. There has been probability estimates ranging from 40-50% over the next century, over an informal poll among researchers suggesting 19% risk, to calculations suggesting 9%. The research community does not know, but the risk does seem to be nonzero and is potentially high enough that we are more likely to be killed by an extinction event than a car crash across our lives. If this is true, then we should expect humanity to die out within a few decades or centuries.

But if we get our act together and reduce the risk, what then? Mammalian species tend to survive 1-2 million years, so were we just a normal species the best bet would be something like 800,000-1.8 million years (we have been around for about 200,000 years already).

1NC - SOLVENCY Frontline

1. No SOLVENCY – Tech workers don’t want to come to the US as long as Trump is president. The AFFIRMATIVE will only increase uncertainty.

Lien 2017

[Tracey Lien, 12-14-2017, "Wary of Trump, some foreign-born tech workers are choosing Canada instead of Silicon Valley," latimes, http://www.latimes.com/business/technology/la-fi-tn-tech-canada-20171214-story.html MYY]

Unlike many liberal-leaning technology workers in Silicon Valley, Axolotl doesn’t consider herself “anti-Trump.” But the new administration’s position on immigration — the unexpected travel bans, the anti-immigration rhetoric, the president’s tweets about scrapping entire visa categories — made her question whether the U.S. was the right country for her.

“Trump seemed too unpredictable,” she said. She was preparing to start a family with her partner, and “let’s say something happens in the U.S. and I cannot stay — it will be more complicated when you have a child. I could have handled this kind of unpredictability two years ago. But now? Not anymore.”

Uncertainty in the United States has been a boon to Canada, which since the election has seen a surge in immigration and interest from tech workers and entrepreneurs.

In-bound inquiries to the Vancouver Economic Commission, an agency in British Columbia that helps entrepreneurs and companies get set up in the region, have increased 400% this year, said Ian McKay, chief executive of the commission. The number of tech workers from around the world migrating to Canada is on track to beat 2016’s total by 18%, according to data from Immigration, Refugees and Citizenship Canada.

Though election-related calls to move to Canada aren’t unusual — actress Susan Sarandon said in 2008 she’d move to Canada if John McCain won; performer Cher pledged in 2015 she’d move to Jupiter if Trump won — surveys of tech workers in the U.S. suggest some are seriously considering making the move. In a survey of its users, job search start-up Hired found that 40% of respondents said they had thought about leaving the U.S. since the 2016 election, of which 32% said Canada was their top choice.

2. NO SOLVENCY - Doctors won’t come to the US because of Trump’s immigration policies.

Cruz 2018

[Melissa Cruz, 4-13-2018, "Fewer Foreign Doctors Could Spell Disaster for America’s Most Underserved Communities," Immigration IMPACT, http://immigrationIMPACT.com/2018/04/13/foreign-doctors-poor-rural-communities MYY]

The United States has long been the country of choice for international physicians seeking a graduate medical education. But for the second year in a row, the number of foreign doctors who applied to graduate residency programs in the United States has declined.

This has triggered concern that the Trump administration’s strict immigration policies are causing a downturn among a healthcare system that increasingly relies on high-skilled immigrants to fill in the gaps.
American hospitals depend on foreign physicians to fill their residency programs each year—in 2015, nearly 25 percent of residents across all medical fields were born outside of the United States. In subspecialist residency programs, foreign medical graduates accounted for more than a third of residents.

But those numbers appear to be dwindling. Just over 7,000 international medical graduates applied to study in the United States for 2018, down 217 from last year and nearly 400 applicants from 2016.

2NC/1NR SOLVENCY – Extensions to 1NC “Trump Scares Away Workers”
Extend our 1NC Lien 2017 evidence which says that workers won’t come because Trump will scare them away.
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2. Trump’s rhetoric scares H-1B workers away. The PLAN can’t solve

Sataline 2017

[Suzanne Sataline, 9-18-2017, "Trump Has Started a Brain Drain Back to India," Foreign Policy, http://foreignpolicy.com/2017/09/22/trump-has-started-a-brain-drain-back-to-india/ MYY]

Tangled and contradictory immigration policies of this sort have frustrated Indian immigrants for years, but the United States was seen as a prize worth pursuing. Now, though, many Indians — long a vital pillar of U.S. hospitals, tech firms, and engineering efforts — are reconsidering their options. Despite a chummy Rose Garden meeting between U.S. President Donald Trump and Indian Prime Minister Narendra Modi in June, the permanent legal status of many Indians in America has become far more uncertain since Trump’s election. In the president’s short time in office, his promises and policies — from the “Muslim ban” to a directive that may alter who gets a work visa — have convinced many foreign nationals that they are not welcome. For many of the 2.4 million Indian nationals living in the United States, including roughly 1 million who are scientists and engineers, the fears are existential; although roughly 45 percent are naturalized citizens, hundreds of thousands still depend on impermanent visas that must be periodically renewed. Changes in the U.S. skilled visa scheme could trigger large economic and intellectual losses, especially in states with many South Asian residents such as California and New Jersey. Some foreign nationals there wonder if Trump’s policies will trigger an Indian brain drain. Since Trump’s election, the number of Indian-born residents in the United States searching for jobs back in India has climbed more than tenfold, consulting firm Deloitte Touche Tohmatsu found. Six hundred people were searching in December, and the number spiked in March to 7,000. Four out of 10 U.S. colleges say they’ve seen a sharp drop in international applicants for the fall term, especially among applicants from India and China, the top sources for international students. Nearly 167,000 Indians studied at American colleges in the 2015-2016 school year. Some graduates from Indian colleges have considered setting out for Canada, which is wooing tech workers, or heading to Europe. Personal safety fears are driving decisions, as well. After a white U.S. Navy veteran shot two Indian engineers in Kansas in February, killing one, Indian newspapers ran news coverage of the story and editorials for days. The vet had angrily questioned the pair about their visa status. This year, the number of people applying for a high-skilled worker visa, the H-1B, dropped for the first time in four years — from 236,000 last year to 199,000, the government reported. Attorneys sensed that Trump’s travel ban and vows to tighten vetting procedures have unnerved petitioners. The new wave of H-1B applicants began processing on Sep. 18 – with the numbers severely tightened. More applications are being challenged than ever before. “The platform he got elected on, that hatred, denigrating other religions, it wasn’t making America great again and uplift the world. It’s ‘We’re going to make America great’ at the cost to the rest of the world. We’re doing long-term damage here,” says Vivek Wadhwa, a distinguished fellow at Carnegie Mellon University. At the same time, the opportunities in India are growing exponentially. “They don’t have to leave.” Nearly 127,000 Indians were given H-1B visas to work in the United States in the 2016 fiscal year, far more than any other nationality. (The Chinese claimed 21,600 visas.) Most of the 85,000 documents awarded annually by lottery go to outsourcing companies. Such firms recruit foreigners with college diplomas, most of whom are Indian, to work in technical jobs. 





(Continued on next page…)
(…Sataline continues)

For years, big tech companies such as Microsoft and Google have pressed the government to raise the number of visas allotted, saying they can’t find enough Americans with the necessary skills. H-1B critics say there are enough Americans with technology degrees to fill all the country’s technical jobs. In April, Trump rolled out another “America First” policy and announced changes to the program. He signed an executive order that may alter who gets the annual visas, saying he wants to ensure that only the highest-skilled, best-paid immigrant workers gain entry. Lower-skilled workers would be prevented from taking jobs from Americans, he said. Outsourcing firms, such as Infosys, expect a sharp drop in the number of visas they would receive, which would hurt Indians who possess only undergraduate degrees.

3. Uncertainty about Trump’s policies scares off foreign students
Glum 2017

[Julia Glum, 11-13-2017, "Is Donald Trump hurting international education?," Newsweek, http://www.newsweek.com/trump-international-education-study-abroad-708667 MYY]

The number of new international students in the U.S. has dropped — and some believe President Donald Trump's rhetoric is scaring off foreign youth. The Institute of International Education reported on Monday that the number of first-time international students enrolling in the U.S. fell by more than 3 percent between the 2015-2016 and 2016-2017 school years. That means that about 10,000 fewer new international students had signed up for classes stateside. It comes as the Trump administration has proposed cutting the budget for educational exchange programs in half. The brain drain dates from the late part of the presidential campaign, before Trump's election in November 2016, so it's hard to definitively say whether his anti-immigrant rhetoric had any effect. But other Institute survey data released this fall shows institutions [institutions] reported a 7 percent decline in new international students, with the falloff attributed partly to visa issues and "an uncertain U.S. social and political climate."
2NC/1NR SOLVENCY – Extensions to 1NC “Trump Scares Away Doctors”
Extend our 1NC Cruz 2018 evidence which says that doctors won’t come because Trump will scare them away.
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2. Trump is deterring doctors from immigrating – perception is key
Ducharme 2018

[Jamie Ducharme, 6-8-2018, "Trump's Immigration Policies Are Making It Harder for Foreign Doctors to Work in the U.S. — And That Could Hurt Patients," Time, http://time.com/5299488/international-medical-graduates/ MYY]

His situation is only the latest threat to international medical graduates. Several immigration policy changes under the Trump administration have left them deterred from or unable to practice medicine in the U.S. — which could be disastrous for a health care system already in the midst of a growing physician shortage. The changes could particularly affect patient care in community and underserved urban hospitals. “I don’t want to sound paranoid, but I just think the current administration is trying to intimidate foreign workers and trying to intimidate hospital systems,” Daniel says. “For somebody who’s lived in the country for four years, that’s definitely not something I was expecting.” (A White House spokesperson referred TIME to United States Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) and did not offer a separate comment.) In Daniel’s case, after presenting USCIS with the same Association of American Medical Colleges resident stipend estimates that he’s used in his application for the last four years, USCIS responded with a request for evidence (RFE) seeking more specific, localized data — data that he says does not exist for resident physicians. Unless he can come up with it or mount a convincing enough legal argument before his visa expires on June 30 — the day before many medical residency programs begin across the country — Daniel will have to go back to Israel almost immediately, leaving his training unfinished and his hospital short a doctor. The visa situation threatens the status of thousands of training physicians nationwide — roughly 25% of foreign medical residents in the U.S. rely on H-1B visas — and prompted a number of medical organizations to send a joint letter to the USCIS on May 30 expressing concern about the change. USCIS spokesman Michael Bars told TIME that any requests for evidence are in line with existing laws and standards. “USCIS recognizes the use of valid private wage surveys by petitioners to establish the prevailing wage for an H-1B petition,” Bars said in a statement. “However, USCIS will continue to issue RFEs or denials, if appropriate, when officers determine that the petitioner has not established eligibility for the benefit sought. In keeping with the law as directed by the President’s Buy America, Hire America Executive Order as well as the intention of Congress, ensuring that H-1B employers are complying with all eligibility requirements serves to safeguard the integrity of the program to protect the wages, working conditions, and jobs of U.S. workers.” In a second statement, Bars added that, “USCIS continues to review issues pertaining to private wage surveys and will consider issuing additional guidance to our officers in the future, if needed. If a petitioner has questions or concerns about its case, it may send an inquiry to USCIS through appropriate customer service channels.” While the exact number of foreign doctors affected by policy changes isn’t known, signs of the trend have appeared in a few ways. Fewer non-U.S.-citizen international medical graduates registered for the residency match this year than in any since 2005, according to the 2018 Main Residency Match report. The number who became active applicants (7,067) was the lowest since 2012, the report adds. In 2016, for example, that number was closer to 7,500.
(Continued on next page…)
(…Ducharme continues)
The downturn seems especially pronounced among residents of countries included in President Donald Trump’s original 2017 travel ban. (A revised travel ban looks likely to be upheld by the Supreme Court.) By recent estimates, about 8,000 doctors practicing in the U.S. were trained in countries included in the original ban. Eighteen percent fewer doctors from countries included in Trump’s executive order came through the group that helps international medical graduates get certifications necessary to practice in the U.S., the Educational Commission for Foreign Medical Graduates (ECFMG), in 2017, according to the group’s president, Dr. William Pinsky. There’s also been an overall drop in the number of people applying for ECFMG certification over the past two years, he says. “I’m hoping that the trend, or almost trend, that we’re seeing is because people are just waiting to see what’s going to happen,” Pinsky says. “But the fact is, there are opportunities for training around the world other than the United States.” That’s something Sanaz Attaripour-Isfahani knows well. An international medical graduate trained in Iran and currently completing a fellowship in the U.S., Attaripour-Isfahani says she doesn’t regret the five-year logistical battle and multiple visa application denials it took to get here for residency. But she’s already seen that not everyone feels that way: Her sister, a doctor in Iran, decided to pursue residency in Canada, because the obstacles to getting into the U.S. are too great. “I am very proud of what I gained here. [But] she does not think it’s worth it,” Attaripour-Isfahani says. “In the future, definitely, we will have a lot less Iranian doctors, comparing with what we had over the last 10 years.” International medical graduates may increasingly gravitate toward programs in Europe, the U.K. and Canada if political trends continue, says Dr. Yusuke Tsugawa, a Japanese-trained doctor who has studied international medical graduates and is now an assistant professor of medicine at the University of California Los Angeles’ David Geffen School of Medicine. “In addition to the actual changes that have been made in the last one or two years, I think there’s some concerns about uncertainty around what’s going to happen in the future,” Tsugawa says. “They don’t want to come to the U.S. to start their training and get kicked out during the training, because that would be devastating for their careers.”

State Visas COUNTERPLAN – NEGATIVE (vs H-1B AFFIRMATIVE)

File Folders Needed: (3)

1NC COUNTERPLAN and 1NC NET BENEFIT: Wages DISADVANTAGE

2NC/1NR SOLVENCY

2NC/1NR Answers to 2AC
1NC COUNTERPLAN - State Visas

COUNTERPLAN TEXT: The United States federal government should permit states to increase guest workers through a state-sponsored visa program.

SOLVENCY: State based visas give state governments the versatility to decide how many immigrants to let in 

Fuller & Rust 2013  

deputy director and research scholar at NYU AND Law and Public Policy Scholar at Temple University Law (Brandon and Sean, 5/3, https://www.citylab.com/equity/2013/05/insanely-clear-cut-case-region-based-immigration-visas/5475/)

America’s cities are the engines of its growth. Though the immigration bill before Congress would help cities by increasing the flow of legal migrants, cities would be even better served by a bill that makes immigration decisions local. State governments are in a far better position to understand the immigration needs of the towns and cities within their borders. The federal government should allow them to sponsor region-based visas.

Region-based visas would be three-year, renewable non-resident visas. Like the H-1B visas for specialty employment, region-based visas would be dual-intent—the visa holders would be allowed to apply for permanent residency, and eventually citizenship, during their stay.

With security clearance from the federal government, foreign workers would be eligible to apply for state-based sponsorship. States would work with their towns and cities to determine how many immigrants to sponsor or whether to sponsor any immigrants at all. States would assign the visa-holders to specific regions or cities, allowing them to place applicants in the areas where their skill sets are needed most.

Region-based visas would be more efficient and equitable than current employment visas.

A visa-holder would be free to bring her immediate family members, provided she lives and works in the specified area and remains compliant with U.S. law. The program would be largely self-enforcing. First, workers with legal status experience a wage premium compared to their unauthorized counterparts. What’s more, the prospect of permanent residency or citizenship would be enough to keep most visa holders compliant with the term of their stay. Region-based visas would be more efficient and equitable than current employment-based visas. Whereas visas such as the H-1B and H-2A tie immigrants to a single employer, region-based visa holders would be free to work for any firm in their region. The regional firms would
(Continued on next page…)

(…Fuller and Rust continues)
compete to employ the visa-holders just as they compete for all other workers. Because the visa holders would be part of an integrated labor market, no one firm would be able to hire an immigrant at a below-market wage in lieu of paying a domestic worker the going market rate.
By giving states a way to match local needs with international talent, region-based visas would help cities and regions improve the quality and depth of their labor pools. Doing so would attract new firms, generate economic growth, create new jobs, and broaden the tax base. Because region-based visa holders would be free to move elsewhere once they obtain permanent residency, local governments would also face a strong incentive to improve public safety, service delivery, and quality of life in an effort to attract and retain residents.

Region-based visas would give the states that want immigrants a chance to attract them.

The federal government could also give states the option of requiring region-based visa holders to purchase a primary residence. Regions with large inventories of vacant homes might make use of a home-purchase requirement in an effort to buoy the housing market. The requirement would be similar in some ways to the EB-5 Regional Center Program.

Under the EB-5 program, foreigners obtain a green card if they invest $1,000,000 or more in the United States, or $500,000 in select distressed areas. Region-based visas would complement, rather than crowd-out, EB-5 investment inflows. Because the EB-5 visa offers immediate residency, it would remain the most attractive option for wealthy foreign investors. The region-based visa, for which the promise of residency is more distant, would be attractive to immigrants who cannot afford the EB-5 visa but can nevertheless make valuable contributions to the American economy.

Best of all, we already know this is a policy that works. Canada's provincial-nominee program, the subject of recent articles by Shikha Dalmia and Nancy Scola, is popular and successful. The program gives participating Canadian provinces a greater say in selecting and recruiting immigrants. Unconstrained by the Ottawa consensus on immigration needs, the provinces are free to go out and recruit the immigrants that best suit their economic needs.

Region-based visas would give the states that want immigrants a chance to attract them, without the usual obstructionism from those that don’t. As Dalmia points out, the strategic use of region-based visas by pro-active states may even convince those with more restrictionist immigration views to change their tune:

Under such a system, states such as Arizona, where restrictionist fervor runs high, would certainly be free to spurn foreigners. Yet they would have to face the economic and political consequences as businesses relocate to where workers are plentiful. Odds are, just as in Canada, most states would become friends rather than foes of immigrants.

At the moment, the United States is needlessly shutting out people who can contribute to our economy in ways that would make everyone better off. Region-based visas would boost legal immigration by directing it to the cities and regions where it’s most desired.

1NC NET BENEFIT: Wages DISADVANTAGE

The NET BENEFIT is the Wages DISADVANTAGE – we avoid this while the AFFIRMATIVE LINKS
The COUNTERPLAN prevents businesses from using power to undermine wages

Fuller & Rust 2017 

(Brandon, deputy director of the Urbanization Project at NYU Stern School of Business, and Sean, recent graduate of Temple University Law, https://thefederalist.com/2017/05/31/letting-states-sponsor-immigration-visas-satisfy-everyone/
Sen. Ron Johnson (R-WI) and Rep. Ken Buck (R-CO) provided just that recently, unveiling the State Sponsored Visa Pilot Program Act of 2017, legislation that would give states the ability to sponsor temporary work visas.

This is a laudable [^praise-worthy^] step that should satisfy all sides of the ideological and political spectrum. State governments are in a better position than Washington DC to understand local immigration needs and capacities. Giving them a greater role in shaping guest worker flows will improve the economic performance of America’s immigration system.

In the face of the prolonged federal impasse on comprehensive immigration reform, blue and red states alike have shown interest in creating state-based visa programs. Legislators introduced bills in Arizona, California, Kansas, New Mexico, Oklahoma, and Texas. Utah went so far as to pass its own guest worker laws in 2011, with the understanding that enactment would require a federal waiver.

With no such federal waiver forthcoming, the efforts in Utah and other states have so far fallen short. The Johnson-Buck PLAN would provide welcome relief to such states, allowing them to apply to the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) for approval of their visa programs.

How This Would Work

Under the PLAN, states with DHS-approved programs would select and sponsor foreigners for temporary work visas. Once cleared by DHS, state-based visa holders would be allowed to live and work in the sponsoring state for a period of three years. The visa-holders would be ineligible for federal welfare benefits. Those who comply with the terms of their visas would be eligible for renewal and free to apply for permanent residency during their stay in the United States.

Unlike existing employment-based visas that tie foreign workers to one employer, state-sponsored visa holders would be free to work for employers throughout the sponsoring state. The PLAN also allows states to enter into interstate compacts to jointly administer their programs, broadening the potential set of employers by allowing visa-holders to live and work in different states.

This program would also correct issues many perceive with today’s employment-based visa system. Unlike with H-1B visas, state-sponsored visa-holders would be free to work for many potential employers. This leaves firms without monopsony [^market where one firm controls production and is the only buyer, contrasted with monopoly, where one firm is the only seller, click hyperlink text here for more info^] power to suppress wages in order to hire these workers on the cheap. Underpaid visa-holders would simply find a higher-paying job at a different firm.
2NC/1NR SOLVENCY - State Visas COUNTERPLAN 
2NC/1NR Solves Better than Federal Government

COUNTERPLAN solves better than the AFFIRMATIVE by allowing states to expand legal immigration to meet economic and employment needs

Bier, 2017 

--- immigration policy analyst at the Cato Institute (5/12/17, David, “Let states fix immigration,” http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/judicial/333126-let-states-fix-immigration, accessed on 4/29/18, JMP)

Last week, Senate Homeland Security Committee Chairman Ron Johnson (R-Wis.) introduced a new bill that would allow states to sponsor foreign workers to live and work in their states. The idea is a brand new one for the United States, but it has merit.

The federal government has had a total monopoly over legal immigration for years, and the consequence has been substantial illegal immigration and massive wait times for high-skilled foreign workers. America should try something new.

The United States has a relatively restrictive immigration system for economic immigrants—far below the per-capita rate of immigration in many other developed countries. This bill would allow America to compete for foreign workers in the same way other countries already do. As my new Cato Institute analysis of the bill notes, the legislation’s 500,000 visas would increase the annual flow of foreign workers to the United States by about 80 percent.

In this context, it makes sense to increase legal immigration, but why should the increase come from state-sponsorship? One reason is that markets need to adjust quickly to changes in order to fulfill the needs of consumers. Yet the federal immigration monopoly has simply demonstrated itself to be so inflexible to changing conditions that, despite widespread agreement that it needs changes, none are made.

Congress has left the system unreformed since 1990. In that time, total employment doubled; agricultural employment fell in half; manufacturing ended its reign as the leading employer in most states; the service sector took its place; and unauthorized immigrants moved from seasonal industries to year-round employment. Despite all of these shifts, Congress has done nothing.

In a way, it’s understandable why. Congress has an impossible job. It is trying to design an immigration system that fits the needs of Silicon Valley, the Great Plains, and the Rust Belt. Some states have economic growth several times the national average. Growth in other states is negative. It’s just not possible to have a one-size-fits-all approach in a country as diverse as the United States.

If states had greater control, the system would naturally adjust at the state-level without a need for national consensus. Under the current system, reforms only happen after small, local problems build into a big, national one, and even then, Congress often fails to act.

(Continued on next page…)

(…Bier continues)
One reason that proponents of reform have yet to break through is that a national reform requires a national consensus on the problems and the solutions. But the problems are different in Alaska or Louisiana than they are in Michigan or Texas. State-sponsored visas would allow legislators with disagreements over these issues to agree to disagree and fix the system without total consensus.
State-sponsored visas also accord with both America’s tradition of federalism and the Constitution. The Supreme Court has held that states are limited only insofar as the federal government chooses to limit them. Moreover, under the proposal, states would simply be “sponsoring” workers, not admitting them into the country. States already sponsor workers for federal visas in their capacity as employers or students in their capacity as universities. Procedurally, this would be no different.

This bill poses no new enforcement challenges either. Guest workers under the current system are already required to work for a single employer, which is a much more difficult challenge than simply allowing them to live in a single state. Yet the overstay rate for the current guest workers is less than three percent because the ability to come again legally is such a powerful incentive to follow the rules. This bill would build in the same incentive, allowing renewals only to workers who followed the rules.
Regional visas have already been successfully implemented in two other geographically diverse, former-British colonies—Australia and Canada. Both countries have programs that let provinces or states sponsor workers directly. Local control has helped this system keep political support, and the number of regional visas has more than doubled in both countries since the early 2000s.

The United States needs to reform the legal immigration system, but finding agreement is difficult. A new approach that distributes power more locally could be just the thing to change the debate.

2NC/1NR Solves Better Than Existing Visa System

COUNTERPLAN solves better than existing employment-based visas 
Fuller & Rust 2014 

(Brandon, research scholar at New York University and deputy director of the Urbanization Project at the NYU Stern School of Business, and Sean, practicing attorney and a recent graduate of Temple University’s Beasley School of Law where he was a law and public policy scholar, Cato Institute, “State-Based Visas; A Federalist Approach to Reforming U.S. Immigration Policy,” published April 23, 2014, https://object.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/pubs/pdf/pa748_web_1.pdf
In terms of freedom of choice, the state-based visa program offers an improvement over existing employment-based visas. For starters, a state-based visa program would result in a net increase in lawful immigration opportunities, thus creating opportunity where none previously existed. State-based visas would also create an ALTERNATIVE to the current employment-based visas, which have serious drawbacks. As it stands, these visas tie immigrants to one employer, effectively limiting where the immigrant can live and strictly limiting where he or she can work. Though state-based visas would come with conditions on the location of an immigrant’s residence and employment, they could also give the visa-holder far more choice about whom to work for. If the visa holder has a better opportunity with a different regional employer, he or she would be free to pursue it without needing to change the visa’s sponsorship.

For those reasons, the state-based visa would be more equitable than existing employment-based visas. The current employer-based system grants monopsony power to the employer that sponsors work visas. As a result, the sponsoring employers have immense bargaining power over workers on employer-based visas that the Department of Labor (DOL) tries to mitigate by regulating the wages and hours of the visa holders—and oftentimes fails.72 The best defense against abusive employers is not 11 the DOL, but the ability of the worker to quit and find a new job. Workers with a fully portable work visa would be able to switch jobs away from dishonest employers, but government visa rules prevent this natural response. The DOL regulators cannot possibly substitute for this self-correcting response, nor should they even try. States should avoid these issues by making their visas as portable as possible. 

The state-based program allows regional labor markets to achieve outcomes that federal regulators cannot. Because state-based visa holders can work anywhere in the designated state, regional employers would have to compete to employ the visa holders just like they must compete to employ all other workers. Visa holders would be part of an integrated labor market, so no one firm would be able to hire an immigrant at a wage that is below the going market rate due to a government grant of monopsony privilege.
2NC/1NR SOLVENCY - Removing Federal Restrictions 

Removing federal restrictions allows states to expand work visas to meet needs

La Corte & Neufeld, 2017 

 (https://niskanencenter.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/TheLegislativeHistoryofState-BasedGuestWorkerPrograms.pdf
For decades, the United States Congress has failed to repair America’s broken immigration system with comprehensive reform. In the absence of federal reform to guest worker programs, a number of states introduced various immigration reform proposals of their own.
Federal guest worker programs allow employers to hire agricultural or nonagricultural foreign workers on a temporary basis. However, the federal program is restrictive, overly bureaucratic, and fails to effectively or efficiently respond to specific state labor shortages. [2] To facilitate a more efficient response to the demands of local businesses for temporary workers, thirteen states proposed measures that would provide them with local control over federal guest worker visa decisions. [3]

State-based guest worker reform programs allow governors and state legislatures to utilize visas as part of their own legislative toolkit to improve economic growth, add jobs, bolster population growth, revitalize crumbling cities, and target certain sectors for enhanced labor reliability. Strict LIMITS on agricultural and nonagricultural workers produce labor shortages that hurt labor reliability. [4] State-based guest worker programs provide options for states to tailor visas to promote growth in their state and meet the needs of specific sectors.
For example, California may prefer to use more agricultural, seasonal workers to work in fields, whereas Wisconsin may prefer fewer, longer-term, more experienced nonagricultural workers to work on dairy farms. By tailoring immigration policies to each state’s unique needs, their local economies can operate more efficiently. In fact, we see those outcomes in both Canada and Australia who rely on similar federalist programs with success. [5]

Local efforts to launch guest worker visa programs have been met with significant federal resistance. For example, in 2011, the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) threatened a lawsuit against the state of Utah for its state-based guest worker program, which offered state work permits to undocumented immigrants and sheltered them from deportation. [6] No lawsuit was ever filed, but the threat of federal action dampened other states’ enthusiasm for this type of legally uncertain reform.
The federal government’s broad power over immigration policy is well-established by the courts. Thus, if the federal government pursued the lawsuit, the courts may well have found Utah’s policy in VIOLATION  of current federal law. However, it is within Congress’ power to accommodate these state-based guest-worker programs through federal legislation. [7]

Smart legislative language protecting the limited power of the states as part of a scheme of cooperation with the federal government can thoroughly address concerns about state encroachment on federal power. The unique political circumstances now— with a Republican President, Congress, and Senate—make state-based visa programs particularly appealing as a part of the Republican immigration reform agenda.

2NC/1NR SOLVENCY – Other Countries Prove
No SOLVENCY deficits – Canada proves

Paparelli 2017 

partner and Certified Immigration Law Specialist, Seyfarth Shaw LLP (Angelo A., 7/13 https://www.nationofimmigrators.com/immigration-reform/you-say-you-want-a-devolution-in-immigration-that-is-1//)

Bipartisan legislatures in both Republican and Democratic-leaning states have recently enacted legislation that would advance state-based immigration reform. With the failure of both the Bush and Obama administrations to pass a comprehensive federal immigration reform package, states are now leading the charge to create their own individualized foreign guest-worker programs. With the approval of Congress, a federalist approach could further strengthen the economy by filling critical state-specific labor needs, while giving industrious foreign workers at all skill levels a chance to work legally in the United States, and eventually pursue a path to permanent residency or citizenship.

If you were to compare the state-based approach to our current federal approach for guest-workers, it would be like comparing a from-scratch, local-ingredient sourced meal prepared just to your specific tastes–with a warmed-up, from-the-freezer takeout meal from a national chain restaurant, where the limited menu is the same everywhere.

State-based immigration reform has so far been pursued by a growing number of states: Arizona, California, Colorado, Georgia, Kansas, Massachusetts, Oklahoma, Texas, and Utah. California, for example, would grant guest-worker visas for undocumented immigrants already living in California. Utah would also allow undocumented workers to stay, granting them the ability to apply for a two-year guest visa. Texas would not legalize any undocumented workers, but would allow for more legal migrant workers to enter from Mexico. A stronger Mexican economy in recent years–along with aggressive border enforcement–has led to a near 0% net increase in undocumented immigrants in the U.S. This has led to a critical shortage in many local industries such as construction, cleaning, landscaping, farming, fishing, restaurant, and service industries.

For highly-skilled foreign workers, Massachusetts has created an innovative program called the Global Entrepreneur in Residence Program. This program allows universities to sponsor an entrepreneur-in-residence as a university H-1B employee, allowing the foreign entrepreneur to obtain an H-1B visa.

Other federal nations have taken even bolder steps. Canada, for example, has experimented with delegating some of its authority over immigration to its provinces under the Provincial Nominee Program. This program grants each province an annual allowance of permanent residency visas based on population. Provinces may grant the visas for whatever reason they choose, but they are normally used to fill critical province-specific labor shortages. The role of the federal Canadian government under this program is to simply enforce the national security, health, and safety requirements. This program has achieved considerable success, with 96% of the immigrants in western provinces finding employment within a year. This program allows Canadian federal authorities to focus on what they do best, and gives the local governments control over the local concerns that affect them the most.
Here in the United States, we should allow states to experiment with different kinds of guest-worker 
(Continued on next page…)
(…Paparelli continues)
programs that meet their local needs, and that offer hardworking immigrants a path to legal work and presence within the U.S., rather than give in to xenophobic anti-immigrant policies and rhetoric that would close our borders. Since immigration regulation is an exclusively federal power, Congress must pass a statutory framework to allow states to create their own temporary foreign-worker programs.

One example of state-based legislation, would be for the federal government to give the states an allowance of visas every year based on population to fill critical labor needs. These visas could be renewed indefinitely, and eventually foreign workers would be eligible for permanent residency. Visa holders would not be tethered to a sponsoring employer, but would be able to seek employment anywhere within their state. Each state could individually tailor their visa program to meet their own local needs: California, for example, could offer more visas for high tech workers and agricultural laborers, while Michigan might focus on construction workers and real estate investors. Many different kinds of visas could be created that would be in harmony with actual local priorities, instead of a federal one-size-fits-all visa approach that can be excessively burdensome and restrictive.

Foreign Workers Some may argue that allowing states to issue visas could lead to foreign guest workers “overstaying” their welcome, or leaving the state to work in another state they are not authorized to work in. However, only about 2% of visa holders who overstay their admittance are guest workers. Most of those who overstay are vacationers and tourists. Guest workers often have too many responsibilities and incentives to be employed legally and to comply with their visa requirements. And for oversight, the states would be in a better position to experiment with prevention and response to any visa VIOLATION s, because they are more knowledgeable about and concerned with their local needs. States could implement employee bonds or withhold wages that would be repaid when the foreign worker leaves or changes status. States could also set locally-reasonable employer fines and establish voluntary [^doing by your choice, not because you are forced to^] compliance programs. States could better monitor employer treatment of employees, and the abuse of guest-workers could be prevented by issuing them an intra-state visa, instead of tying them to a specific petition-sponsoring employer. The federal agencies could free themselves to focus on what they do best: to process naturalization petitions, and to investigate and monitor health, safety, and national security concerns.

COUNTERPLAN empirically solves—Australia and Canada prove

Bier 2017 

(David, immigration policy analyst at the Cato Institute’s Center for Global Liberty and Prosperity, Cato Institute “State-Sponsored Visas: New Bill Lets States Invite Foreign Workers, Entrepreneurs, and Investors,” published 5/11/2017, https://www.cato.org/publications/immigration-research-policy-brief/state-sponsored-visas-new-bill-lets-states-invite#full, accessed 7/7/2018, JME.)

Canada and Australia have large regional visa systems similar to that proposed by the State-Sponsored Visa Pilot Program Act.10 The Canadian Provincial Nominee Program allows provinces to nominate immigrants for permanent residency. A 2011 review of the program by Canada’s federal immigration department concluded that the program was a success and regionalized the benefits of immigration.11 About 90 percent of all provincial nominees were employed or self-employed within one year, and almost 80 percent remained in the province for three years, even though there was no long-term residency requirement. 12 The 52,460 nominees were 16.3 percent of all immigrants to Canada in 2016.13

Australia has four regional residency visas.14 Altogether, those regions issued 40,101 visas during the 2015-2016 year, representing 31.2 percent of the skills-based immigration to Australia.15 A 2004 Australian survey of one of these programs found that 91 percent of primary applicants were living in the region that originally sponsored them, despite no requirement to do so; that their unemployment rate was less than 1 percent; and that both employers and immigrants were pleased.16 The growing demand for these visas demonstrates their increasing popularity. Canada’s Provincial Nominee Program grew fivefold from 2005 to 2016, while Australia’s regional visa programs doubled (Figure 2).17
2NC/1NR Answers-to-2AC

2NC/1NR PERMUTATION Answers to 2AC: 
They say PERMUTATION – do both, but…

1. You can’t do both. The COUNTERPLAN requires the conditional approval of individual states on an immigrant being let into the US

Nowrasteh, 2017 

(Alex, immigration policy analyst at the Cato Institute’s Center for Global Liberty and Prosperity, May 11, 2017, http://www.texasgopvote.com/immigration/state-sponsored-visas-are-constitutional-009758, 
It is also important to note that U.S. law defines a nonimmigrant visa holder as “an alien who seeks temporary entry to the United States for a specific purpose,” and the federal government may set conditions in accordance with this purpose. For example, in the current immigration system a foreign entrant may be required to be attached to a singular petitioning employer under a number of employer-based non-immigrant visas, such as the H-1B. Like holders of employment-based visas, state-based visa holders would be nonimmigrants with a temporary right to live and work in the United States and an option to pursue permanent residency. As such, the state-based system is simply a variation on the condition being attached to the foreign entrant.
2. Extend our 1NC Wages DISADVANTAGE NET BENEFIT and our Fuller and Rust 2017 evidence. 

3. Only State Visas prevent employers from keeping guest workers’ wages down. This means we don’t cause the decline in wages that collapses the economy.

4. No Need for the PLAN - Successful state-based visa programs lead to better federal policy
Nowrasteh 2017 

(Alex, immigration policy analyst at the Cato Institute’s Center for Global Liberty and Prosperity, Cato Institute, “Cato Handbook for Policymakers,” published 2017, https://object.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/serials/files/cato-handbook-policymakers/2017/2/cato-handbook-for-policymakers-8th-edition.pdf
Congress should also pass enabling legislation that allows states to create and regulate their own guest worker visa programs under federal supervision. In 2015, the California and Texas legislatures both proposed bills to create their own state-based programs, while Utah already has such a system on its books awaiting federal approval. The local demand for a state-based migration system exists; the federal government must merely allow it. 

A state-based migration program could work in a few different ways. Under a state-based visa program, the states would establish methods by which local businesses or other entities petition for migrants. The state would submit those migrant petitions to the federal government, which would clear the migrants for admission and guarantee they meet the other criteria for admission into the United States. The workers would then be able to work and live in the state that is sponsoring them. States could form compacts with other states to share workers, select the skill or education level of future guest workers, or even use the program to grant some guest worker visas to current unlawful immigrants in important occupations. 

Such a program could be modeled on Canada’s highly successful Provincial Nomination Program or a similar state-based Australian system. A system of bonds, whereby workers or employers pay a fixed amount that they recoup if they follow the rules of the program, could also incentivize state governments, migrants, and employers to follow the rules of the program. The current low overstay rate for federal low-skilled guest worker visas of about 2 percent should calm the worries about state-based guest workers overstaying their visas. Allowing states to create their own guest worker visa programs could result in 50 different programs. Competition between them will reveal which migration systems are best, giving guidance to Congress on how to reform the national system.

5. No Need for the PLAN - The COUNTERPLAN gets modeled by federal government 

Fuller & Rust 2014

(Brandon, research scholar at New York University and deputy director of the Urbanization Project at the NYU Stern School of Business, and Sean, practicing attorney and a recent graduate of Temple University’s Beasley School of Law where he was a law and public policy scholar, Cato Institute, “State-Based Visas; A Federalist Approach to Reforming U.S. Immigration Policy,” published April 23, 2014, https://object.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/pubs/pdf/pa748_web_1.pdf
Michigan Governor Rick Snyder and Senator Rand Paul (R-KY) recently proposed a regional visa program that would allow immigrants to live and work exclusively in Detroit or other cities in the United States. A regional immigration option through a state-based visa program would create a temporary work permit that would allow participating states to manage the flow and regulate the quantity of temporary migrants who want to live and work within their borders. Ideally, law-abiding visa holders would be eligible for renewal and free to apply for permanent residency during their stay in the United States. Although overseen by the federal government, a state-based visa program would allow state governments to craft a better-functioning work-visa program that is more adaptable to their local economic conditions than the present system run by the federal government—perhaps even supplying lessons for future federal work-visa programs.

2NC/1NR “SOLVENCY DEFICIT” Answers To 2AC: (H-1B AFFIRMATIVE Specific)

They say there’s a SOLVENCY DEFICIT, but …

Our _______ _ evidence says that _________________________________________ _.

(Put our authors’ names from 1NC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
1. It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

       (Put their author’s name)
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
_____________________________ _____________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____________________________ _____________________________ _________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.__________________
2. The COUNTERPLAN brings in more than enough workers

Varas 2017 
[Jacqueline Varas, director of immigration and trade policy at the American Action Forum, American Action Forum, “The Economic IMPACT Of State-Sponsored Work Visas,” published June 1, 2017, https://www.americanactionforum.org/research/economic-IMPACT-state-sponsored-work-visas/, accessed 7/12/18, JME.]
Each state would be allocated 5,000 visas per year for temporary foreign workers. These visas could also be given to foreign investors or entrepreneurs. An additional pool of 245,000 visas would be divided among the states each year proportional to their populations. This amounts to 495,000 new temporary worker visas. Since immigration stimulates economic activity, the number of visas would also increase annually in proportion to GDP growth in each state. Participation in the program would be voluntary [^doing by your choice, not because you are forced to^]; states may decide not to participate in the program or not to utilize all visas available to them. Any unused visas would then be added to the pool which is proportionally divided among participating states.
3. COUNTERPLAN solves doctors 
Bier 2017 

(David, immigration policy analyst at Cato Institute 5/11, https://www.cato.org/publications/immigration-research-policy-brief/state-sponsored-visas-new-bill-lets-states-invite#full)

CURRENT STATE INVOLVEMENT IN IMMIGRATION

States have the experience and desire to manage state-sponsored migration programs. American states already coordinate with the federal government on immigration enforcement and Congress can constitutionally delegate some of its migration powers to states.18 States currently help determine “targeted employment areas” for the EB-5 investor visa. For the physician visa program, state public health departments can sponsor doctors to serve in medically underserved areas. States also directly sponsor foreign students and state employees in their capacity as universities and employers.19
States clearly wish to go further (Figure 3). Federal law has no provision for foreign entrepreneurs, so several states have taken advantage of the special treatment that universities receive to allow them to stay in the United States. The law exempts foreign professors from the H-1B high-skilled visa quota, so state institutions in New York, Massachusetts, and Colorado have created programs whereby the university sponsors the entrepreneurs as professors, but allows them to spend most of their time building their businesses.20
The Colorado and Utah legislatures both passed laws to create state-level migration programs, but neither have received federal permission to begin recruitment.21 Utah’s laws go even further by also creating state-sponsored immigration and legalization programs.22 Elected officials and legislatures in Arkansas, Kansas, Georgia, and Michigan have passed resolutions or lobbied Congress for permission to create their own migration programs.23 In the last decade, the workforce committee of the Arizona legislature passed a state-sponsored guest worker program, and the California State Assembly passed a legalization program for agricultural workers.24 State representatives in Texas, New Mexico, and Oklahoma have also introduced legislation to create state-sponsored visa programs.25
4. COUNTERPLAN solves high skilled immigrants—allows labor flexibility

Fuller & Rust 2014 

(Brandon, research scholar at NYU Stern School of Business, and Sean, practicing attorney and law and public policy scholar at Temple University Law “State-Based Visas,” 4/23, https://object.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/pubs/pdf/pa748_web_1.pdf
Regional immigration visas are admittedly small programs in Canada and Australia, but they work well and there is little evidence that larger versions would face different problems. How might a scaled up version of such a system work in the United States? Under a state-based visa program, the federal government could establish entry parameters and allot a certain number of visas to participating states. The states would then recruit immigrants or allow state businesses to do so. The federal government could either set the number of region-based visas arbitrarily in advance, decide on the number after receiving petitions from participating states, or allow an unlimited number if states request them. Aside from determining the number of state-based visas and providing security clearance for would-be visa holders, the administrative duties of the federal government would be minimal. Determinations about which immigrants can be sponsored under this program and the terms of the visa could be left largely to the states.

Similar to how the Canadian PNP is managed, states should be allowed to sponsor visas for immigrant applicants after the federal government checks whether they are excludable under federal laws. The visa holder would be allowed to bring his or her dependents, subject to clearance by the federal government, or the decision about dependents could be devolved to the states. Dependents should not count against a state’s allotment of state-based visas if the numbers are capped, but that matter could swing either way in the final design of the program. The federal government could also establish the term of the state-based visa, and the visa could be renewable, provided the 8 “Once in the United States, visa holders would ideally be free to work for any firm or organization within the designated state.” visa holder and his dependents satisfy the conditions of the program. As a starting point, the term for state-based visas could be the same as the term for the H-1B specialty employment visas—three years. Similar to the H-1B specialty employment visa, the state-based visa should be a nonimmigrant dual-intent visa that allows the visa holder to apply for a green card while working. This means that visa holders would be allowed to apply for permanent residency during their stay—again, provided the visa holder and his dependents meet the conditions of the program and remain in good standing under U.S. law.

In keeping with the federalist nature of this approach, many of the conditions placed on state-based visa holders would be left up to the discretion of the state governments. State labor departments, workplace commissions, or labor commissions could administer the visas. The states could determine the source countries from which they would like to recruit, perhaps targeting the areas from which sizeable numbers of people have already immigrated, thereby giving newcomers access to existing communities and social networks. The states could decide whether to restrict the employment and residence of a visa-holder to the state as a whole or a specific region within the state, such as a municipality. The federal government could even allow neighboring states to collaborate in their issuance of state-based visas. For example, Connecticut, New York, and New Jersey might reach an agreement in which a visa-holder from any one state is required to reside in the sponsoring state but
(Continued on next page…)

(…Fuller and Rust continue)
free to work in the others, or vice versa.

The states could also set conditional requirements for full-time employment within their borders. For example, they could determine the maximum number of weeks that a visa holder could go between full-time jobs. Some states may decide to require would-be visa holders to demonstrate proof of employment before arriving. Other states could adopt a system similar to the diversity visa lottery (which currently allows 50,000 immigrants who enter a lottery from certain countries to come to United States without a job offer) in which candidates considered employable by the state gain entry even if they do not have a specific job offer. State governments might also develop special investment criteria for recruiting foreign entrepreneurs.62 The fewer the restrictions the better, but regardless of their level of complexity, such a visa would result in an increase in lawful worker immigration.

Once in the United States, visa holders would ideally be free to work for any firm or organization within the designated state. Should they change jobs, states would most likely require the worker to notify the proper state agency of the change and their new employer would be required to affirm this change. Compared to employment-based visas such as the H-1B or the H-2A, state-based visas can offer visa holders and employers more flexibility in the local labor markets while also ensuring that the visa holder stays in the designated state. States could even register employers in their states that demand immigrant workers and allow immigrants to move between those employers with an absolute minimum of oversight. A state-based visa program should include a state-exchange program under which a visa holder can quickly apply for and receive sponsorship from another participating state. This sort of flexibility would benefit immigrants, firms, and state economies alike.

2NC/1NR “Worker Abuses” Answers To 2AC: (H-1B AFFIRMATIVE Specific)

They say that State Visas lead to worker abuses, but …

Our _______ _ evidence says that _________________________________________ _.

(Put our authors’ names from 1NC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
1. It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

       (Put their author’s name)
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
_____________________________ _____________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____________________________ _____________________________ _________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.__________________
2. Guest workers with state visas have portability and can move between employers
Landgrave 2014 

- economics graduate student at California State University (Michelangelo, 03/26/14, https://openborders.info/blog/thoughts-on-state-based-immigration-reform/)//SI 

The panelists focused on concerns by Salam that a state-based migration system would essentially TURN migrants into serfs tied to their employers. I would have preferred it if the discussion focused actions already taken by US states as it would show that Salam’s fears are unfounded.
Take for example the situation in California. Anti-migrant hysteria reached its peak in the early 90s when Proposition 187 passed and attempted to limit public services available to illegal aliens and increase domestic enforcement. Oddly enough public backlash due to the proposition lead to migrant communities, legal and illegal, to become more politically active and TURN California into a sanctuary state for migrants. Last year the TRUST Act, which LIMITS the local police forces from cooperating with federal immigration authorities unless the migrant is a violent offender or otherwise commits a major crime, was passed and signed into law by Governor Brown.  Driving licenses were also approved by the state legislature and will become available for illegal aliens in the golden state in early 2015. The California Dream Act grants state funding for those illegal aliens brought to the state as minors. At one point the state legislature even considered a bill that would grant work permits to illegal aliens working in certain sectors such as the restaurant service industry. At no point is anyone being tied to their employer.
It is true that some states have used their discretion to pass anti-migrant legislation but they’ve failed horribly. In Alabama anti-migrant state laws lead to an embarrassing incident where a Mercedes-Benz executive was locked up in jail for a minor traffic accident.  Arizona is struggling to change its public perception to appear pro-migrant after the fiasco of the Arizona Senate Bill 1070 lead to the exodus of migrants from the state and painted the copper state as bad for foreign investment. Even under the strictest state immigration policies no one is being forced into serfdom though, migrants always have the option to return home or migrate to a third country with more favorable policies. In order for Salam’s fears of serfdom to materialize migrants must be prohibited from leaving.
Some states, like Utah, have taken a middle GROUND by passing anti-migrant legislation similar to the Arizona bill but also passing a guest worker visa (HB 116) that would invite further migrants to the state and provide work permits for the illegal aliens already present.  The Utah bill asks that work permit holders attempt to learn English to the best of their ability, to acquire a driving license if they intend to drive in Utah, and to have health insurance unless they can prove they are not at risk of becoming a public charge. The worker permit is fully portable and can be used to work within the entire state – it even allows for permit holders to do some contract work for the state.
Salam did have a point when he brought up that some provinces in Canada were generous when it came to sponsoring migrants but failed to retain them. This is not however an argument against state based migration as it only shows that favorable immigration policies are an insufficient condition for economic prosperity if a region does not also adopt conditions favorable to growth. 
3. Our COUNTERPLAN prevents illegal immigration and worker abuse

Nowrasteh 2015 

(Alex, immigration policy analyst at the Cato Institute, Los Angeles Times, “Immigration reform: Let the states lead the way,” published June 16, 2015, http://www.latimes.com/nation/la-oe-nowratseh-let-states-issue-guest-worker-visas-20150613-story.html, accessed 7/7/2018, JME.)
State-based guest-worker programs admittedly bring up some potentially thorny issues. One is that migrants who enter the U.S. in one state could simply leave and work in another illegally. That problem would probably be a minor one. Only about 2% of current visa "overstays" involve guest workers, while 87% are tourists and vacationers. Guest workers are more closely regulated than tourists, and they have much more to fear from deportation, so fewer of them overstay.

If, however, state guest workers do disappear, states have more flexibility to experiment with responses and prevention measures. They might make guest workers pay a bond that they forfeit if they violated the program, or levy fines against employers when their workers leave, or deduct some amount of wages to be returned when the worker leaves the U.S. as agreed.

Another concern is abuse of guest workers, as has happened in the past. Allowing guest workers' visas to be tied to employment in a state rather than to specific employers would go a long way toward preventing such abuses. States are in a better position than the federal government to discover, appropriately punish and design programs to prevent worker abuse.

State guest workers would not be eligible for citizenship. The Constitution unambiguously assigns naturalization — the process of becoming a U.S. citizen — to the federal government. A decentralized guest-worker visa would merely allow states to create narrow and enforceable migrant worker programs tailored to local needs.

With immigration reform deadlocked on the federal level, Washington should get out of the way and let the states devise their own migration policies.

2NC/1NR “State Visas Hurt Economy” Answers To 2AC: (H-1B AFFIRMATIVE Specific)

They say that State Visas hurt the labor market and economy, but …

Our _______ _ evidence says that _________________________________________ _.

(Put our authors’ names from 1NC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
1. It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

       (Put their author’s name)
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
_____________________________ _____________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____________________________ _____________________________ _________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.__________________

2. State-based visas lead to efficient local labor markets 

Fuller & Rust 2014 

(Brandon, research scholar at New York University and deputy director of the Urbanization Project at the NYU Stern School of Business, and Sean, practicing attorney and a recent graduate of Temple University’s Beasley School of Law where he was a law and public policy scholar, Cato Institute, “State-Based Visas; A Federalist Approach to Reforming U.S. Immigration Policy,” published April 23, 2014, https://object.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/pubs/pdf/pa748_web_1.pdf
Michigan Governor Rick Snyder and Senator Rand Paul (R-KY) recently proposed a regional visa program that would allow immigrants to live and work exclusively in Detroit or other cities in the United States. A regional immigration option through a state-based visa program would create a temporary work permit that would allow participating states to manage the flow and regulate the quantity of temporary migrants who want to live and work within their borders. Ideally, law-abiding visa holders would be eligible for renewal and free to apply for permanent residency during their stay in the United States. Although overseen by the federal government, a state-based visa program would allow state governments to craft a better-functioning work-visa program that is more adaptable to their local economic conditions than the present system run by the federal government—perhaps even supplying lessons for future federal work-visa programs.

A state-based visa program would direct immigration to the states that want it without forcing much additional immigration on those that do not. Unlike existing employment-based visas that tie foreign workers to one firm, state-based visa holders would be free to move between employers in the state—leading to thicker, more equitable, and more efficient local labor markets. A statebased visa would increase prosperity by allowing additional migration to portions of the country and economy that demand them. Successful international experiences with regional visas in Australia and Canada provide some valuable policy lessons and hint at the major economic benefits of such a policy in the United States.
3. COUNTERPLAN solves the economy by revitalizing states— Canada and Australia prove

Fuller and Rust 2017 

(Brandon Fuller, research scholar at NYU Stern School of Business, and Sean Rust, recent graduate of Temple University Law https://thefederalist.com/2017/05/31/letting-states-sponsor-immigration-visas-satisfy-everyone/,

By enriching local labor markets, state-sponsored visa programs would help revitalize struggling states and localities. This was the logic, for example, behind Michigan Gov. Rick Snyder’s 2014 request that the federal government reserve a share of its high-skilled employment green cards for people willing to live and work in the city of Detroit.
Snyder was on to something. In a place like Detroit, with a large number of vacant homes and irreversible infrastructure built for a much larger population, the spillover benefits from new migrants would be quite large. In such areas, an influx of foreign workers would stanch, slow, or potentially reverse decline by revitalizing neighborhoods, stabilizing housing markets, expanding the local tax base, deepening the local pool of human capital, attracting new businesses, and generating job growth.

Although overseen by the federal government, the PLAN would allow state governments to work with local governments and employers to tailor strategies that meet their economic development needs. For some states, this might mean a focus on recruiting seasonal workers in agriculture. Other states might orient their programs toward higher-skilled workers, as Snyder sought to do in Michigan. Others might focus sponsorship on entrepreneurs or investors. Whatever the specifics, the variety of programs that emerge from various states will serve as laboratories for ideas that can inform better federal immigration policy.

How to Handle People Who Break the Rules

The PLAN also gives states the option of using visas to create a path to authorization for undocumented foreign workers within their borders, after those migrants pay a penalty. State and local governments bear the majority of the fiscal burden associated with unauthorized foreign workers, but states are also in a good position to weigh those costs against the economic contributions such migrants make.

A natural question is how the state-sponsored programs will prevent visa overstays or unauthorized work outside of the sponsoring state. States that fail to keep absconders or overstayers to less than 3 percent of migrants would see their number of state-sponsored visas cut in half. States that repeatedly fall short of this mark would see their programs suspended entirely. Participating states therefore face strong enforcement incentives that start with selecting those who will comply with the terms of the visa. If the experience with similar regional immigration programs in Australia and Canada is any guide, such compliance concerns are entirely manageable. Successful regional visa programs in Canada and Australia have aided economic and population growth in struggling regions. The participating regions enjoy high retention rates among sponsored workers, and the programs are popular among participating regions, migrants, and businesses. State-sponsored visa programs would direct temporary foreign workers to the states that want them without pushing additional migrants on the states that don’t. Many states have already exhibited an interest in administering their own visa programs. The Johnson-Buck PLAN meets them halfway. Lawmakers across the political spectrum should welcome the opportunity to pilot state-based visa programs that can generate jobs and growth in their home states.
4. State based visas solve better --- they attract businesses, expand the local tax base, and generate jobs 

Fuller & Rust 2013  

research scholar and deputy director at NYU Stern AND law and public policy scholar at Temple University Law (Brandon and Sean, 6/13 https://www.washingtonexaminer.com/manhattan-moment-make-immigration-reform-local-with-regional-visas/article/2531851)

"We've lost our way, and we need to go back to fundamentals and say we're the place that welcomes everyone," said Michigan Gov. Rick Snyder last March as the immigration debate in Washington heated up. "That's how you lead the world."

Gov. Snyder is right to suggest that the United States would benefit from additional immigration, and he's in a good position to decide where some of the would-be migrants end up.

When it comes to matching the skills of newcomers with the needs of local economies, state and local governments are in a far better position than Washington. Congress should consider a more federalist approach to immigration policy.

To that end, the federal government could let states sponsor regional visas. Like H-1B employment visas, regional visas would last three years and could be extended to six.

The visas would be "dual-intent," meaning that holders could apply for permanent residency (and eventually citizenship). The states would sponsor these visas according to their own economic needs, reserving the right to require visa holders to live in specific cities or regions.

Visa holders would have to find full-time employment and remain in good standing under American law. They would be free to bring dependents for the duration of their time in the United States.

The promise of a path to citizenship would make the regional restriction almost entirely self-enforcing: Few visa holders would risk losing their citizenship opportunity by moving to another region.

States might also encourage compliance by requiring every regional visa holder to purchase a primary residence. A home-purchase condition could be particularly useful in regions or cities, such as Detroit, that are experiencing net outmigration and have large inventories of vacant homes.

A regional visa with a home-purchase requirement would bear some resemblance to the EB-5 visa, which offers immediate residency and green cards to wealthy international businesspeople who invest at least $1,000,000 in an American company (or at least $500,000 in certain distressed areas).

Though the home-purchase condition would require a much smaller investment, it would not crowd out EB-5 investment. The EB-5 visa provides permanent residency immediately, while region-based visa holders would receive a green card only after the standard (and rather lengthy) application process.

Regional visas would offer substantial improvements over employment-based visas, such as the H-1B visa for specialty occupations and the H-2A visa for temporary agricultural workers.

These visas tie the holder to a single employer, restricting who they can work for and effectively limiting where they can live. Regional visas, by contrast, would allow visa holders to seek opportunities
(Continued on next page…)

(…Fuller and Rust continue)
throughout regional labor markets, making those markets more efficient.

Because visa holders would be part of an integrated regional labor market, firms would not be able to hire immigrants at below-market wages in lieu of paying domestic workers market rates.

The visas also would enhance the quality and depth of states' labor pools, which would, in turn, attract businesses, generate jobs and economic growth and expand the local tax base.

And though the visas would offer a hand up to economically struggling regions, they would also give local governments an incentive to make communities safe, economically dynamic and well-governed -- and thus better able to attract and retain visa holders on track for permanent residency.
5. COUNTERPLAN allows states to adapt to local economic needs—overcomes inefficiencies in the current visa system

Nowrasteh 2017 

[Alex, immigration policy analyst at Cato https://www.marketwatch.com/story/states-should-have-their-own-economic-visa-programs-for-immigrants-2017-05-23
President Trump said that he wants a merit-based immigration system that “nations around the world, like Canada, Australia, and many others have.”
The good news for the president, then, is that there’s a bill he could get behind to create just such a system. Sen. Ron Johnson (R-Wis.) introduced a new bill earlier this month, S.1040, co-authored by Rep. Ken Buck (R-Colo.) and co-sponsored by Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.), also known as the “State Sponsored Visa Pilot Program Act of 2017.” Their bill adopts a major component of the Canadian immigration system — visas sponsored by individual states, rather than the federal government.

This bill would create a federal economic visa that states get to regulate. The federal government stays in charge of admissions and security checks, while the state identifies the migrant and regulates their activity within its own state.

Under this bill, states could create visas that don’t exist under the federal system. California might create a state visa for high-tech entrepreneurs while Wisconsin might create one for workers in the dairy industry. Michigan could attract investors for Detroit while Texas may want petroleum engineers. There could be hundreds of different economic visas adapted to local economies rather than just a handful of temporary federal visas for some professions.

How the state makes its own decisions is up to the state, but it would likely include input from stakeholders such as labor unions, businesses, community groups, and others. States would decide how long the visa lasts, how often it would be renewed, and these visas wouldn’t subtract from the number of visas available in other immigration programs.

This isn’t just an idea cooked up in Canada and copied in Washington, D.C.; there is real demand from the states. Colorado passed a bill to expand agricultural visas in 2008 in conjunction with the federal government. Utah passed a bill creating a state-sponsored guest worker visa program in 2011 and immediately asked the federal government for permission to run it. In 2015, Texas and California state legislators introduced numerous bills to create different state-level guest worker programs. The California bill passed its state Assembly and stalled in the Senate.

Many other state legislatures have passed bills, resolution, and introduced legislation to create a state-sponsored visa program. However, even the bills that became law failed to create a new visa because they had to ask the federal government for permission to run their programs. Permission wasn’t granted. Johnson and Buck’s state-sponsored visa bill solves that problem by creating a federal legal framework through which states can create their own state-sponsored visa programs under federal oversight.
This reform would correct many of the failings and inefficiencies in our current immigration policy.
(Continued on next page…)

(…Nowrasteh continues)
The success of similar programs in Canada and Australia provide support for the American version. About 96% of the Canadian program’s migrants to Manitoba, British Columbia, Alberta, and Saskatchewan were employed within a year. They filled important niches in the labor market that made Canada’s program an integral part of its merit-based immigration system. Canadian provinces understand local economic conditions and which immigrants are demanded better than Canada’s federal government.

Most importantly, this reform would correct many of the failings and inefficiencies in our current immigration policy.

The current visa system is inflexible. The Johnson-Buck bill fixes that by allowing states to sign compacts with each other to share state-sponsored migrants. For example, the states of Washington, Oregon, and California could all share state-sponsored farmworkers who move with the harvest. Furthermore, any state-sponsored workers cannot be tied to a single employer.
Lastly, the Johnson-Buck bill actually incentivizes states, migrants, and employers to follow the law. If enough state-sponsored migrants break the visa rules then their numbers are automatically cut, migrants or their employers have to pay bonds that they would forfeit if they break the visa rules, and states aren’t allowed to participate. But if a state follows the rules, the number of visas allocated to it increases by 10% a year. A carrot-and-stick approach to immigration enforcement will be more effective than merely demanding compliance.

The Johnson-Buck bill is innovative for another two reasons. First, migrants on the state-sponsored visa can earn green cards through the already existing green card system. This bill doesn’t create a new path to green cards, but merely allows workers to use existing pathways similar to how H-1B visa workers can sometimes be sponsored for green cards. Second, states can allow current illegal migrant workers to apply for state-sponsored work visas. This is entirely up to state discretion, but it is vital for local economies to have the option to legalize parts of their workforce.

There is little competition between native-born American workers and foreign-born workers. The most negative economy-wide peer-reviewed finding is that American workers with less than a high-school education, who are about 9% of the workforce, saw their wages decline by 1.7% from 1990 to 2010 due to immigration while the wages for workers in other educational groups increased. New immigrant workers compete with other immigrants, not with native-born workers.

Nationwide one-size-fits-all migration laws aren’t working, so the federal government should let states try their hand at regulating economic visas. Federalism currently allows states to experiment with education, welfare, and drug policies with great success. The Johnson-Buck bill would allow them to experiment with immigration policy too.
2NC/1NR “Sanctuary Cities” Answers to 2AC: 
They say that State Visas get rid of sanctuary cities, but …

Our _______ _ evidence says that _________________________________________ _.

(Put our authors’ names from 1NC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
1. It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

       (Put their author’s name)
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
_____________________________ _____________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____________________________ _____________________________ _________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.__________________
2NC/1NR “Illegal Immigration” Answers to 2AC: 
They say that State Visas lead to illegal immigration, but …

Our _______ _ evidence says that _________________________________________ _.

(Put our authors’ names from 1NC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
1. It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

       (Put their author’s name)
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
_____________________________ _____________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____________________________ _____________________________ _________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.__________________
2 States can enforce better and prevent visa violations

Fuller & Rust 2014 

(Brandon, research scholar at New York University and deputy director of the Urbanization Project at the NYU Stern School of Business, and Sean, practicing attorney and a recent graduate of Temple University’s Beasley School of Law where he was a law and public policy scholar, Cato Institute, “State-Based Visas; A Federalist Approach to Reforming U.S. Immigration Policy,” published April 23, 2014, https://object.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/pubs/pdf/pa748_web_1.pdf
State-based visas are largely self-enforcing. The possibility of a path to permanent residency will likely keep VIOLATIONS of the state-based visa conditions to a minimum. VIOLATIONS are also likely to be low because states will have the opportunity to prescreen the candidates, selecting those who are most likely to stay put. The high retention rates in the Canadian and Australian programs are reassuring on this point. The Canadian Provincial Nominee Program is one in which a nominee’s commitment to stay in the nominating province is strictly voluntary  [^doing by your choice, not because you are forced to^]. Because the state-based program in the United States would combine screening and recruitment with legal conditions on residency, the retention rates would likely be even higher. 

The state-based visa structure would also allow states to confirm that visa holders are satisfying the conditions of their stay. For example, if the visa holder changes jobs, he or she would most likely have to notify the appropriate state agency of the name and location of the new employer. The new employer would then be required to file papers with the state, allowing the government to compile evidence of compliance with the conditions of the visa. Enforcement on the local level is likely to be more effective, especially of a legal work program, than monitoring on the federal level. The likelihood that a state-based visa holder would move outside of the region for a higher wage is quite low because authorized immigrants realize a wage premium relative to unauthorized immigrants of around 6 to 25 percent—assuming that leaving the state would be unlawful.66 Thus, VIOLATIONS of the terms of the visa would likely come at the cost of a substantial decrease in wages.
3 No abuses— the COUNTERPLAN solves black market

Fuller & Rust 2014 

(Brandon, research scholar at New York University and deputy director of the Urbanization Project at the NYU Stern School of Business, and Sean, practicing attorney and a recent graduate of Temple University’s Beasley School of Law where he was a law and public policy scholar, Cato Institute, “State-Based Visas; A Federalist Approach to Reforming U.S. Immigration Policy,” published April 23, 2014, https://object.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/pubs/pdf/pa748_web_1.pdf
Legal changes could also incentivize compliance with the terms of the visa. For instance, following the visa regulations should guarantee the guest worker the ability to return the next year. In addition, a bond system for migrant workers, funded by migrant and employer contributions whereby the migrant and employer lose their contributions if the migrant violates the terms of his work visa, would also disincentivize illegal work.24 Further incentives to follow the law are also provided by the market. Authorized immigrants realize a wage premium relative to unauthorized immigrants of around 6 to 25 percent, so working in the black market would come with a steep and immediate wage penalty.25 Higher and more mid-skill professions are less mobile so it is unlikely that these rules would be needed for those guest workers there. States can judge the costs and benefits of immigration better than the federal government can

4 The COUNTERPLAN is enforced—threat of suspension and incentives

Fuller and Rust 2017 
[Brandon Fuller, research scholar at New York University and deputy director of the Urbanization Project at the NYU Stern School of Business, and Sean Rust, practicing attorney and a recent graduate of Temple University’s Beasley School of Law where he was a law and public policy scholar, The Federalist, “Why Letting States Sponsor Immigration Visas Should Satisfy Everyone,” published May 31, 2017, https://thefederalist.com/2017/05/31/letting-states-sponsor-immigration-visas-satisfy-everyone/, accessed 7/6/2018, JME.]

The PLAN also gives states the option of using visas to create a path to authorization for undocumented foreign workers within their borders, after those migrants pay a penalty. State and local governments bear the majority of the fiscal burden associated with unauthorized foreign workers, but states are also in a good position to weigh those costs against the economic contributions such migrants make.

A natural question is how the state-sponsored programs will prevent visa overstays or unauthorized work outside of the sponsoring state. States that fail to keep absconders or overstayers to less than 3 percent of migrants would see their number of state-sponsored visas cut in half. States that repeatedly fall short of this mark would see their programs suspended entirely. Participating states therefore face strong enforcement incentives that start with selecting those who will comply with the terms of the visa.

If the experience with similar regional immigration programs in Australia and Canada is any guide, such compliance concerns are entirely manageable. Successful regional visa programs in Canada and Australia have aided economic and population growth in struggling regions. The participating regions enjoy high retention rates among sponsored workers, and the programs are popular among participating regions, migrants, and businesses.

State-sponsored visa programs would direct temporary foreign workers to the states that want them without pushing additional migrants on the states that don’t. Many states have already exhibited an interest in administering their own visa programs. The Johnson-Buck PLAN meets them halfway. Lawmakers across the political spectrum should welcome the opportunity to pilot state-based visa programs that can generate jobs and growth in their home states.
5 The possibility of citizenship makes regional visas self-enforcing

Fuller & Rust 2013 

(Brandon, research scholar at New York University and deputy director of the Urbanization Project at the NYU Stern School of Business, and Sean, practicing attorney and a recent graduate of Temple University’s Beasley School of Law where he was a law and public policy scholar, City-Journal.org, “Make Immigration Reform Local; The case for regional visas,” published Spring 2013, https://www.city-journal.org/html/make-immigration-reform-local-13558.html, accessed 7/7/2018, JME.)
With immigration reform back in the news, everyone seems to assume that any new system of admitting immigrants would be administered by Washington. It’s not too late, though, for Congress to consider a more federalist approach. State and local governments, the authorities best positioned to understand their own needs and capacities, should have a greater say in directing the flow of immigration.

To that end, Washington could let states sponsor regional visas. Like H-1B employment visas, regional visas would last three years and could be extended to six years. The visas would be “dual-intent,” meaning that holders could apply for permanent residency (and eventually citizenship). The states would sponsor these visas according to their own economic needs, reserving the right to require visa holders to live in specific cities or regions. Visa holders would have to find full-time employment and remain in good standing under American law. They would be free to bring dependents for the duration of their time in the United States.

The promise of a path to citizenship would make the regional restriction almost entirely self-enforcing: few visa holders would risk losing their citizenship opportunity by moving to another region. States might also encourage compliance by requiring every regional visa holder to purchase a primary residence. A home-purchase condition could be particularly useful in regions or cities, such as Detroit, that are experiencing net outmigration and have large inventories of vacant homes. A regional visa with a home-purchase requirement would bear some resemblance to the EB-5 visa, which offers immediate residency and green cards to wealthy international businesspeople who invest at least $1 million in an American company (or at least $500,000 in certain distressed areas). Though the home-purchase condition would require a much smaller investment, regional visa holders would face a longer path to residency than EB-5 visa holders do.

6 COUNTERPLAN prevents illegal immigration and worker abuse

Nowrasteh 2015 

(Alex, immigration policy analyst at the Cato Institute, Los Angeles Times, “Immigration reform: Let the states lead the way,” published June 16, 2015, http://www.latimes.com/nation/la-oe-nowratseh-let-states-issue-guest-worker-visas-20150613-story.html, accessed 7/7/2018, JME.)
State-based guest-worker programs admittedly bring up some potentially thorny issues. One is that migrants who enter the U.S. in one state could simply leave and work in another illegally. That problem would probably be a minor one. Only about 2% of current visa "overstays" involve guest workers, while 87% are tourists and vacationers. Guest workers are more closely regulated than tourists, and they have much more to fear from deportation, so fewer of them overstay.

If, however, state guest workers do disappear, states have more flexibility to experiment with responses and prevention measures. They might make guest workers pay a bond that they forfeit if they violated the program, or levy fines against employers when their workers leave, or deduct some amount of wages to be returned when the worker leaves the U.S. as agreed.

Another concern is abuse of guest workers, as has happened in the past. Allowing guest workers' visas to be tied to employment in a state rather than to specific employers would go a long way toward preventing such abuses. States are in a better position than the federal government to discover, appropriately punish and design programs to prevent worker abuse.

State guest workers would not be eligible for citizenship. The Constitution unambiguously assigns naturalization — the process of becoming a U.S. citizen — to the federal government. A decentralized guest-worker visa would merely allow states to create narrow and enforceable migrant worker programs tailored to local needs.

With immigration reform deadlocked on the federal level, Washington should get out of the way and let the states devise their own migration policies.

7 The COUNTERPLAN ensures compliance

Bier 2017 

(David, immigration policy analyst at the Cato Institute’s Center for Global Liberty and Prosperity, Cato Institute “State-Sponsored Visas: New Bill Lets States Invite Foreign Workers, Entrepreneurs, and Investors,” published 5/11/2017, https://www.cato.org/publications/immigration-research-policy-brief/state-sponsored-visas-new-bill-lets-states-invite#full, accessed 7/7/2018, JME.)

The bill incentivizes migrants to comply with the visa rules. State-sponsored migrants may only renew their visas if they are residing and working in the state that sponsors them. Current temporary worker programs incentivize compliance in a similar manner, forbidding workers who overstay their visas or those who work illegally from reapplying or extending their status. This incentive has kept their overstay rates below 3 percent.6 The bill also attempts to guarantee that the new program maintains this level of compliance. If more than 3 percent of a state’s sponsored migrants are illegally working or residing in a state other than the one that sponsored them, future state-sponsored migrants to that state must pay a $4,000 bond that is returned only after they leave the United States. Both of these provisions are powerful incentives for state-sponsored migrants to comply with the rules.

States also have incentives to guarantee migrant compliance. The bill provides that non-compliant migrants will be deported at state expense, and those states that refuse to pay will be unable to sponsor new migrants. Additionally, a state’s allocation of visas would fall by 50 percent if more than 3 percent of their sponsored migrants reside or work in another state. If the abscond rate is above 3 percent for three consecutive years, then the state will be barred from sponsoring new migrants for five years. As a positive incentive, a state’s numerical cap rises by 10 percent for each year that less than 3 percent of the state-sponsored migrants work illegally. This carrot-stick approach provides a strong incentive for states to ensure migrant compliance with the rules.

Open Borders – Version 1 (Beginners) AFFIRMATIVE
File Folders Needed: (5)
1AC (PLAN, Advantage 1 – HARMS [Economy], Advantage 2 – HARMS [Inequality], SOLVENCY)

2AC HARMS (Economy)

2AC/1AR HARMS (Inequality)

2AC SOLVENCY

2AC/1AR Answers to Off-Case (Trump Base, Brain Drain, Wages, Capitalism, Topicality)

1AC - PLAN
PLAN: The United States federal government should establish open borders by removing all legal restrictions on immigration.

1AC - Advantage 1 – HARMS (Economy)
Advantage 1 is HARMS – the Economy:

Trump’s immigration policies undermine labor force growth. That will hurt the economy for decades. 

US News and World Report 2017

[Christopher Thornberg. https://www.usnews.com/opinion/op-ed/articles/2017-03-10/donald-trumps-immigration-policies-will-slow-long-run-us-economic-growth 

President Donald Trump's first speech to Congress was notable for the more conciliatory tone he took on many issues, as compared to his previous addresses or his campaign promises. One place where there was no retreat, however, was on the issue of immigration. Here, he again reiterated his PLAN to build a wall and ramp up efforts to deport undocumented migrants – efforts he suggests will lower unemployment and crime rates, raise wages and save billions of dollars in public spending. The idea that immigrants, legal or otherwise, steal American jobs or are a major source of crime in the United States is easily debunked by taking an even cursory look at actual data. Increasing deportations and reducing permits for legal immigration into the country would produce few short-run benefits for American citizens or the U.S. economy, and nothing to offset the massive price tag that would come with such an effort. Moreover, such changes could create serious short run labor shortages in critical and immigrant-heavy sectors such as technology, construction, agriculture and food processing. But the true damage of the policies being promoted by the current administration will be felt not in the short term, but rather in coming decades. One ongoing and serious concern is the slowing of long-run U.S. economic growth. Depending whom you ask, blame is piled on various culprits from regulations and taxes to income inequality. What is often ignored, or not understood, is that labor force growth, by itself, is responsible for roughly half of the nation's economic output growth. Indeed, one of the biggest issues facing the U.S. economy is the slowing of our labor force expansion. From 1967 to 1987, the labor force grew by an average of 2.24 percent per year. The following 20 years saw that drop to 1.26 percent. Over the last decade, labor force growth has slowed to a paltry 0.5 percent. There are many reasons for the deceleration. The huge demographic bulge known as the baby-boom generation is reaching retirement age, and the shift of women from the home to the workplace has largely ended – women now make up close to half of the U.S. labor force. Moreover, fertility rates in the U.S., like in much of the developed world, have been falling. Add it all up and the decline in the pace of labor force growth in the U.S. would have been much worse but for the one saving grace – immigration. According to the U.S. Census, immigration is responsible for half of the nation's population growth. According to U.S. Census forecasts made prior to the recent changes in immigration policy, in 20 years immigration will account for over two-thirds of U.S. population growth. In short – slowing or stopping the pace of immigration will ultimately slow labor force growth and, in turn, economic output growth. What are the implications of slowing output? One of the most important is the IMPACT on social entitlements. Most of the developed world has made promises, in the form of financial payments and subsidized health care, to retired citizens. These programs are built on a pay-as-you-go model and are becoming unsustainable given the collapsing ratio of working people to retired people. While the U.S. system is heading toward inSOLVENCY, just like systems in Europe or Japan, we have slightly more breathing room, largely because of faster labor force growth – driven by a faster pace of immigration.

Worker shortage is coming now. 

Raice & Morath 2018
[Shayndi Raice and Eric Morath, 3-29-2018, "Iowa’s Employment Problem: Too Many Jobs, Not Enough People," WSJ, https://www.wsj.com/articles/iowas-employment-problem-too-many-jobs-not-enough-people-1522580400 MYY]

It is a problem playing out in many parts of the Midwest, a region with lower unemployment and higher job-opening rates than the rest of the country. Employers, especially in more rural areas, are finding that there are just too few workers. That upends a long-running view in Washington, D.C., and many state capitals, where policy makers often say the unemployed simply lack the skills to get hired. Mr. Schumaker said Iowa has plenty of free programs to train workers. And Iowa Gov. Kim Reynolds is poised to sign Tuesday legislation that would provide an estimated $18 million for worker-training programs. But shrinking high-school classes leave fewer potential trainees. Other states, like Indiana and Wisconsin, are undertaking similar moves. President Donald Trump has touted worker-training programs, and his daughter Ivanka visited Iowa in March to highlight the efforts. The U.S. labor market is the tightest it has been in nearly two decades. The national unemployment rate held at a 17-year low of 4.1% for five straight months, and the number of job openings is at a record. In the Midwest, the worker shortage is even more pronounced. If every unemployed person in the Midwest was placed into an open job, there would still be more than 180,000 unfilled positions, according to the most recent Labor Department data. The 12-state region is the only area of the country where job openings outnumber out-of-work job seekers. “The crux of the problem is that we don’t have the people here,” said Dave Zrostlik, president of commercial truck manufacturer Stellar Industries Inc., based in Garner, a rural city of about 3,000 people near Mason City. The shortage of labor is hurting Stellar’s bottom line. “We’ve got the biggest backlog of orders ever,” said Mr. Zrostlik, as he walked past an assembly line sitting unused because he can’t find the workers to staff a second shift. Normally, his 450-employee company fills orders in about eight weeks. Today, it takes 18 weeks or more. With about 28,000 residents, Mason City is the largest town in about a 100-mile radius. It supports industries like manufacturing, construction and agriculture. A sign at an Arby’s restaurant on the highway from Mason City to Garner proclaims, “If you’re smiling, we’re hiring.” Firms in rural areas are more likely to report their applicant pool is limited, the Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta said. Controlling for other factors, such as the size of a business or education level required for a job, 68% of rural firms reported too few applicants for open jobs, versus 57% of employers in urban areas. The Midwest has seen an outflow of people. A net 1.3 million people living in the Midwest in 2010 had left by the middle of last year, according to census data. The area also attracts fewer immigrants than the rest of the country. As a result, Midwest employers are more dependent on filling jobs with workers who already live there. Iowa’s 2.9% unemployment rate has already drawn thousands of workers off the sidelines. The share of Iowa adults working or seeking work was 67.9% in February, nearly five percentage points higher than the national average, U.S. Labor Department data show. North Dakota, Minnesota, Wisconsin and Kansas similarly have a relatively high rate of adults in the labor force. That suggests many potential workers on the fringe of the labor market have come back. And those who aren’t working now may not be for other reasons, such as staying home with children or a lack of transportation. 

Legal restrictions on immigration hurt the economy. Removal has huge benefits.

Hyde 2015

[Tim Hyde, 6-29-2015, "Do Global Migration Barriers Cost Trillions?," American Economic Association, https://www.aeaweb.org/research/do-global-migration-barriers-cost-trillions MYY]

In Economics and Emigration: Trillion-Dollar Bills on the Sidewalk? (PDF), author Michael Clemens argues that barriers to migration may be the single largest class of market distortions in the global economy. Many workers around the world — as many as 40% in some countries — would like to emigrate from their current homes in search of better-paying jobs, but legal and physical barriers to migration often bar the way. These barriers create large disparities between what workers could earn and what they are actually earning, which means the global economy is not reaching its full potential. Consider a strapping young construction worker who can’t find work or a well-trained doctor using inferior equipment; they could both produce more (and earn more) if they relocate to a country with strong demand for new houses and a growing high-tech medical sector. Taken on a global scale, these types of missed opportunities add up to a drag on the economy that could approach $100 trillion annually. Clemens highlights recent estimates on the global cost of barriers to labor mobility, and they dwarf the estimated costs of trade barriers, which tend to receive more attention. Of course, the estimates are highly uncertain, and rely on an interlocking set of assumptions about the movement of capital and the earning power of hypothetical migrants arriving in their new countries. Despite these limitations, and the fact that the researchers cited here use a wide range of economic models, they all generally find the same thing: huge gains could result if migration restrictions are lessened or eliminated. The most optimistic estimates indicate that the size of the world economy would more than double if migration barriers were lifted. For the most part, these gains would accrue to the migrants who travel to new countries and dramatically increase their incomes. However, even a modest increase in migration may have negative consequences for both those left behind in the old country and non-migrants in the new country.

Immigration restrictions ensure a shortage of truckers. 

Johnson & Gilbert 2011

[Johnson & Gilbert, P. A., 6-9-2011, "Truck Driver Shortage Will Grow Next Year," http://www.mylegalneeds.com/blog/truck-driver-shortage-will-grow-next-year.cfm MYY]

Freight Transportation Research (FTR) Associates is an influential transport industry organization. In a June 9, 2011 meeting, a FTR Associates economists declared that the trucking industry's well-publicized driver shortage will grow next year as fewer new hires replace retiring drivers and drivers removed due to immigration and trucking regulations. A senior FTR consultant said the retiring Baby Boom generation drivers will create a huge gap in the number of available drivers, only getting worse with an estimated 300,000 drivers sidelined due to poor driving records and tougher immigration laws. Truck driver shortage is expected to grow from 150,000 this year to 300,000 in 2012 and 350,000 in 2013.

Trucking shortage is on the brink of a crisis. Without action it will be a turning point for the US economy that triggers higher inflation. 

Washington Post 2018
[Heather Long, 5-21-2018, "The U.S. doesn’t have enough truckers, and it’s starting to cause prices of about everything to rise," Washington Post, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2018/05/21/america-doesnt-have-enough-truckers-and-its-starting-to-cause-prices-of-about-everything-to-rise/?utm_term=.b597f1b04bdf MYY]

The trucking industry shows an extraordinary labor shortage in one corner of the economy can spill out and affect the economy more broadly. "I've never seen it like this, ever," said Brenny, who has been in the trucking industry for 30 years. "It doesn't matter what the load even pays. There are just not drivers." Trucking executives say their industry is experiencing a perfect storm: The economic upswing is creating heavy demand for trucks, but it's hard to find drivers with unemployment so low. Young Americans are ignoring the job openings because they fear self-driving trucks will soon dominate the industry. Waymo, the driverless car company owned by Alphabet, just launched a self-driving truck pilot program in Atlanta, although trucking industry veterans argue it will be a long time before drivers go away entirely. Brenny anticipates she will have to raise pay another 10 percent before the end of the year to ensure that other companies don't steal her drivers. "The drivers deserve the wages. They really do, but the raises are coming so fast that it's hard to handle," said Brenny, who is having to adjust contracts for drivers — and customers — rapidly. The United States has had a truck driver shortage for years, but experts say it's hitting a crisis level this year. There's even more demand for truckers now as just about every sector of the economy is expanding and online sales continue to soar. On top of that, the federal government imposed a new rule in December that requires drivers to be on the road for no more than 11 hours at a time and track their time by an electronic device so they can't cheat. "It's as bad as it's ever been" to find drivers, said Bob Costello, chief economist at the American Trucking Associations. "Companies are doing everything they can to make drivers happy: increasing pay and getting them home more often, but that means they aren't driving as many miles." America had a shortage of 51,000 truck drivers at the end of last year, Costello found, up from a shortage of 36,000 in 2016. He says "without a doubt" it's going to be even higher this year, even though many companies are giving double-digit raises. He gets asked about the driver scarcity daily as companies try to figure out how to handle the growing backlog. His best advice is for companies to invest in technology like what Uber and Lyft have to cut down on the time a driver or truck sits idle between runs. As driver pay rises quickly and diesel fuel costs tick up, shipping companies are charging higher and higher rates to move goods. It now costs more than $1.85 a mile to ship a "dry good" that doesn't require refrigeration or special accommodation, a nearly 40 percent increase from the price a year ago, according to data from DAT Solutions. Shipping costs hit an all-time high earlier this year and have remained near that level ever since, according to DAT Solutions and the Cass Freight Index Report. Manufacturers are complaining that higher shipping costs are causing their profits to fall. It was a constant topic of discussion as American firms reported earnings in recent weeks. Walmart said this week that high transportation costs are its "primary head wind" right now. Economists warn those costs are almost certainly going to end up resulting in higher prices for everyday items that many Americans purchase. 
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"Every single good ends up on a truck at some point. Businesses that use trucking to receive and ship goods are going to do their best to pass on the costs to the rest of us," said Peter Boockvar, chief investment officer at Bleakley Advisory Group. Logistics and transportation accounts for about 10 cents of every dollar in the U.S. economy, says Donald Broughton of Broughton Capital and author of the Cass Freight Index publication. "I don't normally speak in hyperbole, but we're entering some uncharted territory," Broughton said. "If there is a 10 percent increase in transportation costs, that gives you a 1 percent increase in inflation for the broader economy. That's real." It could mark a turning point for the U.S. economy. Inflation has stayed unusually low in the past decade, largely because costs have stayed low for food, clothes and other items Americans buy in store or online as companies got more efficient and worker wages barely increased. But rising shipping costs could change that dynamic in 2018, potentially forcing people to have to spend more and employers to hike pay as they try to compete for workers with the trucking industry.

Rising inflation triggers a rapid economic downturn. 

Warr 2018
[Richard S. Warr, Professor of Finance, North Carolina State University, 2-12-2018, "Stocks hate inflation – here's why," Conversation, http://theconversation.com/stocks-hate-inflation-heres-why-91557 MYY]

To understand this, we have to consider how inflation varies through the business cycle, which is a way of measuring the growth of the economy from the beginning of an expansion to the end of a recession. At the beginning of a cycle, inflation is often low. (It was practically nonexistent or even negative following the financial crisis of 2008.) But as the economy heats up and people have more money to spend (as is the case now), companies begin to sell more goods and services at steadily increasing prices, earning higher profits, while most people are able to find work. As more stuff is being created and sold in the economy, the demand for raw materials and workers increases. Besides pushing up prices, this can also result in higher wages. The fastest increase in take-home pay in nine years was another “warning sign” that spooked investors recently. This is where we are now. If left unchecked, inflation could spike, which would likely cause the economy to slow down quickly and unemployment to increase. The combination of rising inflation and unemployment is called “stagflation,” and is feared by economists, central bankers and pretty much everyone else. It’s what can cause an economic boom to suddenly TURN to bust, as we saw in the late 1970s.

Economic downturn causes Trump to wage diversionary war. 

Foster 2016

[Dennis M. Foster, professor of international studies and political science at the Virginia Military Institute., 12-19-2016, "Would President Trump Go To War To Divert Attention From Problems At Home?," Washington Post, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2016/12/19/yes-trump-might-well-go-to-war-to-divert-attention-from-problems-at-home/?utm_term=.ef85fcf0ed43 MYY]

If the U.S. economy tanks, should we expect Donald Trump to engage in a diversionary war? Since the age of Machiavelli, analysts have expected world leaders to launch international conflicts to deflect popular attention away from problems at home. By stirring up feelings of patriotism, leaders might escape the political costs of scandal, unpopularity — or a poorly performing economy. One often-cited example of diversionary war in modern times is Argentina’s 1982 invasion of the Falklands, which several (though not all) political scientists attribute to the junta’s desire to divert the people’s attention from a disastrous economy. In a 2014 article, Jonathan Keller and I argued that whether U.S. presidents engage in diversionary conflicts depends in part on their psychological traits — how they frame the world, process information and develop PLANs of action. Certain traits predispose leaders to more belligerent behavior. Do words translate into foreign policy action? One way to identify these traits is content analyses of leaders’ rhetoric. The more leaders use certain types of verbal constructs, the more likely they are to possess traits that lead them to use military force. For one, conceptually simplistic leaders view the world in “black and white” terms; they develop unsophisticated solutions to problems and are largely insensitive to risks. Similarly, distrustful leaders tend to exaggerate threats and rely on aggression to deal with threats. Distrustful leaders typically favor military action and are confident in their ability to wield it effectively. Thus, when faced with politically damaging problems that are hard to solve — such as a faltering economy — leaders who are both distrustful and simplistic are less likely to put together complex, direct responses. Instead, they develop simplistic but risky “solutions” that divert popular attention from the problem, utilizing the tools with which they are most comfortable and confident (military force). Based on our analysis of the rhetoric of previous U.S. presidents, we found that presidents whose language appeared more simplistic and distrustful, such as Harry Truman, Dwight Eisenhower and George W. Bush, were more likely to use force abroad in times of rising inflation and unemployment. By contrast, John F. Kennedy and Bill Clinton, whose rhetoric pegged them as more complex and trusting, were less likely to do so. What about Donald Trump? Since Donald Trump’s election, many commentators have expressed concern about how he will react to new challenges and whether he might make quick recourse to military action. For example, the Guardian’s George Monbiot has argued that political realities will stymie Trump’s agenda, especially his promises regarding the economy. Then, rather than risk disappointing his base, Trump might try to rally public opinion to his side via military action. I sampled Trump’s campaign rhetoric, analyzing 71,446 words across 24 events from January 2015 to December 2016. Using a program for measuring leadership traits in rhetoric, I estimated what Trump’s words may tell us about his level of distrust and conceptual complexity. The graph below shows Trump’s level of distrust compared to previous presidents. These results are 
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startling. Nearly 35 percent of Trump’s references to outside groups paint them as harmful to himself, his allies and friends, and causes that are important to him — a percentage almost twice the previous high. The data suggest that Americans have elected a leader who, if his campaign rhetoric is any indication, will be historically unparalleled among modern presidents in his active suspicion of those unlike himself and his inner circle, and those who disagree with his goals. As a candidate, Trump also scored second-lowest among presidents in conceptual complexity. Compared to earlier presidents, he used more words and phrases that indicate less willingness to see multiple dimensions or ambiguities in the decision-making environment. These include words and phrases like “absolutely,” “greatest” and “without a doubt.” A possible implication for military action I took these data on Trump and plugged them into the statistical model that we developed to predict major uses of force by the United States from 1953 to 2000. For a president of average distrust and conceptual complexity, an economic downturn only weakly predicts an increase in the use of force. But the model would predict that a president with Trump’s numbers would respond to even a minor economic downturn with an increase in the use of force. For example, were the misery index (aggregate inflation and unemployment) equal to 12 — about where it stood in October 2011 — the model predicts a president with Trump’s psychological traits would initiate more than one major conflict per quarter.
1AC - Advantage 2 – HARMS (Inequality)
Advantage 2 is HARMS – Inequality:

Eliminating US restrictions on immigration leads to massive benefits for people globally.

Matthews 2014

[Dylan Matthews, 12-15-2014, "The case for open borders," Vox, https://www.vox.com/2014/9/13/6135905/open-borders-bryan-caPLAN-interview-gdp-double MYY]

Even if open borders would be economically beneficial for recipient countries, it's worth asking if it benefits the countries people are leaving. A common worry is that open borders would cause a "brain drain," taking talent away from developing countries and hurting them, even as it helps their (former) residents.

The idea here is a little confused; we should care about making life better for people, whether or not they stay in their home country. But it's wrong even on its own terms. If we're worried about brain drain, we should really be concerned about the current immigration system, in which high-skilled immigrants are privileged over low-skilled ones, ensuring that what migration does occur disproportionately takes the former out of their home countries.

In any case, emigration actually helps home countries in a wide variety of ways. Emigrants typically send back money, which can be hugely consequential for their home country's economy. They can create social networks in host countries, and later come home and use those connections to advance their home country's development. CaPLAN points to the Chinese diaspora as a prime example: "A lot of what’s going on in the development of China is there is this huge, disparate community of ethnic Chinese all over the place, and they have relatives in China. This makes it very easy for them to do business with each other."

Moreover, actual examples we have of open borders suggest that migrants' home countries actually benefit. Take Puerto Rico. Shortly after the US conquered it in the Spanish American War, the Supreme Court established that it was illegal to restrict migration between the island and the rest of the United States. The result was open borders between the US and a much poorer territory, imposed more or less randomly by a court. It made for a good test of the policy's effect: since then, Puerto Rico has far surpassed neighboring countries like the Dominican Republic economically.

Migration is the best solution to inequality, specifically when it doesn’t discriminate between high and low skilled workers.

Long 2015

[Katy Long, Visiting Scholar at Stanford University and also teaches for the School of Advanced Study at the University of London., 2-5-2015, "Borders and Inequality," Open Borders: The Case, https://openborders.info/blog/borders-and-inequality/ MYY]

For the effects of birthplace upon life chances cannot be overstated. In 2012, the World Bank concluded that ‘more than fifty percent of one’s income depends on the average income of the country where a person lives or was born … a very large chunk of our income will be determined by only one variable, citizenship, that we generally acquire at birth’. Where we are born determines to an enormous extent both how likely it is we are going to need to move, and also how free we will be to do so. Inequality, then, is largely determined at birth and tied to geography. This means there’s still a powerful moral case for using migration as a means to remedy the arbitrary inequalities of birthplace that we usually conveniently ignore. Norway, for instance, offers much more to all its citizens than Afghanistan can. The West’s citizens cannot possibly claim that the relative riches that derive from our citizenship are fair: they are above all a fortunate accident of birth. When it comes to justifying borders as a means of preserving some equality within – protection for the poorest citizens ­– this needs to be balanced against the risk that such borders aren’t about protection as much as they are about maintaining privilege. So what does this mean when it comes to thinking about borders and inequality? First, it suggests that ‘protection, not privilege’ is a good maxim around which to build a ‘fair’ migration policy. Our fellow citizens should be protected from harm, the basic promises of the social contract met. However, providing this is done, international migrants should not be locked out. For at that point our interest in maintaining what are essentially inherited privileges – that 50% lifetime birthplace bonus – begins to look pretty selfish. At some point, borders are no longer self-preservation: they’re greed. Principle, of course, is one thing: practice is another. This line of reasoning has at least two important political implications. First, if borders are to be defended as a protection against inequality, the justification rests first on demonstrating tangible progress in promoting equality between citizens, and then on showing such measures are being helped by restricting immigration. The evidence strongly suggests that states are currently unable to show either of these conditions holding true. In fact, immigration plays a crucial role in underpinning the current institutions and fiscal commitments that are intended to bridge the equality gaps between citizens too. Second, if more migration is to be justified on the grounds that it helps to reduce global inequality, efforts to relax border controls and open up freedom of movement cannot focus only on the movement of elites: the highly-skilled and the highly-paid. This is directly counter to current policy trends. Increasing numbers of states are selling citizenship to the highest bidder: but in an age of elite hypermobility, fences are also being built to ensure the poor are kept in place.

Inequality fuels terrorism.

Ferro 2015

[Shane Ferro, 12-1-2015, "How Economic Inequality Makes Terror Attacks More Likely," HuffPost, https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/thomas-piketty-terrorism_us_565e24d2e4b08e945fed3e38 MYY]

Economist Thomas Piketty says income inequality plays a big part in fueling radical Islamic terrorism that originates in the Middle East. Piketty, famous for his best-selling book Capital in the 21st Century, which argues global inequality has massively widened in recent decades, wrote in French newspaper Le Monde last week that “it’s obvious: terrorism feeds on the powder keg of Middle Eastern inequality, that we [the West] have largely contributed to creating.” (The article was picked up by The Washington Post on Monday.) While Piketty says “we,” he points fairly directly to American foreign policy over the last three decades. He gives examples of the Gulf War and the Iraq War, both of which he says were “asymmetrical wars,” with many more local casualties than Western ones, largely fought over Western oil interests. It’s not just the West, though. Piketty points out that the region’s “oil monarchies,” which make up less than 10 percent of the population, take in 60 percent to 70 percent of the region’s GDP. (He’s mostly referring to countries that make up the Arabian Peninsula and its immediate neighbors.) Very little of the money goes to regional development, he says, and a large part of the population, including women and migrant workers, are kept in “semi-slavery.” As for the terrorism bubbling up closer to his home in Paris, Piketty points to economic austerity and a lack of opportunity for immigrants. “It is austerity which led to the rise of national self-interest and identity tensions,” he writes. What Picketty doesn’t address in his column, but is definitely related to the phenomenon he is describing, is the extraordinarily high rate of youth unemployment in the Middle East. Unemployment for people ages 15 to 24 in the region is nearly 25 percent, according to the International Monetary Fund.

Terrorism will go nuclear – it can happen.

Beckman 2017

[Milo Beckman, 5-15-2017, "We’re Edging Closer To Nuclear War," FiveThirtyEight, https://fivethirtyeight.com/features/were-edging-closer-to-nuclear-war/ MYY]

Nuclear terrorism is plausible, but difficult to pull off Similarly, just because there’s never been a nuclear terrorist attack doesn’t mean that it will never happen. In theory, if a non-state actor got ahold of enough fissile material — the active ingredient in nuclear weapons — it would be relatively easy for them to assemble and detonate a bomb, according to Robert Rosner, former chief scientist and laboratory director at Argonne National Laboratory. “You’d need some physicists who know what they’re doing,” Rosner said. “But based on what’s available in the public literature, you could go ahead and make a uranium bomb.”1 Detection and prevention at this point would be very difficult, Rosner says — a weapon could be assembled in a garage and smuggled in a standard box truck. Fortunately, fissile material is hard to come by. The processes used by states to develop fissile material — a diffusion PLANt or farm of specialized centrifuges for enriched uranium, a specialized reactor for plutonium-239 — would be prohibitively expensive for a non-state actor. Plus, due to their size (dozens of acres), these facilities are highly conspicuous and would likely be identified and destroyed before a terrorist cell could refine enough material to pose a threat. A terrorist with nuclear ambitions, then, would have to acquire existing fissile material from one of the nine nuclear states, which could happen in one of two ways. First, there’s open theft, either of fissile material or of a fully assembled weapon. This would likely require a firefight, according to Rosner — nuclear facilities have armed guards2 — which would alert authorities to the presence of a threat. Second, which is the likelier possibility according to several of the experts I talked to, is through the assistance of an insider: A double agent with terrorist sympathies could infiltrate a state’s nuclear apparatus and simply deliver a weapon to a non-state actor. On both counts, Pakistan again emerged as the consensus pick for the No. 1 cause for concern, largely due to its instability. “If the Pakistani state does collapse, it probably wouldn’t collapse in one big bang, but slowly become more and more dysfunctional,” said Ramamurti Rajaraman, professor emeritus of physics at Jawaharlal Nehru University. “If the dysfunctionality also happens in the nuclear weapons security apparatus of Pakistan … that I see as the biggest danger.” Finally, an act of nuclear terrorism would require the existence of a non-state actor that had both the organizational sophistication and the military ambition to entertain the prospect of nuclear violence. “I would say at the moment Al Qaeda and its various branches and ISIS are the main terrorist groups where … it’s at least within the realm of the plausible that they’d be able to do this,” said Bunn. “Compared to 2015, I’m at least modestly less worried about the Islamic State, in that they seem to have turned to very unsophisticated attacks … and are under huge pressure militarily.”

Nuclear terrorism sparks retaliatory escalation that results in nuclear war. 

Ayson 2010

[Robert Ayson, Professor of Strategic Studies and Director of the Centre for Strategic Studies: New Zealand at the Victoria University of Wellington, 2010 “After a Terrorist Nuclear Attack: Envisaging Catalytic Effects,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism, Volume 33, Issue 7, July, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via InformaWorld].

But these two nuclear worlds—a non-state actor nuclear attack and a catastrophic interstate nuclear exchange—are not necessarily separable. It is just possible that some sort of terrorist attack, and especially an act of nuclear terrorism, could precipitate a chain of events leading to a massive exchange of nuclear weapons between two or more of the states that possess them. In this context, today’s and tomorrow’s terrorist groups might assume the place allotted during the early Cold War years to new state possessors of small nuclear arsenals who were seen as raising the risks of a catalytic nuclear war between the superpowers started by third parties. These risks were considered in the late 1950s and early 1960s as concerns grew about nuclear proliferation, the so-called n+1 problem.

It may require a considerable amount of imagination to depict an especially plausible situation where an act of nuclear terrorism could lead to such a massive inter-state nuclear war. For example, in the event of a terrorist nuclear attack on the United States, it might well be wondered just how Russia and/or China could plausibly be brought into the picture, not least because they seem unlikely to be fingered as the most obvious state sponsors or encouragers of terrorist groups. They would seem far too responsible to be involved in supporting that sort of terrorist behavior that could just as easily threaten them as well.

Some possibilities, however remote, do suggest themselves. For example, how might the United States react if it was thought or discovered that the fissile material used in the act of nuclear terrorism had come from Russian stocks,40 and if for some reason Moscow denied any responsibility for nuclear laxity? The correct attribution of that nuclear material to a particular country might not be a case of science fiction given the observation by Michael May et al. that while the debris resulting from a nuclear explosion would be “spread over a wide area in tiny fragments, its radioactivity makes it detectable, identifiable and collectable, and a wealth of information can be obtained from its analysis: the efficiency of the explosion, the materials used and, most important … some indication of where the nuclear material came from.”41

Alternatively, if the act of nuclear terrorism came as a complete surprise, and American officials refused to believe that a terrorist group was fully responsible (or responsible at all) suspicion would shift immediately to state possessors. Ruling out Western ally countries like the United Kingdom and France, and probably Israel and India as well, authorities in Washington would be left with a very short list consisting of North Korea, perhaps Iran if its program continues, and possibly Pakistan. But at what stage would Russia and China be definitely ruled out in this high stakes game of nuclear Cluedo?

In particular, if the act of nuclear terrorism occurred against a backdrop of existing tension in Washington’s relations with Russia and/or China, and at a time when threats had already been traded between these major powers, would officials and political leaders not be tempted to assume the worst? 
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Of course, the chances of this occurring would only seem to increase if the United States was already involved in some sort of limited armed conflict with Russia and/or China, or if they were confronting each other from a distance in a proxy war, as unlikely as these developments may seem at the present time. The reverse might well apply too: should a nuclear terrorist attack occur in Russia or China during a period of heightened tension or even limited conflict with the United States, could Moscow and Beijing resist the pressures that might rise domestically to consider the United States as a possible perpetrator or encourager of the attack?

Washington’s early response to a terrorist nuclear attack on its own soil might also raise the possibility of an unwanted (and nuclear aided) confrontation with Russia and/or China. For example, in the noise and confusion during the immediate aftermath of the terrorist nuclear attack, the U.S. president might be expected to place the country’s armed forces, including its nuclear arsenal, on a higher stage of alert. In such a tense environment, when careful Planning runs up against the friction of reality, it is just possible that Moscow and/or China might mistakenly read this as a sign of U.S. intentions to use force (and possibly nuclear force) against them. In that situation, the temptations to preempt such actions might grow, although it must be admitted that any preemption would probably still meet with a devastating response.
As part of its initial response to the act of nuclear terrorism (as discussed earlier) Washington might decide to order a significant conventional (or nuclear) retaliatory or disarming attack against the leadership of the terrorist group and/or states seen to support that group. Depending on the identity and especially the location of these targets, Russia and/or China might interpret such action as being far too close for their comfort, and potentially as an infringement on their spheres of influence and even on their sovereignty [^having authority^]. One far-fetched but perhaps not impossible scenario might stem from a judgment in Washington that some of the main aiders and abetters [^those who help^] of the terrorist action resided somewhere such as Chechnya, perhaps in connection with what Allison claims is the “Chechen insurgents’ … long-standing interest in all things nuclear.”42 American pressure on that part of the world would almost certainly raise alarms in Moscow that might require a degree of advanced consultation from Washington that the latter found itself unable or unwilling to provide.

1AC – SOLVENCY
Contention 3 is Solvency:

Smaller reforms will fail. Only removing legal restrictions can solve without decimating human rights. The PLAN spills over to challenge white supremacy.   

Shivani 2017

[Anis Shivani, publisher and editor at FUturist Press: A Coalition for Millennial Change., 3-6-https://www.salon.com/2017/03/15/everyones-wrong-on-immigration-open-borders-are-the-only-way-to-defeat-trump-and-build-a-better-world/ ]
10. Open borders are the only way to go. We are in a situation of chaos, breeding technical illegality, because federal regulations have become too complex. Comprehensive immigration reform of any type would make these laws even more cumbersome by drastically curtailing family unification (our quotas, even after the 1965 liberalization, have always been vastly insufficient to the needs) and thus inviting more illegality. I don’t want to rest my case for open borders on the economic justification, but studies in the 1980s noted that world economic output would double if open borders prevailed everywhere, and studies in the 2000s showed even greater gains for the world economy. Americans often compare the nation to a house, arguing that immigrants who enter without inspection or overstay their visas are like robbers whom we have every right to detain and expel. But a country or even a state or a city or a neighborhood is not a house (just as it is simplistic to compare a country’s budget to a household’s). The nation is dynamic and includes all of us. The nation is an abstraction is only as good as the operation of freedom within it. The same is even truer of the world. If the world cannot be put inside a border, then a country trying to do the same is foolish. A wall is a fantasy, not a reality, that makes us economically and politically weaker. None of the moral grounds for exclusion make any sense, despite our knee-jerk resort to national sovereignty [^having authority^]. Imagine if America had kept admitting Asians throughout the 19th and 20th centuries, instead of allowing them in only after 1965. Imagine if we had continued allowing Southern and Eastern Europeans after 1925. Would we have been a more progressive country, less likely to have succumbed to the burdens of an empire, with a more global outlook in the crucial midcentury years? Today immigrants are treated as criminals for their violations, with deportation as the ultimate life-altering penalty, and yet immigrants are not provided the rights due to a criminal defendant. Immigration is and always has been a civil matter; it is not a crime to be present without authorization. We have in essence two sets of laws, one for immigrants, who do not have the rights of defendants when charged with “crimes,” and one for everyone else. The only solution to this anomaly is to cease treating immigration VIOLATIONS as crimes and to completely end detention for immigration. If an immigrant commits a crime, he or she should be prosecuted under normal laws, as a criminal defendant not as a “criminal alien.” Ultimately, the only solution is to reduce the complexities, to end the web of regulations and exceptions — which, just as in corporate law, favor the powerful at the expense of the weak — and to finally shed immigration laws altogether. Immigration should become a purely voluntary [^doing by your choice, not because you are forced to^] affair, no different than filing taxes. We trust citizens to do that, reporting millions of dollars in income. So why can’t we trust people
(Continued on next page…)
(…Shivani continues)

to report their status and file for changes based on equities they have built in our community? As soon as a person steps on our soil,  [they]he or she should have full constitutional rights, so as to not be subject to exploitation. Why can’t we visualize immigration without government regulation? We certainly did very well with that regime until the federal bureaucracy emerged in the 1880s, and with revived global understanding we can do so again. President Donald Trump is taking advantage, for white nationalist purposes, of a legacy of tragically unfair rules that have defined our immigration system ever since it has existed. We are now bearing the full fruits of a system that was begging to end in catastrophe. In the first six months of 2011, more than 46,000 immigrants with at least one U.S. citizen child were deported by the Obama administration. In the 10 years following the passage of the 1996 law, more than 12 million people were forced to agree to voluntary [^doing by your choice, not because you are forced to^] departure. Though Immigration and Customs Enforcement under Trump is dramatically apprehending immigrants in public venues — a theater of cruelty meant to terrorize everyone — and causing great consternation [^concern^], this exact process of splitting up families has been going on for two vicious decades, in numbers that classify as one the world’s major human rights calamities. Countless numbers of immigrants, even legal permanent residents, have been hauled away from their families, their communities, everything they know and love, based on some minor misdemeanor they may have committed decades ago, which has suddenly been reclassified as an "aggravated felony,” and is cause for their deportation to places they have no memory of. Such immigrants do not have the right to be heard by a judge except in a perfunctory manner, with little room for clemency based on individual circumstances. We do not call our immigrant detention facilities concentration camps, but at any given time we have about 34,000 immigrants serving time in prisons far from home, waiting to be deported. Is this any different than the prison regimes of the most brutal governments we have protested? Migration is a human right. A person anywhere in the world has the right to migrate, just as there is a right to free speech or association. In fact, most other rights follow from the right to migrate. If governments are allowed to lock up people behind walls, then it’s only a matter of time before other rights will dissipate, too. If we do not recognize migration as an inviolable human right, and if we do not give up the idea of the wall, we are bound to lose human rights for all of us. American citizenship, by having become associated with the hypernationalist project, will at first look enviable and untouchable, but ultimately will be so cheapened as to be worth nothing. For the courts, as they face the Trump assault, the challenge is clear: Do away with the plenary power doctrine and extend full constitutional rights to immigrants. Rights should depend on personhood not citizenship, as some of our best legal minds have recognized throughout our history. One thing that would strongly push the country in the opposite direction than the one Trump intends is for individual states, particularly progressive states in the West or Northeast, to pass laws as favorable to immigrants as the ones in Arizona, Georgia and Alabama have been unfavorable. What if, say, California were to pass legislation extending full human rights to all people present in the state? That would set up a historic confrontation, bringing out all the anomalies in our inhuman immigration regime for due public consideration. “Sanctuary” would become a constructive, constitutional, universal concept, not a purely reactive one against police powers. Every time we say that we should let immigrants stay because they do the dirtiest work that native-born folks aren’t willing to do, we should remember that we do not justify our ancestors’ arrival with that logic. We deserve to be here because we have a human right to be, just as we accepted this in the centuries preceding racist federal bureaucracies. We are here because we are humans, not because of our utility toward someone else’s comfort.
Removing all restrictions is the only solution that can work in a globalizing world.

Johnson 2008

[Kevin R. Johnson, Associate Dean for Academic Affairs, School of Law, University of California, Davis, Professor of Public Interest Law and Chicana/o Studies, “Opening the Floodgates: Why America Needs to Rethink Its Borders and Immigration Laws”, Southern Methodist University Law Review, 3, 3–5 MYY]

To this point, the U.S. immigration laws have responded in rather limited ways to the phenomenon of globalization [^the spread of commerce and commercialism around the world^]  . Incremental reforms have done little to address the nation's true immigration needs. Similarly, the rights of immigrants have tended to expand over time, but have done so in fits and starts.2 After years of consideration, the U.S. government took *4 the cautious step of recognizing dual nationality, which quickly grew in popularity among Mexican nationals living in the United States. However, the U.S. immigration laws have failed more generally to respond to the globalizing economy. Open borders are consistent with the integrating world economy. I have outlined arguments for a far-reaching change in the U.S. immigration laws that would respond to the rapidly changing world in which we live. Open borders would mark a true revolution in current U.S. immigration law and would create an admissions system in which migration more closely approximates demand. The elimination of exaggerated border controls would offer many benefits to the United States. As part of a globalizing economy, the nation stands to reap economic benefits from freer labor migration. As a matter of economic theory, international trade with Mexico and much of the world--which the United States has eagerly embraced--differs little from labor migration. A utilitarian approach would allow for labor migration and add the benefits of new labor to the national economy. Importantly, the removal of controls would end the sheer brutality inherent in current immigration enforcement, which results in physical abuse, promotes racial discrimination, and relegates certain groups of U.S. citizens and lawful immigrants to second-class status, both inside and outside the United States. Permeable borders would allow for the admission of immigrants in numbers approximating the demand for immigration and make it unnecessary for many noncitizens seeking entry into the United States to circumvent the law. The immigration laws would not create the need for aggressive enforcement, with its discriminatory IMPACTs and deadly results. Last but not least, strong policy arguments exist for the abolition of border controls. Experience demonstrates that, at least within modern sensibilities, overzealous border controls simply cannot be enforced by the U.S. government. Undocumented immigration is not viewed as criminal by many law-abiding Americans,3 nor is the employment of undocumented immigrants.4 Abolition of border controls would recognize the economic and social reality of immigration. Millions of undocumented immigrants make valuable contributions to the U.S. economy but are forced to live on the margins of society and, subject to exploitation because of their uncertain immigration status, work in poor conditions for substandard wages.5 Foreign policy benefits would accrue from a system in which nationals of other societies were welcomed rather than labeled a public menace, barred from entry, and treated as pariahs in our midst. It may well be that “[d]espite the rapid globalization of the world economy, the countries of terra firma [^“firm ground” in Latin^] are unlikely to abandon the concept of *5 individual, sovereign [^having authority^] nations in favor of a world of free borders and unrestricted migration.”6 Times have changed, however. It is to be hoped that the time will come when the United States will realize that closed borders are far from inevitable and, in fact, do not serve the national interests. Closed borders result in immoral consequences that, in the annals of history, have shamed the United States and will continue to do so. 
Globalization benefits all nations. Retreat from globalization will hurt the poor.  

The Economist 2016

[The Economist. Print Edition, 10-1-2016, "Why they’re wrong," Economist, https://www.economist.com/leaders/2016/10/01/why-theyre-wrong MYY]

The backlash against trade is just one symptom of a pervasive anxiety about the effects of open economies. Britain’s Brexit vote reflected concerns about the IMPACT of unfettered migration on public services, jobs and culture. Big businesses are slammed for using foreign boltholes [^hiding places^] to dodge taxes. Such critiques contain some truth: more must be done to help those who lose out from openness. But there is a world of difference between improving globalization [^the spread of commerce and commercialism around the world^]   and reversing it. The idea that globalisation is a scam that benefits only corporations and the rich could scarcely be more wrong. The real pro-poor policy Exhibit A is the vast improvement in global living standards in the decades after the second world war, which was underpinned by an explosion in world trade. Exports of goods rose from 8% of world GDP in 1950 to almost 20% a half-century later. Export-led growth and foreign investment have dragged hundreds of millions out of poverty in China, and transformed economies from Ireland to South Korea. Plainly, Western voters are not much comforted by this extraordinary transformation in the fortunes of emerging markets. But at home, too, the overall benefits of free trade are unarguable. Exporting firms are more productive and pay higher wages than those that serve only the domestic market. Half of America’s exports go to countries with which it has a free-trade deal, even though their economies account for less than a tenth of global GDP. Protectionism, by contrast, hurts consumers and does little for workers. The worst-off benefit far more from trade than the rich. A study of 40 countries found that the richest consumers would lose 28% of their purchasing power if cross-border trade ended; but those¿ in the bottom tenth would lose 63%. The annual cost to American consumers of switching to non-Chinese tyres after Barack Obama slapped on anti-dumping tariffs in 2009 was around $1.1 billion, according to the Peterson Institute for International Economics. That amounts to over $900,000 for each of the 1,200 jobs that were “saved”. Openness delivers other benefits. Migrants improve not just their own lives but the economies of host countries: European immigrants who arrived in Britain since 2000 have been net contributors to the exchequer, adding more than £20 billion ($34 billion) to the public finances between 2001 and 2011. Foreign direct investment delivers competition, technology, management know-how and jobs, which is why China’s overly cautious moves to encourage FDI disappoint (see article). What have you done for me lately? None of this is to deny that globalisation has its flaws. Since the 1840s advocates of free trade have known that, though the great majority benefit, some lose out. Too little has been done to help these people. Perhaps a fifth of the 6m or so net job losses in American manufacturing between 1999 and 2011 stemmed from Chinese competition; many of those who lost jobs did not find new ones. With hindsight, politicians in Britain were too blithe about the pressures that migration from new EU member states in eastern Europe brought to bear on public services. And although there are no street protests about the speed and fickleness in the tides of short-term capital, its ebb and flow across borders have often proved damaging, not least in the euro zone’s debt-ridden countries. As our special report this week argues, more must be done to tackle these downsides. America spends a paltry 0.1% of its GDP, one-sixth of the rich-country average, on policies to 
(Continued on next page…)
(…The Economist continues)
retrain workers and help them find new jobs. In this context, it is lamentable that neither Mr Trump nor Mrs Clinton offers policies to help those whose jobs have been affected by trade or cheaper technology. On migration, it makes sense to follow the example of Denmark and LINK local-government revenues to the number of incomers, so that strains on schools, hospitals and housing can be eased. Many see the rules that bind signatories to trade pacts as an affront to democracy. But there are ways that shared rules can enhance national autonomy. Harmonising norms on how multinational firms are taxed would give countries greater command over their public finances. A co-ordinated approach to curbing volatile capital flows would restore mastery over national monetary policy. These are the sensible responses to the peddlers of protectionism and nativism. The worst answer would be for countries to TURN their backs on globalisation. The case for openness remains much the same as it did when this newspaper was founded to support the repeal of the Corn Laws. There are more—and more varied—opportunities in open economies than in closed ones. And, in general, greater opportunity makes people better off. Since the 1840s, free-traders have believed that closed economies favour the powerful and hurt the labouring classes. They were right then. They are right now.

2AC/1AR – Open Borders – Version 1 (Beginners) AFFIRMATIVE
2AC HARMS (Economy) Answers to 1NC “No labor shortage”
They say, “there’s no labor shortage,” but …

1. Our ______________________ evidence says that __________________________________.
               (Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)



(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _____________________________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2AC HARMS (Economy) Answers to 1NC “PLAN can’t solve inflation”
They say, “PLAN can’t solve inflation,” but …

1. Our ______________________ evidence says that __________________________________.
               (Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)



(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _____________________________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

2. They say there’s a trade war with China, but that’s not true
Babones 2018

[Salvatore Babones, 5-3-2018, "Why There Will Be No Trade War Between The U.S. And China," Forbes, https://www.forbes.com/sites/salvatorebabones/2018/05/04/why-there-will-be-no-trade-war-between-the-u-s-and-china/ MYY]

Yet for all their public bluster--Trump via his personal Twitter account, Xi at secondhand via the jingoistic [^nationalistic^] Global Times party tabloid--the two leaders have shown a remarkable ability to work together. Xi Jinping is almost certainly behind the sudden progress toward peace on the Korean peninsula. And Donald Trump has quietly dropped American objections to China's human rights record.

Common goals

Just as on other issues, behind the scenes Trump and Xi seem to be working together on trade. At first glance, that may sound ludicrous. China's trade surplus with the United States hit a record high in 2017, and is on track to repeat this year. But China has actually been working hard to bring down the politically-sensitive surplus, and though it may seem somewhat out of character, Trump has quietly recognized that fact.

Economic theory holds that trade surpluses are a sign of an undervalued currency. As a candidate for President, Trump campaigned relentlessly against China's currency policies, and even promised to label China a currency manipulator on Day 1 of his Presidency. That day came and went with no announcement and since his inauguration, Trump has turned down the opportunity to do so several times. The reason? It's probably no coincidence that the Chinese yuan has risen 8.6% against the dollar since Trump took office.

2AC HARMS (Economy) Answers to 1NC “More truckers can’t solve”
They say, “more truckers can’t solve,” but …

1. Our ______________________ evidence says that __________________________________.
               (Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)



(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _____________________________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

2. Immigration is key to solve trucking shortage. 

Kahaner 2017

[Larry Kahaner, 6-11-2017, "Immigrant truck drivers: Shhhh. We don’t talk about it.," Fleet Owner, http://www.fleetowner.com/driver-management-resource-center/immigrant-truck-drivers-shhhh-we-don-t-talk-about-it MYY]

This reluctance belies the fact that recruitment of immigrant drivers appears to be successful. Currently, of the 1.2 million motor carrier-employed U.S. truck drivers (operating Class 8 trucks) about 224,722 or 18.6% are immigrants, according to U.S. Census data for 2011-2015 as analyzed by Justin Lowry, PhD, a Postdoctoral Researcher at George Mason University's Institute for Immigration Research. Figures for 2010-2012 clocked in at 15.7%, he said.

Although Lowry has looked at other industries, driving jobs (including truckers) stood out as one of the industries that grew in terms of immigrant workers.

"In general, immigrants in the workforce of the trucking industry are helping to buoy the industry itself because of the lack of workers,” Lowry said. “There's a high demand for truckers and not a whole lot of native-born U.S. who are entering into it. If you look at the age distribution of native U.S. citizens to foreign-born in the trucking industry, you'll note that the U.S.-born tend to be older, because the younger generation of U.S. citizens don't think of trucking as a natural career path."

Where do the immigrant drivers come from? "The top five are Mexico, El Salvador, Cuba, India, and Guatemala," Lowry noted. "Eastern European countries like Poland and Ukraine are next and then it drops off quickly: Dominican Republic, Jamaica, Bosnia, Honduras, Columbia, Russia, and China."

The largest group -- representing 32% of immigrant truck drivers – is from Mexico.

According to the Institute's 2014 report – Who’s Behind the Wheel? Immigrants Filling the Labor Shortage in the U.S. Trucking Industry, authored by Zahra Sohail Khan – the percentage of immigrant drivers is higher than that of the total percentage of immigrants in the U.S., which is estimated at 13%.

2AC HARMS (Inequality) Answers to 1NC Democracy Turn

They say, “open borders hurt democracy,” but …

1. Our ______________________ evidence says that __________________________________.
               (Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)



(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _____________________________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2. PLAN solves democracy – removing restrictions on immigration is key to durable democratization and spreading democratic norms.

Peters & Miller 2018

[Margaret E. Peters, an assistant professor of political science at UCLA and the author of the award-winning book, Trading Barriers: Immigration and the Remaking of Globalization, & , Michael K. Miller,  an associate professor of political science and international affairs at George Washington University, 7-7-2018, "Better Democracy Promotion through Immigration," Lawfare, https://www.lawfareblog.com/better-democracy-promotion-through-immigration MYY]

One explanation for their concern is that these dictators recognize the ways that democratic norms and oppositional tools can spread from emigrants living in well-functioning democracies back to their countries of origin. When emigrants from autocracies go to democracies, they learn about life in a free society. This includes learning about fundamental rights, like freedom of the press and association, and what free and fair elections look like. Immigrants often start their own newspapers, for instance; prior to World War I there were over 1,300 foreign-language newspapers in the United States. In countries like Ireland and Norway, non-citizen residents can vote in local elections, learning about democracy first-hand. Migrants can also learn the tools of civil society by joining unions and other organized groups and participating in peaceful protests. For example, immigrants to the United States have participated in protests for comprehensive immigration reform.

Migrants also learn about parts of daily life in a democracy that citizens in democracies often take for granted, such as not having to constantly pay bribes and not getting harassed by the police for their political views. They can learn that it is acceptable to challenge a government official, such as a school principal with whom they disagree. They may also learn about what their home country’s government is doing from the free press abroad or from contacts with other migrants.

Migrants spread the resulting norms and tools of organization when they return home, or communicate them to their friends and family through “social remittances [^money sent back home^] .” Migrants and their families thus become a constituency for democratic change. Some migrants even take leadership roles in the opposition back home, as occurred in Mexico, Taiwan, and Indonesia.
Authoritarian governments understand that their migrants to democracies could spread democratic norms back home and take steps to guard against this. For example, the regimes in Morocco, Tunisia, and Algeria created Amicales, or migrants’ organizations, in the 1960s that were used by the governments to keep tabs on their migrants in Europe and to discourage them from naturalizing and participating in European society. China currently uses their Chinese Students and Scholars Association in much the same way.

Understanding the role that migrants play in the spread of democracy provides an opportunity for policymakers in well-functioning democracies. Through development aid and regime change in places like Iraq and Afghanistan, democratic governments have spent billions trying to democratize autocracies with relatively little success. Opening their borders to migrants from autocracies can help spread democratic norms without spending additional funds. In fact, as many economists point out, increasing immigration would improve economic growth and help with looming fiscal crises from aging populations, all while having little or no effect on the citizens’ wages. Increasing immigration to well-functioning democracies is a way to spread democracy and make money while doing it.

1AR HARMS (Inequality) –  ANSWERS to - Democracy TURN
They say open borders hurt democracy, but group their arguments.

1. Our _________ evidence says that _________________________________________________.

(Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)

(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

       (Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”

[image: image116]
[image: image117.png]



[image: image118.png]



[image: image119.png]



(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2. NO LINK – open borders don’t weaken the nation-state
Somin 2015

[Ilya Somin, Professor of Law at George Mason University. His research focuses on constitutional law, property law, and popular political participation., 8-18-2015, "Nations Can And Do Exist Without Immigration Restrictions," Washington Post, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/volokh-conspiracy/wp/2015/08/18/nations-can-and-do-exist-without-immigration-restrictions/?utm_term=.9309fe6a90c5 MYY]

One of the most common arguments advanced by immigration restrictionists is that we must curtail migration because a nation can’t exist without borders. As Republican presidential front-runner Donald Trump recently put in his recent statement on immigration policy, “A nation without borders is not a nation. [Therefore] There must be a wall across the southern border.” This claim is simply false. Even if we assume that a nation cannot exist without borders (itself a contestable claim because many nations have historically had unclear or contested boundaries), it does not follow that the maintenance of borders requires immigration restrictions. In reality, borders have a wide range of other functions, besides regulating immigration. For example, they define the territory within which a given government’s laws are binding, and also the land area within which it may deploy its armed forces without getting permission from other governments. If all immigration restrictions were abolished tomorrow, borders could readily continue to facilitate these and other purposes. A nation that doesn’t exclude peaceful migrants can still bar invading armies. The history of the United States also shows that borders – and nations – can exist without immigration restrictions. Until the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882, the federal government did not forbid voluntary [^doing by your choice, not because you are forced to^] immigration. Indeed, the original meaning of the Constitution did not give Congress the power to do so, allowing it to restrict eligibility for citizenship, but not to forbid migration. Some state governments had laws excluding immigrants, but not the federal government (and migrants excluded by one state could still potentially enter through another). If we take Trump’s theory (and others like it) seriously, the Declaration of Independence did not make the United States a nation because it did not establish any immigration restrictions. Even worse, it condemned George III for “obstructing the laws for naturalization of foreigners [and] refusing to pass others to encourage their migration hither.” Instead of celebrating Independence Day on July 4, we should commemorate the enactment of the Chinese Exclusion Act. Jefferson Davis and his friends need not have taken the trouble of trying to secede from the United States in 1861. They should instead have argued that it simply did not exist in the first place. Even today, some nations, such as Argentina, do not restrict immigration. Few would argue that Argentina is not a real nation, that it has no borders, or that it somehow ceased to exist when it adopted a virtual open borders policy towards migrants in 2004.
2AC SOLVENCY Answers to 1NC “Can’t solve inequality”

They say we can’t solve global inequality, but…

1. Extend Shivani 2017 – migration is a human right that’s key to all other rights. That means only by doing the PLAN can we access improved workers rights.

2. The PLAN can solve - Immigration fuels remittances which are the best mechanism to solve global poverty.

Shulman 2014

[Carl Shulman, 5-27-2014, "How migration liberalization might eliminate most absolute poverty," *Reflective Disequilibrium*, http://reflectivedisequilibrium.blogspot.com/2014/05/how-migration-liberalization-might.html MYY]

If one is focused on the poorest because of their higher marginal utility of income, one issue is that when only some of the poor migrate, those who do may gain so much as to significantly reduce their marginal gains from income. For example Clemens estimates the place premium for mid-skilled workers migrating from Haiti to the United States as multiplying mean income by some 10 times. This is obviously a tremendous gain to the migrant, but it might not generate as much human welfare as doubling the incomes of 10 different workers, although more than doubling the incomes of 2 workers.

However, a single migrant worker may send remittances  [^money sent back home^] to a number of other family members back home. For 2009, the World Bank told us:

the World Bank estimates that remittances totalled USD 440 billion in 2010, of which USD 325 billion went to developing countries, involving some 192 million migrants or 3.0% of world population. For some individual recipient countries, remittances can be as high as a third of GDP. Remittances also now account for about a third of total global external finance; moreover, the flow of remittances seems to be significantly more stable than other forms of external finance.

World Bank data for 2013 show remittances up to $542 billion, including $70 billion to India (3.7% of GDP), $60 billion to China (0.7% of GDP), $21 billion to Nigeria (7.9% of GDP), $15 billion to Pakistan (6.1% of GDP), and $14 billion to Bangladesh (12.2% of GDP).

While the scale of remittances is already larger than absolute poverty, the current migration flows towards skilled workers and middle-income countries, and migrant incomes even more so. However, remittances for 

skilled workers are suppressed because they are more likely to be able to bring their families to a new country, while less skilled workers undertake temporary migration for employment. 2005 data on migrant remittances in East and Southeast Asia show substantial remittances even for low-paid and less skilled workers:

2AC Frontline – Trump Base DISADVANTAGE Answers
1. Their INTERNAL LINK is NOT UNIQUE – Trump lost a third of his base and did not lash out.

Silver 2017

[Nate Silver, 5-25-2017, "Donald Trump’s Base Is Shrinking," FiveThirtyEight, https://fivethirtyeight.com/features/donald-trumps-base-is-shrinking/ MYY]

But the theory isn’t supported by the evidence. To the contrary, Trump’s base seems to be eroding. There’s been a considerable decline in the number of Americans who strongly approve of Trump, from a peak of around 30 percent in February to just 21 or 22 percent of the electorate now. (The decline in Trump’s strong approval ratings is larger than the overall decline in his approval ratings, in fact.) Far from having unconditional love from his base, Trump has already lost almost a third of his strong support. And voters who strongly disapprove of Trump outnumber those who strongly approve of him by about a 2-to-1 ratio, which could presage an “enthusiasm gap” that works against Trump at the midterms. The data suggests, in particular, that the GOP’s initial attempt (and failure) in March to pass its unpopular health care bill may have cost Trump with his core supporters.

2. Their LINK is NOT UNIQUE – Trump backed down on separating families and the IMPACT of the DISADVANTAGE didn’t happen.

Karni & Johnson 2018

[Annie Karni and Eliana Johnson, 6-20-2018, "The day Trump caved," POLITICO, https://www.politico.com/story/2018/06/20/trump-caves-family-separation-660870 MYY]

But on Wednesday, facing what has grown into the biggest moral and political crisis of his administration, the president whose default position is to double down, simply caved in. Sitting behind the Resolute Desk in the Oval Office flanked by Vice President Mike Pence and embattled Homeland Security Secretary Kirstjen Nielsen, Trump signed an executive order temporarily halting his policy of separating children from their parents at the border. “The border’s just as tough,” Trump told reporters. “But we do want to keep families together.” The about-face came less than 24 hours after Trump was stridently insisting he was powerless to change the situation, instead blaming Congress for scenes of children caged in former big-box stores. On Tuesday, speaking in front of a business group, Trump even referenced his first campaign speech, in which he called Mexican immigrants rapists and accused them of bringing drugs and crime into the country. “Remember I made that speech and I was badly criticized?” he said. “‘Oh it’s so terrible, what he said.’ Turned out I was 100 percent right. That’s why I got elected.” As recently as Friday, the White House circulated talking points quoting the president himself saying that his hands were tied: “We can’t do it through an executive order.” His ultimate reversal was all the more remarkable because the immigration and border security has been his signature political issue, one that has energized his political base and helped elevate him to office.

3. Economy TURN - The economy has finally recovered in areas where Trump’s base lives. His economic promises were key to base support.

Van 2018

[Andrew Van, 4-4-2018, "Deepest Trump Country Has Finally Recovered The Jobs Lost In The Recession," Washington Post, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2018/04/04/deepest-trump-country-has-finally-recovered-the-jobs-lost-in-the-recession/?noredirect=on&amp;utm_term=.c3dd1a781e37 MYY]

Deepest Trump country has only recently recovered the jobs it lost because of the Great Recession. We define “Trump country” as the broad confederation of rural areas, midsize towns and suburbs where Donald Trump earned the highest share of the presidential vote in 2016. It includes about 20 percent of the labor force. We’ve weighted county vote shares by labor force size to account for the fact that Trump won thousands of counties with tiny populations while Hillary Clinton's support was concentrated in a handful of places with much larger populations. At a minimum, these counties gave more than 60 percent of their votes to Trump. A handful, all tiny places in Texas and the Great Plains, broke the 90 percent barrier. Together, Trump country covers 60 percent of the land area of the southern 49 states (we excluded Alaska because of how that state’s votes are reported). Only in the past year has the 12-month average employment level clawed back above its pre-recession baseline. That’s about five years after the equivalent group of most ardent Clinton supporters, and about three years after the groups in the middle. We used a 12-month average to adjust for seasonal variation in the job market, which tends to be stronger in rural, Trump-supporting areas. If we hadn’t, the recovery point would be earlier — but it also would reverse course a couple of times. Trump cleaved the least-recovered counties off the rest of the country. His appeals to voters’ racial, cultural and economic anxieties pulled in the most economically polarized base of any candidate in recent history. Trump’s voters were slowest to recover in part, because he reached out to voters who felt left behind by what will soon be the second-longest economic expansion on record.

4. No link – Conservative media insulates Trump from criticism.

Levitz 18

[Eric, http://nymag.com/daily/intelligencer/2018/08/2018-midterms-trump-red-wave-gop-base-delusional-fake-news.html MYY]

For decades now, the conservative movement has sought to keep its core voters confined to a carefully curated media ecosystem — one where the Democratic Party is a Marxist-Islamist organization, America is the world’s most over-taxed nation, illegal immigrants bear sole responsibility for the stagnation of middle-class wages (and/or all violent crime), and there’s never been a better time to buy gold coins. In many respects, this project has been a great boon to the Republican Party. Research suggests that Fox News’ existence significantly boosts the GOP’s vote-share (and might have even swung the 2004 election to George W. Bush). And, in addition to helping Republicans win elections, the right-wing echo-chamber has given the party a freer hand once in power. More tax cuts for the wealthy, less social insurance for the working class, and near-total impunity for polluters and predatory lenders is not a popular platform, even with Republican voters. But by supplying conservatives with “alternative facts” about such policies; stoking their cultural resentments and racialized fears; and branding all non-conservative media as biased or liberal (or, in today’s parlance, “fake news”) the GOP has succeeded in retaining the loyalty of its grassroots, while betraying their stated preferences on a wide range of economic issues.

5 The PLAN LINK TURNS and solves the DISADVANTAGE – lagging population growth causes a cascade of economic consequences that results in a decrease in spending which fuels job losses. That is uniquely bad for rural areas where Trump’s base is concentrated.

Paquette 2018

[Danielle Paquette, a reporter focusing on national labor issues, 1-10-2018, "The places with the biggest job gains and steepest losses are right next door to each other," Washington Post, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2018/01/10/the-places-with-the-biggest-job-gains-and-steepest-losses-are-right-next-door-to-each-other/?utm_term=.c0f3cbd19359 MYY]

Two pockets of northern Indiana sit less than 50 miles apart yet represent opposite economic trends: Over the last year, the Elkhart metro area saw the country’s largest percentage gain in employment, while greater Michigan City ranked second in job losses. Jobs around Elkhart grew by 5.3 percent from November 2016 to November 2017 and shrank by 3.6 percent in greater Michigan City, according to new data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics. The numbers reveal that inequality persists at a time when the country's unemployment keeps falling — even among neighbors. Not that the Michigan City-La Porte region, as defined by the BLS, is suffering — the unemployment rate is 4.2 percent, barely higher than the national rate of 4.1 percent. But the area is losing more workers than it’s hiring, making it an anomaly at a time of steady job growth. Part of what's driving this trend is common in areas outside big cities: The population has stayed flat for two decades. La Porte County has inched up from 110,000 in 1998 to nearly 111,000 today. Meanwhile, the population is slowly aging. (The median age is 40, higher than the nation's 38.) Economists say labor shortages can stall business growth and reduce productivity. Fewer people with disposable income can also lead to less spending, which takes a toll on local shops and restaurants. Not enough young people are moving to the Michigan City area to replace the workers retiring from its major employers, which include a casino, two hospitals and a corrections department. That shaves numbers off the region's employment total, too. “There’s not much population growth, and that’s one of our issues,” said Clarence Hulse, executive Director at Economic Development Corporation Michigan City. “We’re working to attract more people to the community.” Professional and business services jobs — a broad range of positions, from secretaries to accountants to top managers — have fallen in the area by 13.8 percent, from 2,900 to 2,500 over the last year, the BLS data found. Government jobs, including public teachers, have also dropped by 7.4 percent. That's partly because of budget cuts and dwindling school enrollment, another consequence of population stagnation, Hulse said.

6 Their IMPACT is NON-UNIQUE: Extend Foster 2016 – Trump responds to minor economic decline with diversionary war. The status quo will cause diversionary war, but the PLAN has a risk of solving it. 

2AC Frontline – Brain Drain DISADVANTAGE Answers
1. PLAN solves – Open borders are key to ensure knowledge circulation that solves brain drain.

New York Times 2015

[Adam Davidson, a founder of NPR’s “Planet Money” and a contributing writer for the magazine., 3-24-2015, "Debunking the Myth of the Job-Stealing Immigrant," The New York Times, https://www.nytimes.com/2015/03/29/magazine/debunking-the-myth-of-the-job-stealing-immigrant.html?_r=0 MYY]

This paradox of immigration is bound up with the paradox of economic growth itself. Growth has acquired a bad reputation of late among some, especially on the left, who associate the term with environmental destruction and rising inequality. But growth through immigration is growth with remarkably little downside. Whenever an immigrant enters the United States, the world becomes a bit richer. For all our faults, the United States is still far better developed economically than most nations, certainly the ones that most of our immigrants have left. Our legal system and our financial and physical infrastructure are also far superior to most (as surprising as that might sometimes seem to us). So when people leave developing economies and set foot on American soil, they typically become more productive, in economic terms. They earn more money, achieve a higher standard of living and add more economic value to the world than they would have if they stayed home. If largely open borders were to replace our expensive and restrictive lottery system, it’s likely that many of these immigrants would travel back and forth between the United States and their native countries, counteracting the potential brain drain by sharing knowledge and investment capital. Environmentally, immigration tends to be less damaging than other forms of growth, because it doesn’t add to the number of people on earth and often shifts people to more environmentally friendly jurisdictions.

2. Brain Circulation - Migrants remain connected to their home countries which ensures development through investment and knowledge sharing

Rapoport 2017

[Hillel Rapoport, professor at the Paris School of Economics, February 2017, “Who is Afraid of the Brain Drain? A Development Economist’s View” CEPII, http://www.cepii.fr/PDF_PUB/pb/2017/pb2017-14.pdf MYY]

The above-described “incentive” effect takes place before migration occurs; once migrants have left, however, they can still affect economic, political and social outcomes in their home country. By sending money or returning after some time,6 or by forming diaspora networks that serve as bridges between host and home countries. Along those bridges, many things can circulate: goods, investments, technologies, ideas, values. This is the last strand of brain drain research I want to emphasize before concluding. Indeed, being able to draw on a network of skilled compatriots scattered around the world (especially if they live in the leading countries in terms of technological innovation, financial power, and democracy standards) is crucial to many developing and emerging countries in their search for better integration into the global economy. There is growing evidence and understanding that migrants in general, and skilled migrants in particular, favor the economic, financial and even political and cultural integration of their home country into the global economy. The recent literature has consistently shown this, starting from the “trade creating” effect of migration and ending with the uncovering of “social remittances” [^money sent back home^]  (Levitt and Lamba Nieves, 2011) in the realms of demography or politics). Two forces are at play. First, an “information channel”, whereby migrants reduce transaction costs between their host and home countries, allowing more trade flows (both imports and exports) and inflows of Foreign Direct Investments as well as other forms of financial investments (e.g., international bank loans, purchase of home-country bonds, etc.). While for trade, there is no substantial difference between low- and high-skill migrants in terms of ability to convey the relevant transaction-facilitating information, for financial flows in general, and for FDI in particular, skilled migrants seems to have a significant advantage.7 And second, a “knowledge diffusion channel”, whereby migrants transfer knowledge, including technological knowledge, but also social norms, preferences and values (e.g. preferences for lower fertility or for democracy), from the host to the home economy. It is not clear whether high- or low-skill migrants have an advantage in initiating such transfers, except for innovation adoption and diffusion, where, quite obviously, there is a strong advantage for the former.8 7 Conclusion As we have seen, the recent economic literature does not support the traditional and still very popular view that the brain drain is an impediment to developing countries’ current and future economic performance. To the contrary, the possibility for people to “sell” their human capital abroad generates incentives to invest more in human capital, and a demand for higher quality, more internationally transferrable education, which ultimately also benefits those who do not emigrate. There are also counteracting forces of course: the depletion effect of emigration, the lack of incentives if people are credit-constrained, and some diversion in terms of fields of study away from the home countries’ needs (e.g., geriatrics instead of pediatrics). And the benefits from skilled diasporas, which appear to be considerable and multi-dimensional, should not be overlooked. So even if one adopts a consequentialist view that focuses exclusively on the effects of migration on the source countries, disregarding people’s rights to emigrate and giving little weight to the migrants themselves, the evidence does not support what I would call the now outdated mercantilist view of the brain drain.

3. Their IMPACT is NOT UNIQUE - Terrorism is a bigger and more probable cause of war in South Asia and the PLAN has the best chance of SOLVENCY.

Ayoob 2018

 [Mohammed Ayoob, senior fellow at the Center for Global Policy in Washington, DC, and University Distinguished Professor Emeritus of International Relations at Michigan State University., 3-14-2018, "India and Pakistan: Inching Toward Their Final War?," National Interest, http://nationalinterest.org/blog/the-buzz/india-pakistan-inching-toward-their-final-war-24902/page/0/1 MYY]

The escalation in the last two years in terror attacks, especially by Jaish-e-Muhammad, with the obvious connivance of the Pakistan army, on Indian military targets in Kashmir and surrounding Indian states has made the situation very perilous. In the past several months, terrorist groups operating from Pakistan have undertaken several such major attacks, causing significant loss of life among Indian security forces. A major terrorist attack on the Uri camp in Jammu and Kashmir in September 2016, which left seventeen military personnel dead, motivated the Indian government to reassess its strategy for responding to such attacks. On September 29, 2016, India launched its first publicly acknowledged “surgical strike” against terrorist bases in Pakistan. Although there had been speculation that India had conducted such strikes earlier as well, this was the first admission by New Delhi that it was ready to launch major retaliatory attacks against targets in Pakistan and Pakistan-occupied Kashmir. In the latest incident, in February 2018, Jaish terrorists attacked an Indian military camp in Jammu; five army personnel and four militants were killed. In retaliation, the Indian army destroyed a Pakistani army post with the help of rocket launchers, killing, according to Indian sources , twenty-two Pakistani personnel. This tit-for-tat exchange is reaching dangerous proportions. So far, the Pakistani military has downplayed Indian incursions and retaliatory attacks and refused to recognize their seriousness, because it does not want to appear weak in the eyes of the Pakistani public, which is then likely to clamor for revenge. However, the Pakistani military cannot continue to downplay Indian attacks, especially in light of the increasing fatalities. There is the danger that at some point, either by miscalculation or by design, an Indian surgical strike in Pakistani territory will push the Pakistani military—which controls the nuclear weapons—to retaliate in force. If a full-scale war erupts, at some point Pakistan, unable to counter superior Indian conventional forces, could resort to battlefield nuclear weapons, as its doctrine proclaims. While India subscribes to a no-first-use doctrine, it has made it abundantly clear that it will massively retaliate against any use of battlefield nuclear weapons by Pakistan without making a distinction between tactical and strategic nuclear weapons. This strategy, as enunciated in a statement issued by the government of India on January 4, 2003, is designed to inflict unacceptable damage on the enemy. Former Indian national security advisor Shivshankar Menon elaborated this strategy in his memoirs: “India would hardly risk giving Pakistan the chance to carry out a massive nuclear strike after the Indian response to Pakistan using tactical nuclear weapons. In other words, Pakistani tactical nuclear weapon use would effectively free India to undertake a comprehensive first strike against Pakistan.”

2AC Frontline – Wages DISADVANTAGE Answers
1. TURN -  Immigration fuels exports, drives up wages, and increases growth. 

Kane 2015

[Timothy Kane, JP Conte Fellow in Immigration Studies at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, 2-17-2015, "The Economic Effect Of Immigration," Hoover Institution, https://www.hoover.org/research/economic-effect-immigration MYY]

There are many more subtleties to consider, but the third chart gets the basic point across. The mix of goods and skill levels matter, but two nuances bear consideration. First, many immigrants send a portion of their income out of the domestic economy in the form of remittances  [^money sent back home^], but it is hard to know if this is materially different from domestic purchase of imports, and besides, ultimately those cash flows circulate back to demand for U.S. goods in the form of exports. Second, migrants are paid their marginal product (as is any worker), meaning that much if not most of their value added to production directly benefits the native population. Finally, if you believe that a growing economy leads to faster real wage growth due to increased productivity–a standard free-market principle established by Adam Smith’s 1776 Wealth of Nations–then it is natural to predict a general equilibrium increase in the wage level because of immigration. Empirical studies of immigration’s effect on national economies confirm the general IMPACT shown in the third chart. A review by David Card in 2007 concluded that “more than two decades of research on the local labor market IMPACTs of immigration have reached a near consensus that increased immigration has a small but discernible negative effect on the relative (emphasis in original) wages of low-skilled native workers” but also a small, positive overall effect.1 Two 2009 studies by Giovanni Peri and Chad Sparber found that “total immigration to the United States from 1990 to 2007 was associated with a 6.6% to 9.9% increase in real income per worker.”2 In the face of the reality that average wage levels are not negatively affected, one counterpoint is that the IMPACT differs among skill levels (i.e., that low-skill migrants depress wages for native low-skill workers), but that is not how the world works. National and even state economies are much more dynamic than simple theory; it thus seems that immigration tends to complement native skill levels. The bottom line is that one can oppose the Obama administration’s executive actions as lawless and even harmful to long-term reform and still favor more legal immigration. When immigration reform is done right, it will use the fact-based reality that immigrants of all skill levels are good for the native economy, including wages, jobs, and economic growth.

2. TURN - Without the PLAN the trucking shortage causes a rise in inflation – that’s the Washington Post 2018 evidence. That crushes wage growth. 

Pento 2011

[Michael"Inflation Destroys Real Wages," Forbes, https://www.forbes.com/sites/michaelpento/2011/04/18/inflation-destroys-real-wages/ 

It is actually the predominant belief that wages and salaries rise before aggregate price levels in the economy and thus during periods of rising inflation, real wages are always increasing. However, economic history has proven over and over again that real wages actually decrease during periods of rising inflation. Nominal incomes do increase, but this is merely a response to the inflation that has already been created. The essence of this folly is that modern economists don’t have a firm grasp on the mechanics of inflation. At the most basic level, inflation comes from too much money chasing too few goods. The battle against rapidly rising inflation always has its genesis from a central bank that prints money in order to monetize the nation’s debt. And because the central bank typically only gives this new money to the nation's creditors—half of which aren’t Americans--the money created is never evenly distributed into the wages and salaries of the people. It goes first into the hands of those bondholders who receive interest and principal payments. In addition, the rapid expansion of the money supply causes the currency to lose value against hard assets and foreign currencies. Nominal wages and salaries eventually respond to soaring commodity prices and a crumbling currency, but always with a lag that causes their purchasing power to fall relative to other asset classes. Have you ever tried to ask your boss for a raise simply because living expenses cost 10% more than a year prior? As you are laughed out of the office, you can see the wage lag in action.

3. PLAN solves the INTERNAL LINK –  Their Bivens evidence says the primary constraint on growth is slow spending. Immigration is key to solve.

White 2017

[Martha C. White, 8-2-2017, "Trump's immigration PLAN could lead to almost 5 million lost jobs," NBC News, https://www.nbcnews.com/business/economy/slash-immigration-gdp-victim-research-finds-n792821 MYY]

There are myriad reasons why economists say immigration accelerates, rather than slows, economic growth. SIMPLE MATH: MORE IMMIGRANTS BUY MORE THINGS “It’s a combination of more people buying and increasing size of the market,” Burham said. “It’s also a matter of more people creating a larger pool of savings and investments that can create economic growth in the long run,” on both a personal and entrepreneurial level. Fewer people in the United States means less consumption of goods and services. With consumer spending responsible for an estimated two-thirds of the nation’s economy, immigrants provide an infusion of demand for everything from cars to cable TV. “More immigrants are going to be buying more,” said Mark Zandi, chief economist at Moody’s Analytics. “They are already big players… almost all of the increase in home ownership since it started rising is among Hispanic households. It’s already obvious that the immigrant population is key to consumer spending,” he said. “It drives a lot of activity.” A near full-employment labor market combined with waves of Baby Boomers leaving the labor force already creates a challenge for companies that need to fill jobs, one that will be greater if there are fewer people available to take those jobs. “One of the ongoing challenges for the United States economy is the aging workforce,” said Mark Hamrick, senior economic analyst at Bankrate.com.

4. Their IMPACT is NOT UNIQUE - Extend the US News and World Report 2017 evidence – the status quo crushes economic growth because Trump’s policies kill labor force growth which accounts for half of all growth. That’s an ALTERNATIVE cause to the DISADVANTAGE’s IMPACT.
5. LINK TURN - Open borders increase wages by raising value of English language

Matthews 2014

[Dylan, 12-15-2014, , https://www.vox.com/2014/9/13/6135905/open-borders-bryan-caPLAN-interview-gdp-double 

Opponents of open borders often grant that it would grow the economy. The problem, they say, is that most of those benefits presumably accrue to migrants. What about the workers who are already there? Don't they lose out, in particular low-skilled workers who are already struggling and would face increased competition from low-skilled immigrants? Not necessarily. "Low-skilled" is actually kind of a misleading term here. Even American high school dropouts have at least one key skill that immigrants generally don't: the ability to speak English. That makes it possible for immigrants to complement the labor of low-skilled, native-born workers, rather than replacing it. "Low-skilled Americans who are fluent in English in a place like New York City wind up supervising the low-skilled immigrants," CaPLAN says. "They wind up being the bridge, or the people who train immigrants in jobs that they wouldn’t even know about from their home countries." Think about it this way. Low-skilled immigrants increase the supply of people who can do janitorial work or wash dishes or whatnot, which you'd expect to reduce wages for Americans in those jobs. But they also decrease, relatively speaking, the supply of people who can speak English. That raises wages for Americans who can speak English. "When you put that together, it’s at least unclear whether most Americans lose," Caplan surmises. "Furthermore, you can change your occupation. You could move to a job that does less of what is worth less after immigration, and move into a job that does more of what’s valued more."

1AR – Answers To – Wages DISADVANTAGE – Extension to 2AC “Plan solves INTERNAL LINK – Spending”
Extend our 2AC White 2017 evidence that says that immigrants increase spending, which boosts the economy. First, it’s better than their __________ evidence because…







          (Put their author’s name)




 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2 PLAN solves the INTERNAL LINK – immigrants are key to consumer spending. 

Roodman 2014

[David Roodman, Senior Advisor to the Open Philanthropy Project; dabbler on the side, 9-3-2014, "The domestic economic IMPACTs of immigration," https://davidroodman.com/blog/2014/09/03/the-domestic-economic-IMPACTs-of-immigration/ MYY]

One factor damping the economic side effects of immigration is that immigrants are consumers as well as producers. They increase domestic demand for goods and services, perhaps even more quickly than they increase domestic production (Hercowitz and Yashiv 2002), since they must consume as soon as they arrive. They expand the economic pie even as they compete for a slice. This is not to suggest that the market mechanism is perfect—adjustment to new arrivals is not instantaneous and may be incomplete—but the mechanism does operate. A second damper is that in industrial economies, the capital supply tends to expand along with the workforce. More workers leads to more offices and more factories. Were receiving economies not flexible in this way, they would not be rich. This mechanism too may not be complete or immediate, but it is substantial in the long run: since the industrial revolution, population has doubled many times in the US and other now-wealthy nations, and the capital stock has kept pace, so that today there is more capital per worker than 200 years ago. A third damper is that while workers who are similar compete, ones who are different complement. An expansion in the diligent manual labor available to the home renovation business can spur that industry to grow, which will increase its demand for other kinds of workers, from skilled general contractors who can manage complex projects for English-speaking clients to scientists who develop new materials for home building. Symmetrically, an influx of high-skill workers can increase demand for low-skill ones. More computer programmers means more tech businesses, which means more need for janitors and security guards. Again, the effect is certain, though its speed and size are not.
1AR – Answers To – Wages DISADVANTAGE – Extension to 2AC “Immigration benefits economy”

Extend our 2AC Kane 2015 evidence that says that studies show immigration have a net positive economic effect. First, it’s better than their __________ evidence because…






(Put their author’s name)




 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2 immigration either has a neutral or positive IMPACT on wages.

Matthews 2015

[Dylan Matthews, 7-29-2015, "Bernie Sanders's fear of immigrant labor is ugly — and wrongheaded," Vox, https://www.vox.com/2015/7/29/9048401/bernie-sanders-open-borders MYY]

The third point is that Borjas's results are heavily contested — and most of the rest of the literature suggests that the effect on native workers' wages is neutral or positive. In particular, high-quality studies that use "natural experiments" — cases where there was a big, unexpected spike in immigration — suggest that the absolute effect of immigration on native workers is neutral or positive. It's much easier to isolate the effect on native workers in those cases than it is by trying to statistically weed out other potential causes of changes in wages. The Mariel boatlift, when Cuba unexpectedly sent 125,000 people to Florida, did not hurt employment or wages among native workers in Miami at all. A huge spike in Russian immigration to Israel in the early 1990s appeared to give existing workers a nearly 9 percent raise.

2AC Frontline - Capitalism Kritik Answers
1. TURN - Only capitalism can solve warming. 

Rosenberg 2018

[David Rosenberg, 6-30-2018, "Capitalism is our only hope of rescue from climate change," haaretz, https://www.haaretz.com/world-news/.premium-capitalism-is-our-only-hope-of-rescue-from-climate-change-1.5626663 MYY]

On paper, Fong and other critics of capitalism have some points. But the reality is very different. In a modern capitalist economy, far from being the jungle that Fong and Klein portray it, business is subject to regulations, societal values and forces beyond its control. It may fight back, and sometimes fight back nasty, but it accepts the outcome. Take the energy crisis of the early 1970s, which combined all of these factors, and in some respects echoes the dilemma facing business in the era of global warning. Suddenly OPEC raised oil prices. But rather than threaten war (as leftists who see no bounds to capitalist rapaciousness would assume), the capitalist economies adjusted. Corporations became more energy efficient and developed products that provided the same savings for consumers, because that’s what the market demanded. Government stepped in with regulations that filled in the gaps where the market couldn’t or wouldn’t. It worked. If energy use per unit of GDP in the United States were still at 1973 levels, the country’s energy use would be over 40% greater than its current level. The fact is, capitalism’s critics are so focused on the system’s fundamental wickedness, as they see it, that they ignore its assets, namely its dynamism – its willingness to dispense with anything that doesn’t work and try something else, not because it has the good of humanity in mind, but because it wants to beat the competition and make bigger profits. Given the right set of incentives, businesses in capitalist economies will conform to rules that limit environmental damage. More importantly, they will develop the technologies to help mitigate climate change further. Electric and self-driving cars, solar and wind power, smart transportation and a host of other energy-saving technologies are being developed by corporations, not by government, and certainly not in the world’s last surviving bastions of socialism. Fong doesn’t go into the particulars of the democratic socialism that he fantasizes will rescue the world from warming. If it’s a kind of centralized economy, he might do well to look back at the environmental record of the old Soviet Union, which was a disaster. If he imagines some kind of squishy network of socialist collectives, what is to prevent them from engaging in the same selfish behavior as corporations? Capitalism is messy and uncooperative, but against climate change, it’s the best chance we’ve got.
2. Permutation - do both the PLAN and the KRITIK. This solves both the HARMS of the 1AC and the IMPACTS of capitalism.
3. NO ALTERNATIVE: Government is good – it’s the only way to prevent the worst excesses of capitalism. 

Heineman 2012

[Ben W. Heineman Jr., 7-11-2012, "Only Government Intervention Can Stop Corrupt Capitalism," Atlantic, https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2012/07/only-government-intervention-can-stop-corrupt-capitalism/259687/ MYY]

At the core of capitalism are powerful forces that, if unconstrained, cause corporate corruption, as reflected in two recent corporate scandals, one involving Barclays and a second involving GlaxoSmithKline. These cases raise starkly, yet again, the issue of how to realize the benefits of market capitalism while restraining the powerful impulses to cut corners, cheat, and commit fraud. This ageless question is of special moment in this polarized political season, in which the role of government is central. The cases rebut the assertions of the Republicans, Tea Partyers, libertarians, and corporate leaders who wish to reduce the reach of law and government and who believe that markets will always self-regulate -- people from Ayn Rand and Russell Kirk, to Ron Paul and Grover Norquist, to Tea-Party Republican majorities in the House who want to "starve government," to individual and corporate donors to super PACs, all of whom are today shaping the Republican message The cases support people who believe in a mixed economy that gives a central role to economic freedom and free markets -- but a system that also places important legal and regulatory LIMITS in order to prevent corruption and protect social goods.

3. CASE OUTWEIGHS – 

The IMPACT to the KRITIK is not external to our AFFIRMATIVE – both teams argue that the world will end due to ecological destruction. Here’s the difference:

A. PROBABILITY – Opening borders is a more PROBABLE way to stop global warming rather than an intellectual rejection of capitalism because ________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

B. MAGNITUDE – They claim that a small increase in capitalism leads to ecological destruction, but the KRITIK fails to solve our RACISM HARMS from the 1AC. Racism outweighs the problems with capitalism because _____________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________
4. TURN – Transition to communist systems ramps up resource consumption and pollution TURNS the Kritik. 

Mazurski 1991

[Krzystof R. Mazurski (an assistant professor of geography and environment protection at the Academy of Econonmics in Wroclaw, Poland). “Communism and the Environment.” Forum for Applied Research and Public Policy  (1991). http://www.ansibl.com/mazurski.eu/krm/files/Communism_and_the_Environment.pdf MYY]

The interdependence between ecology and socio-economic development is well-known, if not well-practiced. Nevertheless, in Eastern Europe, ecological destruction has reached unprecedented levels. The reasons lie in significant population growth, a heavy concentration of industry, and economic and political mismanagement. In Western Europe, public policies since the early l960s have mitigated damages and led to a rehabilitation of the environment, including the return of salmon to the Thames and Rhine rivers. ln Eastern Europe, whose nations were under centrally-PLANned communist or socialist regimes until 1989, trends were in the opposite direction-toward more damaging activities and greater environmental degradation. environmental conditions in Eastern Europe at the end of World War ll were comparatively good. except for Bohemia, Silesia, and what later became the German Democratic Republic, industry was not extensively developed. Rural populations and agriculture were predominantly Allied destruction of heavy industry, especially in southern and western Poland, created a need for reconstruction. Initial development focused on relatively ecologically benign industries, such as agriculture and forestry. That trend was reversed in 1949, however, when Communist Parties, with the help of the Soviet Union, gained political control throughout the region. Such rule made Marxist ideology supreme; the concepts of man ruling nature and man trans- forming nature came into sharp relief. In regard to the environment, this development had two equally significant and deeply harmful IMPACTs. First, in Marxist ideology natural resources are free and have no intrinsic value. Their worth is derived from the application of labor and technology; their sole purpose is to serve, not constrain, humans. Second, Communist Party priorities in promoting economic development proved detrimental to the environment. The Soviet Union and its allies followed a policy of intense militarization that emphasized heavy industry. As a result, industries such as mining, electric generation, steel mills, and chemical PLANts gained prominence. Industrial workers were hailed as the "power of the nation" and the engine that generated its development-a sentiment that echoed the Marxist adulation for the proletariat. Throughout Eastern Europe, agriculture and forestry suffered as communities competed for industrial enterprises that became the centerpiece of the party's 5-year PLANs. This strategy not only caused ecological damage, but also encouraged economic inefficiencies. Central authorities in Poland and Czechoslovakia, for example, recognized that, be- cause some areas managed industries well, there was no need to invest in the modernization of their PLANts. In time, once-efficient industries became obsolete. The environment suffered because manufacturing processes were not updated to improve efficiency or environmental management. Examples of such neglect are found in Silesia, especially in the Sudeten Moun- tains and the Katowice region, and in northern Bohemia.

2AC Frontline - TOPICALITY “Permanent Residence” Answers
1. We meet – our PLAN text specifically says we “remove all restrictions on legal immigration.” Evaluate the TOPICALITY of the PLAN text in vacuum. We have SOLVENCY advocates that show that all our advantages follow from removing these restrictions.

2. Counter interpretation: “Legal restrictions on immigration” refers to who may enter, how long they stay, and when they leave
Cornell Law School Legal Information Institute, 2017

["Immigration," LII / Legal Information Institute, https://www.law.cornell.edu/wex/immigration, 1/30]

Federal immigration law determines whether a person is an alien, the rights, duties, and obligations associated with being an alien in the United States, and how aliens gain residence or citizenship within the United States. It also provides the means by which certain aliens can become legally naturalized citizens with full rights of citizenship. Immigration law serves as a gatekeeper for the nation's border, determining who may enter, how long they may stay, and when they must leave.

3. COUNTER-STANDARDS:

A.  GROUND – our INTERPRETATION provides the clearest GROUND at the core of the topic because we include H-1B, agricultural worker visas, and student visas, which are the center of public controversy for immigration policy. We preserve NEGATIVE ground. Our AFFIRMATIVE makes it easy for them to LINK all the core of the topic DISADVANTAGES: Trump Base, Wages, and Brain Drain. Prefer big AFFIRMATIVES like ours to small AFFIRMATIVES that their INTERPRETATION pushes for.
B. LIMITS – our INTERPRETATION is a better limit because it is in the contest of immigration LAW, not just “immigration.” This context is important for any interpretation of the topic and provides a clear LIMIT. 

4. They say “EXTRA TOPICALITY” – no part of our AFFIRMATIVE is Extra TOPICAL. In the world of the AFFIRMATIVE, there are no restrictions on permanent residence therefore everyone has this status if they want it. Our AFFIRMATIVE is within their LIMITS on the topic. We are just a large reform of legal immigration, all their research on immigration applies to our AFFIRMATIVE. There’s no IMPACT.
5. Topicality is not a voting issue – you should use REASONABILITY in evaluating whether the AFFIRMATIVE is reasonably topical and whether our interpretation creates reasonable limits for the topic.

1AR Answers to TOPICALITY = Permanent Residence – Extension to COUNTER-INTERPRETATION

Extend our 2AC COUNTER-INTERPRETATION and our Cornell Law School Legal Information Institute 2017 evidence that says that restrictions on legal immigration means deciding who gets to come, how they long they get to stay, and when they leave. First, it’s better than their __________ evidence because…







          (Put their author’s name)




 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2 Legal permanent residence is only a subset of “legal immigration”

Passel & Cohn 2015

[Jeffrey S. Passel and D’Vera Cohn, 3-26-2015, "Share of Unauthorized Immigrant Workers in Production, Construction Jobs Falls Since 2007," Pew Research Center's Hispanic Trends Project, http://www.pewhispanic.org/2015/03/26/share-of-unauthorized-immigrant-workers-in-production-construction-jobs-falls-since-2007/ MYY]

The “legal immigrant” population is defined as people granted legal permanent residence; those granted asylum; people admitted as refugees; and people admitted under a set of specific authorized temporary statuses for longer-term residence and work. This group includes “naturalized citizens,” legal immigrants who have become U.S. citizens through naturalization; “legal permanent resident aliens” who have been granted permission to stay indefinitely in the U.S. as permanent residents, asylees or refugees; and “legal temporary migrants” (including students, diplomats and “high-tech guest workers”) who are allowed to live and, in some cases, work in the U.S. for specific periods of time (usually longer than one year).

3 Legal immigration includes more than just legal permanent residence – here’s another Professor and expert
Ballard, 2016 

- Jaimie Ballard, professor of Family Social Science at the University of Minnesota (Immigrant and Refugee Families, https://doi.org/10.24926/8668.0901  bold in original

Legal or documented immigrants.   For the purposes of this chapter, legal immigrants are defined as individuals who were granted legal residence in the United States. This would include those from other countries who were granted asylum, admitted as refugees, admitted under a set of specific authorized temporary statuses for longer-term residence and work, or granted lawful permanent residence status or citizenship
NEGATIVE – Open Borders – Version 1 (Beginners) 
File Folders Needed: (6)
1NC HARMS (Economy)
1NC HARMS (Inequality)

1NC SOLVENCY

2NC/1NR HARMS (Economy)

2NC/1NR HARMS (Inequality)

2NC/1NR SOLVENCY

1NC – HARMS (Economy) Frontline
1. No labor shortage – there’s a low labor force participation rate. 

Popovich 2018

[Mark G. Popovich, 1-26-2018, "Is America Missing 5,800,000 Workers?," Aspen Institute, https://www.aspeninstitute.org/blog-posts/america-missing-5800000-workers/ MYY]

There’s consistent talk about worker shortages. Employers are reporting difficulty hiring qualified workers, and some regional markets have high numbers of job openings unfilled. The fears of a tightening labor market and rising inflation led Federal Reserve Chair Janet Yellen to say in November 2017 that interest rates would continue to slowly rise. Let’s consider taking the alarm level over worker shortages down some decibels. There is a net growth in total employment. There are also plenty of job openings. Yet there should be at least 5.8 million more people at work. With millions of workers disengaged from jobs, can this be a real “worker shortage?” Maybe we should respond to the lowered participation rate by addressing lagging wages and salaries and repairing the fraying social contract to attract those millions back into the labor force. Consider this: There can’t be a labor shortage when 5.8 million workers are missing in action. That’s the alarming fact hidden in plain sight within the good news of job growth. The 20 million increase in jobs between 2010 and 2017 was a huge relief. But during the same time, the labor market participation rate continued to slide. The percentage of the labor force that is employed fell a full two percentage points in the same period (from 64.8 percent to 62.7 percent). Between 1993 and 2006 (excluding recessions), the labor force participation rate averaged 66.6 percent. A strong economy should pull individuals “off the bench” and back to paid work. If today’s economy were revving at the higher participation rate of 2010, 5.8 million more individuals would be found on the payrolls.

2. PLAN can’t solve inflation – trade war with China, tax cuts, and government spending are all ALTERNATIVE causes

Barley 2018

[Richard Barley, 7-5-2018, "The Big Risk of a Trade War: Inflation    ," WSJ, https://www.wsj.com/articles/the-big-risk-of-a-trade-war-inflation-1522926022?ns=prod/accounts-wsj MYY]

There is never a good time to start a trade war. But in 2018, the shots exchanged by the U.S. and China could be particularly troubling for investors, because they stoke a fear that has already rocked markets: inflation.

The year’s wobbles started with a sharp rise in U.S. bond yields, sparked by signs that inflation is picking up. Protectionism is just fuel for that fire. The U.S.’s threat to impose tariffs on $50 billion of Chinese imports across 1,300 categories of products and China’s swift response has raised the risk of a more serious disruption.

Over the past two decades, China has, for the most part, exerted a giant deflationary force on prices in the U.S. and elsewhere. It is one reason why a shopping cart of clothes, for instance, costs less for U.S. consumers than 20 years ago.

While tariffs are still a threat, not a reality, disruptions to trade could ultimately prove inflationary, as they represent a shock to the supply side of the economy. That would add to the inflation worry that is already weighing on bond investors. It would be piled on top of other forces that suggest inflationary pressures should build, such as U.S. tax and spending policy and low unemployment, which suggest strong demand, including for imports.

U.S. import inflation picked up to 3.5% in February, having dipped close to 1% in 2017. Prices of Chinese imports are up just 0.3% over the past year. A trade spat could give them room to rise further.

3. No SOLVENCY - More drivers won’t solve – low wages ensure high turnover.

Fox Business 2018

[Fox, 7-3-2018, "Why hiring more truck drivers won’t fix the shortage," Fox Business, https://www.foxbusiness.com/markets/why-hiring-more-truck-drivers-wont-fix-the-shortage MYY]

As the Trump administration considers alleviating a shortage of truck drivers by lowering the age requirement to 18 from 21, a truck industry leader said that would do little to solve the actual problem – retention. “We’ve been hearing about a truck driver shortage for about 30 years now,” Todd Spencer, the owner-operate of the Independent Driver’s Association said during an interview with FOX Business’ Charles Payne. “What they’re really talking about is they have retention issues.” According to the American Trucking Association, the industry was short more than 36,000 drivers in 2016, and estimated that number could surpass 63,000 in 2018, and 174,000 in 2026. The trade group attributes the driver shortage, in part, to a lack of qualified applicants that lack the desired experience or qualifications. But according to Spencer, the low pay and lack of benefits for truck drivers is what’s driving the lack of employees. Drivers are hired, but when there’s little pay-increase opportunities, they leave, he said. “They’re adequate enough to attract people,” he said. “But not adequate enough to keep them.” Truckers generally don’t receive a salary, and are paid per mile -- not per hour. They’re also exempt from federal standards that apply to most other industries, like the Fair Labor Standards Act, which established a minimum wage and overtime pay eligibility. “The only way they can hope to make more is to try to work more hours,” he said. “And realistically, a job where you'll work 80 or more hours a week away from home for about $53,000 a year, which is what average pay is, people will look to replace that job, not pursue it as a career.

1NC – HARMS (Inequality) Frontline

Democracy TURN – open borders weaken the democratic nation state which fuels inequality

Eskow 2015

[Richard (Rj) Eskow, 8-5-2015, ""Open Borders": A Gimmick, Not a Solution," HuffPost, https://www.huffingtonpost.com/rj-eskow/open-borders-a-gimmick-no_b_7945140.html MYY]

The issue isn’t immigration. The issue is fair play for all working people. Principled opposition to “open borders” can and should be based on the recognition that the rights of all workers — immigrant and native-born, in the US and overseas — are eroded when workplace protections are weakened anywhere, and when human lives are subjected to the global flow of capital. Changing the System Sanders, unlike his open-borders opponents, recognizes that the global workforce faces a systemic problem. The concentration of wealth and political power, both in the US and globally, is diminishing workers’ wages and making them less able to improve their own working conditions. That problem must be addressed systemically, with a transformation that is both economic and political. The principal instrument for that change is the democratic nation-state, an entity which the open-borders concept would seriously weaken. In that sense, open borders resembles NAFTA-style corporate trade: both give corporations the ability to apply their economic power across national boundaries in pursuit of maximal profits at minimal cost, either by outsourcing jobs to workers overseas or paying minimal wages to workers at home. As we said at the outset, “open borders” is a superficially attractive idea — until it’s subjected to critical thinking, at which point its true nature is revealed. Its proponents attempt to make a “moral case” in its defense. But there is no moral case to be made for sacrificing democratic decision-making and national sovereignty [^having authority^] to oligarchic  [^government run by the most powerful few people^] and and corporate whims. “Open borders” is a recipe for the further commodification [^viewing others only in terms of their value in money^] of human beings. It treats people as economic inputs to be moved about the globe at the whim of global capital. It is neither rational nor humane, and it has yet to receive the thorough public debunking it deserves. We need a systemic solution to global wealth inequality, rather than intellectual gimmicks designed to promote exploitation and sow confusion.

1NC – SOLVENCY Frontline
No SOLVENCY - Open borders in the US can never solve global inequality.

Smith 2015

[Ian Smith, an investigative associate with the Immigration Reform Law Institute., 8-12-2015, "Sanders v. Klein on immigration: The old Left against the adolescent Left," TheHill, http://thehill.com/blogs/ballot-box/250867-sanders-v-klein-on-immigration-the-old-left-against-the-adolescent-left MYY]

This wasn’t always the case, however. Progressives who understood the ironclad rule of economics that increasing labor supply decreases wages have included such notable names as Barbara Jordan, Cesar Chavez, Coretta Scott King, Ralph Nader, Gene McCarthy, Arthur Schlesinger, Glenn Greenwald (more on him below) and Michael Lind. By sidestepping such cause-and-effect basics, open-borders liberals like Klein are fast-becoming the creationists of labor economics. Klein’s puddle-deep inequality solution should immediately strike serious analysts as problematic. For starters, his math is way off. Considering we take in 1 to 1.5 million (legal) immigrants per year and the globally impoverished amounts to around 1 to 1.5 billion, it’s difficult to see how mass immigration into the U.S. could make any difference whatsoever—this also assumes most of the global poor even have the means to travel here. Second, using immigration as a cheap form of foreign aid could actually make things worse globally. Mass immigration enables Third World governments to continue their chronically corruptive policies as it lets their oppressed subjects simply move elsewhere instead of rallying for much-needed domestic reforms. Despite large portions of Central America’s population now living in the US, progress toward economic justice in the region has for decades at best been flat. Expanding immigration has not and will not solve the sending-country’s problems and the migrant-waves we see today will likely only cease once the host-nation (that is, us) grows so socially stratified as a result that it begins to resemble the very sending-country itself.  

2NC/1NR SOLVENCY – Extension to 1NC “PLAN can’t solve inequality”
Extend our 1NC Smith 2015 evidence which says that PLAN can’t solve global inequality.
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2NC/1NR HARMS (Economy) – Extension to 1NC “No labor shortage”
Extend our 1NC Popovich 2018 evidence which says that there’s no labor shortage now.
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2NC/1NR HARMS (Economy) – Extension to 1NC “PLAN can’t solve inflation”
Extend our 1NC Barley 2018 evidence which says that inflation and a trade war with China will hurt the economy now.
2. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2NC/1NR HARMS (Economy) – Extension to 1NC “More drivers won’t SOLVE”
Extend our 1NC Fox Business 2018 evidence which says that there’s having more truckers won’t solve the economy because truckers quit due to low pay.
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2NC/1NR HARMS (Inequality) – Extensions to Democracy Turn
Extend our 1NC Eskow 2015 evidence which says that open borders damage democracy.
1. It’s much better than their ___Peters and Miller____________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
______Only our evidence is written in the context of open borders. Their evidence assumes migrants who return to their home countries with democratic ideas – that’s not what happens with permanent immigration under open borders. Eskow tells us that open borders make corporations even more powerful in destroying democratic institutions.___________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
_________democracy is the best way to check inequality. That means that if we win that the PLAN guts democracy it TURNS the AFFIRMATIVE_________________________________________[image: image177.png]



2. The PLAN leads to massive population growth that crushes democracy and fuels inequality.

Montenegro 2015
[Robert, https://bigthink.com/ideafeed/thought-experiment-what-if-the-us-had-100-open-borders 8/25] 

Smith wrote again on the topic of open borders a couple weeks ago in a piece that plays out like a giant thought experiment. Smith's hypothetical situation: If all borders were opened and 1 billion people immigrated to the United States over the course of 50 years, could the country maintain its "political character and structure"? Smith thinks not. He spends the length of the piece exploring in-depth situations in which constitutional democracy would likely erode if the U.S. were tasked with governing tons of new people. Likening this hypothetical bloated America to the empires of Rome and the UK, Smith argues that the eventual form of government would straddle the line between the authoritarianism  [^a government that does not allow individual rights or freedoms^] of the former and the improvisational approach of the latter. Law enforcement, public schooling, higher education: All these things would struggle beneath the weight of a suddenly larger populace. As groups of people would likely self-segregate within this new America, organized government would probably empower sects of each community to maintain law and order. Certain ideas and values we perceive to be chiefly American (one person, one vote, as an example) would likely be abandoned: "Certain American ideals would die of their own increasing impracticality, e.g., “equality of opportunity,” the social safety net, one person, one vote, or non-discrimination in employment. Americans might continue to feel that these ideals were right long after they had ceased to be practiced, as the Romans seemed to feel that Rome ought to be governed by its senate long after real governance had passed to the emperors... If open borders included open voting, US political institutions would be overhauled very quickly as political parties reinvented themselves to appeal to the vast immigrant masses, but I’ll assume the vote would be extended gradually so that native-born Americans (including many second-generation immigrants) would always comprise a majority of the electorate. This would put an end to majority rule, for a large fraction, likely a majority, of the resident population would lack votes."

3. immigration fuels populist backlash because of deeply embedded racism that destroys democracy – that makes us far worse in the long term
Hidalgo 2018

[Javier Hidalgo, 4-12-2018, "What's the Best Objection to Open Borders?," Bleeding Heart Libertarians, http://bleedingheartlibertarians.com/2018/04/whats-the-best-objection-to-open-borders/ MYY]

Here’s the objection. It’s incredibly important for liberal democracies to survive and flourish. About a century ago, there were hardly any liberal democracies in the world. Despotism was the norm. Now, there are plenty of liberal democracies (I’m thinking of places like Australia, Germany, South Korea, and other countries that score in the top of the Freedom House rankings). Why is the survival of liberal democracy so important? That’s probably kind of obvious. Liberal democracies do much better at protecting individual rights than every other government known to man. And their institutions generate sustained economic growth. But too much immigration endangers liberal democracy. Immigration generates a populist backlash. Proximity to immigrants makes people love populism. When native citizens see many immigrants arriving, especially immigrants very different from them, this activates an authoritarian  [^a government that does not allow individual rights or freedoms^] threat response. Immigration makes traditionalists and nationalists a little bonkers. They become willing to support authoritarian strongmen and restrictions on individual liberty in the name of shoring up traditional values. Rightly or wrongly, a significant fraction of citizens are allergic to mass immigration. And that’s the problem. If humans were better than they in fact are, then open borders would be a no-brainer. We’re not though. And, to placate our unreasonable compatriots, we need restrictions on immigration. Only this will head off the destabilizing response from populists. Populism is a kind of moral blackmail—but sometimes you should pay off your blackmailer. Sure, more immigration in the short-term would have big benefits. But, as effective altruists counsel us, if you want to do good, the long-term swamps any short-term benefits. If much more immigration raises the probability of destabilizing liberal democracies by just a hair, then it might make sense to forgo the local benefits for the long term gains. The upshot: we need to trample on the rights of foreigners now to safeguard the future for liberal democracy.
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PLAN: The United States federal government should establish open borders by removing all legal restrictions on immigration.

1AC - Advantage 1 (HARMS) – Racism
Advantage 1 is HARMS – Racism:

Legal restrictions on immigration are rooted in racism.

Kramer 2018

[Paul A. Kramer, associate professor of history at Vanderbilt University and the author of “The Blood of Government: Race, Empire, the United States, and the Philippines.”, 1-22-2018, "Opinion," New York Times, https://www.nytimes.com/2018/01/22/opinion/trumps-anti-immigrant-racism-represents-an-american-tradition.html MYY]

As horrifying as this remark was, his groundbreaking transparency provides an opportunity. Racism has long fueled United States immigration exclusions and restrictions, but these days it’s rare to hear rhetoric that openly reflects this reality, providing us a chance to delve into its roots and implications. We’ve grown accustomed to the dog-whistling of anti-immigrant racism. Where blood, purity and civilization were once its everyday vocabulary, anti-racist and immigrant rights activism have, at least until recently, succeeded in forcing such talk underground. Our era’s seemingly race-neutral languages of security, legality, culture, productivity and assimilation are often strongly inflected with racial meanings, but they’re subtler and deniable, attracting far less opposition than, say, likening countries to outhouses. Public utterances like Mr. Trump’s have and should inspire outrage, but we need to go deeper, challenging the racist views — both flagrant and soft-pedaled — that have long shaped America’s immigration policy. And we need to ask hard questions about the ways racism has decisively, durably shaped the immigration debate in ways that usually go unnoticed. The truth is, many of the United States’ early policies toward immigrants were conceived in recognizably Trumpian terms, in substance if not in tenor. The president’s headline-making sentiment that people from countries like Norway (read: white people) were preferable would have been recognizable to the founders. The nation’s first naturalization law, from 1790, closed off United States citizenship to all but “free white persons of good character.” People of African descent were among the first migrants singled out for surveillance and exclusion, as they sought entry to the country or moved between states. State repression of black migrants transformed them into America’s first “illegal immigrants,” laying the groundwork for durable associations between law, morality and the need to keep people of color, quite literally, in their “place.” The racialization of United States immigration law took off in the decades following the Civil War. Beginning with the Chinese, migrants from Asia were the early targets; beginning in 1917, an “Asiatic Barred Zone” (with latitude and longitude markers laid out clearly in the legislative code) kept out migrants from an imaginary mega-region that stretched from contemporary Turkey to Papua New Guinea.

Immigration restrictions result in racism and discrimination. Open borders solve

Johnson 2003
[Kevin R. Johnson, Open Borders?, 51 UCLA L. Rev. 193, 216–18 (2003) Westlaw. MYY]
The U.S. immigration laws historically have discriminated against persons from developing countries populated predominantly by people of color. Modern immigration laws continue to have racially disparate impacts; nonetheless, most immigrants to the U.S. are people of color from developing nations. Consequently, punitive immigration laws necessarily--and adversely--affect large numbers of noncitizens of color. The U.S. emphasis on border enforcement, for example, has contributed to racial seekers, with people of color most directly affected. Under current conditions, immigration controls contribute to racism and discrimination in the U.S. This can be seen most starkly with the post-9/11 heightened scrutiny of noncitizens, which was accompanied by a precipitous rise in racial discrimination and hate crimes against Arabs and Muslims generally. Although not without flaws, the efforts to eradicate racial discrimination in domestic law are exemplified by the watershed Supreme Court decision of Brown v. Board. An open entry system would be consistent with the prevailing antidiscrimination norm. It would avoid some of the adverse consequences of border enforcement in the U.S. and remove a powerful contributor to racial discrimination in American social life. Open borders would avoid some of the social costs of closed borders, including but not limited to promoting discrimination against a racially stratified labor force in the U.S. Although immigrants at some level “choose” to migrate under those conditions, the U.S. government has greatly magnified the potential HARMS through its policies. The civil rights HARMS resulting from the enforcement of the U.S. immigration laws are not limited to noncitizens at the border, but extend to legal immigrants and U.S. citizens of certain national origin ancestries in the interior of the country. Monumental efforts to prevent certain groups of outsiders from entering the country stigmatize those here who share common ancestry with those excluded. Put concretely, the U.S. government's zealous efforts to seal the southern border to keep Mexican migrants out of the country effectively tells Mexican American citizens that they are unwanted. The same is true with respect to the IMPACT of the “war on terror” on the Arab and Muslim communities. Stigmatizing IMPACTs similar to those attributable to the notorious national origins quota system, which barred immigration of inferior races from eastern and southern Europe and served as the bedrock of the U.S. immigration laws from 1924-65, flow from border enforcement efforts aimed at particular groups of immigrants in the modern era. As plain-talking President Truman put it when he unsuccessfully vetoed the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952, the quota system was premised on the view that Americans with English or Irish names were better people and better citizens than Americans with Italian or Greek or Polish names. It was thought that people of West European origin made better citizens than Rumanians or Yugoslavs or Ukrainians or Hungarians or Balts or Austrians. Such a concept...violates the great political doctrine of the Declaration of Independence that “all men are created equal.” The repeal of the quota system in 1965 allowed immigration to become more open and fairer than in the past. Immigration from Asia increased dramatically. More immigrants of African ancestry came to the U.S. as well. Open borders would send an expressivist message that people from other nations, including people of color from the developing world, have equal dignity with all people. Rather than classified as undesirable and dehumanized “aliens” subject to exclusion and brutal border enforcement, citizens of all other nations would be welcomed as persons worthy of membership in U.S. society. Such important messages would do much to minimize the nativism and racism that often has infected public discourse over immigration, and shaped the treatment of immigrants and certain groups of citizens in the U.S.
We have a moral obligation to reject racism in every instance. 

Memmi 2000
MEMMI Professor Emeritus of Sociology @ Univ. Of Paris Albert-; RACISM, pp.163-165

The struggle against racism will be long, difficult, without intermission, without remission, probably never achieved, yet for this very reason, it is a struggle to be undertaken without surcease and without concessions. One cannot be indulgent toward racism. One cannot even let the monster in the house, especially not in a mask. To give it merely a foothold means to augment the bestial part in us and in other people which is to diminish what is human. To accept the racist universe to the slightest degree is to endorse fear, injustice, and violence. It is to accept the persistence of the dark history in which we still largely live. It is to agree that the outsider will always be a possible victim (and which [person] man is not [themself] himself an outsider relative to someone else?). Racism illustrates in sum, the inevitable negativity of the condition of the dominated; that is it illuminates in a certain sense the entire human condition. The anti-racist struggle, difficult though it is, and always in question, is nevertheless one of the prologues to the ultimate passage from animality to humanity. In that sense, we cannot fail to rise to the racist challenge. However, it remains true that one’s moral conduct only emerges from a choice: one has to want it. It is a choice among other choices, and always debatable in its foundations and its consequences. Let us say, broadly speaking, that the choice to conduct oneself morally is the condition for the establishment of a human order for which racism is the very negation. This is almost a redundancy. One cannot found a moral order, let alone a legislative order, on racism because racism signifies the exclusion of the other and his or her subjection to violence and domination. From an ethical point of view, if one can deploy a little religious language, racism is “the truly capital sin.”fn22 It is not an accident that almost all of humanity’s spiritual traditions counsel respect for the weak, for orphans, widows, or strangers. It is not just a question of theoretical counsel respect for the weak, for orphans, widows or strangers. It is not just a question of theoretical morality and disinterested commandments. Such unanimity in the safeguarding of the other suggests the real utility of such sentiments. All things considered, we have an interest in banishing injustice, because injustice engenders violence and death. Of course, this is debatable. There are those who think that if one is strong enough, the assault on and oppression of others is permissible. But no one is ever sure of remaining the strongest. One day, perhaps, the roles will be reversed. All unjust society contains within itself the seeds of its own death. It is probably smarter to treat others with respect so that they treat you with respect. “Recall,” says the bible, “that you were once a stranger in Egypt,” which means both that you ought to respect the stranger because you were a stranger yourself and that you risk becoming once again someday. It is an ethical and a practical appeal – indeed, it is a contract, however implicit it might be. In short, the refusal of racism is the condition for all theoretical and practical morality. Because, in the end, the ethical choice commands the political choice. A just society must be a society accepted by all. If this contractual principle is not accepted, then only conflict, violence, and destruction will be our lot. If it is accepted, we can hope someday to live in peace. True, it is a wager, but the stakes are irresistible.
1AC - Advantage 2 (HARMS) – Global Warming
Advantage 2 is HARMS – Global Warming:

Lack of political will is the biggest barrier to limiting warming to 1.5 degrees.

Russell 2018

[Ruby Russell (With Afp and Reuters), 1-15-2018, "1.5C degree goal 'extremely unlikely' – IPCC," DW, http://www.dw.com/en/15c-degree-goal-extremely-unlikely-ipcc/a-42154601 MYY]

According to Reuters, the IPCC document says limiting temperature rise to 1.5-degree is technically possible, but would require unprecedented economic shifts from fossil fuels. Minninger boiled down failure to implement such change to a lack of political will. "The technology is available, so we can't say it's not possible," she said. "We have been having climate negotiations for 20 years already, and no serious steps have been taken. Not a single ton of CO2 has been reduced." "Climate change is a miserable political failure," Minninger concluded.

In the status quo the US is unlikely to address climate change because other countries bear the cost. Only open borders creates the political shift necessary to create meaningful action. 

Hickel 2018

[Jason Hickel, 2-23-2018, "To stop climate change, we need to open borders," Al Jazeera, https://www.aljazeera.com/indepth/opinion/stop-climate-change-open-borders-180223144922968.html MYY]

But there is something more to be said here. An open border policy may also be the key to stopping climate change itself. Scientists tell us that on our present trajectory we have only a 5 percent chance of keeping global warming below the danger threshold of 2 degrees, as our addiction to endlessly expanding economic growth and consumption is swiftly wiping out the gains we're making through technology and renewable energy. As a recent op-ed in the New York Times put it, "The climate crisis? It's capitalism, stupid." We need a new economic system - one that does not require this mad rush up an exponential curve - but our leaders are unwilling to take that step. There is a yawning gap between the threat posed by climate breakdown and how little we are doing to address it. This is a puzzle. Why are we so willing to gamble thus with the fate of human civilization, with 95 percent certainty of catastrophe? Is it that we're in denial? Are we just repressing a reality that's too traumatic to confront? Yes, probably. But it's also something much simpler: a geography problem. The great irony of global warming is that its causes and consequences are inversely distributed. The rich nations of the global North are responsible for 70 percent of historical CO2 emissions, but they bear only about 18 percent of the total costs. It's the South that takes the hit: according to the Climate Vulnerability Monitor, the global South loses nearly $600bn each year due to drought, floods, landslides, storms and wildfires. As climate change worsens, their losses will reach a staggering $1 trillion per year by 2030. And then there's the human toll. Global warming claims some 400,000 lives each year worldwide - many due to extreme weather events but most due to climate change-induced hunger and disease (pdf). Only 2 percent of these deaths occur in the North. The South suffers the rest, and the vast majority of climate mortality occurs in the countries with the lowest carbon emissions in the world. Yes, Britain has its floods, southern Europe its droughts, and the United States its hurricanes. But as devastating as these are for ordinary people's lives, those governments have so far absorbed the costs and kept chugging along with the status quo - more growth, more consumption, more emissions, more capitalism. They are not acting on climate change because they have no real reason to care. The consequences of their industrial over-consumption are harming lands far beyond their borders. It's a textbook case of moral hazard: they are willing to take the risk because someone else bears the cost. Of course, eventually, this will change. They will get serious when their coastal cities flood and their food imports dry up - but by then it will be too late. The solution is simple, at least conceptually: open the borders. By tearing down the walls that separate the causes and consequences of climate change we can force a more honest reckoning with reality. Once the victims of climate change have the right to seek refuge in Europe and North America, it will obliterate the moral hazard of global warming. As rich nations finally start to feel the heat, so to speak, you can bet they'll act fast, doing everything in their power to ensure that people's home regions remain livable. Even if it means pushing for a new, more ecological, economic model. This might seem unrealistic at a time of rising anti-immigrant sentiment. But either we do it now, finding orderly ways to integrate climate refugees and allowing ourselves to be spurred to action by the suffering we're forced to confront, or down the road, we're going to face a refugee crisis more severe, violent and destabilising than anything we can imagine. We have a choice.

US action is key to solve warming

Atkin 2017

[Emily Atkin, 4-12-2017, "Why the U.S. Government Is Crucial to Saving the Planet," New Republic, https://newrepublic.com/article/141932/us-government-crucial-saving-Planet MYY]

Perhaps that’s because such a PLAN can only come from one place. In arguing for local solutions to climate change, Bloomberg and Pope inadvertently make a convincing case for why the federal government is our best hope. Bloomberg has been pushing for local climate action for years. He’s the president of C40, a climate-friendly collaboration among 90 city leaders (Bloomberg Philanthropies is a key funder). He serves as the U.N. Secretary General’s Special Envoy for Cities and Climate Change, which helps mobilize climate action among cities. And in 2013, he joined forces with fellow billionaire Tom Steyer to launch Risky Business, a comprehensive look at how climate change can negatively IMPACT corporate profits. But in Climate of Hope, Bloomberg’s most convincing credential is his time as New York City mayor. In 2007, he launched PLANYC, an ambitious program to lower the city’s emissions and build resilience to climate change’s IMPACTs by 2030. It called for familiar solutions like expanded bike lanes, but also wonky measures like energy retrofits. “Improving the efficiency of buildings is not as sexy as saving a rain forest,” Bloomberg concedes. “But the fact is, making the biggest possible dent in greenhouse gas emissions—and in the pollution that causes death and disease—requires focusing on buildings.” That’s partly why New York City is on track to meet its climate goals. But New York is more progressive than most American cities, and even ambitious mayors are often hampered by their state governments—something Bloomberg acknowledges by citing his own experience. He details how New York’s Democratic-controlled legislature refused to allow the city to use congestion pricing (a toll system that charges drivers more during rush hour, thereby discouraging car usage and lowering pollution). “Regional and national legislatures often have political interests that cities don’t share,” he writes. If Bloomberg ran into trouble in New York, imagine how innovative green mayors would fare in less progressive states. Will Florida’s climate-denying Governor Rick Scott and his Republican-controlled legislature allow cities to implement aggressive policies to reduce pollution and prepare for rising seas? “A state of denial can be a city’s worst enemy,” Bloomberg writes. He’s correct—but how do we fix that? Pope raises an important question: “It’s important to know if the individual solutions we are implementing, when added up, are likely to restore a stable climate.” In other words: Exactly how much do cities need to reduce emissions in order for the U.S. to meet its obligations under the Paris Agreement? Climate of Hope, as wonky as it is, never attempts an answer. According to Vox, America must cut carbon emissions by 80 percent or more by 2050. To do this, we need to stop emitting not just from the electricity sector, but from transportation, agriculture, and manufacturing. Bloomberg and Pope are well aware of this; it’s what most of the book is about. But cities, as a whole, aren’t doing enough right now. To make up for federal inaction under Trump, they have to slam the brakes on emissions immediately. Many cities and states, for political and financial reasons, won’t do that—not without pressure from the federal government. Indeed, many of Bloomberg and Pope’s great ideas for decarbonization are dependent on Washington. Pope argues, for instance, that we can reduce food waste by investing in better food processing systems in poor countries. The book also accuses the U.S. of 
(Continued on next page…)
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propping up coal companies through the tax code and advocates for reforming the subsidies given to fossil fuel producers and agricultural interests. These are all good ideas—and none can happen without the federal government. The biggest problem with Bloomberg and Pope’s optimism is not that they believe cities and businesses will play an important role in the climate fight. They’re right about that much. They’re also right that cities and state can do more for their citizens, and more quickly, than the feds can. But it’s frankly dangerous to suggest that the U.S. government isn’t essential to solving this global crisis, for several reasons. The U.S. government is currently run by conservative radicals who consider government itself to be the problem. They oppose regulations wholesale, and some of them, as presidential candidates over the years, have called for shutting down entire agencies; Trump often said he wanted to abolish the EPA. This may have been hyperbolic rhetoric to appeal to the Republican base, but it was so successful that some right-wing voters, for instance, are outraged that Pruitt isn’t entirely dismantling the agency that he’s been charged with running. Trump’s proposed 30 percent cut to the EPA isn’t satisfactory enough, apparently. This rhetoric demands a response, not silence, from the nation’s political leaders on climate; the spread of anti-government sentiment is no excuse to leave the government out of the climate equation, and doing so risks implicitly conceding the extremists’ position. What’s more, it’s apparent from Climate of Hope that cities and business can’t make up for government inaction. They lack the necessary consensus and coordination—and even if that were to change, their interests are too fickle to count on. Cities are often cash-strapped and frequently change political hands, while corporations are beholden only to their bottom dollar and shareholders. Bloomberg’s argument may have political and emotional salience under Trump, but it lacks the pragmatism that he claims to espouse. Only the U.S. government can create a long-term, nationwide solution to climate change, and to impel everyone to follow it. Many conservatives condemn this as federal overreach, or even fascism  [^undemocratic rule by force and using nationalism^] impulse. So be it. We are at war with climate change, and must mobilize accordingly. That is the only truly pragmatic approach to saving the Planet.

Warming causes extinction---triggers tipping points and positive feedbacks which make the Planet uninhabitable

Klein 2014
Naomi, award-winning journalist, syndicated columnist, former Miliband Fellow at the London School of Economics, member of the board of directors of 350.org, This Changes Everything: Capitalism vs. the Climate, pp. 12-14

In a 2012 report, the World Bank laid out the gamble implied by that target. “As global warming approaches and exceeds 2-degrees Celsius, there is a risk of triggering nonlinear tipping elements. Examples include the disintegration of the West Antarctic ice sheet leading to more rapid sea-level rise, or large-scale Amazon dieback drastically affecting ecosystems, rivers, agriculture, energy production, and livelihoods. This would further add to 21st-century global warming and IMPACT entire continents.” In other words, once we allow temperatures to climb past a certain point, where the mercury stops is not in our control.¶ But the bigger problem—and the reason Copenhagen caused such great despair—is that because governments did not agree to binding targets, they are free to pretty much ignore their commitments. Which is precisely what is happening. Indeed, emissions are rising so rapidly that unless something radical changes within our economic structure, 2 degrees now looks like a utopian dream. And it’s not just environmentalists who are raising the alarm. The World Bank also warned when it released its report that “we’re on track to a 4-C warmer world [by century’s end] marked by extreme heat waves, declining global food stocks, loss of ecosystems and biodiversity, and life-threatening sea level rise.” And the report cautioned that, “there is also no certainty that adaptation to a 4-C world is possible.” Kevin Anderson, former director (now deputy director) of the Tyndall Centre for Climate Change, which has quickly established itself as one of the U.K’s premier climate research institutions, is even blunter; he says 4 degrees Celsius warming—7.2 degrees Fahrenheit—is “incompatible with an organized, equitable, and civilized global community.”¶ We don’t know exactly what a 4 degree Celsius world would look like, but even the best-case scenario is likely to be calamitous. Four degrees of warming could raise global sea levels by 1 or possibly even 2 meters by 2100 (and would lock in at least a few additional meters over future centuries). This would drown some island nations such as the Maldives and Tuvalu, and inundate many coastal areas from Ecuador and Brazil to the Netherlands to much of California and the northeastern United States as well as huge swaths of South and Southeast Asia. Major cities likely in jeopardy include Boston, New York, greater Los Angeles, Vancouver, London, Mumbai, Hong Kong, and Shanghai.¶ Meanwhile, brutal heat waves that can kill tens of thousands of people, even in wealthy countries, would become entirely unremarkable summer events on every continent but Antarctica. The heat would also cause staple crops to suffer dramatic yield losses across the globe (it is possible that Indian wheat and U.S. could plummet by as much as 60 percent), this at a time when demand will be surging due to population growth and a growing demand for meat. And since crops will be facing not just heat stress but also extreme events such as wide-ranging droughts, flooding, or pest outbreaks, the losses could easily TURN out to be more severe than the models have predicted. When you add ruinous hurricanes, raging wildfires, fisheries collapses, widespread disruptions to water supplies, extinctions, and globe-trotting diseases to the mix, it indeed becomes difficult to imagine that a peaceful, ordered society could be sustained (that is, where such a thing exists in the first place).¶ And keep in mind that these are the optimistic scenarios in which warming is more or less stabilized at 4 
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degrees Celsius and does not trigger tipping points beyond which runaway warming would occur. Based on the latest modeling, it is becoming safer to assume that 4 degrees could bring about a number of extremely dangerous feedback loops—an Arctic that is regularly ice-free in September, for instance, or, according to one recent study, global vegetation that is too saturated to act as a reliable “sink”, leading to more carbon being emitted rather than stored. Once this happens, any hope of predicting IMPACTs pretty much goes out the window. And this process may be starting sooner than anyone predicted. In May 2014, NASA and the University of California, Irvine scientists revealed that glacier melt in a section of West Antarctica roughly the size of France now “appears unstoppable.” This likely spells down for the entire West Antarctic ice sheet, which according to lead study author Eric Rignot “comes with a sea level rise between three and five metres. Such an event will displace millions of people worldwide.” The disintegration, however, could unfold over centuries and there is still time for emission reductions to slow down the process and prevent the worst. ¶ Much more frightening than any of this is the fact that plenty of mainstream analysts think that on our current emissions trajectory, we are headed for even more than 4 degrees of warming. In 2011, the usually staid International Energy Agency (IEA) issued a report predicting that we are actually on track for 6 degrees Celsius—10.8 degrees Fahrenheit—of warming. And as the IEA’s chief economist put it: “Everybody, even the school children, knows that this will have catastrophic implications for all of us.” (The evidence indicates that 6 degrees of warming is likely to set in motion several major tipping points—not only slower ones such as the aforementioned breakdown of the West Antarctic ice sheet, but possibly more abrupt ones, like massive releases of methane from Arctic permafrost.) The accounting giant PricewaterhouseCoopers as also published a report warning businesses that we are headed for “4-C , or even 6-C” of warming.¶ These various projections are the equivalent of every alarm in your house going off simultaneously. And then every alarm on your street going off as well, one by one by one. They mean, quite simply, that climate change has become an existential crisis for the human species. The only historical precedent for a crisis of this depth and scale was the Cold War fear that we were headed toward nuclear holocaust, which would have made much of the Planet uninhabitable. But that was (and remains) a threat; a slim possibility, should geopolitics spiral out of control. The vast majority of nuclear scientists never told us that we were almost certainly going to put our civilization in peril if we kept going about our daily lives as usual, doing exactly what we were already going, which is what climate scientists have been telling us for years. ¶ As the Ohio State University climatologist Lonnie G. Thompson, a world-renowned specialist on glacier melt, explained in 2010, “Climatologists, like other scientists, tend to be a stolid group. We are not given to theatrical rantings about falling skies. Most of us are far more comfortable in our laboratories or gathering data in the field than we are giving interviews to journalists or speaking before Congressional committees. When then are climatologists speaking out about the dangers of global warming? The answer is that virtually all of us are now convinced that global warming poses a clear and present danger to civilization.”

1AC – SOLVENCY
Contention 3 is SOLVENCY:

Smaller reforms will ensure increased human rights violations. Only completely removing legal restrictions spills over to broader protection of human rights. 

Shivani 2017

10. Open borders are the only way to go. We are in a situation of chaos, breeding technical illegality, because federal regulations have become too complex. Comprehensive immigration reform of any type would make these laws even more cumbersome by drastically curtailing family unification (our quotas, even after the 1965 liberalization, have always been vastly insufficient to the needs) and thus inviting more illegality. I don’t want to rest my case for open borders on the economic justification, but studies in the 1980s noted that world economic output would double if open borders prevailed everywhere, and studies in the 2000s showed even greater gains for the world economy. Americans often compare the nation to a house, arguing that immigrants who enter without inspection or overstay their visas are like robbers whom we have every right to detain and expel. But a country or even a state or a city or a neighborhood is not a house (just as it is simplistic to compare a country’s budget to a household’s). The nation is dynamic and includes all of us. The nation is an abstraction is only as good as the operation of freedom within it. The same is even truer of the world. If the world cannot be put inside a border, then a country trying to do the same is foolish. A wall is a fantasy, not a reality, that makes us economically and politically weaker. None of the moral grounds for exclusion make any sense, despite our knee-jerk resort to national sovereignty [^having authority^]. Imagine if America had kept admitting Asians throughout the 19th and 20th centuries, instead of allowing them in only after 1965. Imagine if we had continued allowing Southern and Eastern Europeans after 1925. Would we have been a more progressive country, less likely to have succumbed to the burdens of an empire, with a more global outlook in the crucial midcentury years? Today immigrants are treated as criminals for their violations, with deportation as the ultimate life-altering penalty, and yet immigrants are not provided the rights due to a criminal defendant. Immigration is and always has been a civil matter; it is not a crime to be present without authorization. We have in essence two sets of laws, one for immigrants, who do not have the rights of defendants when charged with “crimes,” and one for everyone else. The only solution to this anomaly is to cease treating immigration VIOLATIONS as crimes and to completely end detention for immigration. If an immigrant commits a crime, he or she should be prosecuted under normal laws, as a criminal defendant not as a “criminal alien.” Ultimately, the only solution is to reduce the complexities, to end the web of regulations and exceptions — which, just as in corporate law, favor the powerful at the expense of the weak — and to finally shed immigration laws altogether. Immigration should become a purely voluntary [^doing by your choice, not because you are forced to^] affair, no different than filing taxes. We trust citizens to do that, reporting millions of dollars in income. So why can’t we trust people
(Continued on next page…)
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to report their status and file for changes based on equities they have built in our community? As soon as a person steps on our soil,  [they]he or she should have full constitutional rights, so as to not be subject to exploitation. Why can’t we visualize immigration without government regulation? We certainly did very well with that regime until the federal bureaucracy emerged in the 1880s, and with revived global understanding we can do so again. President Donald Trump is taking advantage, for white nationalist purposes, of a legacy of tragically unfair rules that have defined our immigration system ever since it has existed. We are now bearing the full fruits of a system that was begging to end in catastrophe. In the first six months of 2011, more than 46,000 immigrants with at least one U.S. citizen child were deported by the Obama administration. In the 10 years following the passage of the 1996 law, more than 12 million people were forced to agree to voluntary [^doing by your choice, not because you are forced to^] departure. Though Immigration and Customs Enforcement under Trump is dramatically apprehending immigrants in public venues — a theater of cruelty meant to terrorize everyone — and causing great consternation [^concern^], this exact process of splitting up families has been going on for two vicious decades, in numbers that classify as one the world’s major human rights calamities. Countless numbers of immigrants, even legal permanent residents, have been hauled away from their families, their communities, everything they know and love, based on some minor misdemeanor they may have committed decades ago, which has suddenly been reclassified as an "aggravated felony,” and is cause for their deportation to places they have no memory of. Such immigrants do not have the right to be heard by a judge except in a perfunctory manner, with little room for clemency based on individual circumstances. We do not call our immigrant detention facilities concentration camps, but at any given time we have about 34,000 immigrants serving time in prisons far from home, waiting to be deported. Is this any different than the prison regimes of the most brutal governments we have protested? Migration is a human right. A person anywhere in the world has the right to migrate, just as there is a right to free speech or association. In fact, most other rights follow from the right to migrate. If governments are allowed to lock up people behind walls, then it’s only a matter of time before other rights will dissipate, too. If we do not recognize migration as an inviolable human right, and if we do not give up the idea of the wall, we are bound to lose human rights for all of us. American citizenship, by having become associated with the hypernationalist project, will at first look enviable and untouchable, but ultimately will be so cheapened as to be worth nothing. For the courts, as they face the Trump assault, the challenge is clear: Do away with the plenary power doctrine and extend full constitutional rights to immigrants. Rights should depend on personhood not citizenship, as some of our best legal minds have recognized throughout our history. One thing that would strongly push the country in the opposite direction than the one Trump intends is for individual states, particularly progressive states in the West or Northeast, to pass laws as favorable to immigrants as the ones in Arizona, Georgia and Alabama have been unfavorable. What if, say, California were to pass legislation extending full human rights to all people present in the state? That would set up a historic confrontation, bringing out all the anomalies in our inhuman immigration regime for due public consideration. “Sanctuary” would become a constructive, constitutional, universal concept, not a purely reactive one against police powers. Every time we say that we should let immigrants stay because they do the dirtiest work that native-born folks aren’t willing to do, we should remember that we do not justify our ancestors’ arrival with that logic. We deserve to be here because we have a human right to be, just as we accepted this in the centuries preceding racist federal bureaucracies. We are here because we are humans, not because of our utility toward someone else’s comfort.
Globalization benefits all nations. Retreat from globalization will hurt the poor.  

The Economist 2016

[The Economist. Print Edition, 10-1-2016, "Why they’re wrong," Economist, https://www.economist.com/leaders/2016/10/01/why-theyre-wrong MYY]

The backlash against trade is just one symptom of a pervasive anxiety about the effects of open economies. Britain’s Brexit vote reflected concerns about the IMPACT of unfettered migration on public services, jobs and culture. Big businesses are slammed for using foreign boltholes  [^hiding places^]  to dodge taxes. Such critiques contain some truth: more must be done to help those who lose out from openness. But there is a world of difference between improving globalization [^the spread of commerce and commercialism around the world^]  and reversing it. The idea that globalisation is a scam that benefits only corporations and the rich could scarcely be more wrong. The real pro-poor policy Exhibit A is the vast improvement in global living standards in the decades after the second world war, which was underpinned by an explosion in world trade. Exports of goods rose from 8% of world GDP in 1950 to almost 20% a half-century later. Export-led growth and foreign investment have dragged hundreds of millions out of poverty in China, and transformed economies from Ireland to South Korea. Plainly, Western voters are not much comforted by this extraordinary transformation in the fortunes of emerging markets. But at home, too, the overall benefits of free trade are unarguable. Exporting firms are more productive and pay higher wages than those that serve only the domestic market. Half of America’s exports go to countries with which it has a free-trade deal, even though their economies account for less than a tenth of global GDP. Protectionism, by contrast, hurts consumers and does little for workers. The worst-off benefit far more from trade than the rich. A study of 40 countries found that the richest consumers would lose 28% of their purchasing power if cross-border trade ended; but those in the bottom tenth would lose 63%. The annual cost to American consumers of switching to non-Chinese tyres after Barack Obama slapped on anti-dumping tariffs in 2009 was around $1.1 billion, according to the Peterson Institute for International Economics. That amounts to over $900,000 for each of the 1,200 jobs that were “saved”. Openness delivers other benefits. Migrants improve not just their own lives but the economies of host countries: European immigrants who arrived in Britain since 2000 have been net contributors to the exchequer, adding more than £20 billion ($34 billion) to the public finances between 2001 and 2011. Foreign direct investment delivers competition, technology, management know-how and jobs, which is why China’s overly cautious moves to encourage FDI disappoint (see article). What have you done for me lately? None of this is to deny that globalisation has its flaws. Since the 1840s advocates of free trade have known that, though the great majority benefit, some lose out. Too little has been done to help these people. Perhaps a fifth of the 6m or so net job losses in American manufacturing between 1999 and 2011 stemmed from Chinese competition; many of those who lost jobs did not find new ones. With hindsight, politicians in Britain were too blithe about the pressures that migration from new EU member states in eastern Europe brought to bear on public services. And although there are no street protests about the speed and fickleness in the tides of short-term capital, its ebb and flow across borders have often proved damaging, not least in the euro zone’s debt-ridden countries. As our special report this week argues, more must be done to tackle these downsides. America spends a paltry 0.1% of its GDP, one-sixth of the rich-country average, on policies to 
(Continued on next page…)
…The Economist continues)
retrain workers and help them find new jobs. In this context, it is lamentable that neither Mr Trump nor Mrs Clinton offers policies to help those whose jobs have been affected by trade or cheaper technology. On migration, it makes sense to follow the example of Denmark and LINK local-government revenues to the number of incomers, so that strains on schools, hospitals and housing can be eased. Many see the rules that bind signatories to trade pacts as an affront to democracy. But there are ways that shared rules can enhance national autonomy. Harmonising norms on how multinational firms are taxed would give countries greater command over their public finances. A co-ordinated approach to curbing volatile capital flows would restore mastery over national monetary policy. These are the sensible responses to the peddlers of protectionism and nativism. The worst answer would be for countries to TURN their backs on globalisation. The case for openness remains much the same as it did when this newspaper was founded to support the repeal of the Corn Laws. There are more—and more varied—opportunities in open economies than in closed ones. And, in general, greater opportunity makes people better off. Since the 1840s, free-traders have believed that closed economies favour the powerful and hurt the labouring classes. They were right then. They are right now.

1AC Advantage 3 – HARMS (Human Rights)
Advantage 3 is Harms – Human Rights:

US human rights get modeled globally and stop human rights VIOLATIONS in repressive regimes.

Green 2017

[Shannon N. Green, director and senior fellow of the Human Rights Initiative at the Center for Strategic and International Studies., 3-8-2017, "When the U.S. Gives Up on Human Rights, Everyone Suffers," Foreign Policy, http://foreignpolicy.com/2017/04/04/when-the-u-s-gives-up-on-human-rights-everyone-suffers/ MYY]

Of course, U.S. global leadership on democracy and human rights is not merely based on what it says or does overseas. What matters more is the example that America sets. By that measure, the Trump administration has already significantly eroded U.S. credibility. Why would another country listen to the United States about protecting vulnerable populations, given perceptions that the immigration and refugee executive order was religiously motivated? What authority does America have standing up for besieged journalists when the president of the United States has tweeted that the news media is the “enemy of the American People?” How can U.S. diplomats press security partners to protect civilians during military operations while the White House is contemplating loosening drone strike restrictions that seek to prevent civilian casualties? Rights-abusing countries will have a much easier time brushing away U.S. criticisms of their behavior so long as these deficiencies persist at home.

Authoritarian  [^a government that does not allow individual rights or freedoms^] governments — weary of the United States prodding them on human rights and critical of what they perceive as Western meddling in their sovereign  [^having authority^] affairs — are likely celebrating this TURN of events. The president of Turkey, Recip Tayyip Erdogan, welcomed Trump’s election and heralded an era of greater cooperation. Increasingly rebuked by the Obama administration for his consolidation of power and crackdown on the military and judiciary, especially after a failed coup attempt in July 2016, Erdogan has much to gain by the United States looking the other way as Turkey creeps toward authoritarianismCountries from Saudi Arabia to Cambodia appear less inhibited in going after political opponents, assuming that Trump’s election means that they will get a free pass on human rights VIOLATIONS.
By no means is authoritarian retrenchment [^a step backwards^] a new phenomenon. For the past decade, governments have been dismantling democratic institutions and curtailing human rights. Freedom House has documented 11 straight years in which there have been more declines in political and civil liberties than gains. However, the United States often served as a check on the worst impulses of autocrats. Without a champion of human rights in the White House, such regimes will likely go unchallenged as they commit egregious abuses and power grabs.

Protecting Human Rights prevents nuclear war

Burke-White 2004
—William W., Lecturer in Public and International Affairs and Senior Special Assistant to the Dean at the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, Princeton University and Ph.D. at Cambridge, “Human Rights and National Security: The Strategic Correlation”, The Harvard Human Rights Journal, Spring, 17 Harv. Hum. Rts. J. 249, Lexis

This Article presents a strategic--as opposed to ideological or normative--argument that the promotion of human rights should be given a more prominent place in U.S. foreign policy. It does so by suggesting a correlation between the domestic human rights practices of states and their propensity to engage in aggressive international conduct. Among the chief threats to U.S. national security are acts of aggression by other states. Aggressive acts of war may directly endanger the United States, as did the Japanese bombing of Pearl Harbor in 1941, or they may require U.S. military action overseas, as in Kuwait fifty years later. Evidence from the post-Cold War period  [*250]  indicates that states that systematically abuse their own citizens' human rights are also those most likely to engage in aggression. To the degree that improvements in various states' human rights records decrease the likelihood of aggressive war, a foreign policy informed by human rights can significantly enhance U.S. and global security. Since 1990, a state's domestic human rights policy appears to be a telling indicator of that state's propensity to engage in international aggression. A central element of U.S. foreign policy has long been the preservation of peace and the prevention of such acts of aggression. 2 If the correlation discussed herein is accurate, it provides U.S. policymakers with a powerful new tool to enhance national security through the promotion of human rights. A strategic LINKage between national security and human rights would result in a number of important policy modifications. First, it changes the prioritization of those countries U.S. policymakers have identified as presenting the greatest concern. Second, it alters some of the policy prescriptions for such states. Third, it offers states a means of signaling benign international intent through the improvement of their domestic human rights records. Fourth, it provides a way for a current government to prevent future governments from aggressive international behavior through the institutionalization of human rights protections. Fifth, it addresses the particular threat of human rights abusing states obtaining weapons of mass destruction (WMD). Finally, it offers a mechanism for U.S.-U.N. cooperation on human rights issues

Undermining human rights leads to VIOLATIONS that result in genocide.

Hoffman 2004

[Paul Hoffman, Legal Director, ACLU Foundation of Southern California member of Amnesty International’s executive committee and professor at Oxford University/George Washington University School of Law, 11-1-2004, "Human Rights And Terrorism," Human Rights Quarterly, https://www-jstor-org.flagship.luc.edu/stable/20069768?seq=1#page_scan_tab_contents MYY]

History shows that when societies trade human rights for security, most often they get neither. Instead, minorities and other marginalized groups pay the price through VIOLATION  of their human rights. Sometimes this trade-off comes in the form of mass murder or genocide, other times in the form of arbitrary arrest and imprisonment, or the suppression of speech or religion. Indeed, millions of lives have been destroyed in the last sixty years when human rights norms have not been observed.5 Undermining the strength of international human rights law and institutions will only facilitate such human rights VIOLATIONS in the future and confound efforts to bring violators to justice.6
Human rights come first – there is a moral obligation to protect rights.

Maiese 2003

[Michelle Maiese, 7-1-2003, "Human Rights VIOLATION s," Beyond Intractability, https://www.beyondintractability.org/essay/human_rights_VIOLATION s%20 MYY]

There is now near-universal consensus that all individuals are entitled to certain basic rights under any circumstances. These include certain civil liberties and political rights, the most fundamental of which is the right to life and physical safety. Human rights are the articulation of the need for justice, tolerance, mutual respect, and human dignity in all of our activity.[1] Speaking of rights allows us to express the idea that all individuals are part of the scope of morality and justice. To protect human rights is to ensure that people receive some degree of decent, humane treatment. To violate the most basic human rights, on the other hand, is to deny individuals their fundamental moral entitlements. It is, in a sense, to treat them as if they are less than human and undeserving of respect and dignity. Examples are acts typically deemed "crimes against humanity," including genocide, torture, slavery, rape, enforced sterilization or medical experimentation, and deliberate starvation. Because these policies are sometimes implemented by governments, limiting the unrestrained power of the state is an important part of international law. Underlying laws that prohibit the various "crimes against humanity" is the principle of nondiscrimination and the notion that certain basic rights apply universally.[2]

2AC/1AR – Open Borders Version 2 (Advanced) AFFIRMATIVE
2AC SOLVENCY –  ANSWERS TO 1NC “Legal system discriminates”

They say that the legal system will still discriminate after the PLAN, but…

1. Our ______________________ evidence says that __________________________________.
               (Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)



(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _____________________________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2AC SOLVENCY –  ANSWERS TO 1NC “Citizenship barriers too high”

They say that the barriers to citizenship will remain too high, but…

1. Our ______________________ evidence says that __________________________________.
               (Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)



(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _____________________________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2AC HARMS (Racism) –  ANSWERS TO 1NC “Nativist backlash”
They say that PLAN causes a nativist backlash, but…
1. Our ______________________ evidence says that __________________________________.
               (Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)



(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _____________________________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2. We can’t be afraid to do what’s right because of racists - Immigration restrictions are immoral and cause preventable deaths.

Jones 2018

[Reece, prof Geography Univ Hawaii Manoa https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2018/feb/16/democrats-immigration-policy-open-borders-dreamers]

Finally, there is not a moral or ethical reason to justify restricting the movement of other human beings at borders. Border controls harm other people by limiting their opportunities and by causing many to die when they do try to move. In 2016, more than 7,800 people died simply trying to move from one place to another. Today, Donald Trump and his supporters see migrants as the barbarians at the gate. However, future generations may look back on our era and see the people violently manning the gates as the true barbarians.
2AC HARMS (Global Warming) –  ANSWERS TO 1NC “Too late”
They say that it’s too late to SOLVE global warming, but…

1. Our ______________________ evidence says that __________________________________.

               (Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)



(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _____________________________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2. Warming can still be stopped—we must act before 2020.

Harvey 2017

[Fiona Harvey, 6-28-2017, "World has three years left to stop dangerous climate change, warn experts," Guardian, https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2017/jun/28/world-has-three-years-left-to-stop-dangerous-climate-change-warn-experts MYY]

Avoiding dangerous levels of climate change is still just about possible, but will require unprecedented effort and coordination from governments, businesses, citizens and scientists in the next three years, a group of prominent experts has warned. Warnings over global warming have picked up pace in recent months, even as the political environment has grown chilly with Donald Trump’s formal announcement of the US’s withdrawal from the Paris agreement. This year’s weather has beaten high temperature records in some regions, and 2014, 2015 and 2016 were the hottest years on record. But while temperatures have risen, global carbon dioxide emissions have stayed broadly flat for the past three years. This gives hope that the worst effects of climate change – devastating droughts, floods, heatwaves and irreversible sea level rises – may be avoided, according to a letter published in the journal Nature this week. The authors, including former UN climate chief Christiana Figueres and Hans Joachim Schellnhuber of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, argue that the next three years will be crucial. They calculate that if emissions can be brought permanently lower by 2020 then the temperature thresholds leading to runaway irreversible climate change will not be breached.
3. Political will is the most important factor to manage global warming by 2050
Rogers 2018

[Erin Rogers, 5-29-2018, "Part one: Building political will for climate action," Hewlett Foundation, https://www.hewlett.org/part-one-building-political-will-for-climate-action/ MYY]

Let’s first take a step back to understand exactly what needs to change and how fast. In the United States, doing our fair share to stay below a 2-degree rise in global temperature (and thus avoid the suffering that comes with that warming) means nearly fully decarbonizing our economy by 2050. To stay on track toward that goal and meet our obligations under the Paris climate accord, we’ll need to accomplish a lot by 2025—a mere seven years from now. About a third of our electricity will need to come from renewable energy sources like solar and wind by then. These clean sources provide less than 10% of our electricity now. About half of today’s coal-fired power will have to come off-line or fully capture their emissions. At least a quarter of our car and truck sales will need to be fully electric, up from 1% electric vehicle sales now. And about 80% of all new residential water and space heaters sold will have to be electric, not gas. (For reference, this means that people will have to buy electric vehicles and electric heaters at the same pace they bought cell phones, the internet, or color TVs during their take-off periods—a heavy lift.) The fuel efficiency of regular gasoline-fueled cars and trucks can’t decrease, despite current attempts to undermine our national fuel economy standards. We’d have to at least double energy efficiency in buildings, appliances, and industry. Political will can make or break our ability to hit those marks. But what is political will, exactly? At its core, it is simply the willingness and ability of decision-makers to implement and sustain a policy. In order to build political will, supporters of a policy can shape the circumstances under which decision-makers act, in order to make positive outcomes more likely. Converting public support into policy action often means overcoming powerful incumbents, wealthy opponents, and the perpetual force of the status quo. In the case of climate change, opponents have spent billions of dollars to stymie climate solutions and sow confusion and deep polarization amongst decision-makers and the public. Because of this, the public is deeply divided on acknowledging the overwhelming scientific evidence of climate change. Yet large majorities of the public favor a wide range of climate solutions, including clean energy, carbon pollution limits, and cleaner, more efficient vehicles. However, decision-makers, broadly speaking, are not acting on this wide-spread public support for solutions. Why? They lack the political will to overcome narrow but well-funded opposition and break from the status quo to provide the solutions the public demands.

1AR HARMS (Global Warming) – Answers to “It’s too late”

They say, “it’s too late to SOLVE global warming,” but group their responses.

1. Our ______________________ evidence says that __________________________________.
               (Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)



(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _____________________________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2. Any risk that warming can be stopped means you vote AFFIRMATIVE. Delaying action causes massive amounts of suffering, conflict, and death.

Roberts 2018

[David Roberts, 1-19-2018, "This graphic explains why 2 degrees of global warming will be way worse than 1.5," Vox, https://www.vox.com/energy-and-environment/2018/1/19/16908402/global-warming-2-degrees-climate-change MYY]

At our present rate of emissions, our carbon budget for a good (66 percent) chance of limiting warming to 1.5 degrees will be used up in six years. Except, oops, that graphic is two years old, so now it’s down to four years. To hit the brakes at 1.5 degrees, global carbon emissions would need to immediately begin plunging, faster than they ever have, and hit zero by 2050 (and then go negative): That would require the equivalent of the US mobilization for World War II, only global, and sustained for the rest of the century. The chances of that happening seem ... remote. For all we know, Trump will still be in office when the 1.5 degree budget is used up. But we should be clear about the decision we are making, even if we’re only making it by not making a decision. By delaying the necessary work of decarbonization, we are consigning millions of people in tropical regions to less food and in the Mediterranean to less water — with all the attendant health problems and conflict. We’re allowing more heat waves and higher seas. We’re giving up on the world’s coral reefs, and with them the hundreds of species that rely on them. And even then, the decision will still face us: 2 degrees or 3? Again, it will mean more heat waves, more crop losses, more water shortages, more inundated coastal cities, more disease and conflict, millions more suffering. And even then, the decision: 3 degrees or 4? The longer we wait, the more human suffering and irreversible damage to ecosystems we inscribe into our collective future. But there’s no hiding, no escaping the imperative to decarbonize. It must be done if our species is to have a long-term home on Earth.
2AC HARMS (Global Warming) – Answers to 1NC Growth Turn
They say that we cause economic growth that leads to global warming, but…
1. Economic growth is not incompatible with stopping climate change

Institute for Sustainable Development and International Relations 2015

[The Institute for Sustainable Development and International Relations  (2015). Pathways to deep decarbonization 2015 report, Deep Decarbonization Pathways Project http://deepdecarbonization.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/DDPP_2015_REPORT.pdf MYY ]

Deep decarbonization of today’s highest emitting economies can be achieved while accommodating economic and population growth. Each country team produced several technically feasible DDPs—pathways to the successful deep decarbonization of their economies. National economies at different stages of development and different national circumstances follow different types of emission profiles (see further discussion below) but, in aggregate across the 16 DDPP countries, by 2050 energy-related CO2 emissions were reduced under the modeled scenarios to 9.9 - 12.1 Gt CO2, or 46%-56% below 2010 levels (Figure 1). The scenarios took into account country-specific forecasts of population evolution adopted in the DDPP pathways, that in aggregate lead to expected population growth of 17% from 2010–2050 across the 16 countries, consistently with the UN medium fertility scenario.2 The scenarios accommodated cumulative aggregate GDP growth of 250%—a global average rate of 3.1% per year through 2050. Considering the most ambitious of the modeled scenarios in each country lead to reduced average per capita emissions in 2050 of 2.1 tCO2 per capita across the 16 countries, with average emissions per unit of GDP reduced 87%, relative to 2010.

2. The PLAN solves their growth argument – their evidence is in the context of the current economic system. Our Hickel 2018 evidence indicates that open borders create massive pressure on the U.S. to act to the point that it will actually change the economic system to save ourselves. That changes how growth works. 
3. Economic growth is key to reduce poverty – history proves.

British Department for International Development, no date

[Department for International Development, United Kingdom government department responsible for administering overseas aid., No Date, “Growth Building Jobs And Prosperity In Developing Countries.” https://www.oecd.org/derec/unitedkingdom/40700982.pdf MYY]

Research that compares the experiences of a wide range of developing countries finds consistently strong evidence that rapid and sustained growth is the single most important way to reduce poverty. A typical estimate from these cross-country studies is that a 10 per cent increase in a country’s average income will reduce the poverty rate by between 20 and 30 per cent.1 The central role of growth in driving the speed at which poverty declines is confirmed by research on individual countries and groups of countries. For example, a flagship study of 14 countries in the 1990s found that over the course of the decade, poverty fell in the 11 countries that experienced significant growth and rose in the three countries with low or stagnant growth. On average, a one per cent increase in per capita income reduced poverty by 1.7 per cent (see Figure 1).2 Among these 14 countries, the reduction in poverty was particularly spectacular in Vietnam, where poverty fell by 7.8 per cent a year between 1993 and 2002, halving the poverty rate from 58 per cent to 29 per cent. Other countries with impressive reductions over this period include El Salvador, Ghana, India, Tunisia and Uganda, each with declines in the poverty rate of between three and six per cent a year. Driving these overall reductions in poverty was the rebound in growth that began for most of the countries in the mid-1990s. The median GDP growth rate for the 14 countries was 2.4 per cent a year between 1996 and 2003. Numerous other country studies show the power of growth in reducing poverty: China alone has lifted over 450 million people out of poverty since 1979. Evidence shows that rapid economic growth between 1985 and 2001 was crucial to this enormous reduction in poverty.3 • India has seen significant falls in poverty since the 1980s, rates that accelerated into the 1990s. This has been strongly related to India’s impressive growth record over this period.4 • Mozambique illustrates the rapid reduction in poverty associated with growth over a shorter period. Between 1996 and 2002, the economy grew by 62 per cent and the proportion of people living in poverty declined from 69 per cent to 54 per cent.
1AR HARMS (Global Warming) – Answers to Growth Turn
They say, “we cause growth, which leads to more global warming,” but group their responses.

1. Our ______________________ evidence says that __________________________________.

               (Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)



(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _____________________________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2. Warming can be solved with growth. Their evidence is an indict of status quo growth, without the political will to address warming.

Pollin 2015

[Robert Pollin, 10-27-2015, "Think We Can’t Stabilize the Climate While Fostering Growth? Think Again.," Nation, https://www.thenation.com/article/think-we-cant-stabilize-the-climate-while-fostering-growth-think-again/ MYY]

These investments in energy efficiency and clean renewables will greatly expand job opportunities for countries at every level of development. Research that I have conducted with co-authors has found this relationship to hold in Brazil, China, Germany, India, Indonesia, South Africa, South Korea, Spain, and the United States. For the United States, for example, we found that increasing investments by around $200 billion per year to raise energy-efficiency standards and expand clean renewable production—about 1.2 percent of current GDP—would drop US emissions by 40 percent within 20 years, while creating a net increase of 2.7 million jobs. This is after taking full account of the jobs that would be lost as oil, coal, and natural-gas production fell by 40 percent. For India, we found that, through increasing energy efficiency and clean renewable investments by 1.5 percent of GDP every year, CO2 emissions could be stabilized at their current low level, which is one-tenth that of the United States on a per capita basis. This would occur even with India’s GDP growing at an average of 6 percent per year—a growth rate that produces a near-tripling of average incomes within 20 years. Over the 20-year program, these investments would also create an average of about 10 million more jobs per year than if India continued to rely on its existing fossil-fuel-dominant energy infrastructure. India could also eliminate nuclear energy altogether through this green-growth program. In the case of Spain, in a study that we produced for the progressive anti-austerity party Podemos, we showed how green growth could be a cornerstone for a broader anti-austerity agenda. For example, we found that, through increasing investments in energy efficiency and clean renewables by 1.5 percent of GDP, Spain could reduce its emissions by more than 60 percent within 20 years, while generating an increase of about 400,000 jobs, compared with maintaining its existing energy infrastructure. This program would also enable Spain to steadily curtail its heavy dependency on imported oil. At present, Spain’s oil-import bill expands rapidly whenever the economy starts growing. This becomes a major barrier to busting out of its ongoing austerity trap.
2AC HARMS (Global Warming) –  ANSWERS TO 1NC “Technology can’t SOLVE Global Warming”

They say that technology can’t solve global warming, but…

1. Our ______________________ evidence says that __________________________________.
               (Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)



(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _____________________________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2. Steady rollout of technology is more important than a single innovation to solve.

Beres 2015

Senior Tech Editor, Huffington Post https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/tech-climate-change_us_566f2719e4b0fccee16f7215

The most basic question was, of course, the easiest to answer. Tech — more specifically, energy technology — is fundamental to combatting global warming.

“It’s absolutely decisive,” Parson said. “You can understand climate change as a mostly technical problem to which there is a mostly technical solution.”

Fossil fuels are the big problem — viable ALTERNATIVES to dirty energy sources like coal and oil would put us in a much better place. Technology also could help offset damage already done.

“It’s a huge change that has to happen, and it doesn’t have to happen on a dime,” Parson said. “A lot of what has to happen to change the energy system isn’t discovering the brilliant new breakthrough technology that’s going to make it all better. It’s rolling new, better technologies out through the whole system and getting them deployed and used.”

There’s a lot of work left, even if we have some of the baseline energy technology that will help, like more efficient solar power and wind power.

2AC HARMS (Human Rights) –  ANSWERS TO 1NC “Trump kills human rights credibility”

They say that Trump has killed our human rights credibility, but…

1. Our ______________________ evidence says that __________________________________.
               (Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)



(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _____________________________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2. The PLAN solves – international skepticism of Trump mean that reversals of his policies solve human rights leadership.

Nossel 2017

[Suzanne Nossel, 6-19-2017, "It’s OK That Trump Doesn’t Care About Human Rights," Foreign Policy, https://foreignpolicy.com/2017/06/19/its-ok-that-trump-doesnt-care-about-human-rights/ MYY]

This is not to suggest that advocates should give up on the role of the United States as a defender of human rights. Now, with authoritarianism  [^a government that does not allow individual rights or freedoms^] on the rise in China, Russia, Turkey, the Philippines, and Hungary and intact in much of the Middle East and Africa — and backsliding likely to accelerate amid an absence of leadership from the White House — brave rights defenders and dissidents in those countries need more international support, not less. Left to their own interests, governments like Russia and China that wish to weaken international human rights institutions and instruments will seize opportunities to expand their influence. Progress made in advancing norms of international accountability, LGBT rights, and the protection of journalists and human rights defenders will almost certainly atrophy. But crocodile tears from President Trump, should they even be offered, will address none of that. Much more important are efforts to show the world that the current administration is neither the only face of America’s role in the world nor the sole vessel for U.S. values. Most foreign governments and informed citizens know that most of Washington regards his leadership with skepticism and that his public approval ratings are at historic lows. Members of Congress, civil society organizations, and other institutions work to defend human rights globally and can speak out and step up where the current administration won’t. The role of these actors in showing solidarity with dissidents, calling out repressive policies, supporting rights defenders, and advocating for the role of institutions and norms should redouble as the White House retreats. That Trump won’t — and can’t credibly — speak out doesn’t mean that American society or even the American government must go quiet. Members of Congress can hold hearings, send letters, take meetings with visiting advocates, take part in delegations, and otherwise demonstrate that the U.S. government as a whole takes seriously its role as a human rights standard-bearer, even if the current administration amounts to an egregious lapse. Funders should step up to help alleviate the strain that civil society organizations face in trying to address the challenges posed by the president’s domestic policies while simultaneously trying to fill the vacuum created by the administration’s retreat from America’s traditional role as a rights defender globally. These groups should not be forced to choose now that the agenda at home has grown so imperative as well. In recent years, private funders of human rights campaigns have been shifting their support away from U.S.- and European-based groups in favor of direct help to advocates working in hotspots around the world. The logic is simple: The solution to human rights abuses in Turkey, Russia, or China won’t be found in Washington. The Obama administration reinforced these efforts through its own campaign to buttress local civil society organizations around the world, offer them financial support, and elevate their participation in international diplomacy. Importantly, this assistance in funding and organizational development came backed with the moral leadership of the U.S. government voiced at the highest levels and through its 
(Continued on next page…)
…Nossel continues)
diplomatic missions. But with President Trump’s budget dramatically scaling back such support, foundations should reinvest additional resources in organizations and partners who can keep faith with international counterparts, raise the global media profile of rights VIOLATIONS and crises, and apply pressure through international mechanisms and forums. Such efforts will help blunt the IMPACT of the Trump administration’s indifference, catalyze the engagement of Capitol Hill on human rights issues, and sustain and strengthen connections internationally. Trump’s retreat from leadership on human rights can be mitigated if nongovernmental groups lean in. Just as civil society organizations and the media are tempering some of the president’s most tempering some of the president’s most constitutionally and morally dubious domestic policies, so they should also help to bridge shortfalls in funding, speak out for those who counted on the United States for support, and fortify civil society groups that the Trump administration is abandoning. The best way to preserve America’s global human rights leadership is not to put words in Trump’s mouth but to demonstrate that the U.S. system of government, strong independent civil society, and claim to global leadership are strong enough to withstand his term of office.

2AC HARMS (Human Rights) –  ANSWERS TO 1NC “Other countries will lead”

They say that other countries will lead on human rights, but…

1. Our ______________________ evidence says that __________________________________.
               (Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)



(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _____________________________ evidence because…

       
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________
2. Status quo doesn’t solve – U.S. leadership is key. Immigration is a starting point.

Margon 2018
Sarah, Washington Director, Human Rights Watch, https://www.hrw.org/news/2018/02/13/giving-high-ground-americas-retreat-human-rights

Given the United States’ historically spotty record on promoting human rights, there are those who think that other governments can pick up the slack. But in reality, the loss of the United States as a champion, however inconsistent its support can be, is likely to further encourage governments to treat their citizens poorly, confident that no meaningful rebuke will follow. It is also likely to create a leadership vacuum, and the countries that aim to fill it—such as China, Iran, Russia, and Venezuela—will no doubt seek to spread their no-strings-attached approach to global affairs.

So what is to be done? Realistically, the next few years are likely to be hard on human rights. But despite the absence of U.S. leadership, there have been some bright spots, with rights-minded countries stepping up. At the UN Human Rights Council, for example, the Netherlands managed to overcome opposition from Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates, and the United States to launch an independent investigation into the Saudi-led campaign in Yemen. Similarly, Iceland took the lead in drafting and collecting support from 38 other countries for a joint statement at the council condemning Duterte’s bloody “war on drugs.” As long as Trump is in power, such ad hoc coalitions of like-minded countries will need to become the norm. 

There is also much that other parts of the U.S. government can do to protect human rights. Just as some cities and states have decided to comply with the Paris climate agreement despite the federal government’s withdrawal, they can also find ways to protect immigrants caught up in the Trump administration’s dragnet and keep families and communities intact. 

Congress, for its part, has already resisted a number of presidential initiatives in the interest of human rights. In May, a bipartisan group of 15 senators sent Trump a letter urging him to “ensure that America remains a leader in advocating for democracy and human rights.” Congressional committees are using aid allocations and authorization bills to push back against the executive branch. Individual members of Congress are drafting legislation, holding hearings, and meeting with foreign officials to stand up for human rights in the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Egypt, Russia, and elsewhere. In December, the Treasury Department, under pressure from Congress, imposed sanctions on 13 individuals—from Belgium, China, the Dominican Republic, Gambia, Guatemala, Israel, Myanmar, Nicaragua, Pakistan, Russia, Serbia, Sudan, and Uzbekistan—for corruption and human rights abuses. 

But these efforts can only go so far. Petition gathering by like-minded countries is less effective without the most powerful country on earth. State and local governments can only do so much to work around the federal government. And although Congress controls the power of the purse, it has far less influence on foreign policy than the executive branch. And all the while, the White House’s attacks on immigrants, health care, minority communities, and the justice system will continue to diminish American credibility on human rights overseas. Simply put, unless it changes course dramatically, the Trump administration—and the president himself—will remain one of the greatest threats to human rights in decades.

1AR HARMS (Human Rights) Answers to “Trump kills credibility”

They say that Trump kills our human rights credibility, but group their responses.

1. Trump doesn’t harm U.S. leadership forever. His damage can be reversed by the PLAN.

Byman 2018

 [Daniel Byman, a senior fellow at the Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution, where he focuses on counterterrorism and Middle East security. He is also a professor at Georgetown University's School of Foreign Service., 6-14-2018, "Recovering From the Trump Foreign Policy," Lawfare, https://www.lawfareblog.com/recovering-trump-foreign-policy MYY]

The United States is also losing much of its soft power. Part of this stems from the abandonment of cherished ideals that, whatever America’s inconsistency over the years, still had the power to inspire. Trump has scorned the idea of the United States as a haven for those fleeing persecution, perhaps America’s longest legacy. He has highlighted and exacerbated intolerance, complaining about people from “shithole” countries, building a wall to deal with a nonexistent surge in migration from Mexico and playing up anti-Muslim sentiment. The Trump administration is even separating children from their families at the border. This ugly side of America preceded Trump and will endure after he leaves office, but in the past, U.S. leaders have downplayed, not exacerbated, these sentiments. Trump’s words and actions seem to confirm what some anti-American voices have long claimed: that the United States is racist and intolerant. Such judgments based on Trump’s rhetoric may grow as fewer international students get to know the United States by studying at its universities. American universities are the best in the world, and as foreign nationals who studied in the United States rise through the ranks of government and industry, some have assimilated U.S. values, and many are comfortable working with Americans. But the number of international students fell 7 percent in the fall of 2017, and this decline is likely to continue as visa restrictions and this administration’s hostility to foreigners make America less attractive. Over time, this will diminish the number of high-quality students who want to stay and work in America, reducing an important source of innovation and skilled labor. It also reduces the number of foreigners who go home with an understanding, and appreciation, of America and its traditional values. European countries with more open educational policies will enjoy the advantages America once held. And the caliber of foreign universities will improve as these top-quality students choose to study there, and U.S. institutions will decline. Trump has dug America into a hole, and the next administration will spend much of its time trying to get out. None of Trump’s changes are irreversible, but they are hard to reverse. It took generations for presidents of both parties to build up these advantages. Although they have been quickly squandered, they cannot quickly be restored. The next administration should focus not only on rectifying Trump’s day-to-day blunders but also on how to restore institutions, soft power, the credibility of American values overseas and the deeper sources of U.S. power.

2. They say ALTERNATIVE causes and point to Guantanamo, but the biggest issue now is immigration. 

A) Our Green 2017 evidence specifically isolates international perception of Trump’s immigration policy. 

B) Our Byman 2018 evidence indicates that Trump’s restrictions on immigrations fuel international skepticism because fewer people migrate and gain complex views. That means that the PLAN is key. 
3. Action now is key – broader action by the US government can counteract Trump’s IMPACT on US leadership.

Yarhi-Milo 2018

[Keren Yarhi​-Milo is Assistant Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton University, January/February 2018, “After Credibility.” Foreign Affairs. pp. 68-77. MYY ]

The long-term ramifications of Trump’s credibility crisis remain unclear. The United States cannot control the conclusions that others draw from the president’s behavior. But international observers will look at how the U.S. political system responds to Trump’s statements, and when and how it counteracts them. Even if American foreign policy during the Trump administration remains consistent and coherent in action, if not in rhetoric, the United States has already paid a significant price for Trump’s behavior: the president is no longer considered the ultimate voice on foreign policy. Foreign leaders are turning elsewhere to gauge American intentions. With the U.S. domestic system so polarized and its governing party so fragmented, communicating intent has become more difficult than ever. The more bipartisan and univocal U.S. signaling is, the less likely it is that Trump’s damage to American credibility will outlast his tenure.


2AC Frontline - Capitalism KRITIK Answers
1. TURN - Only capitalism can solve global warming. 

Rosenberg 2018

[David Rosenberg, 6-30-2018, "Capitalism is our only hope of rescue from climate change," haaretz, https://www.haaretz.com/world-news/.premium-capitalism-is-our-only-hope-of-rescue-from-climate-change-1.5626663 MYY]

On paper, Fong and other critics of capitalism have some points. But the reality is very different. In a modern capitalist economy, far from being the jungle that Fong and Klein portray it, business is subject to regulations, societal values and forces beyond its control. It may fight back, and sometimes fight back nasty, but it accepts the outcome. Take the energy crisis of the early 1970s, which combined all of these factors, and in some respects echoes the dilemma facing business in the era of global warning. Suddenly OPEC raised oil prices. But rather than threaten war (as leftists who see no bounds to capitalist rapaciousness would assume), the capitalist economies adjusted. Corporations became more energy efficient and developed products that provided the same savings for consumers, because that’s what the market demanded. Government stepped in with regulations that filled in the gaps where the market couldn’t or wouldn’t. It worked. If energy use per unit of GDP in the United States were still at 1973 levels, the country’s energy use would be over 40% greater than its current level. The fact is, capitalism’s critics are so focused on the system’s fundamental wickedness, as they see it, that they ignore its assets, namely its dynamism – its willingness to dispense with anything that doesn’t work and try something else, not because it has the good of humanity in mind, but because it wants to beat the competition and make bigger profits. Given the right set of incentives, businesses in capitalist economies will conform to rules that limit environmental damage. More importantly, they will develop the technologies to help mitigate climate change further. Electric and self-driving cars, solar and wind power, smart transportation and a host of other energy-saving technologies are being developed by corporations, not by government, and certainly not in the world’s last surviving bastions of socialism. Fong doesn’t go into the particulars of the democratic socialism that he fantasizes will rescue the world from warming. If it’s a kind of centralized economy, he might do well to look back at the environmental record of the old Soviet Union, which was a disaster. If he imagines some kind of squishy network of socialist collectives, what is to prevent them from engaging in the same selfish behavior as corporations? Capitalism is messy and uncooperative, but against climate change, it’s the best chance we’ve got.
2. Permutation - do both the PLAN and the KRITIK. This solves both the HARMS of the 1AC and the IMPACTS of capitalism.

3. TURN – Transition to communist systems ramps up resource consumption and pollution TURNS the KRITIK. It’s uniquely bad and causes extinction.

Mazurski 1991

[Krzystof R. Mazurski, an assistant professor of geography and environment protection at the Academy of Econonmics in Wroclaw, Poland, 1991, “Communism and the Environment.” Forum for Applied Research and Public Policy  http://www.ansibl.com/mazurski.eu/krm/files/Communism_and_the_Environment.pdf MYY]

The interdependence between ecology and socio-economic development is well-known, if not well-practiced. Nevertheless, in Eastern Europe, ecological destruction has reached unprecedented levels. The reasons lie in significant population growth, a heavy concentration of industry, and economic and political mismanagement. In Western Europe, public policies since the early l960s have mitigated damages and led to a rehabilitation of the environment, including the return of salmon to the Thames and Rhine rivers. ln Eastern Europe, whose nations were under centrally-PLANned communist or socialist regimes until 1989, trends were in the opposite direction-toward more damaging activities and greater environ- mental degradation. environmental conditions in Eastern Europe at the end of World War ll were comparatively good. except for Bohemia, Silesia, and what later became the German Democratic Republic, industry was not extensively developed. Rural populations and agriculture were predominantly Allied destruction of heavy industry, especially in southern and western Poland, created a need for reconstruction. Initial development focused on relatively ecologically benign industries, such as agriculture and forestry. That trend was reversed in 1949, however, when Communist Parties, with the help of the Soviet Union, gained political control throughout the region. Such rule made Marxist ideology supreme; the concepts of man ruling nature and man trans- forming nature came into sharp relief. In regard to the environment, this development had two equally significant and deeply harmful IMPACTs. First, in Marxist ideology natural resources are free and have no intrinsic value. Their worth is derived from the application of labor and technology; their sole purpose is to serve, not constrain, humans. Second, Communist Party priorities in promoting economic development proved detrimental to the environment. The Soviet Union and its allies followed a policy of intense militarization that emphasized heavy industry. As a result, industries such as mining, electric generation, steel mills, and chemical PLANts gained prominence. Industrial workers were hailed as the "power of the nation" and the engine that generated its development-a sentiment that echoed the Marxist adulation for the proletariat. Throughout Eastern Europe, agriculture and forestry suffered as communities competed for industrial enterprises that became the centerpiece of the party's 5-year PLANs. This strategy not only caused ecological damage, but also encouraged economic inefficiencies. Central authorities in Poland and Czechoslovakia, for example, recognized that, be- cause some areas managed industries well, there was no need to invest in the modernization of their PLANts. In time, once-efficient industries became obsolete. The environment suffered because manufacturing processes were not updated to improve efficiency or environmental management. Examples of such neglect are found in Silesia, especially in the Sudeten Moun- tains and the Katowice region, and in northern Bohemia.

4. NO ALTERNATIVE: Solving racism through the PLAN must come before the ALTERNATIVE because failure to do so results in racist socialism.

Starr 2016

[Terrell Jermaine Starr (). Washington Post (5 December 2016) https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/global-opinions/wp/2016/12/05/fidel-castro-and-communisms-flawed-record-with-black-people/?utm_term=.60f3c0e12e21 MYY] 

In 1930, Robert Robinson left his job at Ford Motor Company in Detroit to work as an engineer in Soviet Moscow. Robinson, who was born in Jamaica and grew up in Cuba, had hoped to avoid the racism he faced in the United States. He was immediately disappointed. Soviet citizens regularly hurled racial slurs at him and he was routinely denied promotions at his factory job because of his racist Russian supervisors. In his autobiography Black on Red: My 44 Years Inside the Soviet Union, Robinson said the Soviets used his achievements as political tools to ridicule America on its racial issues. In reality, the Soviet Union had racial issues of its own. He fled the U.S.S.R. in 1974. And Cuba really isn’t any better, even after Fidel Castro’s revolution. Be it the U.S.S.R. or Cuba, communism, as a political system, is not the oasis of racial harmony most black Americans believe it to be. As a Fulbright Scholar who has studied how black peoples from America, Africa and the Caribbean experienced communist states, I can tell you that for every Assata Shakur who finds safe haven in Cuba, there are jails full of “darker-skinned Cubans” who have never received the dignity of their American exile guest. And for every Langston Hughes who was treated like royalty in Moscow, there are people such as Pierre Kalmek, a sailor from Francophone Africa, who lived in the Moscow during the early 1930s and complained that locals regularly spat on him. Over the past week, Castro was lionized for his freedom-movement activities across Africa and his embrace of black civil rights figures in the United States. After Angela Davis was acquitted of murder, in 1972, she visited Cuba to thank its people for supporting her during her murder trial. And when Black Panther Party members Eldridge Cleaver and Huey Newton needed refuge, Castro opened the doors of Havana to them. But in Communist Cuba, all black lives do not matter. One of the first mistakes Castro made when he took power in 1959 was to determine that racism was solved in Cuba. Like Castro, Soviet officials made similar ill-advised declarations that allowed even more racism to fester. In Cuba, 62 percent of the population is black, but 71 percent of its public leadership is white, according to a 2009 study. What’s even more disturbing: In 2009, 70 percent of black Cubans were unemployed; 60 percent of black Cubans cited racial discrimination as the cause. Roberto Zurbana, editor and publisher of the Casa de las Américas publishing house, wrote in the New York Times that, because Cuba inherited more than three centuries of slavery from colonial rule, Afro Cubans haven’t been able to take advantage of the nation’s economic liberalization after the 1959 revolution. “Most remittances  [^money sent back home^] from abroad — mainly the Miami area, the nerve center of the mostly white exile community — go to white Cubans,” Zubana wrote. “They tend to live in more upscale houses, which can easily be converted into restaurants or bed-and-breakfasts — the most common kind of private business in Cuba. Black Cubans have less property and money, and also have to contend with pervasive racism. Not long ago it was common for hotel managers, for example, to hire only white staff members, so as not to offend the supposed sensibilities of their European clientele.” For speaking out, Zurbana was rewarded with losing his post. How, then, could Castro, a revolutionary who supported freedom fighters in Africa 
(Continued on next page…)
…Starr continues)
and America, allow racism this pervasive to rule in his own country? Because the Cuban revolution could not overcome its whiteness, that’s why. The same holds true for the U.S.S.R. The Russians who dominated the Communist Party could not overcome their Slavic-ness. That is how racism continued to rule its nation during the Soviet period — and racial strife isn’t any better for black people in Russia after 1991, either.
5. CASE OUTWEIGHS – 

The IMPACT to the KRITIK is not external to our AFFIRMATIVE – both teams argue that the world will end due to ecological destruction. Here’s the difference:

A. PROBABILITY – Opening borders is a more PROBABLE way to stop global warming rather than an intellectual rejection of capitalism because ________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

B. MAGNITUDE – They claim that a small increase in capitalism leads to ecological destruction, but the KRITIK fails to solve our RACISM HARMS from the 1AC. Racism outweighs the problems with capitalism because _____________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________

___________________________________________________________________________________
2AC Frontline – Trump Base DISADVANTAGE Answers
1. Their INTERNAL LINK is NOT UNIQUE – Trump lost a third of his base and did not lash out.

Silver 2017

[Nate Silver, 5-25-2017, "Donald Trump’s Base Is Shrinking," FiveThirtyEight, https://fivethirtyeight.com/features/donald-trumps-base-is-shrinking/ MYY]

But the theory isn’t supported by the evidence. To the contrary, Trump’s base seems to be eroding. There’s been a considerable decline in the number of Americans who strongly approve of Trump, from a peak of around 30 percent in February to just 21 or 22 percent of the electorate now. (The decline in Trump’s strong approval ratings is larger than the overall decline in his approval ratings, in fact.) Far from having unconditional love from his base, Trump has already lost almost a third of his strong support. And voters who strongly disapprove of Trump outnumber those who strongly approve of him by about a 2-to-1 ratio, which could presage an “enthusiasm gap” that works against Trump at the midterms. The data suggests, in particular, that the GOP’s initial attempt (and failure) in March to pass its unpopular health care bill may have cost Trump with his core supporters.

2. Their LINK is NOT UNIQUE – Trump backed down on separating families and the IMPACT of the DISADVANTAGE didn’t happen.

Karni & Johnson 2018

[Annie Karni and Eliana Johnson, 6-20-2018, "The day Trump caved," POLITICO, https://www.politico.com/story/2018/06/20/trump-caves-family-separation-660870 MYY]

But on Wednesday, facing what has grown into the biggest moral and political crisis of his administration, the president whose default position is to double down, simply caved in. Sitting behind the Resolute Desk in the Oval Office flanked by Vice President Mike Pence and embattled Homeland Security Secretary Kirstjen Nielsen, Trump signed an executive order temporarily halting his policy of separating children from their parents at the border. “The border’s just as tough,” Trump told reporters. “But we do want to keep families together.” The about-face came less than 24 hours after Trump was stridently insisting he was powerless to change the situation, instead blaming Congress for scenes of children caged in former big-box stores. On Tuesday, speaking in front of a business group, Trump even referenced his first campaign speech, in which he called Mexican immigrants rapists and accused them of bringing drugs and crime into the country. “Remember I made that speech and I was badly criticized?” he said. “‘Oh it’s so terrible, what he said.’ Turned out I was 100 percent right. That’s why I got elected.” As recently as Friday, the White House circulated talking points quoting the president himself saying that his hands were tied: “We can’t do it through an executive order.” His ultimate reversal was all the more remarkable because the immigration and border security has been his signature political issue, one that has energized his political base and helped elevate him to office.

3. Economy TURN - The economy has finally recovered in areas where Trump’s base lives. His economic promises were key to base support.

Van 2018

[Andrew Van, 4-4-2018, "Deepest Trump Country Has Finally Recovered The Jobs Lost In The Recession," Washington Post, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2018/04/04/deepest-trump-country-has-finally-recovered-the-jobs-lost-in-the-recession/?noredirect=on&amp;utm_term=.c3dd1a781e37 MYY]

Deepest Trump country has only recently recovered the jobs it lost because of the Great Recession. We define “Trump country” as the broad confederation of rural areas, midsize towns and suburbs where Donald Trump earned the highest share of the presidential vote in 2016. It includes about 20 percent of the labor force. We’ve weighted county vote shares by labor force size to account for the fact that Trump won thousands of counties with tiny populations while Hillary Clinton's support was concentrated in a handful of places with much larger populations. At a minimum, these counties gave more than 60 percent of their votes to Trump. A handful, all tiny places in Texas and the Great Plains, broke the 90 percent barrier. Together, Trump country covers 60 percent of the land area of the southern 49 states (we excluded Alaska because of how that state’s votes are reported). Only in the past year has the 12-month average employment level clawed back above its pre-recession baseline. That’s about five years after the equivalent group of most ardent Clinton supporters, and about three years after the groups in the middle. We used a 12-month average to adjust for seasonal variation in the job market, which tends to be stronger in rural, Trump-supporting areas. If we hadn’t, the recovery point would be earlier — but it also would reverse course a couple of times. Trump cleaved the least-recovered counties off the rest of the country. His appeals to voters’ racial, cultural and economic anxieties pulled in the most economically polarized base of any candidate in recent history. Trump’s voters were slowest to recover in part, because he reached out to voters who felt left behind by what will soon be the second-longest economic expansion on record.

4- No link – Conservative media insulates Trump from criticism.

Levitz 18

[Eric, http://nymag.com/daily/intelligencer/2018/08/2018-midterms-trump-red-wave-gop-base-delusional-fake-news.html MYY]

For decades now, the conservative movement has sought to keep its core voters confined to a carefully curated media ecosystem — one where the Democratic Party is a Marxist-Islamist organization, America is the world’s most over-taxed nation, illegal immigrants bear sole responsibility for the stagnation of middle-class wages (and/or all violent crime), and there’s never been a better time to buy gold coins. In many respects, this project has been a great boon to the Republican Party. Research suggests that Fox News’ existence significantly boosts the GOP’s vote-share (and might have even swung the 2004 election to George W. Bush). And, in addition to helping Republicans win elections, the right-wing echo-chamber has given the party a freer hand once in power. More tax cuts for the wealthy, less social insurance for the working class, and near-total impunity for polluters and predatory lenders is not a popular platform, even with Republican voters. But by supplying conservatives with “alternative facts” about such policies; stoking their cultural resentments and racialized fears; and branding all non-conservative media as biased or liberal (or, in today’s parlance, “fake news”) the GOP has succeeded in retaining the loyalty of its grassroots, while betraying their stated preferences on a wide range of economic issues.

5. The PLAN TURNS their LINK and solves the DISADVANTAGE – lagging population growth causes a cascade of economic consequences that results in a decrease in spending, which fuels job losses. That is bad for rural areas where Trump’s base is concentrated.

Paquette 2018

[Danielle Paquette, a reporter focusing on national labor issues, 1-10-2018, "The places with the biggest job gains and steepest losses are right next door to each other," Washington Post, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2018/01/10/the-places-with-the-biggest-job-gains-and-steepest-losses-are-right-next-door-to-each-other/?utm_term=.c0f3cbd19359 MYY]

Two pockets of northern Indiana sit less than 50 miles apart yet represent opposite economic trends: Over the last year, the Elkhart metro area saw the country’s largest percentage gain in employment, while greater Michigan City ranked second in job losses. Jobs around Elkhart grew by 5.3 percent from November 2016 to November 2017 and shrank by 3.6 percent in greater Michigan City, according to new data from the Bureau of Labor Statistics. The numbers reveal that inequality persists at a time when the country's unemployment keeps falling — even among neighbors. Not that the Michigan City-La Porte region, as defined by the BLS, is suffering — the unemployment rate is 4.2 percent, barely higher than the national rate of 4.1 percent. But the area is losing more workers than it’s hiring, making it an anomaly at a time of steady job growth. Part of what's driving this trend is common in areas outside big cities: The population has stayed flat for two decades. La Porte County has inched up from 110,000 in 1998 to nearly 111,000 today. Meanwhile, the population is slowly aging. (The median age is 40, higher than the nation's 38.) Economists say labor shortages can stall business growth and reduce productivity. Fewer people with disposable income can also lead to less spending, which takes a toll on local shops and restaurants. Not enough young people are moving to the Michigan City area to replace the workers retiring from its major employers, which include a casino, two hospitals and a corrections department. That shaves numbers off the region's employment total, too. “There’s not much population growth, and that’s one of our issues,” said Clarence Hulse, executive Director at Economic Development Corporation Michigan City. “We’re working to attract more people to the community.” Professional and business services jobs — a broad range of positions, from secretaries to accountants to top managers — have fallen in the area by 13.8 percent, from 2,900 to 2,500 over the last year, the BLS data found. Government jobs, including public teachers, have also dropped by 7.4 percent. That's partly because of budget cuts and dwindling school enrollment, another consequence of population stagnation, Hulse said.

2AC Frontline – Brain Drain DISADVANTAGE Answers
1. TURN - PLAN solves – Open borders are key to ensure knowledge circulation that solves brain drain.

New York Times 2015

[Adam Davidson, a founder of NPR’s “Planet Money” and a contributing writer for the magazine., 3-24-2015, "Debunking the Myth of the Job-Stealing Immigrant," The New York Times, https://www.nytimes.com/2015/03/29/magazine/debunking-the-myth-of-the-job-stealing-immigrant.html?_r=0 MYY]

This paradox of immigration is bound up with the paradox of economic growth itself. Growth has acquired a bad reputation of late among some, especially on the left, who associate the term with environmental destruction and rising inequality. But growth through immigration is growth with remarkably little downside. Whenever an immigrant enters the United States, the world becomes a bit richer. For all our faults, the United States is still far better developed economically than most nations, certainly the ones that most of our immigrants have left. Our legal system and our financial and physical infrastructure are also far superior to most (as surprising as that might sometimes seem to us). So when people leave developing economies and set foot on American soil, they typically become more productive, in economic terms. They earn more money, achieve a higher standard of living and add more economic value to the world than they would have if they stayed home. If largely open borders were to replace our expensive and restrictive lottery system, it’s likely that many of these immigrants would travel back and forth between the United States and their native countries, counteracting the potential brain drain by sharing knowledge and investment capital. Environmentally, immigration tends to be less damaging than other forms of growth, because it doesn’t add to the number of people on earth and often shifts people to more environmentally friendly jurisdictions.

2. Brain Circulation - Migrants remain connected to their home countries which ensures development through investment and knowledge sharing

Rapoport 2017

[Hillel Rapoport, professor at the Paris School of Economics, February 2017, “Who is Afraid of the Brain Drain? A Development Economist’s View” CEPII, http://www.cepii.fr/PDF_PUB/pb/2017/pb2017-14.pdf MYY]

The above-described “incentive” effect takes place before migration occurs; once migrants have left, however, they can still affect economic, political and social outcomes in their home country. By sending money or returning after some time,6 or by forming diaspora networks that serve as bridges between host and home countries. Along those bridges, many things can circulate: goods, investments, technologies, ideas, values. This is the last strand of brain drain research I want to emphasize before concluding. Indeed, being able to draw on a network of skilled compatriots scattered around the world (especially if they live in the leading countries in terms of technological innovation, financial power, and democracy standards) is crucial to many developing and emerging countries in their search for better integration into the global economy. There is growing evidence and understanding that migrants in general, and skilled migrants in particular, favor the economic, financial and even political and cultural integration of their home country into the global economy. The recent literature has consistently shown this, starting from the “trade creating” effect of migration and ending with the uncovering of “social remittances  [^money sent back home^]” (Levitt and Lamba Nieves, 2011) in the realms of demography or politics). Two forces are at play. First, an “information channel”, whereby migrants reduce transaction costs between their host and home countries, allowing more trade flows (both imports and exports) and inflows of Foreign Direct Investments as well as other forms of financial investments (e.g., international bank loans, purchase of home-country bonds, etc.). While for trade, there is no substantial difference between low- and high-skill migrants in terms of ability to convey the relevant transaction-facilitating information, for financial flows in general, and for FDI in particular, skilled migrants seems to have a significant advantage.7 And second, a “knowledge diffusion channel”, whereby migrants transfer knowledge, including technological knowledge, but also social norms, preferences and values (e.g. preferences for lower fertility or for democracy), from the host to the home economy. It is not clear whether high- or low-skill migrants have an advantage in initiating such transfers, except for innovation adoption and diffusion, where, quite obviously, there is a strong advantage for the former.8 7 Conclusion As we have seen, the recent economic literature does not support the traditional and still very popular view that the brain drain is an impediment to developing countries’ current and future economic performance. To the contrary, the possibility for people to “sell” their human capital abroad generates incentives to invest more in human capital, and a demand for higher quality, more internationally transferrable education, which ultimately also benefits those who do not emigrate. There are also counteracting forces of course: the depletion effect of emigration, the lack of incentives if people are credit-constrained, and some diversion in terms of fields of study away from the home countries’ needs (e.g., geriatrics instead of pediatrics). And the benefits from skilled diasporas, which appear to be considerable and multi-dimensional, should not be overlooked. So even if one adopts a consequentialist view that focuses exclusively on the effects of migration on the source countries, disregarding people’s rights to emigrate and giving little weight to the migrants themselves, the evidence does not support what I would call the now outdated mercantilist view of the brain drain.

3. Their IMPACT is NOT UNIQUE - Terrorism is a bigger and more probable cause of war in South Asia and the PLAN has the best chance of SOLVENCY.

Ayoob 2018

[Mohammed Ayoob, senior fellow at the Center for Global Policy in Washington, DC, and University Distinguished Professor Emeritus of International Relations at Michigan State University., 3-14-2018, "India and Pakistan: Inching Toward Their Final War?," National Interest, http://nationalinterest.org/blog/the-buzz/india-pakistan-inching-toward-their-final-war-24902/page/0/1 MYY]

The escalation in the last two years in terror attacks, especially by Jaish-e-Muhammad, with the obvious connivance of the Pakistan army, on Indian military targets in Kashmir and surrounding Indian states has made the situation very perilous. In the past several months, terrorist groups operating from Pakistan have undertaken several such major attacks, causing significant loss of life among Indian security forces. A major terrorist attack on the Uri camp in Jammu and Kashmir in September 2016, which left seventeen military personnel dead, motivated the Indian government to reassess its strategy for responding to such attacks. On September 29, 2016, India launched its first publicly acknowledged “surgical strike” against terrorist bases in Pakistan. Although there had been speculation that India had conducted such strikes earlier as well, this was the first admission by New Delhi that it was ready to launch major retaliatory attacks against targets in Pakistan and Pakistan-occupied Kashmir. In the latest incident, in February 2018, Jaish terrorists attacked an Indian military camp in Jammu; five army personnel and four militants were killed. In retaliation, the Indian army destroyed a Pakistani army post with the help of rocket launchers, killing, according to Indian sources , twenty-two Pakistani personnel. This tit-for-tat exchange is reaching dangerous proportions. So far, the Pakistani military has downplayed Indian incursions and retaliatory attacks and refused to recognize their seriousness, because it does not want to appear weak in the eyes of the Pakistani public, which is then likely to clamor for revenge. However, the Pakistani military cannot continue to downplay Indian attacks, especially in light of the increasing fatalities. There is the danger that at some point, either by miscalculation or by design, an Indian surgical strike in Pakistani territory will push the Pakistani military—which controls the nuclear weapons—to retaliate in force. If a full-scale war erupts, at some point Pakistan, unable to counter superior Indian conventional forces, could resort to battlefield nuclear weapons, as its doctrine proclaims. While India subscribes to a no-first-use doctrine, it has made it abundantly clear that it will massively retaliate against any use of battlefield nuclear weapons by Pakistan without making a distinction between tactical and strategic nuclear weapons. This strategy, as enunciated in a statement issued by the government of India on January 4, 2003, is designed to inflict unacceptable damage on the enemy. Former Indian national security advisor Shivshankar Menon elaborated this strategy in his memoirs: “India would hardly risk giving Pakistan the chance to carry out a massive nuclear strike after the Indian response to Pakistan using tactical nuclear weapons. In other words, Pakistani tactical nuclear weapon use would effectively free India to undertake a comprehensive first strike against Pakistan.”

2AC Frontline – Wages DISADVANTAGE Answers
1. TURN -  opening borders fuels exports, drives up wages, and increases growth. 

Kane 2015

[Timothy Kane, JP Conte Fellow in Immigration Studies at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, 2-17-2015, "The Economic Effect Of Immigration," Hoover Institution, https://www.hoover.org/research/economic-effect-immigration MYY]

There are many more subtleties to consider, but the third chart gets the basic point across. The mix of goods and skill levels matter, but two nuances bear consideration. First, many immigrants send a portion of their income out of the domestic economy in the form of remittances  [^money sent back home^], but it is hard to know if this is materially different from domestic purchase of imports, and besides, ultimately those cash flows circulate back to demand for U.S. goods in the form of exports. Second, migrants are paid their marginal product (as is any worker), meaning that much if not most of their value added to production directly benefits the native population. Finally, if you believe that a growing economy leads to faster real wage growth due to increased productivity–a standard free-market principle established by Adam Smith’s 1776 Wealth of Nations–then it is natural to predict a general equilibrium increase in the wage level because of immigration. Empirical studies of immigration’s effect on national economies confirm the general IMPACT shown in the third chart. A review by David Card in 2007 concluded that “more than two decades of research on the local labor market IMPACTs of immigration have reached a near consensus that increased immigration has a small but discernible negative effect on the relative (emphasis in original) wages of low-skilled native workers” but also a small, positive overall effect.1 Two 2009 studies by Giovanni Peri and Chad Sparber found that “total immigration to the United States from 1990 to 2007 was associated with a 6.6% to 9.9% increase in real income per worker.”2 In the face of the reality that average wage levels are not negatively affected, one counterpoint is that the IMPACT differs among skill levels (i.e., that low-skill migrants depress wages for native low-skill workers), but that is not how the world works. National and even state economies are much more dynamic than simple theory; it thus seems that immigration tends to complement native skill levels. The bottom line is that one can oppose the Obama administration’s executive actions as lawless and even harmful to long-term reform and still favor more legal immigration. When immigration reform is done right, it will use the fact-based reality that immigrants of all skill levels are good for the native economy, including wages, jobs, and economic growth.

2. TURN - Without the PLAN the trucking shortage causes a rise in inflation – that’s the Washington Post 2018 evidence. That crushes wage growth. 

Pento 2011

[Michael"Inflation Destroys Real Wages," Forbes, https://www.forbes.com/sites/michaelpento/2011/04/18/inflation-destroys-real-wages/ 

It is actually the predominant belief that wages and salaries rise before aggregate price levels in the economy and thus during periods of rising inflation, real wages are always increasing. However, economic history has proven over and over again that real wages actually decrease during periods of rising inflation. Nominal incomes do increase, but this is merely a response to the inflation that has already been created. The essence of this folly is that modern economists don’t have a firm grasp on the mechanics of inflation. At the most basic level, inflation comes from too much money chasing too few goods. The battle against rapidly rising inflation always has its genesis from a central bank that prints money in order to monetize the nation’s debt. And because the central bank typically only gives this new money to the nation's creditors—half of which aren’t Americans--the money created is never evenly distributed into the wages and salaries of the people. It goes first into the hands of those bondholders who receive interest and principal payments. In addition, the rapid expansion of the money supply causes the currency to lose value against hard assets and foreign currencies. Nominal wages and salaries eventually respond to soaring commodity prices and a crumbling currency, but always with a lag that causes their purchasing power to fall relative to other asset classes. Have you ever tried to ask your boss for a raise simply because living expenses cost 10% more than a year prior? As you are laughed out of the office, you can see the wage lag in action.

3. PLAN solves the INTERNAL LINK –  Their Bivens evidence says the primary constraint on growth is slow spending. Immigration is key to solve.

White 2017

[Martha C. White, 8-2-2017, "Trump's immigration PLAN could lead to almost 5 million lost jobs," NBC News, https://www.nbcnews.com/business/economy/slash-immigration-gdp-victim-research-finds-n792821 MYY]

There are myriad reasons why economists say immigration accelerates, rather than slows, economic growth. SIMPLE MATH: MORE IMMIGRANTS BUY MORE THINGS “It’s a combination of more people buying and increasing size of the market,” Burham said. “It’s also a matter of more people creating a larger pool of savings and investments that can create economic growth in the long run,” on both a personal and entrepreneurial level. Fewer people in the United States means less consumption of goods and services. With consumer spending responsible for an estimated two-thirds of the nation’s economy, immigrants provide an infusion of demand for everything from cars to cable TV. “More immigrants are going to be buying more,” said Mark Zandi, chief economist at Moody’s Analytics. “They are already big players… almost all of the increase in home ownership since it started rising is among Hispanic households. It’s already obvious that the immigrant population is key to consumer spending,” he said. “It drives a lot of activity.” A near full-employment labor market combined with waves of Baby Boomers leaving the labor force already creates a challenge for companies that need to fill jobs, one that will be greater if there are fewer people available to take those jobs. “One of the ongoing challenges for the United States economy is the aging workforce,” said Mark Hamrick, senior economic analyst at Bankrate.com.

4. Their IMPACT is NOT UNIQUE - Extend the US News and World Report 2017 evidence – the status quo crushes economic growth because Trump’s policies kill labor force growth which accounts for half of all growth. That’s an ALTERNATIVE cause to the DISADVANTAGE’s IMPACT.
5. LINK TURN - Open borders increase wages by raising value of English language

Matthews 2014

[Dylan, 12-15-2014, , https://www.vox.com/2014/9/13/6135905/open-borders-bryan-caPLAN-interview-gdp-double 

Opponents of open borders often grant that it would grow the economy. The problem, they say, is that most of those benefits presumably accrue to migrants. What about the workers who are already there? Don't they lose out, in particular low-skilled workers who are already struggling and would face increased competition from low-skilled immigrants? Not necessarily. "Low-skilled" is actually kind of a misleading term here. Even American high school dropouts have at least one key skill that immigrants generally don't: the ability to speak English. That makes it possible for immigrants to complement the labor of low-skilled, native-born workers, rather than replacing it. "Low-skilled Americans who are fluent in English in a place like New York City wind up supervising the low-skilled immigrants," CaPLAN says. "They wind up being the bridge, or the people who train immigrants in jobs that they wouldn’t even know about from their home countries." Think about it this way. Low-skilled immigrants increase the supply of people who can do janitorial work or wash dishes or whatnot, which you'd expect to reduce wages for Americans in those jobs. But they also decrease, relatively speaking, the supply of people who can speak English. That raises wages for Americans who can speak English. "When you put that together, it’s at least unclear whether most Americans lose," Caplan surmises. "Furthermore, you can change your occupation. You could move to a job that does less of what is worth less after immigration, and move into a job that does more of what’s valued more."

1AR – Answers To – Wages DISADVANTAGE – Extension to 2AC “Plan solves INTERNAL LINK – Spending”

Extend our 2AC White 2017 evidence that says that immigrants increase spending, which boosts the economy. First, it’s better than their __________ evidence because…







          (Put their author’s name)




 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2 PLAN solves the INTERNAL LINK – immigrants are key to consumer spending. 

Roodman 2014

[David Roodman, Senior Advisor to the Open Philanthropy Project; dabbler on the side, 9-3-2014, "The domestic economic IMPACTs of immigration," https://davidroodman.com/blog/2014/09/03/the-domestic-economic-IMPACTs-of-immigration/ MYY]

One factor damping the economic side effects of immigration is that immigrants are consumers as well as producers. They increase domestic demand for goods and services, perhaps even more quickly than they increase domestic production (Hercowitz and Yashiv 2002), since they must consume as soon as they arrive. They expand the economic pie even as they compete for a slice. This is not to suggest that the market mechanism is perfect—adjustment to new arrivals is not instantaneous and may be incomplete—but the mechanism does operate. A second damper is that in industrial economies, the capital supply tends to expand along with the workforce. More workers leads to more offices and more factories. Were receiving economies not flexible in this way, they would not be rich. This mechanism too may not be complete or immediate, but it is substantial in the long run: since the industrial revolution, population has doubled many times in the US and other now-wealthy nations, and the capital stock has kept pace, so that today there is more capital per worker than 200 years ago. A third damper is that while workers who are similar compete, ones who are different complement. An expansion in the diligent manual labor available to the home renovation business can spur that industry to grow, which will increase its demand for other kinds of workers, from skilled general contractors who can manage complex projects for English-speaking clients to scientists who develop new materials for home building. Symmetrically, an influx of high-skill workers can increase demand for low-skill ones. More computer programmers means more tech businesses, which means more need for janitors and security guards. Again, the effect is certain, though its speed and size are not.

2AC Frontline – TOPICALITY “Permanent Residence” Answers
1. We meet – our PLAN text specifically says we “remove all restrictions on legal immigration.” Evaluate the TOPICALITY of the PLAN text in a vacuum. We have SOLVENCY advocates that show that all our advantages follow from removing these restrictions.

2. Counter interpretation: “Legal restrictions on immigration” refers to who may enter, how long they stay, and when they leave
Cornell Law School Legal Information Institute, 2017

["Immigration," LII / Legal Information Institute, https://www.law.cornell.edu/wex/immigration, 1/30]

Federal immigration law determines whether a person is an alien, the rights, duties, and obligations associated with being an alien in the United States, and how aliens gain residence or citizenship within the United States. It also provides the means by which certain aliens can become legally naturalized citizens with full rights of citizenship. Immigration law serves as a gatekeeper for the nation's border, determining who may enter, how long they may stay, and when they must leave.

3. COUNTER-STANDARDS:

A.  GROUND – our INTERPRETATION provides the clearest GROUND at the core of the topic because we include H-1B, agricultural worker visas, and student visas, which are the center of public controversy for immigration policy. We preserve NEGATIVE ground. Our AFFIRMATIVE makes it easy for them to LINK all the core of the topic DISADVANTAGES: Trump Base, Wages, and Brain Drain. Prefer big AFFIRMATIVES like ours to small AFFIRMATIVES that their INTERPRETATION pushes for.

B. LIMITS – our INTERPRETATION is a better limit because it is in the contest of immigration LAW, not just “immigration.” This context is important for any interpretation of the topic and provides a clear LIMIT. 

4. They say “EXTRA TOPICALITY” – no part of our AFFIRMATIVE is Extra TOPICAL. In the world of the AFFIRMATIVE, there are no restrictions on permanent residence therefore everyone has this status if they want it. Our AFFIRMATIVE is within their LIMITS on the topic. We are just a large reform of legal immigration, all their research on immigration applies to our AFFIRMATIVE. There’s no IMPACT.
 Topicality is not a voting issue – you should use REASONABILITY in evaluating whether the AFFIRMATIVE is reasonably topical and whether our interpretation creates reasonable limits for the topic.

1AR – TOPICALITY = Permanent Residence – Extension to COUNTER-INTERPRETATION
Extend our 2AC COUNTER-INTERPRETATION and our Cornell Law School Legal Information Institute 2017 evidence that says that restrictions on legal immigration means deciding who gets to come, how they long they get to stay, and when they leave. First, it’s better than their __________ evidence because…







          (Put their author’s name)




 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2 Legal permanent residence is only a subset of “legal immigration”

Passel & Cohn 2015

[Jeffrey S. Passel and D’Vera Cohn, 3-26-2015, "Share of Unauthorized Immigrant Workers in Production, Construction Jobs Falls Since 2007," Pew Research Center's Hispanic Trends Project, http://www.pewhispanic.org/2015/03/26/share-of-unauthorized-immigrant-workers-in-production-construction-jobs-falls-since-2007/ MYY]

The “legal immigrant” population is defined as people granted legal permanent residence; those granted asylum; people admitted as refugees; and people admitted under a set of specific authorized temporary statuses for longer-term residence and work. This group includes “naturalized citizens,” legal immigrants who have become U.S. citizens through naturalization; “legal permanent resident aliens” who have been granted permission to stay indefinitely in the U.S. as permanent residents, asylees or refugees; and “legal temporary migrants” (including students, diplomats and “high-tech guest workers”) who are allowed to live and, in some cases, work in the U.S. for specific periods of time (usually longer than one year).

3 Legal immigration includes more than just legal permanent residence – here’s another Professor and expert
Ballard, 2016 
- Jaimie Ballard, professor of Family Social Science at the University of Minnesota (Immigrant and Refugee Families, https://doi.org/10.24926/8668.0901  bold in original

Legal or documented immigrants.   For the purposes of this chapter, legal immigrants are defined as individuals who were granted legal residence in the United States. This would include those from other countries who were granted asylum, admitted as refugees, admitted under a set of specific authorized temporary statuses for longer-term residence and work, or granted lawful permanent residence status or citizenship
NEGATIVE – Open Borders – Version 2 (Advanced)
File Folders Needed: (8)
1NC SOLVENCY

1NC HARMS (Racism)
1NC HARMS (Global Warming)

1NC HARMS (Human Rights)

2NC/1NR HARMS (Racism)

2NC/1NR HARMS (Global Warming)

2NC/1NR (Human Rights)
2NC/1NR SOLVENCY

1NC – SOLVENCY Frontline

1. The structure of US law denies legal immigrants rights. Even if they remove restrictions on immigration and let everyone in, those immigrants will be subject to the discriminatory laws of the U.S., which ensures continued rights VIOLATIONS. 

Michaelson 2018

[Jay Michaelson, 3-1-2018, https://www.thedailybeast.com/its-not-just-trump-the-law-is-designed-to-deny-immigrants-their-basic-rights MYY]

How is any of this possible? Well, long before the Trump administration’s crackdown, American law has treated immigrants, legal and illegal, as less than equal. There are three ways this inequality plays out. First, in no other area of law are law enforcement officers granted so much discretion. The way our immigration laws are written, ICE and the Department of Justice can choose at random who stays and who goes. That’s why DACA, the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals program, is such an easy program to repeal; it’s basically nothing more than an internal memo, left over from the Obama administration. It’s also why Jamal was targeted. Until Jan. 25, 2017, the government said that it would not hunt down people with strong familial and communal ties—people like Syed Ahmed Jamal. Then, Donald Trump signed an executive order, and poof!, that policy was gone. No judicial review, no administrative process. Because the executive branch is given so much discretion in immigration law enforcement, it can change its mind willy-nilly. Or, as it has done, in a way that systematically targets Muslims and Latinos. That wide discretion also gives an unlimited, inquisitorial authority to ICE and immigration courts. What they say goes, for good or ill. Earlier this month, for example, ICE moved to deport Jesus Berrones, an undocumented Arizona man whose 5-year-old son is battling leukemia. After media exposure—Berrones took shelter in a church—ICE changed its mind. “In an exercise of discretion, ICE has granted Jesus Armando Berrones-Balderas a one-year stay of removal on humanitarian grounds,” a spokesman said. That story has a happy ending (for now), but consider how this family’s lives hang in the balance, dependent solely on the discretion of law enforcement. Not so lucky is Ricardo Querales, an HIV-positive gay refugee who was granted asylum in 2004 but arrested for a minor drug offense in 2009. Querales was told last month—again, at a routine check-in and with no advance warning—that he was being deported to Venezuela. Due to the economic crisis in that country, HIV medications are not widely available, which means his deportation is practically a death sentence. There are hundreds of stories like these, of men and women—almost always Latino or Muslim—bouncing around in an administrative roulette wheel, with their lives at stake. Second, the judicial processes that immigrants face—again, whether their status is legal, illegal, or uncertain—take place outside the normal judicial system. In the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1965, Congress severely limited judicial review of immigration decisions and placed all but final determinations in the hands of special immigration courts, which themselves are under the authority of the Department of Justice, not the judiciary. It’s an entirely different system, without many of the features and protections most Americans take for granted. And those courts are a mess. In New York, people wait an average of two years for their claims to be heard. During that time, they may be detained (without bail or bail hearing) under harsh conditions; Justice Breyer’s dissent in Jennings cited a 2017 Department of Homeland Security document “reporting instances of invasive procedures, substandard care, and mistreatment, e.g., indiscriminate strip searches, long waits for medical care and hygiene products,” and so on. As bad as mass incarceration and private prisons are, this Kafkaesque system is even worse. Research by one American University professor found that administrative detention is routinely inhumane. 
2. PLAN fails – it can’t lower barriers to accessing citizenship.

Shashkevich 2018

[Alex Shashkevich, 1-17-2018, "Low-income immigrants face barriers to U.S. citizenship," Stanford News, https://news.stanford.edu/2018/01/17/low-income-immigrants-face-barriers-u-s-citizenship/ MYY]

Immigrants who want to become U.S. citizens face barriers from the high cost of the naturalization application, according to a new Stanford study. The work suggests that lowering the federal application fees, or creating local programs to provide financial assistance to cover them, could help more people gain the benefits of citizenship, including the right to vote and participate in democracy. The findings came from studying low-income immigrants in New York who registered for a lottery to receive vouchers that cover the fee to apply for U.S. citizenship, which is now $725. The research team, led by Stanford’s Immigration Policy Lab (IPL), partnered with the New York State Office for New Americans and two foundations, Robin Hood and the New York Community Trust, to develop a first-of-its-kind public-private naturalization program called NaturalizeNY. The program was launched in 2016 by New York Governor Andrew Cuomo. The researchers showed that naturalization application rates jumped by 41 percent among the immigrants who got the vouchers compared to those who did not. “This study provides critical evidence that high fees are an important barrier to citizenship for low-income immigrants,” said Jens Hainmueller, a professor of political science at Stanford and a lead author on the research paper, published Jan. 15 in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. “More importantly, IPL has co-developed a program model to address this barrier, a solution that can be rolled out in communities across the country.” Based on their findings, the researchers suggest increasing naturalization by introducing a multi-tiered fee structure in which wealthier applicants pay higher fees. They also encourage local communities to establish public-private funding to support low-income immigrants in paying for naturalization fees. Barriers to naturalization Naturalization provides immigrants with virtually the same rights and benefits as native-born citizens, including the right to vote, access to federal jobs and protection from deportation. A recent report from the National Academy of Sciences found that having more naturalized immigrants is good for the national income and increases political participation and integration of those immigrants within American society.

2NC/1NR SOLVENCY – Extension to 1NC “Legal system discriminates” 
Extend our 1NC Michaelson 2018 evidence which says that even after the PLAN, the legal system and immigration agencies can abuse and discriminate against people.
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2NC/1NR SOLVENCY – Extension to 1NC “Citizen barriers too high” 
Extend our 1NC Shashkevich 2018 evidence which says that the barriers to citizenship and full rights remains too high for people who come through open borders.
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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1NC – HARMS (Racism) Frontline

Backlash TURN – THE PLAN triggers a nativist backlash that increases racism and a rollback of the PLAN’s opening of borders 

Naik 2015

[Vipul Naik, PhD in mathematics from University of Chicago, 8-2015, "Nativist backlash," Open Borders: The Case, https://openborders.info/nativist-backlash/ MYY]

In an Open Borders Action Group post comment, Nathan Smith has highlighted how the way nativist backlash occurs depends not only on the way migration is liberalized but also the reasons that liberalization happened in the first place. He argues that liberalization that happens because people genuinely accepted the arguments in favor of a right to migrate would be more robust than liberalization that happens through executive or judicial fiat, or because people sign on to migration liberalization due to incorrectly optimistic beliefs about the effects of migration on their well-being (this ties in to Vipul Naik’s post on convincing people to sustainably support migration liberalization). The trouble with “nativist backlash” as a standalone topic, is that a nativist backlash against open borders seems to presuppose that open borders is somehow established first. But for open borders to be established, something major would have to change in the policymaking process and/or public opinion. And whatever that change was, would presumably affect the likelihood and nature of any nativist backlash. If open borders were established based on false advertising that it wasn’t really radical and wouldn’t make that much difference, then there would doubtless be a nativist backlash. Likewise if it were established by some sort of presidential and judicial fiat without popular buy-in. But if open borders came about because large majorities were persuaded that people have a natural right to migrate and it’s unjust to imprison them in the country of their birth, then people might be willing to accept the drastic consequences of their moral epiphanies. So any claim that “open borders will inevitably provoke a nativist backlash” just seems ill formulated. One first needs a scenario by which open borders is established. Then one could assess the probability and likely character of a nativist backlash, but it would be different for every open borders scenario. The types of nativist backlash Nativist backlash can be manifested in many different ways, just like general sentiment against migration and migrants: Political/policy backlash, manifested in a rollback of immigration liberalization, possibly to the previous levels, or even stricter. Backlash expressed through domestic policy, such as rollback of rights for immigrants. Backlash in the private, non-political sphere, such as increase in violence or discrimination against migrants and foreigners.

2NC/1NR Harms (Racism) – Extension to 1NC “Nativist Backlash”
Extend our 1NC Naik 2015 evidence which says that open borders trigger a nativist backlash.
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2. Anti-immigrant sentiments are deeply ingrained in America, the PLAN triggers backlash. 

Lozada 2017

[Carlos Lozada, 10-13-2017, "Review," Washington Post, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/book-party/wp/2017/10/13/why-fear-of-immigrants-puts-democracy-at-risk/ MYY]

I think about that moment, invariably as glimpsed from the back seat of a car — it’s funny how certain vantage points stay with you — whenever immigrants become targets in national politics. That night always reminds me that animus against outsiders long predates the Trump presidency and that, as frightening and disorienting as it felt to a child, things can always get far worse.

In “Go Back to Where You Came From,” Sasha Polakow-Suransky describes the TURN toward anti-immigrant, anti-refugee and anti-Islam fervor in Europe, dwelling on Holland, Denmark and France, though he always seems to be glancing across the Atlantic. He compares Marine Le Pen voters in northern France to Donald Trump voters in southeastern Michigan; he suggests that Trump and right-wing Dutch politician Geert Wilders are both faux economic populists; and he worries that, in Europe and the United States, democracies are threatened by popular fear of immigrants.

“What if, in reaction to the challenges of mass migration, liberal democracies abandon their constitutional principles and adopt exclusionary policies that erode their long-standing commitment to human rights?” he asks. “There could come a day when, even in wealthy Western nations, liberal democracy ceases to be the only game in town.”

1NC – Harms (Global Warming) Frontline

1. Too late to solve – we’re past the tipping point and global warming is locked in. 

Walker 2016

[Peter Walker quoting Dr. Thomas Crowthers, who headed up the study at Yale Climate & Energy Institute, but is now a Marie Curie fellow at the Netherlands Institute of Ecology. “Climate change escalating so fast it is 'beyond point of no return'” The Independent (1 December 2016) http://www.independent.co.uk/news/science/donald-trump-climate-change-policy-global-warming-expert-thomas-crowther-a7450236.html MYY]

Global warming is beyond the “point of no return”, according to the lead scientist behind a ground-breaking climate change study. The full IMPACT of climate change has been underestimated because scientists haven't taken into account a major source of carbon in the environment. Dr Thomas Crowther’s report has concluded that carbon emitted from soil was speeding up global warming. The findings, which say temperatures will increase by 1C by 2050, are already being adopted by the United Nations. Dr Crowther, speaking to The Independent, branded Donald Trump’s sceptical stance on climate change as “catastrophic for humanity”. “It’s fair to say we have passed the point of no return on global warming and we can’t reverse the effects, but certainly we can dampen them,” said the biodiversity expert. “Climate change may be considerably more rapid than we thought it was.” The report, by an exhaustive list of researchers and published in the Nature journal, assembled data from 49 field experiments over the last 20 years in North America, Europe and Asia. It found that the majority of the Earth’s terrestrial store of carbon was in soil, and that as the atmosphere warms up, increasing amounts are emitted in what is a vicious cycle of “positive feedbacks”. The study found that 55bn tonnes in carbon, not previously accounted for by scientists, will be emitted into the atmosphere by 2050. “As the climate warms, those organisms become more active and the more active they become, the more the soil respires – exactly the same as human beings," said Dr Crowther, who headed up the study at Yale Climate & Energy Institute, but is now a Marie Curie fellow at the Netherlands Institute of Ecology. “Our study shows that this major feedback has already certainly started, and it will have a significant IMPACT on the climate in the coming decades. This information will be critical as we strive to understand how the climate is going to change in the future. And it will also be critical if we are to generate meaningful strategies to fight against it.”

2. Technology can’t solve global warming
Goering 2015

[Laurie Goering, 7-8-2015, "Technical solutions alone can't fix climate change," Reuters, https://www.reuters.com/article/climatechange-science-technology-idUSL8N0ZO3TU20150708]

“The biggest risk of all that we face is that we’re addressing the wrong problem,” University of Oslo sociologist Karen O’Brien told a week-long conference of climate researchers in Paris. Using more renewable energy and setting up crop insurance schemes and early warning systems is important, she said. But climate change “is more than a technical challenge”.

3. Growth TURN – 
A. PLAN causes massive economic growth. 

Matthews 2012

[Dylan Matthews, 8-20-2012, "Want a global economic boom? Open the borders," Washington Post, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/wonk/wp/2012/08/20/want-a-global-economic-boom-open-the-borders/?utm_term=.6adbd1541dec]

Keenan's findings are in line with previous estimates. Harvard's Lant Prichett found that removing immigration barriers would double world GDP, an increase of $65 trillion. Let me repeat -- $65 trillion. Of course, that isn't the only consideration here, but the economic evidence weighs heavily in favor of much more liberal immigration regimes.

B. Economic growth drastically increases global warming.

Science Daily 2012

University of Michigan. "Global warming: New research blames economic growth." ScienceDaily. ScienceDaily, 1 May 2012. <www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2012/05/120501134327.htm>. MYY

It's a message no one wants to hear: To slow down global warming, we'll either have to put the brakes on economic growth or transform the way the world's economies work. That's the implication of an innovative University of Michigan study examining the most likely causes of global warming. The study, conducted by José Tapia Granados and Edward Ionides of U-M and Óscar Carpintero of the University of Valladolid in Spain, was published online in the peer-reviewed journal Environmental Science and Policy. It is the first analysis to use measurable levels of atmospheric carbon dioxide to assess fluctuations in the gas, rather than estimates of CO2 emissions, which are less accurate. "If 'business as usual' conditions continue, economic contractions the size of the Great Recession or even bigger will be needed to reduce atmospheric levels of CO2," said Tapia Granados, who is a researcher at the U-M Institute for Social Research. For the study, the researchers assessed the IMPACT of four factors on short-run, year-to-year changes in atmospheric concentrations of CO2, widely considered the most important greenhouse gas. Those factors included two natural phenomena believed to affect CO2 levels -- volcanic eruptions and the El Niño Southern oscillation -- and also world population and the world economy, as measured by worldwide gross domestic product. Tapia Granados and colleagues found no observable relation between short-term growth of world population and CO2 concentrations, and they show that incidents of volcanic activity coincide with global recessions, which may confound any slight volcanic effects on CO2. With El Niño outside of human control, economic activity is the sole modifiable factor. In years of above-trend world GDP, from 1958 to 2010, the researchers found greater increases in CO2 concentrations. For every $10 trillion in U.S. dollars that the world GDP deviates from trend, CO2 levels deviate from trend about half a part per million, they found. Preindustrial concentrations are estimated to be 200-300 parts per million. To break the economic habits contributing to a rise in atmospheric CO2 levels and global warming, Tapia Granados says that societies around the world would need to make enormous changes.

2NC/1NR HARMS (Global Warming) – “Too Late to Solve”
Extend our 1NC Walker 2016 evidence which says that it’s too late to reverse global warming.
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2. Feedback loops are in effect– means global warming is now self-reinforcing. 

Temple 2018

[James Temple, 1-4-2018, "The year climate change began to spin out of control," MIT Technology Review, https://www.technologyreview.com/s/609642/the-year-climate-change-began-to-spin-out-of-control/ MYY]

In December, NOAA released an unsettling Arctic report card declaring that the North Pole had reached a “new normal,” with no sign of returning to a “reliably frozen region.” Rising temperatures have locked in a long-term trend of shrinking glaciers, receding sea ice, and warming permafrost. Between October 2016 and September 2017, the area above the 60th parallel north experienced the second-warmest air temperature anomaly since 1900. In March, satellites recorded the lowest sea-ice winter maximum on record. Melting glaciers and sea ice are particularly worrisome trends because they trigger critical secondary effects, notably including increasing rates of sea-level rise. This development also sets up dangerous climate feedback loops as reflective white snow and ice TURN into heat-absorbing dark-blue water. It means the Arctic will send less heat back into space, which leads to more warming, more melting, and more sea-level rise still. “We see a major increase in temperatures in the high latitudes, in the area and coasts around the Arctic Ocean, so it seems like this process has already started,” says Vladimir Romanovsky, a professor of geophysics at the Permafrost Laboratory at the University of Alaska, Fairbanks. He says another cause for concern is that permafrost is warming, approaching thawing temperatures in parts of the Alaskan interior. The problem there is that permafrost traps massive amounts of greenhouse gases beneath the surface. As it melts, those gases are released, forming a separate self-reinforcing cycle.
2NC/1NR HARMS (Global Warming) – “Tech Can’t Solve”

Extend our 1NC Goering 2015 evidence which says that technology can’t solve global warming. 
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2. Technology has no solution to Global Warming in sight and nations won’t spend money on it

Biello 2017

[David Biello, 1-18-2017, "How Far Can Technology Go to Stave Off Climate Change?," Yale E360, https://e360.yale.edu/features/how_far_can_technology_go_to_stave_off_climate_change MYY]

The key question is: Can engineers and entrepreneurs invent and deploy enough technologies — and the world’s governments adopt the right incentives and policies to eliminate carbon from the global economy — all in time to avert major upheaval from climate change? Already, technological advances are making clean energy sources such as solar and wind more efficient and cheaper, leading to steady growth in their deployment. But renewable energy increases are still being outrun by even-faster increases in fossil fuel consumption as the economies of developing nations like China and India grow and developed nations, such as the U.S., do far too little to wean themselves off oil, coal, and natural gas. This lack of progress underscores the urgent need for technological innovations, although deploying technologies at the scale needed to significantly slow climate change will require major government expenditures and, hence, a massive dose of global will that has so far been lacking. Some of these technologies may not even be on the horizon, but one tool that many experts say will have to be used is the removal of CO2 from the atmosphere. 
2NC/1NR HARMS (Global Warming) – Growth Turn

Extend our 1NC Matthews and Science Daily 2012 evidence which says that PLAN leads to economic growth, which leads to further global warming.
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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1NC – HARMS (Human Rights) Frontline

1. No SOLVENCY – Trump causes irreparable harm to US leadership.

Mohan 2017

[C. Raja Mohan, Director of Carnegie India, 6-2-2017, "Judy Asks: Is This the End of U.S. Leadership?," Carnegie Europe, http://carnegieeurope.eu/strategiceurope/70152 MYY]

U.S. President Donald Trump’s decision to pull out of the 2015 Paris climate change accord underlines that the United States has become a major variable in international politics. Seen together with Trump’s decision to walk out of the Trans-Pacific Partnership and his questioning of long-standing U.S. military alliances, the decision on the Paris accord casts a big shadow over the United States’ credibility as an interlocutor and reliability as a partner. Meanwhile, the damage to the international order is likely to be deep and possibly irreversible. There is no escaping the fact that the United States is deeply divided over America’s globalism [^the spread of commerce and commercialism around the world^]  and the question of whether the burdens of the country’s international leadership are worth bearing. All major actors in the international system must inevitably come to terms with the volatility in America’s external orientation induced by the turmoil in its domestic politics.

2. Status quo solves – decline of american leadership has led to new leaders that can solve human rights abuses.

Roth 2018

[Kenneth Roth, the executive director of Human Rights Watch., 1-18-2018, "How to Stand Up For Human Rights in the Age of Trump," Foreign Policy, https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/01/18/how-to-stand-up-for-human-rights-in-the-age-of-trump/ MYY]

Sometimes, when more powerful nations were obstructive or unhelpful, smaller countries led the global defense of human rights. The U.N. Human Rights Council opened an investigation of abuses by all sides in Yemen thanks to the leadership of the Netherlands. The U.N. General Assembly circumvented Russia’s Security Council veto and named a prosecutor for war crimes in Syria because of leadership from Liechtenstein. Iceland led a public challenge at the U.N. Human Rights Council to Philippine President Rodrigo Duterte’s campaign of summary executions for drug suspects. None of these models of resistance to populist or autocratic rule guarantees success. Anyone in office has the considerable advantage of being able to harness the power of the state. But the resistance shows that there is a struggle underway, that many people will not sit quietly as autocrats attack their basic rights and freedoms. By contrast, where domestic resistance was suppressed and international concern lacking, populist leaders and other anti-human rights forces have prospered. In Turkey, President Recep Tayyip Erdogan decimated the country’s democratic system with impunity as the European Union (EU) focused on enlisting his help to halt the flight of refugees to Europe. In Egypt, President Abdel Fattah al-Sisi crushed public dissent with little interference from the United States or the EU. They bought into his narrative of combating terrorism and ensuring regional stability, even though his ruthless suppression of any Islamic voices in the country’s political process was exactly what militant Islamists wanted. The cost of not standing up to majoritarian attacks on human rights was perhaps starkest in Myanmar. Vitriolic nationalist rhetoric increasingly propagated by Buddhist extremists, senior members of the military, and some members of the civilian-led government helped to precipitate an ethnic cleansing campaign against Rohingya Muslims, following a Rohingya militant group’s attack on security outposts. An army-led campaign of massacres, widespread rape, and mass arson in at least 354 villages sent more than 650,000 Rohingya refugees fleeing for their lives to neighboring Bangladesh. These are the very crimes that the international community had pledged never again to tolerate. Yet the Western nations that had long taken an active interest in Myanmar were reluctant to act, even by imposing targeted financial and travel sanctions on the army generals behind these crimes against humanity. In part, that reticence was because of geopolitical competition with China for the Myanmar government’s favor. Also playing a part was the undue deference given to Aung San Suu Kyi, Myanmar’s de facto civilian leader, even though she has no real control over the military and has shown no inclination to pay the political price of defending an unpopular minority. The result was the fastest forced mass exodus of people since the Rwandan genocide, with little immediate hope of the Rohingyas’ safe and voluntary [^doing by your choice, not because you are forced to^] return or of bringing to justice the people behind the atrocities 
(Continued on next page…)
(…Roth continues)
that sent them fleeing. The Philippines presented an especially brazen [^bold^] and deadly example of an authoritarian populist’s [^appealing to common people^] challenge to human rights. President Rodrigo Duterte took office encouraging the police to kill drug suspects, as he had done previously as mayor of Davao City. The resulting epidemic of police shootings — often portrayed as “shootouts” but repeatedly shown to be summary executions — has left more than 12,000 people dead in the roughly year and a half since Duterte took office. The vast majority of victims were young men from the slums of major cities — people who elicited little sympathy among many Filipinos. The ongoing territorial dispute among China, the United States, and the Philippines over the South China Sea left little room for concern about executions. Trump, as he has elsewhere, seemed mainly to admire Duterte’s “strongman” qualities. Instead, a major source of pressure to stop the slaughter came from a collection of states led by Iceland that spoke out at the U.N. Human Rights Council. Duterte tried to disparage these “bleeding hearts” but ended up, under pressure, transferring authority to combat drugs, at least for a while, from the murderous police to a more law-abiding anti-narcotics agency. When the police were withdrawn from anti-drug operations, executions dropped precipitously. The central lesson of the past year is that despite considerable headwinds, a vigorous defense of human rights can succeed. Populist politicians tend to offer superficial answers to complex problems, but broad swaths of the public, when reminded of the human rights principles at stake, can be convinced to reject the scapegoating of unpopular minorities and leaders’ efforts to undermine basic democratic checks and balances. What’s needed is principled resistance rather than surrender — a call to action rather than a cry of despair.

2NC/1NR HARMS (Human Rights) – Extension to “Trump kills credibility”
Extend our 1NC Mohan 2017 evidence which says that Trump has ruined our human rights credibility.
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2. NO SOLVENCY – Trump’s foreign policy supports allies that violate human rights

Bandow 2017

[senior fellow at Cato Institute. https://www.japantimes.co.jp/opinion/2017/05/15/commentary/world-commentary/u-s-human-rights-conundrum/#.W0afkdJKhnI]

Moreover, ignoring human rights often creates long-term trouble. For instance, Washington’s support for brutal, dictatorial regimes undermines American security policy in the Mideast. Among those nations playing important roles in U.S. regional strategy today are Bahrain, Egypt, Iraq, Israel, Libya, Jordan, Saudi Arabia and Turkey. All have human rights issues which undermine their effectiveness as U.S. partners. In Bahrain, home of the U.S. 5th Fleet, a Sunni monarchy holds a Shiite majority population in political bondage. The U.S. State Department noted “limitation on citizens’ ability to choose their government peacefully,” “restrictions on free expression, assembly, and association,” as well as “lack of due process in the legal system.” The authoritarian  [^a government that does not allow individual rights or freedoms^] sectarian-minority government is a prescription for long-term instability. Iran can interfere while claiming to be on the side of the persecuted majority. Trump appears to have a budding bromance with Egyptian President Abdel Fattah el-Sisi. However, Cairo has been moving backward on human rights. The U.S. State Department cited “excessive use of force by security forces, deficiencies in due process, and the suppression of civil liberties.” Add to political repression economic problems and the el-Sisi regime looks vulnerable to internal if not popular challenge. Iraq has been ravaged by the Islamic State group. However, Baghdad has its own human rights problems. The U.S. State’s Department’s report noted that “Sectarian hostility, widespread corruption, and lack of transparency at all levels of government and society weakened the government’s authority and worsened effective human rights protections.” The security forces “committed some human rights VIOLATION s, and there continued to be reports of (government-allied Shiite militias) killing, torturing, kidnapping and extorting civilians.” Government abuses, concentrated on Sunnis, aided the rise of IS. And if Baghdad doesn’t reform, its misbehavior is likely to generate more insurgents and terrorists in the future. Washington’s closest ally, Israel, is not exempt. Millions of Palestinians have suffered under its occupation. Detailed the department: “Significant human rights abuses also included excessive use of force or deadly force by Israeli Security Forces (ISF) … and Israeli demolition of Palestinian homes and related displacement.” This has spurred violent resistance by Palestinians and significant antagonism throughout the Arab and Muslim worlds. In Jordan, the U.S. State Department cited “citizens’ inability to choose their ultimate governing authority; restrictions on the freedom of expression, including detention of journalists, which limited the ability of citizens and media to criticize government policies and officials; and mistreatment and allegations of torture by security and government officials.” The lack of good ALTERNATIVES to Hashemite rule doesn’t immunize the monarchy from opposition. Libya is in the throes of civil conflict if not civil war. The lack of effective governance has led to criminality, violence and human rights abuses by a multitude of parties. The nominal government’s failings make chaos more likely than stability to remain Libya’s reality. In the name of alliance solidarity, Washington has backed Saudi Arabia’s brutal war in Yemen. Yet the U.S. State Department detailed “citizens’ lack of the ability and legal means to choose their government; restrictions on universal rights, such as freedom of expression, including on the internet, and the freedoms of assembly, association, movement, and religion; and pervasive gender discrimination.” Added to these are arbitrary arrest, lack of due process, overcrowded prisons, and nonexistent judicial independence.

3. ALTERNATIVE causes – Guantanamo bay and VIOLATIONS of Human Rights cause credibility losses the PLAN can’t solve.

Shattuck 2008

[John Shattuck, 2008, "Restoring U.S. Credibility on Human Rights," ABA Human Rights Magazine, https://www.americanbar.org/publications/human_rights_magazine_home/human_rights_vol35_2008/human_rights_fall2008/hr_fall08_shattuck.html MYY]

International public opinion of the recent U.S. record on human rights has been devastating. A poll conducted last year in eighteen countries on all continents by the British Broadcasting Corporation revealed that 67 percent disapproved of U.S. detention practices in Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. Another poll in Germany, Great Britain, Poland, and India found that majorities or pluralities condemned the United States for torture and other VIOLATIONS of international law. A third poll by the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations showed that majorities in thirteen countries, including many traditional allies, believe “the U.S. cannot be trusted to act responsibly in the world.”

2NC/1NR HARMS (Human Rights) – Extension to “Other countries will lead”

Extend our 1NC Roth 2018 evidence which says that other countries have stepped up to lead on human rights issues.
1. It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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Refugees AFFIRMATIVE

File Folders Needed: (4)

Refugees 1AC (PLAN, INHERENCY, SOLVENCY, HARMS [Everyday Violence], HARMS [Soft Power])

2AC/1AR SOLVENCY

2AC/1AR HARMS (Everyday Violence)

2AC/1AR HARMS (Soft Power)

2AC/1AR Answers to Off-Case (Wages, Trump Base, Brain Drain, Capitalism)
1AC - PLAN

PLAN: The United States congress should substantially increase the number of refugees admitted through the United States Refugee Admissions Program, amend the Immigration and Naturalization Act (INA) by removing the Tier III designation for terrorist organizations, expedite screening, and admit refugees as Long-Term Permanent Residents (LPRs).  

1AC – Contention 1 (Inherency)

Contention One is Inherency
The Trump administration is expanding the definition and use of Tier III terrorist exclusions against refugees.

Lempel 2018

[Jesse, editor of Harvard Law Review, 8-8, https://www.lawfareblog.com/tier-iii-terrorist-designations-trump-administration-and-courts-move-opposite-directions]

President Trump has vowed “to keep radical Islamic terrorists the hell out of our country.” While new mutations of his travel ban grind slowly through the courts, the president may take solace [^comfort^] in one far-reaching exclusionary [^something that excludes^] tool: denying visas and deportation relief based upon membership in an undesignated, or Tier III, “terrorist organization.” The Tier III immigration bar, created by the 2001 USA PATRIOT Act, is a double whammy: It adopts a stunningly broad definition of terrorism and it lets low-level officials decide on an ad hoc [^for this purpose alone^] basis whether a foreign group is a “terrorist organization,” even if the group doesn’t appear on any government list. In October, the Trump administration rescinded [^canceled^] Obama-era guidance designed to temper [^balance, slow down^] visa denials due to Tier III “terrorist organization” status. The Obama administration implemented automatic “holds,” or delays, on such visa denials while officials higher up the executive branch chain considered whether to grant a discretionary exemption [^to allow based on the judgment of the person deciding^]. The new policy does away with these holds, making the denial of application immediate. This about-face follows reports this year of an aggressive use of Tier III exclusionary [^something that excludes^] power that ensnared [^captured, trapped^] a respected Syrian dissident. [^someone who opposes the current political system from outside it^] But the administration’s boost to the Tier III system runs counter to the trend in the courts expressing skepticism—if not outright alarm—at the sweeping and unpredictable application of immigration bars via Tier III terrorism determinations. This skepticism was recently on display in a September decision by the Third Circuit that sought to reign in such Tier III assessments by requiring top-down leadership authorization of terrorist acts; it can be traced back to a decade-old opinion by Judge Maryanne Trump Barry—who happens to be the president’s older sister. This post will briefly explain the legal framework of Tier III terrorist determinations, then discuss the Third Circuit’s recent decision and situate it within a trend of judicial [^having to do with judges, law, and courts^] discomfort with the statute’s [^law^] expansive [^wide^] reach. What Is a Tier III Terrorist Organization? The U.S. government formally designates foreign terrorist organizations, maintaining two separate lists: a registry of Foreign Terrorist Organizations (Tier I) and the Terrorist Exclusion List (Tier II). But some dangerous groups are bound to fly under the radar or may escape formal designation for political or bureaucratic [^having to do with systems of organizing government^] reasons, while still posing a threat. That’s why the post-9/11 USA PATRIOT Act amended the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) to establish a third class (Tier III) of “terrorist organization”. Such groups don’t appear on any official list but are still deemed terrorist organizations for immigration purposes if they engage in certain kinds of violence. Because there is no centralized list, each consular [^representing government^] official and immigration judge must decide for themselves whether a particular applicant’s organization makes the cut as a Tier III terrorist group. 

(Continued on next page…)

(…Lempel continues)

The statute [^law^] defines Tier III terrorist organizations as “a group of two or more individuals, whether organized or not, which engages in, or has a subgroup which engages in” terrorist activity (8 U.S.C. § 1182(a)(3)(B)(vi)(iii)). The act further defines “terrorist activity” extremely broadly, including the unlawful use of any “weapon or dangerous device (other than for mere personal monetary [^having to do with money^] gain), with intent to endanger, directly or indirectly, the safety of one or more individuals or to cause substantial damage to property” (§ 1182(a)(3)(B)(iii)(V)). Finally, the act defines “engage[s] in terrorist activity” as including even preparation, planning, or soliciting [^asking for^] funds for any “terrorist activity” (§ 1182(a)(3)(B)(iv)). The upshot [^conclusion^] is a rather stupefying [^confusing^] definition of terrorist organization: Two disorganized teenagers who planned to smash up a storefront with a baseball bat for kicks would likely qualify as a Tier III terrorist group. If these teens were a “subgroup” of some larger group, the whole organization would then be considered a Tier III terrorist organization. 
That’s part of the Trump administration’s efforts to weaken and end the refugee program.

Amos 2018 

[Deborah Amos, 1-1-2018, "The Year The U.S. Refugee Resettlement Program Unraveled," NPR.org, https://www.npr.org/sections/parallels/2018/01/01/574658008/the-year-the-u-s-refugee-resettlement-program-unraveled MYY]

A day earlier, the president had signed an executive order temporarily halting the entire U.S. refugee resettlement [^moving to a new nation^] program and slashed the number of expected arrivals President Obama had set. Trump complained that by honoring the deal with Australia he was "going to get killed" politically and abruptly hung up the phone. It was the harbinger [^signal^] of policies set in motion to unravel [^pull apart^] the U.S. refugee resettlement program, an issue that defined Trump's election campaign and has shaped much of his first year in office. Attempts to shut down the program, challenged in the courts, have evolved to more calculated bureaucratic [^having to do with systems of organizing government^] challenges that will have long-term consequences, says Ryan Crocker, a former U.S. ambassador to Afghanistan and Iraq. "This is strategic, that's why it's different from previous anti-immigrant mindsets. It is a conscious effort to deconstruct the system," Crocker says. He points to dramatic budget cuts for the nine private, voluntary [^doing by your choice, not because you are forced to^] agencies that for decades have contracted with the State Department to resettle and integrate the refugee population in communities across the U.S. "The damage has already been done. These agencies run on the slimmest of margins. The layoffs are already doing structural damage. It's going to take a long time to rebuild," he says. With Trump's travel ban, plus a scaled back refugee program, 2017 was an assault on immigration by the Trump administration, says Jennifer Quigley, a refugee advocate with Human Rights First, a nongovernmental organization in Washington. "There are multiple avenues by which they are trying to cut off different kinds of legal immigration," she says. In September, President Trump dramatically lowered the cap for refugee admissions in fiscal year 2018 to 45,000. That's well below the annual refugee arrivals under President Barack Obama and even lower than most years during George W. Bush's presidency. Over the course of Trump's first year in office, he's repeatedly said refugee resettlement must be temporarily limited due to national security concerns. When he unveiled his first National Security Strategy on Dec. 18, he cited "chain migration" — meaning any immigration to the U.S. based on family ties to a legal immigrant or refugee — as a security threat and called for Congress to reverse America's family reunification policy. But rights groups say they see a bigger aim, supported by powerful anti-immigrants groups: to vastly restrict refugee resettlement as part of a wider agenda to limit legal immigration. The Trump administration is "trying to dismantle the program piece by piece. It's clear they want a smaller program and not include some populations," says Jen Smyers, the advocacy director of Church World Service, one of the voluntary [^doing by your choice, not because you are forced to^] agencies that resettle refugees and now face severe budget cuts and office closures.

1AC – Contention 2 (Solvency)

Contention 2 is Solvency
Plan is key to strengthening the resettlement program. 

Kerwin 2018

[Donald Kerwin, 2018, has directed the Center for Migration Studies of New York (CMS) since September 2011. He previously worked for the Catholic Legal Immigration Network, Inc. (CLINIC) between 1992 and 2008, serving as its Executive Director (ED) for 15 years, The US Refugee Resettlement Program — A Return to First Principles: How Refugees Help to Define, Strengthen, and Revitalize the United States, Journal on Migration and Human Society, http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/2331502418787787 MYY]

The refugee resettlement [^moving to a new nation^] program has long struggled with coordination challenges, diverse goals, a narrow metric for integration, attenuated screening protocols, and insufficient federal funding (Brown and Scribner 2014, 110–12). The following recommendations would significantly strengthen the program: The program should improve information sharing between its constituent agencies, better coordinate its admission and resettlement programs, and more effectively serve vulnerable refugees.35 The federal government should seek to reconcile the program’s diverse, sometimes conflicting, programmatic goals, including protection of the most vulnerable and refugee integration (ibid., 107). The federal government should also broaden the program’s overarching and legitimate focus on self-sufficiency through early employment, to a model that comprehensively assesses each refugee’s needs and seeks to develop the skills, knowledge, credentials, and human capital that will advance their long-term prospects (GAO 2012, 39; Kerwin 2012, 10; Brown and Scribner 2014, 107).36 Congress should expedite refugee integration by allowing refugees to enter the United States with Long Term Permanent Resident (LPR) status, rather than requiring them to adjust to LPR status after one year. The participating federal agencies should shorten the refugee screening process — without sacrificing its rigor — by aligning the expiration dates of health and security screenings, and it should expedite the admission of the family members of refugees (Kerwin 2012, 7; Nezer 2014, 129). Congress should pass legislation to permit the private sponsorship of refugees as a complement to (not a replacement for) the current system, while maintaining refugees’ access to public programs and benefits that promote their integration and well-being. Federal funding for the program — which has fallen sharply since 1980 — should be increased to alleviate the costs borne by local communities and resettlement agencies.37 The US Department of Education and US Department of Labor should work with states to establish re-credentialing programs that would enable refugees to use their skills to transition into employment in their respective fields while addressing key US labor shortages. The administration should expand the Refugee Microenterprise Development program within the Department of Health and Human Services (HHS), which provides microloans and technical assistance to help refugee entrepreneurs establish new businesses. These recommendations would address longstanding programmatic challenges. However, these challenges do not justify efforts to dismantle the program or otherwise diminish the federal government’s responsibility for it. As it stands, the program’s virtues still far exceed its shortcomings. Overall, the US Refugee Admissions Program should be strengthened and refugee admissions increased, as part of a broad recommitment to US development, humanitarian, and protection programs. Refugees “share a legitimate desire for knowing and having, but above all for being more” (Francis 2013). They should not be viewed as a burden or threat, but as people teeming with possibility and potential who — if given the chance — will continue to strengthen and revitalize our nation.

The U.S. can resettle hundreds of thousands of refugees.

Long 2015

[Katy Long, refugee and migration expert. She is currently a visiting fellow at Stanford University and an honorary fellow at the University of Edinburgh., 12-16-2015, "Why America Could—and Should—Admit More Syrian Refugees," Century Foundation, https://tcf.org/content/report/why-america-could-and-should-admit-more-syrian-refugees/?agreed=1 MYY]

There are many reasons why U.S. engagement in refugee resettlement is important in political and symbolic terms. But numbers are important too. Precedent shows that—provided the right resources are put in place—the United States has been able to settle large numbers of refugees. Several hundred thousand Indochinese refugees were successfully resettled during the recessions of the 1970s. Given current favorable labor market conditions and the relatively high skill levels of the Syrian population relative to other recently resettled groups, the United States can certainly afford to resettle 10,000 Syrians—and could be far more ambitious. Rather than focusing on tightening up an already rigorous security process, the real focus of political energy should be on increasing the US Refugee Admissions Program’s capacity to process cases swiftly and efficiently. Refugees—whether in Syria or elsewhere—should not have to wait two years for processing. Many simply cannot afford the human cost of being asked to wait for so long. Investments in staffing and training, and in appropriate information and communications technology, could help to speed up resettlement without compromising U.S. security. Current projections call for the resettlement quota to rise to 100,000 for Fiscal Year 2017. In order to ensure that this higher ceiling translates into actual departures, and to lay the foundations for much-needed further expansion of USRAP, capacity-building is essential.

Removing tier III designation for terrorist organizations ensures refugees with legitimate claims can get into the US.

Harvard Immigration & Refugee Clinical Program 2017

[Harvard Immigration & Refugee Clinical Program, 2017, “Fulfilling U.S. Commitment to Refugee Resettlement: Protecting Refugees, Preserving National Security & Building the U.S. Economy through Refugee Admissions”, , https://harvardimmigrationclinic.files.wordpress.com/2017/06/syria-final-draft-v9.pdf MYY]

As noted above, refugee applications often face delays due to security concerns. In order to ensure that the bars to refugee protection are not applied indiscriminately and too broadly, Congress should consider removing the Tier III designation for terrorist organizations in the Immigration and Naturalization Act (INA), which defines terrorist organizations as “a group of two or more individuals, whether organized or not, which engages in, or has a subgroup which engages in . . . [a terrorist activity].”350 Unlike Tier I and Tier II organizations, which the secretary of state designates in consultation with the attorney general and Department of Homeland Security and which are “subject to public scrutiny” when published in the Federal Register, Tier III determinations are not subject to these checks and balances.351 As a result of improper application of the material support provision, many bona fide refugees who are not security threats are excluded from protection, and calls for the designation to be removed from the INA should therefore be heeded.352 Reducing the breadth of the material support bar—in particular by limiting the scope of “material support” and “terrorist activity” and allowing for a defense of coercion or duress—would also be a positive step to properly defining Terrorism-Related Inadmissability Grounds (TRIG).353

1AC - Advantage 1 (HARMS) – Everyday Violence

Next is Advantage 1, HARMS – Everyday Violence.

STATUS QUO restrictions result in preventable deaths - 

First, long screening times for refugees result in inadequate health care.

Syed 2016

[Sana Syed, 2-2-2016, "Barring refugees causes children to suffer with preventable health problems," Guardian, https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2016/feb/02/barring-refugees-causes-children-to-suffer-with-preventable-health-problems MYY]

While the US has the luxury of taking two years to screen appropriate candidates – most notably from Syria in recent days, though there are refugees from many other countries in the same situation – the overwhelming numbers needing not just emergency care but also routine healthcare (like my patient) means there is a short supply of medical providers, and that preventable tragedies will continue to happen.

The boy was admitted to the hospital where I worked in order to establish a safe way to feed him; his history suggested he had a risk of aspiration, likely a result of the brain damage he suffered as a baby. The government social worker who had been assigned the family’s case when they arrived in the US said that the parents had started to have hope. After all, in the past two weeks they had received more attention than they had ever thought possible. Yet at age five, the boy had weakness and could not control his head position.

This brain damage, called kernicterus, rarely happens in the US – or anywhere else with the most basic medical care. Every baby born here is tested at 24 hours old and then repeatedly, if necessary, to prevent the condition. But that’s more than this family could expect living in a refugee camp.

The boy’s older brother never made it here. Days after his parents took him home, he developed a high fever. At first they tried cold compresses to bring his temperature down. When the baby stopped being able to feed they hurried him to the nearest medical facility. When they finally reached a doctor at the overburdened and short-staffed hospital, they were told the baby had meningitis. The infant died shortly thereafter, and my patient was born a year later.

As the US keeps a tight leash on the number of refugees allowed to enter, and European countries increasingly institute strict quotas and restrictions for refugees already there, we must all remain mindful of the needless damage these policies cause to children who are victims of circumstance, living without access to basic care. World leaders can talk about necessary losses and collateral damage, but there are some things that we should not accept.

Second, restrictions on refugees result in gender based violence.

Powell 2017

[Catherine Powell, , 10-10-2017, "New Travel & Refugee Restrictions, Same Bad Impact for Women," Council on Foreign Relations, https://www.cfr.org/blog/new-travel-refugee-restrictions-same-bad-impact-women]

As the ninety day window on his previous executive order restricting immigration from predominantly Muslim countries came to a close, President Trump issued a new set of restrictions on September 25th with the “Presidential Proclamation Enhancing Vetting Capabilities and Processes for Detecting Attempted Entry Into the United States by Terrorists or Other Public-Safety Threats.” In a separate, but related move, a couple of days later, the White House announced it was drastically cutting refugee admissions to 45,000 for 2018, slashing by more than 50 percent the ceiling set by former President Obama for 2016. The new ceiling is the lowest level since 2006 for the United States, long celebrated as a nation of immigrants. As I have previously noted, these restrictions have a particularly adverse effect on women refugees. More than 72 percent of refugees resettled in the United States in fiscal year 2016 were women and children, according to the State Department. Women often flee gender-based crimes, including crimes of sexual violence, and female refugees stuck in resettlement camps are at high risk of sexual and physical violence, as well as trafficking, forced marriage, and other forms of exploitation. According to the United Nations, an estimated twenty percent of women in conflict zones or areas affected by a natural disaster have experienced sexual violence at some point and face an increased risk of preventable death during childbirth.

Indifference in the face of demands for help from refugees is a form of ontological and existential violence that dehumanizes and makes refugees disposable 

Varela-Manograsso 2017

 [Agustina, PhD student and research assistant in Philosophy at University of Murcia, Spain. 4-4, https://medium.com/quote-of-the-week/bloodless-death-thinking-the-refugee-crisis-with-hannah-arendt-c89aca3efd87 ]

In order to turn ourselves into someone with a proper name, it is not enough to accept what has been received by nature. On the contrary it is necessary to participate in political space through our actions and speech. However, neither these actions and words nor the mere presence of others is enough, it is also necessary that they actively look and listen. The configuration of personal identity requires reciprocity between acting and being recognized as an agent. Thus, living a life of passivity leads subjects to abandon the disclosure of who they are. But the indifference of spectators to actors renders actors invisible and eventually excludes them from the political space of appearance. The instrumentalization [^to make into an instrument or tool^] of individuals displaced from the political sphere, who are recognized only in terms of their functionality in social life, has been a constant throughout history. Nevertheless, what the figure of the refugee in twentieth century introduced, was the maximum manifestation [^expression, development^] of a type of violence that is not exactly instrumental in its tools, nor in its dynamic. It represents a way to, as Arendt writes, “kill men without any bloodshed” and very often without a defined aim. This ontological [^related to our being, identity, and meaning in the world^] and existential [^related to our existence and survival in the world^] violence makes people superfluous [^unnecessary^] and disposable precisely because it does not matter who they are, or even how they can be used to play a subordinate [^less important, beneath in rank^] social role. They become irrelevant for other people and the world. This is what Arendt means by “worse terrors than death”: The social and political death that occurs in different grades in everyday life and may well precede extreme situations in which individuals even become dead to themselves, as happens in extermination camps. The bloodless deaths of superfluous persons, which open the door to bloody deaths, have increased dramatically in recent years, placing millions of women and men into what we may call “spaces of nonappearance”. In this situation, people not only cannot appear as a recognized biographical life to others, but they also lose the possibility of being seen and remembered. The contemporary migrant crisis demonstrates that these symbolic “spaces of nobodies” coincides to a large degree with those “nobodies” without a physical space in the world. In “We Refugees,” Arendt gives an 

(Continued on next page…)

(…Vanela-Manegrasso continues)

account of the tragedy that involves the loss of refugees’ countries and their homes, the loss of their occupations and languages and even the loss of the naturalness of their reactions, in short, the destruction of their “everyday world.” However, what had no precedent was that all of these losses were accompanied by the impossibility of finding a “place in the (common) world.” When this happens, individuals also lose the possibility of disclosing who they are anywhere. They are in danger of ceasing [^no longer^] to exist in the meaningful world. The world refugee crisis has given visibility to the miseries of our age, in which the dynamics of physical and nonphysical violence come together in a tragic confluence. Thus, we see images of boats full of migrants stranded at sea. We register images of lifeless bodies on the shore of the Mediterranean Sea, and news of makeshift cemeteries for migrants without names (such as in Greece); there is news of legislation that promotes expulsion and closes borders without taking into account the right to apply for asylum, a pillar of international law. We also register images of people trying to jump border fences and images of what is known as “unlawful expulsions” or “hot returns”, accompanied, not infrequently, with police brutality (such as in Spain), as well as images of mistreatment and abuses committed by “civil” militias who call themselves “immigrant hunters” (such as in Bulgaria). The news and images that we are witnessing force us to rethink if, as Judith Butler points out critically, “it is not just that some humans are treated as humans, and others are dehumanized; it is rather that the dehumanization becomes the production of the human.”[iii] And this is exactly what seems to characterize the processes of renationalization that have emerged throughout Europe and now in America. If this is so, we will have to think, once again, what sense of “human being” we want to (re)construct. The current situation highlights how the dehumanization of the refugee is always a process of our own dehumanization: by denying human beings the right to act and to disclose who they are, we get used to their despair, becoming “morally indifferent” to violence, as Zygmunt Bauman argues. If Arendt is right and there are worse terrors than physical death, it is because biological life is not the highest good. The “common world” that emerges from shared actions and words, and not the individual life, is the highest ideal to which Arendt dedicated her work. And precisely this common world vanishes not only for the excluded refugee but also for us, whenever we do not let him/her take part in it. As Lyotard, inspired by Arendt, writes, “what makes human beings alike is the fact that every human being carries within him the figure of the other (…). To banish the stranger is to banish the community, and you banish yourself from the community.”[iv] When we are unable to recognize refugees and share with them the world, we make our shared world narrower; eventually it can disappear. The refugee crisis reflects this erosive [^wearing away^] process and, precisely for this reason, it has become a matter of urgency to rethink the boundaries of “the political”, as well as the limits between inclusion and exclusion, not by defining and closing margins, but in terms of continuous and necessary variation and negotiation, which, nowadays, seem to have ceased.

Our impact is larger than you think – refugee policy is modeled by other nations

Lind 2017

Dara, The Trump administration doesn’t believe in the global refugee crisis. December 4, 2017. https://www.vox.com/policy-and-politics/2017/10/3/16379016/trump-refugees
The international community agrees, universally, that something needs to be done about what’s usually called the global refugee crisis. Global leaders who don’t have an obligation to particular national governments have been the most outspoken: from nongovernmental organization leaders like David Miliband of the International Rescue Committee to UN Secretary General Antonio Guterres (the former head of UNHCR) to Pope Francis. Resettling refugees in third countries has never been the solution to the problem of stateless people. At most, 1 percent of the world’s refugees are resettled in third countries. And given the scope of the current refugee crisis, it’s clear that more innovative solutions — solutions that can help the other 99 percent of refugees — are needed. But those solutions will also require some form of buy-in from national governments — some willingness to allow people who are fleeing humanitarian oppression to settle in their countries and make new lives. Even the best-intentioned humanitarian efforts can founder if the national government isn’t willing to house refugees. During the 2015 asylum crisis in Europe, aid organizations were prohibited from pitching tents they had brought to shelter asylum seekers on the Croatian-Serbian border because police didn’t want to create even a temporary refugee camp in which people might be tempted to stay. And because taking in refugees isn’t something that national governments often assume will be in their national interest, it’s something they often have to be inspired — or shamed — into doing by their peers. Countries explicitly look to each other to compare and adjust their own refugee admissions. Canada, which attracted a lot of praise for accepting tens of thousands of Syrian refugees in 2015 and 2016, reduced its refugee admissions drastically for 2017. Its current goal is to represent 10 to 12 percent of all global refugee resettlements — in other words, how many refugees Canada aims to resettle in the coming years depends primarily on how many refugees other governments agree to resettle. Rhetorically, Canadian Prime Minister Justin Trudeau has become the national leader who most forthrightly champions refugees. But in practice, his government is less interested in stepping in to provide the moral leadership that might inspire other countries to increase their own refugee intakes in the name of continuing to pitch in. President Trump might not see this as a problem. After all, if there are only regional crises and regional solutions, it’s Turkey’s job — not the US’s — to help educate Syrian refugee children; it’s not Canada’s job to keep Kenya from closing the Dadaab refugee camp and expelling the 260,000 people living there. But Kenya and Turkey aren’t being inspired to do these things on their own. And if those with the most to give, and the least to lose, are telling the rest of the world that helping refugees is not their problem, who, exactly, is going to take on that burden?

We have a clear moral imperative to help refugees and reduce suffering in the world 

Cunliffe 2017

[Cunliffe, Katherine, "Holding the World Accountable " Undergraduate Honors Theses.. https://scholar.colorado.edu/honr_theses/1319]

Pogge’s attention to historical context and the failings of our current world order are essential to this issue, given the context of today’s refugee crisis. It effectively shows the ways in which developed countries have caused, and continue to perpetuate, poverty and conflicts in developing nations. In doing this, it establishes that they are at least partially responsible for the current suffering of displaced peoples worldwide. This is critical as it provides undeniable evidence that developed nations owe reparations to the affected populations. It also gives a comprehensive enough explanation of the crisis that a promising course of action can be established to resolve it, both in the short and the long term. His theory then provides proof of developed nations’ moral duties to developing ones and illustrates the most effective ways in which they can fulfill these obligations. While this seems to provide a complete picture within the context of our current crisis, as we have seen, it does not entirely satisfy theoretical objections. This is problematic, as a complete and successful moral theory must be able to withstand objections such as this. As a result, I believe an amendment should be made to Pogge’s argument, through the addition of Singer’s theory. We now accept that Pogge is right in his assertion that a nation’s complicity in peoples’ suffering results in their having moral obligations to alleviate this suffering. It seems that, while this accounts for one source of our moral obligations to suffering populations, it does not address all of them. To demonstrate this seemingly incomplete picture, let us revisit my example of the child that is hit by a car. Imagine, as we did earlier, that I am driving and hit a child with my car. In response to this, I keep driving and do not help the child that I have just injured. Likely, most people would agree that I have acted immorally in this scenario. Not only have I injured a child, but I have also failed to take responsibility for my actions, not having even attempted to repair the damage I have caused. Now consider a slightly different scenario. Imagine that I am walking along the side of the road and I witness a hit and run. A child is hit by a car and the driver continues on without stopping to help the child he has injured. I am shocked by the incident, but walk on anyway without coming to the child’s aid. It would seem that my actions here are also immoral. Though I was not responsible for the child’s injuries, I was in a position to help him and neglected to do so. If my assumption is right and most people would consider both of these actions immoral, then evidently Pogge’s theory does not provide a comprehensive view of our moral obligation to alleviate suffering. In order to achieve this we must incorporate Singer’s utilitarian [^greatest good for greatest number^] theory. This would result in something like the following account: Our moral obligations to alleviate global suffering stems from two distinct sources. The first, evidenced by Pogge’s theory, comes from any responsibility we may have in causing the harm that an individual or population is experiencing. The 

(Continued on next page…)
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second, evidenced by Singer’s theory, comes from utilitarian obligations to reduce the amount of suffering in the world, if you are capable of doing so. According to this revised view, the global community’s moral obligations to aid refugee populations, and to address the causes of their displacement are two-fold. As we have seen, developed nations bear considerable responsibility for the situation that refugees now find themselves in. As a result, they have a moral duty to help those who have been displaced by providing them with immediate aid and refuge, and by reforming the institutions that continue to perpetuate the global refugee crisis. In addition, it is obvious that the displacement that 21.3 million people are currently experiencing results in their immense suffering. As a result, any members of the global community who are in a position to alleviate this suffering are also morally obligated, on a utilitarian basis, to do so.

1AC - Advantage 2 (HARMS) – Soft Power
Next is Advantage 2, HARMS – Soft Power

Decline in US soft power causes other nations to reject being democratic

Economist 2017

[Economist, 11-9-2017, "America’s global influence has dwindled under Donald Trump," https://www.economist.com/leaders/2017/11/09/americas-global-influence-has-dwindled-under-donald-trump MYY]

Perhaps the greatest damage that Mr Trump has done is to American soft power. He openly scorns the notion that America should stand up for universal values such as democracy and human rights. Not only does he admire dictators; he explicitly praises thuggishness, such as the mass murder of criminal suspects in the Philippines. He does so not out of diplomatic tact, but apparently out of conviction. This is new. Previous American presidents supported despots for reasons of cold-war realpolitik [^realistic politics, practical with little concern for moral questions^]. (“He’s a bastard, but he’s our bastard,” as Harry Truman is reputed to have said of an anti-communist tyrant in Nicaragua.) Mr Trump’s attitude seems more like: “He’s a bastard. Great!” This repels America’s liberal allies, in Europe, East Asia and beyond. It emboldens autocrats [^rulers using unquestioned power to deny freedom^] to behave worse, as in Saudi Arabia this week, where the crown prince’s dramatic political purges met with Mr Trump’s blessing (see article). It makes it easier for China to declare American-style democracy passé [^out of date^], and more tempting for other countries to copy China’s autocratic model (see article).

The PLAN increases american soft power.

Sciubba 2017

Jennifer Dabbs Sciubba, Stanley Buckman professor of international relations at Rhodes College, Council on Foreign Relations, Trump’s New Refugee Ceiling Endangers the U.S. October 4, 2017. http://www.philly.com/philly/opinion/commentary/trump-refugees-extremists-soft-power-20171004.html
Make no mistake, we are threatened by extremists bent on destroying democracies like ours. But allowing an abnormally low number of refugees to enter the United States hurts far more than it helps the cause in the fight against terrorism, because it will diminish America’s soft power in the world. Hard power is the kind of power used to coerce others into doing what you want them to do: threats of violence, economic sanctions, and so on. Hard power hasn’t helped us much in the fight against extremism; the threats today from groups like ISIS are arguably greater than ever. To effectively fight violent extremism we need soft power. Soft power helps us recruit allies and friends who sign on to our international agenda – they want the kind of world we want. When we slam the door on refugees, we legitimize fear of Muslims and nonwhites in America and foster hatred and resentment toward America abroad. We feed the motivation of would-be terrorists. When the United States welcomed refugees from communist countries during the Cold War, it did so to shame communism. We sent an ideological message about how much more desirable life in the United States was than in countries under the communist thumb. After the 1979 Geneva Conference on refugees had drawn attention to thousands dying as they fled Cambodia, Laos, and Vietnam, we accepted nearly half of the 2.5 million refugees. In the early 1990s, the United States again increased its refugee ceiling to accommodate those fleeing the explosion of civil wars worldwide, from Yugoslavia to Republic of Congo. Each time, we made friends and influenced people. We increased our soft power globally and showcased American leadership. During the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq that displaced millions, we took too few refugees. Now amid the worst global refugee crisis since World War II, America is slamming the door on some of the world’s most desperate victims. Is this the wise response to a situation in which refugees flow by the thousands into countries that neighbor the world’s worst conflicts? Syria, with a population of only 18 million, took in more than 1.2 million Iraqi refugees in the years before the current conflict erupted there, according to one estimate. Do we really want to foist the burden of refugees on countries already teetering on the brink of failure? As to the debate over whether or not refugees are a net economic drain or benefit, a recent report commissioned by the administration – but later rejected by it – has persuasive evidence of refugees’ net contribution. Ignored in the debate is our historic responsibility to meet our moral obligations, given our military involvement abroad. It’s an obligation that needs to be discussed urgently. Yes we are driven by an understandable passion to root out terrorists, but I believe there is ample evidence that shows refugee reductions have reduced our soft power and made America less safe. During and after the Cold War, we accepted refugees from communist countries even though many were afraid they would export that “subversive and dangerous” ideology and put the United States at risk. Now, we are letting similar fears – this time about terrorism – get the best of us. By disdaining refugees in the name of national security and economics, America comes across as less of a global leader. A recent Pew Research Center poll showed G-20 countries to be more confident in German Chancellor Angela Merkel than president Trump. Resettling just 110,000 refugees, the number set by Barack Obama before he left office, out of 21 million stateless people worldwide, would be a strong, symbolic gesture. Through our commitment to freedom and our compassion, we would gain soft power and ultimately help advance the American agenda abroad. 

Soft power is key to democracy promotion.

Kroenig, 2010 

[Department of Government Georgetown University Washington, DC, USA (Matthew, December 13, 2010, Taking Soft Power Seriously, Comparative Strategy, 29: 5, 412 â€” 431 http://www.matthewkroenig.com/Kroenig_Taking%20Soft%20Power%20Seriously.pdf]

The United States has also attempted to use soft power to promote the spread of democracy around the globe. Unlike in the other two issue areas, the U.S. democracy promotion campaigns met with some success as evidenced by a spate of electoral revolutions in the postcommunist region. We argue that the successful influence of these U.S. democracy promotion efforts is due to the presence of the necessary conditions for an effective soft power campaign. In the countries that experienced electoral revolutions, there was a functioning marketplace of ideas, the United States identified and supported credible messengers to transmit ideas about democratization, and ideas about the best practices for bringing down authoritarian  [^a government that does not allow individual rights or freedoms^] regimes [^governments^] could significantly impact the outcome. In recent years, the United States has devoted a disproportionate amount of its democracy promotion attention to the postcommunist region. The proportion of countries receiving USAID democracy assistance, and the duration of time over which the countries receive assistance, are higher in the postcommunist region than in other world regions. A survey of USAID funding from 1990â€“2003 â€œreveals that the postcommunist region stands out as a clear priority for USAID with respect to democracy assistance.â€ 73 Other U.S. government-funded democracy promotion organizations such as the National Endowment for Democracy have similarly concentrated their resources on the postcommunist region. The U.S.A.’s soft power strategies aimed at promoting democracy in the postcommunist world since the end of the Cold War have met with notable success. The rate of electoral revolutions in this region has been staggering. According to a recent study, pivotal elections that have either enhanced or introduced democracy have taken place in eight countries, or 40 percent of the twenty postcommunist countries that remained eligible for such revolutions.â€ 74 The well-publicized â€œcolor revolutionsâ€ swept through Georgia (The Rose Revolution, 2003), Ukraine (The Orange Revolution, 2004), and Kyrgyzstan (The Tulip Revolution, 2005). The available studies on the wave of electoral revolutions in the postcommunist region all identify American democracy promotion efforts as an important contributing cause of these revolutions, and some scholars go so far as to argue that the revolutions were signiï¬cantly engineered by the United States. 75 For example, in a recent study on Ukraineâ€™s Orange Revolution, Michael McFaul writes that the ideas and resources provided by the United States and other external actors â€œdid play a direct, causal role in constraining some dimensions of autocratic power and enhancing some dimensions of the oppositionâ€™s power.â€ 76 The United States invested in opposition, media, and civil society groups, signaled their displeasure with incumbent authoritarian  [^a government that does not allow individual rights or freedoms^] regimes, and intervened to prevent incumbent regimes from stealing elections. 77

Failure to increase soft power results in conflict and war.

Brady 2017

[Kyle, postgraduate student at King’s College London in Department of War Studies, Masters in Homeland Security from Penn State, http://smallwarsjournal.com/jrnl/art/beware-the-limits-of-hard-power-in-2017 MYY]

In the first four months of 2017, the use and threat of American military force (hard power) has substantially increased, while diplomatic and socioeconomic efforts (soft power) have been notably marginalized, with little concern for the appropriate mix of the two (smart power). Under the Trump Administration, this reliance upon hard power can be seen in his generally aggressive rhetoric; his budget proposal that provides increased funding to the Department of Defense while severely decreasing funding for the Department of State and related efforts; his positioning of top military leaders in non-military, civilian leadership positions; his framing of the evolving situations in North Korea and Iran; his willingness to grant more autonomy to the military in their overseas operations; his interest in using the military to disrupt and prevent terrorism; and recent developments in Syria, Iraq, Afghanistan, and elsewhere. Quite simply, President Trump seems to hold the view that most of the problems of the United States can be solved through military power, even when other courses of action may produce improved outcomes. This is not to say that the military doesn’t have a role in the world affairs of the United States, as power projection is a central tenet of the American reputation. In this modern era, the military continually ensures that the country is safe from attack and invasion, but also has developed serious roles in counterterrorism, disaster relief, humanitarian interventions, and the general safeguarding of domestic interests in the foreign theatre. However, the limits of hard power must be remembered, in order to avoid repeating the mistakes of the past. Hard power won both World War I and World War II, but not without the assistance of some actions that would now be considered soft power. However, hard power struggled to produce the desired outcome in the Korean War, ultimately failed in the Vietnam War, and has only seen any recent success in the Gulf War, as the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq continue to struggle toward success. During the Cold War, the use of hard power was ultimately limited -- and absolutely avoided, when direct conflict between the Soviet Union and the United States was possible -- in favor of soft power and dramatic threats to use hard power. This half-century recognition that military engagements could not resolve all of the external problems and concerns of the United States was an important shift. Presently, the United States faces a number of direct and indirect threats to its interests, including attacks from other countries, attacks from terrorists and other non-state actors, attacks on American people and goods abroad, the destabilization of the European Union, a resurgent Russia, a rising China, failed and failing states, and, of course, anti-democratic extremism found in seemingly endless varieties. Hard power cannot, however, address all of these issues. How does a military force successfully combat a stateless, shifting terror network? How would a military engagement with either Russia or China not further escalate conflict into war both terrifying and absolute? How can the military assist with the socioeconomic unrest found in Europe? How does the invasion of a failed or failing state help to re-establish legitimate government? How would an aggressively defiant, irrational, and dangerous North Korea respond to a military engagement of any kind? Even if the military could be used to address the myriad concerns of the United States, which it quite clearly cannot, American experience since the end of World War II 

(Continued on next page…)
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provides numerous examples of why it should not. First, and most direct, the deployment of military forces to a foreign theatre without proper preparations or a clearly identified mission can be inefficient, costly, and dangerous, producing none of the desired goals. Second, rapid escalation -- both within the target itself and with its allied states or people -- is always a very serious concern. Third, the American military -- and, arguably, any foreign military force -- remains ill-suited to properly engage with a fully developed insurgency or in a complex, guerilla-style civil war. Fourth, the cost of any military deployment -- in terms of blood, treasure, and time -- may very well exceed the benefits of any outcomes achieved. Instead of relying so heavily upon the use and threat of hard power, soft power should be employed, where possible. Through diplomacy -- both formal and informal -- and the careful manipulation of socioeconomic factors, the United States and its allies may better address some of these concerns. Partnership and collaboration, rather than threats, may produce favorable outcomes with various states and peoples. Leading by example, rather than by demand, may increase an overall interest in the socioeconomic wellbeing of the West and the return of a desire to replicate it. Decreasing the number of stated enemies through carefully negotiated agreements and plans of action, rather than perpetually creating new enemies, would clearly be beneficial. Seeking to minimize some of the socioeconomic factors that appear to be directly correlated with some forms of terrorism and extremism, rather than exacerbate them, should see favorable results. Supporting global self-governance and self-rule, rather than Western-style democracy, would permit various peoples to live peacefully as they collectively desire and better join the international community. None of this can be achieved, however, if the U.S. Department of Defense is to be the primary face of American interests worldwide. Although the American military should absolutely continue its necessary engagements -- both now and in the future -- and employ varying levels of force to achieve their missions, the military cannot also engage in the building of alliances, governments, nations, democracy, or socioeconomic stability.  As the rhetoric rises against various aggressors, the Trump Administration must remember that the U.S. Department of State serves a very vital purpose:  helping to mitigate wars of necessity and prevent wars of choice.  If the American soft power community is properly funded, fully trusted, and allowed to undertake its important work, the constant threat of war and the cultivation of foreign fear will no longer be necessary.

Refugees AFFIRMATIVE 2AC/1AR 

2AC SOLVENCY - “Circumvention” Answer to 1NC 

They say “Trump uses administrative roadblocks to stop the plan, but…” 

1. The PLAN solves - Their Hoffman 2018 evidence cites “extreme vetting policies” the PLAN streamlines the screening process and reduces waits. This means that the AFF is at least distinct from the STATUS QUO policy and preferable.

2.  Trump can’t do that much – at best this argument reduces the number of people admitted, but the changes the AFF makes to the process such as eliminating Tier III designation reduces Trump’s discretion. That’s our Harvard Immigration & Refugee Law Clinic 2017. This means that we are at least better than the STATUS QUO and lead to a net reduction of structural violence. 

3. Balance of powers – the PLAN goes through congress, which limits Trump’s discretion.

Ford 2018

[Matt Ford, a staff writer at The New Republic, 1-9-2018, "The President’s Extreme Immigration Powers," New Republic, https://newrepublic.com/article/146546/presidents-extreme-immigration-powers MYY]

From where does Trump draw the authority to throw thousands of law-abiding families’ lives into chaos? The Constitution grants the power to shape the nation’s immigration laws to the legislative branch, not the president. But Congress has all too often abdicated that discretion to presidents and immigration agencies, which Trump is now exploiting after his campaign promises to deport undocumented immigrants and restrict legal immigration. When Trump comes up against the separation of powers, he typically loses. The judiciary pared back his controversial travel ban, and blocked his orders to withhold federal funds from sanctuary cities and ban transgender Americans from military service. His push to repeal the Affordable Care Act dramatically collapsed in Congress over the summer, leaving only an unpopular overhaul of the nation’s tax laws as Republicans’ major legislative accomplishment to date. When relying on the discretion that Congress has given his predecessors, however, Trump’s exercise of executive power has been staggering in its scope. Homeland Security officials announced last year that they will also rescind Temporary Protected Status (TPS) for about 59,000 Haitians and roughly 2,500 Nicaraguans living in the U.S. Some 700,000 immigrants will face a similar situation if the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals program is allowed to expire in March. All in all, unless Congress intervenes, the Trump administration will have stripped almost one million longtime U.S. residents of their legal status by 2019.

4. Trump won’t oppose a bipartisan bill – which is required to pass congress.

Bacon 2018

[Perry Bacon Jr., a senior writer for FiveThirtyEight, 2-13-2018, "The Path To A Bipartisan Immigration Bill," FiveThirtyEight, https://fivethirtyeight.com/features/the-path-to-a-bipartisan-immigration-bill/ MYY]

So how could an immigration bill pass? I’m not sure the exact parameters of a bill that will satisfy all of these competing constituencies. So I’ll be watching the details of the legislation, but just as importantly, I’ll be watching the coalitions in Congress. We just saw a two-year budget deal approved by both chambers and signed into law by Trump that calls for increased spending on some Democratic priorities (infrastructure, health care, etc.) and some things Republicans wanted (namely, defense). Immigration is obviously a different issue than the budget. But it’s worth looking at the vote count from last week as a guide to how bipartisan bills are approved in the current political environment. First, let’s look at who voted against that deal: the leaders of the conservative House Freedom Caucus, more liberal Democrats in the House, several Senate Democrats considering running for president in 2020 and some of the more iconoclastic Republicans in the Senate (like Kentucky’s Rand Paul). Who was in favor of the bill? In the House: 167 Republicans (a clear majority of the party’s 238-member caucus) along with 67 Democrats. In the Senate: 36 Democrats and 34 Republicans — an almost perfectly balanced bipartisan coalition. That seems like the best bet for immigration, too. In other words, here’s what I think is not the path: the Senate’s 49 Democrats joining with about a dozen Republicans to pass a bill. There may be a dozen Republicans who would sign on to a Democrat-led bill for a DACA-style provision that includes increased border security funding. Indeed, getting to 12 might not even be all that hard, between more pro-immigration figures like Flake and South Carolina’s Lindsey Graham; senators not running in a future GOP primary, like Flake and Tennessee Sen. Bob Corker; and those from more left-leaning states like Maine’s Susan Collins and Colorado’s Cory Gardner. But legislation with that kind of Democratic skew in the Senate — whatever the contents of the bill — is going to be viewed skeptically by Trump and the House. Instead, in order to bring Trump and the House along, the Senate would likely have to put together a bill that drew a more balanced coalition. Such legislation would likely be opposed by Republicans like Cotton (who would feel it does not have enough immigration limits) but also liberal Democrats like California’s Kamala Harris (who would feel it includes too many more conservative provisions). Who would vote in favor of this kind of compromise? Probably Democrats Mark Warner and Tim Kaine of Virginia but also Republicans like Tennessee’s Lamar Alexander and Missouri’s Roy Blunt, all of whom backed the budget deal. Those four are not leading figures in either party on immigration policy but rather veteran politicians who might be willing to vote for some kind of compromise on this issue. In the House, getting to a majority of Republicans (so about 120) means getting support for the bill beyond the most liberal Republicans, or the 23 electorally vulnerable Republicans representing districts won by Hillary Clinton in 2016. Getting something like 67 Democrats (the number who voted for the government funding bill last week) requires Democratic support beyond the 12 members who represent districts that Trump won. I suspect Trump will have a hard time opposing legislation that passes with strong bipartisan majorities in both houses of Congress. It seems more likely that Ryan will advance a bill only if Trump views it favorably, and that most Republican senators will be leery of backing legislation that the president strongly opposes.

1AR SOLVENCY “Circumvention” – Answer to NEG 

They say Trump will circumvent the PLAN, but… 

Group their arguments:

1. Circumvention is inevitable in the STATUS QUO, but the AFF weakens Trump’s ability to circumvent in three ways. 

A- the PLAN eliminates the Tier III designation, which is a huge area of discretion. Extend our Harvard Immigration and Refugee Law Clinic 2017 evidence – it’s written by legal experts.

B- Congress acting against Trump reduces his discretionary power and Trump won’t oppose bipartisan consensus. Extend our Ford 2018 and Bacon 2018 evidence.

C- the PLAN reduces vetting making it easier for refugees to get in. 

2. This means that the PLAN is preferable to the STATUS QUO as you get less circumvention and more refugee admissions. 

2AC Solvency “No Funding”– Answer to 1NC 

They say “cutbacks to refugee resettlement funding” mean no we can’t solve, but... 

1. Even if there are less resources for refugees, it’s better to let them in. Even if there are fewer resources for medical care as their Rosenberg 2018 evidence claims, it’s still better to be in a stable country away from the violence of refugee camps. 

2. PLAN solves - The PLAN strengthens the refugee program. Our Kerwin 2018 evidence says that taking the steps in the PLAN is key to strengthen the resettlement program. It is better than their Rosenberg evidence because our source is more qualified. Rosenberg is a journalist, while Kerwin is an expert on immigration policy whose conclusion is part of a study on the program. 

3. The PLAN reduces vetting standards, which is key to eliminate the backlog.

Torbati 2017

[Yeganeh Torbati, 12-9-2017, "Trump lifts refugee ban, but admissions still plummet, data shows," Reuters, https://www.reuters.com/article/us-trump-effect-refugees/trump-lifts-refugee-ban-but-admissions-still-plummet-data-shows-idUSKBN1E21CR MYY]

A State Department official attributed the drop in refugee admissions to increased vetting, reviews aimed at identifying potential threats, and a smaller annual refugee quota this year of 45,000, the lowest level in decades. “Refugee admissions rarely happen at a steady pace and in many years start out low and increase throughout the year. It would be premature to assess (the 2018 fiscal year’s) pace at this point,” the official said, speaking on condition of anonymity. Trump has made controlling immigration a centerpiece of his presidency, citing both a desire to protect American jobs and national security. During the 2016 presidential campaign he said Syrian refugees could be aligned with Islamist militants and promised “extreme vetting” of applicants. The White House did not respond to a request for comment. NEW RULES, MORE INFO After the ban was lifted the new rules imposed included a requirement that refugees provide 10 years of biographical information, rather than five years, a pause in a program that allows for family reunification, and a “detailed threat analysis and review” of refugees from 11 countries. A Department of Homeland Security spokesman said that 90-day review began on Oct. 25, the day after Trump lifted the ban.

4. The PLAN solves these restrictions by A) easing family reunification and B) eliminating Tier III terrorist designation – that means the PLAN is still less restrictive than the STATUS QUO. 

5. PLAN increases refugee arrivals which solves funding gaps by creating more funding for refugee support organizations

Parker 2017

[Claire Parker, 7-18-2017, "As refugee arrivals dwindle, resettlement agencies face cuts," BostonGlobe, https://www.bostonglobe.com/metro/2017/07/18/refugee-arrivals-dwindle-resettlement-agencies-face-cuts/l4tLxUuVOdTq6Hj1nT0MMO/story.html MYY]

As the Trump administration has sought to curtail the country’s refugee program, local resettlement agencies have been forced to make cuts and are struggling to keep their programs afloat. “We live a little bit on a roller coaster, and yet we are trying very hard to just maintain stability here . . . ” said Maxine Stein, president and chief executive of Jewish Family Service of Western Massachusetts. “A lot is up in the air, frankly.” Many agencies receive most of their funding on a per-capita [^per person^] basis from the federal government, and far fewer refugees have made their way to the United States this year. (The country hit a 50,000-person limit last week). A ruling by a federal judge in Hawaii on Thursday allowed certain refugees keep coming to the United States, but overall numbers for this fiscal year will still fall below the resettlement agencies’ expectations. As a result, Massachusetts agencies have scaled back staff and programs — and some have considered shuttering their resettlement branches entirely. “There’s a point where you can only take so few refugees and be able to sustain your program,” said Marjean Perhot, the director of refugee and immigration services for Catholic Charities of Boston. Once a refugee lands on US soil, resettlement agencies become the first line of support. Case workers and volunteers pick up arrivals at the airport, take them to housing that the agencies have helped to secure, and spend the ensuing months helping to acclimate refugees to life in America. When he was president, Barack Obama set the cap at 110,000 refugees for the year ending in September 2017, and resettlement agencies set their budgets accordingly. But President Trump has pushed to dramatically cut the number of refugees allowed into the country After several legal challenges, the Supreme Court reinforced his 50,000 ceiling for refugees and ruled that beyond that cap, only refugees with a “bona fide relationship” to a US entity would be allowed entry. As the Trump administration and the courts wrangled over the limitations, refugee arrivals slowed. In Massachusetts, monthly arrivals fell from 176 in October to 73 in May — leaving resettlement agencies with crippling budget shortfalls. The organizations receive an initial sum of $950 per refugee from the federal government to support operations, plus grants to finance specific services. Directors across the state said that this funding is critical to sustaining their programs.

1AR Solvency “No Funding”– Answer to NEG 

They say a lack of refugee resettlement funding dooms the PLAN, but… 
Group their arguments.
1. PLAN still solves a HARM - Refugees without enough resources in the U.S. are still better off than in refugee camps elsewhere.

2. Extend our Kerwin 2018 evidence, which cites a study and not just opinion, and our Torbati 2017 evidence – PLAN solves resettlement by reducing vetting, easing family reunion and reducing Tier III terrorist exclusions

3. Extend our Parker 2017 evidence – more refugees means more funding. Here’s more evidence:

4. Plan leads to more arrivals than the STATUS QUO - that means we solve funding for refugee support programs

Lovett 2018

[Ian Lovett, 8-15-2018, "As Refugee Arrivals Slow, Resettlement Agencies Face a Funding Crunch ," WSJ, https://www.wsj.com/articles/as-refugee-arrivals-slow-resettlement-agencies-face-a-funding-crunch-1494581403?ns=prod/accounts-wsj MYY]

Even though President Donald Trump’s travel ban has been put on hold, his administration is already reshaping the refugee-resettlement industry. The Trump administration has cut the rate of refugee arrivals in half in the first months of the year, and charity organizations that settle refugees are slashing their budgets in response. More than half of the nine agencies that are approved by the State Department to resettle refugees in the U.S. have already either laid off staff or frozen hiring. Some agencies have let hundreds of people go. Many are staging fundraising campaigns the help make up for lost federal funding, which is tied to new refugee arrivals but also supports programs for refugees already here.

5. Funding is improving because of more refugee interviews

Huettman 2017

[Melanie Huettman, 6-14-2017, "The Fall and Rise of Refugee Resettlement in 2017," Niskanen Center, https://niskanencenter.org/blog/fall-rise-refugee-resettlement-2017/ MYY]

Further, the State Department and the Department of Homeland Security are expanding the number of interviews they conduct in foreign countries to increase the number of refugees arriving. This means increased funding to resettlement agencies, who are beginning to rehire many of their staffers.

2AC HARMS (Everyday Violence) - “Extinction Comes First” Answer to 1NC  

They say, “extinction comes first,” but…

1. Extend our Varela-Manograsso 2017 evidence. It says that our inaction in the face of refugees dehumanizes them and results in existential and ontological violence that is worse than death. This means that their Bostrom 2012 evidence is wrong because it assumes that life is an unqualified good. 

2. Normalized violence such as a refugee crisis is a pre-requisite to all mass violence

Scheper-Hughes & Bourgois 2004

[Nancy (professor of Anthropology Univ. California Berkeley.) & Philippe (Professor of Anthropology at UCLA). Violence in War and Peace.20-– 22.]

Everyday violence encompasses the implicit, legitimate, and routinized forms of violence inherent in particular social, economic, and political formations. It is close to what Bourdieu (1977, 1996) means by “symbolic violence,” the violence that is often “misrecognized" for something else, usually something good. Everyday violence is similar to what Taussig (1989) calls “terror as usual.” All these terms are meant to reveal a public secret—the hidden links between violence in war and violence in peace, and between war crimes and “peace-time crimes." Bourdieu (1977) finds domination and violence in the least likely places-in courtship and marriage, in the exchange of gifts, in systems of classification, in style, art, and culinary taste the various uses of culture. Violence, Bourdieu insists, is everywhere in social practice. It is misrecognized because its very everydayness and its familiarity render it invisible. Lacan identifies “méconnaissance" as the prerequisite of the social. The exploitation of bachelor sons, robbing them of autonomy, independence, and progeny, within the structures of family farming in the European countryside that Bourdieu escaped is a case in point (Bourdieu Ch 42; Scheper-Hughes 2000b, Favret-Saada, 1989). Following Gramsci, Foucault, Sartre, Arendt, and other modern theorists of power-violence, Bourdieu treats direct aggression and physical violence as a crude, uneconomical mode of domination; it is less efficient and, according to Arendt (1969), it is presenting it here, is more than simply the expression of illegitimate physical force against a person or group of persons. Rather, we need to understand violence as encompassing all forms of “controlling processes” (Nader 1997b) that assault basic human freedoms and individual or collective survival. Our task is to recognize these gray zones of violence which are, by definition, not obvious. Once again, the point of bringing into the discourses on genocide everyday, normative experiences of reification, depersonalization, institutional confinement, and acceptable death is to help answer the question: What makes mass violence and genocide possible? In this volume we are suggesting that mass violence is part of a continuum, and that it is socially incremental and often experienced by perpetrators, collaborators, bystanders—and even by victims themselves – as expected, routine, even justified. The preparations for mass killing can be found in social sentiments and institutions from the family, to schools, churches, hospitals, and the military. They harbor the early “warning signs” (Charney 1991), the “priming" (as Hinton, 2002 calls it), or the “genocidal continuum" (as we call it) that push social consensus toward devaluing certain forms of human life and lifeways from the refusal of social support and humane care to vulnerable “social parasites” (the nursing home elderly, “welfare queens,” undocumented immigrants, drug addicts) to the militarization of everyday life (super-maximum-security prisons, capital punishment; the technologies of heightened personal security, including the house gun and gated communities; and reversed feelings of victimization).

1AR HARMS (Everyday Violence) – “Extinction Comes First” Answer to NEG 

They say, “extinction comes first,” but group their arguments.

1. Our _________ evidence says that _________________________________________________.

(Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)

(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

       (Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2. Dehumanization is a prerequisite to nuclear war – this means our PLAN must come first

Smith 2011

[David Livingstone Smith, co-founder and director of the Institute for Cognitive Science and Evolutionary Psychology at the University of New England., 3-29-2011, "'Less Than Human': The Psychology Of Cruelty," NPR.org, https://www.npr.org/2011/03/29/134956180/criminals-see-their-victims-as-less-than-human MYY]

Before I get to work explaining how dehumanization works, I want to make a preliminary case for its importance. So, to get the ball rolling, I'll briefly discuss the role that dehumanization played in what is rightfully considered the single most destructive event in human history: the Second World War. More than seventy million people died in the war, most of them civilians. Millions died in combat. Many were burned alive by incendiary bombs and, in the end, nuclear weapons. Millions more were victims of systematic genocide. Dehumanization made much of this carnage possible.

2AC HARMS (Everyday Violence) - “Moral Obligations are bad” Answer to 1NC  

They say, “moral obligations are bad,” but …

1. Our _Cunliffe 2017_ evidence says that _our moral obligation is to take in refugees_.

(Put our authors’ names from 1AC/2AC)

(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _Kreps and Maxey_ evidence because…

       (Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____Their argument doesn’t apply______
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____There’s no LINK because our moral obligation is to take in refugees, not to intervene in a humanitarian crisis_____
2. Moral obligations are good – they motivate protest and define the political agenda. 

Sabucedo 2018

[José-Manuel Sabucedo et al, 3-27-2018, "The Importance of Protesters’ Morals: Moral Obligation as a Key Variable to Understand Collective Action," Frontiers in Psychology, https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00418/full MYY] 

Collective action and protest have become a normalized political behavior that in many cases defines the political agenda. The reasons why people take to the streets constitute a central subject within the study of social psychology. In the literature, three precedents of protest that have been established as central to the study of this phenomenon are: injustice, efficacy, and identity. But political action is also deeply related to moral values. This explains why in recent years some moral constructs have also been pointed out as predictors of collective action. Moral variables have been introduced into the literature with little consideration to how they relate to each other. Thus, work in this direction is needed. The general aim of this research is to differentiate moral obligation from moral norms and moral conviction, as well as to compare their ability to predict collective action. In order to do so, the research objectives are: (a) conceptualize and operationalize moral obligation (Study 1, N = 171); (b) test its predictive power for intention to participate in protests (Study 2, N = 622); and (c) test moral obligation in a real context (Study 3, N = 407). Results are encouraging, showing not only that moral obligation is different to moral conviction and moral norm, but also that it is a more effective predictor working both for intention and real participation. This work therefore presents moral obligation as a key precedent of protest participation, prompting its future use as a variable that can enhance existing predictive models of collective action. Results regarding other variables are also discussed.

2AC HARMS (Soft Power) - “No solvency” Answer to 1NC 

They say “no solvency because the U.S. abandoned leadership,” but… 

1. Extend our 1AC Sciubba 2017 evidence. It’s better historical evidence than their Kerwin 2017 evidence because Sciubba has empirical examples such as the US increasing acceptance of refugees in the 1990s which increased our soft power. That means that accepting more now leads to an increase, which is key to reverse the STATUS QUO. Their evidence never explicitly says that leaving the pact kills US influence and just says we left and need to collaborate more. 

2. The United Nations is not key because our Lind 2017 evidence indicates that countries look to other countries’ refugee policies as a model instead. That means other countries will look to the U.S. more than the particular treaties.

3. Trump’s harm to US soft power is reversible.

Byman 2018

[Daniel, Senior Fellow - Center for Middle East Policy, https://www.brookings.edu/blog/order-from-chaos/2018/06/18/recovering-from-the-trump-foreign-policy/]

The United States is also losing much of its soft power. Part of this stems from the abandonment of cherished ideals that, whatever America’s inconsistency over the years, still had the power to inspire. Trump has scorned the idea of the United States as a haven for those fleeing persecution, perhaps America’s longest legacy. He has highlighted and exacerbated intolerance, complaining about people from “sh*thole”countries, building a wall to deal with a nonexistent surge in migration from Mexico and playing up anti-Muslim sentiment. The Trump administration is even separating children from their families at the border. This ugly side of America preceded Trump and will endure after he leaves office, but in the past, U.S. leaders have downplayed, not exacerbated, these sentiments. Trump’s words and actions seem to confirm what some anti-American voices have long claimed: that the United States is racist and intolerant. Such judgments based on Trump’s rhetoric may grow as fewer international students get to know the United States by studying at its universities. American universities are the best in the world, and as foreign nationals who studied in the United States rise through the ranks of government and industry, some have assimilated U.S. values, and many are comfortable working with Americans. But the number of international students fell 7 percent in the fall of 2017, and this decline is likely to continue as visa restrictions and this administration’s hostility to foreigners make America less attractive. Over time, this will diminish the number of high-quality students who want to stay and work in America, reducing an important source of innovation and skilled labor. It also reduces the number of foreigners who go home with an understanding, and appreciation, of America and its traditional values. European countries with more open educational policies will enjoy the advantages America once held. And the caliber of foreign universities will improve as these top-quality students choose to study there, and U.S. institutions will decline. Trump has dug America into a hole, and the next administration will spend much of its time trying to get out. None of Trump’s changes are irreversible, but they are hard to reverse. It took generations for presidents of both parties to build up these advantages. Although they have been quickly squandered, they cannot quickly be restored. The next administration should focus not only on rectifying Trump’s day-to-day blunders but also on how to restore institutions, soft power, the credibility of American values overseas and the deeper sources of U.S. power.   

4- Strong US refugee resettlement program is key to reenergizing international efforts.

La Corte 2018

[Matthew La Corte, the immigration policy analyst at the Niskanen Center. He leads the immigration department’s legislative outreach efforts, focusing on DACA, work visas, and refugee resettlement., 5-1-2018, "National Security Experts Outline the Strategic Case for Refugee Resettlement," Niskanen Center, https://niskanencenter.org/blog/national-security-experts-outline-the-strategic-case-for-refugee-resettlement/ MYY]

Secretary Chertoff poignantly posed the question: “If we’re not willing to do our fair share [to help refugees], how can we ask front-line allies to do more?” American acceptance of refugees improves our negotiating position and ability to wield influence abroad. While it is often used to push other countries to launch or expand their own humanitarian programs, it has also been used to promote other foreign-policy goals. American influence depends on credibility, trust, and leading by example, all of which are aided by a robust resettlement program. In its report to Congress in September 2016, the State Department explained that the United States has used its leadership position in refugee resettlement to “promote and secure other durable solutions for refugees” and “advance foreign-policy objectives.” By showing we have “skin in the game” and continuing robust refugee resettlement practices, we can strongly encourage other nations to increase total resettlement, contribute more funding to operational nongovernmental organizations and aid groups, and work to better care for displaced persons. Resettlement trends in recent years illustrate this well. The International Rescue Committee finds that “the U.S. retreat from resettlement in 2017 prompted a nearly 60 percent decline in global resettlement by June 2017.” This type of leadership is particularly impactful in the context of the Syrian crisis. The State Department explains that “a number of other countries without regular resettlement programs have also stepped forward to admit Syrians through humanitarian admissions programs” due to U.S. efforts to convince more nations to resettle refugees. The State Department continues that American resettlement efforts in Africa, the Middle East, and East Asia helped “energize efforts” by the United Nations to ensure refugee and asylum protections for large populations. This political capital allows us push other governments to take similar measures, even outside of refugee resettlement. If the United States doesn’t resettle refugees, slashes resettlement totals, contributes less funding to crucial groups and organizations, or leaves international agreements, America leaves an absence of leadership and a vacuum in its place.

2AC HARMS (Soft Power) - Terrorism turn Answer to 1NC

They say that soft power fuels terrorism, but …

1. Soft Power solves terrorism – extend our Sciubba 2017 evidence. It says soft power is the key to fight terrorism, our expert is better qualified than their Matalin evidence because Sciubba is a professor of international relations, while their author is just a former advisor to Dick Cheney. 

2. We need a balance of soft and hard power to fight terrorism – the PLAN is key to restore balance.

Stavridis 2015

[James, retired four-star Navy admiral and NATO supreme allied commander, dean of Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts, https://foreignpolicy.com/2015/12/28/killing-the-islamic-state-softly/ ]

There’s a growing consensus on the outlines of this military campaign, though admittedly, it won’t be easy to execute. What is far more difficult to outline is what tools and strategies will comprise the long game against the Islamic State. In their seminal 2007 report, Professor Joseph Nye and former Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage correctly pointed out that to solve the biggest problems we need a mix of hard and soft power — which they termed “smart power.” Of note, that commission included members like former Secretary of Defense Chuck Hagel; Sen. Jack Reed, now the ranking member of the Senate Armed Services Committee; Rep. Mac Thornberry, now the chairman of the House Armed Services Committee; and Marine Gen. Tony Zinni, a former Centcom [^United States Central Command – Department of Defense^] commander. The most important line in that report is simple: “Soft power is the ability to attract people to our side without coercion.” That is the contest we are currently losing, and bombs and troops can’t comprehensively defeat the Islamic State without it. The interesting question is this: What would a smart power campaign directed against the challenges represented by the Islamic State (which are of course broader than just that group) look like? The interesting question is this: What would a smart power campaign directed against the challenges represented by the Islamic State (which are of course broader than just that group) look like? What are the techniques; levels of resources; and strategies of cooperation, collaboration, and communication? This is of course a big, complicated campaign, but if we are going to have a hard power campaign, what does the soft power side look like? I laid out some of this several years ago in a TED talk, but much has changed since then. As a starting point for today’s challenges, here are four suggestions on the soft power side of the equation: 1. Recognize that the cost will be high. At one point during the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the United States was spending close to $1 billion dollars per day. A soft power campaign against the Islamic State will not be as expensive, but it will be costly. Job creation, education, medical diplomacy, and infrastructure redevelopment could run up to $200 billion annually. But shared among a global coalition of 60-plus nations, it’s not an unmanageable cost. In addition to the hard power contingent of about 15,000 troops, we should be thinking about a surge of at least 5,000 more humanitarian workers from places like the U.S. Agency for International Development (USAID), including refugee camp organizers, humanitarian logisticians, medical personnel, and educators. 2. Seek 

(Continued on next page…)

(…Stavridis continues)

a collective, truly international strategy for the region. Under the aegis of a big international organization like the United Nations or the International Committee of the Red Cross, convene the international soft power community. This would include national organizations like USAID, the British Department for International Development, and the Japanese International Cooperation Agency; the largest international humanitarian organizations (Doctors Without Borders, Feed the Children, Red Cross/Red Crescent); and other international nongovernmental entities (the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees and regional agencies). This should be convened early in 2016 to produce a roadmap, donor pledges, and an accountable steering committee. 3. Focus on drafting and resourcing a powerful collective strategic narrative. At the heart of this strategy should be constructing a narrative to counter violent extremism in the Islamic world and build alternatives in those affected societies. In this area, one basic failure here is our approach. Too often people say to me, “You’re right: We have to get better in the war of ideas.” Nope. “The war of ideas” is as flawed a theory as “the war on drugs.” We need a “marketplace of ideas.” In practice, this means focusing on showing alternative positive paths, not simply portraying the negative side of radical Islam. It is not axiomatic or an obvious given that what we believe in (democracy, liberty, freedom of expression, gender and racial equality) will sell best in that marketplace. So we need to show why we believe they are the right ideas, and that will require using better means of delivery (Internet, television, radio, leaflet); being able to respond rapidly to changing events (reshaping messages, highlighting successes on our side and failures on the part of the extremists); and providing more culturally attuned offerings (film, novels, poetry, games). The key to competing in the marketplace of ideas will be showing a vision of life that is positive and fulfilling (and in accordance with mainstream Islam). Not an easy sell, but impossible to achieve if we don’t try.

And, democracy solves terrorism.

Li 2005

[Quan Li (Prof of Political Science at Penn State University). “Does Democracy Promote or Reduce Transnational Terrorist Incidents?” Conflict Resolution 49.2 (April 2005). pp. 278-297. @ 280 – 281. MYY]

One argument in the democracy-terrorism literature posits that aspects of democracy reduce terrorism. In nondemocratic societies, the lack of opportunities for political participation induces political grievances and dissatisfaction among dissenters, motivating terrorism (Crenshaw 1981,383). In contrast, in democratic societies, free and fair elections ensure that rulers can be removed and that desirable social changes can be brought about by voters, reducing the need to resort to violence (Schmid 1992). Democratic rules enable nonviolent resolution of political conflict. Democracies permit dissenters to express their policy preferences and seek redress (Ross 1993). Different social groups are able to participate in the political process to further their interest through peaceful means, such as voting and forming political parties (Eubank and Weinberg 1994, 2001). Since democracy lowers the cost of achieving political goals through legal means, groups find costly illegal terrorist activities less attractive (Ross 1993; Eyerman 1998). Wide democratic participation also has beneficial consequences that remain largely unnoticed in the literature. To the extent that democratic participation increases political efficacy of citizens, terrorist groups will be less successful recruiting new members in democracy than in autocracy. This may reduce the number of terrorist attacks in democracy. Within the context of transnational terrorism, wide democratic participation helps to reduce incentives of domestic groups to engage in terrorist activities against foreign targets in a country. When citizens have grievances against foreign targets, greater political participation under a democratic system allows them to exert more influence on their own government so that they can seek favorable policy changes or compensation more successfully. Joining a terrorist group and attacking the foreign target become less appealing options. To the extent that democratic participation leads to public tolerance of counterterrorist efforts, a democratic government will be more effective stopping a variety of terrorist attacks, including those by domestic terrorists against foreign targets as well as those committed by foreign terrorists in the country.

C. Increasing refugee resettlement is key to solve terrorism – three reasons.

La Corte 2018

[Matthew La Corte, the immigration policy analyst at the Niskanen Center. He leads the immigration department’s legislative outreach efforts, focusing on DACA, work visas, and refugee resettlement., 5-1-2018, "National Security Experts Outline the Strategic Case for Refugee Resettlement," Niskanen Center, https://niskanencenter.org/blog/national-security-experts-outline-the-strategic-case-for-refugee-resettlement/ MYY]

Officials and experts have explained that resettling refugees advances U.S. strategic interests in four major ways: it aids in the recruitment of intelligence assets abroad, increases U.S. global influence, undermines anti-Western propaganda, and helps promotes stability in foreign countries. Refugee Resettlement Aids in the Recruitment of Local Assistance and Intelligence Assets Abroad Writing for the Washington Post, Secretary Chertoff argued that “maintaining [refugee] resettlement commitments is critical to our military, diplomatic, and intelligence operations abroad.” He pointed to the tens of thousands of locals in Iraq and Afghanistan who “put their lives on the line to support intelligence-gathering, operations planning and other essential services” to help American operations. Successful recruitment of locals to assist American operations abroad turns on the promise of safety in the United States for themselves and their families. Without resettlement opportunities, encouraging locals to provide their help and expertise is significantly more difficult. For example, cooperation and intelligence from those escaping ISIS or those who have lived in ISIS-run territory — like Syrian refugees — provides precious information that can help us defeat our shared enemy. General Hayden explained that “human sources are essential to defeating threats to the U.S.” and that restrictionism [^foreign policy favoring restricting trade and immigration^] affects the ability of our military and foreign diplomats to reach out to local partners. Our refugee program has a long tradition of being tied to U.S. diplomatic efforts abroad. During the Cold War, resettling refugees from communist countries allowed the United States to showcase the superiority of democracy and helped undermine and humiliate oppressive regimes and the extremist ideologies of communism and totalitarianism. In fact, refugee advocates have historically criticized the United States for placing too much emphasis on promoting national security through the refugee program, and not enough on humanitarian goals, making current claims that the program serves no national interest all the more curious. Strong Humanitarian Programs Undermine Terrorist Propaganda About the West Terrorists use Internet videos to paint the United States as evil; they use narratives of America hating and oppressing Muslims to recruit stateside terrorists, and to encourage radical action. By closing our doors to Syrian refugees, we are, to use Secretary Chertoff’s words, “giving propaganda to the enemy” and “playing into the narrative of the bad guy.” General Hayden and Admiral Stavridis agreed, writing that accepting refugees, “regardless of their religion, nationality, or race, exposes the falseness of terrorist propaganda and counters the warped vision of extremists.” The travel ban and the vilification of refugees, particularly Muslims, feeds into the exact narrative ISIS seeks to promulgate. Senators John McCain (R-AZ) and Lindsey Graham (R-SC) released a statement after the first travel ban saying: “Ultimately, we fear this executive order will become a self-inflicted wound in the fight against terrorism […]. Our most important allies in the fight against [ISIS] are the vast majority of Muslims who reject its apocalyptic ideology of hatred. This executive order sends a signal, intended or not, that America does not want Muslims coming into our country.
(Continued on next page…)

(…LaCorte continues)

That is why we fear this executive order may do more to help terrorist recruitment than improve our security.” ISIS labels refugees as traitors, and the United States should be in the business of creating as many ISIS traitors as possible. Muslim refugees who reject ISIS should always be welcomed in America, where they can become the new ambassadors of freedom and democracy around the world. When they flee terror, the mighty United States is ready to give them liberty — that should be the message of our refugee program. Supporting and welcoming those who reject ideologies antithetical to U.S. values is important in the fight against extremism. Chertoff argued that by taking in those fleeing communist uprisings, religious persecution, and tyranny in the past, by welcoming the enemies of our enemies, we manifested our commitment to our ideals and the fight against extremism. Stable Countries are Safe Countries The United States can act as a safety valve to release pressure in areas of concern by helping our allies integrate refugees and helping front-line states provide for asylum seekers. Not only does this mitigate potential destabilization, but it helps us maintain alliances and cultivate good relationships with other nations. For example, Jordan, a U.S. ally, has received millions of asylum seekers and strained to handle the influx in recent years. Ryan Crocker, former U.S. ambassador to Afghanistan, Iraq, Pakistan, Kuwait, Lebanon, and Syria, has argued the U.S. can help “relieve the strain” from large refugee flows, which could otherwise trigger violence and impact U.S. allies and national-security interests. The State Department has identified instances where targeted U.S. refugee resettlement has minimized tensions. A department report explains how “in certain locations, the prompt resettlement of politically sensitive cases has helped defuse regional tensions,” which meets U.S. goals. Secretary Chertoff believes the United States has a role to play in instances like this when U.S. troops are deployed nearby and their safety is in question. Twenty national-security leaders from across the political spectrum, including former Secretary of State and National Security Advisor Henry Kissinger; former CIA Director David Petraeus; former Secretary of Defense Chuck Hagel; former Secretary of State Madeleine Albright (herself a refugee); and former Secretary of Defense, CIA Director, and White House Chief of Staff Leon Panetta, wrote in 2015 that “resettlement initiatives help advance U.S. national-security interests by supporting the stability of our allies and partners that are struggling to host large numbers of refugees.”

2AC HARMS (Soft Power) “No Impact” Answer to 1NC

They say “no impact – democracy promotion fails,” but…

1. Their Larison 2012 evidence gives examples like Iraq and Libya which involved U.S. invasions. All examples focus on US foreign interventions. 

2. Our AFFIRMATIVE is different because it leads by example rather than intervention. Changing policy at home is key to an effective democracy promotion strategy.

Walt 2016

[Stephen M. Walt, the Robert and Renée Belfer professor of international relations at Harvard University., 4-25-2016, "Why Is America So Bad at Promoting Democracy in Other Countries?," Foreign Policy, https://foreignpolicy.com/2016/04/25/why-is-america-so-bad-at-promoting-democracy-in-other-countries/ MYY]

The second thing we could do is set a better example. America’s democratic ideals are more likely to be emulated by others if the United States is widely regarded as a just, prosperous, vibrant, and tolerant society, instead of one where inequality is rampant, leading politicians are loudmouthed xenophobes, the prison population is the world’s largest, and airports and other public infrastructure are visibly decaying, yet no one seems able to do much about it. When millions of qualified citizens are excluded from voting, or when a handful of billionaires and other moneyed interests exert a disproportionate and toxic effect on U.S. politics, it is hardly surprising that other societies find America’s professed ideals less appealing than they once were. Add in Guantánamo, targeted killings, Abu Ghraib, overzealous NSA surveillance, and the reluctance to hold powerful people accountable for their misdeeds, and you end up with a pretty tarnished brand. In short, the United States will do a better job of promoting democracy in other countries if it first does a better job of living up to its ideals here at home. The necessary reforms are not going to be easy — and I have no magic formula for achieving them — but reforming the United States should be just a tad easier than trying to create a robust democracy in Afghanistan, Yemen, or any of the other places where we’ve been flailing for a decade or more. Building a better America would also permit more Americans to lead prosperous, proud, secure, and bountiful lives. Maybe I’m dreaming, but might doing more to improve the lives of Americans here at home also be the best way to enhance democracy’s prospects abroad?

3. Soft power approach is the key to effective democracy promotion.

Rubin 2012

[Daniel Rubin, Luce Scholar at the Asia Foundation and JD candidate at Stanford Law, 2-13-2012, "Hard or Soft? Promoting Democracy Abroad," Washington University Political Review, http://www.wupr.org/2012/02/13/hard-or-soft-promoting-democracy-abroad/ ]

Short of war—which can, at best, create flimsy, nominally democratic governments—America cannot force democratic change. This truth has been borne out with such nations as North Korea, Burma/Myanmar, and Iran. Economic sanctions and the freezing of leaders’ personal bank accounts applies pressure but also punishes whole economies and peoples, which increases instability. Often, autocratic rulers will take advantage of such conditions by painting Western leaders as the source of all societal ills, thereby tightening their grip on power. And by impoverishing the targeted nation, the US may distract from questions of political representation and induce the opposite of the intended democratizing effect. Cold War politics and the Cuban Missile Crisis resulted in a fifty-year embargo on Cuban goods, yet the Castro family has endured for eleven US presidential administrations. Democracy must be driven from within; artificially installing governments should not be our primary goal. It rarely works as planned and imposes huge “upkeep” burdens on the American taxpayer. However, given the propensity of democratic countries not to fight one another (i.e. democratic peace theory), the US should promote democracy by other means. The US already exerts tremendous soft power (e.g. movies, clothing, and fast food) abroad. America should play to this strength and promote educational exchanges, diplomatic engagement, and free trade. Exercising soft power will help increase wealth and spread knowledge of open political systems, nurturing nascent democracies. And as national wealth increases and basic necessities become universal, people tend to demand more political influence.

2AC Refugees AFFIRMATIVE – Answers to Off-Case (DISADVANTAGES, TOPICALITY)
2AC Frontline –Wages DISADVANTAGE Answers
1. Non-unique – wages aren’t increasing. Their DISADVANTAGE attempts to blame vulnerable refugees, when the real culprit is corporate power.  

Ghilarducci 2018

[Teresa, joined The New School in 2008 after 25 years as a professor of economics at the University of Notre Dame., https://www.forbes.com/sites/teresaghilarducci/2018/07/18/why-wages-wont-rise-when-unemployment-falls/#7f3ce9285d9d MYY]

Economists are pinching themselves. When demand runs ahead of supply, prices are supposed to go up. Then how can the labor market be so tight and wage growth so flat? The 4% unemployment rate we have now is about as tight a labor market as you can get, but the “prices” of workers, their wages, are not rising as once predicted in a relationship called the Phillips curve. Real wages have been practically flat during this expansion. Wages rose 2.7% from a year earlier in June, below the 2.8% increase economists had expected. Over the last 30 years, executive and professional pay for the top 1% more than doubled. The bottom 90% of workers only got a 15% raise. The typical worker received less than one half of one percent annual increase in real wages since the 1970s. And, no, increasing health care costs aren’t the reason. Heath and pensions are substitutes. Total labor compensation including health insurance has not kept up with labor productivity. After being stable for decades, the share of national income received by workers fell from about 65 percent in 1974 to about 57 percent in 2017. Labor share has been falling in the Euro Zone also, but the decline is worse in the U.S. A few months ago, the New York Times posted six reasons and the Brookings Institution had 13 why wages weren’t increasing despite the drop in the unemployment rate. In the interests of simplification, I have reduced these to two. One reason is about measurement; the second reason is about power. The first possible reason wages are not increasing is superficial and bypasses the capital-labor conflict. The puzzling wage stagnation could be no puzzle at all. Labor market tightness could be mismeasured and many people who want jobs are not counted. The claim is weak, though. The unemployment rate has always underreported people looking for work and we have no reason to think the mismeasurement is any worse. The second reason is more profound: labor lost, capital won. Proof: Productivity has been running ahead of wages, which put little pressure on prices but boosted profits. Consumers and shareholders won, workers lost. From 1973 to 2013, hourly compensation of a typical worker rose just 9 percent while productivity increased 74 percent. So, why is capital stronger than labor? Four reasons. First, labor’s bargaining power falls as unions weaken. Between 1979 and 2013, the share of private sector workers in a union fell from about 34 percent to 10 percent among men, and from 16 percent to 6 percent among women. A 60-year-old so-called “Right to Work” movement has won policies that weaken labor bargaining power in states across the nation. The movement lobbies states to ban voluntary union security clauses, which reduces union revenue, making it harder to organize and even function. This strategy also attacked public sector unions. Last month the Supreme Court, in Janus v AFSCME, voted 5 to 4 to hobble those unions as well. Unions also help pass minimum wage laws. The real minimum wage of $7.25 today has lost real value since the 1968s when it would have been over $10.90 today. Second, worker fear is on the rise, even with a very low unemployment rate. Former Fed chief Alan Greenspan keenly watched for labor power indicators – he knew about the fear factor. He believed surveys about work insecurity and fear of leaving jobs to get better ones was a good barometer 
(Continued on next page…)

(…Ghilarducci continues)
of actual worker sentiment. In 1997, he reassured Congress that fear was on the rise so Fed policy would not create inflation because workers were too afraid to ask for a raise. Quit rates are up since the recession – FT columnist Sarah O’Conner calls it “the take the job and shove it” rate – but quit rates were higher in 2002 after the tech bubble recession. 67% of Americans answer that this is a good time to find a quality job, which is the highest since first polled in 2002. But, people feel just as likely to lose their jobs now, when the unemployment rate is 4%, as they did in 1991 when the unemployment rate was over 7%. Third, super firms are achieving more and more market power. Consumers may get lower prices, but employees get lower wages. The gap is widest in the information sector where FAANG – Facebook, Apple, Amazon, Netflix, and Google—dominate. Large firms simply have more control of markets than they did before: profits rise and prices fall. When consumers and shareholders win, workers lose. The Obama Council of Economic Advisors first pointed to the rise in monopsony labor markets, a situation where workers are tied to employers and have less choice about moving to another employer. Economist Kate Bahn explains how monopsony works to lower wages. Fourth, new jobs in demand are low-wage jobs. Low-paying jobs will dominate job growth in the next decade. Projections are for 1.2 million new openings for personal care aides and home health aides where the average annual wage is under $24,000. Demand for health care services means the new labor supply in demand is female and older. Not the groups with lots of bargaining power to begin with. Among the ten occupations with the most employment growth, only three will pay above average: software developers, registered nurses, and managers.

2. TURN - Refugees increase wages and are great for the economy. 

Clemens 2017

[Michael Clemens, Co-Director of Migration, Displacement, and Humanitarian Policy and Senior Fellow, 9-14-2017, "The Real Economic Cost of Accepting Refugees," Center For Global Development, https://www.cgdev.org/blog/real-economic-cost-accepting-refugees MYY]

There can be multiplier effects as well: not only do refugees work as employees, but many open their own businesses and become employers, expanding their positive impact on the economy by creating jobs. In Turkey, one recent study found Syrian refugees have invested almost $334 million into the Turkish economy, with more than 10,000 Syrian-owned businesses employing an average of 9.4 workers. And, there is evidence showing that when a small number of native workers are displaced by new migrants entering the workforce, those native workers end up in higher-paying, higher-skill jobs. Native workers gain a comparative advantage through their language skills and ability to specialize, adapting to the displacement to ultimately earn more—a recent study estimated a 3 percent bump in earnings—in a better job. More than anything else, the economic effect of migrants and refugees is a decision made by host countries. In the context of large migrant flows, labor market policy is a form of refugee policy. For example, Sweden saw just 25 percent of Somali refugees (age 25–64) employed in the formal economy in 2010, versus 57 percent of Somali refugees in the United States who were employed—allowed to do so by conducive right to work policies. In our recent research, we looked at large flows of people from Algeria to France in 1962; from Cuba to Miami in 1980; from the former Soviet Union to Israel in the 1990s; and from the Balkans to the rest of Europe in the 1990s. Each of these episodes brought a sudden flood of new workers on a scale comparable to recent flows to Europe, offering a chance to compare what happened in jobs and occupations where the migrants clustered. Our research found that in two instances the arrival of migrants had either no effect or a positive effect on the local labor market: The arrival of 125,000 Cubans into Miami had no effect on unemployment and was followed by a small rise in average low-skill wages. And the movement of Soviet refugees into Israel, enough to raise the country’s population 12 percent in just four years, saw a substantial rise in the wages of the occupations they crowded into. There was evidence, albeit minimal, of a short-term increase in native worker unemployment—seen in the sudden movement of over a million people from Algeria to France, and the movement of Balkan refugees across Europe.

3. NO LINK – Their own LINK evidence admits that refugees had positive impact on wages for other workers, balancing the impact on the economy.

4  No impact - They say economic decline causes war – that’s empirically denied

Drezner 2012

[Daniel Drezner, American professor of international politics at The Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University, 2012, “THE IRONY OF GLOBAL ECONOMIC GOVERNANCE: THE SYSTEM WORKED” https://politics.utoronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/The-Irony-of-Global-Economic-Governance.pdf MYY]

The final outcome addresses a dog that hasn’t barked: the effect of the Great Recession on cross-border conflict and violence. During the initial stages of the crisis, multiple analysts asserted that the financial crisis would lead states to increase their use of force as a tool for staying in power.34 Whether through greater internal repression, diversionary wars, arms races, or a ratcheting up of great power conflict, there were genuine concerns that the global economic downturn would lead to an increase in conflict. Violence in the Middle East, border disputes in the South China Sea, and even the disruptions of the Occupy movement fuel impressions of surge in global public disorder. The aggregate [^combined^] data suggests otherwise, however. The Institute for Economics and Peace has constructed a “Global Peace Index” annually since 2007. A key conclusion they draw from the 2012 report is that “The average level of peacefulness in 2012 is approximately the same as it was in 2007.”35 Interstate violence in particular has declined since the start of the financial crisis – as have military expenditures in most sampled countries. Other studies confirm that the Great Recession has not triggered any increase in violent conflict; the secular decline in violence that started with the end of the Cold War has not been reversed.36 Rogers Brubaker concludes, “the crisis has not to date generated the surge in protectionist nationalism or ethnic exclusion that might have been expected.”37
2AC Frontline – Trump Base DISADVANTAGE
1. No link – Conservative media insulates Trump from criticism.

Levitz 18

[Eric, http://nymag.com/daily/intelligencer/2018/08/2018-midterms-trump-red-wave-gop-base-delusional-fake-news.html MYY]

For decades now, the conservative movement has sought to keep its core voters confined to a carefully curated media ecosystem — one where the Democratic Party is a Marxist-Islamist organization, America is the world’s most over-taxed nation, illegal immigrants bear sole responsibility for the stagnation of middle-class wages (and/or all violent crime), and there’s never been a better time to buy gold coins. In many respects, this project has been a great boon to the Republican Party. Research suggests that Fox News’ existence significantly boosts the GOP’s vote-share (and might have even swung the 2004 election to George W. Bush). And, in addition to helping Republicans win elections, the right-wing echo-chamber has given the party a freer hand once in power. More tax cuts for the wealthy, less social insurance for the working class, and near-total impunity for polluters and predatory lenders is not a popular platform, even with Republican voters. But by supplying conservatives with “alternative facts” about such policies; stoking their cultural resentments and racialized fears; and branding all non-conservative media as biased or liberal (or, in today’s parlance, “fake news”) the GOP has succeeded in retaining the loyalty of its grassroots, while betraying their stated preferences on a wide range of economic issues.

2. The INTERNAL LINK is NOT UNIQUE – Trump lost a third of his base and did not lash out.

Silver 2017

[Nate Silver, 5-25-2017, "Donald Trump’s Base Is Shrinking," FiveThirtyEight, https://fivethirtyeight.com/features/donald-trumps-base-is-shrinking/ MYY]

But the theory isn’t supported by the evidence. To the contrary, Trump’s base seems to be eroding. There’s been a considerable decline in the number of Americans who strongly approve of Trump, from a peak of around 30 percent in February to just 21 or 22 percent of the electorate now. (The decline in Trump’s strong approval ratings is larger than the overall decline in his approval ratings, in fact.) Far from having unconditional love from his base, Trump has already lost almost a third of his strong support. And voters who strongly disapprove of Trump outnumber those who strongly approve of him by about a 2-to-1 ratio, which could presage an “enthusiasm gap” that works against Trump at the midterms. The data suggests, in particular, that the GOP’s initial attempt (and failure) in March to pass its unpopular health care bill may have cost Trump with his core supporters.

3. No impact - military chain of command will prevent Trump from illegally using nuclear weapons.

Sollenberger 2017

[Roger Sollenberger, journalist, 11-30-2017, "Trump Won't Nuke North Korea: How I Learned to Stop Worrying and Love the Chain of Command," Paste Magazine, https://www.pastemagazine.com/articles/2017/11/dont-worry-folks-donald-trump.html]

It’s a common misconception that no one in the chain of command can stop an order to launch a nuclear strike once it’s given. This is absurd, because of course they can refuse an order. There are two ways to do this: Refusing to carry out an illegal order; or refusing to carry out a legal order, which is insubordination. Let’s look at both. First, these commanders have an obligation to the law: They can refuse any order from anyone if it’s illegal. This means that if Trump cannot explain the necessity to launch nukes, the legality of the order will be challenged. Members of the military, especially members of the military in such critical seats of power, are trained to reject illegal orders. An unprompted order from Trump to launch a nuclear strike and start a war, given without consulting advisers and without justification, would be challenged on legal grounds and halted. According to military law, “if an order is unlawful, the service member who receives the order has a duty first to seek clarification of the order and, if still unlawful, to disobey it.” What are those grounds? International law, for one. The Geneva Convention. War crimes. Laws governing pre-emptive strikes, and other laws such as proportional response, necessity, and distinguishing between civilians and combatants. Section 499 of the U.S. Army Field Manual says, “Every violation of the law of war is a war crime.” Even one of the aide-de-camps, [^”Aid-deh-camp” (French), military aides^] who hold the football and are highly decorated and trusted officers, would likely challenge the order on legal grounds. They’ve all been trained in this, and if you think the U.S. military hasn’t prepared a dozen different ways to stop this scenario, you don’t know the military. What about insubordination? One general has already said publicly he’d resist an illegal nuclear strike order from Trump. This summer Defense Secretary Mattis bucked the chain of command at the first possible opportunity: Trump’s attempted trans ban. Mattis circulated a department-wide memo after Trump announced the decision that implored armed service members to “do the right thing.” In September he told transgender Americans they’re free to enlist in the armed services. If that’s not a hint of where Mattis’s morals are, with chain of command or basic human decency, I don’t know what is. So let’s say Mattis refuses the order and Trump fires him. Senior leadership would be alarmed. But maybe Trump just keeps firing people until he gets his way. There’d be a crisis in the defense department, and senior leadership—knowing the order wasn’t an emergency response—would pause it if for no other reason than doing it in the interest of national security. The media and Congress would find out within minutes, and Trump would more than likely be relieved of his powers immediately through the 25th amendment. No matter what happens, though, understand that at this point Trump is toast. Minimum, he’ll be removed from office immediately. If the missiles launch, he’ll be impeached, arrested, tried and convicted for war crimes, and will justly die in jail. These are people. Not robots. Not buttons. How could anyone be so naively cynical to believe these highly intelligent and experienced human beings, steeped not only in the theories and legalities of war but also years of philosophical and moral study, would actually cooperate with an order to kill millions of people at the unjustified whim of a 71-year-old lunatic having a mental breakdown or fit of rage? Are our commanders really that stupid and weak?

4. Their IMPACT is NOT UNIQUE - Even if they win that checks fail, the Russia investigation is a huge ALTERNATIVE cause to diversionary war.

Bloomfield 2018

[Douglas Bloomfield, Washington lobbyist and consultant.  He spent nine years as the legislative director and chief lobbyist for the American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC). 7-4-2018, "Washington Watch: Wag the Dog," The Jerusalem Post, https://www.jpost.com/Opinion/Washington-Watch-Wag-the-Dog-543317 MYY]

In Washington special counsel Robert Mueller is looking into the Russian role in the 2016 presidential election and other crimes. One of those lines of inquiry is believed to be possible obstruction of justice by the president for firing FBI director James Comey for refusing to shut down the investigation of then-national security advisor Mike Flynn. Flynn is one of two former Trump campaign and White House officials to have pleaded guilty to charges in the Russia investigation. Two others have been indicted and 13 Russian nationals have been charged with election interference. A lot more shoes are expected to fall. Trump and Netanyahu are understandably nervous about these investigations and can’t make them go away. That has led to speculation in both countries that they may be looking for a military diversion. Trump has been talked out – for now at least – of his yearning to give North Korea’s “little Rocket Man” Kim Jong-un a “bloody nose” strike against his nuclear facilities. That could quickly ignite a major war and cause millions of deaths, Trump was told. A surgical strike against Iran – maybe its factories and militia allies in Syria or even a nuclear site in Iran – could be less costly, but also lead to wide-ranging consequences. Thousands of American military and civilian personal in the region are potential targets.
1AR Answer to – Trump Base DISADVANTAGE – Extension to “Military checks Trump nuke war”

Extend our Sollenberger 2017 evidence that says the military will prevent Trump from launching a nuclear war. It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

      



 (Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2. NO IMPACT - Checks and balances prevent diversionary war. 

Fukuyama 2017

[Francis Fukuyama, Olivier Nomellini Senior Fellow at the Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies (FSI), and the Mosbacher Director of FSI's Center on Democracy, Development, and the Rule of Law.  He is professor (by courtesy) of political science at Stanford University. 10-18-2017, "Checks and Balances," American Interest, https://www.the-american-interest.com/2017/10/18/checks-and-balances/ MYY]

The Founding Fathers designed the American Constitution precisely to deal with the possibility of someone like Donald Trump becoming President. They were deeply versed in the history of the Roman Republic and its fall, and were skeptical that democratic publics would always elect wise and qualified leaders. The complex system of checks and balances that constitute our system was designed to prevent Caesarism, that is, the excessive concentration of power in any one part of the government. Julius Caesar, we should remember, undermined the Republic precisely because he was popular and charismatic—the general who had conquered Gaul. The U.S. system of shared powers would guard against tyranny, even if it slowed down and reduced the chances of concerted action. Donald Trump came into office having little sense of how the American system was supposed to work. He appears to have believed that he could run the U.S. government as he ran his own family business, that is, through a series of executive orders implemented by a small circle of trusted family advisers. Trump did not understand the primacy given to Congress by the Constitution, and the need to cultivate Congress if he was to get anything done. His understanding of the rule of law was limited to knowledge of how to use the law to promote his own interests, for example by forcing contractors to sue him if they were to receive the payment they were due. But the idea that the executive itself should be under the law was foreign to him. Hence his firing of the FBI’s James Comey for pursuing the investigation into his campaign’s ties with Russia, and his apparent belief that Attorney General Jeff Sessions should work to shield him from legal proceedings. Like all of the new populist nationalists who have appeared around the world in recent years, Trump has sought to use his democratic legitimacy, such as it was, to discredit any institution that stood in the way of his personal power. This included the entire U.S. intelligence community (for not exonerating either Russia or himself of wrongdoing), the entire mainstream media (who he said were “enemies of the American people”), judges who stayed his immigration orders, and most recently members of his own Republican Party who had failed to implement his agenda. We sometimes speak of a “dictator’s handbook” that would-be authoritarian  [^a government that does not allow individual rights or freedoms^] leaders follow. There is no handbook: individual leaders don’t start out wanting to be authoritarian; they simply want to accumulate personal power and be perceived as successful, and it comes naturally to them to attack those institutions that get in their way. At this point, nine months into his presidency, the system of checks and balances appears to be working quite well: The courts continue resist the slapdash immigration orders drafted by the White House; the intelligence community’s views of Russia are largely accepted, even by the Republicans in Congress who have voted to constrain the President on this issue; and the “failing” mainstream media is doing better than ever by providing a counterweight to the Trump Administration. The big items on Trump’s agenda—repealing the Affordable Care Act, building a border wall, tax reform, and a huge infrastructure package—have not materialized due to Trump’s inability to bridge the deep divisions within the Republican majorities in both houses of Congress. 
2AC Frontline –Brain Drain DISADVANTAGE Answers
1. TURN - Brain Drain is good - Migrants remain connected to their home countries which ensures development through investment and knowledge sharing

Rapoport 2017

[Hillel, professor at Paris School of Economics, February, “Who is Afraid of the Brain Drain? A Development Economist’s View” CEPII, http://www.cepii.fr/PDF_PUB/pb/2017/pb2017-14.pdf]

The above-described “incentive” effect takes place before migration occurs; once migrants have left, however, they can still affect economic, political and social outcomes in their home country. By sending money or returning after some time,6 or by forming diaspora networks that serve as bridges between host and home countries. Along those bridges, many things can circulate: goods, investments, technologies, ideas, values. This is the last strand of brain drain research I want to emphasize before concluding. Indeed, being able to draw on a network of skilled compatriots scattered around the world (especially if they live in the leading countries in terms of technological innovation, financial power, and democracy standards) is crucial to many developing and emerging countries in their search for better integration into the global economy. There is growing evidence and understanding that migrants in general, and skilled migrants in particular, favor the economic, financial and even political and cultural integration of their home country into the global economy. The recent literature has consistently shown this, starting from the “trade creating” effect of migration and ending with the uncovering of “social remittances” (Levitt and Lamba Nieves, 2011) in the realms of demography or politics). Two forces are at play. First, an “information channel”, whereby migrants reduce transaction costs between their host and home countries, allowing more trade flows (both imports and exports) and inflows of Foreign Direct Investments as well as other forms of financial investments (e.g., international bank loans, purchase of home-country bonds, etc.). While for trade, there is no substantial difference between low- and high-skill migrants in terms of ability to convey the relevant transaction-facilitating information, for financial flows in general, and for FDI in particular, skilled migrants seems to have a significant advantage.7 And second, a “knowledge diffusion channel”, whereby migrants transfer knowledge, including technological knowledge, but also social norms, preferences and values (e.g. preferences for lower fertility or for democracy), from the host to the home economy. It is not clear whether high- or low-skill migrants have an advantage in initiating such transfers, except for innovation adoption and diffusion, where, quite obviously, there is a strong advantage for the former.8 7 Conclusion As we have seen, the recent economic literature does not support the traditional and still very popular view that the brain drain is an impediment to developing countries’ current and future economic performance. To the contrary, the possibility for people to “sell” their human capital abroad generates incentives to invest more in human capital, and a demand for higher quality, more internationally transferrable education, which ultimately also benefits those who do not emigrate. There are also counteracting forces of course: the depletion effect of emigration, the lack of incentives if people are credit-constrained, and some diversion in terms of fields of study away from the home countries’ needs (e.g., geriatrics instead of pediatrics). And the benefits from skilled diasporas, [^global networks for a nationality^] which appear to be considerable and multi-dimensional, should not be overlooked. So even if one adopts a consequentialist view that focuses exclusively on the effects of migration on the source countries, disregarding people’s rights to emigrate and giving little weight to the migrants themselves, the evidence does not support what I would call the now outdated mercantilist [^commercialism, especially through trade^] view of the brain drain.

2. NO INTERNAL LINK – India’s economy has too many workers and too few jobs.

D’Cunha 2018

[Suparna Dutt https://www.forbes.com/sites/suparnadutt/2018/05/03/why-india-needs-to-take-heed-of-paul-krugmans-warning-on-its-growth-story/#342221756c62]

India’s economy has a lot going for it: it's already huge, and still growing relatively fast, at 7.2%, surpassing even China's 6.8%. It has a young, working-age population; and a public that craves new technology. In the last three years, foreign investors poured in $209 billion, while multinational companies are expanding their Indian operations or starting new ones. In 10 years, economic forecasters predict that India’s economy will climb to the third largest in the world, behind only the U.S. and China. But the positive narrative could lose momentum, and start the beginning of a solid downward trend. Recently, American economist Paul Krugman sounded an alarm for the country's cheerleaders for growth, who are, as is to be expected, the government and big business. “In Asia, India could take the lead but only if it also develops its manufacturing sector,” Krugman said, while addressing a summit in New Delhi recently. “India’s lag in the manufacturing sector could work against it, as it doesn’t have the jobs essential to sustain the projected growth in demography. You have to find jobs for people.” Early signs of strain are already showing. Manufacturing slowdown India’s manufacturing sector, still grappling with the impact of the demonetization shocker of 2016, and a poorly planned rollout of goods-and-services tax in 2017, has been sluggish for a long time now. In March, manufacturing activity was at a five-month low, and new business orders rose at their slowest pace since last October. The 2018 budget tried to boost the sector, but a manufacturing revolution is nowhere in sight. Most companies were using only 71.8% of their existing capacities, according to a Reserve Bank of India (RBI) survey. In such a scenario, adding more factories and manufacturing units may not be viable. In the last two years, India’s consumer confidence has plummeted, construction has slowed, many factories have shut down and unemployment has gone up. The “Make in India” initiative to lift the share of manufacturing in India’s $2.5 trillion economy to 25% from about 17% and create 100 million jobs by 2022 has failed to deliver. India’s labor laws are restrictive, imposing all kinds of red tape on factories of more than 100 workers, which discourages businesses from thinking big. Add to that, poor infrastructure. In the 12 months ending March 2018, India saw an unprecedented number of projects being shelved by companies, shrinking opportunities for employment creation. In financial year 2018, investments worth $117.35 billion were scrapped. Employment slump To put it simply, India's economic growth has been largely jobless. The unemployment rate in India hit its highest level in 16 months in March at 6.23%. There’s an accumulated shortage of around 80 million jobs, but the number of jobs created in the financial year 2018 is an estimated 600,000. Its graduates go on to toil in small or micro-enterprises as over 90% of Indians are employed in the informal sector. This month, the country will see a spike in demand for jobs as a fresh batch of college graduates enters the workforce. Recently, more than 25 million people applied for less than 90,000 positions on India’s state-run railways, and 200,000 applied for 1,167 jobs of police constables in Mumbai. In a country expected to add over 280 million people to the job market by 2050, that ought to set off alarm bells. “But unfortunately, economic policy in India is [a] prisoner of institutional inertia,” says political analyst Mohan Guruswamy. “The writing on the wall is clear. We are getting increasingly closer to the tipping point. The government has its job cut out. It must create tens of millions of jobs and start planning for more equitable cuts of the pie.” Emphasizing job creation is one of the country’s most urgent priorities; Raghuram Rajan, the former governor of RBI, said that Indian GDP needs to grow at 10% to be able to produce enough jobs for the 12 million people joining its workforce every year.
3. Their IMPACT is NOT UNIQUE - Terrorism is a bigger and more probable cause of war in South Asia and the PLAN has the best chance of SOLVENCY.

Ayoob 2018

[Mohammed Ayoob, senior fellow at the Center for Global Policy in Washington, DC, and University Distinguished Professor Emeritus of International Relations at Michigan State University., 3-14-2018, "India and Pakistan: Inching Toward Their Final War?," National Interest, http://nationalinterest.org/blog/the-buzz/india-pakistan-inching-toward-their-final-war-24902/page/0/1 MYY]

The escalation in the last two years in terror attacks, especially by Jaish-e-Muhammad, with the obvious connivance of the Pakistan army, on Indian military targets in Kashmir and surrounding Indian states has made the situation very perilous. In the past several months, terrorist groups operating from Pakistan have undertaken several such major attacks, causing significant loss of life among Indian security forces. A major terrorist attack on the Uri camp in Jammu and Kashmir in September 2016, which left seventeen military personnel dead, motivated the Indian government to reassess its strategy for responding to such attacks. On September 29, 2016, India launched its first publicly acknowledged “surgical strike” against terrorist bases in Pakistan. Although there had been speculation that India had conducted such strikes earlier as well, this was the first admission by New Delhi that it was ready to launch major retaliatory attacks against targets in Pakistan and Pakistan-occupied Kashmir. In the latest incident, in February 2018, Jaish terrorists attacked an Indian military camp in Jammu; five army personnel and four militants were killed. In retaliation, the Indian army destroyed a Pakistani army post with the help of rocket launchers, killing, according to Indian sources , twenty-two Pakistani personnel. This tit-for-tat exchange is reaching dangerous proportions. So far, the Pakistani military has downplayed Indian incursions and retaliatory attacks and refused to recognize their seriousness, because it does not want to appear weak in the eyes of the Pakistani public, which is then likely to clamor for revenge. However, the Pakistani military cannot continue to downplay Indian attacks, especially in light of the increasing fatalities. There is the danger that at some point, either by miscalculation or by design, an Indian surgical strike in Pakistani territory will push the Pakistani military—which controls the nuclear weapons—to retaliate in force. If a full-scale war erupts, at some point Pakistan, unable to counter superior Indian conventional forces, could resort to battlefield nuclear weapons, as its doctrine proclaims. While India subscribes to a no-first-use doctrine, it has made it abundantly clear that it will massively retaliate against any use of battlefield nuclear weapons by Pakistan without making a distinction between tactical and strategic nuclear weapons. This strategy, as enunciated in a statement issued by the government of India on January 4, 2003, is designed to inflict unacceptable damage on the enemy. Former Indian national security advisor Shivshankar Menon elaborated this strategy in his memoirs: “India would hardly risk giving Pakistan the chance to carry out a massive nuclear strike after the Indian response to Pakistan using tactical nuclear weapons. In other words, Pakistani tactical nuclear weapon use would effectively free India to undertake a comprehensive first strike against Pakistan.”

2AC Frontline Capitalism KRITIK Answers
1. NO LINK – charities and media already use refugees to make money. The AFFIRMATIVE is an action that would drastically reduce the number of refugees and their suffering. We don’t make the STATUS QUO any worse, only better.
2. NO LINK - Erasing suffering is worse – we need to confront the horror of our political inaction toward refugees in order to change anything

Ingram 2015

[Mathew http://fortune.com/2015/09/02/refugee-images/]

Gawker writer Sam Biddle, among others, made this argument about the picture of Alison Parker being shot that appeared on the front of the New York Daily News after her death. He said ignoring these kinds of incidents is part of the problem with gun violence, and that we owe it to ourselves and the victims to look at them at see what our decisions about gun control and mental health have produced. As Biddle put it: “Horror is healthy and normal, and means your brain is working as intended. It’s a useful response, because it might convince you—it might force you—to viscerally react to our nation’s epidemic of gun violence. If so, it will be worth the discomfort.” In the case of the young Syrian boy, a number of media outlets including The Independent decided that it was necessary to show the photo of him lying lifeless on the beach, because it symbolized the human suffering refugee families are going through. In other words, it was a tangible sign of specific political decisions that are being made in places like the British parliament and the European Union — and even the U.S. Congress — that can have horrific personal consequences. The photo I’m referring to appears at this link. It’s not graphic but it is disturbing. When I asked on Twitter whether we need to force ourselves to see these kinds of images, a large number of people — including some journalists — said no, that they are too horrific, and that we don’t need to see them in order to be aware of the human cost that the refugee crisis is having. Others, however, argued that we do need to see them, and that it’s quite easy to become inured [^desensitized^] to the death toll and other repercussions of European political decisions. But the sight of a tiny boy’s lifeless body washed up on the sand in Turkey makes an incredibly powerful statement about personal loss. Even some parents with children of similar ages — whom you might think would be the most hard hit by such an image — said that they believed it was necessary. The Independent said: “The Independent has taken the decision to publish these images because, among the often glib words about the ‘ongoing migrant crisis,’ it is all too easy to forget the reality of the desperate situation facing many refugees.” One risk that a number of people mentioned when it comes to violent imagery is the potential for viewers or readers to gradually become immune to their effects, while others said it could trigger emotional distress for those who have lost children of similar ages. But many said that precisely because the photo is so powerful, it could become a symbol of the fight for refugee protection. This is the position that I tend to lean towards, despite the distress caused by the image.
3. PERMUTATION - do both. We can resist capitalism and also realize that only the state can solve the refugee crisis that is tied in with global poverty. The KRITIK cannot change these conditions – only having the PLAN gives us a political solution that helps us take actions that are more ethical than the STATUS QUO under capitalism.
4. TURN - Capitalism is good – it’s key to solve poverty.

Worstall 2015

[Tim, Fellow at Adam Smith Institute, https://www.forbes.com/sites/timworstall/2015/12/19/its-not-capitalism-that-causes-poverty-its-the-lack-of-it/#338fe0d95613]

It is indeed true, in one specific sense, that we can say that capitalism causes poverty. It's also equally true that the statement "capitalism causes poverty" is entirely wrong given the way that it is generally meant. That general meaning being that the capitalist plutocrats [^powerful rich^] (and a few lucky running dog lackeys [^servants^] like myself) get to scoop up the profits extorted from the brows of the workers, the bitter tears of their starving waiflings, [^poor child^] and this is what makes poor people poor. In this sense the statement is simply absurd. The poor in today's current world live as the human poor have done since the very invention of agricultures. That $1.90 a day which the World Bank uses as the definition of today's absolute poverty (and, as always, that is at today's U.S. retail prices--we are defining poverty as living in what you can buy in Walmart for less than two bucks per day per person, housing, clothing, healthcare, food, heating, everything, included) is the standard of living of the vast majority of humankind for almost all of the last ten millennia. A very few priests and aristocrats rose above it but not many in any generation. This does not mean that we should ignore such poverty, nor not work to alleviate it. But it does mean that we've got to switch the question around: What was it that allowed some to leave that poverty behind and what is it allowing even more to do so? The answer being this odd mixture of capitalism and free markets that we have. Starting around and about 1750 in Britain, this is the only economic system ever which has appreciably [^noticeably^] and sustainably raised the standard of living of the average person. And if we acknowledge this then we can indeed start to say that capitalism causes poverty because the people who don't have it remain poor, while those oppressed by the capitalist plutocrats (and of course, their lackey dog runners such as myself) get rich, as have all of us in the currently rich countries. All of which is a lead in to this same point being extremely well made by Ricardo Hausman: Our research has uncovered that in the developing world, there are enormous differences in productivity within countries, across their different regions. For example, in the US, the richest state, which is probably Connecticut, is about twice as rich as the poorest state, which is either Mississippi or West Virginia. The difference is a factor of two. In Mexico, the difference between Chiapas and Nuevo León is a factor of nine. Similar differences exist between the Indian states of Bihar and Goa or between the cities of Patna and Bangalore. These differences in income are mainly differences in productivity. It’s not the result of what share of the pie goes to capital and what size of the pie goes to labor. It is differences in the sizes of the pie. So there are these enormous differences in productivity that make the productive places rich and the unproductive places poor. The poor people are not being exploited. They’re being excluded from the higher productivity activities. It’s not that the capitalists are taking a very large share of what they produce. It’s just that they produce very little in the first place. As Dierdrie McCloskey is wont to note, the only thing worse than being oppressed by a capitalist is not being oppressed by a capitalist (although that might originate with Joan Robinson if memory serves): Many of those that worry about inequality blame capitalism for it. Even Pope Francis has been framing the issue in this way. Now, let’s define capitalism the way Karl Marx did. It is a mode of production where some people own the means of production and others work 
(Continued on next page…)

(…Worstall continues)
as wage laborers for them. But if this is the case, capitalism hires 8 out of each 9 workers in the USA, 2 out of 3 in Nuevo Leon, 1 out of 7 in Chiapas and 1 out of 19 in India. Places where more of the labor force works for capitalist firms are richer, because capitalist firms allow for much higher productivity. Poor places are characterized by the absence of capitalist firms and by self-employment, employment: these are small peasants and farmers or owners of small shop. In these settings, there are no wages, there’s no employment relationship. There are no pensions. There is no unemployment insurance. The trappings of a capitalist labor market do not exist.

5. NO ALTERNATIVE: Government is good - Only political action can solve the refugee crisis. 

Taub 2015

[Amanda Taub, Former human rights lawyer, now a reporter https://www.vox.com/2015/9/9/9293139/refugee-crisis-europe-syria-solution]

People around the world are asking that question with growing urgency after photographs of a drowned Syrian toddler named Aylan Kurdi shocked the world into seeing the refugee crisis unfolding in Europe. Often, the answer that comes back is to give money. And, to be sure, there is a real financial need to fill: The UN is far short of the $5.5 billion it needs to administer Syrian refugees, millions of whom are stuck in crowded and chronically undersupplied camps where they are subject to cold, hunger, and the ravages of disease. More money would help the world's 19 million refugees, of whom 4 million are Syrian, but it wouldn't solve the problem that is the ultimate cause of their suffering: They need a new country to call home. This is a political problem; money can't solve it. Only governments, and a fairly short list of governments at that, have the power to provide a new home for these refugees. Accomplishing this would require tremendous political will, which is both what makes it so difficult and a reason regular people can play a role in solving the crisis that will ultimately be much more important than giving money. The problem with a global system based on the principle that all nations should help refugees — but only if they're forced to. The good news is that international law does promise refugees a solution. And there is broad agreement that these 19 million refugees should be allowed to go somewhere; that these innocent people should not be forced to suffer torture, rape, enslavement, death, or any of the countless other forms of persecution that caused them to flee their homes. But it turns out there is a huge difference between "the refugees should be allowed to go somewhere" and "the refugees should be allowed to come here." It’s that second proposition where the global system breaks down. The bad news is that the international system doesn't currently have a solution to that. The core principle of international refugee law says that people should never be forced to return to a country where they will face persecution on account of their race, religion, national origin, political opinion, or social group. But this means global asylum law is built around what countries cannot do (deport refugees to countries where they would be subject to persecution) rather than what countries are affirmatively obligated to do. Countries have essentially zero obligation to help refugees who aren’t already within their borders. The result is that refugees usually end up stuck in whatever country they first arrive in, which typically means a country that is adjacent to or near their own. So those countries often end up hosting large numbers of refugees without ever making a political decision to do so — and without any ability to compel other countries to help share the burden. That is why, for example, the largest populations of Syrian refugees are in Turkey, Lebanon, and Jordan. Those are not countries that are really able to absorb millions of refugees in a short period of time, or even sustainably host the underresourced camps that house them. But the nature of our global refugee system means those countries are where the majority of Syrian refugees have ended up. International law says those countries cannot expel the refugees, which is mostly a good thing — it means millions of desperate people have at least minimal protections. But because no other nations have an obligation to help 
(Continued on next page…)

(…Taub continues)
countries like Turkey, the only thing that will get the refugees to countries that are wealthy and stable enough to easily absorb them — the US, for example, and much of Europe — is if those countries make the affirmative decision to accept and even resettle them. But in the case of the Syrian crisis, that never happened. The US and Europe ignored the growing refugee crisis until it showed up on Europe's doorstep. Europe and the US are not taking in nearly enough refugees Most European countries are not just unwilling to take in a sufficient number of refugees, but are in fact working to keep those refugees out. (Germany, a laudable exception, expects hundreds of thousands of asylum applicants this year after voluntarily making an asylum rule change, but it stands largely alone.) Instead, the European Union has left border states such as Greece and Italy to shoulder the burden of refugee arrivals more or less on their own. The United States, for its part, has the resources to resettle more people and a resettlement program with the expertise to do so, but has thus far refused to do much with those resources, secure in the knowledge that the vast expanse of the Atlantic Ocean will keep refugees from forcing the matter by showing up unannounced. There are signs that this is starting to change as a result of the political backlash generated by the devastating photo of Kurdi's death. The UK, for instance, pledged to accept 20,000 Syrian refugees by 2020. And France has agreed to accept 24,000 refugees in the next two years. But those numbers are minuscule compared with the overall scale of the crisis. Doctors without Borders estimates that there are currently up to 25,000 refugees on the tiny Greek island of Lesbos alone, with thousands more arriving every day. And the United States has pledged to resettle an even tinier number of Syrian refugees — just 5,000 to 8,000 by the end of 2016. 
6. NO ALTERNATIVE - We have the resources to help, just not the will – we need the PLAN because no one else can solve this problem but wealthy nations like the U.S.

Taub 2015

[Amanda Taub, Former human rights lawyer, now a reporter https://www.vox.com/2015/9/9/9293139/refugee-crisis-europe-syria-solution
What it would take to solve the crisis: transforming Western politics around immigration These political forces in Western countries are, whether we like to admit it or not, a big part of the refugee crisis. It's why refugees can't just pick up and move to the countries that are most able to absorb them, and indeed why even the ones who make it to those countries may still end up stuck in camps or sleeping in train stations. Solving the refugee crisis, then, requires a number of things, but one of the most difficult would be changing Western politics such that these countries will finally be willing to take on enough refugees to abate the crisis. That means getting these countries to a place where their leaders and citizens are willing not just to grant asylum to the refugees who show up on their borders, but to help resettle the millions who are languishing in refugee camps. Yes, doing that would be expensive and logistically daunting in the short term, even though immigration would almost certainly be a strong net positive in the long term. There is no question about that. But these are the richest countries in the world. They have tremendous logistical and organizational resources at their disposal. They can handle refugee families. The greater challenge would be creating the political will for these drastic but necessary steps. That means compelling political leaders to act, but it also means acknowledging that absorbing large numbers of refugees will change our communities in the future, and accepting that change when it happens. It means overcoming widespread public anxiety about immigration such that the idea of large numbers of foreign refugees showing up in our communities no longer sounds scary, and indeed become desirable. There's no easy checklist for making that happen, no online donation or weekend-long volunteer jaunt that will solve this. That doesn't mean you shouldn't do those things, as well — by all means, every bit helps — but with 19 million refugees displaced, and only a relatively small number of countries that are really able to absorb them, the only real solution is for those countries to accept and resettle the refugee families. But in order for us to do that, one of the biggest challenges for us to overcome is ourselves.
2AC Frontline TOPICALITY = Visas vs. Refugees
1. WE MEET – “Legal immigration” includes refugees

Duignan, 2003

(Peter, now deceased – former Senior Fellow and Professor of Western civilization at Stanford, former fellow at Princeton and Oxford, former Guggenheim and Ford fellow, 9/15 https://www.hoover.org/research/making-and-remaking-america-immigration-united-states)

Three major types of foreigners arrive in the United States: immigrants, nonimmigrants, and unauthorized foreigners. By U.S. law, immigrants are persons entitled to live and work permanently in the country and, after five years, become naturalized U.S. citizens. There are four major types of immigrants:

By far the largest category includes relatives of U.S. residents; 63 percent of the one million immigrants admitted in 2001 had family members already in the United States who petitioned the U.S. government to admit them.

The second-largest category was employment-based, 179,000 immigrants and their families admitted for economic or employment reasons.

The third group was refugees and asylees, 108,000 foreigners granted safe haven in the United States.
The fourth group is dominated by diversity and other immigrants, persons who applied for a U.S. immigrant visa in a lottery open to those from countries that sent fewer than 50,000 immigrants to the United States in the previous five years.

2. Counter interpretation: “Legal restrictions on immigration” refers to who may enter, how long they stay, and when they leave
Cornell Law School Legal Information Institute, 2017

["Immigration," LII / Legal Information Institute, https://www.law.cornell.edu/wex/immigration, 1/30]

Federal immigration law determines whether a person is an alien, the rights, duties, and obligations associated with being an alien in the United States, and how aliens gain residence or citizenship within the United States. It also provides the means by which certain aliens can become legally naturalized citizens with full rights of citizenship. Immigration law serves as a gatekeeper for the nation's border, determining who may enter, how long they may stay, and when they must leave.

3. COUNTER-STANDARDS: 

A. GROUND – our INTERPRETATION provides the clearest GROUND at the core of the topic because we include H-1B, agricultural worker visas, and student visas which are the center of public controversy for immigration policy. 

B. LIMITS – our INTERPRETATION is a better limit because it is in the contest of immigration LAW, not just “immigration.” This context is important for any interpretation of the topic and provides a clear LIMIT. Their limit is arbitrary and self-serving because it doesn’t provide a clear threshold for determining whether or not an AFFIRMATIVE is TOPICAL 

4. They say extra TOPICALITY – they overlimit the topic. The only reason that we’re extra TOPICAL is because they arbitrarily chose one aspect of US immigration regulation and made it the entire topic. 
5. They say predictability – They overlimit the topic which kills education by preventing us from engaging with key areas of public policy. You can’t expect to debate an immigration topic and not be ready to debate refugees – it’s central to all the literature about immigration.
6. Topicality is not a voting issue – you should use REASONABILITY in evaluating whether the AFFIRMATIVE is reasonably topical and whether our interpretation creates reasonable limits for the topic. 
7. WE MEET – We’re quoting the actual US government agency that sets the law and all refugees must become legal permanent residents 

US Citizenship and Immigration Services, 2018 

(accessed 9/9, https://www.uscis.gov/greencard/refugees)

U.S. immigration law requires refugees to apply for lawful permanent resident (LPR) status after they have been physically present in the U.S. for at least one year.

This page provides specific information for refugees in the United States who want to become LPRs (get a Green Card). This is called “adjustment of status.” You should also read the Instructions for Form I-485, Application to Register Permanent Residence or Adjust Status (PDF, 545 KB) before you apply.
1AR TOPICALITY Answers to Visas vs. Refugees – Extension to “We Meet”
Extend our 2AC WE MEET argument and our Duignan 2013 evidence that says that refugees are a part of legal immigration. First, it’s better than their __Cuciniello_____ evidence because…






          (Put their author’s name)






   
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
_____Their Cuciniello evidence has no intent to define legal immigration  – it only mentions how refugees and immigrants are different for one national security bill that never even passed and became law. Our author, Duignan, was a Professor at Stanford and is defining legal immigration._
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
___Their violation is arbitrary and you should prefer the most accepted definition of legal immigration within all the literature – you simply cannot research immigration and not learn about refugees._____

2 Legal Immigration includes refugees

Passel & Cohn 2015

[Jeffrey S. Passel and D’Vera Cohn, 3-26-2015, "Share of Unauthorized Immigrant Workers in Production, Construction Jobs Falls Since 2007," Pew Research Center's Hispanic Trends Project, http://www.pewhispanic.org/2015/03/26/share-of-unauthorized-immigrant-workers-in-production-construction-jobs-falls-since-2007/ MYY]

The “legal immigrant” population is defined as people granted legal permanent residence; those granted asylum; people admitted as refugees; and people admitted under a set of specific authorized temporary statuses for longer-term residence and work. This group includes “naturalized citizens,” legal immigrants who have become U.S. citizens through naturalization; “legal permanent resident aliens” who have been granted permission to stay indefinitely in the U.S. as permanent residents, asylees or refugees; and “legal temporary migrants” (including students, diplomats and “high-tech guest workers”) who are allowed to live and, in some cases, work in the U.S. for specific periods of time (usually longer than one year).
3 Legal immigration includes refugees – here’s another Professor and expert
Ballard, 2016 

- Jaimie Ballard, professor of Family Social Science at the University of Minnesota (Immigrant and Refugee Families, https://doi.org/10.24926/8668.0901  bold in original

Legal or documented immigrants.   For the purposes of this chapter, legal immigrants are defined as individuals who were granted legal residence in the United States. This would include those from other countries who were granted asylum, admitted as refugees, admitted under a set of specific authorized temporary statuses for longer-term residence and work, or granted lawful permanent residence status or citizenship
Refugees NEGATIVE

File Folders Needed: (6)
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2NC/1NR HARMS (Everyday Violence)

1NC – Solvency Frontline

1. Circumvention – Trump just uses administrative obstacles to prevent admissions.

Hoffman 2018

[Meredith Hoffman, 2-26-2018, "Trump Has Slowed Refugee Admissions to a Crawl," POLITICO Magazine, https://www.politico.com/magazine/story/2018/02/26/refugee-resettlement-confusion-executive-orders-217038 MYY]

But soon after the children’s application was approved by the Department of Homeland Security, President Donald Trump banned all such family admissions, as part of his October 2017 executive order that resumed overall refugee admissions but ordered another 90-day halt on refugees from 11 mainly Muslim countries. In late December, a federal judge ordered that the family arrivals resume—but, almost three months later, Jane has received no updates about her case. “I feel like a liar to my children,” said Jane, who works as a cake maker and home aide to be able to send them money. “The younger ones keep saying, ‘Mommy, just come back,’ but the older ones say, ‘She cannot come back, remember what happened to her?’ At times I break down and feel like all my patience has gone away.” Hundreds, if not thousands, of refugees like Jane received permission for their families to join them in the Dec. 23 court ruling. That judge ruled that refugees with family members in the United States must be allowed into the country, while still allowing the broader parts of the order. But even after that ruling, just a handful of those refugees’ relatives have been resettled or even notified of their status, resettlement workers say. The lack of these arrivals, at a time they were legally ordered to resume, is just one window into how the Trump administration has slowed the resettlement process through administrative obstacles, lack of proper staffing and “enhanced security measures,” say advocates and former staffers. Many of them are starting to wonder if the dysfunction is intentional. “The program isn’t being managed—or, it’s being managed to fail,” said Bob Carey, former director of the Office of Refugee Resettlement during the Obama Administration. “What couldn’t be achieved through executive orders is being achieved through administrative roadblocks or lack of will.” These workers’ impression of engineered chaos comes as the State Department is already using low numbers of refugees to justify the closure of dozens of offices of resettlement agencies, which are private nonprofits that contract with the federal government. The resettlement agencies and employees still standing are left with the question of how to do their jobs under an administration that at best is making resettlement a very low priority. If refugee arrivals continue at the same pace as they have been for the past five months, the United States is on track to resettle just half the number President Trump declared was the ceiling this fiscal year: 45,000, already a historically low number. Just 6,704 refugees were resettled in the first quarter of 2018, which started in October, according to the State Department’s Refugee Processing Center, compared with 25,671 in 2017 and 13,791 in 2016. And in the few weeks after the so-called Muslim ban on refugees from 11 countries was lifted, from Jan. 21 to Feb. 15, the United States had received only 53 such individuals, who typically make up about half of all refugee arrivals, according to resettlement workers.

2. The Travel ban decision emboldens Trump – it means he will circumvent the plan.

Nakamura 2018

[David Nakamura, reporter, 6-26-2018, "Travel-ban ruling could embolden Trump in remaking the U.S. immigration system," Washington Post, https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/travel-ban-ruling-could-embolden-trump-in-remaking-the-us-immigration-system/2018/06/26/168ca994-7957-11e8-80be-6d32e182a3bc_story.html?utm_term=.fa0d5eab89e1 MYY]

President Trump’s victory Tuesday in the Supreme Court’s ratification of his travel ban marked a milestone in his attempt to paint broad swaths of immigrants as dangerous — a rhetorical strategy that has underpinned the administration’s sweeping efforts to unilaterally curtail immigration. Since taking office 18 months ago, Trump has amplified, and attempted to codify into policy, his campaign-trail warnings of the threats posed by foreigners who attempt to enter the United States, including those who come through legal channels. Shunting aside a Congress mired in a decades-long stalemate over immigration, the president has wielded his executive authority to pursue a hard-line agenda. The Trump administration has ramped up arrests of illegal immigrants, slashed refu­gee programs, criminalized unauthorized border crossings, attempted to terminate a deferred-action program for immigrants who came as children and — until Trump reversed himself last week — implemented a policy that separated families at the border between the United States and Mexico. Critics expressed fears that the court’s ruling would embolden Trump to further test the limits of his statutory authority to enforce border-control laws without explicit approval from lawmakers. Aides have promised new measures ahead of the midterm elections in November, and Trump ruminated this week about the power to turn away unauthorized immigrants without offering them due-process rights. “Who’s going to be next?” asked Sen. Mazie Hirono (D-Hawaii), whose state brought the case against the travel ban. “Is the president going to issue an executive order against Mexicans? Is he going to issue an executive order against people from Honduras? Guatemala? What’s next?” The ban, which originally applied to six majority-Muslim nations, represented the audacity of Trump’s ambition in the early days of his administration — but also, over the past year, the potential legal limits of his authority. The administration suffered several humiliating legal setbacks in lower courts to immigrant rights groups that had cast Trump’s order as a xenophobic attack on Muslims that violated the Constitution. The high court’s 5-to-4 decision, sharply split between conservative and liberal justices, handed Trump a “tremendous victory,” as he called it during impromptu remarks at the White House. Aides described an air of vindication and even elation in the West Wing just days after Trump acceded to an about-face over his family separation policy in the face of an international uproar. “This ruling is also a moment of profound vindication following months of hysterical commentary from the media and Democratic politicians who refuse to do what it takes to secure our border and our country,” Trump said in a statement. “As long as I am President, I will defend the sovereignty, safety, and security of the American People.” But Trump’s critics agreed with Justice Sonia Sotomayor, who in her dissent compared the ruling to the high court’s 1944 endorsement of the U.S. government’s imprisonment of Japanese Americans and Japanese citizens in internment camps during World War II. The court’s opinion on the travel ban, though, included a repudiation of the earlier decision, which it called “gravely wrong the day it was decided.” The travel-ban ruling is “a shameful mark on American history,” said Mariko Hirose, litigation director at the International Refugee Assistance Project, which successfully blocked an earlier version of the ban last
(Continued on next page…)

(…Nakamura continues)

year. “If they are allowed to have this ban, what will they try next?” asked Mohamad Mashta, a Syrian immigrant who was a plaintiff in that case. Over the past decade, as a politically polarized Congress failed in several attempts to pass major immigration bills, successive administrations have sought to unilaterally amend the laws through executive power. First under President Barack Obama, and now Trump, the immigration fight increasingly shifted from Capitol Hill to the judicial branch. Obama sought to cast the majority of immigrants, even those in the country illegally, as law-abiding and productive members of society whose presence helped spur economic growth and added to the nation’s cultural vibrancy. He implemented the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals program that protected nearly 800,000 younger immigrants known as “dreamers” from deportation. But his effort to expand the program to cover millions of parents of U.S. citizens was blocked when a deadlocked Supreme Court in 2016 failed to overturn a lower court’s injunction on the program. Trump’s election turned the immigration fight on its head. In his first week in office, Trump signed an initial iteration of the travel ban during a visit to the Pentagon to swear in Defense Secretary Jim Mattis, a symbolic setting aimed at casting the order as an “extreme vetting” measure to combat “radical Islamic terrorists.” “We don’t want them here,” he said. “We want to ensure that we are not admitting into our country the very threats our soldiers are fighting overseas.” Trump also declared that priority for immigration visas be granted to Christians and other religious groups over Muslims. Opponents cited a long history of presidential statements and tweets to challenge the order on the grounds that the ban was not based on legitimate national security concerns but rather constituted bigoted intolerance of Muslims. In his bid to curb immigration, Trump has routinely used inflammatory rhetoric to fan false claims, refuted by statistical evidence to the contrary, that immigrants commit higher rates of crimes than native-born Americans. In recent months, frustrated by a lack of progress on his proposed border wall, Trump has called immigrants “vermin” that are overrunning the country, although arrests of unauthorized border-crossers remain historically low. He has also accused Democrats of supporting “open borders” and of facilitating the brutality of MS-13, a transnational gang with many members born in the United States. Last week, after reversing himself on the family-separation policy, Trump appeared at the White House with families whose relatives have been killed by immigrants living in the country illegally. Immigrant rights advocates said the travel-ban ruling is bound to fortify Trump’s conviction to accelerate the administration’s efforts to choke off legal avenues for refugees, foreign students and temporary workers, all of whom have been confronted with new hurdles for entry. “If you can issue an outright ban, there’s no end to what you can accomplish,” said Leon Fresco, an immigration attorney who served as an aide to Senate Minority Leader Charles E. Schumer (D-N.Y.) during the unsuccessful effort to pass a comprehensive immigration bill in 2013 and 2014. “You can turn it on any country at any time for any reason.”

3. No funding – The administration gutted resources for the refugee resettlement program, which means they can’t solve.

Rosenberg 2018

[Mica Rosenberg, 2-14-2018, "Exclusive: Dozens of refugee resettlement offices to close as Trump...," U.S., https://www.reuters.com/article/us-usa-immigration-refugees-exclusive/exclusive-dozens-of-refugee-resettlement-offices-to-close-as-trump-downsizes-program-idUSKCN1FY1EJ MYY]

Refugee resettlement agencies are preparing to shutter more than 20 offices across the United States and cut back operations in more than 40 others after the State Department told them to pare their operations, according to plans seen by Reuters. The slated closures, which are being reviewed by the State Department for final approval, follow President Donald Trump’s decision to dramatically reduce the number of refugees that will be allowed into the United States in 2018. The State Department has said the drop in refugee numbers, from the 110,000 ceiling set by the Obama administration to 45,000 for 2018, means the country no longer needs all of the 324 resettlement offices that were operating at the end of 2017. This year’s cap on refugees is the lowest since 1980. The offices, run by private non-profit agencies that contract with the U.S. government, provide a range of services to refugees, from assisting them in finding housing and jobs, to helping them navigate banking, medical care, school enrollment and other complexities of life in America.

2nc/1nr Solvency Circumvention Extension to 1NC

Extend our 1NC Hoffman 2018 evidence, which says that Trump will use administrative barriers to prevent refugee entry. It’s better than their __________ evidence because…
(Put their author’s name)
(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)
“You should prefer our evidence because…”
___It’s better than their evidence talking generally about the resettlement program, while our evidence is specifically in the context of presidential powers related to immigration.___

(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

__They say that the PLAN solves because it reduces vetting, but that doesn’t matter because Trump has broad authority to increase it on his own__________________________________

2. Trump is getting better at using administrative barriers – means he can effectively kill the PLAN from behind the scenes. 

Torbati 2017

[Yeganeh Torbati, 12-9-2017, "Trump lifts refugee ban, but admissions still plummet, data shows," U.S., https://www.reuters.com/article/us-trump-effect-refugees/trump-lifts-refugee-ban-but-admissions-still-plummet-data-shows-idUSKBN1E21CR MYY]

Instead, the number of refugees admitted to the country has plummeted. In the five weeks after the ban was lifted, 40 percent fewer people were allowed in than in the last five weeks it was in place, according to a Reuters analysis of State Department data. That plunge has gone almost unnoticed. As he lifted the ban, Trump instituted new rules for tougher vetting of applicants and also effectively halted, at least for now, the entry of refugees from 11 countries deemed as high risk. The latter move has contributed significantly to the precipitous drop in the number of refugees being admitted. The data shows that the Trump administration’s new restrictions have proven to be a far greater barrier to refugees than even his temporary ban, which was limited in scope by the Supreme Court. The State Department data shows that the kind of refugees being allowed in has also changed. A far smaller portion are Muslim. When the ban was in place they made up a quarter of all refugees. Now that it has been lifted they represent just under 10 percent. Admissions over five weeks is a limited sample from which to draw broad conclusions, and resettlement numbers often pick up later in the fiscal year, which began in October. But the sharp drop has alarmed refugee advocates. “They’re pretty much shutting the refugee program down without having to say that’s what they’re doing,” said Eric Schwartz, president of Refugees International. “They’ve gotten better at using bureaucratic methods and national security arguments to achieve nefarious and unjustifiable objectives.”

3. No checks on Trump – he has massive discretion on immigration policy. 

Volokh 2018

[Eugene Volokh, the Gary T. Schwartz Professor of Law at the UCLA School of Law, 6-26-2018, "The “Travel Ban” Decision, in One (Non-Snarky) Sentence," Reason, https://reason.com/volokh/2018/06/26/the-travel-ban-decision-in-one-non-snark MYY]

The majority's decision in Trump v. Hawaii basically applied this logic to another clause of the First Amendment -- here, the Establishment Clause (which normally bars discrimination based on religious denomination, including the use of neutral rules in a discriminatorily motivated way) rather than the Free Speech Clause. The majority could have, of course, changed course and largely rejected the plenary power doctrine, or cut back on it in various ways. It could have concluded that the "bona fide reason" language shouldn't be limited to what the reason "facially" given, and that sometimes the courts should "look behind the exercise of that discretion." It could have argued that the Establishment Clause is different in various ways. Here, for instance, are some distinctions that the dissent offers: Mandel ... involved a constitutional challenge to an Executive Branch decision to exclude a single foreign national under a specific statutory ground of inadmissibility. Here, by contrast, President Trump ... promulgated an executive order affecting millions of individuals on a categorical basis. Second, Mandel ... did not purport to establish the framework for adjudicating cases (like this one) involving claims that the Executive Branch violated the Establishment Clause by acting pursuant to an unconstitutional purpose. Applying Mandel's narrow standard of review to such a claim would run contrary to this Court's repeated admonition that "[f]acial neutrality is not determinative" in the Establishment Clause context. Finally, even assuming that Mandel ... appl[ies] here, [it] would not preclude us from looking behind the face of the Proclamation because plaintiffs have made "an AFFIRMATIVE showing of bad faith" by the President who, among other things, instructed his subordinates to find a "lega[l]" way to enact a Muslim ban. But the Court declined these invitations, and basically reaffirmed the plenary power doctrine, at least when it comes to admission of aliens: All that was needed was a facially plausible reason for the governmental decision, and one was provided here (whether or not it's the true reason, or a reason to which the policy is narrowly tailored). Congress -- and the President, to the extent Congress delegates some such power to the President (as historically it often has) -- gets to decide who comes into the country, with no substantial scrutiny under the Bill of Rights by the courts. One can of course agree or disagree with this, but that's the heart of the majority's position.

2nc/1nr Solvency – “Travel ban increases Trump’s power” Extension to 1NC 

Extend our 1NC Nakamura 2018 evidence, which says that the Supreme Court’s upholding of the Trump travel ban emboldens Trump to handle immigration however he wishes.

It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2. The travel ban Supreme Court Decision only increases Trump’s authority. 

Berardi Immigration Law 2018

[Berardi Immigration Law, 6-28-2018, "Present and Future Implications of Trump v. Hawaii Ruling," https://berardiimmigrationlaw.com/present-and-future-implications-of-trump-v-hawaii-ruling/ MYY]

Besides the more immediate impacts of the ruling, there will also be some long-lasting impacts as well. This case sets two major precedents for future Supreme Court cases. First is the precedent that it is a lawful exercise of the president’s authority to suspend entry of aliens abroad for purposes of national security. Second is the precedent that this order, and presumably future orders, do not represent an unconstitutional breach of the First Amendment’s Establishment Clause as long as they are not motivated by religious animus on their face. These precedents are extremely important to keep in mind, since all similar future cases will be governed by this case law. In addition, this ruling gives some insight into constitutional doctrine regarding immigration. This case serves to reemphasize the vast powers and discretion the president holds over immigration matters, as granted by the Constitution and statute. Congress has granted broad enforcement power to the president under the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA). The decision in Trump v. Hawaii also serves to demonstrate the Supreme Court’s continued adherence to the plenary powers doctrine. The plenary powers doctrine essentially states that the legislative and executive branches have the sole power to regulate all aspects of immigration as a basic attribute of sovereignty. Immigration issues are largely immune from judicial control. This opinion shows a continuation of the Supreme Court’s historically hands-off approach to immigration; instead deferring to the other branches of government.

2nc/1nr Solvency – “No resettlement funding” Extension to 1NC 

Extend our 1NC Rosenberg 2018, which says evidence says Trump gutted funding for refugee resettlement, meaning they can’t solve even if we let refugees in because we have no resources to help them once they’re here.

It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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1. Budget cuts gut resettlement funding – PLAN can’t solve. 

HIAS 2017

[HIAS, leading refugee services non-profit, 5-24-https://www.hias.org/blog/real-costs-trumps-proposed-budget-refugees MYY]

On Tuesday, President Trump proposed a budget for 2018 that includes a recommendation that would lower the number of refugees the United States resettles to 50,000.

Since 1980, the U.S. has set an average resettlement goal of 95,000 each year, and has resettled an average of 85,000 refugees per year. However, the figures included in this budget imply an overall reduction in the number of refugees to be welcomed to the U.S. next year—a worrying implication in the midst of the greatest refugee crisis in recorded history.

In response, HIAS [^refugee services non-profit organization^] is advocating that the U.S. resettle at least 75,000 refugees in 2018, and that adequate funding levels be allocated to the programs that support refugees both domestically and overseas.

Another major concern is that this proposal slashes the chronically underfunded programs that assist refugees both domestically and abroad.

The president’s budget proposal cuts the Refugee and Entrant Assistance program, which funds the Office of Refugee Resettlement, by more than 31 percent. In addition to serving refugees, ORR also assists asylees, unaccompanied refugee and asylum-seeking children, Cuban and Haitian entrants, and Iraqi and Afghan Special Immigrant Visa recipients.

The services that ORR provides to refugees and other populations are imperative to their long-term success and integration in the U.S., and cuts to the program would harm refugees and the communities that welcome them. ORR oversees the domestic side of U.S. resettlement and helps to facilitate the integration and economic success of refugees in the U.S. by providing services like employment training, housing assistance and case management. Reducing funds to ORR will negatively impact social services, such as English as a Second Language training and support for schools serving refugee children, which are imperative to achieving economic independence and self-sufficiency.

The proposed budget also slashes funding for important State Department programs that provide lifesaving support to refugees and other vulnerable populations, like internally displaced people, who are trapped in humanitarian emergencies overseas, like those in Syria and South Sudan. Migration and Refugee Assistance, which faces a 10 percent cut under Trump’s proposal, provides assistance to refugees overseas by ensuring protection during crises, and supports admission to the U.S. for the most vulnerable. International Disaster Assistance, which supports humanitarian assistance to internally displaced people overseas, would be slashed by 34 percent. And Emergency Refugee Migration Assistance, a program in place to respond to emergency regional displacement and instability around the globe, would be completely eliminated under the Trump Administration’s budget proposal.

By drastically cutting or wholly eliminating these funding sources, the proposed budget would significantly harm U.S. leadership in an area where we normally excel as an example to the world—providing lifesaving humanitarian assistance to refugees and displaced people, and the countries o

verseas that host them.

1NC – HARMS (Everyday Violence) Frontline

1. You should evaluate our IMPACTS first - human extinction outweighs everyday violence. 

Bostrom 2011

[Bostrom, Nick. University of Oxford Professor. 2011. http://www.existential-risk.org/concept.html]
These reflections on moral uncertainty suggest an alternative, complementary way of looking at existential risk. Let me elaborate. Our present understanding of axiology might well be confused. We may not now  know—at least not in concrete detail—what outcomes would count as a big win for humanity; we might not even yet be able to imagine the best ends of our journey. If we are indeed profoundly uncertain about our ultimate aims, then we should recognize that there is a great option value in preserving—and ideally improving—our ability to recognize value and to steer the future accordingly. Ensuring that there will be a future version of humanity with great powers and a propensity to use them wisely is plausibly the best way available to us to increase the probability that the future will contain a lot of value

2. Moral obligations are bad – they lead to public support for military intervention.

Kreps & Maxey 2018

[Sarahx2, associate professor of government at Cornell and an adjunct scholar at West Point. https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2018/04/10/americans-feel-a-moral-obligation-to-help-humanitarian-victims-like-those-in-syria-with-military-force/?noredirect=on&amp;utm_term=.a5c763b3383e]

We found that the public is more likely to support the use of force for humanitarian purposes than for defending another country — by margins of up to 27 percent. But why? The answer: moral obligation. When we asked followup questions, we found that respondents didn’t believe humanitarian interventions would involve lower costs or casualties or that inaction would present the United States with adverse strategic consequences. Rather, in the first experiment, 20 percent more respondents thought the United States had a moral obligation to act in the humanitarian scenario than thought that for the defensive scenario.

3. This TURNS their HARMS because ending military intervention is the best way to solve the refugee crisis.

Hilal 2017

[Maha Hilal, 6-21-2017, "America's Role in the Refugee Crisis," Institute for Policy Studies, https://ips-dc.org/americas-role-in-the-refugee-crisis/ MYY]

This seems to be the cruel illogic of our wars: to obscure the violence we’ve created and to deny the victims any sort of accountability, much less entry into the country that displaced them from theirs. Yet if we’re serious about remedying the refugee crisis, then the solution isn’t in the number of refugees we accept or deny – it’s to end the wars that are displacing people. The way to do this is threefold: First, we must rely on diplomacy to resolve conflicts. Second, we must acknowledge the harms our foreign policy has caused. Third, we must stop perpetuating wars that accomplish nothing in the way of making us safer (rather, they result in more conflict at home).

2nc/1nr HARMS (Everyday Violence) Extensions to 1NC – “Extinction comes first”

Extend our 1NC Bostrom 2011 evidence that says we have to save humanity from extinction through nuclear war before we can worry about everyday violence. Group their answers.
1. They say, “everyday violence spills up”, but that doesn’t mean it’s worse than extinction, rather you should prevent the most probable causes of extinction and that you should vote for the team that saves the most lives.

2. Extinction is likely now because of nuclear war – we win on probability.

Meyer 2016

[Robinson Meyer, 4-29-2016, "You're More Likely to Die in a Human Extinction Event Than a Car Crash ," Atlantic, https://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2016/04/a-human-extinction-isnt-that-unlikely/480444/ MYY]

Nuclear war. Climate change. Pandemics that kill tens of millions. These are the most viable threats to globally organized civilization. They’re the stuff of nightmares and blockbusters—but unlike sea monsters or zombie viruses, they’re real, part of the calculus that political leaders consider everyday. A new report from the U.K.-based Global Challenges Foundation urges us to take them seriously. The nonprofit began its annual report on “global catastrophic risk” with a startling provocation: If figures often used to compute human extinction risk are correct, the average American is more than five times likelier to die during a human-extinction event than in a car crash. Partly that’s because the average person will probably not die in an automobile accident. Every year, one in 9,395 people die in a crash; that translates to about a 0.01 percent chance per year. But that chance compounds over the course of a lifetime. At life-long scales, one in 120 Americans die in an accident. Yet the risk of human extinction due to climate change—or an accidental nuclear war, or a meteor—could be much higher than that. The Stern Review, the U.K. government’s premier report on the economics of climate change, assumed a 0.1-percent risk of human extinction every year. That may sound low, but it adds up when extrapolated to century-scale. Across 100 years, that figure would entail a 9.5 percent chance of human extinction.

2nc/1nr HARMS (Everyday Violence) Extensions to 1NC – “Moral obligations are bad”

Extend our 1NC Kreps and Maxey 2017 evidence which says moral obligations in humanitarian crises are used to justify military intervention.
It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2. moral obligations drive military intervention – it’s key to overcome partisanship. 

Kreps & Maxey 2017

[Sarahx2 assoc prof government/adjunct prof law Cornell postdoc fellow Penn 9-26, https://thediplomat.com/2017/09/moral-obligations-and-military-intervention/
In this research, we recruited a national sample of U.S. adults to participate in a survey experiment that examined whether support for humanitarian interventions is grounded in moral concerns about protecting foreign civilians or more instrumental, national interest-focused concerns about costs and consequences. In the post-Cold War period, half of the United States’ military interventions have taken the form of humanitarian interventions, the use of force across borders for the primary purpose of saving foreign civilians. The 1990s were the heyday of U.S.-led humanitarian interventions, referred to by critics as a foreign policy of “social work.” Examples from this period include the Somalia intervention in 1992-1993, Bosnia in 1995, and Kosovo in 1999. However, more recent interventions in Libya and Syria also carried humanitarian overtones, suggesting that the practice is alive and well in this decade. Findings show that these humanitarian overtones actually increased public support for humanitarian intervention scenarios compared to “realpolitik” [^realistic politics^] -style operations such as restraining an aggressive state. However, higher levels of support for these interventions derived not from the assumptions about costs in blood and treasure that shape responses to security interventions but from moral motives. Faced with the prospect of a humanitarian crisis, individuals were drawn to support military action out of a sense of moral obligation and belief that the U.S. and its allies “ought” to intervene on behalf of foreign civilians. Today, in an increasingly polarized political context where partisanship pervades every aspect of public life, a follow-up analysis was conducted to investigate whether individuals’ party identification plays a role in the types of interventions they support and why. Results drawn from our 2015-2016 study indicate that Republicans offer high and consistent levels of support for all forms of military intervention and the prospect of humanitarian motives does little to boost their support for the use of force — in other words, there is a ceiling effect that makes additional upward movement more difficult. Republicans also felt a sense of moral responsibility for intervention of all kinds, whether humanitarian or ejecting an authoritarian [^a government that does not allow individual rights or freedoms^] leader who invaded another country. On the other hand, Democrats were more leery of the use of force in response to foreign aggression but were animated by the prospect of humanitarian motives because they were concerned about harm done to foreign civilians and felt a sense of moral obligation for U.S. action. While the content of their moral concerns varied, across the board moral considerations loom large for both Republicans and Democrats. Our research has focused primarily on attitudes of Americans because the United States has tended to assume a dominant international role when it comes to the use of force. Previous studies suggest, however, that other democratic publics, especially the United Kingdom, often converge with American attitudes when it comes to support for military force, suggesting that these attitudes likely travel to other democratic populaces as well. Several years ago, the political scientist John Mearsheimer reported that “realism is a hard sell.” Realist compatriot Henry Kissinger similarly lamented that “Americans cannot sustain major international obligations that are not justified by their moral faith.” Despite efforts aimed at offering a more self-serving perspective of the public, our research indicates that the realist lament largely rests on firm ground. Americans are not simply moved to expend resources for self-interest or for violations of state sovereignty. They value the prospect of saving strangers in distant lands, and do so exactly on the basis of moral faith. Leaders who dismiss these moral mechanisms undermine not only the international legitimacy of military action, but their own domestic basis of support.

2nc/1nr HARMS (Everyday Violence) Extensions to 1NC – “War leads to more refugees”

Extend our 1NC Hilal 2017 evidence which says wars based on moral obligation lead to more refugee crises.
It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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1NC HARMS (Soft Power) Frontline

1. No solvency: The U.S. has already abandoned U.N refugee pact and can’t be a leader

Kerwin 2017

Donald, Center for Migration Studies https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/the-besieged-us-refugee-protection-system-why-temporary_us_5a3aa281e4b0d86c803c6e19
On December 3rd, the US withdrew from negotiations on the Global Compact on Safe, Orderly and Regular Migration. Secretary of State Rex Tillerson and US Ambassador to the United Nations Nikki Haley argued that US participation in the development of a non-binding document – which it would be under no compunction to sign – would threaten the nation’s sovereignty. More troubling, the administration seemingly fails to grasp that countries need to collaborate in order to meet any of their migration-related interests, whether to address the conditions that give rise to large-scale migration, to promote orderly legal migration, to protect persons at risk, or to control their borders. The US decision on the compact undermines US sovereignty by making the nation weaker, not stronger, and by making it more difficult to achieve its immigration objectives. Ultimately, the compact will be adopted under the auspices of the UN General Assembly, which will make it a UN document and a constant reference point in the ongoing dialogue on international migration. Yet the US has decided not to influence its shape or content.
2. Turn: soft power causes terrorism.

Matalin, 2009

Mary (former aide to Dick Cheney) CNN American Morning, http://am.blogs.cnn.com/2009/05/22/matalin-obamas-soft-power-makes-us-weak/ (JR = John Roberts, host; MM = Matalin)
MM: Well there’s no evidence of that either. In fact there’s evidence to the contrary. This so-called “soft power” has resulted in Iran being more verbose, launching a missile this week. North Korea’s pulled out of any negotiating posture. Soft power isn’t working. There’s no evidence for that. And there’s plenty of evidence to the contrary that weakness invites provocation. During the ’90s, when we did not respond to six attacks in six years, the ranks of al Qaeda swelled by some 20,000. That was the recruitment tool. Weakness and successful attacks is the recruitment tool. JR: Just to go back to what you said about Iran and North Korea — both of those countries did exactly the same thing during the Bush administration. MM: This supposedly “let’s sit down and talk,” was supposed to make them come to the table and talk. In fact, they’ve gotten more aggressive. So, he’s doing what he said he would do, which would render them putty in his hands as he thinks is the case as sometimes appears to be the case in America in his own party. That’s not what’s happening. That’s not real politics. So he’s been in there a couple of 16 weeks, three months, whatever it’s been. But if he were allowed to pursue un-debated, these sorts of policies that he’s put on the table and heretofore, they have been un-debated, it’s been a one-sided argument, there’s no doubt, and history shows and common sense would dictate that we would be a less safe country than we were for the past seven or eight years. JR: The president said yesterday he believes America is less safe because of the very existence of Guantanamo Bay, that it’s probably created more terrorists worldwide than it’s ever detained. Do you agree with that statement? Because the Bush administration, President Bush said he would like to close Guantanamo and just has to figure out how to do it. MM: Yeah, John, I’ll go to your construct. He offered no evidence for that. And it’s a tautological argument, as I just noted. The ranks of al Qaeda were absolutely exponentially swollen during the ’90s when we did not respond… This enemy existed way before Guantanamo. It makes no sense to say that fighting the terrorists makes the terrorist. That’s a tautological argument. 

3. No impact: Democracy promotion fails.

Larison 2012

[Daniel Larison, 4-11-2012, "The enduring failure of democracy promotion abroad," The Week, http://theweek.com/articles/476535/enduring-failure-democracy-promotion-abroad MYY]

Since the end of the Cold War, democracy promotion has been one of the default elements of U.S. foreign policy. Spreading democracy became a particularly important part of the Bush administration's rhetoric in support of its so-called "freedom agenda," which was at the same time far more selective and inconsistent than its universalistic assumptions would suggest. And since the beginning of popular uprisings in North Africa and the Near East last year, democracy promotion has also figured more prominently in the public rhetoric and policies of the Obama administration. But let's face it: While there may be exceptions, democracy promotion during the last decade has generally produced dismal results for the nations affected by it. It is easy enough to point to well-known examples in which the "freedom agenda" immediately backfired: In places like Iraq, Lebanon, and Gaza, democracy-hocking meddlers empowered sectarian parties, militias, and terrorist groups. However, that doesn't fully account for its failure. The best way to appreciate the failure of U.S.-led democracy promotion over the last 10 years is to look closely at its supposed success stories in Georgia and Libya. Georgia was the first former Soviet republic to experience a "color" revolution in 2003, which brought President Mikheil Saakashvili to power the following the year. Hailed by President Bush as a great democratic reformer intent on aligning his country with the U.S. and the West, Saakashvili steadily concentrated power in his hands over the last eight years and created a one-party state. Saakashvili became a symbol of the imagined success of the "freedom agenda." But as so often happened under Bush, the Georgian government was embraced as a democracy because of its pro-Western orientation, and not because of its political reforms. According to the most recent Freedom House report, Georgia is still not considered an electoral democracy, and last year the country received lower ratings on the protection of political rights and civil liberties than it did when Saakashvili's predecessor was still in power. Despite all of this, U.S. support for Georgia continues, based on the illusion that this is an expression of solidarity for a small democratic state. This mostly uncritical American support for the Georgian government has contributed to the deterioration in Georgia by making it easier for Saakashvili and his party to consolidate power. The Georgian government has also been accused by Amnesty International of using official investigations to intimidate members of the main opposition group created and supported by the billionaire Bidzina Ivanishvili. Ivanishvili's Georgian citizenship was stripped last year on the technicality that he held two foreign passports. The reality is that he was deprived of his citizenship to block him from running for office by a government that perceives him as a potential threat to the ruling United National Movement's hold on the presidency. And consider Libya. Western intervention was not justified primarily in terms of democracy promotion, but one of the main arguments for U.S. involvement was that the failure of the Libyan uprising would demoralize protest movements throughout the region. Supporting the "Arab Spring" directly informed the decision to support regime change in Libya. As it turned out, this also led Western governments to back a non-transparent, unaccountable council made up mostly of exiles as the legitimate national government, which is currently as ineffectual as it is undemocratic.

2NC/1NR HARMS (Soft Power) Extensions to 1NC  – “No solvency”

Extend our 1NC Kerwin 2017 evidence which says that the U.S. has already ruined our chance to be a refugee leader by turning its back on the U.N. refugee pact.

1. They say that the PLAN solves because taking more refugees has increased soft power. However, the examples in their Sciubba evidence are from when the US was in the U.N. refugee pact that we’ve now turned our back on. That means that their evidence is out of date and no longer applies. 

2. No solvency: Trump’s withdrawal from the UN Migration treaty talks makes it impossible for the US to lead the world on refugee issues

The Guardian 2017

December 3, https://www.theguardian.com/world/2017/dec/03/donald-trump-pulls-us-out-of-un-global-compact-on-migration.

The US mission to the UN said in a statement on Saturday that the declaration “contains numerous provisions that are inconsistent with US immigration and refugee policies and the Trump administration’s immigration principles”. The UN had always insisted that the compact was never intended to be legally binding on any country, but instead was an attempt to create a shared understanding that migration flows are likely to increase, and need to be regularised by recognising the reality of state interdependence, as much as national sovereignty. In a statement issued on Saturday, Haley said: “America is proud of our immigrant heritage and our longstanding moral leadership in providing support to migrant and refugee populations across the globe … But our decisions on immigration policies must always be made by Americans and Americans alone.” She said: “We will decide how best to control our borders and who will be allowed to enter our country. The global approach in the New York declaration is simply not compatible with US sovereignty.” The move, which is likely to put US-UN relations back in the deep freeze, came following pressure largely from the White House, as opposed to Haley herself.

3. They say that Trump’s harm to US soft power is reversible, but their Byman evidence gives no reason why the harm of the policies can be reversed. 

2NC/1NR HARMS (Soft Power) Extensions to 1NC Terrorism Turn
Extend our 1NC Matalan 2009 evidence that says that says that terrorists perceive soft power as weakness and are emboldened by it.
It’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 (Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2 Their evidence is wrong and rooted in ethnocentric understandings of America. That means that it ignores the failures of soft power and how it fuels resentment.

Fan 2008

[Ying Fan, “SOFT POWER: POWER OF ATTRACTION OR CONFUSION?” Place Branding and Public Diplomacy 4:2, 147-158 http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.426.8323&rep=rep1&type=pdf MYY]

Nye’s notion of soft power is largely ethnocentric and condescending as it is based on false assumptions of that American culture is superior and should be liked and adopted by other nations and that western values and culture that will continue to define the rules of the world (The Guardian, 2004). Western core values of democracy, liberty and consumerism, no matter how attractive or even admirable at first sight, may not necessarily be suitable (Hunter, 2006) or achievable in other countries. To many people around the world, the US self-perception of the superiority of American way of life is very much the root cause of troubles in the world. The predicament of the United States in places such as Afghanistan and Iraq shows a clear lesson that it is naïve to believe that West can export western-style democracy to other countries just like selling Coca Cola. Nye believes that anti-Americanism led to the decline of American soft power. But in fact the opposite is true. Anti-Americanism is not just the result of the US foreign policies but a response to the ubiquity of its culture. The “over-success” of American’s soft power has brewed resentment and increased anti-Americanism. This is evidenced by the fact that even in European countries – American’s traditional allies – a majority of people regard the spread of American culture as a bad thing (The Pew Research Centre, 2002). Because of this confusion over cause and effect, the solution offered by Nye to enhance US soft power is in fact a part of the cause of the problem. Power is a double-edged sword and thus cuts two ways. Power has always given rise to the dichotomy of attraction and repulsion, whether soft or hard (Opelz, 2004). Soft power too can breed resentment and bitterness. Even Nye (2004b) himself admits that no country likes to feel manipulated, even by soft power. Power is power, no matter if it is soft or hard, there is no difference in terms of its utility: influencing people’s mind and behaviour to achieve one’s objectives. Soft power is still power and it can still make enemies (Joffe, 2006a). The instrumental nature of power can lead to feelings of manipulation, and the perception of ubiquitous and invasive cultural imperialism is sufficient to create antagonism or even a backlash. The dialectic of soft power presents an ambiguous juxtaposition of outcomes which disqualifies soft power from sustaining any system or structure on its own. Rather, one can envisage a value ideology emerging from the successful rise of hard power institutions that proposes an alluring prospect for emulation, which forms the foundation for soft power. To sum up there is a big paradox in the concept of soft power. As soft power rests on attraction, the “power” lies not in the hand of the party who possesses it, but in the response and reaction of the party who receives it. Because of this unique nature of soft power, a nation’s soft power over another nation is not a factor that can be exploited purposely in any coherent way (Blechman, 2005). Next, given the nature of the concept – intangible, uncontrollable and unpredictable, it would be impossible to wield soft power in an organised and coordinated fashion as Nye (2005) suggested. Finally, human feelings such as attraction and affection can be fickle, so soft power based on this is difficult to sustain. This explains why policy makers have realised the increasing importance of soft power but found it difficult to apply (Treverton and Jones, 2006).

3. Terrorism will go nuclear – it can happen.

Beckman 2017

[Milo Beckman, 5-15- https://fivethirtyeight.com/features/were-edging-closer-to-nuclear-war/ MYY]

Nuclear terrorism is plausible, but difficult to pull off Similarly, just because there’s never been a nuclear terrorist attack doesn’t mean that it will never happen. In theory, if a non-state actor got ahold of enough fissile material — the active ingredient in nuclear weapons — it would be relatively easy for them to assemble and detonate a bomb, according to Robert Rosner, former chief scientist and laboratory director at Argonne National Laboratory. “You’d need some physicists who know what they’re doing,” Rosner said. “But based on what’s available in the public literature, you could go ahead and make a uranium bomb.”1 Detection and prevention at this point would be very difficult, Rosner says — a weapon could be assembled in a garage and smuggled in a standard box truck. Fortunately, fissile material is hard to come by. The processes used by states to develop fissile material — a diffusion plant or farm of specialized centrifuges for enriched uranium, a specialized reactor for plutonium-239 — would be prohibitively expensive for a non-state actor. Plus, due to their size (dozens of acres), these facilities are highly conspicuous and would likely be identified and destroyed before a terrorist cell could refine enough material to pose a threat. A terrorist with nuclear ambitions, then, would have to acquire existing fissile material from one of the nine nuclear states, which could happen in one of two ways. First, there’s open theft, either of fissile material or of a fully assembled weapon. This would likely require a firefight, according to Rosner — nuclear facilities have armed guards2 — which would alert authorities to the presence of a threat. Second, which is the likelier possibility according to several of the experts I talked to, is through the assistance of an insider: A double agent with terrorist sympathies could infiltrate a state’s nuclear apparatus and simply deliver a weapon to a non-state actor. On both counts, Pakistan again emerged as the consensus pick for the No. 1 cause for concern, largely due to its instability. “If the Pakistani state does collapse, it probably wouldn’t collapse in one big bang, but slowly become more and more dysfunctional,” said Ramamurti Rajaraman, professor emeritus of physics at Jawaharlal Nehru University. “If the dysfunctionality also happens in the nuclear weapons security apparatus of Pakistan … that I see as the biggest danger.” Finally, an act of nuclear terrorism would require the existence of a non-state actor that had both the organizational sophistication and the military ambition to entertain the prospect of nuclear violence. “I would say at the moment Al Qaeda and its various branches and ISIS are the main terrorist groups where … it’s at least within the realm of the plausible that they’d be able to do this,” said Bunn. “Compared to 2015, I’m at least modestly less worried about the Islamic State, in that they seem to have turned to very unsophisticated attacks … and are under huge pressure militarily.”

4. Nuclear terrorism sparks retaliatory escalation that results in nuclear war. 

Ayson 2010

[Robert, Professor of Strategic Studies and Director of the Centre for Strategic Studies: New Zealand at the Victoria University of Wellington, “After a Terrorist Nuclear Attack: Envisaging Catalytic Effects,” Studies in Conflict & Terrorism 33:7, July)

But these two nuclear worlds—a non-state actor nuclear attack and a catastrophic interstate nuclear exchange—are not necessarily separable. It is just possible that some sort of terrorist attack, and especially an act of nuclear terrorism, could precipitate a chain of events leading to a massive exchange of nuclear weapons between two or more of the states that possess them. In this context, today’s and tomorrow’s terrorist groups might assume the place allotted during the early Cold War years to new state possessors of small nuclear arsenals who were seen as raising the risks of a catalytic nuclear war between the superpowers started by third parties. These risks were considered in the late 1950s and early 1960s as concerns grew about nuclear proliferation, the so-called n+1 problem. It may require a considerable amount of imagination to depict an especially plausible situation where an act of nuclear terrorism could lead to such a massive inter-state nuclear war. For example, in the event of a terrorist nuclear attack on the United States, it might well be wondered just how Russia and/or China could plausibly be brought into the picture, not least because they seem unlikely to be fingered as the most obvious state sponsors or encouragers of terrorist groups. They would seem far too responsible to be involved in supporting that sort of terrorist behavior that could just as easily threaten them as well. Some possibilities, however remote, do suggest themselves. For example, how might the United States react if it was thought or discovered that the fissile material used in the act of nuclear terrorism had come from Russian stocks,40 and if for some reason Moscow denied any responsibility for nuclear laxity? The correct attribution of that nuclear material to a particular country might not be a case of science fiction given the observation by Michael May et al. that while the debris resulting from a nuclear explosion would be “spread over a wide area in tiny fragments, its radioactivity makes it detectable, identifiable and collectable, and a wealth of information can be obtained from its analysis: the efficiency of the explosion, the materials used and, most important … some indication of where the nuclear material came from.”41 Alternatively, if the act of nuclear terrorism came as a complete surprise, and American officials refused to believe that a terrorist group was fully responsible (or responsible at all) suspicion would shift immediately to state possessors. Ruling out Western ally countries like the United Kingdom and France, and probably Israel and India as well, authorities in Washington would be left with a very short list consisting of North Korea, perhaps Iran if its program continues, and possibly Pakistan. But at what stage would Russia and China be definitely ruled out in this high stakes game of nuclear Cluedo? In particular, if the act of nuclear terrorism occurred against a backdrop of existing tension in Washington’s relations with Russia and/or China, and at a time when threats had already been traded between these major powers, would officials and political leaders not be tempted to assume the worst? Of course, the chances of this occurring would only seem to increase if the United States was already involved in some sort of limited armed conflict with Russia and/or China, or if they were confronting each other from a distance in a proxy war, as unlikely as these developments may seem at the present 

(Continued on next page…)

(…Ayson continues)

time. The reverse might well apply too: should a nuclear terrorist attack occur in Russia or China during a period of heightened tension or even limited conflict with the United States, could Moscow and Beijing resist the pressures that might rise domestically to consider the United States as a possible perpetrator or encourager of the attack? Washington’s early response to a terrorist nuclear attack on its own soil might also raise the possibility of an unwanted (and nuclear aided) confrontation with Russia and/or China. For example, in the noise and confusion during the immediate aftermath of the terrorist nuclear attack, the U.S. president might be expected to place the country’s armed forces, including its nuclear arsenal, on a higher stage of alert. In such a tense environment, when careful planning runs up against the friction of reality, it is just possible that Moscow and/or China might mistakenly read this as a sign of U.S. intentions to use force (and possibly nuclear force) against them. In that situation, the temptations to preempt such actions might grow, although it must be admitted that any preemption would probably still meet with a devastating response. As part of its initial response to the act of nuclear terrorism (as discussed earlier) Washington might decide to order a significant conventional (or nuclear) retaliatory or disarming attack against the leadership of the terrorist group and/or states seen to support that group. Depending on the identity and especially the location of these targets, Russia and/or China might interpret such action as being far too close for their comfort, and potentially as an infringement on their spheres of influence and even on their sovereignty. One far-fetched but perhaps not impossible scenario might stem from a judgment in Washington that some of the main aiders and abetters of the terrorist action resided somewhere such as Chechnya, perhaps in connection with what Allison claims is the “Chechen insurgents’ … long-standing interest in all things nuclear.”42 American pressure on that part of the world would almost certainly raise alarms in Moscow that might require a degree of advanced consultation from Washington that the latter found itself unable or unwilling to provide.
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2. Even if they win that democracy promotion works, democracy fuels terrorism.

Pape 2003

[Robert (professor at UChicago) American Political Science Review 97.3 (2003). 349 – 350. http://www.columbia.edu/itc/journalism/stille/Politics%20Fall%202007/readings%20weeks%206-7/Strategic%20Logic%20of%20Suicide%20Missions.pdf Yasu]

Democracies as the Targets. Suicide terrorism is more likely to be employed against states with democratic political systems than authoritarian  [^a government that does not allow individual rights or freedoms^] governments for several reasons First, democracies are often thought to be especially vulnerable to coercive punishment. Domestic critics and international rivals, as well as terrorists, often view democracies as “soft,” usually on the grounds that their publics have low thresholds of cost tolerance and high ability to affect state policy. Even if there is little evidence that democracies are easier to coerce than other regime types (Horowitz and Reiter 2001), this image of democracy matters. Since terrorists can inflict only moderate damage in comparison to even small interstate wars, terrorism can be expected to coerce only if the target state is viewed as especially vulnerable to punishment. Second, suicide terrorism is a tool of the weak, which means that, regardless of how much punishment the terrorists inflict, the target state almost always has the capacity to retaliate with far more extreme punishment or even by exterminating the terrorists’ community. Accordingly, suicide terrorists must not only have high interests at stake, they must also be confident that their opponent will be at least somewhat restrained. While there are infamous exceptions, democracies have generally been more restrained in their use of force against civilians, at least since World War 11. Finally, suicide attacks may also be harder to organize or publicize in authoritarian police states, although these possibilities are weakened by the fact that weak authoritarian states are also not targets. In fact, the target state of every modern suicide campaign has been a democracy. The United States, France, Israel, India, Sri Lanka, Thrkey, and Russia were all democracies when they were attacked by suicide terrorist campaigns, even though the last three became democracies more recently than the others To be sure, these states vary in the degree to which they share “liberal” norms that respect minority rights; Freedom House rates Sri Lanka, Thrkey, and Russia as “partly free”(3.5-4.5 on a seven-pointscale) rather than “free” during the relevant years, partly for this reason and partly because terrorism and civil violence themselves lowers the freedom rating of these states Still, all these states elect their chief executives and legislatures in multiparty elections and have seen at least one peaceful transfer of power, making them solidly democratic by standard criteria (Bok and Rosato 2001; Huntington 1991; Przeworski et al. ZOOO). The Kurds, which straddle Thrkey and Iraq, illustrate the point that suicide terrorist campaigns are more likely to be targeted against democracies than authoritarian regimes. Although Iraq has been far more brutal toward its Kurdish population than has Turkey, violent Kurdish groups have used suicide attacks exclusively against democratic Turkey and not against the authoritarian regime in Iraq. There are plenty of national groups living under regimes [^governments^] with grievances [^complaints^] that could possibly inspire suicide terrorism, but none have. Thus, the fact that rebels have resorted to this strategy only when they face the more suitable type of target counts against arguments that suicide terrorism is a nonstrategic response, motivated mainly by fanaticism or irrational hatreds.

3. Nuclear terrorist threat is increasing now because of access to technology through scientists and north korea on nuclear black market

Allison 2018

[Graham Allison, 5-15-2018, "Nuclear Terrorism: Did We Beat the Odds or Change Them?," PRISM | National Defense University, http://cco.ndu.edu/News/Article/1507316/nuclear-terrorism-did-we-beat-the-odds-or-change-them/ MYY]

When Nuclear Terrorism appeared in 2004, North Korea had yet to conduct a nuclear test. Since then, it has conducted six nuclear tests, including one in September 2017 that produced a yield ten-times that of the Hiroshima bomb.27 In Obama’s two terms, Kim Jong Un and his father, Kim Jong Il, conducted 80 missile tests. In Trump’s first year in office, Kim Jong Un has so far conducted 20 additional missile tests, including three ICBM tests.28 Today, North Korea stands on the threshold of a credible nuclear threat to the U.S. homeland. If North Korea succeeds in completing its nuclear deterrent, leaders of other rogue states will certainly take note. As North Korea has continued violating UN injunctions to halt its nuclear and missile programs, the United States and its allies have ratcheted up sanctions on the Kim regime. The United States and China now insist that the most severe sanctions ever are “biting” and that “maximum pressure” on North Korea will force the Kim regime to relent and comply in order to avoid collapse. Those who have been watching this issue for the past two decades have heard that hope before. Moreover, tightening sanctions give a cash-strapped regime greater incentives to turn to the nuclear black market. The United States has warned Kim Jong Un that selling nuclear weapons or weapons-usable nuclear materials would cross an inviolable red line. But as noted above, President Bush drew this red line a decade ago for Kim’s father—but to no effect. At this point, how credible will another threat from the United States to “punish” North Korea for selling nuclear weapons or material be? Indeed, our predicament today is even more difficult. If Kim Jong Un launches his next series of ICBM tests and the IC concludes that he has the capability to attack the American homeland, how credible will any U.S. threat to punish North Korea for anything short of a full-scale attack on South Korea or the United States be? As Kim’s advisers will ask, if the United States is not prepared to act on its threat to prevent North Korea from acquiring the ability to strike the American homeland, why would they act if North Korea sold nuclear weapons to Iran? Even if Trump succeeds in halting Kim’s progress short of a credible ICBM threat to the U.S. homeland, which seems unlikely at this point, the threat of nuclear terrorism emanating from North Korea will continue to require a significant U.S. campaign to deter and prevent. Due to the inability of previous administrations to stop North Korea’s progress earlier, a nuclear-armed North Korea, with the capacity and perhaps willingness to sell, will remain a major challenge not only for Trump but for his successors. Another major long-term challenge is the relentless advance of science and technology and the accelerating diffusion of nuclear and radiological know-how. The proliferation of advanced manufacturing has made it easier to produce components needed for a bomb. For example, the A.Q. Khan nuclear black market network manufactured key parts for centrifuges in workshops in Malaysia.29 Furthermore, the widespread availability of radiological material in medical and research settings has led to the recognition that it is simply a matter of when, not if, terrorists detonate a dirty bomb. This reminds us of one of the hardest truths about modern life: the same advances that enrich and prolong our lives also empower potential killers to achieve their deadly ambitions.

4. Four reasons why nuclear terrorism is likely now.

Cirincione 2016

[Joe, president of Ploughshares Fund, a global security foundation, https://www.cnn.com/2016/04/01/opinions/nuclear-terrorism-threat-cirincione/index.html MYY

Chills went down a lot of experts' spines last month when we saw the news that the Brussels bombers, the ISIS terrorists who blew up the airport and attacked the metro, were secretly videotaping a Belgian nuclear official. This official worked at a facility that had radiological material that terrorists could use for a "dirty bomb." We do not know if they were filming him or his family, if there was a kidnap plot in motion, or what their exact plans were. But this is not some Hollywood fantasy. This is real. A nuclear terrorist event may be closer than you think. What are the risks? First, that terrorists could steal a complete nuclear weapon, like SPECTRE in the James Bond thriller, "Thunderball." This is hard, but not impossible. The key risk is that the outside terrorists get insider help: For example, a radical jihadist working at a Pakistan weapon storage site. Or the Belgian base just outside Brussels where we still stash a half-dozen nuclear weapons left over from Cold War deployments. Or the Incirlik air base in Turkey where we keep an estimated 50 weapons just 200 miles from the Syrian border. Second, terrorists could steal the "stuff" of a bomb, highly enriched uranium or plutonium. They cannot make this themselves -- that requires huge, high-tech facilities that only nations can construct. But if they could get 50 or 100 pounds of uranium -- about the size of a bag of sugar -- they could construct a crude Hiroshima-style bomb. ISIS, with its money, territory and global networks, poses the greatest threat to do this that we have ever seen. Such a bomb brought by truck or ship or FedEx to an urban target could kill hundreds of thousands, destroy a city and put the world's economy and politics into shock. Third, there is the possibility of a dirty bomb. Frankly, many of us are surprised this has not happened already. I spoke to Jon Stewart on his show 15 years ago about the danger. This is not a nuclear explosion unleashed by splitting atoms, but simply a conventional explosive, like dynamite, laced with radioactive material, like cesium or strontium. A 10-pound satchel of dynamite mixed with less than 2 ounces of cesium (about the size of a pencil eraser) could spew a radioactive cloud over tens of square blocks. No one would die, unless they were right next to the explosion. But the material would stick to the buildings. Inhaling just a speck would greatly increase your risk of getting cancer. You could go into the buildings, but no one would. There would be mass panic and evacuations, and the bomb would render a port, financial district, or government complex unusable and uninhabitable for years until scrubbed clean. Economic losses could be in the trillions. Fourth, terrorists could just attack a nuclear power reactor, fuel storage or other site to trigger a massive radioactive release that could contaminate hundreds or thousands of square miles, like Chernobyl or Fukushima. While nuclear reactors are hardened against outside attack, including by the intentional crash of a medium-sized jet plane, larger planes could destroy them. Or a series of suicide truck bombers. But it might not even take a physical explosion. This week, it was reported the United States and the United Kingdom are to simulate a cyberattack on a nuclear power plant. Can we prevent these attacks? Yes, by eliminating, reducing and securing all supplies of nuclear materials so that terrorists would find it too difficult to get them. And by reducing and better protecting nuclear reactors and spent nuclear fuel. Are we doing enough? No. "The capabilities of some terrorist groups, particularly the Islamic State, have grown dramatically," says Harvard scholar and former Bush Administration official William Tobey, "In a net calculation, the risk of nuclear terrorism is higher than it was two years ago.
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1NC vs. H-1B Visas (Specific) – TRUMP BASE DISADVANTAGE 
A. UNIQUENESS - Trump’s base support is on the brink – immigration policy is key. 

Nakamura 2018

[David Nakamura, 4-3-2018, "Trump heats up rhetoric on border, immigration as some supporters grow impatient," Washington Post, https://www.washingtonpost.com/ MYY]

President Donald Trump's sharp shift in tone on immigration this week from would-be dealmaker back to the hard-line stance comes amid signs that some of his conservative base is growing impatient. Over the past two days, Trump has issued declarations on Twitter that shut the door on a legislative deal to protect young undocumented immigrants from deportation, blamed Democrats for the failure, demanded the Mexican government take stronger action to close the border, and conflated a refugee crisis from Central America with the Obama-era deferred-action program that Trump ended in the fall. In doing so, Trump has again fanned fears that U.S. immigration policies have weakened the country and led to public safety risks, even though illegal immigration is at some of the lowest levels in years. “Must build Wall and secure our borders with proper Border legislation,” Trump tweeted Monday. “Democrats want No Borders, hence drugs and crime!” Trump had, in recent weeks, cast himself as remaining open to an immigration deal even after the White House helped scuttle a bipartisan PLAN in February that would have provided a path to citizenship for young immigrants known as “dreamers” and authorized $25 billion toward the president's border wall. Immigration talks continued through much of March but collapsed after Congress approved a $1.3 trillion spending bill that did not include an immigration deal or funding for many of the tougher border security measures the administration proposed. Since then, Trump has faced growing criticism from some conservatives who had supported him over his inability to secure funding for the wall, which he had initially promised Mexico would pay for.

B. LINK - Trump has signaled that he will make the H-1B program more restrictive to solidify his base – the PLAN loses their support.

Paarlberg 2017

[Michael Paarlberg, 4-1-2017, "Are Trump's H1-B visa reforms just a dog-whistle for his base?," Guardian, https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2017/apr/20/h-1b-visas-trump-opposes-immigration-executive-order MYY]

President Trump uses executive orders the same way he uses Twitter: a way to vaguely state broad policy intentions without actually changing policy. His “Buy American, Hire American” executive order, which he unveiled on Tuesday at a tool manufacturing PLANt in Kenosha, Wisconsin, does effectively nothing except send a signal to his nationalist base, which is precisely what it is designed to do. What the “hire American” part is supposed to do is order federal agencies to review and propose reforms to the H-1B visa system, under which 85,000 high-skill foreign workers annually can obtain three-year permits to work for companies in the US. No one knows what these potential reforms might look like, but they could involve anything from lowering the yearly cap to raising the targeted salary to adjusting the process for awarding the visas. Or nothing at all. Or as Trump explained, “It’s America first, you better believe it. It’s time. It’s time, right?” It’s easy go after the H-1B program, which in its current form no one likes but no one can agree on how to improve. Business groups say it’s too restrictive. Labor groups say it displaces US workers and lowers their wages. It’s a lot like Obamacare, in that it makes a ripe target for Trump’s harangues before he passes on to someone else the impossible task of crafting something everyone will like. There are, in fact, many valid critiques of the current H-1B program. It ties workers to a single employer, who applies and pays for their work visa. If they lose their job, they can be removed from the US, giving employers enormous power over workers and little incentive to pay them the market rate. And given the high fees those companies do pay (up to $10k per worker), it gives large firms who can afford it a competitive advantage over smaller firms. As demand by employers for these visas far outstrips supply – there were 199,000 applications for 85,000 available slots for next year – visas are allocated by lottery, which large firms reportedly game by filing multiple applications for the same worker through subsidiaries. Trump would know, being a direct beneficiary of this and other temporary guestworker programs. His wife, first lady Melania Trump, was the lucky recipient of an H-1B in 1996 (H-1Bs are normally reserved for those with advanced degrees, with a special exception for fashion models, who must be “of distinguished merit and ability”). And since 2013, Trump-owned properties including Mar-a-Lago and Trump Vineyards have applied for more than 500 guestworker visas under the H-2A program for temporary foreign farmworkers. But the rural working-class voters Trump went after during the election are not the ones IMPACTed by H-1Bs. Those are mostly techies in Silicon Valley, a region far from Kenosha, Wisconsin, that went overwhelmingly – 73% to 85% – for Clinton. Over half of H-1B recipients hold a master’s, professional, or doctorate degree, and over half are employed in the IT industry. Most are under 35. Curtailing the H-1B program may raise wages or employment for US tech workers, or it may spur companies to offshore more work to other countries, as they often threaten to do. But it won’t bring factory jobs back to Wisconsin. And it’s unclear what the IMPACT would even be for Silicon Valley as a whole. Most companies that benefit from the H-1B program are not, as Howard University’s Ron Hira has found, traditional US-based IT companies, but
(Continued on next page…)
(…Paarlberg continues)
rather foreign-owned outsourcing companies, primarily from India, trying to gain a foothold in US markets and hiring Indian nationals as temps. A full 71% of all H-1B applicants in 2015 were from India, with China in second at 10%. It’s this demographic fact that explains a little more about the political calculation behind an executive order that does nothing now and will do nothing for those tool manufacturing workers in Kenosha. Before the two of them teamed up for Trump’s campaign, Steve Bannon interviewed Trump on his radio show, where the two of them discussed the issue of foreign labor in Silicon Valley. Trump, taking a more dovish position, argued against sending skilled foreign workers back home after receiving education in the US, saying “we have to keep our talented people in this country”. Bannon objected, complaining that “two-thirds or three-quarters of CEOs in Silicon Valley are from south Asia or from Asia,” and declaring that “A country is more than an economy. We’re a civic society.” This is the real purpose of Trump’s executive order: a dog-whistle to those among Trump’s supporters who agree with Bannon that there are too many Asians in Silicon Valley, and maybe the country as a whole. It’s a constituency that he knows he needs to cater to, more so now with his demotion of Bannon and the subsequent vitriol Bannon’s white nationalist allies have been directing at his rival Jared Kushner, and threaten to eventually direct at Trump himself.

C. IMPACT - Collapse of base support leads to diversionary nuclear war.

Street 2016

[Tim Street, Senior Programme Officer on the Sustainable Security programme at ORG and has worked for many years on the politics of nuclear disarmament and the arms trade., 11-30-2016, "President Trump: Successor to the Nuclear Throne," Oxford Research Group, https://www.oxfordresearchgroup.org.uk/president-trump-successor-to-the-nuclear-throne MYY]

The problem now, for the US and the world, is that if Trump does make good on his campaign promises then this will have several damaging consequences for international peace and security and that if Trump does not sufficiently satisfy his supporters then this will likely pour fuel on the flames at home, which may then quickly spread abroad. The people of the US and the world thus now have a huge responsibility to act as a restraining influence and ensure that the US retains an accountable, transparent and democratic government. This responsibility will only grow if crises or shocks take place in or outside the US which ambitious and extremist figures take advantage of, framing them as threats to national security in order to protect their interests and power. If such scenarios emerge the next administration and its untried and untested President will find themselves with a range of extremely powerful tools and institutional experience at their disposal, including nuclear weapons, which may prove too tempting to resist when figuring out how to respond to widespread anger, confusion and unrest, both at home and abroad.

1NC vs. Open Borders (Specific) – TRUMP BASE DISADVANTAGE 
A. UNIQUENESS - Trump’s base support is on the brink – immigration policy is key. 

Nakamura 2018

[David Nakamura, 4-3-2018, "Trump heats up rhetoric on border, immigration as some supporters grow impatient," Washington Post, https://www.washingtonpost.com/ MYY]

President Donald Trump's sharp shift in tone on immigration this week from would-be dealmaker back to the hard-line stance comes amid signs that some of his conservative base is growing impatient. Over the past two days, Trump has issued declarations on Twitter that shut the door on a legislative deal to protect young undocumented immigrants from deportation, blamed Democrats for the failure, demanded the Mexican government take stronger action to close the border, and conflated a refugee crisis from Central America with the Obama-era deferred-action program that Trump ended in the fall. In doing so, Trump has again fanned fears that U.S. immigration policies have weakened the country and led to public safety risks, even though illegal immigration is at some of the lowest levels in years. “Must build Wall and secure our borders with proper Border legislation,” Trump tweeted Monday. “Democrats want No Borders, hence drugs and crime!” Trump had, in recent weeks, cast himself as remaining open to an immigration deal even after the White House helped scuttle a bipartisan PLAN in February that would have provided a path to citizenship for young immigrants known as “dreamers” and authorized $25 billion toward the president's border wall. Immigration talks continued through much of March but collapsed after Congress approved a $1.3 trillion spending bill that did not include an immigration deal or funding for many of the tougher border security measures the administration proposed. Since then, Trump has faced growing criticism from some conservatives who had supported him over his inability to secure funding for the wall, which he had initially promised Mexico would pay for.

B. LINK - Trump uses opposition to open borders to shore up his base.

New York Times 2018

[Editorial Board, 4-4-2018, "Opinion," New York Times, https://www.nytimes.com/2018/04/04/opinion/trumps-national-guard-border.html MYY]

Mr. Trump has long stoked a xenophobic fear of newcomers among his political base. Ahead of the 2018 midterm elections, he seems increasingly desperate to find ways to compensate for his failure to deliver on his promise to build a “big, beautiful” border wall on Mexico’s dime.

On Sunday, Mr. Trump began a new round of confusing tweets and specious claims about undocumented immigrants. The president tweeted about “the big caravan of People from Honduras, now coming across Mexico and heading to our ‘Weak Laws’ Border,” suggesting Central American hordes were converging upon the United States to take advantage of the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals program, or DACA. “Must pass tough laws and build the WALL,” another tweet read. “Democrats allow open borders, drugs and crime!”

C. IMPACT - Collapse of base support leads to diversionary nuclear war.

Street 2016

[Tim Street, Senior Programme Officer on the Sustainable Security programme at ORG and has worked for many years on the politics of nuclear disarmament and the arms trade., 11-30-2016, "President Trump: Successor to the Nuclear Throne," Oxford Research Group, https://www.oxfordresearchgroup.org.uk/president-trump-successor-to-the-nuclear-throne MYY]

The problem now, for the US and the world, is that if Trump does make good on his campaign promises then this will have several damaging consequences for international peace and security and that if Trump does not sufficiently satisfy his supporters then this will likely pour fuel on the flames at home, which may then quickly spread abroad. The people of the US and the world thus now have a huge responsibility to act as a restraining influence and ensure that the US retains an accountable, transparent and democratic government. This responsibility will only grow if crises or shocks take place in or outside the US which ambitious and extremist figures take advantage of, framing them as threats to national security in order to protect their interests and power. If such scenarios emerge the next administration and its untried and untested President will find themselves with a range of extremely powerful tools and institutional experience at their disposal, including nuclear weapons, which may prove too tempting to resist when figuring out how to respond to widespread anger, confusion and unrest, both at home and abroad.

1NC vs. Refugees (Specific) – TRUMP BASE DISADVANTAGE 
A. Uniqueness - Trump’s base support is on the brink – immigration policy is key. 

Nakamura 2018

[David Nakamura, 4-3-2018, "Trump heats up rhetoric on border, immigration as some supporters grow impatient," Washington Post, https://www.washingtonpost.com/ MYY]
President Donald Trump's sharp shift in tone on immigration this week from would-be dealmaker back to the hard-line stance comes amid signs that some of his conservative base is growing impatient. Over the past two days, Trump has issued declarations on Twitter that shut the door on a legislative deal to protect young undocumented immigrants from deportation, blamed Democrats for the failure, demanded the Mexican government take stronger action to close the border, and conflated a refugee crisis from Central America with the Obama-era deferred-action program that Trump ended in the fall. In doing so, Trump has again fanned fears that U.S. immigration policies have weakened the country and led to public safety risks, even though illegal immigration is at some of the lowest levels in years. “Must build Wall and secure our borders with proper Border legislation,” Trump tweeted Monday. “Democrats want No Borders, hence drugs and crime!” Trump had, in recent weeks, cast himself as remaining open to an immigration deal even after the White House helped scuttle a bipartisan plan in February that would have provided a path to citizenship for young immigrants known as “dreamers” and authorized $25 billion toward the president's border wall. Immigration talks continued through much of March but collapsed after Congress approved a $1.3 trillion spending bill that did not include an immigration deal or funding for many of the tougher border security measures the administration proposed. Since then, Trump has faced growing criticism from some conservatives who had supported him over his inability to secure funding for the wall, which he had initially promised Mexico would pay for.

B. LINK - Trump’s base hates refugees – plan causes backlash. 

Klinkner 2017

[Philip Klinkner, 4-18-2017, "Anti-immigrant views helped Trump win. Will they also cause his undoing?," chicago tribune, http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/opinion/commentary/ct-trump-supporters-anti-immigrant-20170418-story.html MYY]

Trump voters, finally, said they don’t want to let Syrian refugees into the U.S., with 80 percent opposed to such a policy, compared with only 23% of Clinton voters. This result reflected Trump voters’ overall negative views of Muslims. On the 100-point scale mentioned above, 71 percent of Trump voters had a negative view of Muslims (50 or below). In contrast, only 31 percent of Clinton voters rated Muslims negatively. Trump’s hard-line stance on immigration, then, likely helped him win in 2016. But a word of caution: Many of his positions actually fall on the wrong side of public opinion.

C. Impact - Collapse of base support leads to diversionary nuclear war.

Street 2016

[Tim Street, Senior Programme Officer on the Sustainable Security programme at ORG and has worked for many years on the politics of nuclear disarmament and the arms trade., 11-30-2016, "President Trump: Successor to the Nuclear Throne," Oxford Research Group, https://www.oxfordresearchgroup.org.uk/president-trump-successor-to-the-nuclear-throne MYY]

The problem now, for the US and the world, is that if Trump does make good on his campaign promises then this will have several damaging consequences for international peace and security and that if Trump does not sufficiently satisfy his supporters then this will likely pour fuel on the flames at home, which may then quickly spread abroad. The people of the US and the world thus now have a huge responsibility to act as a restraining influence and ensure that the US retains an accountable, transparent and democratic government. This responsibility will only grow if crises or shocks take place in or outside the US which ambitious and extremist figures take advantage of, framing them as threats to national security in order to protect their interests and power. If such scenarios emerge the next administration and its untried and untested President will find themselves with a range of extremely powerful tools and institutional experience at their disposal, including nuclear weapons, which may prove too tempting to resist when figuring out how to respond to widespread anger, confusion and unrest, both at home and abroad.
1NC (General) TRUMP BASE DISADVANTAGE 
A. UNIQUENESS - Trump’s base support is on the brink – immigration policy is key. 

Nakamura 2018

[David Nakamura, 4-3-2018, "Trump heats up rhetoric on border, immigration as some supporters grow impatient," Washington Post, https://www.washingtonpost.com/ MYY]

President Donald Trump's sharp shift in tone on immigration this week from would-be dealmaker back to the hard-line stance comes amid signs that some of his conservative base is growing impatient. Over the past two days, Trump has issued declarations on Twitter that shut the door on a legislative deal to protect young undocumented immigrants from deportation, blamed Democrats for the failure, demanded the Mexican government take stronger action to close the border, and conflated a refugee crisis from Central America with the Obama-era deferred-action program that Trump ended in the fall. In doing so, Trump has again fanned fears that U.S. immigration policies have weakened the country and led to public safety risks, even though illegal immigration is at some of the lowest levels in years. “Must build Wall and secure our borders with proper Border legislation,” Trump tweeted Monday. “Democrats want No Borders, hence drugs and crime!” Trump had, in recent weeks, cast himself as remaining open to an immigration deal even after the White House helped scuttle a bipartisan PLAN in February that would have provided a path to citizenship for young immigrants known as “dreamers” and authorized $25 billion toward the president's border wall. Immigration talks continued through much of March but collapsed after Congress approved a $1.3 trillion spending bill that did not include an immigration deal or funding for many of the tougher border security measures the administration proposed. Since then, Trump has faced growing criticism from some conservatives who had supported him over his inability to secure funding for the wall, which he had initially promised Mexico would pay for.

B. LINK - Anti-immigration stance is key to Trump’s base. The PLAN reverses this stance. 

New York Times 2018
[Jonathan Martin and Maggie Haberman, 6-18-2018, "Forget Tax Cuts. Trump Wants to Rally the G.O.P. Base Over Immigration.," No Publication, https://www.nytimes.com/2018/06/18/us/politics/trump-immigration-midterms.html MYY]

Mr. Trump’s anti-immigrant remarks are aimed at the conservative base of the party that elevated his candidacy and is dominant in red states and House districts, especially those with largely white populations. The Republican grass-roots were already hawkish on immigration, while the president’s takeover of the party has further diminished its pragmatist wing. And while hard-line Republicans are a minority of the country’s voters, the G.O.P. cannot retain its grip on Congress without this bedrock of its base going to the polls.

The president’s pugnacity on immigration took flight in 2015 when his vows to build a border wall drew an enthusiastic response at his rallies and soon became his signature proposal. But stoking fears about “the other” has always been appealing to Mr. Trump, going back decades to his early days in New York real estate.

C. IMPACT - Collapse of base support leads to diversionary nuclear war.

Street 2016

[Tim Street, Senior Programme Officer on the Sustainable Security programme at ORG and has worked for many years on the politics of nuclear disarmament and the arms trade., 11-30-2016, "President Trump: Successor to the Nuclear Throne," Oxford Research Group, https://www.oxfordresearchgroup.org.uk/president-trump-successor-to-the-nuclear-throne MYY]

The problem now, for the US and the world, is that if Trump does make good on his campaign promises then this will have several damaging consequences for international peace and security and that if Trump does not sufficiently satisfy his supporters then this will likely pour fuel on the flames at home, which may then quickly spread abroad. The people of the US and the world thus now have a huge responsibility to act as a restraining influence and ensure that the US retains an accountable, transparent and democratic government. This responsibility will only grow if crises or shocks take place in or outside the US which ambitious and extremist figures take advantage of, framing them as threats to national security in order to protect their interests and power. If such scenarios emerge the next administration and its untried and untested President will find themselves with a range of extremely powerful tools and institutional experience at their disposal, including nuclear weapons, which may prove too tempting to resist when figuring out how to respond to widespread anger, confusion and unrest, both at home and abroad.

2NC/1NR – TRUMP BASE DISADVANTAGE
2NC/1NR – General LINKS
The PLAN weakens Trump’s stance on immigration that alienates his base. 

CNN 2018

[Stephen Collinson, 6-19-2018, "Why Trump is digging in on separating families at the border," CNN, https://www.cnn.com/2018/06/19/politics/donald-trump-immigration-border-separations/index.html MYY]

"The United States will not be a migrant camp and it will not be a refugee holding facility," President Donald Trump declared on Monday. A climbdown on this issue would represent more than a huge embarrassment for the President. It would undermine his political image and philosophy and require him to admit he's wrong and to temper instincts that force him to counterattack. He would risk alienating base voters who prize his strongman image on one issue above all -- immigration -- and are more inclined to believe that people who cross the border illegally get what they deserve than to react with compassion to reports by media outlets they disdain.

Trump’s base prefers the status quo laws with greater enforcement to major reform like the PLAN. 

Stopa 2018

[Michael Stopa, a nanotechnologist who served as a delegate for Donald Trump at the 2016 Republican Convention in Cleveland, 2-27-2018, "The Trump base is just fine with the immigration stalemate in Congress," The Hill, http://thehill.com/opinion/immigration/375884-the-trump-base-is-just-fine-with-the-immigration-stalemate-in-congress MYY]

Once again the forgotten men and women of America can breathe a sigh of relief. The Senate debate on a legislative fix for Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) ended with all three proposed bills being defeated. Meanwhile, two federal courts have blocked the Trump administration from rescinding DACA, no doubt contrary to what the judges intended, relieving the pressure to push a legislative fix through Congress before March 5, the putative ending date of the program. So failing some unforeseen breakthrough, and somewhat reminiscent of the demise of the ObamaCare repeal efforts, the president, Congress and the media appear to be preparing to move on to other issues. The result is status quo ante. And many in the Trump base are just fine with that. The prospect of a grand bargain that included President Trump’s “four pillars” of immigration reform was always a long shot. Quite apart from the ordinary gridlock dynamic where ideological positions harden and no one is willing to sacrifice principals or make concessions, negotiation on the immigration issue in particular is encumbered by the fact that it is, for the most part, a zero-sum game, at least so it is perceived from the Trump base side. The core voters who arguably won Trump the election, many in the working class, are most incensed with the failure for a generation by their government to enforce the immigration laws. They see schools become overcrowded with children who require remedial English and their property taxes go up. They see their jobs taken or their raises postponed.

And, Trump’s base supports cutting legal immigration in half. The PLAN increases immigration which causes them to leave Trump.

Crook 2017

[Clive Crook, 8-7-2017, "The Smart Way to Attack Trump's Immigration PLAN," Bloomberg, PLAN MYY]

It was smart politics for President Donald Trump to endorse the immigration PLAN proposed by Republican senators Tom Cotton and David Perdue last week. Their PLAN is badly flawed, but that's partly beside the point -- because it has little chance of ever being enacted. The endorsement was smart because it appeals to Trump's base, and even more because it invited the kind of criticism that weakens his critics. Not for the first time, that invitation proved impossible to resist. The Reforming American Immigration for Strong Employment (RAISE) Act would reduce legal immigration by roughly half, mainly by narrowing eligibility for entry based on family connections. In addition, employment-related immigration would be controlled using a new points system based on factors such as ability to speak English, level of education, and skills.

The threshold for the LINK is low – empirically proven that any action in favor of immigration provokes immediate backlash which requires that Trump rollback the policy. That means either a) PLAN doesn’t solve their HARMS or b) Trump’s base revolts.

CBS 2018

[Cbs News, 1-28-2018, "Trump's Immigration Proposal Slammed By His Base," http://www.news9.com/story/37366883/trumps-immigration-proposal-slammed-by-his-base MYY]

Fearing betrayal on a signature campaign issue, President Trump's loyalists across the country are lashing out against his proposal to create a path to citizenship for nearly 2 million "Dreamer" immigrants. Mr. Trump's proposal includes $25 billion for border security and significant changes to legal immigration long sought by hard-liners. Several Democrats and immigration activists rejected it outright, accusing the president of holding "Dreamers" hostage to his hard-line immigration agenda. Senior White House officials cast the PLAN as a centrist compromise that could win support from both parties and enough votes to pass the Senate. But it comes with a long list of concessions that many Democrats, and conservative Republicans, especially in the House, may find impossible to swallow. His supporters' focus on "amnesty" for Dreamers highlights how dug in the base is and how little room Mr. Trump has to maneuver. Trump-aligned candidates from Nevada and Virginia rejected the notion outright. The president's most loyal media ally, the conservative Breitbart News, seen as a barometer for his base, attacked him as "Amnesty Don." And outside groups who cheered the hard-line rhetoric that dominated Mr. Trump's campaign warned of a fierce backlash against the president's party in November's midterm elections. "There's a real potential for disaster," said Mark Krikorian, executive director of the far-right Center for Immigration Studies. "The president hasn't sold out his voters yet. But I think it's important that his supporters are making clear to him that they're keeping an eye on him." The consequences could be severe for the GOP as it struggles to energize voters heading into the 2018 midterm elections, when Republican majorities in the House and Senate are at stake. Recent Democratic victories in Alabama and Virginia suggest that the GOP has cause for concern - especially as Mr. Trump's approval numbers hover near record lows. Protections for more immigration of these young immigrants could trigger wholesale revolt by Mr. Trump's base in November, said Bob Dane, executive director of the conservative Federation for American Immigration Reform. "There's widespread fear that if Mr. Trump capitulates to the Democrats and fails to deliver on his campaign promises on immigration, there's not going to be any more campaign promises for the GOP to make in the future, because the base will inflict a scorched-earth policy in midterms," Dane said, noting that his organization has "a longstanding position of opposing amnesty in any form, including the extension of the DACA protections."

2NC/1NR LINK – H-1B Visas (Specific)
Trump’s base supports further restrictions on H-1B programs. The PLAN reverses this stance. 

Rothman 2015

[Noah Rothman, 8-16-2015, "Trump’s War on Legal Immigration a Tipping Point for the GOP," Commentary Magazine, https://www.commentarymagazine.com/politics-ideas/campaigns-elections/trumps-war-on-legal-immigration-a-tipping-point-for-the-gop/ MYY]

Trump’s “PLAN” would end birthright citizenship – effectively creating criminals of the infants who are born in the United States, and who necessarily do not have visa permission to be here, the second the cord is cut. Trump’s “PLAN” is exposed as nakedly nativist when he addresses American workers. He hopes to increase youth employment opportunities by terminating rather than reforming J-1 student visas – a program that allows foreign students to come to the United States and study or work in internships. The United States is already facing pressure from English-language countries around the world in the race to attract foreign students to study in American schools – a program that not only provides America with economic benefits but also enhances the vibrancy of its intellectual life. Trump’s “PLAN” would hike the prevailing wage for H-1B visa applicants (perhaps H-1B1 and E-3 applicants as well). Presumably, this policy would create more incentives for employers to hire natural-born Americans, but its effect would be to reduce skilled immigration from nations like India and China – two countries that recently overtook Mexico as chief sources of emigration. Finally, and perhaps most cruelly, Trump’s “PLAN” would make it harder for those fleeing persecution and death in their home countries to be granted refugee status. All that’s missing from his campaign platform is a proposal to rip the plaque with Emma Lazarus’ words right off the base of the Statue of Liberty and to repatriate the lady in the harbor back to her native France at the nearest possible convenience. Politically, those on the right who have fallen for Trump and his hardline throat clearing on the issue of immigration will love this “PLAN.” Its very unworkability is, for some, its most attractive quality. Those who are unacquainted with how constitutional democracies create and enforce laws, or are perhaps contemptuous of that process, will see this as a display of resolve amid spinelessness. Republican consultants who watched Rick Perry and Rand Paul wilt after they attacked Trump’s approach on the merits will be disinclined to advise their candidates to take aim at Trump’s “PLAN.” If the GOP’s slate of 2016 candidates fails to attack this propagandist soapbox agitation masquerading as a platform, it will mark the moment when Trump finally began to rub off on the GOP. This “PLAN” is a road to electoral ruin. The GOP’s viable and responsible candidates would be best advised to call this inhumane and unrealistic approach to immigration reform what it is in stark terms, even at the risk of their standing in the polls and the alienation of the conservative movement’s talker class. The GOP is at risk of losing the general before it even begins.

Trump’s base is angry at H-1B visas. Restrictions are key to appease them. 

Natarajan 2017

[Nikhila Natarajan, 04-19-2017, "Trump signs executive order on H1B visa review, says lottery system is all wrong," First Post, https://www.firstpost.com/world/trump-signs-executive-order-on-h1b-visa-review-says-lottery-system-is-all-wrong-3391920.html MYY]

He’s finally done it - Donald Trump has signed an executive order on stricter enforcement and review of the H1B visa - popular in the technology industry to bring "highly skilled" foreign workers into the US, typically at a price advantage. How the "highly skilled" has been defined has been at the heart of rising anger with American 'victims' lashing out at how H1B bodyshops are gaming the system to import low grade, low paid toiling masses into their mainland. After months of screw tightening measures, the H1B visa got hammered some more - this time by the US President Trump on a gorgeous, wind swept spring afternoon in Wisconsin as he ratcheted up his old campaign war cry of ‘Buy American, Hire American’ in front of a 500 strong gathering of workers and local stars, including the White House chief of staff, Reince Priebus, a Kenosha native. Trump won an upset victory against Hillary Clinton here in Wisconsin and this latest executive order comes at a difficult time for the White House unable to show much in terms of legislative overhaul and the sweeping 'Muslim ban' blocked by courts. Although we will continue to hear pundits say that Trump's H1B move is all talk and the sheer complication involved in implementing real change is a mirage, fact is that the H1B has already been hammered even without this executive order. Since Trump took office in January this year, the H1B has come in for a three pronged attack from the Justice Department, Department of Homeland Security and the United States Citizenship and Immigration Services. H1B workers and the body shops that contract them out to clients in the US are sweating, this much is clear. Speaking to workers at Snap-On Tools in Kenosha, Wisconsin which falls on the southwestern shore of Lake Michigan, Trump made his most pointed remarks yet on the H1B, turning the knife in, showing he has done his homework and/ or been briefed in great detail by his innermost circle. Trump's dishevelled chief strategist Stephen Bannon, just the man who may have scribbled this sort of 'nationalist' headline grabber, marked attendance in WI. Trump has put his official stamp on the “H1B lottery is bad” idea and going by how much has become tougher in the last few months for H1B workers even without Trump speaking on the topic, this is a clear indication that the H1B lottery system will be the next one for the meat cleaver. “…we are going to enforce the Hire American rules that are designed to protect jobs and wages of workers in the United States. We believe jobs must be offered to American workers first. Does that make sense? Right now, widespread abuse in our immigration system is allowing American workers of all backgrounds to be replaced by workers brought in from other countries to fill the same job for sometimes less pay. This will stop. American workers have long called for reforms to end these visa abuses. And today, their calls are being answered for the first time. That includes taking the first steps to set in motion a long-overdue reform of H1B visas. “Right now, H1B visas are awarded in a totally random lottery -- and that's wrong. Instead, they should be given to the most-skilled and highest-paid applicants, and they should never, ever be used to replace Americans. No one can compete with American workers when they're given a fair and level 
(Continued on next page…)
(…Natarajan continues)
playing field, which has not happened for decades.” On the campaign trail and in his tough talking inaugural address, Trump promised an "America First" method. Less than 100 days into his Presidency and faced with rising anxiety among his voter base that he’s gone soft on the hard choices, Trump Wisconsin speech shows a certain hark back to the campaign in a bid to win back the base. Remember that Trump is already collecting money for his 2020 run and no other President has done that so early into their first term. This is a base Trump won’t want to lose to even another Republican, forget about Democrats. Already being flayed for ousting Stephen Bannon from his prized National Security Council, Trump’s H1B remarks will warm the heart of his hardcore voters faraway from the more hip New York and Washington D.C. Indian nationals are the largest single group of recipients of the 65,000 H1B visas issued yearly to new applicants under a Congress mandated cap. Exemptions on the cap are available to up to 20,000 applicants who have a US master’s degree. The actual number of Indian nationals working in the United States under the H1B programme is significantly higher, however, because H1B visas typically roll over in a three year plus three year cycle. From the time George W. Bush signed into law the Immigration Act of 1990 which opened the H1B floodgates for Indians till 2016, never before has the H1B been in such sharp focus as it has been in the last 100 days. As it TURNS out, the H1B backlash is the one 'America First' campaign promise that Trump has delivered on for his vote base. Everything else - from Obamacare to tax reform is meeting a dumpster fire in Congress.

2NC/1NR LINK – Open Borders (Specific)
Trump’s base opposes open borders – prefer our evidence. Breitbart is a publication connected to and representative of Trump’s base. 

Breitbart 2018

[Breitbart News, 5-24-2018, "Exclusive—Stephen Miller: Big Summer Fight Brewing over Open Borders," Breitbart, https://www.breitbart.com/big-government/2018/05/24/exclusive-stephen-miller-big-summer-fight-brewing-over-open-borders/ MYY *we do not endorse the racist, sexist, homophobic, transphobic, ableist etc views of Breitbart and only cite it because it is directly representative of the people who voted Trump into office.]

As Breitbart News has reported, GOP midterm voters and swing voters have consistently ranked immigration as the most important issue to them, with the majority favoring Trump’s PLAN to reduce legal immigration levels to raise Americans’ wages. Miller hints that Trump is in sync with his base of supporters and Independents who see reducing immigration as a driving factor in the midterm elections. “The big fight this summer is going to be with the open borders Democratic caucus in Congress,” Miller tells Breitbart News. “That is the fundamental political contrast and political debate that is unfolding right now. The Democratic party is at grave risk of completely marginalizing itself from the American voters by continuing to lean into its absolutist anti-enforcement positions.” 

Data proves - Trump has consistently riled up his base using fear of open borders. The PLAN is his base’s worst fear. 

Carlsen 2018

[Laura Carlsen, 2-10-2018, "Open Borders and Trump's False Narrative," Truthout, https://truthout.org/articles/open-borders-and-trump-s-false-narrative/ MYY]

But we are facing a government and a segment of the US population that has little or no consideration for democratic and ethical principles. In this unusual context, the best task is to understand the buttons that have been pushed to bring to power the most vile expressions of xenophobia and racism in a society that considers itself civilized. A study by the University of California-Los Angeles helps with this task. In an exhaustive analysis of 6,000 tweets and 300 speeches by Donald Trump, before, during and after the campaign as president, the study finds that “open borders” is one of the fundamental metaphors for mobilizing voters in the places necessary to win the Electoral College vote. Trump’s message is impressively consistent. For an entreprenuer-cum-politician criticized for his off-the-cuff and often incoherent expressions, the research team found a discourse that through force of repetition and its utterly simplistic nature managed to win an election using concepts of racism and misogyny that had been roundly rejected in mainstream political culture before this campaign.
2NC/1NR LINK – Refugees (Specific)
LINK- refugee settlements are a key issue for Trump’s base

Burton 2018

[Tara Isabella Burton, She holds a doctorate in Theology from the University of Oxford cites a study conducted by the Pew Research Center. 5-29-2018, "68% of white evangelicals think America shouldn’t house refugees," Vox, https://www.vox.com/identities/2018/5/29/17405704/white-evangelicals-attitudes-refugees MYY]

The study, which was conducted by Pew, found that 68 percent of white evangelicals believed that the United States “does not have a responsibility” to house refugees, while just 25 percent believes that it does. This is higher than the American national average: 51 percent of Americans overall believe the United States does have a responsibility to allow in refugees, while just 43 percent believe it does not. The perspective of white evangelical Protestants on the refugee crisis is particularly striking because it’s relatively unusual among Christian religious groups. For example, 43 percent of white mainline Protestants believe that America has a responsibility to house refugees, as do 50 percent of Catholics and 63 percent of black Protestants. The highest level of support from any group cited in the study was from those who identified as religiously unaffiliated, of whom a full 65 percent support American housing of refugees. The numbers are also remarkable because they reflect a more general trend on the part of white evangelical Christians to depart from the national average when it comes to social issues. White evangelicals are increasingly echoing the GOP party platform even as other groups, including Christian groups, diverge from it. Such a conflation means that white evangelical Christians, already historically a major part of President Trump’s base (let’s not forget that 81 percent of them voted for him in 2016), are now becoming all but synonymous with it. As Trump’s policies become increasingly designed to appeal to that base (as, for example, with his recent move of the American Embassy to Jerusalem), it’s likewise increasingly clear that the relationship between the two is symbiotic.

LINK - Massive refugee cuts are key to Trump’s base and they’re coming in status quo 

Cook 2018

[Nancy Cook, Nahal Toosi and Ted Hesson, Cook is a White House reporter for POLITICO., Toosi is a foreign affairs correspondent, and Hesson is an employment and immigration reporter  https://www.politico.com/story/2018/08/02/trump-immigration-refugee-caps-759708 MYY]

President Donald Trump last year advocated dropping the refugee cap as low as 5,000 people, down from 50,000, according to a former administration official – a cut far more drastic than even his most hawkish adviser, Stephen Miller, proposed at the time. Ultimately, the administration restricted to 45,000 the flow of refugees into the U.S. this fiscal year – the lowest since the program began in 1980, and less than half the target of 110,000 that President Barack Obama set in his last planning cycle. But the discussion set the terms of the administration’s refugee policymaking. Now Miller and a group of like-minded aides are pressing to reduce drastically the number of people entering the U.S., both legally and illegally. The immigration hawks are moving forward despite the blowback they got over their imposition of a “zero tolerance” prosecution policy at the southern border that resulted in the separation of thousands of migrant children from their parents, according to interviews with more than a dozen current and former administration officials and outside White House advisers. One Republican close to the White House and a former White House official familiar with the discussions predicted the cap could fall as low as 15,000 in 2019, continuing a contraction of overall immigration, both legal and illegal. A tiny group of key administration officials led by the National Security Council’s Mira Ricardel were planning to meet Friday to debate the coming year’s refugee cap. Late Thursday, however, a White House official said the meeting about refugees had been postponed. It is not yet determined when it will be rescheduled. “Inside the Washington beltway, this is a numbers game that’s being carried out by people who don’t care about refugees and are orienting this to their base,” said Anne Richard, who was assistant secretary of state for population, refugees and migration in the Obama administration Miller, a policy adviser to Trump since the campaign and, before that, an aide to then-Sen. Jeff Sessions, has made immigration his signature issue. White House officials are loath to cross him given his passion for the subject and his close relationship with the president, according to people familiar with dynamics inside the administration. “Miller is not deterred,” said one Republican close to the White House. “He is an adamant believer in stopping any immigration, and the president thinks it plays well with his base.” Miller declined to comment. A White House spokesman did not respond to a request for comment on Thursday. Behind the scenes, Miller, 32, has been contacting every relevant Cabinet secretary to convey his interpretation of the president’s thoughts on the refugee cap in an effort to sway the decision, said a former White House official familiar with the discussions. The wild card is Secretary of State Mike Pompeo. No one is quite sure where he stands on the matter – but his State Department is stocked with Miller allies, including deputy assistant secretary of state Andrew Veprek and John Zadrozny, who’s been named to Pompeo’s policy planning staff. “Is Pompeo going to let his department be used by Miller as an arm of the Domestic Policy Council?” asked the former White House official. “Is he going to take his marching orders from a thirtysomething who’s orchestrated a hostile takeover? This is the moment for Pompeo to show that he is running his own show over there.” When asked for comment, a State Department official said “each year the president makes an annual determination, after appropriate consultation with Congress, regarding the refugee admissions ceiling for the following fiscal year. That determination is expected to be made prior to the start of fiscal year 2019 on October 1, 2018.” The
(Continued on next page…)
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refugee cap is just one of several hawkish policies that Miller and his like-minded allies throughout the federal agencies are pursuing on immigration. Through rule-making and executive authority, the Trump administration continues to explore ways to narrow asylum eligibility requirements; to detain together families who cross the border illegally; and to reduce the number of people who acquire legal immigration status through “cancellation of removal” – one of the few avenues left for certain undocumented immigrants. Inside the country, the Miller cadre intends to make life more difficult for undocumented immigrants already living and working here. U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement, said another Republican close to the White House, intends to continue with its increased focus on worksite enforcement. This long laundry list of policies to reduce immigration comes on the heels of the “zero-tolerance” policy, which the administration effectively ended following outcry from conservative religious leaders, Republican lawmakers, and even many White House staffers. The administration is now under a federal court order to reunify the parents and children that it separated as a result of the policy. Miller was distraught in the aftermath of the zero tolerance fiasco, said two Republicans close to the White House. He considered zero tolerance an essential component to his efforts to deter immigration. For his troubles, he got heckled at D.C. restaurants, prompting him in one instance angrily to pitch $80 worth of takeout sushi into a trash bin. Protesters showed up at his apartment complex chanting, “Stephen Miller/ You’re a villain/ Locking up/ innocent children.” But Miller and other immigration hardliners quickly recovered, and have continued to hold under-the-radar meetings to pursue policies that already are altering the U.S.’s self-perception as a nation of immigrants. White House chief of staff John Kelly is broadly supportive of these efforts, and Miller has been careful to keep his plans fairly secret, speaking only infrequently in larger White House meetings, according to two Republicans close to the White House. Despite signing an executive order that largely reversed the zero tolerance policy that Miller championed, Trump strongly supports Miller’s efforts because he views immigration as a winning political issue as he heads into the 2018 midterms--one that puts Democrats on the defensive. “On the political side of things, the Democrats have put themselves now in more peril than ever,” a White House official told POLITICO in June during the height of the family separations. “Through their uninformed, highly inaccurate hysteria, they have elevated the issue of immigration and border security to the forefront of the mid-terms, and this is a much better issue for Republicans. So the reality is they are turning off a lot of swing voters, and they are also motivating a lot of Republican-leaning moderate and conservative voters to go out and vote.” A recent Gallup poll found the share of Republicans who agreed that immigration was the country’s most important problem doubled at the height of the administration’s family separations policy. In July, 35 percent of Republicans called it a top issue, up from 17 percent in May. The question remains whether the increased Republican interest in immigration represented support for or opposition to Trump’s family separations policy. A strong majority of Republican voters — 76 percent — approved of how Trump handled family separations at the border, according to a Quinnipiac University poll from early July. But the same poll found a similar percentage of Republicans — 70 percent — agreeing that the Trump administration must be held responsible for reunifying separated parents and children. In Republican congressional primaries, candidates have adopted Trump’s tone on immigration, but no one knows how that will play in the general election, according to Rick Wilson, a Florida-based Republican strategist and Trump critic. “It pleases Donald Trump, it pleases a certain portion of the base," Wilson said. "But it’s not without its own downside risks." Among these, he said, is alienating suburban women and Hispanic voters. “You’re holding onto a base you were going to hold onto anyway.”

2NC/1NR Trump Base DISADVANTAGE – UNIQUENESS Extensions
Criticism of Trump in the status quo has caused his base to dig in and defend Trump.

Peters 2018

[Jeremy W. Peters, https://www.nytimes.com/2018/06/23/us/politics/republican-voters-trump.html 

“All nuance and all complexity — and these are complex issues — are completely lost,” she said, describing “overblown” reactions from the president’s critics, some of whom equated the Trump administration’s policy of separating migrant children and parents to history’s greatest atrocities.

“It makes me angry at them, which causes me to want to defend him to them more,” Ms. Anders said.
In interviews across the country over the last few days, dozens of Trump voters, as well as pollsters and strategists, described something like a bonding experience with the president that happens each time Republicans have to answer a now-familiar question: “How can you possibly still support this man?” Their resilience suggests a level of unity among Republicans that could help mitigate Mr. Trump’s low overall approval ratings and aid his party’s chances of keeping control of the House of Representatives in November. “He’s not a perfect guy; he does some stupid stuff,” said Tony Schrantz, 50, of Lino Lakes, Minn., the owner of a water systems leak detection business. “But when they’re hounding him all the time it just gets old. Give the guy a little.” Republican voters repeatedly described an instinctive, protective response to the president, and their support has grown in recent months: Mr. Trump’s approval rating among Republicans is now about 90 percent. And while polling has yet to capture the effect of the last week’s immigration controversy, the only modern Republican president more popular with his party than Mr. Trump at this point in his first term, according to Gallup, was George W. Bush after the country united in the wake of the Sept. 11 attacks.

The Kavanaugh Supreme Court nomination locks in base support for Trump 

Cottle 2018

[Michelle Cottle, https://www.nytimes.com/2018/07/10/opinion/editorials/trump-kavanaugh-gop-supreme-cort.html

With the midterm cycle kicking into high gear, President Trump knows that he needs to remind his base of how much they need him — and a Republican Senate — to fulfill their dreams of reshaping the judiciary. And that means grabbing their attention and getting them fired up about the coming confirmation battle. And if there’s anything Mr. Trump knows how to do, it’s rile up his base. Indeed, while profoundly unqualified and unsuited for the presidency in most ways, Mr. Trump does grasp the salesmanship part of the job. He is a born carnival barker, with a flair for hype and drama that would have wowed P.T. Barnum. And he understands that, for many in his base, this court pick is the main event — the primary reason they bought a ticket to his show. And the big winner of this installment of The Apprentice: Supreme Court Edition is … Brett Kavanaugh, judge on the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals and full-fledged creature of the conservative judicial establishment. Cue the standing ovation, please, and let the confirmation cage match begin. Seating Justice Neil Gorsuch was sweet, but that merely restored the ideological balance endangered by the death of Justice Antonin Scalia. With Mr. Kavanaugh, a solid conservative majority promises to be locked in for decades, fulfilling a conservative dream itself decades in the making. There was no way Mr. Trump was going to miss an opportunity to milk the reveal for all it was worth.

Trump’s white working-class voters are more concerned about immigration than the economy. That means we control the direction of the LINK. His hardline stance is working to maintain their support now. 

Khalid 2018

[Asma Khalid, 7-8-2018, "GOP Enthusiasm Fueled By Trump Could Undercut Democrats' Midterm Hopes," NPR.org, https://www.npr.org/2018/07/08/626267768/gop-enthusiasm-fueled-by-trump-could-undercut-democrats-midterm-hopes MYY]

White working-class voters supported Trump over Hillary Clinton by a 2-to-1 margin. In particular, white working class men were among the president's strongest supporters. But their concerns were not solely economic. Polling has shown that blue-collar voters who supported Trump had deep anxiety more about cultural displacement than economic volatility. "Pretty soon it's going to cost us more and more and more to live here in this country because we're keeping them people and feeding them," said James Weekley, referring to immigrants. Weekley, 89, is a retired baker NPR met in Ohio while following Working America, a labor group affiliated with the AFL-CIO, as it canvassed a Columbus neighborhood. Part of Trump's strategy for maintaining power is to give each PLANk of voters in his coalition something they want, in the hopes they'll keep coming back for more. Widespread deportations may not be popular among the general public, but they are incredibly popular among a core group of Trump's supporters. Before he's even asked about the president, Weekley begins praising Trump's hardline immigration policy.

Cultural anxiety—specifically about immigration—is key to base voters.

Green 2017

[Emma Green, 5-9-2017, "It Was Cultural Anxiety That Drove White, Working-Class Voters to Trump," Atlantic, https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2017/05/white-working-class-trump-cultural-anxiety/525771/ MYY]

In the wake of Trump’s surprise win, some journalists, scholars, and political strategists argued that economic anxiety drove these Americans to Trump. But new analysis of post-election survey data conducted by the Public Religion Research Institute and The Atlantic found something different: Evidence suggests financially troubled voters in the white working class were more likely to prefer Clinton over Trump. Besides partisan affiliation, it was cultural anxiety—feeling like a stranger in America, supporting the deportation of immigrants, and hesitating about educational investment—that best predicted support for Trump. This data adds to the public’s mosaic-like understanding of the 2016 election. It suggests Trump’s most powerful message, at least among some Americans, was about defending the country’s putative culture. Because this message seems to have resonated so deeply with voters, Trump’s policies, speeches, and eventual reelection may depend on their perception of how well he fulfills it. In September and October 2016, PRRI and The Atlantic surveyed American voters about how they were feeling about politics. Researchers specifically focused on white, working-class voters—people without college degrees or salaried jobs. This group accounts for one-third of American adults. They make up a bigger share of the population in the Midwest than they do in any other region, and more than half of rural Americans are part of the white working class. As it turned out, this would become one of the most decisive groups of voters in the election. In November, researchers returned to this group to see how its members had voted and get a sense of why. They found that 64 percent of these voters had chosen Trump, while only 32 percent chose Clinton. While white, non-college-educated voters tend to prefer Republicans, Trump won them by a larger margin than any presidential candidate since 1980, according to the Pew Research Center. Partisan identification strongly predicted how white, working-class people would vote. Self-described Republicans were 11 times more likely than their non-Republican peers to choose Trump. Researchers found that partisanship is most pronounced among the young: Among white working-class Americans under 30, 57 percent identified as Republican or Republican-leaning, compared to 29 percent who identified as Democratic or Democratic-leaning. By comparison, only slightly more than half of seniors 65 and over were Republicans or Republican-leaning, compared to over one-third who were Democrats or Democratic-leaning. It may not be surprising that Republicans vote Republican. But the analysis also isolated a handful of other factors that drove white working-class voters—ones that defy post-election tropes. Controlling for other demographic variables, three factors stood out as strong independent predictors of how white working-class people would vote. The first was anxiety about cultural change. Sixty-eight percent of white working-class voters said the American way of life needs to be protected from foreign influence. And nearly half agreed with the statement, “things have changed so much that I often feel like a stranger in my own country.” Together, these variables were strong indictors of support for Trump: 79 percent of white working-class voters who had these anxieties chose Trump, while only 43 percent of white working-class voters who did not share one or both of these fears cast their vote the same way. The second factor was immigration. Contrary to popular narratives, only a small portion—just 27 percent—of white working-class voters said they favor a policy of identifying and deporting immigrants who are in the country illegally. Among the people who did share this belief, Trump was wildly popular: 87 percent of them supported the president in the 2016 election.

2NC/1NR Answer to 2AC – “Trump lost his base”

They say Trump lost 1/3 of his base, but…
1. trump is more popular than ever with his base
Bacon, FEBRUARY 2018

[Perry Bacon Jr., 2-16-2018, "Republicans Are Coming Home To Trump," FiveThirtyEight, https://fivethirtyeight.com/features/republicans-are-coming-home-to-trump/ MYY]
Gallup’s most recent weekly survey, conducted from Feb. 5 to 11, showed President Trump’s job approval rating among self-identified Republicans at 86 percent. It was the third straight week that his rating was above 85 percent — an improvement compared with 2017. Trump’s support among Republicans spent much of last year in the low 80s, even dipping into the 70s at times. SurveyMonkey polling from the first week of February shows a similar pattern: 89 percent of Republican said they approve of Trump’s handling of his job as president. And the share of Republicans who “strongly approve” — in the mid-50s for much of last year — is up to 61 percent.

2. Even if Trump lost one third of his voters, he still has two thirds of his base, which means that the only action that triggers Trump going to war is one that loses more of his base. The PLAN alienates most of his base and the key elements of it. 

3. Trump backs down under pressure to satisfy his base—DACA proves. Either a) the PLAN leads to a backlash or b) Trump rolls back the PLAN and they can’t solve the HARMS
Siddiqui 2018

[Sabrina Siddiqui, 2-14-2018, "Trump refuses to yield on immigration, causing more division on Capitol Hill," Guardian, https://www.theguardian.com/us-news/2018/feb/14/trump-refuses-to-yield-on-immigration-causing-more-division-on-capitol-hill MYY]

The crisis over Dreamers was brought on by Trump’s decision in September to rescind the Obama-era Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals program, known as Daca, which enabled roughly 700,000 young, undocumented immigrants to come out of the shadows and obtain temporary legal status. Trump gave Congress until 5 March to replace the program through legislation and initially signaled he would be open to a compromise containing more modest border security measures and even suggested in a meeting last month that he was open to signing any immigration agreement that came to his desk. But faced with backlash from his base, Trump swiftly reversed course and retreated back to the hard-right immigration agenda that defined his presidential campaign.
2NC/1NR – Answer to 2AC “NON UNIQUE: Family Separation”
They say the family separation issue proves the LINK is NOT UNIQUE, but …

Our _______ _ evidence says that _________________________________________ _.

(Put our authors’ names from 1NC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
1. It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

      
 (Put their author’s name)
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
_____________________________ _____________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____________________________ _____________________________ _________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.__________________
2 Family separation example goes NEGATIVE - Trump backed down on separating families because it was unpopular with his base.

Chan 2018 

[Tara Francis, 6-15, "'Disgraceful': Separating immigrant children from their parents is so unpopular even Trump's base is not supporting it," http://www.businessinsider.com/evangelical-christian-catholic-response-zero-tolerance-border-policy-children-2018-6?r=UK&amp;IR=T]

The Trump administration's policy of removing immigrant children from their families has become so controversial that even the President's base of core supporters is speaking out. In April, Attorney General Jeff Sessions announced a "zero tolerance" policy towards those crossing the US border illegally. Arizona, New Mexico, and some districts of California and Texas have been ordered to criminally prosecute adults, causing them to lose custody of any accompanying children. Most children are sent to live with family members — but until then, they are largely housed in about 100 government-run centers, one of which LIMITS kids to two hours of outdoor time a day. As of Thursday there were 11,432 children in the custody of the Department of Health and Human Services, and the emotional turmoil on families doing serious damage. In 2016, 81% of white evangelicals voted for Trump. But some of the movement's leaders have started to criticize the administration's "zero tolerance" policy. Evangelical leader and Samaritan's Purse CEO Franklin Graham is a vocal Trump supporter, who prayed at Trump's inauguration and defended the presidents' "concern for Christian values." He is now among those to disavow the policy. "It's disgraceful. It's terrible to see families ripped apart and I don't support that one bit," Graham told CBN News this week, though he blamed "politicians for the last 20, 30 years" rather than Trump explicitly.

2NC/1NR – Answer to 2AC “NO LINK – Conservative media”

They say that conservative media prevents Trump’s base from turning on him, but …

Our _______ _ evidence says that _________________________________________ _.

(Put our authors’ names from 1NC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
1. It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

       (Put their author’s name)
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
_____________________________ _____________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____________________________ _____________________________ _________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.__________________
2. They say no link because conservative media spins the plan, but that’s not true because conservative media raises the alarm at mere speculation that Trump is conceding ground on immigration. 

Frej 2017

[Willa Frej, HuffPost reporter, 9-14-2017, "Anti-Immigration Conservatives Flip Out Over Trump-Dem Deal Reports," HuffPost, https://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/anti-immigration-conservatives-daca_us_59ba36d6e4b02da0e13f440a MYY]
Anti-immigration conservatives flipped out over news that President Donald Trump made a deal with Democratic leaders on immigration. Following dinner at the White House on Wednesday night, House Minority Leader Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.) and Senate Minority Leader Chuck Schumer (D-N.Y.) announced that Trump had agreed to legislation that would save the country’s 800,000 Dreamers from deportation. The U.S.-Mexico border wall― a central Trump campaign promise― was not part of this deal, they said. The meeting was the result of widespread backlash over the administration’s decision earlier this month to end Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA), a program created during former president Barack Obama’s administration that protects undocumented immigrants who came to the U.S. as children. Trump on Thursday denied that the group had reached a firm agreement, and both White House Press Secretary Sarah Huckabee Sanders and Schumer’s communications director have said the president would continue to push for the wall in other agreements. Conservative pundits still cried betrayal, though. Far-right news outlet Breitbart News ran with the headline, “Amnesty Don.” “President Trump signaled a full-fledged cave on the issue of giving amnesty to nearly 800,000 illegal aliens currently protected by an Obama-created executive immigration program,” Breitbart reporter John Binder wrote. Fox News host and Trump ally Sean Hannity, who blamed Republican leaders, said that “it’s over” for the president if he abandons his hardline immigration stance. Rep. Steve King (Iowa), one of Congress’ most vocal immigration opponents, warned that Trump supporters would be “disillusioned beyond repair” if reports of the deal were true. When Trump tweeted on Thursday that Dreamers were in the U.S. “through no fault of their own,” conservative firebrand Ann Coulter wondered, “who DOESN’T want Trump impeached?” Fox Business host Lou Dobbs called the reported deal a “huge loss,” while former Illinois congressman Joe Walsh (R) said that Trump “screwed his base.”
2NC/1NR – Answer to 2AC “ALTERNATE CAUSE - Russia”

They say Russia is the only reason Trump would launch a diversionary war, but …

Our _______ _ evidence says that _________________________________________ _.

(Put our authors’ names from 1NC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
1. It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

       (Put their author’s name)
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
_____________________________ _____________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____________________________ _____________________________ _________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.__________________
2. Immigration is THE key issue to Trump’s base. This means unless their arguments are specifically about Trump’s immigration policies, they don’t answer our LINK

Hauslohner and Tran 2018

[Abigail Hauslohner and Andrew Ba Tran, 7-2-2018, "Trump is making inroads in reducing legal immigration," Chicago Tribune, http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/nationworld/ct-legal-migration-steep-decrease-20180702-story.html MYY]

During the 2016 presidential campaign, Trump repeatedly criticized the rate of immigration under Obama as dangerous and unchecked. He called for "a total and complete shutdown of Muslims entering the United States." He has vowed to bring about "extreme vetting" and to keep out those who don't share "our values." His stance on immigration fueled his rise to the White House; 64 percent of voters who identified immigration as the most important issue facing the country voted for Trump, according to exit polls.

2NC/1NR – Answer to 2AC “Checks and Balances”
They say there are checks and balances on Trump, but …

Our _______ _ evidence says that _________________________________________ _.

(Put our authors’ names from 1NC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
1. It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

       (Put their author’s name)
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
_____________________________ _____________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____________________________ _____________________________ _________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.__________________
2 Trump has final and sole control over nuclear weapons. He can launch them. 
Wellerstein & Cohen 2017

[Alex Wellerstein and Avner Cohen, Alex Wellerstein is a historian of nuclear weapons at the Stevens Institute of Technology in Hoboken, N.J. He runs the website Restricted Data: The Nuclear Secrecy Blog. Avner Cohen is a professor of nonproliferation studies at the Middlebury Institute of International Studies at Monterey (MIIS) and the author of “Israel and the Bomb.”, 11-22-2017, "If Trump Wants To Use Nuclear Weapons, Whether It’S ‘Legal’ Won’T Matter," Washington Post, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/posteverything/wp/2017/11/22/if-trump-wants-to-use-nuclear-weapons-whether-its-legal-wont-matter/?utm_term=.5a2a2c2cd23d MYY]

No national decision is as consequential, irreversible and fateful as the decision to use nuclear weapons. In the United States the president, and only the president, has the authority to order the unleashing of nuclear weapons. This power is not given by the Constitution, nor any specific law. It results from a series of Cold War-era decisions made secretly by the executive branch and the U.S. military. Which means recent statements by current and former four-star commanders of the Strategic Command — the branch of the military that would launch nuclear weapons were such a thing to happen — that the military would only carry out “legal” presidential orders to use nukes shouldn’t be particularly reassuring. News coverage of these comments seemed to convey the idea that the military could be a fail-safe to prevent a nuclear launch, but the opposite remains true. Instead, they revealed what many of us outside the system have suspected for a long time: There are no “checks and balances” on nuclear launch decisions in any formal sense. There is no need for congressional authorization; there is no “two-man rule” for the decision to use the bomb; and although the process for initiating a nuclear attack spells out the need for “consultation” with officials such as the secretary of defense, they have no power to veto the order, and ultimately, their consent is not required. If President Trump wants to use one of the thousands of nuclear weapons in the U.S. military’s arsenal, the chance of anyone stopping him appears to be very low.
3 We don’t need to win that Trump can launch nukes on a whim, rather we just have to win that he can start a war. The president has near unlimited power to wage war. 

Senator Kaine 2018

[Tim Kaine, Senator, https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/congress-must-take-away-trumps-unlimited-authority-to-wage-war/2018/04/29/e2c70bd4-4a55-11e8-8b5a-3b1697adcc2a_story.html?utm_term=.3caaefacc9e0 MYY]

Congress, under the leadership of both parties over many years, has avoided tough votes on military action and given the president free rein to wage war wherever, whenever. The abdication is so complete that three administrations have used the post-9/11 authorization for the use of force against terrorists to justify sending our troops into more than a dozen countries. And now President Trump believes he can launch missile strikes against Syria and broadly expand the global war on terrorism without seeking any congressional approval. If missile strikes against Syria can be carried out without authorization from Congress, there’s nothing to stop the administration from attacking Iran or North Korea, as some of the president’s advisers have publicly encouraged. It is time for Congress to act. We should take back the unlimited authority the president believes he has. We should act in a bipartisan manner to define what military action the president can and can’t take against terrorist groups. And we should clarify that military action against a sovereign  [^having authority^] nation, except to defend the United States from imminent attack, requires separate congressional approval. Sen. Bob Corker (R-Tenn.) and I have negotiated and introduced a new military authorization designed to accomplish these goals. If passed, it would repeal the open-ended 2001 authorization that has provided no meaningful limitations on the who, when or where in the war on terrorism (as well as the outdated 2002 authorization used to justify the Iraq War). Under our proposal, Congress would vote to approve continued military action for four years against al-Qaeda, the Islamic State, the Taliban and designated combatants who are engaged with them in hostilities against the United States or our battlefield partners. This would establish an expedited procedure that Congress could use to swiftly review any change in whom or where we’re fighting, and reject those changes if we choose. And it would establish an expedited procedure to revise, repeal or extend military action against these terrorist groups every four years. The authorization is a true bipartisan compromise, sending a message to our troops that the fight against terrorists is not a Republican or Democratic issue. Some have argued the current version would expand the president’s war-making ability. That’s just false. Our proposal is a dramatic improvement over the current blank check that Congress has handed Trump. For nearly 17 years, Congress has sat on its hands as presidents waged ever-expanding wars; this authorization forces a decision point for Congress to consider where and whom our military is fighting and offers a trigger for us to shut down any improper expansion of the mission. Others have argued this bill would be a forfeiture of war powers to the president, exacerbating the current state of perpetual war. Again, this is not true. It replaces an open-ended forever war with a forced quadrennial congressional review. And, most important, it clarifies that the president cannot use this authorization to wage war on any nation — including Iran, North Korea and Syria. This is about more than Congress reclaiming its constitutional power. It’s about making sure we do not order our troops to risk their lives and health unless Congress has the guts to debate and then vote that a military mission is in the national interest. Our refusal to undertake the task has broader ramifications. With an all-volunteer military, few children of members of Congress serve in wars. We 
(Continued on next page…)
(…Senator Kaine continues)
don’t have to pay for war because we have learned to simply put it on the credit card for future generations to pay, and we can outsource some of the war effort to private contractors. And if we can avoid voting on it, some believe they can completely escape moral accountability for war and its consequences. Congress’s efforts to escape accountability have given Trump the ability to wage war whenever he wants. I’m a senator from a state with deep ties to the military and I’m the father of a Marine, so this is personal to me. Our fear of being held responsible is petty when compared with the sacrifice we ask of our troops.

2NC/1NR Answer to 2AC – “No war”
They say there won’t be a war, but …

Our _______ _ evidence says that _________________________________________ _.

(Put our authors’ names from 1NC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
1. It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

       (Put their author’s name)
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
_____________________________ _____________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____________________________ _____________________________ _________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.__________________
2. Trump is empirically proven to use diversionary war 

Lee 2018

[Carrie A. Lee, an assistant professor at the U.S. Air War College, 4-13-2018, "Why Has Trump Been Threatening To Attack Syria? (Hint: It’S Probably Not About Syria.)," Washington Post, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/monkey-cage/wp/2018/04/13/why-has-trump-been-threatening-to-attack-syria-hint-its-probably-not-about-syria/?utm_term=.56b4cf99aaeb MYY]
My research finds that, during periods of political fragility, U.S. presidents systematically manipulate the timing and tempo of military operations. That’s true most often in the lead-up to elections, when public opinion quite literally determines the fate of a president. However, presidents also manipulate military operations when they need support from their domestic political base — for example, during negotiations over major pieces of legislation, bids for legacy, midterms or while threatened with impeachment. Trump bookended his tweets about Syria with comments both about special counsel Robert S. Mueller III’s investigation and relations with Russia. That suggests that the president sees these as Linked. And with Republicans expecting to take heavy losses in the midterms, Trump may see an airstrike on Syria as a way to motivate Republican voters and boost his approval ratings. If he does order a missile strike, Trump would be in good company, historically speaking. President Franklin D. Roosevelt scheduled the World War II invasion of North Africa before the 1942 midterm elections. President Richard B. Nixon prematurely announced a peace deal on Vietnam on the eve of the 1972 general election. And President Bill Clinton launched airstrikes against Sudan and Afghanistan the day that Monica Lewinsky appeared before a grand jury. Trump would also be learning from experience. His April 2017 airstrikes in Syria met with approval ratings of more than 66 percent from the general public and 82 percent from Republicans. The strikes stopped a month-long downhill slide in his approval ratings and drew attention away from congressional Republicans’ inability to repeal the Affordable Care Act, as they had promised.

3. Trump is uniquely positioned to use diversionary military force—multiple warrants. 

Tierney 2016

[Dominic Tierney, a contributing editor at The Atlantic and an associate professor of political science at Swarthmore College, 5-11-2016, "The Risks of Foreign Policy as Political Distraction," Atlantic, https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2017/06/trump-diversionary-foreign-policy/530079/ MYY]

In addition, Trump has an unparalleled capacity to dominate the news. He may be the most famous person ever to stroll the earth, or at least ride a golf cart. In January, by one account, Trump received more media coverage than the next 1,000-most famous people put together. On top of this, distraction has been a staple of Trump’s political strategy since he declared his intention to run for president. When negative stories arise, his instinct is to seize the narrative with bold, even outlandish, claims—accusing Barack Obama of wiretapping the phones in Trump Tower, for example. If the diversion sets off another firestorm, the solution is further deflection, like a magician whose first trick goes up in smoke and then immediately begins performing a new illusion. Trump has the flexibility to pursue a diversionary foreign policy because he lacks a clear diplomatic doctrine. In some policy areas, such trade and immigration, he has been consistent. But his positions on issues of war and peace have been highly mutable—he was for the Iraq war and then against it, pro-intervention in Libya before opposing this course of action, and largely indecipherable on Afghanistan. This gives him greater latitude to deploy smoke and mirrors when opportunities arise. What are the core elements of a diversionary foreign policy? First of all, diplomatic moves should be attention-grabbing, symbolic, and popular, particularly among the base. The smartest diversionary actions also have some substantive merit, precisely so the true agenda is harder to spot. After all, giddy minds shouldn’t know they’ve been busied. Ultimately, it’s not what the foreign policy does that matters, but what people think it does: the myths it creates, the stories it weaves, the narratives it reinforces. In Trump’s case, the tale is one of dark enemies and unscrupulous allies. His diplomacy seeks to establish a narrative of America First, a commitment to protect the U.S. homeland even if—or especially if—it irritates global elites. Seen through this lens, much of Trump’s behavior seems designed to distract, however clumsily. Just consider the diversionary tweets. The president has repeatedly picked fights for his own political benefit by, for example, criticizing London mayor Sadiq Khan and taking his words out of context to make him appear weak on terrorism. Trump may see Khan, a foreign Muslim, as an ideal foil given the embrace of anti-Muslim attitudes among some in the Republican party. And then there’s Trump’s diversionary staging. When he decided to withdraw America from the Paris climate deal, he could have given other nations maximum lead time to help them handle the fallout. Instead, he hyped up his forthcoming announcement, leading to frenzied debate about whether the United States would stay or go, as if his sole concern was to boost ratings on a reality television show. But what about military force? To be clear, there is little cause to speculate that Trump PLANs to launch a full-scale war solely to distract attention. For one thing, as president, the worst possible time to start a major military campaign is when you’re deeply unpopular. And the political upside is shaky at best. Recent big wars in Afghanistan and Iraq were politically damaging to George W. Bush. Even victory doesn’t guarantee a pay-off, as George H. W. Bush discovered when he won the 1991 
(Continued on next page…)
(…Tierney continues)
Gulf War and then lost his bid for reelection in 1992. A crisis may arise where there are real national-security rationales for fighting, along with potential domestic gains. Here, the payoff at home would likely enter Trump’s calculus, and even push him over the edge to fight, with the legitimate casus belli providing a shield of plausible deniability. The most tempting use of force may be a seemingly manageable, but still dazzling, kinetic operation, like a missile strike or a raid to kill terrorist leaders. Another option would be to escalate a crisis where an easy win seems available: The key is to find the right enemy, one that’s both widely hated and too weak to fight back. After all, there’s a well-established “rally ‘round the flag” effect, where almost any military crisis temporarily juices the president’s approval ratings. In the wake of Clinton’s airstrikes in 1998, one poll found that 68 percent of Americans approved of his foreign policy. Republican House Speaker Newt Gingrich said, “it was the right thing to do at the right time.” In a hyper-partisan era like today, military operations offer one of the few avenues by which Trump could win backing from both sides of the aisle. In April, the White House launched airstrikes against the Syrian regime, following its use of chemical weapons, and won praise from Republicans and Democrats alike. Trump’s sudden decision to attack Damascus, after years of railing against such a move, struck many as suspicious, or, in Philip Gordon’s words, “yet another effort by the president to distract the media’s attention and change the subject from his problems at home.”

Brain Drain DISADVANTAGE – NEGATIVE
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Brain Drain DISADVANTAGE 1NC – H-1B Visas (Specific)
A. UNIQUENESS AND LINK - New restrictions on H-1B ensure recirculation of workers to India – the PLAN removes time limits preventing this.

Economic Times 2018

[Economic Times, 1-5-2018, "US President Donald Trump's new disruptive H-1B visa move can be a boon for India," https://economictimes.indiatimes.com/nri/visa-and-immigration/trumps-new-disruptive-h-1b-visa-move-can-be-a-boon-for-india/articleshow/62365964.cms MYY]

More than 500,000 skilled Indian workers might have to come back from the US if a proposal by the Donald Trump administration not to extend H-1B visa of those waiting for permanent residency (Green Card) is implemented. The move would not only disrupt careers but also families. On top of that, India is already passing through a jobs crisis. The grim outlook, however, has a silver lining. While it will be a big loss for individuals, it could be a huge gain for the country. Just when India's new-age enterprise is taking off as innovative startups mushroom in all big cities and the government is keen to make doing business easier, the return of such a large number of Indian tech workers can give a big push to Indian business. Most of these workers are the brightest Indians who have passed out of elite Indian institutions. While Indians are proud of Sundar Pichai who heads Google and Satya Nadella who heads Microsoft, they are still American success stories. It's true that it is easier for bright Indians to make a mark in the U.S. given the right ecosystem and an overall helpful atmosphere. A Pichai or a Nadella won't have been as successful in India as they are in the US. But it is also true that India is changing. The startup sector has just taken off and the government has shown commitment to reforms, as reflected in India's jump of 30 spots in World Bank's Ease of Doing Business rankings. Of America’s 87 unicorns— as startups valued at more than $1 billion are called—were founded or co-founded by Indian entrepreneurs, the highest among 44 by all immigrants. 26% of all startups in the US have been founded by Indians. If India gets back even a small part of such a huge pool of talent, there is bound to be a new rush of blood in India's business sector. Even if some of these people are working in India—innovators that they are—Indian business will get a big boost. That's why Anand Mahindra, Chairman of Mahindra Group, welcomes them. Responding to the news of changes in the H-1B rules that can led to return of these Indians, Mahindra tweeted a few days ago: "If that happens, then I say 'Swagatam, Welcome Home.' You're coming back in time to help India Rise..." For long, India has lost it's best talent to the West in what has come to be called brain drain. Trump's decision can trigger a reverse brain drain. This could be an unintended benefit of an otherwise disruptive move. 

B. IMPACT - That collapses the Indian economy – they’re uniquely vulnerable to loss of human capital 

Srinivasan 2011 
[Rajesh Srinivasan, Ph.D., Gallup Regional Director, Asia, being interviewed by Gallup Management Journal, 7-7-11 “Who Wants to Leave India?; A certain percentage of Indian adults would like to leave the country permanently if they could. What would this migration mean for India's economy,” lexis]

Dr. Srinivasan: I don't think so. The government knows the number of Indian citizens leaving and the number coming back. What they don't know is what proportion of the larger citizenry would want to leave if they had the opportunity. And because there are LIMITS to how many people actually leave, both based on demand -- conditions outside the country -- and supply -- migration control within the country -- the government hasn't had as much to be concerned about. Now, if borders were open and labor mobility was completely free, if people could go anywhere they wanted to, it would be a different story. Even if you're only talking about the 5% of adults who want to leave, losing them all would pose a significant challenge, particularly when you look at the educated group. And the government knows that while many have expressed a desire to leave, they can't. However, the downside of being complacent -- assuming it won't happen, so we don't have to do anything about it -- is that many of the people who want to leave but can't are essentially disengaged or unproductive, or they just haven't realized their true potential as employees or citizens, wherever they are. If India can't figure out how to channel them and make them feel that they are productive citizens, they won't be very useful within their organizations, the community, or the country. So from that perspective, the government should be actively thinking about how to create opportunities so the aspirational needs of its citizens can be met within India.

GMJ: So maybe brain drain is a bigger threat than India thinks?

Dr. Srinivasan: Perhaps. Let's look at it from another angle. Gallup has three indexes that measure migration patterns. The first is the Potential Net Migration Index, which looks at the general population, what proportion wants to leave versus what proportion wants to come in. The second is the Potential Net Youth Migration Index, which looks at the desire to migrate among people ages 15 to 29 and the potential net change to that population. The third, the Potential Net Brain Gain Index, looks only at educated people, those with "tertiary education," which is defined as four years of education beyond high school or a college degree. In India, all three indexes are negative, which indicates a potential population loss. But the Potential Net Brain Gain Index, the one based on tertiary education, is significantly larger than the other two. This suggests that the best educated really want out, while fewer educated people want in. And if they really could leave, the implications of this could be potentially catastrophic for the Indian economy. There already is a war for talent -- for smart, intellectual, talented, educated people -- within the private sector in India. Added to that, my perception is that younger educated people are moving away from government employment to private sector employment. And even within the private sector, workers have a stronger preference for solid blue-chip companies.

2. Weakening Indian growth risks Indo-Pak nuclear war and collapse of the global economy 

Bouton 2010 

[Marshall M. Bouton, President – Chicago Council on Global Affairs, 2010, “America’s Interests in India”, CNAS Working Paper, October, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_USInterestsinIndia_ Bouton.pdf]

In South Asia, the most immediately compelling U.S. interest is preventing terrorist attacks on the U.S. homeland originating in or facilitated by actors in South Asia, particularly in Afghanistan and Pakistan. To avert that possibility, the United States also has an interest in the stability and development of both countries. At the same time, the United States has a vital interest in preventing conflict between Pakistan and India, immediately because such a conflict would do great damage to U.S. efforts in Afghanistan and Pakistan (such as the diversion of Pakistani military attention away from the insurgency) and because it would pose the severe risk of nuclear escalation. Finally, the United States has an interest in peace and stability in South Asia as a whole. Instability and violence in nearly every one of India’s neighbors, not to mention in India itself, could, if unchecked, undermine economic and political progress, potentially destabilizing the entire region. At present, a South Asia dominated by a politically stable and economically dynamic India is a hugely important counterweight to the prevalent instability and conflict all around India’s periphery. Imagining the counterfactual scenario, a South Asian region, including India, that is failing economically and stumbling politically, is to imagine instability on a scale that would have global consequences, including damage to the global economy, huge dislocations of people and humanitarian crisis, increasing extremism and terrorism, and much greater potential for unchecked interstate and civil conflict.

Brain Drain DISADVANTAGE 1NC (General)
A. UNIQUENESS AND LINK - Restrictions on legal immigration are driving recirculation of skilled workers to India.

Wadhwa 2018 
(Vivek, Distinguished Fellow at Carnegie Mellon University at Silicon Valley, “How Trump is making China and India great again,” 1-23, https://www.hindustantimes.com/analysis/how-trump-is-making-china-and-india-great-again/story-0FKz16kitI0CVjz0mIohBJ.html) 

Now with his constant tirades against immigrants, particularly from what he calls “sh*thole countries”, Donald Trump is giving many countries the greatest gift of all: causing the trickle of returning talent to become a flood. For India, the timing could not be better. With hundreds of millions of people now gaining access to the Internet through inexpensive smartphones, India is about to experience a technology boom that will transform the country itself. And with the influx of capital and talent, it will be able to challenge Silicon Valley—just as China is doing. This is the irony of America’s rising nativism and protectionism. When I met Prime Minister Vajpayee, I was the CEO of a technology startup in North Carolina. Later, I became an academic and started researching why Silicon Valley was the most innovative place on this Planet. I learnt that it was diversity and openness that gave Silicon Valley its global advantage; foreign-born people were dominating its entrepreneurial ecosystem and fueling innovation and job growth. My research teams at Duke, the University of California at Berkeley, New York University, and Harvard documented that between 1995 and 2005, immigrants founded 52% of Silicon Valley’s technology companies. The founders came from almost every nation in the world: Australia to Zimbabwe. Immigrants also contributed to the majority of patents filed by leading US companies in that period: 72% of the total at Qualcomm, 65% at Merck, 64% at General Electric, and 60% at Cisco Systems. Surprisingly, 40% of the international patent applications filed by the US government also had foreign-national authors. Indians have achieved the most extraordinary success in Silicon Valley. They have founded more start-ups than the next four immigrant groups, from Britain, China, Taiwan, and Japan, combined. Despite comprising only 6% of the Valley’s population and 1% of the nations, Indians founded 15.5% of Silicon Valley startups and contributed to 14% of US global patents. At the same time, I also realised that protectionist demands by nativists were causing American political leaders to advocate immigration policies that were (and are) choking US innovation and economic growth. The government would constantly expand the number of H1-B visas in response to the demands of businesses but never the number of green cards, which were limited to 140,000 for the so-called key employment categories. The result? The queues kept increasing. I estimate that today there are around 1.5 million skilled workers and their families stuck in immigration limbo, and that more than a third of these are Indians. Meanwhile, I have witnessed a rapid change in the aspirations among international students. The norm would be for students from China and India to stay in the US permanently because there were hardly any opportunities back home. This changed. My engineering students began to seek short-term employment in the US to gain experience after they graduated but their ultimate goal was to return home to their families and friends. Human resource directors of companies in India and China increasingly reported that they were flooded with resumés from US 
(Continued on next page…)

(…Wadhwa continues)

graduates. For students, the prospect of returning home and working for a hot company such as Baidu, Alibaba, Paytm, or Flipkart is far more enticing than working for an American company. You cannot blame them, especially given that delays in visa processing will lock them into a menial position for at least a decade during the most productive parts of their careers. This has been an incredible boon for China. One measure of the globalisation [^the spread of commerce and commercialism around the world^]  of innovation is the number of technology start-ups with post-money valuations of $1 billion or higher. These companies are commonly called “unicorns”. As recently as 2000, nearly all of these were in the US; countries such as China and India could only dream of being home to a Google, Amazon, or Facebook. Now, according to South China Morning Post, China has 98 unicorns, which is 39% of the world’s 252 unicorns. In comparison, America has 106, or 42%, and India has 10 unicorns, 4%. An analysis by the National Foundation for American Policy revealed that 51% of the unicorns in the US have at least one immigrant founder. It is clear how shortsighted the US government has been. With the clouds of nativism circling the White House, things will only get worse. America’s share of successful technology startups will continue to shrink and Silicon Valley will see competition like never before. America’s loss is India’s gain.
B. IMPACT - Open borders collapse the Indian economy – they’re uniquely vulnerable to loss of human capital.  

Srinivasan 2011 
[Rajesh Srinivasan, Ph.D., Gallup Regional Director, Asia, being interviewed by Gallup Management Journal, 7-7-11 “Who Wants to Leave India?; A certain percentage of Indian adults would like to leave the country permanently if they could. What would this migration mean for India's economy,” lexis]

Dr. Srinivasan: I don't think so. The government knows the number of Indian citizens leaving and the number coming back. What they don't know is what proportion of the larger citizenry would want to leave if they had the opportunity. And because there are LIMITS to how many people actually leave, both based on demand -- conditions outside the country -- and supply -- migration control within the country -- the government hasn't had as much to be concerned about. Now, if borders were open and labor mobility was completely free, if people could go anywhere they wanted to, it would be a different story. Even if you're only talking about the 5% of adults who want to leave, losing them all would pose a significant challenge, particularly when you look at the educated group. And the government knows that while many have expressed a desire to leave, they can't. However, the downside of being complacent -- assuming it won't happen, so we don't have to do anything about it -- is that many of the people who want to leave but can't are essentially disengaged or unproductive, or they just haven't realized their true potential as employees or citizens, wherever they are. If India can't figure out how to channel them and make them feel that they are productive citizens, they won't be very useful within their organizations, the community, or the country. So from that perspective, the government should be actively thinking about how to create opportunities so the aspirational needs of its citizens can be met within India.

GMJ: So maybe brain drain is a bigger threat than India thinks?

Dr. Srinivasan: Perhaps. Let's look at it from another angle. Gallup has three indexes that measure migration patterns. The first is the Potential Net Migration Index, which looks at the general population, what proportion wants to leave versus what proportion wants to come in. The second is the Potential Net Youth Migration Index, which looks at the desire to migrate among people ages 15 to 29 and the potential net change to that population. The third, the Potential Net Brain Gain Index, looks only at educated people, those with "tertiary education," which is defined as four years of education beyond high school or a college degree. In India, all three indexes are negative, which indicates a potential population loss. But the Potential Net Brain Gain Index, the one based on tertiary education, is significantly larger than the other two. This suggests that the best educated really want out, while fewer educated people want in. And if they really could leave, the implications of this could be potentially catastrophic for the Indian economy. There already is a war for talent -- for smart, intellectual, talented, educated people -- within the private sector in India. Added to that, my perception is that younger educated people are moving away from government employment to private sector employment. And even within the private sector, workers have a stronger preference for solid blue-chip companies.
2. Weakening Indian growth risks Indo-Pak nuclear war and collapse of the global economy 

Bouton 2010 

[Marshall M. Bouton, President – Chicago Council on Global Affairs, 2010, “America’s Interests in India”, CNAS Working Paper, October, http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_USInterestsinIndia_ Bouton.pdf]

In South Asia, the most immediately compelling U.S. interest is preventing terrorist attacks on the U.S. homeland originating in or facilitated by actors in South Asia, particularly in Afghanistan and Pakistan. To avert that possibility, the United States also has an interest in the stability and development of both countries. At the same time, the United States has a vital interest in preventing conflict between Pakistan and India, immediately because such a conflict would do great damage to U.S. efforts in Afghanistan and Pakistan (such as the diversion of Pakistani military attention away from the insurgency) and because it would pose the severe risk of nuclear escalation. Finally, the United States has an interest in peace and stability in South Asia as a whole. Instability and violence in nearly every one of India’s neighbors, not to mention in India itself, could, if unchecked, undermine economic and political progress, potentially destabilizing the entire region. At present, a South Asia dominated by a politically stable and economically dynamic India is a hugely important counterweight to the prevalent instability and conflict all around India’s periphery. Imagining the counterfactual scenario, a South Asian region, including India, that is failing economically and stumbling politically, is to imagine instability on a scale that would have global consequences, including damage to the global economy, huge dislocations of people and humanitarian crisis, increasing extremism and terrorism, and much greater potential for unchecked interstate and civil conflict.

2NC/1NR – Brain Drain DISADVANTAGE
2NC/1NR General LINKS
Competition for skilled workers is zero-sum – expanding legal pathways drains foreign talent  

Malone 2014 
(Michael S, 10-15-14, https://www.wsj.com/articles/michael-s-malone-the-self-inflicted-u-s-brain-drain-1413414239) 

The process of bringing skilled immigrants to the U.S. via H-1B visas and putting them on the path to eventual citizenship has been a political football for at least a decade. It has long been bad news for those immigrants trapped in this callous process. Now the U.S. economy is beginning to suffer, too. Every year, tens of thousands of disappointed tech workers and other professionals give up while waiting for a resident visa or green card, and go home—having learned enough to start companies that compete with their former U.S. employers. The recent historic success of China’s Alibaba IPO is a reminder that a new breed of companies is being founded, and important innovation taking place, in other parts of the world. More than a quarter of all patents filed today in the U.S. bear the name of at least one foreign national residing here. The U.S. no longer has a monopoly on great startups. In the past, the best and brightest people would come to the U.S., but now they are staying home. In Silicon Valley, according to a 2012 survey by Duke and Stanford Universities and the University of California at Berkeley, the percentage of new companies started by foreign-born entrepreneurs has begun to slide for the first time—down to 43.9% during 2006-12, from 52.4% during 1995-2005. The brain drain from this dysfunctional skilled-immigrant policy has begun. Some of the most thoughtful alarms have been raised by Vivek Wadhwa, the author of “The Immigrant Exodus: Why America Is Losing the Global Race to Capture Entrepreneurial Talent” (Wharton, 2012). Mr. Wadhwa, who teaches at Duke and Stanford, is particularly worried about the so-called STEM disciplines—science, technology, engineering and mathematics. “Companies like Alibaba and Tencent are a warning signal that it is almost too late,” he tells me. “Either we get back to picking off the best and brightest STEM talent in the world, or someone else will.” The first step in solving the skilled-immigrant crisis is to be honest about the real problem—and the motives of the players involved. First, the difficulty is not about raising H-1B quota numbers. Surprised? That is all you hear about in the news: American business wants more H-1B immigrants. In fact, while H-1B visas have been stuck at about 65,000 a year (plus 20,000 students), that number can be changed with relatively simple moves by the president or Congress. A decade ago the cap stood at 195,000. Mr. Wadhwa says the real problem is what he estimates are up to 1.5 million skilled immigrants and their families who—thanks to visa quotas, bureaucratic sloth and other roadblocks—are trapped in the limbo between H-1B and the green card that earns them permanent residency and a chance for citizenship. At current green-card approval rates, Mr. Wadhwa tells his students here from India, it will take 70 years for them to gain permanent resident status. Most will eventually leave. They’ll add to a growing brain drain—100,000 skilled immigrants a year from China, India and other nations, Mr. Wadhwa and his team estimate. Why haven’t you heard about this? Because almost all of the major immigration players don’t want you to know. These include unskilled-immigrant advocates, 
(Continued on next page…
…Malone continues)

notably Rep. Luis V. Gutierrez (D., Ill.), chairman of the Immigration Task Force of the Congressional Hispanic Caucus. They want to keep the H-1B cause mixed with their own because they believe it will force the tech industry to join them and thus improve the chances of victory. Then there is the Democratic Party, which covets those estimated 11 million unskilled and undocumented workers as potential new and permanent Democrat voters. Thus Democrats are demanding citizenship—rather than merely legal-immigrant status—for the undocumented, and hope to make the unskilled-labor cause more palatable by blending it with the issue of skilled labor. Large tech companies are an unacknowledged factor in the brain drain. As long as H-1B immigrants are in limbo (that is, once they have started the process of applying for permanent-resident status), they can’t risk changing jobs and have the clock start over. It is to the advantage of Big Tech, especially mature companies fearful of losing top talent to startups, to retain the failed status quo precisely because it freezes employee mobility. Mr. Wadhwa believes that‘s why Silicon Valley tends to lobby only for more H-1B visas, rather than more green cards. Some blame also rests with Republicans. While more flexible, they have let themselves be trapped by the Democrats’ successful bolting of unskilled-illegal immigration to skilled-legal immigration. Rep. Pete Sessions of Texas expresses concern lest immigrants take jobs from Americans with STEM skills. Yet as industry analysts Rob Atkinson and Linda Rosen showed in Forbes.com last month, there is no clear evidence of head-to-head competition for the same jobs. Hiring a 50-year-old Utah programmer who works in stodgy old Cobol over a gifted 23-year-old code writer from Bangalore is not going to make the U.S. technology industry more competitive or the economy healthier. Can anything be done immediately to stop the U.S. from rerouting much of the world’s best talent in areas vital to tech—one of our largest industries and biggest job creators—to foreign shores? Until the people sitting around the dinner table every time Mr. Obama comes to Silicon Valley finally tell the president no more money until he opens up green cards for skilled immigrants, we are unlikely to see action from this White House. But there are other ways to avoid a dangerous two-year delay. In the short term, increasing H-1B quotas is less important than opening the green-card chokepoint—with more agents and streamlined approvals. Longer-term solutions include retraining unemployed STEM-trained U.S. citizens and protecting them from the age discrimination that is rampant in tech. Mr. Wadhwa estimates that the U.S. has five years before the tech brain drain starts to be felt in overseas competition. “We’ve been dithering on this for 20 years,” he says, “and we’ve now run out of time.” Mr. Malone writes often for the Journal about technology. His latest book is “The Intel Trinity: How Robert Noyce, Gordon Moore and Andrew Grove Built the World’s Most Important Company” (HarperBusiness, 2014).

Even a small loss of human talent triggers rippling economic damage – it’s a negative multiplier 

Srinivasan 2011 

[Rajesh Srinivasan, Ph.D., Gallup Regional Director, Asia, being interviewed by Gallup Management Journal, 7-7-11, “Who Wants to Leave India?; A certain percentage of Indian adults would like to leave the country permanently if they could. What would this migration mean for India's economy,” lexis]

GMJ: But a relatively small percentage of Indian adults -- 5% -- want to leave the country permanently.

Dr. Srinivasan: Right. But in a country with a population of more than a billion, that's still a lot people in absolute numbers.

GMJ: So if the ambitious, energetic, educated people who would like to leave actually did leave, what effect could that have on the Indian economy?
Dr. Srinivasan: The desire to leave and the reality of migrating are quite different things. The expression "If I had a chance, I would leave now" reflects aspirational needs, while the reality is that not everyone can migrate. But if everyone who wanted to leave actually did leave, India should be extremely worried. That's because the people who want to leave are exactly the kind of workers that India needs to keep to help with the country's development -- to help develop the economy, reduce poverty, create better governance, and stimulate entrepreneurship. Certainly, the government would like these talented, educated people to stay; or, if nothing else, the government would like to make it easy for them to consider returning at some point, and it has taken action to address this issue. But I'm not sure that the government actually recognizes that it's a big problem.

2NC/1NR LINKS to H-1B  (Specific)
Trump’s hostility towards H-1B visas drives recirculation of workers to India—the PLAN reverses that.

Sheng 2018
[Ellen Sheng, Special To Cnbc, 4-1-2018, "Silicon Valley is fighting a brain-drain war with Trump that it may lose," CNBC, https://www.cnbc.com/2018/04/09/trumps-war-on-immigration-causing-silicon-valley-brain-drain.html MYY]

The H-1B visa is the primary avenue for skilled immigrants to enter the United States. While it's well known that companies in Silicon Valley rely on H-1B visas, it is also used heavily by companies in New York, Texas and Washington, D.C. A recent Pew Research Center report revealed that between 2010 and 2016, almost a third of visas went to businesses in the New York City area. Increased restrictions and rejections of H-1B visas have companies worried. Recent reports suggest that restrictions on foreign-born workers could have outsized IMPACT on the tech industry. A recent report from the Silicon Valley Competitiveness and Innovation Project found that the country's largest tech companies rely more on foreign-born workers than domestic ones. In Silicon Valley at least 57 percent of workers in science, tech, engineering and mathematics with a bachelor's degree or higher were born outside the United States, the report said. According to data from the U.S. Department of Labor, IBM applied for 12,381 H-1B visas last year, Microsoft 5,029 visas and Google 4,897. Brain drain begins For decades the United States has attracted some of the best and brightest. Now some are starting to see the reverse happen. Vivek Wadhwa, a distinguished fellow and adjunct professor at Carnegie Mellon University's College of Engineering and author of The Immigrant Exodus: Why America Is Losing the Global Race to Capture Entrepreneurial Talent, said that in his current class at Carnegie Mellon, not one of the foreign students is looking to stay. Foreign students from India, China and elsewhere who used to stay are now returning to their home countries to start businesses. This is alarming because it will adversely IMPACT U.S. innovation, Wadhwa said. "In the next five to 10 years, we're going to be competing with China and India and Singapore and many other countries all over the world for talent like never before," he said. The U.S. has seen its share of tech "unicorns" drop dramatically in recent years, according to data from CB Insights. Of the 214 unicorn start-ups globally, 41 percent are based in the United States compared to 75 percent in 2013. Meanwhile, the proliferation of tech unicorns from outside has been increasing, especially from China. China is now home to 36 percent of tech unicorns compared to 12 percent in 2014. If we keep going on the path we are on, China will have more tech unicorns than the United States. China is catching up to the United States in advanced technology on everything from artificial intelligence and gene editing to quantum computing, Wadhwa said, adding that once that happens, "China will be neck-to-neck with Silicon Valley, and then they're going to eat our lunch." Toughened immigration policies To be sure, U.S. immigration has been difficult for quite some time, but now Trump's executive orders and antiimmigration rhetoric has further accelerated the trend. Tahmina Watson, Seattle-based immigration attorney and author of The Startup Visa: Key to Job Growth & Economic Prosperity in America, said she's started to see extreme scrutiny of H-1B visa applications. Routine applications that were once commonly accepted are now sent back requiring more documentation. H-1B visa extensions are facing more scrutiny. Watson is also seeing a sudden spike in H-1B visa denials.
2NC/1NR Open Borders LINK Extensions (Specific)
Extend Srinvasan 2011 – even if only 5% of the people who want to emigrate leave under open borders, that’s enough to trigger economic collapse. 

Extend Wadhwa 2018 – Trump’s anti-immigration policies fuel the return of workers to India. The PLAN reverses those and ensures people emigrate to the US. That means there’s massive brain drain in the world of the PLAN. 

2NC/1NR IMPACT Extensions
Brain drains uniquely ship-wrecks developing countries and long-term global growth 

Elliot 2004 

[Larry Elliot, 12-17-04, “Stop the brain drain,” The Guardian, https://www.theguardian.com/world/2004/dec/17/outlook.development) 

The West is stripping the developing world of its talent. The pressures of ageing populations and the need to be at the frontier of technological change have meant skilled labour is in short supply, so raiding parties have been sent out to find doctors, nurses, teachers, scientists and IT specialists prepared to move to Europe or North America. The West wants highly qualified expatriates to staff its hospitals and laboratories, even though the consequences for the developing countries affected by the brain drain are severe. Recent research from the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) shows the extent of the problem, particularly for smaller nations. For the big beasts of the developing world China, India and Brazil the loss of highly skilled workers amounts to less than 5% of the stock available in their countries. But for the smaller nations of the Caribbean and Africa, the figures are frighteningly high. Mozambique, Ghana and Tanzania have seen almost half their highly skilled populations leave; for Jamaica, it is about 75%. This brain drain is being encouraged by the inducements offered by the West, even among countries that tend to have an exemplary record in development. In Sweden, for example, key foreign personnel who are in scarce supply pay no taxes on 25% of their income for 10 years. Similar tax breaks are offered by the Netherlands and Austria. Losing elite workers especially when you don't have many of them in the first place hurts. The OECD makes the point that "emigration of highly skilled workers may adversely affect small countries, preventing them from reaching a critical mass of human resources, which would be necessary to foster long-term economic development". 

India-Pakistan conflict escalates – no checks to all-out nuclear war 

Barno 2015 
(distinguished practitioner & scholar in residence at the School of International Service at American University. Both are nonresident senior fellows at the Brent Scowcroft Center at the Atlantic Council.  Retired Army Lt., & PhD, David Barno & Nora Bensahel, 11/5, http://qz.com/541502/a-nuclear-war-between-india-and-pakistan-is-a-very-real-possibility/)

A “pink flamingo” is a term recently coined by Frank Hoffman to describe predictable but ignored events that can yield disastrous results. Hoffman argues that these situations are fully visible, but almost entirely ignored by policymakers. Pink flamingos stand in stark contrast to “black swans“—the unpredictable, even unforeseeable shocks whose outcomes may be entirely unknown. The tense nuclear stand-off between India and Pakistan may be the most dangerous pink flamingo in today’s world. The Indian subcontinent—home to both India and Pakistan—remains among the most dangerous corners of the world, and continues to pose a deep threat to global stability and the current world order. Their 1,800-mile border is the only place in the world where two hostile, nuclear-armed states face off every day. And the risk of nuclear conflict has only continued to rise in the past few years, to the point that it is now a very real possibility. India and Pakistan have fought three wars since they gained independence in 1947, including one that ended in 1971 with Pakistan losing approximately half its territory (present-day Bangladesh). Today, the disputed Line of Control that divides the disputed Kashmir region remains a particularly tense flashpoint. Both the Kargil crisis of 1999 and the 2001 attack on the Indian Parliament by Pakistan-supported militants brought both nations once again to the brink of war. Yet, unlike earlier major wars, these two crises occurred after both India and Pakistan became nuclear-armed states. Quick and forceful diplomatic intervention played a pivotal role in preventing a larger conflict from erupting during each crisis. These stakes are even higher, and more dangerous, today. Since 2004, India has been developing a new military doctrine called Cold Start, a limited war option designed largely to deter Islamabad from sponsoring irregular attacks against New Delhi. It involves rapid conventional retaliation after any such attack, launching a number of quick armoured assaults into Pakistan and rapidly securing limited objectives that hypothetically remain below Pakistan’s nuclear threshold. In accordance with this doctrine, the Indian military is meant to mobilise half a million troops in less than 72 hours. The problem is, unlike its neighbours India and China, Pakistan has not renounced the first use of nuclear weapons. Instead, Pakistani leaders have stated that they may have to use nuclear weapons first in order to defend against a conventional attack from India. Therefore, both to counter Cold Start and help to offset India’s growing conventional superiority, Pakistan has accelerated its nuclear weapons programme—and begun to field short-range, low yield tactical nuclear weapons. Some observers now judge this nuclear programme to be the fastest growing in the world. 
(Continued on next page…)

(…Barno continues)
Pakistan will reportedly have enough fissile material by 2020 to build more than 200 nuclear warheads—more than the UK PLANs to have by that time. It is not simply the pace of the build-up that should cause concern. Pakistan’s arsenal of short-range tactical nuclear weapons is a game changer in other ways. Pakistan clearly intends to use these weapons—on its own soil if necessary—to counter Cold Start’s PLAN for sudden Indian armoured thrusts into Pakistan. The introduction of these weapons has altered the long-standing geometry between the two nuclear powers and increases the risk of escalation to a nuclear exchange in a crisis. Beyond the risks of runaway nuclear escalation, Pakistan’s growing tactical nuclear weapons programme also brings a wide array of other destabilising characteristics to this already unstable mix: the necessity to position these short-range weapons close to the border with India, making them more vulnerable to interdiction; the need to move and disperse these weapons during a crisis, thereby signalling a nuclear threat; and the prospects of local commanders being given decentralised control of the weapons—a “use it or lose it” danger if facing an Indian armoured offensive. Furthermore, large numbers of small nuclear weapons scattered at different locations increase the risk that some will fall into the hands of violent extremists. A terrorist group gaining control of a nuclear weapon remains one of the most frightening potential spin-offs of the current arms race. Perhaps the most dangerous scenario that could lead to catastrophe is a replay of the 2008 Mumbai terrorist attacks. In November 2008, 10 terrorists launched attacks that left 166 people dead before the last of attackers were finally killed by Indian security forces almost 60 hours after the attacks began. By that time, there was strong evidence that the attackers were Pakistani and belonged to a Pakistan-supported militant group. Indian public outrage and humiliation were overwhelming. Only through the combination of diplomatic pressure from the US and immense restraint exerted by then-Indian prime minister Manmohan Singh was an Indian retaliatory strike averted. The chances of such Indian government restraint in a similarly deadly future scenario are unlikely. Experts such as Stephen Cohen of the Brookings Institution and former US ambassador to India Robert Blackwill agree that if there were another Mumbai, Indian prime minister Narendra Modi would not step back from using military force in response, unlike his predecessors. Indian public opinion would demand retaliation, especially after the unpopular degree of restraint exercised by the Singh government after the Mumbai attacks. But there remains no meaningful senior-level dialogue between the two states—last August’s PLANned meeting between the two national security advisers was cancelled after disagreements about Kashmiri separatists.

2NC/1NR Answer to 2AC Remittances Turn
They say that remittances help the countries people emigrate from, but …

Our _______ _ evidence says that _________________________________________ _.

(Put our authors’ names from 1NC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
1. It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

      
 (Put their author’s name)
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
_____________________________ _____________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____________________________ _____________________________ _________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.__________________
2. Remittances fail to replace the growth lost by workers’ departure

Lucas 2008
[Robert E. B. Lucas, Trade, Equity and Development Program, Carnegie Endowment, July 2008,  “International Labor Migration in a Globalizing Economy,” Trade, Equity, and Development Program, Number 92 http://carnegieendowment.org/files/international_migration_globalizing_economy.pdf]

Long-term dependence upon a strategy of exporting labor in return for remittance  [^money sent back home^] inflows can prove risky and costly. The risks arise from the potential for sudden cessation [^stopping^] of the migration opportunity; large numbers of migrants were suddenly repatriated [^sent back home^] at the time of the Gulf War, for instance. Having a large portion of the country’s adult population absent may also prove costly in terms of family cohesion and even the functioning of society more generally. The absence of parents may harm the education and upbringing of children; this is offset to some extent by additional spending on education permitted by remittance inflows and shaped by the returns to education if the child follows the parent overseas (McKenzie and Rapoport 2006). For some of the tiny island states, such a strategy may nonetheless make sense—where the limited domestic market and high transport costs pose barriers to job creation at home (Pritchett 2004). For most countries, however, such barriers are not binding though the emigration-remittance option may alleviate the political pressure to address a lack of employment creation at home.

3. Remittances can’t balance the loss of human capital and can’t make up for the lost growth in home countries

Kapur and McHale, 2005 

[Devesh Kapur & John McHale, government and Asian studies professor at the University of Texas-Austin and economics professor at Queen's School of Business in Kingston, 11-21-05, “Are We Losing the Global Race for Talent?” Wall Street Journal, http://www.cgdev.org/doc/Book%20Reviews/WSJ_Best%20and%20Brightest.pdf]

Against this view, some argue that remittances  [^money sent back home^] compensate for the brain drain. But while the increasing amounts of money sent home do help, the argument is mistaken on three counts: First, remittances come mostly from low-skilled workers. Physicians and managers are far more likely to come from the institution-building middle-class whose families back home need money much less. Second, money alone is not enough. Just as foreign-aid has not guaranteed development, countries that receive the most remittances relative to the size of their economy -from Haiti to Somalia -- have not developed as a result. Finally, remittances mainly augment consumption, though there is evidence that they fund education, and microbusinesses. The lack of broader investment is no surprise given weak institutions, a consequence (and cause) of human capital flight.
4. Brain drain’s DISADVANTAGES OUTWEIGH benefits of remittances 

Faini 2003 

[Riccardo Fani, PhD from MIT, Italian Ministry of the Economy, University of Brescia, IZA and CEPR, he dead now x_x, 2003, “The brain drain: an unmitigated blessing?,” http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.485.5028&rep=rep1&type=pdf]

In the most recent decade migration policies have taken a new turn. In response to the growing shortages of skilled labour, immigration polices have increasingly been geared to favour the entry of skilled workers, while continuing to penalize unskilled flows. Such trends raises major concerns among sending countries, on at least two counts. First, sending countries will be substantially restricted in their ability to rely on unskilled migration as an engine of growth and convergence. Second, the bias toward skilled flows risks exacerbating the brain drain and could well deprive such countries from their most skilled and talented people. On both counts, it is argued, growth prospects in emigration countries will be curtailed. The LINK between migration and growth in sending countries is however quite complex. First, sustained migratory flows may be associated with an equally large flow of remittances  [^money sent back home^] that may help relieve the foreign exchange constraint in the home country. Second, migrants may return home after having acquired a set of productive skills with a beneficial IMPACT on the growth prospects of their home country. Finally, the policy bias in host countries toward skilled flows may not necessarily penalize sending countries. As argued most recently by Stark, Helmenstein, and Prskawetz (1997, 1998), the incentive to acquire skills may be strengthened by the prospect of being able to migrate. Even in the presence of a brain drain, therefore, the average education level of those left behind in the home country may be higher than otherwise. 4 Accordingly, in this “revisionist” approach to the analysis of the brain drain, skilled migration may TURN into a “brain gain” even if no account is taken of the potentially positive effects on the home country of remittances and return migration. Allowing for such factors would then further strengthen the case of the revisionist approach, to the extent for instance that skilled migrants, because of their higher earnings, are likely to generate a larger flow of remittances. As of now, however, the empirical evidence in support of the supposedly positive effects of skilled migration on the home country is at best limited. Moreover, even the theoretical predictions of the revisionist approach are not unambiguous. First, skilled migrants may have looser LINKs with their home country, for instance because they are more likely to bring their family to the host country and may therefore remit less rather than more. Second, prospective migrants may want to strengthen their chance for admission to the host country by pursuing their graduate studies there. The most talented individuals would then have an incentive to migrate at a relatively early stage of their school curriculum, thereby definitely reducing the average enrolment ratio in the home country’s educational system. Contrary to the revisionist approach, then a higher probability for skilled workers to migrate may be associated with a decline in the home country’s educational achievements. Moreover, as shown in the early contribution of Bhagwati and Hamada (1974), the brain drain may interact with domestic distortions so as to unambiguously reduce welfare in the home country. Finally, even the IMPACT of return migration on the home country welfare may be less favourable than generally presumed (Constant and Massey, 2002). The purpose of this paper is to take a further look at the theoretical underpinnings and empirical evidence about the LINK between skilled migration,  education, and remittances. We find little support for the revisionist approach. On the contrary, our results suggest that the concerns in sending countries about the economic IMPACT of skilled migration
(Continued on next page…
…Faini continues)
are warranted. First, a higher skilled content of migration is found to be associated with a lower flow of remittances. As noted earlier, we interpret this result as indicating that skilled migrants tend to loosen their LINKs with their home country, are more likely to bring their family to the host country and, therefore, have a lower propensity to remit. Second, we find little evidence suggesting that raising the skill composition of migration has a positive effect on the educational achievements in the home country. On the contrary, the tertiary enrolment ratio in sending countries is negatively associated with the skilled content of migration.
2NC/1NR Answer to 2AC Brain Circulation Turn
They say that immigrants go back and create brain circulation, but …

Our _______ _ evidence says that _________________________________________ _.

(Put our authors’ names from 1NC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
1. It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

      
 (Put their author’s name)
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
_____________________________ _____________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____________________________ _____________________________ _________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.__________________
2. Any brain circulation is minimal.

Harvey 2008 

[William Department of Geography at University of British Columbia, November 2008, “Brain Circulation?” Asian Population Studies, 4:3)

The above results are highly important because they show that British and Indian scientists are not making significant personal investments in the pharmaceutical and biotechnology sector in their home countries. In contrast, Saxenian (2006, p. 309) argues that a small number of “Successful Indian entrepreneurs from the United States also invested actively in Indian technology start-­‐‑ups, both directly as angel investors and indirectly through commitments to venture capital funds, and they demonstrated their loyalty to their alma maters – universities like the Indian Institutes of Technology.” One of the advantages of my interview-­‐‑based research is that I could determine the nature of investments that respondents made in their home countries. Although a sizeable proportion of people were making personal investments in their home countries, these investments were not significant in terms of the amount of money invested. My results, for example, show the presence of British-­‐‑born and Indian-­‐‑born serial entrepreneurs around Boston but these individuals have yet to make significant personal investments such as starting-­‐‑up companies in their home countries. In light of my research findings, it appears that highly skilled migrants are not necessarily making significant investments in their home countries. As I mentioned above, arguably a key reason for this is because it is more difficult to collaborate and start-­‐‑up companies in the pharmaceutical and biotechnology sector compared to other sectors such as Information and Communications Technology. Further research is needed to establish the extent of the investments that other highly skilled migrant groups are making in different sectors in their home countries.

3. The risk of the LINK TURN is less than ten-percent. 

Gaulé 2010
[Patrick Gaulé, Assistant Professor, CERGE-EI, 12-14-2010, Cepr Policy Portal, https://voxeu.org/article/brain-drain-one-way-street-new-evidence-us-academics 

Due to intrinsic difficulties in following workers as they move across countries, the available empirical evidence on return migration of skilled workers is very limited. In a recent paper (Gaule 2010), I deploy a novel approach for measuring return migration. By focusing on academic scientists, I am able to use publicly available academic records to reconstruct career histories. I rely on the availability of fine-grained biographical data collected biennially by the American Chemical Society to guide students in their choice of graduate schools. I also take advantage of the fact that the main output of academic scientists – scientific publications – can be observed. My hand-collected data includes 1,953 individuals and covers extensively foreign faculty affiliated with a US PhD-granting chemistry, chemical engineering, or biochemistry departments between 1993 and 2010. About half of the individuals in the sample came to the US as graduate students, one third came as postdoctoral research fellows and the rest as faculty. The odds of returning home are less than 10% The incidence of return migration in my sample is low. Among foreign faculty who had their first US faculty appointment after 1993, 4.5% have returned to their home country by 2010. Using out-of-sample predictions, I estimate that a further 4.3% will return to their home country before the age of 65, assuming no change in trend in future years. Distinguishing by source country, the incidence of return migration is relatively high for Australia, Canada, and European countries but very low for China and India. In fact, I observe only one return to India and three to China, despite the fact the Chinese and Indians are the largest groups in my sample. 

2NC/1NR – Answer to 2AC “ALTERNATIVE causes to Indo-Pak Conflict”
They say that terrorism in the status quo triggers Indo-Pak war, but…
Our _______ _ evidence says that _________________________________________ _.

(Put our authors’ names from 1NC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
1. It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

      
 (Put their author’s name)
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
_____________________________ _____________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____________________________ _____________________________ _________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.__________________
2. Economic strength in the status quo prevents conflict escalation. 

Mamoon & Murshed, 10 
– Professor the Birmingham Business School, University of Birmingham & Centre for the Study of Civil War (CSCW), PRIO, Oslo, Norway [Dawood & Mansoob, “The conflict mitigating effects of trade in the India-Pakistan case” Econ Gov, 11:145, 2010, http://www.springerLINK.com/content/4736rl34w118q532/fulltext.pdf]

However, if India is able to export or import more, this would at least put a check on any rise in the severity of conflict and hostilities would adjust to some average level. Any decline in Indian trade will enhance hostilities. The current low levels of bilateral trade between Pakistan and India is conflict enhancing, so more trade with increased exports by both sides to each other should be encouraged. More access to Pakistani markets on the Indian side may not lead to conflict mitigation if Pakistan is not able to also export more to India. A rise in education expenditure puts a check on hostilities, as seen in Graph 1e. Graph 1f is the standard representation of India-Pakistan conflict, and not only best fits historical trends but also explain the rationale behind recent India- Pakistan peace initiatives with decreasing hostilities when not only India but Pakistan also has had economic growth rates as high as 7% per annum. The forecasts suggest that conflict will rise, even if there is a significant increase in combined democracy scores, if growth rates plummet. Both Pakistan and India have seen many such years, when hostilities between both countries rose significantly when at least one of the countries is performing poorly, but were channeling more resources on the military as a proportion of their GDPs. The forecasts favour the economic version over the democratic version of the liberal peace. Thus one may look at current peace talks between both countries with optimism as both are performing well on the economic front and channeling fewer resources on the military as a proportion of national income, while at the same time having a divergent set of political institutions, though recently Pakistan has edged towards greater democracy with elections in February 2008

3. Economic growth is key to peaceful Indian rise. Decline causes virulent nationalism 

Joshi 2011 

[Yogesh Joshi, CSIS-Pacific Forum, 5-16-11, “Will India Continue to Rise Peacefully?”, http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/8855/will-india-continue-to-rise-peacefully]

India's current strategy is to bandwagon with other liberal democracies to ensure its ascent. The history of international politics tells us, though, that rising states often TURN aggressive. Wilhelmine Germany and contemporary China fit this bill. If India's rise continues, delusions of power may lead it to be assertive in its neighborhood and around the Indian Ocean. Pakistan's apprehension toward India's continuous growth is not without reason, and other smaller South Asian countries are courting China to counterbalance India. In fact, the narrative of rising power is slowly percolating in New Delhi as it pursues a colossal military buildup. Remarks by the chief of the Indian army in the aftermath of Osama bin Laden's death, indicating that India has the capability to undertake U.S.-like surgical strikes in Pakistan, are a case in point. As India's power grows, so will its appetite for power projection -- and other states' anxieties. Second, when power and nationalism collide, the results are often explosive. India's democracy does not shield it from deleterious nationalism. India's nuclear weapons tests are an apt example. Although the 1974 nuclear test aimed primarily to bail out an incompetent and corrupt government by fomenting nuclear nationalism, the 1998 tests were motivated by the Bhartiya Janta Party's desire to brand itself as the symbol of a muscular -- Hindu -- India. The "maximalists," as eminent Indian scholar Kanti Bajpayee calls them, believe in an open-ended nuclear arsenal to deter the U.S., as well as China and Pakistan. The recent rise of Hindu extremism and nationalism threatens the secular and democratic fabric of the Indian state, as illustrated by the 2001 Godhra riots and killings of minority Muslims in Gujarat state. Pakistan and China have been the primary targets of India's right-wing nationalists, but the U.S. has also received flak for its terror policies and for cajoling China at India's expense. If India's economy stagnates or religious polarization accelerates, the increasing hold of right-wing Hindu fundamentalists on domestic politics may result in an overtly hostile foreign policy. To sustain its peaceful rise, India needs to shield itself from the ill effects of delusional power and crude nationalism. The time has come for a rising India to think thoroughly about its role in the future global order and the peaceful mechanisms it must employ to achieve its desired ends. 

2NC/1NR – Answer to 2AC “Indian economy doesn’t have jobs”
They say that “India’s economy is heading for decline and doesn’t have jobs,” but…

Our _______ _ evidence says that _________________________________________ _.

(Put our authors’ names from 1NC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
1. It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

      
 (Put their author’s name)
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
_____________________________ _____________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____________________________ _____________________________ _________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.__________________
2. Indian economic growth strong now, but holding off brain drain is key 

The Indian Diaspora 2016 

(“Brain drain now brain gain in 'impatient' India?,” The Indian Diaspora, 4-19) 

The growing strength of the Indian economy amidst a gloomy global scenario has made many Non Resident Indians (NRIs) to pack their bags and head back to India in search of better opportunities. Findings of a joint research by Duke University, University of Berkeley and the Kauffman Foundation for Entrepreneurship in the US confirm this trend. The report claimed that 60 percent of the Indian immigrants contacted by the researchers acknowledged that impressive growth numbers made returning home an attractive proposition to establish new businesses. Sweetening the prospects is Prime Minister Narendra Modi's great diaspora push that encouraged Indian immigrants to consider their country of origin as land of opportunities. "We must reverse the brain drain into brain gain," Prime Minister Modi had said on September 28 last year at a jam-packed SAP Center in San Jose (Silicon Valley). The trend of reverse brain drain into India is not limited to the IT sector, the country's flagship growth driver. According to recruitment experts, it is very broad based and encompasses sectors like banking and finance, pharmaceutical, automobiles and textiles. According to a recent report in Live Mint, among those who relocated to India recently and took up critical roles include Bharat Bhanushali who joined Fino Paytech as technology head and Krishna Hedge who was recently hired by Paytm to lead its consumer investment products. The expats have found that together with the improvement in the economy, the eagerness of the Indian companies to expand globally has worked as key catalyst. In January this year, the Modi government launched a Start-Up India program to boost entrepreneurship and encourage new enterprises. As per NAASCOM, a trade association of Indian IT industry, India has the third largest Start-UP ecosystem in the world. This opens up unprecedented avenues for NRIs. Oversees Indians have shown keen interest to participate in this campaign and relocate in India. Akshay Ghulati, former head of Trade-In Amazon, is now Chief Business Officer of Kraftly mobile marketplace, a new business. Vineet Rao, who was with Microsoft in the US, has joined Start-Up campaign in an e-commerce space from Bengaluru. "Just everyone wants to be part of the chaos here in the Indian Start-Up industry, especially the Indians who left about 10 to 15 years ago and are now in their 30s or early 40s," said Navnit Singh, chairman and managing director at executive search firm Korn/Ferry International was quoted as saying in The Economic Times. The west has witnessed a slower economic growth in recent times, shrinking career opportunities. On the other hand, India is a dynamic market with better job prospects. Also remunerations offered by Indian companies are more competitive than earlier. Taking cognizance of better opportunities in India, about 50 young Indian scientists gathered at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology last October to discuss ways for getting the best of minds back to India. Mallikharjuna Rao Komarneni, who came to the US in 2008 to do his PhD at the North Dakota University said with the better research opportunities in India and improvement in the environment to conduct scientific research, he aspires to return to India. Finance Minister Arun Jaitley said in Washington this week that compared to the rest of the world, the Indian economy was growing much faster and, in fact, the fastest. "At 7.5% growth rate any other country in the world would be celebrating but it is a tribute to India's growth story that at this rate "we are still impatient because we know that our potential is to do distinctively better", he said.

3. Indian growth is strong and improving 

Business Today 2018 

[6-1-2018, “India clocks world's fastest GDP growth in Q4,” https://www.businesstoday.in/current/economy-politics/india-gdp-growth-rate-fastest-growing-economy/story/278220.html]

The Indian economy posted a growth rate of 7.7 per cent during the January to March quarter, enabling the country to retain its position as the fastest growing major economy, data released by the Central Statistics Office showed on Thursday. India shot past China's 6.8 per cent growth for the January-March quarter. However, for the fiscal year that ended March 31, India's growth rate works out to 6.7 per cent, down from 7.1 per cent in 2016-17. A faster pace of growth in manufacturing at 9.1 per cent, compared with 6.1 per cent a year ago, helped lift overall economic growth in the Jan-March quarter. The farm sector also grew at a healthy rate of 4.5 per cent, while construction activity, powered by government investments in the highways sector, clocked a double digit growth of 11.5 per cent to give a fillip to the economy. Encouraged by the quarterly surge, the government on Thursday said it is keeping its forecast of GDP growth of 7.5 per cent for fiscal year 2018-19 unchanged. Finance Minister Piyush Goyal said the 7.7 per cent GDP growth showed the economy was on right track for higher growth in the future. Economic Affairs Secretary Subhash Chandra Garg said the government is not cutting its FY19 growth forecast of 7.5 per cent. He said he did not see any correlation between oil prices and GDP growth and the fiscal deficit would remain as per the targets. CII director general Chandrajit Banerjee said, "The significant expansion in GDP print has been powered by a broad-based upTURN in farm output, improved manufacturing performance and a vibrant services sector." The rebound in growth reinforces CII's own assessment that the economy is back on track and is set for a strong recovery after the period of disruptions sparked by demonetization and GST implementation, he added. Thursday's data is likely to be a welcomed by Prime Minister Narendra Modi, who is set to seek a second term next year. To help businesses tide over multiple taxation, his government launched a nation-wide goods and services tax but a botched implementation of the GST nearly scuttled the country's growth prospects in the near term. "Seems like we have moved beyond the teething troubles related to GST implementation," said Tushar Arora, a senior economist at HDFC Bank. "The pickup in investment activity is also a good sign."
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A. UNIQUENESS: Wage growth is high now because of a tight labor market
Gillespie 2018 
– economic analyst @ CNN (Patrick, “America gets a raise: Wage growth fastest since 2009,” CNN, http://money.cnn.com/2018/02/02/news/economy/january-jobs-report-2018/index.html)//BB
The U.S. economy added 200,000 jobs in January, and wages grew at the fastest pace in eight years. The unemployment rate stayed at 4.1%, the lowest since 2000, the Labor Department said Friday. Wages were up 2.9% compared with a year earlier, the best pace since June 2009. Wage growth has been the last major measure to make meaningful progress since the end of the Great Recession. The Federal Reserve would like wages to grow even faster -- 3% or more -- but Friday's report was a welcome sign for workers after years of stagnant pay. Economists say it's time to take note of how strong, or "tight," the U.S. job market is. Friday's numbers show 2018 "will be a year of rising wages and the tightest labor market in over a generation," said Joseph Brusuelas, chief U.S. economist at RSM, an accounting and consulting firm. Some economists anticipate that the Republican tax law will continue to boost wages, because some large corporations are giving their workers raises. One-time bonuses, which many other companies have given out, are not counted in the wage growth calculation. Several states also raised their minimum wage at the start of the year, which helped overall wages grow. And experts say wages had to rise at some point as the country kept adding jobs and unemployment stayed low. In a tight job market, there are more jobs available than there are workers to fill them. That forces employers to offer higher pay to attract and keep workers. "It's too early to call this a trend but the breakout [in wage growth] is very welcome news," says Robert Frick, chief economist at Navy Federal "It's a very big deal, let's hope it continues." Employers' words may finally be translating into action. For years, employers have increasingly said they can't find skilled workers -- or any workers -- to apply for job openings. Some economists say there's a wide gap between the skills employers are demanding and the ones workers have. But other experts contest that if employers were really desperate for workers, they would raise their wages to recruit or retain new employees. Regardless, America has nearly 6 million job openings, near a record high. "There is no question that employers are now having to be more aggressive to compete for workers," says Peter Harrison, CEO of Snagajob, a jobs platform focused on hourly work. Job gains in January came across the board. Construction companies hired 36,000 workers. Health care businesses added 21,000 new hires. Restaurants and bars gained 31,000 more bartenders, waiters and cooks. Manufacturing gained 15,000 jobs. "We are really firing on all cylinders," says Josh Wright, chief economist at iCIMS, a software firm focused on human resources. "It just shows how broad the growth and the positive feelings are across the economy."

B. LINK -  Increased ‘high skilled’ immigration collapses wages

Huang 10 
– PhD in economics @ KU (Serena, “THE IMPACT OF HIGH-SKILLED IMMIGRATION ON WAGES OF U.S. NATIVES,” http://www2.ku.edu/~econ/people/documents/JMP_HuangOt2010.pdf)//BB
Despite the large amount of research on immigration, there is no consensus regarding its wage consequences. This study sheds new light on the effect of immigration in the United States by focusing on the high-skilled labor market, using a rich data set on scientists and engineers, exploiting cross-occupation variation in immigration, and incorporating a new instrumental variable. I find a negative and significant IMPACT of immigrants on the wages of high-skilled native workers between 1993 and 2006. This analysis begins with the widely-accepted general equilibrium model and estimates the elasticity of substitution between immigrants and natives. Assuming a multi-level nested CES production function, empirical results fail to reject the null hypothesis that high-skilled immigrants and natives are perfect substitutes within the same education-experience group. One would expect immigrants to lower wages of natives, given perfect substitution. The second method uses a reduced-form approach to gauge the effect of increased immigration on wages. Using a new instrument, the ratio of foreign- to U.S.-born bachelor’s degree holders, individual level regressions find a negative and significant effect of immigration on native wages. IV estimates indicate that a ten percent increase in employment due to an influx of high-skilled immigrants reduces wages of natives in the same occupation by 2.8 to 4.4 percent. These results are consistent with theoretical predictions that increased labor supply puts downward pressure on wages. Because there is some evidence of imperfect substitution between female immigrants and 28 natives, the effect of immigration may be less severe among women. Reduced-form estimates confirm this hypothesis and indicate increased immigration has larger negative wage effects on male native workers but does not reduce wages of female natives. 

C. INTERNAL LINK -  High wages are the single most important factor for growth

Bivens 2017 
– PhD @ The New School for Social Research (Josh, “Inequality is slowing US economic growth,” Economic Policy Institute, https://www.epi.org/publication/secular-stagnation/)//BB
This new attention to the crisis of American pay is totally proper. The failure of wages of the vast majority of Americans to benefit from economy-wide growth in productivity (or income generated in an average hour of work) has been the root cause of the stratospheric rise in inequality and the concentration of economic growth at the very top of the income distribution. Had this upward redistribution not happened, incomes for the bottom 90 percent of Americans would be roughly 20 percent higher today.3 In short, the rise in inequality driven by anemic wage growth has imposed an “inequality tax” on American households that has robbed them of a fifth of their potential income. There would be huge benefits to American well-being from blocking or reversing this upward redistribution. This welfare gain stemming from blocking upward redistribution is the primary reason to champion policy measures to boost wage growth and lead to a more equal distribution of income gains. Put simply, a dollar is worth more to a family living paycheck to paycheck than it is to families comfortably in the top 1 percent of the income distribution. Proponents of increases in the minimum wage and other measures to boost American wages have often argued that there are benefits to these policies besides the welfare gains stemming from pure redistribution. These proponents have often argued that boosting wages would even benefit aggregate economic outcomes, like growth in gross domestic product (GDP) or employment. Recent evidence about developments in the American and global economies strongly indicate that these arguments are correct: boosting wages of the bottom 90 percent would not just raise these households’ incomes and welfare (a more-than-sufficient reason to do so), it would also boost overall growth. For the past decade (and maybe even longer), the primary constraint on American economic growth has been too-slow spending by households, businesses, and governments. In economists’ jargon, the constraint has been growth in aggregate demand lagging behind growth in the economy’s productive capacity (including growth of the labor force and the stock of productive capital, such as PLANts and equipment). Much research indicates that this shortfall of demand could become a chronic problem in the future, constantly pulling down growth unless macroeconomic policy changes dramatically.

D. IMPACT - Economic-induced decline leads causes nuclear war
Mann 2014 
(Eric Mann is a special agent with a United States federal agency, with significant domestic and international counterintelligence and counter-terrorism experience. Worked as a special assistant for a U.S. Senator and served as a presidential appointee for the U.S. Congress. He is currently responsible for an internal security and vulnerability assessment program. Bachelors @ University of South Carolina, Graduate degree in Homeland Security @ Georgetown. “AUSTERITY, ECONOMIC DECLINE, AND FINANCIAL WEAPONS OF WAR: A NEW PARADIGM FOR GLOBAL SECURITY,” May 2014, https://jscholarship.library.jhu.edu/bitstream/handle/1774.2/37262/MANN-THESIS-2014.pdf)

The conclusions reached in this thesis demonstrate how economic considerations within states can figure prominently into the calculus for future conflicts. The findings also suggest that security issues with economic or financial underpinnings will transcend classical determinants of war and conflict, and change the manner by which rival states engage in hostile acts toward one another. The research shows that security concerns emanating from economic uncertainty and the inherent vulnerabilities within global financial markets will present new challenges for national security, and provide developing states new asymmetric options for balancing against stronger states.¶ The security areas, identified in the proceeding chapters, are likely to mature into global security threats in the immediate future. As the case study on South Korea suggest, the overlapping security issues associated with economic decline and reduced military spending by the United States will affect allied confidence in America’s security guarantees. The study shows that this outcome could cause regional instability or realignments of strategic partnerships in the Asia-pacific region with ramifications for U.S. national security. Rival states and non-state groups may also become emboldened to challenge America’s status in the unipolar international system.¶ The potential risks associated with stolen or loose WMD, resulting from poor security, can also pose a threat to U.S. national security. The case study on Pakistan, Syria and North Korea show how financial constraints affect weapons security making weapons vulnerable to theft, and how financial factors can influence WMD proliferation by contributing to the motivating factors behind a trusted insider’s decision to sell weapons technology. The inherent vulnerabilities within the global financial markets will provide terrorists’ organizations and other non-state groups, who object to the current international system or distribution of power, with opportunities to disrupt global finance and perhaps weaken America’s status. A more ominous threat originates from states intent on increasing diversification of foreign currency holdings, establishing ALTERNATIVES to the dollar for international trade, or engaging financial warfare against the United States.

1NC vs. Open Borders (Specific) – Wages DISADVANTAGE 

A. UNIQUENESS: Wage growth is high now because of a tight labor market

Gillespie 2018 
– economic analyst @ CNN (Patrick, “America gets a raise: Wage growth fastest since 2009,” CNN, http://money.cnn.com/2018/02/02/news/economy/january-jobs-report-2018/index.html)//BB
The U.S. economy added 200,000 jobs in January, and wages grew at the fastest pace in eight years. The unemployment rate stayed at 4.1%, the lowest since 2000, the Labor Department said Friday. Wages were up 2.9% compared with a year earlier, the best pace since June 2009. Wage growth has been the last major measure to make meaningful progress since the end of the Great Recession. The Federal Reserve would like wages to grow even faster -- 3% or more -- but Friday's report was a welcome sign for workers after years of stagnant pay. Economists say it's time to take note of how strong, or "tight," the U.S. job market is. Friday's numbers show 2018 "will be a year of rising wages and the tightest labor market in over a generation," said Joseph Brusuelas, chief U.S. economist at RSM, an accounting and consulting firm. Some economists anticipate that the Republican tax law will continue to boost wages, because some large corporations are giving their workers raises. One-time bonuses, which many other companies have given out, are not counted in the wage growth calculation. Several states also raised their minimum wage at the start of the year, which helped overall wages grow. And experts say wages had to rise at some point as the country kept adding jobs and unemployment stayed low. In a tight job market, there are more jobs available than there are workers to fill them. That forces employers to offer higher pay to attract and keep workers. "It's too early to call this a trend but the breakout [in wage growth] is very welcome news," says Robert Frick, chief economist at Navy Federal "It's a very big deal, let's hope it continues." Employers' words may finally be translating into action. For years, employers have increasingly said they can't find skilled workers -- or any workers -- to apply for job openings. Some economists say there's a wide gap between the skills employers are demanding and the ones workers have. But other experts contest that if employers were really desperate for workers, they would raise their wages to recruit or retain new employees. Regardless, America has nearly 6 million job openings, near a record high. "There is no question that employers are now having to be more aggressive to compete for workers," says Peter Harrison, CEO of Snagajob, a jobs platform focused on hourly work. Job gains in January came across the board. Construction companies hired 36,000 workers. Health care businesses added 21,000 new hires. Restaurants and bars gained 31,000 more bartenders, waiters and cooks. Manufacturing gained 15,000 jobs. "We are really firing on all cylinders," says Josh Wright, chief economist at iCIMS, a software firm focused on human resources. "It just shows how broad the growth and the positive feelings are across the economy."

B. LINK -  Open borders cause a race-to-the-bottom in wages, and circumvents limitations on inequality

Eskow 16 
- serves on the IEET Board of Directors and as a Senior Fellow with the Campaign for America's Future, CEO of Health Knowledge (Richard, ““Open Borders”: A Gimmick, Not a Solution,” Huffington Post, https://www.huffingtonpost.com/rj-eskow/open-borders-a-gimmick-no_b_7945140.html)//BB

Proposals like “open borders” aren’t made in a vacuum. We already know how such programs lead to abuse — and the victims are likely to be immigrants themselves. The Downward Spiral Bier argues that workers from other countries should work for $2 or $3 per hour once they get here. That, in a nutshell, is why Sanders is right and the open-borders crowd is wrong. The open-borders idea is inextricably Linked to an approach in which US wages, along with those of foreign workers, are trapped in a race to the bottom. This approach would lead to a downward spiral for the middle class, as powerful corporate forces impose their will on an inexhaustible supply of cheap and replaceable labor. Bier mocks the idea that an open borders policy means “doing away with the concept of the nation state.” But his policy prescription would leave a sovereign  [^having authority^] people unable to set its own minimum wage or determine its own employment policies. False Choice Perhaps the term “open border” should be replaced with the phrase “cheap lawnmowing,” since that is the essence of the argument as one writer presents it. In characteristically hyperbolic libertarian style, Jason Brennan’s “Libertarianism: What Everyone Needs to Know” says this about the idea: “Most people on the progressive left actively try to restrain the world’s poorest and most vulnerable people from making life-saving and life-changing trades with willing employers. They thus condemn the world’s poor to death and misery. The progressive left is delighted with me when I donate money to the poor through OxFam. But the left forbids me from hiring the poor to mow my lawn, even though that helps them more than an OxFam donation.” This is a false choice. The world’s masses will not be forced to choose between perpetual poverty on the one hand or taking a weed whacker to Jason Brennan’s crabgrass on the other. That is where the thinking of Sanders and his colleagues is far more sophisticated and systems-based than that of Bier, Klein, or other open-borders advocates. An Ugly Misstatement One of those advocates is Dylan Matthews, who works for Klein at Vox. Matthews repeats many of the libertarians’ discredited arguments. He even accuses Sanders of “treating Americans’ lives as more valuable and worthy of concern than the lives of foreigners.” That is an ugly misstatement of Sanders’ position. Sanders, himself the son of an immigrant, is a strong supporter of immigration and immigrants’ rights who wants to ensure that we have fair and humane policies in this area. He supports the DREAM Act, and believes the Administration’s Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) should be expanded to include the parents of citizens, the parents of legal permanent residents and the parents of 
(Continued on next page…)

(…Eskow continues)
DREAMers. The issue isn’t immigration. The issue is fair play for all working people. Principled opposition to “open borders” can and should be based on the recognition that the rights of all workers — immigrant and native-born, in the US and overseas — are eroded when workplace protections are weakened anywhere, and when human lives are subjected to the global flow of capital. Changing the System Sanders, unlike his open-borders opponents, recognizes that the global workforce faces a systemic problem. The concentration of wealth and political power, both in the US and globally, is diminishing workers’ wages and making them less able to improve their own working conditions. That problem must be addressed systemically, with a transformation that is both economic and political. The principal instrument for that change is the democratic nation-state, an entity which the open-borders concept would seriously weaken. In that sense, open borders resembles NAFTA-style corporate trade: both give corporations the ability to apply their economic power across national boundaries in pursuit of maximal profits at minimal cost, either by outsourcing jobs to workers overseas or paying minimal wages to workers at home. As we said at the outset, “open borders” is a superficially attractive idea — until it’s subjected to critical thinking, at which point its true nature is revealed. Its proponents attempt to make a “moral case” in its defense. But there is no moral case to be made for sacrificing democratic decision-making and national sovereignty to oligarchic [^government run by the most powerful few people^] and corporate whims. “Open borders” is a recipe for the further commodification [^viewing others only in terms of their value in money^] of human beings. It treats people as economic inputs to be moved about the globe at the whim of global capital. It is neither rational nor humane, and it has yet to receive the thorough public debunking it deserves. We need a systemic solution to global wealth inequality, rather than intellectual gimmicks designed to promote exploitation and sow confusion.

C. INTERNAL LINK -  High wages are the single most important factor for growth

Bivens 2017
 – PhD @ The New School for Social Research (Josh, “Inequality is slowing US economic growth,” Economic Policy Institute, https://www.epi.org/publication/secular-stagnation/)//BB
This new attention to the crisis of American pay is totally proper. The failure of wages of the vast majority of Americans to benefit from economy-wide growth in productivity (or income generated in an average hour of work) has been the root cause of the stratospheric rise in inequality and the concentration of economic growth at the very top of the income distribution. Had this upward redistribution not happened, incomes for the bottom 90 percent of Americans would be roughly 20 percent higher today.3 In short, the rise in inequality driven by anemic wage growth has imposed an “inequality tax” on American households that has robbed them of a fifth of their potential income. There would be huge benefits to American well-being from blocking or reversing this upward redistribution. This welfare gain stemming from blocking upward redistribution is the primary reason to champion policy measures to boost wage growth and lead to a more equal distribution of income gains. Put simply, a dollar is worth more to a family living paycheck to paycheck than it is to families comfortably in the top 1 percent of the income distribution. Proponents of increases in the minimum wage and other measures to boost American wages have often argued that there are benefits to these policies besides the welfare gains stemming from pure redistribution. These proponents have often argued that boosting wages would even benefit aggregate economic outcomes, like growth in gross domestic product (GDP) or employment. Recent evidence about developments in the American and global economies strongly indicate that these arguments are correct: boosting wages of the bottom 90 percent would not just raise these households’ incomes and welfare (a more-than-sufficient reason to do so), it would also boost overall growth. For the past decade (and maybe even longer), the primary constraint on American economic growth has been too-slow spending by households, businesses, and governments. In economists’ jargon, the constraint has been growth in aggregate demand lagging behind growth in the economy’s productive capacity (including growth of the labor force and the stock of productive capital, such as PLANts and equipment). Much research indicates that this shortfall of demand could become a chronic problem in the future, constantly pulling down growth unless macroeconomic policy changes dramatically.

D. IMPACT -  Economic-induced decline leads causes nuclear war
Mann 2014 
(Eric Mann is a special agent with a United States federal agency, with significant domestic and international counterintelligence and counter-terrorism experience. Worked as a special assistant for a U.S. Senator and served as a presidential appointee for the U.S. Congress. He is currently responsible for an internal security and vulnerability assessment program. Bachelors @ University of South Carolina, Graduate degree in Homeland Security @ Georgetown. “AUSTERITY, ECONOMIC DECLINE, AND FINANCIAL WEAPONS OF WAR: A NEW PARADIGM FOR GLOBAL SECURITY,” May 2014, https://jscholarship.library.jhu.edu/bitstream/handle/1774.2/37262/MANN-THESIS-2014.pdf)

The conclusions reached in this thesis demonstrate how economic considerations within states can figure prominently into the calculus for future conflicts. The findings also suggest that security issues with economic or financial underpinnings will transcend classical determinants of war and conflict, and change the manner by which rival states engage in hostile acts toward one another. The research shows that security concerns emanating from economic uncertainty and the inherent vulnerabilities within global financial markets will present new challenges for national security, and provide developing states new asymmetric options for balancing against stronger states.¶ The security areas, identified in the proceeding chapters, are likely to mature into global security threats in the immediate future. As the case study on South Korea suggest, the overlapping security issues associated with economic decline and reduced military spending by the United States will affect allied confidence in America’s security guarantees. The study shows that this outcome could cause regional instability or realignments of strategic partnerships in the Asia-pacific region with ramifications for U.S. national security. Rival states and non-state groups may also become emboldened to challenge America’s status in the unipolar international system.¶ The potential risks associated with stolen or loose WMD, resulting from poor security, can also pose a threat to U.S. national security. The case study on Pakistan, Syria and North Korea show how financial constraints affect weapons security making weapons vulnerable to theft, and how financial factors can influence WMD proliferation by contributing to the motivating factors behind a trusted insider’s decision to sell weapons technology. The inherent vulnerabilities within the global financial markets will provide terrorists’ organizations and other non-state groups, who object to the current international system or distribution of power, with opportunities to disrupt global finance and perhaps weaken America’s status. A more ominous threat originates from states intent on increasing diversification of foreign currency holdings, establishing ALTERNATIVES to the dollar for international trade, or engaging financial warfare against the United States.
1NC vs. Refugees (Specific)– Wages DISADVANTAGE 

A. UNIQUENESS: Wage growth is high now because of a tight labor market

Gillespie 2018 

– economic analyst @ CNN (Patrick, “America gets a raise: Wage growth fastest since 2009,” CNN, http://money.cnn.com/2018/02/02/news/economy/january-jobs-report-2018/index.html)//BB
The U.S. economy added 200,000 jobs in January, and wages grew at the fastest pace in eight years. The unemployment rate stayed at 4.1%, the lowest since 2000, the Labor Department said Friday. Wages were up 2.9% compared with a year earlier, the best pace since June 2009. Wage growth has been the last major measure to make meaningful progress since the end of the Great Recession. The Federal Reserve would like wages to grow even faster -- 3% or more -- but Friday's report was a welcome sign for workers after years of stagnant pay. Economists say it's time to take note of how strong, or "tight," the U.S. job market is. Friday's numbers show 2018 "will be a year of rising wages and the tightest labor market in over a generation," said Joseph Brusuelas, chief U.S. economist at RSM, an accounting and consulting firm. Some economists anticipate that the Republican tax law will continue to boost wages, because some large corporations are giving their workers raises. One-time bonuses, which many other companies have given out, are not counted in the wage growth calculation. Several states also raised their minimum wage at the start of the year, which helped overall wages grow. And experts say wages had to rise at some point as the country kept adding jobs and unemployment stayed low. In a tight job market, there are more jobs available than there are workers to fill them. That forces employers to offer higher pay to attract and keep workers. "It's too early to call this a trend but the breakout [in wage growth] is very welcome news," says Robert Frick, chief economist at Navy Federal "It's a very big deal, let's hope it continues." Employers' words may finally be translating into action. For years, employers have increasingly said they can't find skilled workers -- or any workers -- to apply for job openings. Some economists say there's a wide gap between the skills employers are demanding and the ones workers have. But other experts contest that if employers were really desperate for workers, they would raise their wages to recruit or retain new employees. Regardless, America has nearly 6 million job openings, near a record high. "There is no question that employers are now having to be more aggressive to compete for workers," says Peter Harrison, CEO of Snagajob, a jobs platform focused on hourly work. Job gains in January came across the board. Construction companies hired 36,000 workers. Health care businesses added 21,000 new hires. Restaurants and bars gained 31,000 more bartenders, waiters and cooks. Manufacturing gained 15,000 jobs. "We are really firing on all cylinders," says Josh Wright, chief economist at iCIMS, a software firm focused on human resources. "It just shows how broad the growth and the positive feelings are across the economy."

B. Link - Refugees hurt the wages of similarly skilled workers in the U.S.
Sparshott 16

[Jeffrey Sparshott, 9-21-2016, "What Happens to Wages When Refugees Arrive? More Than You Might Think," WSJ, https://blogs.wsj.com/economics/2016/09/21/what-happens-to-wages-when-refugees-arrive-more-than-you-might-think/ MYY]

A new study by Harvard University’s George Borjas and the Center for Monetary and Financial Studies’s Joan Monras looks at evidence from four earlier refugee surges and finds they worsen prospects for one segment of the population while bettering the lot of another. “In short, refugee supply shocks have sizable distributional consequences in the labor markets of receiving countries,” the authors said. Mr. Borjas is generally considered an immigration skeptic, though his work is careful to avoid political judgement or policy prescriptions. His work is often cited as evidence that immigration erodes wages for lower skilled U.S. natives. His latest work is surprising because it shows clear benefits as well—though not for everyone. The new study looks at the Mariel boatlift, which brought Cubans to Miami in 1980; an influx of French and Algerians into France as Algeria gained independence in 1962; a surge in Jewish emigres to Israel when the Soviet Union collapsed in the early 1990s; and the tide of Balkan refugees as Yugoslavia splintered through the 1990s. Refugees damaged the prospects of natives with similar skill levels, the study found, but benefited natives with complimentary skill sets. For example, the Mariel boatlift brought about 120,000 refugees, mainly to Miami. Messrs. Borjas and Monras write that more than 60% lacked a high school diploma. “Even though the Marielitos increased Miami’s population by only 8%, they increased the number of male workers without a high school diploma by 32%,” the authors wrote. And that was the group that saw wages fall. By contrast, workers with a high-school or college degree saw wages rise. (That may be because the higher-skilled workers paid less for services filled by low-wage workers, like landscaping or housekeeping, making the wealthier workers more productive.) In the case of Soviet Jews emigrating to Israel, most were college-educated. The influx, which increased the country’s population by more than 13%, hurt wages of high- and intermediate skill natives. But the earnings of the lowest education group increased, possibly because demand for the services they provide rose. Mr. Borjas’ work isn’t without controversy. University of California, Berkley, economist David Card studied the Mariel boatlift and found no impact on wages or employment rates in Miami. In a paper earlier this year, he said Mr. Borjas’ work lacks nuance and offers a “one‐sided view of immigration.” So perhaps it is striking that Mr. Borjas finds such clear economic benefits from the arrival of refugees. To be sure, the U.S. is accepting a relatively small number of refugees relative to its population, and they tend to be distributed widely across the country. By comparison, the European Union is struggling to handle more than one million migrants, including many Syrians escaping civil war, who have settled in Germany, Austria and elsewhere. But even a small number of new entrants in the labor market can have an effect. “A couple of hundred refugees in a town with a thousand workers can have an effect,” Mr. Borjas said.
C. INTERNAL LINK -  High wages are the single most important factor for growth

Bivens 2017 

– PhD @ The New School for Social Research (Josh, “Inequality is slowing US economic growth,” Economic Policy Institute, https://www.epi.org/publication/secular-stagnation/)//BB
This new attention to the crisis of American pay is totally proper. The failure of wages of the vast majority of Americans to benefit from economy-wide growth in productivity (or income generated in an average hour of work) has been the root cause of the stratospheric rise in inequality and the concentration of economic growth at the very top of the income distribution. Had this upward redistribution not happened, incomes for the bottom 90 percent of Americans would be roughly 20 percent higher today.3 In short, the rise in inequality driven by anemic wage growth has imposed an “inequality tax” on American households that has robbed them of a fifth of their potential income. There would be huge benefits to American well-being from blocking or reversing this upward redistribution. This welfare gain stemming from blocking upward redistribution is the primary reason to champion policy measures to boost wage growth and lead to a more equal distribution of income gains. Put simply, a dollar is worth more to a family living paycheck to paycheck than it is to families comfortably in the top 1 percent of the income distribution. Proponents of increases in the minimum wage and other measures to boost American wages have often argued that there are benefits to these policies besides the welfare gains stemming from pure redistribution. These proponents have often argued that boosting wages would even benefit aggregate economic outcomes, like growth in gross domestic product (GDP) or employment. Recent evidence about developments in the American and global economies strongly indicate that these arguments are correct: boosting wages of the bottom 90 percent would not just raise these households’ incomes and welfare (a more-than-sufficient reason to do so), it would also boost overall growth. For the past decade (and maybe even longer), the primary constraint on American economic growth has been too-slow spending by households, businesses, and governments. In economists’ jargon, the constraint has been growth in aggregate demand lagging behind growth in the economy’s productive capacity (including growth of the labor force and the stock of productive capital, such as PLANts and equipment). Much research indicates that this shortfall of demand could become a chronic problem in the future, constantly pulling down growth unless macroeconomic policy changes dramatically.

D. IMPACT -  Economic-induced decline leads causes nuclear war
Mann 2014 

(Eric Mann is a special agent with a United States federal agency, with significant domestic and international counterintelligence and counter-terrorism experience. Worked as a special assistant for a U.S. Senator and served as a presidential appointee for the U.S. Congress. He is currently responsible for an internal security and vulnerability assessment program. Bachelors @ University of South Carolina, Graduate degree in Homeland Security @ Georgetown. “AUSTERITY, ECONOMIC DECLINE, AND FINANCIAL WEAPONS OF WAR: A NEW PARADIGM FOR GLOBAL SECURITY,” May 2014, https://jscholarship.library.jhu.edu/bitstream/handle/1774.2/37262/MANN-THESIS-2014.pdf)

The conclusions reached in this thesis demonstrate how economic considerations within states can figure prominently into the calculus for future conflicts. The findings also suggest that security issues with economic or financial underpinnings will transcend classical determinants of war and conflict, and change the manner by which rival states engage in hostile acts toward one another. The research shows that security concerns emanating from economic uncertainty and the inherent vulnerabilities within global financial markets will present new challenges for national security, and provide developing states new asymmetric options for balancing against stronger states.¶ The security areas, identified in the proceeding chapters, are likely to mature into global security threats in the immediate future. As the case study on South Korea suggest, the overlapping security issues associated with economic decline and reduced military spending by the United States will affect allied confidence in America’s security guarantees. The study shows that this outcome could cause regional instability or realignments of strategic partnerships in the Asia-pacific region with ramifications for U.S. national security. Rival states and non-state groups may also become emboldened to challenge America’s status in the unipolar international system.¶ The potential risks associated with stolen or loose WMD, resulting from poor security, can also pose a threat to U.S. national security. The case study on Pakistan, Syria and North Korea show how financial constraints affect weapons security making weapons vulnerable to theft, and how financial factors can influence WMD proliferation by contributing to the motivating factors behind a trusted insider’s decision to sell weapons technology. The inherent vulnerabilities within the global financial markets will provide terrorists’ organizations and other non-state groups, who object to the current international system or distribution of power, with opportunities to disrupt global finance and perhaps weaken America’s status. A more ominous threat originates from states intent on increasing diversification of foreign currency holdings, establishing ALTERNATIVES to the dollar for international trade, or engaging financial warfare against the United States.

1NC (General) WAGES DISADVANTAGE 
A. UNIQUENESS - Wage growth is high now because of a tight labor market

Gillespie 2018 
– economic analyst @ CNN (Patrick, “America gets a raise: Wage growth fastest since 2009,” CNN, http://money.cnn.com/2018/02/02/news/economy/january-jobs-report-2018/index.html)//BB
The U.S. economy added 200,000 jobs in January, and wages grew at the fastest pace in eight years. The unemployment rate stayed at 4.1%, the lowest since 2000, the Labor Department said Friday. Wages were up 2.9% compared with a year earlier, the best pace since June 2009. Wage growth has been the last major measure to make meaningful progress since the end of the Great Recession. The Federal Reserve would like wages to grow even faster -- 3% or more -- but Friday's report was a welcome sign for workers after years of stagnant pay. Economists say it's time to take note of how strong, or "tight," the U.S. job market is. Friday's numbers show 2018 "will be a year of rising wages and the tightest labor market in over a generation," said Joseph Brusuelas, chief U.S. economist at RSM, an accounting and consulting firm. Some economists anticipate that the Republican tax law will continue to boost wages, because some large corporations are giving their workers raises. One-time bonuses, which many other companies have given out, are not counted in the wage growth calculation. Several states also raised their minimum wage at the start of the year, which helped overall wages grow. And experts say wages had to rise at some point as the country kept adding jobs and unemployment stayed low. In a tight job market, there are more jobs available than there are workers to fill them. That forces employers to offer higher pay to attract and keep workers. "It's too early to call this a trend but the breakout [in wage growth] is very welcome news," says Robert Frick, chief economist at Navy Federal "It's a very big deal, let's hope it continues." Employers' words may finally be translating into action. For years, employers have increasingly said they can't find skilled workers -- or any workers -- to apply for job openings. Some economists say there's a wide gap between the skills employers are demanding and the ones workers have. But other experts contest that if employers were really desperate for workers, they would raise their wages to recruit or retain new employees. Regardless, America has nearly 6 million job openings, near a record high. "There is no question that employers are now having to be more aggressive to compete for workers," says Peter Harrison, CEO of Snagajob, a jobs platform focused on hourly work. Job gains in January came across the board. Construction companies hired 36,000 workers. Health care businesses added 21,000 new hires. Restaurants and bars gained 31,000 more bartenders, waiters and cooks. Manufacturing gained 15,000 jobs. "We are really firing on all cylinders," says Josh Wright, chief economist at iCIMS, a software firm focused on human resources. "It just shows how broad the growth and the positive feelings are across the economy."

B. LINK -  Increased immigration oversupplies labor---collapses wages

Borjas 16 
– PhD, professor of economics and social policy at the Harvard Kennedy School (George, “Yes, Immigration Hurts American Workers,” https://www.politico.com/magazine/story/2016/09/trump-clinton-immigration-economy-unemployment-jobs-214216)/ 
Here’s the problem with the current immigration debate: Neither side is revealing the whole picture. Trump might cite my work, but he overlooks my findings that the influx of immigrants can potentially be a net good for the nation, increasing the total wealth of the population. Clinton ignores the hard truth that not everyone benefits when immigrants arrive. For many Americans, the influx of immigrants hurts their prospects significantly. This second message might be hard for many Americans to process, but anyone who tells you that immigration doesn’t have any negative effects doesn’t understand how it really works. When the supply of workers goes up, the price that firms have to pay to hire workers goes down. Wage trends over the past half-century suggest that a 10 percent increase in the number of workers with a particular set of skills probably lowers the wage of that group by at least 3 percent. Even after the economy has fully adjusted, those skill groups that received the most immigrants will still offer lower pay relative to those that received fewer immigrants. Both low- and high-skilled natives are affected by the influx of immigrants. But because a disproportionate percentage of immigrants have few skills, it is low-skilled American workers, including many blacks and Hispanics, who have suffered most from this wage dip. The monetary loss is sizable. The typical high school dropout earns about $25,000 annually. According to census data, immigrants admitted in the past two decades lacking a high school diploma have increased the size of the low-skilled workforce by roughly 25 percent. As a result, the earnings of this particularly vulnerable group dropped by between $800 and $1,500 each year. We don’t need to rely on complex statistical calculations to see the harm being done to some workers. Simply look at how employers have reacted. A decade ago, Crider Inc., a chicken processing PLANt in Georgia, was raided by immigration agents, and 75 percent of its workforce vanished over a single weekend. Shortly after, Crider placed an ad in the local newspaper announcing job openings at higher wages. Similarly, the flood of recent news reports on abuse of the H-1B visa program shows that firms will quickly dismiss their current tech workforce when they find cheaper immigrant workers. Immigration redistributes wealth from those who compete with immigrants to those who use immigrants—from the employee to the employer.

C. INTERNAL LINK -  High wages are the single most important factor for growth

Bivens 2017 
– PhD @ The New School for Social Research (Josh, “Inequality is slowing US economic growth,” Economic Policy Institute, https://www.epi.org/publication/secular-stagnation/)//BB
This new attention to the crisis of American pay is totally proper. The failure of wages of the vast majority of Americans to benefit from economy-wide growth in productivity (or income generated in an average hour of work) has been the root cause of the stratospheric rise in inequality and the concentration of economic growth at the very top of the income distribution. Had this upward redistribution not happened, incomes for the bottom 90 percent of Americans would be roughly 20 percent higher today.3 In short, the rise in inequality driven by anemic wage growth has imposed an “inequality tax” on American households that has robbed them of a fifth of their potential income. There would be huge benefits to American well-being from blocking or reversing this upward redistribution. This welfare gain stemming from blocking upward redistribution is the primary reason to champion policy measures to boost wage growth and lead to a more equal distribution of income gains. Put simply, a dollar is worth more to a family living paycheck to paycheck than it is to families comfortably in the top 1 percent of the income distribution. Proponents of increases in the minimum wage and other measures to boost American wages have often argued that there are benefits to these policies besides the welfare gains stemming from pure redistribution. These proponents have often argued that boosting wages would even benefit aggregate economic outcomes, like growth in gross domestic product (GDP) or employment. Recent evidence about developments in the American and global economies strongly indicate that these arguments are correct: boosting wages of the bottom 90 percent would not just raise these households’ incomes and welfare (a more-than-sufficient reason to do so), it would also boost overall growth. For the past decade (and maybe even longer), the primary constraint on American economic growth has been too-slow spending by households, businesses, and governments. In economists’ jargon, the constraint has been growth in aggregate demand lagging behind growth in the economy’s productive capacity (including growth of the labor force and the stock of productive capital, such as PLANts and equipment). Much research indicates that this shortfall of demand could become a chronic problem in the future, constantly pulling down growth unless macroeconomic policy changes dramatically.

D. IMPACT -  Economic-induced decline leads causes nuclear war
Mann 2014 
(Eric Mann is a special agent with a United States federal agency, with significant domestic and international counterintelligence and counter-terrorism experience. Worked as a special assistant for a U.S. Senator and served as a presidential appointee for the U.S. Congress. He is currently responsible for an internal security and vulnerability assessment program. Bachelors @ University of South Carolina, Graduate degree in Homeland Security @ Georgetown. “AUSTERITY, ECONOMIC DECLINE, AND FINANCIAL WEAPONS OF WAR: A NEW PARADIGM FOR GLOBAL SECURITY,” May 2014, https://jscholarship.library.jhu.edu/bitstream/handle/1774.2/37262/MANN-THESIS-2014.pdf)

The conclusions reached in this thesis demonstrate how economic considerations within states can figure prominently into the calculus for future conflicts. The findings also suggest that security issues with economic or financial underpinnings will transcend classical determinants of war and conflict, and change the manner by which rival states engage in hostile acts toward one another. The research shows that security concerns emanating from economic uncertainty and the inherent vulnerabilities within global financial markets will present new challenges for national security, and provide developing states new asymmetric options for balancing against stronger states.¶ The security areas, identified in the proceeding chapters, are likely to mature into global security threats in the immediate future. As the case study on South Korea suggest, the overlapping security issues associated with economic decline and reduced military spending by the United States will affect allied confidence in America’s security guarantees. The study shows that this outcome could cause regional instability or realignments of strategic partnerships in the Asia-pacific region with ramifications for U.S. national security. Rival states and non-state groups may also become emboldened to challenge America’s status in the unipolar international system.¶ The potential risks associated with stolen or loose WMD, resulting from poor security, can also pose a threat to U.S. national security. The case study on Pakistan, Syria and North Korea show how financial constraints affect weapons security making weapons vulnerable to theft, and how financial factors can influence WMD proliferation by contributing to the motivating factors behind a trusted insider’s decision to sell weapons technology. The inherent vulnerabilities within the global financial markets will provide terrorists’ organizations and other non-state groups, who object to the current international system or distribution of power, with opportunities to disrupt global finance and perhaps weaken America’s status. A more ominous threat originates from states intent on increasing diversification of foreign currency holdings, establishing ALTERNATIVES to the dollar for international trade, or engaging financial warfare against the United States.

2NC/1NR – Wages DISADVANTAGE
2NC/1NR LINKS to H-1B (Specific)
Companies will use H-1B visas to drive down wages and lay-off higher paid workers. 

Green 2017
[Miranda Green, 2-16-2017, http://www.decodedc.com/whats-real-reason-tech-companies-want-hire-foreign-workers/]

Salzman said there’s no proof that there’s shortage of high-skilled workers in the U.S. He points to reports of technology companies laying off thousands of workers as proof that the problem isn’t that there is no available native U.S. labor. One high-profile example he cites involved Disney in 2015. The New York Times reported the company laid off 250 employees and most of their jobs were transferred to workers on the H-1B program. Many of the fired workers were required to train their replacements as part of their severance package. A similar thing happened at California Edison, where 300 American workers were laid off and replaced by high-skilled foreign workers. According to the most recent Department of Labor data from 2015, the top three H-1B occupations are computer systems analysts, software developers and computer programmers. Salzman argues that while many of the hires are programmers, the jobs they fill are largely in IT roles that could filled by Americans. “It’s help desk. It’s systems admin. It’s maintain your laptops and database management. These are not the Google jobs. These are not the Microsoft jobs. That’s the bulk of the demand and most of the demand is what’s called IT services,” he said. He adds that in reality there’s a labor boom in the U.S. in the high-skilled arena, so much so that Ph.D. science students are having trouble finding work — not the other way around. According to a 2016 study by the National Science Foundation, doctoral students in science and engineering fields who reported definite work commitments or a postdoc position dropped to the lowest in 15 years. So why do tech companies go through such lengths to apply for visas and hope for foreign labor to fill jobs if they could find workers right here in the U.S.? Testifying in March 2016 on the IMPACT of high-skilled immigration on U.S. workers, Ron Hira, a research associate at the Economic Policy Institute, a nonprofit, nonpartisan think tank, told a U.S. Senate subcommittee that H-1B labor was much cheaper than American labor. Referring to a study conducted by EPI, Hira said the wages of H-1B workers were at least $40,000 lower per worker — about a 40 to 50 percent discount. The current labor laws state that companies can pay H-1B workers based on four skill levels all with different salary ranges. According to the United States Department of Labor website, hiring foreign workers cannot adversely affect the wages and working conditions of U.S. workers comparably employed, and to try to control this “the department’s regulations require that the wages offered to a foreign worker must be the prevailing wage rate for the occupational classification in the area of employment.” However, according to Hira, companies routinely define a H-1B employee’s role as the lowest skill level because it corresponds with the lowest payment and it’s an easy work around for tech companies. “About 40 percent of all H-1B applications are at Level 1 now, and another 40 percent or at Level 2,” he told IEEE Spectrum.

Empirically proven that increasing H-1B visas causes a decrease in wages.

Simons 2018
[John Simons, 7-16-2018, "H-1B Visas Keep Down U.S. Tech Wages, Study Shows," WSJ, https://www.wsj.com/articles/a-new-look-at-the-h-1b-visa-programs-IMPACT-on-american-workers-1489483811?ns=prod/accounts-wsj MYY]

A new research paper on the effects of the H-1B visa program on workers suggests the influx of skilled foreign workers has historically led to lower wages and employment for American tech workers. Such findings could further inflame debate around immigration of high-skilled workers, but some economists caution against making too much of the result. Economists from the University of Michigan and the University of California, San Diego, analyzed employment, wages and other factors over an eight-year period ending in 2001. They found that, while the visa program bolstered the U.S. economy and corporate profits, tech-industry wages would have been as much as 5.1% higher in the absence of the H-1B visa program and employment of U.S. workers in the field would have been as much as 10.8% higher in 2001.

H-1B workers drive down wages, without raising employment or innovation.

Benderly 2015 

[Beryl Lieff 6-11-2015, http://www.sciencemag.org/careers/2015/05/economists-h-1b-visas-suppress-wages]

A new study presented that same day at Harvard University provides strong evidence supporting the critics’ view. It finds that adding employees on the H-1B visa, which is among the commonest and arguably most contentious vehicles for admitting highly skilled guest workers to the United States, has “insignificant effect on patenting, … substantially crowd[s] out employment of other workers, [and] leads to lower average employee wages while raising firm profits.” The Effects of High-Skilled Immigration on Firms: Evidence from H-1B Visa Lotteries, by economists Kirk Doran of the University of Notre Dame in Indiana, Alexander Gelber of the University of California, Berkeley, and Adam Isen of the Office of Tax Analysis at the U.S. Department of the Treasury, uses an innovative analytical approach to gauge the effect on companies of adding H-1Bs. The authors used data from U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services, the Internal Revenue Service, and the U.S. Patent and Trademark Office to track outcomes for firms that won the lottery and, thus, received new H-1B workers. “Our paper is the first we know to isolate the effect of an additional H-1B visa given to a particular firm on outcomes at that firm,” they write in the paper. “We demonstrate that H-1Bs given to a firm on average do not raise the firm’s patenting and/or other employment, contrary to firms’ frequent claims. Overall our results are more consistent with the second [i.e., the critics’] narrative, in which H-1Bs replace other workers to some extent, are paid less than ALTERNATIVE workers, and increase the firm’s profits (despite little, if any, effect on firm patenting).” In addition, “we robustly find that new H-1Bs cause no significant increase in firm employment. New H-1Bs substantially and statistically significantly crowd out median employment of other workers,” they continue. This result conflicts with the widely repeated claim that foreign workers create American jobs, which is based, as we have previously reported, partly on the work of economist Madeline Zavodny of Agnes Scott College in Decatur, Georgia. Furthermore, “[o]ur results are consistent with the possibility that H-1B and non-H-1B workers are perfect substitutes. This is notable in light of frequent claims that H-1Bs have unique skills that cannot easily be obtained elsewhere.”

Influx of high skilled immigrants drives down wages and eliminates tons of jobs—it OUTWEIGHs the LINK turn.

Bukhari 2017

[Jeff Bukhari, 2-15-2017, "Why H1-B Visas Aren't So Great for Silicon Valley Workers," Fortune, http://fortune.com/2017/02/15/h1-b-silicon-valley-wages/ MYY]

There is a caveat, though, that could give ammunition to opponents of the H-1B visa program. Without the added foreign labor, the study concluded that domestic employment in the computer science sector would have been between 6.1% and 10.8% higher in 2001. Put simply, for every 100 foreign computer scientists working in the U.S., between 33 and 61 domestic workers were displaced. The influx of foreign workers also held down wages, the authors concluded, with compensation being 2.6% to 5.1% lower than if foreign workers were not allowed.

2NC/1NR LINKS to Open Borders (Specific)
Open borders mean a 10% increase in workers results in 3% decrease in wages.

Judis 2018

[John Judis, 2-1-2018, http://prospect.org/article/two-sides-immigration-policy MYY]

But there are a number of studies that show that while immigration has resulted in a rise in overall wealth, it has been a significant, though not the only, factor in the decline of wages among the low-skilled workers who had to compete with the influx of new immigrants. In 1997, the same year the Jordan Commission issued its findings, the National Academy of Sciences published a report on immigration. While lauding the overall effects of immigration, the report acknowledged that “almost one-half of the decline in real wages for native-born high school dropouts from 1980 to 1994 could be attributed to the adverse IMPACT of unskilled foreign workers.” Last year, the National Academy of Sciences published a new extensive study of immigration. It found again that “to the extent that negative wage effects are found, prior immigrants—who are often the closest substitutes for new immigrants—are most likely to experience them, followed by native-born high school dropouts, who share job qualifications similar to the large share of low-skilled workers among immigrants to the United States.” These findings would accord with the simple law of supply and demand. A rapid increase in supply either holds down increases in wages or results in reduced wages. Harvard economist George Borjas, who participated in the NAS study, estimates that within a particular skill group, a 10 percent increase in supply results in at least a 3 percent reduction in wages. As the NAS study notes, the two groups in the labor force most immediately affected are prior immigrants and high school dropouts. Many of the first-generation immigrants are Hispanic, and many of the high school dropouts, or those with only a high school degree, are African American. And there are studies showing that workers from these two groups have been hit hard by competition from immigrants. In a 2014 survey, sociologist Stephen Steinberg concluded that legal and illegal immigration had damaged opportunities for African Americans “in construction, light manufacturing, building maintenance, the hotel and leisure industry, the health care industry, and even public-sector jobs where one-third of blacks are employed.” In 2010, the U.S. Civil Rights Commission issued a report on “The IMPACT of Illegal Immigration on the Wages and Employment Opportunities of Black Workers.” It concluded that “illegal immigration to the United States in recent decades has tended to depress both wages and employment rates for low-skilled American citizens, a disproportionate number of whom are black men.” As Steinberg notes, one of the great ironies of our recent history is that immigration policy, which was partly inspired by the civil rights movement, has probably had a negative effect on African Americans at a time when African Americans might have been able to take advantage of the passage of civil rights acts outlawing employment discrimination. Some pundits and political scientists insist that unskilled immigrants don’t take jobs from native-born Americans. On building crews, for instance, immigrants and non-immigrants work side by side; most construction laborers are native-born. In other sectors, however, as businesses use legal and illegal immigrant labor to drive out unions and drive down wages and working conditions, native-born workers do begin to shun certain jobs. 

Increases in immigration drive up inequality by reducing wages while increasing corporate profits. 

Borjas 2016

[George J. Borjas, professor of economics and social policy at the Harvard Kennedy School, September/October 2016, "Yes, Immigration Hurts American Workers," POLITICO Magazine, https://www.politico.com/magazine/story/2016/09/trump-clinton-immigration-economy-unemployment-jobs-214216 MYY]

Both low- and high-skilled natives are affected by the influx of immigrants. But because a disproportionate percentage of immigrants have few skills, it is low-skilled American workers, including many blacks and Hispanics, who have suffered most from this wage dip. The monetary loss is sizable. The typical high school dropout earns about $25,000 annually. According to census data, immigrants admitted in the past two decades lacking a high school diploma have increased the size of the low-skilled workforce by roughly 25 percent. As a result, the earnings of this particularly vulnerable group dropped by between $800 and $1,500 each year. We don’t need to rely on complex statistical calculations to see the harm being done to some workers. Simply look at how employers have reacted. A decade ago, Crider Inc., a chicken processing PLANt in Georgia, was raided by immigration agents, and 75 percent of its workforce vanished over a single weekend. Shortly after, Crider placed an ad in the local newspaper announcing job openings at higher wages. Similarly, the flood of recent news reports on abuse of the H-1B visa program shows that firms will quickly dismiss their current tech workforce when they find cheaper immigrant workers. But that’s only one side of the story. Somebody’s lower wage is always somebody else’s higher profit. In this case, immigration redistributes wealth from those who compete with immigrants to those who use immigrants—from the employee to the employer. And the additional profits are so large that the economic pie accruing to all natives actually grows. I estimate the current “immigration surplus”—the net increase in the total wealth of the native population—to be about$50 billion annually. But behind that calculation is a much larger shift from one group of Americans to another: The total wealth redistribution from the native losers to the native winners is enormous, roughly a half-trillion dollars a year. Immigrants, too, gain substantially; their total earnings far exceed what their income would have been had they not migrated.
2NC/1NR LINKS to Refugees (Specific)
refugees create supply shocks that drive down wages for similarly skilled workers.

Borjas 15

[George, professor of economics at Harvard, October, “The Wage Impact of the Marielitos: A Reappraisal.” https://sites.hks.harvard.edu/fs/gborjas/publications/working%20papers/Mariel2015.pdf MYY]

This paper brings a new perspective to the analysis of the Mariel supply shock. I revisit the question and the data armed with the insights provided by three decades of research on the economic impact of immigration. One key lesson from this voluminous literature is that the effect of immigration on the wage structure depends crucially on the differences between the skill distributions of immigrants and natives. The direct effect of immigration is most likely to be felt by those workers who had similar capabilities as the Marielitos. It is well known that the Mariel supply shock was composed of disproportionately low-skill workers, and at least 60 percent were high school dropouts. Remarkably, none of the previous examinations of the Mariel experience documented what happened to the preexisting group of high school dropouts in Miami, a group that composed over a quarter of the city’s workforce. Given the literature sparked by Borjas (2003), it seems obvious that a crucial component of any analysis of the Mariel supply shock should focus on the labor market outcomes of these low-skill workers. The examination of wage trends among high school dropouts quickly overturns the “stylized fact” that the supply shock did not affect Miami’s wage structure. In fact, the absolute wage of high school dropouts dropped dramatically, as did their wage relative to that of either high school graduates or college graduates. The drop in the average wage of the least skilled Miamians between 1977-1979 and 1981-1986 was substantial, between 10 and 30 percent (depending on whether the analysis uses the CPS-ORG or the March CPS data). In fact, the examination of wage trends in every single city identified by the CPS throughout the period shows that the steep post-Mariel wage drop experienced by Miami’s low-skill workforce was a very unusual event.

Refugees hurt wages for the lowest skilled workers the most.

Kakenmaster 17

[Bill, Contributing Editor, Human Rights, Peace, and Conflict Resolution, https://edspace.american.edu/theworldmind/2017/02/27/overestimating-refugees-economic-impact-an-analysis-of-the-prevailing-economic-literature-on-forced-migration/]

Later, even more tweaks were made to the traditional methodology used to study the economic effects of migration. Stephen Nickell of the University of Oxford and Jumana Saleheen of the Bank of England recently studied migration’s impact on average British wages in any given region of the country between 1992 and 2014. Crucially, Nickell and Saleheen measure skill distribution by occupation, a clever methodological tweak considering “that it is often very tricky to accurately compare education qualifications across countries.” In addition, treating skill distribution as a function of occupation helps to translate the economics of migration directly into the jargon of public discourse, which treats immigrants principally by occupation rather than by educational attainment, such as with the “stereotype of the Polish plumber—used widely as a symbol of cheap labor.” Ultimately, Nickell and Saleheen find that migration exerts “a statistically significant, small, negative impact on the average occupational wage rates of the regions” studied. The largest effect on wages observed related to semi-skilled and unskilled labor, where a 10% increase in migrant labor resulted in a 2% decline in the average wage. Nickell and Saleheen’s occupational measure of qualification might be said to be more accurate than educational measures such as Borjas’ considering that, oftentimes, educational credentials do not transfer between countries. Therefore, Nickell and Saleheen’s findings suggest that refugees immigrating to Europe may adversely affect the labor market, but not nearly to the extent that some politicians claim.
Status quo wage growth is strongest for low income workers.

Gould & Shierholz 2018

[Elise Gould and Heidi Shierholz, Gould is senior economist at the Economic Policy Institute (EPI) and has a PhD from UW-Madison & Shierholz is a senior economist and director of policy at EPI with a PhD in economics from the University of Michigan. 7-20-2018, Economic Policy Institute, https://www.epi.org/blog/average-wage-growth-continues-to-flatline-in-2018-while-low-wage-workers-and-those-with-relatively-lower-levels-of-educational-attainment-see-stronger-gains/ ]

Real hourly wage growth over the last year is relatively polarized, with the strongest growth among the bottom 40 percent of workers along with those at the 95th percentile. More broad based growth, with particularly strength at the bottom of the wage distribution, is expected as we continue to move toward full employment. When the unemployment rate falls, even as more workers are drawn into the labor market, available workers of all types become scarcer and employers have to increase wages to attract and retain the workers they want. Lower unemployment has, in the past, benefited low-wage workers more than middle-wage workers and middle-wage more than higher-wage workers. In addition, in the last three to four decades of growing inequality, high-wage workers have had more leverage to bid up their wages faster than others. That trend has continued through the 2000s.

The PLAN drives down wages for low skilled workers. Those are key to growth

Manyika 2018

[James Manyika, Jaana Remes, &Jan Mischke, Manyika is the San Francisco-based director of the McKinsey Global Institute (MGI), the business and economics research arm of McKinsey &amp; Company., 2-22-2018, Harvard Business Review, https://hbr.org/2018/02/the-u-s-economy-is-suffering-from-low-demand-higher-wages-would-help MYY]

Today, there is concern about where the next wave of growth will come from. Some prominent economists worry that we may be stuck in a vicious cycle of economic underperformance for some time. Our analyses strongly suggest that supporting sustained demand growth needs to be part of the answer. Demand may deserve attention to help boost productivity growth not only during the recovery from the financial crisis but also in terms of longer-term structural leakages and their IMPACT on productivity. Suitable tools for this longer-term situation include: focusing on productive investment as a fiscal priority, growing the purchasing power of low-income consumers with the highest propensity to consume, unlocking private business and residential investment, and supporting worker training and transition programs to ensure that periods of transition do not disrupt incomes. Companies play a key role in promoting growth through investment and innovation as well as supporting their workforce through training programs. Yet companies may also want to consider the words of Ford when he said: “The owner, the employees, and the buying public are all one and the same, and unless an industry can so manage itself as to keep wages high and prices low it destroys itself, for otherwise it LIMITS the number of its customers. One’s own employees ought to be one’s own best customers.” While this is certainly not true for individual companies, it is true for the broader economy, and we might be at a rare point where the representatives of employees and employers alike share a common interest in healthy wage growth.
2NC/1NR – UNIQUENESS Extensions
Wage growth in June was the highest in 2018. High demand for workers coupled with low supply is key.

Kline 2018

[Daniel B. Kline, 7-5-2018, "Salaries: US wage growth in June was 2018's strongest so far," USA TODAY, https://www.usatoday.com/story/money/economy/2018/07/05/us-wage-growth-in-june-was-2018s-strongest-so-far/36579285/ MYY]

Median base pay for workers in the United States climbed by 1.6 percent in June to $52,052, according to the latest edition of Glassdoor's Local Pay Report. That was the strongest growth in the wage statistic so far in 2018. "With unemployment hovering around historic lows, employers' need to fill roles climbs," said Glassdoor Chief Economist Andrew Chamberlain in a press release. "What results is that more workers, especially in high demand industries like healthcare, finance, and e-commerce, are in the driver's seat to negotiate for better pay in order to fill these roles." The Glassdoor data showed that traditional blue-collar jobs -- such as truck driver, warehouse associate, and materials handler -- posted large wage gains. The increases were tied to the increasing demand for manpower in those areas created by growth in e-commerce, and Chamberlain expects that wages for these positions will continue to climb throughout 2018.

Direction of status quo is stronger wage growth. Tight labor market is key. 

CBS 2018

[Cbs, 1-17-2018, "Fed: Economy is solid, but wage growth is "modest"” https://www.cbsnews.com/news/fed-economy-is-solid-but-wage-growth-is-modest/]

In its latest "Beige Book" survey of business conditions nationwide, the Fed said that wages were rising at a modest pace. Some Fed districts were seeing a broader range of industries giving pay raises, especially in areas where employers are having a harder time filling positions. As of December, hourly earnings were growing at a rate of 2.5 percent, according to the Labor Department. With the nation's unemployment rate at its lowest level in more than 17 years, that remains below the pace of wage growth that many economists expected to see. Still, many experts think a healthy labor market is likely to moderately boost worker pay this year, a boon for the econoomy. "The wage increases -- current and future -- are [and] will be supportive for the consumer," Jennifer Lee, senior economist with BMO Capital Markets, said in a note. While 11 of the Fed's 12 regions described growth as modest or moderate, the Dallas region reported robust growth compared to 2017, led by strength in a number of sectors including manufacturing.

4% wage growth is likely in the status quo.

Cox 2018

[Jeff Cox, 1-29-2018, "An economic indicator is signaling paychecks could get significantly bigger this year," CNBC, https://www.cnbc.com/2018/01/29/an-indicator-shows-wages-could-grow-4-percent-this-year-jim-paulsen.html MYY]

Significant wage increases may be on the way now that one measure of economic growth has caught up with the unemployment rate. In fact, worker earnings could rise by as much as 4 percent in 2018 after years of lackluster gains, according to a trend spotted by Jim Paulsen, chief investment strategist at Leuthold Group. Analyzing employment and wage trends over the past half-century showed that the unemployment rate, earnings and nominal GDP, or growth adjusted for inflation, are closely Linked. In short, when nominal GDP is higher than the jobless rate, wages usually rise appreciably. In the opposite instance, which has been the case for most the current recovery, wage gains are harder to come by. The equation could solve the most vexing issue for policymakers ever since the economy escaped the throes of the financial crisis-induced recession in mid-2009. "Wage pressures have always responded to the unemployment rate but only in relation to the pace of overall economic growth," Paulsen wrote in a note to clients. "This simply was not an issue until this recovery, because economic growth was always strong enough to create wage inflation once the unemployment rate got low. "In the current recovery, though, the unprecedented sluggish pace of nominal GDP growth has allowed the unemployment rate to fall much lower than ever before without aggravating cost-push pressures." In turn, that has kept the pace of average hourly earnings muted — around 2.5 percent or lower for most of the recovery period. Nominal GDP generally only trails unemployment during recessions. But now with the inflation-adjusted GDP level at 4.4 percent and the unemployment rate at 4.1 percent, a breakout could be on tap. Paulsen surmised that a "spurt near 4 percent" is possible.

2NC/1NR INTERNAL LINK Extensions
Wages are the most important factor to drive up demand. 

Manyika 2018

[James Manyika, Jaana Remes, &Jan Mischke, Manyika is the San Francisco-based director of the McKinsey Global Institute (MGI), the business and economics research arm of McKinsey &amp; Company., 2-22-2018, "The U.S. Economy Is Suffering from Low Demand. Higher Wages Would Help," Harvard Business Review, https://hbr.org/2018/02/the-u-s-economy-is-suffering-from-low-demand-higher-wages-would-help MYY]

These pay increases have occurred against a backdrop of weak economic growth and rising income inequality. Economic growth has been stuck in low gear for almost a decade now, averaging around 2% a year since 2010 while productivity growth, the key to increasing living standards, has been languishing near historic lows since the financial crisis. But more recently there has been a glimmer of hope. After stagnating for years, wages have begun picking up slightly, as has productivity growth, while corporate profits remain near record highs. Are these recent wage increases merely necessary in light of a tightening labor market, or could they start a broader trend that may change our economic growth trajectory? After a year-long analysis of seven developed countries and six sectors, we have concluded that demand matters for productivity growth and that increasing demand is key to restarting growth across advanced economies. The IMPACT of demand on productivity growth is often underappreciated. Looking closer at the period following the financial crisis, 2010 to 2014, we find that weak demand played a key role in the recent productivity growth decline to historic lows. In fact, about half of the slowdown in productivity growth — from an average of 2.4% in the United States and Western Europe in 2000 to 2004 to 0.5% a decade later — was due to weak demand and uncertainty. For example, in the mid-1990s to the mid-2000s, rising consumer purchasing power boosted productivity growth in both the retail and the auto sector, by encouraging a shift to higher-value goods that can be supplied at higher productivity levels. In the auto sector, as customers in the early 2000s purchased higher value-added SUVs and premium vehicles in both the United States and Germany, they spurred incremental productivity growth of 0.4 to 0.5 percentage points. Today, that trend has slowed slightly in both countries, contributing only 0.3 percentage points to productivity growth in the period 2010 to 2014.

Wage growth is the most important factor because economic inequality crushes growth.

Economist 2015

[The Economist, 6-15-2015, "How inequality affects growth," Economist, https://www.economist.com/the-economist-explains/2015/06/15/how-inequality-affects-growth MYY]

INEQUALITY sits at the top of the political agenda in many countries around the world. Hillary Clinton, the leading Democratic candidate to succeed Barack Obama as president of the United States, made inequality the centrepiece of a major campaign speech on June 14th. On June 18th Pope Francis will deliver an encyclical, a high-level Vatican pronouncement, which is expected to address the problem of global inequality, among other issues. And on June 15th economists at the IMF released a study assessing the causes and consequences of rising inequality. The authors reckon that while inequality could cause all sorts of problems, governments should be especially concerned about its effects on growth. They estimate that a one percentage point increase in the income share of the top 20% will drag down growth by 0.08 percentage points over five years, while a rise in the income share of the bottom 20% actually boosts growth. But how does inequality affect economic growth rates? 

2NC/1NR INTERNAL LINKS to Open Borders AFF (Specific)
Status quo wage growth is strongest for low income workers.

Gould & Shierholz 2018

[Elise Gould and Heidi Shierholz, Gould is senior economist at the Economic Policy Institute (EPI) and has a PhD from UW-Madison & Shierholz is a senior economist and director of policy at EPI with a PhD in economics from the University of Michigan. 7-20-2018, Economic Policy Institute, https://www.epi.org/blog/average-wage-growth-continues-to-flatline-in-2018-while-low-wage-workers-and-those-with-relatively-lower-levels-of-educational-attainment-see-stronger-gains/ ]

Real hourly wage growth over the last year is relatively polarized, with the strongest growth among the bottom 40 percent of workers along with those at the 95th percentile. More broad based growth, with particularly strength at the bottom of the wage distribution, is expected as we continue to move toward full employment. When the unemployment rate falls, even as more workers are drawn into the labor market, available workers of all types become scarcer and employers have to increase wages to attract and retain the workers they want. Lower unemployment has, in the past, benefited low-wage workers more than middle-wage workers and middle-wage more than higher-wage workers. In addition, in the last three to four decades of growing inequality, high-wage workers have had more leverage to bid up their wages faster than others. That trend has continued through the 2000s.

The PLAN drives down wages for low skilled workers. Those are key to growth
Manyika 2018

[James Manyika, Jaana Remes, &Jan Mischke, Manyika is the San Francisco-based director of the McKinsey Global Institute (MGI), the business and economics research arm of McKinsey &amp; Company., 2-22-2018, Harvard Business Review, https://hbr.org/2018/02/the-u-s-economy-is-suffering-from-low-demand-higher-wages-would-help MYY]

Today, there is concern about where the next wave of growth will come from. Some prominent economists worry that we may be stuck in a vicious cycle of economic underperformance for some time. Our analyses strongly suggest that supporting sustained demand growth needs to be part of the answer. Demand may deserve attention to help boost productivity growth not only during the recovery from the financial crisis but also in terms of longer-term structural leakages and their IMPACT on productivity. Suitable tools for this longer-term situation include: focusing on productive investment as a fiscal priority, growing the purchasing power of low-income consumers with the highest propensity to consume, unlocking private business and residential investment, and supporting worker training and transition programs to ensure that periods of transition do not disrupt incomes. Companies play a key role in promoting growth through investment and innovation as well as supporting their workforce through training programs. Yet companies may also want to consider the words of Ford when he said: “The owner, the employees, and the buying public are all one and the same, and unless an industry can so manage itself as to keep wages high and prices low it destroys itself, for otherwise it LIMITS the number of its customers. One’s own employees ought to be one’s own best customers.” While this is certainly not true for individual companies, it is true for the broader economy, and we might be at a rare point where the representatives of employees and employers alike share a common interest in healthy wage growth.
2NC/1NR - Answer to 2AC “Inflation crushes the economy”

They say that inflation is hurting the economy now, but …

Our _______ _ evidence says that _________________________________________ _.

(Put our authors’ names from 1NC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
1. It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

      
 (Put their author’s name)
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
_____________________________ _____________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____________________________ _____________________________ _________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.__________________
2. Inflation is too low. Rising rates are good for growth.

Appelbaum 2017

[Binyamin Appelbaum, 12-5-2017, "Fed, Perplexed by Low Inflation, Is Still Ready to Raise Rates," New York Times, https://www.nytimes.com/2017/12/05/us/politics/fed-inflation-rates.html?login=smartlock&amp;auth=login-smartlock MYY]

The problem is inflation. Prices continue to rise more slowly than the Fed regards as healthy. This year is on a pace to be the sixth straight with inflation below the Fed’s 2 percent target, a sign of continuing economic weakness. It also LIMITS the Fed’s ability to reduce borrowing costs during a future economic downturn. This will be a key issue for the Fed board and, in particular, its next chairman to wrestle with. On Tuesday, Jerome H. Powell, President Trump’s nominee to lead the Fed, moved closer to taking the top spot when the Senate Banking Committee approved his nomination, 22 to 1. His confirmation now moves to the full Senate for a vote, which has not yet been scheduled. Most Fed officials, including Mr. Powell, a current member of the board, are ready to move on rates. While they don’t completely understand why inflation is low, they are confident that it will rise as the economy continues to grow — as employers seeking workers are forced to offer higher wages.

3. Increasing inflation won’t crush the economy. It’s good for demand.

Ross 2018

[Sean Ross, 1-15-2018, "How Can Inflation Be Good for the Economy?," Investopedia, https://www.investopedia.com/ask/answers/111414/how-can-inflation-be-good-economy.asp MYY]

Famous British economist John Maynard Keynes believed that some inflation was necessary to prevent the "Paradox of Thrift." If consumer prices are allowed to fall consistently because the country is becoming too productive, consumers learn to hold off their purchases to wait for a better deal. The net effect of this paradox is to reduce aggregate demand, leading to less production, layoffs and a faltering economy. Inflation also makes it easier on debtors, who repay their loans with money that is less valuable than the money they borrowed. This encourages borrowing and lending, which again increases spending on all levels. Perhaps most important to the Federal Reserve is that the U.S. government is the largest debtor in the world, and inflation helps soften the blow of its massive debt.

2NC/1NR - Answer to 2AC “TURN - Immigrants increase consumer spending”

They say “TURN – that immigrants increase consumer spending,” but …

Our _______ _ evidence says that _________________________________________ _.

(Put our authors’ names from 1NC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
1. It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

      
 (Put their author’s name)
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
_____________________________ _____________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____________________________ _____________________________ _________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.__________________

2. Wage growth OUTWEIGHs all other factors. It’s the INTERNAL LINK to consumer spending, which leads to more hiring and higher wages. 

Bernstein 2017

[Jared, former chief economist to Vice President Biden, senior fellow at Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/posteverything/wp/2017/09/01/why-wage-growth-is-too-slow-and-what-to-do-about-it/?noredirect=on&amp;utm_term=.18259383759c]

But there is a big cloud in the job market sky: Wage growth is stalled out. For many workers, wages are still beating inflation, as I’ll show, but something is wrong with this critical part of our economy. The virtuous circle should be as follows: 1) As the expansion, now in its ninth year (meaning it’s very far along, as the average business cycle expansion since 1969 lasted six years), proceeds, the accounts of households and businesses recover from the recession (often with help from monetary and fiscal policy), the population increases, “animal spirits” (economic confidence) grow, credit markets heal and consumer and investment spending fuel macroeconomic growth. 2) Demand for labor is derived from consumer and investor demand, so as spending goes up, unemployment starts to come down. 3) As unemployment falls, labor demand begins to outpace supply, and employers eventually need to bid up the pay they offer to get and keep the workers they need to meet rising demand.

3. Mass immigration increases create supply shocks that drive down wages for similarly skilled workers.

Borjas 2015

[George, prof economics at Harvard, Oct, https://sites.hks.harvard.edu/fs/gborjas/publications/working%20papers/Mariel2015.pdf]

I revisit the question and the data armed with the insights provided by three decades of research on the economic IMPACT of immigration. One key lesson from this voluminous literature is that the effect of immigration on the wage structure depends crucially on the differences between the skill distributions of immigrants and natives. The direct effect of immigration is most likely to be felt by those workers who had similar capabilities as the Marielitos. It is well known that the Mariel supply shock was composed of disproportionately low-skill workers, and at least 60 percent were high school dropouts. Remarkably, none of the previous examinations of the Mariel experience documented what happened to the preexisting group of high school dropouts in Miami, a group that composed over a quarter of the city’s workforce. Given the literature sparked by Borjas (2003), it seems obvious that a crucial component of any analysis of the Mariel supply shock should focus on the labor market outcomes of these low-skill workers. The examination of wage trends among high school dropouts quickly overTURNS the “stylized fact” that the supply shock did not affect Miami’s wage structure. In fact, the absolute wage of high school dropouts dropped dramatically, as did their wage relative to that of either high school graduates or college graduates. The drop in the average wage of the least skilled Miamians between 1977-1979 and 1981-1986 was substantial, between 10 and 30 percent (depending on whether the analysis uses the CPS-ORG or the March CPS data). In fact, the examination of wage trends in every single city identified by the CPS throughout the period shows that the steep post-Mariel wage drop experienced by Miami’s low-skill workforce was a very unusual event.
2NC/1NR - Answer to 2AC “Economic decline doesn’t cause war”

They say that economic decline doesn’t cause war, but …

Our _______ _ evidence says that _________________________________________ _.

(Put our authors’ names from 1NC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
1. It’s better than their __________ evidence because…

      
 (Put their author’s name)
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
_____________________________ _____________________________ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____________________________ _____________________________ _________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

__________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.__________________
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1NC vs. H-1B Visas (Specific) Capitalism KRITIK 
A. LINK - H-1B visas are key to the modern capitalist economy that ensures worker exploitation.

Banerjee 2006

[Payal Banerjee, Syracuse University, 3-1-2006, "Indian Information Technology Workers in the United States: The H-1B Visa, Flexible Production, and the Racialization of Labor," Critical Sociology, http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1163/156916306777835295 MYY]

Advances in information technology (IT) have been critical to the USA for maintaining its competitive edge in the global economy, and the role of workers on the H-1B visa has been central in this process since the 1990s. The H-1B visa program, which allows US employers to hire skilled foreign workers on a temporary basis, enabled the recruitment of thousands of IT professionals, the majority of whom has been from India. Based on 40 in-depth interviews with Indian IT workers in the USA, this paper illustrates how the interplay between visa policies and flexible hiring in IT marginalizes this workforce. As a result of their fragile immigration status under H-1B visa terms, these workers are disproportionately employed as contract labor in an exploitative system of subcontracting. As an employment-based visa, the H-1B makes these workers dependent on their visa-sponsoring employers for immigration status and livelihood. The compulsion to remain employed and legal drives H-1B employees to accept severely exploitative work conditions, including wage cuts, deduction of commissions from hourly wages, lack of benefits, and frequent relocations. Theoretical insights from Asian-American studies, which foreGROUND the historical nexus between US immigration policies and the gendered racialization of immigration, anchor the analyses of how current visa policies sustain the exigencies of late-capital.

B. IMPACT - Capitalism ensures Planetary ecological collapse resulting in extinction of life on earth.

Smith 2013

[Richard economic historian. UCLA history Ph.D. thesis on the transition to capitalism in China and held post-docs at the East-West Center in Honolulu and Rutgers, 11-10https://truthout.org/articles/capitalism-and-the-destruction-of-life-on-earth-six-theses-on-saving-the-humans/ ]
Why are we marching to disaster, “sleepwalking to extinction” as The Guardian‘s George Monbiot once put it? Why can’t we slam on the brakes before we ride off the cliff to collapse? I’m going to argue here that the problem is rooted in the requirements of capitalist reproduction, that large corporations are destroying life on Earth, that they can’t help themselves, they can’t change or change very much, that so long as we live under this system we have little choice but to go along in this destruction, to keep pouring on the gas instead of slamming on the brakes. The only ALTERNATIVE – impossible as this may seem right now – is to overthrow this global economic system and all of the governments of the 1% that prop it up and replace them with a global economic democracy, a radical bottom-up political democracy, an ecosocialist civilization. I argue that, although we are fast approaching the precipice of ecological collapse, the means to derail this train wreck are in the making as, around the world, we are witnessing a near-simultaneous global mass democratic “awakening,” as the Brazilians call it, almost a global uprising from Tahir Square to Zuccotti Park, from Athens to Istanbul to Beijing and beyond such as the world has never seen. To be sure, like Occupy Wall Street, these movements are still inchoate, still mainly protesting what’s wrong rather than fighting for an ALTERNATIVE social order. Like Occupy, they have yet to clearly and robustly answer that crucial question, “Don’t like capitalism? What’s your ALTERNATIVE?” Yet they are working on it, and they are for the most part instinctively and radically democratic. And in this lies our hope. I’m going to make my case in the form of six theses: 1. capitalism is, overwhelmingly, the main driver of Planetary ecological collapse From climate change to resource overconsumption to pollution, the engine that has powered three centuries of accelerating economic development revolutionizing technology, science, culture and human life itself is today a roaring, out-of-control locomotive mowing down continents of forests, sweeping oceans of life, clawing out mountains of minerals, drilling, pumping out lakes of fuels, devouring the Planet’s last accessible resources to TURN them all into “product” while destroying fragile global ecologies built up over eons. Between 1950 and 2000 the global human population more than doubled from 2.5 billion to 6 billion. But in these same decades, consumption of major natural resources soared more than sixfold on average, some much more. Natural gas consumption grew nearly twelvefold, bauxite (aluminum ore) fifteenfold. And so on.[3] At current rates, Harvard biologist E.O Wilson says, “half the world’s great forests have already been leveled, and half the world’s PLANt and animal species may be gone by the end of this century.” Corporations aren’t necessarily evil – although plenty are diabolically evil – but they can’t help themselves. They’re just doing what they’re supposed to do for the benefit of their shareholders. Shell Oil can’t help but loot Nigeria and the Arctic and cook the climate. That’s what shareholders demand.[4] BHP Billiton, Rio Tinto and other mining giants can’t resist mining Australia’s abundant coal and exporting it to China and India. Mining accounts for 19 percent of Australia’s gross domestic product and substantial employment even as coal combustion is the worst driver of global warming. IKEA can’t help but level the forests of Siberia and Malaysia to feed the Chinese mills building its flimsy, disposable 
(Continued on next page…)

(…Smith continues)
furniture (IKEA is the third-largest consumer of lumber in the world). Apple can’t help it if the cost of extracting the “rare earths” it needs to make millions of new iThings each year is the destruction of the eastern Congo – violence, rape, slavery, forced induction of child soldiers, along with poisoning local waterways. [5] Monsanto and DuPont and Syngenta and Bayer Crop Science have no choice but to wipe out bees, butterflies, birds and small farmers and extinguish crop diversity to secure their grip on the world’s food supply while drenching the Planet with their Roundups and Atrazines and neonicotinoids. [6] This is how giant corporations are wiping out life on Earth in the course of a routine business day. And the bigger the corporations grow, the worse the problems become. In Adam Smith’s day, when the first factories and mills produced hat pins and iron tools and rolls of cloth by the thousands, capitalist freedom to make whatever they wanted didn’t much matter because they didn’t have much IMPACT on the global environment. But now everything is produced in the millions and billions – then trashed today and reproduced all over again tomorrow. When the Planet is looted and polluted to support all this frantic and senseless growth, it matters – a lot. The world’s climate scientists tell us we’re facing a Planetary emergency. They’ve been telling us since the 1990s that if we don’t cut global fossil-fuel greenhouse-gas emissions by 80 percent to 90 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 we will cross critical tipping points and global warming will accelerate beyond any human power to contain it. Yet despite all the ringing alarm bells, no corporation and no government can oppose growth. Instead, every capitalist government in the world is putting pedal to the metal to accelerate growth, to drive us full throttle off the cliff to collapse. Marxists have never had a better argument against capitalism than this inescapable and apocalyptic “contradiction.”

C. ALTERNATIVE - The ALTERNATIVE is to reject the PLAN and orient ourselves towards a transnational socialist ALTERNATIVE through networked producer consumer cooperatives. This is the crucial starting point to dismantling capitalism.

Sklair 2016

[Leslie Sklair, London School of Economics, 2-27- "The End of the World, the End of Capitalism, and the Start of a New Radical Sociology," MYY]

In order to do this I argue that we must first specify exactly why capitalist globalization [^the spread of commerce and commercialism around the world^]  is bound to fail in its stated objective, namely to bring prosperity, happiness and peace to all humanity. The two fatal flaws of capitalism are the crises of class polarization (the rich get richer and more numerous, the very poor are always with us, and the middle is increasingly insecure) and of ecological unsustainability (an inevitable consequence of both capitalist and socialist dogmas of growth promoted relentlessly by the culture-ideology of consumerism). I have written at length elsewhere about how these crises can be directly attributed to the transnational capitalist class (consisting of corporate, political, professional, and consumerist fractions) and its dominant value system, the culture-ideology of consumerism (Sklair 2001, 2002). Here I simply want to point towards some of the key elements of a progressive non-capitalist transition. The first is size. Given that huge transnational corporations and huge corporate states, serviced by huge professional and huge consumer goods and services organizations increasingly dominate the lives of people everywhere, it seems obvious that smaller scale structures might work better and enable people to live happier and more fulfilling lives. This is not the fantasy of cellular localism that has attracted hippies and hermits throughout history—fortunately we live in the digital age which could facilitate almost unlimited efficient and interactive communication on a global scale. My vision of an ALTERNATIVE, radical, progressive globalization is based on networks of relatively small producer-consumer cooperatives (PCC) cooperating at a variety of levels to accomplish a variety of societal tasks, primarily to ensure a decent standard of living for everyone on the Planet. The the inspiration for this vision comes from Marx’s analysis of the social relations of production. Given the centrality of the distinctions between concrete labour and socially necessary labour, use value and exchange value, and the inversion of subject and object (reification through the fetishism of commodities stultifying human agency). It is clear that to emerge from the grip of capitalism all these conditions of social organization will have to be transcended. As is well-known Marx argues that species-being—the capacity for free, conscious, purposeful activity—is systematically subverted by the capitalist system. In his pioneering book on Marx’s concept of the socialist ALTERNATIVE to capitalism, Peter Hudis (2013) skilfully demonstrates that these ideas are not simply some juvenile fantasy of the ‘young Marx’ but well-worked out concepts that re-appear all through Marx’s life and works and provide a foundation for his ALTERNATIVE to capitalism. Economically, the socialist ALTERNATIVE to capitalism has to abolish socially necessary labour, exchange value, and the wage system, and restore concrete labour and use value to their true places at the centre of the quest for human freedom, the argument being that free men and women will not chose capitalism. The current reality, of course, is that it is not socialism but capitalism and its hegemonic [“hej-eh-moh-nee”, global leadership”, click text here for hyperlink with more info] culture-ideology of consumerism that has monopolised the idea of ‘freedom’. Hudis (2013: 179) quotes
(Continued on next page…)

(…Sklair continues)
some interesting discussions of Marx’s guarded optimism about the possibility that in some forms of cooperatives ‘workers in association become their own capitalists’. While this is not an ALTERNATIVE to capitalism per se, it is a step in the right direction given that capitalism for Marx is itself ‘the transitional form for a socialist reorganisation of social relations’ (181). Hudis shows beyond doubt that Marx did, in various places, seriously discuss a host of practical problems that would have to be solved to move over time from capitalism to socialism. His sensible evaluation of the difficulties implied in the formula ‘from each according to ability, to each according to need’ and its variants, is a strong indication that Marx did not seek to provide the fine detail of postcapitalist ALTERNATIVES. His project was to prepare the theoretical and practical foundations for the project. However, my vision of the socialist ALTERNATIVE to capitalism obviously involves abandoning some of the central tenets of so-called ‘scientific Marxist-Leninism’, notably the seizure of the bourgeois state by a revolutionary party, the idea of a revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat, and the various communist theories of economic growth. These were attractive ideas in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, but a dismal historical record of implementation forces those who believe that capitalism has no future to think again about what might replace it. Distinguishing generic from capitalist and ALTERNATIVE globalizations allows us to see the emancipatory potential of the digital revolution (the technological basis of generic globalization) that provides simultaneously the most powerful tool of capitalist exploitation and the means of changing the system. The transnational capitalist class, to put it bluntly, systematically subverts the emancipatory potential of generic globalization. For example, architects and urbanists with computers already have the capacity to create sustainable, affordable, and decent housing for all—even now to ‘print’ them via 3-D printers. It is the capitalist market not lack of design talent or resources that prevents them from being readily available and affordable for all. The digital revolution could also contribute to eradicate racism, Orientalism, sexism, and related forms of prejudice and discrimination—it already does so to some extent—though it also does the opposite. This is a project of many generations, a project that begins with damaged parents and communities acquiring the insights and incentives to nurture children through new forms of upbringing and learning. New generations will be less damaged, these children in their TURN nurture their own children to be a little less damaged, and on and on. The design of communities all the way from small settlements to large cities could play an important part in this process. Transformations in housing, transport, nutrition, and other necessities of a decent life would free up space for everything that the capitalist market squeezes out or whose pleasures it compromises. The culture-ideology of consumerism has socialized populations all over the world to crave all the material rewards that capitalist consumerism flaunts. Better, more love-based empathetic parenting could help children to grow up as people who value other life goals and social structures to achieve them. Recent research in neuroscience suggests that this is quite possible (Gerhardt 2015). It is important to locate the sources of change in this direction in our present reality rather than in some utopian future. Our present reality is capitalist globalization. How, then, could PCCs be organized to release the emancipatory potential of generic globalization in a non-capitalist world? The simple and encouraging answer is that they would work, in the early stages of transformation at least, much as millions of small scale cooperative groups work at present in enclaves all over the world. The essays in the symposium ### , for example, document inspiring stories of progressive activism and consciousness- raising but, unsurprisingly, they are all very problematic. Sharryn Kasmir shows that Mondragón – once
(Continued on next page…)

(…Sklair continues)
the greatest hope of the cooperative movement – seems to be inevitably compromised within the framework of a global capitalist system. In her case study of the Uralungal Labour Contract Cooperative Society in Kerela, Michelle Williams reveals the necessary conditions of genuine workers’ control, but her conclusions suggest that as it continues to compete in the capitalist/statist/corrupt market, its future is not secure. In the interview with Paul Singer the evolution of the Solidarity Economy in Brazil focuses on the crucial task of bringing people out of poverty, encouraging results but an enormous task, and it is unclear how the society as whole could be changed. Julián Rebón’s analysis of worker-run factories in Argentina provokes the question of why a capitalist state would make it easy for them to prosper or even survive, as does Theodoros Rakopoulos’ research on anti-middleman markets in Greece, where leftist ‘seizure’ of the state by Syriza appears to be inhibiting rather than supporting the movement. What all of these initiatives have in common is that none of them indicates a way out of capitalist exploitation or ecological unsustainability, and none of them really problematizes the role of the state—whether leftist, rightist or centrist, and how it works with the capitalist consumerist market. My conclusion is that all states end up being hierarchical, and that only in small-scale communities locally or globally Linked via the internet like PCCs, can we avoid this inevitable slippery slope. Hudis (2013: 183-7) presents convincing evidence that the experience of the Paris Commune persuaded Marx that the State form is by its very nature ‘despotic’. Gramsci, in the Prison Notebooks, said that in periods of crisis the old is dying and the new cannot be born. While Gramsci drew attention to the morbid symptoms of such a situation (in 1930) our crisis is different, and I want to draw attention to more hopeful symptoms (waiting to be born) of our present crisis of capitalist hegemony. The viability of movements and initiatives that try to avoid competition with the market and escape from the hierarchic state rests on many untested assumptions. The first assumption is that those who at present do the essential day to day tasks that keep our civilization going would continue to do their jobs in a PCC in preference to large corporations and their local affiliates. A simple example might be food security in a non-capitalist world. This would involve a multitude of like-minded people in PCCs communicating across the globe with each other for the common good. What would they eat? How would they learn? What would they do for healthcare? Who would provide the power to run the computers? How would they be safe? Again, this would depend on a multitude of people who now work in the private or public sectors, directly or indirectly, establishing PCCs in their local communities producing food, organizing transport, setting up places of learning and transmission of skills, providing healthcare, running power systems, and so on. The internet already makes it possible to communicate fairly easily with anyone, anywhere, who is connected. PCCs already do this all over the world on a small scale but such initiatives struggle within capitalist markets. Community Supported Agriculture schemes in various parts of the world represent a first step on a long and difficult road to self-sufficiency in this sphere. Neoliberal  [^government that serves capitalism and chooses based on free markets^] ideologues  [^someone close-minded who believes in only one philosophy^] argue that there is no ALTERNATIVE to capitalist globalization. If we refuse to believe them and start creating ALTERNATIVES and these ALTERNATIVES prove to be successful in their own terms then the logic of the market can be refuted, undermined, or simply ignored.

1NC vs. Open Borders (Specific) Capitalism KRITIK 
A. LINK - The logic of open borders is rooted in capitalist exploitation that presumes the existing economic order is benevolent. That locks us into capitalist commodification of life.

Eskow 2015

[Richard Eskow, 8-5-2015, "“Open Borders”: A Gimmick, Not a Solution," Bernie Sanders, https://berniesanders.com/open-borders-a-gimmick-not-a-solution/ MYY]

Sanders, unlike his open-borders opponents, recognizes that the global workforce faces a systemic problem. The concentration of wealth and political power, both in the US and globally, is diminishing workers’ wages and making them less able to improve their own working conditions. That problem must be addressed systemically, with a transformation that is both economic and political. The principal instrument for that change is the democratic nation-state, an entity which the open-borders concept would seriously weaken. In that sense, open borders resembles NAFTA-style corporate trade: both give corporations the ability to apply their economic power across national boundaries in pursuit of maximal profits at minimal cost, either by outsourcing jobs to workers overseas or paying minimal wages to workers at home. As we said at the outset, “open borders” is a superficially attractive idea – until it’s subjected to critical thinking, at which point its true nature is revealed. Its proponents attempt to make a “moral case” in its defense. But there is no moral case to be made for sacrificing democratic decision-making and national sovereignty [^having authority^] to oligarchic  [^government run by the most powerful few people^] and and corporate whims. “Open borders” is a recipe for the further commodification [^viewing others only in terms of their value in money^] of human beings. It treats people as economic inputs to be moved about the globe at the whim of global capital. It is neither rational nor humane, and it has yet to receive the thorough public debunking it deserves. We need a systemic solution to global wealth inequality, rather than intellectual gimmicks designed to promote exploitation and sow confusion.
B. IMPACT - Capitalism ensures Planetary ecological collapse resulting in extinction of life on earth.

Smith 2013

[Richard economic historian. UCLA history Ph.D. thesis on the transition to capitalism in China and held post-docs at the East-West Center in Honolulu and Rutgers, 11-10https://truthout.org/articles/capitalism-and-the-destruction-of-life-on-earth-six-theses-on-saving-the-humans/ ]
Why are we marching to disaster, “sleepwalking to extinction” as The Guardian‘s George Monbiot once put it? Why can’t we slam on the brakes before we ride off the cliff to collapse? I’m going to argue here that the problem is rooted in the requirements of capitalist reproduction, that large corporations are destroying life on Earth, that they can’t help themselves, they can’t change or change very much, that so long as we live under this system we have little choice but to go along in this destruction, to keep pouring on the gas instead of slamming on the brakes. The only ALTERNATIVE – impossible as this may seem right now – is to overthrow this global economic system and all of the governments of the 1% that prop it up and replace them with a global economic democracy, a radical bottom-up political democracy, an ecosocialist civilization. I argue that, although we are fast approaching the precipice of ecological collapse, the means to derail this train wreck are in the making as, around the world, we are witnessing a near-simultaneous global mass democratic “awakening,” as the Brazilians call it, almost a global uprising from Tahir Square to Zuccotti Park, from Athens to Istanbul to Beijing and beyond such as the world has never seen. To be sure, like Occupy Wall Street, these movements are still inchoate, still mainly protesting what’s wrong rather than fighting for an ALTERNATIVE social order. Like Occupy, they have yet to clearly and robustly answer that crucial question, “Don’t like capitalism? What’s your ALTERNATIVE?” Yet they are working on it, and they are for the most part instinctively and radically democratic. And in this lies our hope. I’m going to make my case in the form of six theses: 1. capitalism is, overwhelmingly, the main driver of Planetary ecological collapse From climate change to resource overconsumption to pollution, the engine that has powered three centuries of accelerating economic development revolutionizing technology, science, culture and human life itself is today a roaring, out-of-control locomotive mowing down continents of forests, sweeping oceans of life, clawing out mountains of minerals, drilling, pumping out lakes of fuels, devouring the Planet’s last accessible resources to TURN them all into “product” while destroying fragile global ecologies built up over eons. Between 1950 and 2000 the global human population more than doubled from 2.5 billion to 6 billion. But in these same decades, consumption of major natural resources soared more than sixfold on average, some much more. Natural gas consumption grew nearly twelvefold, bauxite (aluminum ore) fifteenfold. And so on.[3] At current rates, Harvard biologist E.O Wilson says, “half the world’s great forests have already been leveled, and half the world’s PLANt and animal species may be gone by the end of this century.” Corporations aren’t necessarily evil – although plenty are diabolically evil – but they can’t help themselves. They’re just doing what they’re supposed to do for the benefit of their shareholders. Shell Oil can’t help but loot Nigeria and the Arctic and cook the climate. That’s what shareholders demand.[4] BHP Billiton, Rio Tinto and other mining giants can’t resist mining Australia’s abundant coal and exporting it to China and India. Mining accounts for 19 percent of Australia’s gross domestic product and substantial employment even as coal combustion is the worst driver of global warming. IKEA can’t help but level the forests of Siberia and Malaysia to feed the Chinese mills building its flimsy, disposable 
(Continued on next page…)

(…Smith continues)
furniture (IKEA is the third-largest consumer of lumber in the world). Apple can’t help it if the cost of extracting the “rare earths” it needs to make millions of new iThings each year is the destruction of the eastern Congo – violence, rape, slavery, forced induction of child soldiers, along with poisoning local waterways. [5] Monsanto and DuPont and Syngenta and Bayer Crop Science have no choice but to wipe out bees, butterflies, birds and small farmers and extinguish crop diversity to secure their grip on the world’s food supply while drenching the Planet with their Roundups and Atrazines and neonicotinoids. [6] This is how giant corporations are wiping out life on Earth in the course of a routine business day. And the bigger the corporations grow, the worse the problems become. In Adam Smith’s day, when the first factories and mills produced hat pins and iron tools and rolls of cloth by the thousands, capitalist freedom to make whatever they wanted didn’t much matter because they didn’t have much IMPACT on the global environment. But now everything is produced in the millions and billions – then trashed today and reproduced all over again tomorrow. When the Planet is looted and polluted to support all this frantic and senseless growth, it matters – a lot. The world’s climate scientists tell us we’re facing a Planetary emergency. They’ve been telling us since the 1990s that if we don’t cut global fossil-fuel greenhouse-gas emissions by 80 percent to 90 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 we will cross critical tipping points and global warming will accelerate beyond any human power to contain it. Yet despite all the ringing alarm bells, no corporation and no government can oppose growth. Instead, every capitalist government in the world is putting pedal to the metal to accelerate growth, to drive us full throttle off the cliff to collapse. Marxists have never had a better argument against capitalism than this inescapable and apocalyptic “contradiction.”

C. ALTERNATIVE - The ALTERNATIVE is to reject the PLAN and orient ourselves towards a transnational socialist ALTERNATIVE through networked producer consumer cooperatives. This is the crucial starting point to dismantling capitalism.

Sklair 2016

[Leslie Sklair, London School of Economics, 2-27- "The End of the World, the End of Capitalism, and the Start of a New Radical Sociology," MYY]

In order to do this I argue that we must first specify exactly why capitalist globalization [^the spread of commerce and commercialism around the world^]  is bound to fail in its stated objective, namely to bring prosperity, happiness and peace to all humanity. The two fatal flaws of capitalism are the crises of class polarization (the rich get richer and more numerous, the very poor are always with us, and the middle is increasingly insecure) and of ecological unsustainability (an inevitable consequence of both capitalist and socialist dogmas of growth promoted relentlessly by the culture-ideology of consumerism). I have written at length elsewhere about how these crises can be directly attributed to the transnational capitalist class (consisting of corporate, political, professional, and consumerist fractions) and its dominant value system, the culture-ideology of consumerism (Sklair 2001, 2002). Here I simply want to point towards some of the key elements of a progressive non-capitalist transition. The first is size. Given that huge transnational corporations and huge corporate states, serviced by huge professional and huge consumer goods and services organizations increasingly dominate the lives of people everywhere, it seems obvious that smaller scale structures might work better and enable people to live happier and more fulfilling lives. This is not the fantasy of cellular localism that has attracted hippies and hermits throughout history—fortunately we live in the digital age which could facilitate almost unlimited efficient and interactive communication on a global scale. My vision of an ALTERNATIVE, radical, progressive globalization is based on networks of relatively small producer-consumer cooperatives (PCC) cooperating at a variety of levels to accomplish a variety of societal tasks, primarily to ensure a decent standard of living for everyone on the Planet. The the inspiration for this vision comes from Marx’s analysis of the social relations of production. Given the centrality of the distinctions between concrete labour and socially necessary labour, use value and exchange value, and the inversion of subject and object (reification through the fetishism of commodities stultifying human agency). It is clear that to emerge from the grip of capitalism all these conditions of social organization will have to be transcended. As is well-known Marx argues that species-being—the capacity for free, conscious, purposeful activity—is systematically subverted by the capitalist system. In his pioneering book on Marx’s concept of the socialist ALTERNATIVE to capitalism, Peter Hudis (2013) skilfully demonstrates that these ideas are not simply some juvenile fantasy of the ‘young Marx’ but well-worked out concepts that re-appear all through Marx’s life and works and provide a foundation for his ALTERNATIVE to capitalism. Economically, the socialist ALTERNATIVE to capitalism has to abolish socially necessary labour, exchange value, and the wage system, and restore concrete labour and use value to their true places at the centre of the quest for human freedom, the argument being that free men and women will not chose capitalism. The current reality, of course, is that it is not socialism but capitalism and its hegemonic [“hej-eh-moh-nee”, global leadership”, click text here for hyperlink with more info] culture-ideology of consumerism that has monopolised the idea of ‘freedom’. Hudis (2013: 179) quotes
(Continued on next page…)

(…Sklair continues)
some interesting discussions of Marx’s guarded optimism about the possibility that in some forms of cooperatives ‘workers in association become their own capitalists’. While this is not an ALTERNATIVE to capitalism per se, it is a step in the right direction given that capitalism for Marx is itself ‘the transitional form for a socialist reorganisation of social relations’ (181). Hudis shows beyond doubt that Marx did, in various places, seriously discuss a host of practical problems that would have to be solved to move over time from capitalism to socialism. His sensible evaluation of the difficulties implied in the formula ‘from each according to ability, to each according to need’ and its variants, is a strong indication that Marx did not seek to provide the fine detail of postcapitalist ALTERNATIVES. His project was to prepare the theoretical and practical foundations for the project. However, my vision of the socialist ALTERNATIVE to capitalism obviously involves abandoning some of the central tenets of so-called ‘scientific Marxist-Leninism’, notably the seizure of the bourgeois state by a revolutionary party, the idea of a revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat, and the various communist theories of economic growth. These were attractive ideas in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, but a dismal historical record of implementation forces those who believe that capitalism has no future to think again about what might replace it. Distinguishing generic from capitalist and ALTERNATIVE globalizations allows us to see the emancipatory potential of the digital revolution (the technological basis of generic globalization) that provides simultaneously the most powerful tool of capitalist exploitation and the means of changing the system. The transnational capitalist class, to put it bluntly, systematically subverts the emancipatory potential of generic globalization. For example, architects and urbanists with computers already have the capacity to create sustainable, affordable, and decent housing for all—even now to ‘print’ them via 3-D printers. It is the capitalist market not lack of design talent or resources that prevents them from being readily available and affordable for all. The digital revolution could also contribute to eradicate racism, Orientalism, sexism, and related forms of prejudice and discrimination—it already does so to some extent—though it also does the opposite. This is a project of many generations, a project that begins with damaged parents and communities acquiring the insights and incentives to nurture children through new forms of upbringing and learning. New generations will be less damaged, these children in their TURN nurture their own children to be a little less damaged, and on and on. The design of communities all the way from small settlements to large cities could play an important part in this process. Transformations in housing, transport, nutrition, and other necessities of a decent life would free up space for everything that the capitalist market squeezes out or whose pleasures it compromises. The culture-ideology of consumerism has socialized populations all over the world to crave all the material rewards that capitalist consumerism flaunts. Better, more love-based empathetic parenting could help children to grow up as people who value other life goals and social structures to achieve them. Recent research in neuroscience suggests that this is quite possible (Gerhardt 2015). It is important to locate the sources of change in this direction in our present reality rather than in some utopian future. Our present reality is capitalist globalization. How, then, could PCCs be organized to release the emancipatory potential of generic globalization in a non-capitalist world? The simple and encouraging answer is that they would work, in the early stages of transformation at least, much as millions of small scale cooperative groups work at present in enclaves all over the world. The essays in the symposium ### , for example, document inspiring stories of progressive activism and consciousness- raising but, unsurprisingly, they are all very problematic. Sharryn Kasmir shows that Mondragón – once
(Continued on next page…)

(…Sklair continues)
the greatest hope of the cooperative movement – seems to be inevitably compromised within the framework of a global capitalist system. In her case study of the Uralungal Labour Contract Cooperative Society in Kerela, Michelle Williams reveals the necessary conditions of genuine workers’ control, but her conclusions suggest that as it continues to compete in the capitalist/statist/corrupt market, its future is not secure. In the interview with Paul Singer the evolution of the Solidarity Economy in Brazil focuses on the crucial task of bringing people out of poverty, encouraging results but an enormous task, and it is unclear how the society as whole could be changed. Julián Rebón’s analysis of worker-run factories in Argentina provokes the question of why a capitalist state would make it easy for them to prosper or even survive, as does Theodoros Rakopoulos’ research on anti-middleman markets in Greece, where leftist ‘seizure’ of the state by Syriza appears to be inhibiting rather than supporting the movement. What all of these initiatives have in common is that none of them indicates a way out of capitalist exploitation or ecological unsustainability, and none of them really problematizes the role of the state—whether leftist, rightist or centrist, and how it works with the capitalist consumerist market. My conclusion is that all states end up being hierarchical, and that only in small-scale communities locally or globally Linked via the internet like PCCs, can we avoid this inevitable slippery slope. Hudis (2013: 183-7) presents convincing evidence that the experience of the Paris Commune persuaded Marx that the State form is by its very nature ‘despotic’. Gramsci, in the Prison Notebooks, said that in periods of crisis the old is dying and the new cannot be born. While Gramsci drew attention to the morbid symptoms of such a situation (in 1930) our crisis is different, and I want to draw attention to more hopeful symptoms (waiting to be born) of our present crisis of capitalist hegemony. The viability of movements and initiatives that try to avoid competition with the market and escape from the hierarchic state rests on many untested assumptions. The first assumption is that those who at present do the essential day to day tasks that keep our civilization going would continue to do their jobs in a PCC in preference to large corporations and their local affiliates. A simple example might be food security in a non-capitalist world. This would involve a multitude of like-minded people in PCCs communicating across the globe with each other for the common good. What would they eat? How would they learn? What would they do for healthcare? Who would provide the power to run the computers? How would they be safe? Again, this would depend on a multitude of people who now work in the private or public sectors, directly or indirectly, establishing PCCs in their local communities producing food, organizing transport, setting up places of learning and transmission of skills, providing healthcare, running power systems, and so on. The internet already makes it possible to communicate fairly easily with anyone, anywhere, who is connected. PCCs already do this all over the world on a small scale but such initiatives struggle within capitalist markets. Community Supported Agriculture schemes in various parts of the world represent a first step on a long and difficult road to self-sufficiency in this sphere. Neoliberal  [^government that serves capitalism and chooses based on free markets^] ideologues  [^someone close-minded who believes in only one philosophy^] argue that there is no ALTERNATIVE to capitalist globalization. If we refuse to believe them and start creating ALTERNATIVES and these ALTERNATIVES prove to be successful in their own terms then the logic of the market can be refuted, undermined, or simply ignored.

1NC vs. Refugees (Specific) Capitalism KRITIK 

A. LINK – The 1AC’s charitable moral feeling toward refugees only supports the capitalist system that is the reason for their suffering and poverty

Stall 2016

[Patrick Stall, 12-21-2016, "Seize the Charities," Jacobin, https://www.jacobinmag.com/2016/12/private-charity-holidays-philanthropy-poverty-inequality/ MYY]

This all seems perfectly appropriate. We are bombarded with images of starving children and pleas to help those who can’t afford to heat their homes in the winter. As Oscar Wilde remarks in “The Soul of Man Under Socialism,” it is “inevitable that we be strongly moved” by the plight of our fellow humans, and feel compelled to take immediate action against poverty and suffering. A dollar in the Salvation Army’s bucket or a monthly pledge to OxFam seems to be the least we can do when we’re surrounded by so much unnecessary human misery. But, as Wilde notes, “this is not a solution: it is an aggravation of the difficulty.” Charity, if it soothes the soul and provides a degree of sustenance the economy denies, buttresses the same system responsible for that immiseration. Homeless shelters and breadlines do not challenge the existing social order; the philanthropic sentiment behind them has always been a corollary of capitalism.

B. IMPACT - Capitalism ensures Planetary ecological collapse resulting in extinction of life on earth.

Smith 2013

[Richard economic historian. UCLA history Ph.D. thesis on the transition to capitalism in China and held post-docs at the East-West Center in Honolulu and Rutgers, 11-10https://truthout.org/articles/capitalism-and-the-destruction-of-life-on-earth-six-theses-on-saving-the-humans/ ]
Why are we marching to disaster, “sleepwalking to extinction” as The Guardian‘s George Monbiot once put it? Why can’t we slam on the brakes before we ride off the cliff to collapse? I’m going to argue here that the problem is rooted in the requirements of capitalist reproduction, that large corporations are destroying life on Earth, that they can’t help themselves, they can’t change or change very much, that so long as we live under this system we have little choice but to go along in this destruction, to keep pouring on the gas instead of slamming on the brakes. The only ALTERNATIVE – impossible as this may seem right now – is to overthrow this global economic system and all of the governments of the 1% that prop it up and replace them with a global economic democracy, a radical bottom-up political democracy, an ecosocialist civilization. I argue that, although we are fast approaching the precipice of ecological collapse, the means to derail this train wreck are in the making as, around the world, we are witnessing a near-simultaneous global mass democratic “awakening,” as the Brazilians call it, almost a global uprising from Tahir Square to Zuccotti Park, from Athens to Istanbul to Beijing and beyond such as the world has never seen. To be sure, like Occupy Wall Street, these movements are still inchoate, still mainly protesting what’s wrong rather than fighting for an ALTERNATIVE social order. Like Occupy, they have yet to clearly and robustly answer that crucial question, “Don’t like capitalism? What’s your ALTERNATIVE?” Yet they are working on it, and they are for the most part instinctively and radically democratic. And in this lies our hope. I’m going to make my case in the form of six theses: 1. capitalism is, overwhelmingly, the main driver of Planetary ecological collapse From climate change to resource overconsumption to pollution, the engine that has powered three centuries of accelerating economic development revolutionizing technology, science, culture and human life itself is today a roaring, out-of-control locomotive mowing down continents of forests, sweeping oceans of life, clawing out mountains of minerals, drilling, pumping out lakes of fuels, devouring the Planet’s last accessible resources to TURN them all into “product” while destroying fragile global ecologies built up over eons. Between 1950 and 2000 the global human population more than doubled from 2.5 billion to 6 billion. But in these same decades, consumption of major natural resources soared more than sixfold on average, some much more. Natural gas consumption grew nearly twelvefold, bauxite (aluminum ore) fifteenfold. And so on.[3] At current rates, Harvard biologist E.O Wilson says, “half the world’s great forests have already been leveled, and half the world’s PLANt and animal species may be gone by the end of this century.” Corporations aren’t necessarily evil – although plenty are diabolically evil – but they can’t help themselves. They’re just doing what they’re supposed to do for the benefit of their shareholders. Shell Oil can’t help but loot Nigeria and the Arctic and cook the climate. That’s what shareholders demand.[4] BHP Billiton, Rio Tinto and other mining giants can’t resist mining Australia’s abundant coal and exporting it to China and India. Mining accounts for 19 percent of Australia’s gross domestic product and substantial employment even as coal combustion is the worst driver of global warming. IKEA can’t help but level the forests of Siberia and Malaysia to feed the Chinese mills building its flimsy, disposable 
(Continued on next page…)

(…Smith continues)
furniture (IKEA is the third-largest consumer of lumber in the world). Apple can’t help it if the cost of extracting the “rare earths” it needs to make millions of new iThings each year is the destruction of the eastern Congo – violence, rape, slavery, forced induction of child soldiers, along with poisoning local waterways. [5] Monsanto and DuPont and Syngenta and Bayer Crop Science have no choice but to wipe out bees, butterflies, birds and small farmers and extinguish crop diversity to secure their grip on the world’s food supply while drenching the Planet with their Roundups and Atrazines and neonicotinoids. [6] This is how giant corporations are wiping out life on Earth in the course of a routine business day. And the bigger the corporations grow, the worse the problems become. In Adam Smith’s day, when the first factories and mills produced hat pins and iron tools and rolls of cloth by the thousands, capitalist freedom to make whatever they wanted didn’t much matter because they didn’t have much IMPACT on the global environment. But now everything is produced in the millions and billions – then trashed today and reproduced all over again tomorrow. When the Planet is looted and polluted to support all this frantic and senseless growth, it matters – a lot. The world’s climate scientists tell us we’re facing a Planetary emergency. They’ve been telling us since the 1990s that if we don’t cut global fossil-fuel greenhouse-gas emissions by 80 percent to 90 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 we will cross critical tipping points and global warming will accelerate beyond any human power to contain it. Yet despite all the ringing alarm bells, no corporation and no government can oppose growth. Instead, every capitalist government in the world is putting pedal to the metal to accelerate growth, to drive us full throttle off the cliff to collapse. Marxists have never had a better argument against capitalism than this inescapable and apocalyptic “contradiction.”

C. ALTERNATIVE - The ALTERNATIVE is to reject the PLAN and orient ourselves towards a transnational socialist ALTERNATIVE through networked producer consumer cooperatives. This is the crucial starting point to dismantling capitalism.

Sklair 2016

[Leslie Sklair, London School of Economics, 2-27- "The End of the World, the End of Capitalism, and the Start of a New Radical Sociology," MYY]

In order to do this I argue that we must first specify exactly why capitalist globalization [^the spread of commerce and commercialism around the world^]  is bound to fail in its stated objective, namely to bring prosperity, happiness and peace to all humanity. The two fatal flaws of capitalism are the crises of class polarization (the rich get richer and more numerous, the very poor are always with us, and the middle is increasingly insecure) and of ecological unsustainability (an inevitable consequence of both capitalist and socialist dogmas of growth promoted relentlessly by the culture-ideology of consumerism). I have written at length elsewhere about how these crises can be directly attributed to the transnational capitalist class (consisting of corporate, political, professional, and consumerist fractions) and its dominant value system, the culture-ideology of consumerism (Sklair 2001, 2002). Here I simply want to point towards some of the key elements of a progressive non-capitalist transition. The first is size. Given that huge transnational corporations and huge corporate states, serviced by huge professional and huge consumer goods and services organizations increasingly dominate the lives of people everywhere, it seems obvious that smaller scale structures might work better and enable people to live happier and more fulfilling lives. This is not the fantasy of cellular localism that has attracted hippies and hermits throughout history—fortunately we live in the digital age which could facilitate almost unlimited efficient and interactive communication on a global scale. My vision of an ALTERNATIVE, radical, progressive globalization is based on networks of relatively small producer-consumer cooperatives (PCC) cooperating at a variety of levels to accomplish a variety of societal tasks, primarily to ensure a decent standard of living for everyone on the Planet. The the inspiration for this vision comes from Marx’s analysis of the social relations of production. Given the centrality of the distinctions between concrete labour and socially necessary labour, use value and exchange value, and the inversion of subject and object (reification through the fetishism of commodities stultifying human agency). It is clear that to emerge from the grip of capitalism all these conditions of social organization will have to be transcended. As is well-known Marx argues that species-being—the capacity for free, conscious, purposeful activity—is systematically subverted by the capitalist system. In his pioneering book on Marx’s concept of the socialist ALTERNATIVE to capitalism, Peter Hudis (2013) skilfully demonstrates that these ideas are not simply some juvenile fantasy of the ‘young Marx’ but well-worked out concepts that re-appear all through Marx’s life and works and provide a foundation for his ALTERNATIVE to capitalism. Economically, the socialist ALTERNATIVE to capitalism has to abolish socially necessary labour, exchange value, and the wage system, and restore concrete labour and use value to their true places at the centre of the quest for human freedom, the argument being that free men and women will not chose capitalism. The current reality, of course, is that it is not socialism but capitalism and its hegemonic [“hej-eh-moh-nee”, global leadership”, click text here for hyperlink with more info] culture-ideology of consumerism that has monopolised the idea of ‘freedom’. Hudis (2013: 179) quotes
(Continued on next page…)

(…Sklair continues)
some interesting discussions of Marx’s guarded optimism about the possibility that in some forms of cooperatives ‘workers in association become their own capitalists’. While this is not an ALTERNATIVE to capitalism per se, it is a step in the right direction given that capitalism for Marx is itself ‘the transitional form for a socialist reorganisation of social relations’ (181). Hudis shows beyond doubt that Marx did, in various places, seriously discuss a host of practical problems that would have to be solved to move over time from capitalism to socialism. His sensible evaluation of the difficulties implied in the formula ‘from each according to ability, to each according to need’ and its variants, is a strong indication that Marx did not seek to provide the fine detail of postcapitalist ALTERNATIVES. His project was to prepare the theoretical and practical foundations for the project. However, my vision of the socialist ALTERNATIVE to capitalism obviously involves abandoning some of the central tenets of so-called ‘scientific Marxist-Leninism’, notably the seizure of the bourgeois state by a revolutionary party, the idea of a revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat, and the various communist theories of economic growth. These were attractive ideas in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, but a dismal historical record of implementation forces those who believe that capitalism has no future to think again about what might replace it. Distinguishing generic from capitalist and ALTERNATIVE globalizations allows us to see the emancipatory potential of the digital revolution (the technological basis of generic globalization) that provides simultaneously the most powerful tool of capitalist exploitation and the means of changing the system. The transnational capitalist class, to put it bluntly, systematically subverts the emancipatory potential of generic globalization. For example, architects and urbanists with computers already have the capacity to create sustainable, affordable, and decent housing for all—even now to ‘print’ them via 3-D printers. It is the capitalist market not lack of design talent or resources that prevents them from being readily available and affordable for all. The digital revolution could also contribute to eradicate racism, Orientalism, sexism, and related forms of prejudice and discrimination—it already does so to some extent—though it also does the opposite. This is a project of many generations, a project that begins with damaged parents and communities acquiring the insights and incentives to nurture children through new forms of upbringing and learning. New generations will be less damaged, these children in their TURN nurture their own children to be a little less damaged, and on and on. The design of communities all the way from small settlements to large cities could play an important part in this process. Transformations in housing, transport, nutrition, and other necessities of a decent life would free up space for everything that the capitalist market squeezes out or whose pleasures it compromises. The culture-ideology of consumerism has socialized populations all over the world to crave all the material rewards that capitalist consumerism flaunts. Better, more love-based empathetic parenting could help children to grow up as people who value other life goals and social structures to achieve them. Recent research in neuroscience suggests that this is quite possible (Gerhardt 2015). It is important to locate the sources of change in this direction in our present reality rather than in some utopian future. Our present reality is capitalist globalization. How, then, could PCCs be organized to release the emancipatory potential of generic globalization in a non-capitalist world? The simple and encouraging answer is that they would work, in the early stages of transformation at least, much as millions of small scale cooperative groups work at present in enclaves all over the world. The essays in the symposium ### , for example, document inspiring stories of progressive activism and consciousness- raising but, unsurprisingly, they are all very problematic. Sharryn Kasmir shows that Mondragón – once
(Continued on next page…)

(…Sklair continues)
the greatest hope of the cooperative movement – seems to be inevitably compromised within the framework of a global capitalist system. In her case study of the Uralungal Labour Contract Cooperative Society in Kerela, Michelle Williams reveals the necessary conditions of genuine workers’ control, but her conclusions suggest that as it continues to compete in the capitalist/statist/corrupt market, its future is not secure. In the interview with Paul Singer the evolution of the Solidarity Economy in Brazil focuses on the crucial task of bringing people out of poverty, encouraging results but an enormous task, and it is unclear how the society as whole could be changed. Julián Rebón’s analysis of worker-run factories in Argentina provokes the question of why a capitalist state would make it easy for them to prosper or even survive, as does Theodoros Rakopoulos’ research on anti-middleman markets in Greece, where leftist ‘seizure’ of the state by Syriza appears to be inhibiting rather than supporting the movement. What all of these initiatives have in common is that none of them indicates a way out of capitalist exploitation or ecological unsustainability, and none of them really problematizes the role of the state—whether leftist, rightist or centrist, and how it works with the capitalist consumerist market. My conclusion is that all states end up being hierarchical, and that only in small-scale communities locally or globally Linked via the internet like PCCs, can we avoid this inevitable slippery slope. Hudis (2013: 183-7) presents convincing evidence that the experience of the Paris Commune persuaded Marx that the State form is by its very nature ‘despotic’. Gramsci, in the Prison Notebooks, said that in periods of crisis the old is dying and the new cannot be born. While Gramsci drew attention to the morbid symptoms of such a situation (in 1930) our crisis is different, and I want to draw attention to more hopeful symptoms (waiting to be born) of our present crisis of capitalist hegemony. The viability of movements and initiatives that try to avoid competition with the market and escape from the hierarchic state rests on many untested assumptions. The first assumption is that those who at present do the essential day to day tasks that keep our civilization going would continue to do their jobs in a PCC in preference to large corporations and their local affiliates. A simple example might be food security in a non-capitalist world. This would involve a multitude of like-minded people in PCCs communicating across the globe with each other for the common good. What would they eat? How would they learn? What would they do for healthcare? Who would provide the power to run the computers? How would they be safe? Again, this would depend on a multitude of people who now work in the private or public sectors, directly or indirectly, establishing PCCs in their local communities producing food, organizing transport, setting up places of learning and transmission of skills, providing healthcare, running power systems, and so on. The internet already makes it possible to communicate fairly easily with anyone, anywhere, who is connected. PCCs already do this all over the world on a small scale but such initiatives struggle within capitalist markets. Community Supported Agriculture schemes in various parts of the world represent a first step on a long and difficult road to self-sufficiency in this sphere. Neoliberal  [^government that serves capitalism and chooses based on free markets^] ideologues  [^someone close-minded who believes in only one philosophy^] argue that there is no ALTERNATIVE to capitalist globalization. If we refuse to believe them and start creating ALTERNATIVES and these ALTERNATIVES prove to be successful in their own terms then the logic of the market can be refuted, undermined, or simply ignored.

1NC (General) Capitalism KRITIK 
A. LINK - The 1AC justifies immigration on the basis of its benefit to the US. This logic underwrites global capitalist violence that forces emigration in order to derive capital from displaced persons. 

Wolff 2016

[Richard professor of economics emeritus at the University of Massachusetts, Amherst, visiting professor in the Graduate Program in International Affairs of the New School University, 10-2 https://truthout.org/articles/how-capitalism-perpetuates-immigration/ MYY]

The US repeatedly undermined basic living conditions in its de facto colony, Puerto Rico, driving millions to move to the US mainland. There, they repeatedly encountered all manner of discriminations, abuse and scapegoating. The US economic dominance of Mexico and Central America as informal colonies — intensified by the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) — produced the same result, but on a much larger scale. US capitalists used Latin American immigrants as means to exert downward pressures on wages and working conditions, with the usual anti-immigrant results. Following the European colonial pattern, some in the corporate and governing US elite congratulate themselves for denouncing scapegoating, intolerance, etc. and castigating those with such attitudes as “deplorables.” Since the 1970s, the remarkable relocation of capital from its old centers in Western Europe, North America and Japan to the new centers in China, India, Brazil and beyond has provoked new migrations. The industrialization of the new centers and associated political and military conflicts have traumatically and quickly (in historical time) transformed the lives of millions and stimulated huge labor migrations — interregional and international. Emigration traumatizes most of those driven from their homes, jobs, families and communities. Extreme conditions push emigrants to leave, especially for foreign places they usually know little about. The uneven development of capitalism, coupled with its drive toward colonialism, has consistently produced the extreme conditions and extreme inequalities that sustain successive waves of migration. A real “cure” for the horrific processes of migration lies in a real confrontation of capitalism’s uneven development. For example, investment could be directed not to where private profit rates are highest, but rather to areas that need that investment most. The rationale would be that poverty and marginalization pose a threat to peace (and thus to economic development as well), which OUTWEIGHs private capitalist profitability in terms of social well-being. For another example, full employment — by state authorities wherever private employment is insufficient — could become a funded priority everywhere in part as a major counter to emigration. For yet another example, taxing extreme wealth could provide significant additional resources for investment in poorer areas. At the same time, progressive taxation can likewise prevent the resources flowing to poorer regions from reproducing there the gross inequalities that historically accompanied capitalist development. To get an inkling of the magnitudes involved, consider the 2016 Oxfam report which showed that the combined wealth of the world’s 62 richest individuals exceeded the combined wealth of the poorer half of the world’s population (3.5 billion people). We could seriously address migration by redistributing that wealth. If redistribution were combined with either a reorganized and regulated capitalism — or, finally, transition to a non-capitalist system less beset by inequality — still more could be accomplished. Capitalism always entailed migrations of capital and labor. It also entailed — as Marx’s, Piketty’s and others’ work have argued — a continual tendency toward wealth and income inequality, coupled with recurring cycles of recession and depression. 
B. IMPACT - Capitalism ensures Planetary ecological collapse resulting in extinction of life on earth.

Smith 2013

[Richard economic historian. UCLA history Ph.D. thesis on the transition to capitalism in China and held post-docs at the East-West Center in Honolulu and Rutgers, 11-10https://truthout.org/articles/capitalism-and-the-destruction-of-life-on-earth-six-theses-on-saving-the-humans/ ]
Why are we marching to disaster, “sleepwalking to extinction” as The Guardian‘s George Monbiot once put it? Why can’t we slam on the brakes before we ride off the cliff to collapse? I’m going to argue here that the problem is rooted in the requirements of capitalist reproduction, that large corporations are destroying life on Earth, that they can’t help themselves, they can’t change or change very much, that so long as we live under this system we have little choice but to go along in this destruction, to keep pouring on the gas instead of slamming on the brakes. The only ALTERNATIVE – impossible as this may seem right now – is to overthrow this global economic system and all of the governments of the 1% that prop it up and replace them with a global economic democracy, a radical bottom-up political democracy, an ecosocialist civilization. I argue that, although we are fast approaching the precipice of ecological collapse, the means to derail this train wreck are in the making as, around the world, we are witnessing a near-simultaneous global mass democratic “awakening,” as the Brazilians call it, almost a global uprising from Tahir Square to Zuccotti Park, from Athens to Istanbul to Beijing and beyond such as the world has never seen. To be sure, like Occupy Wall Street, these movements are still inchoate, still mainly protesting what’s wrong rather than fighting for an ALTERNATIVE social order. Like Occupy, they have yet to clearly and robustly answer that crucial question, “Don’t like capitalism? What’s your ALTERNATIVE?” Yet they are working on it, and they are for the most part instinctively and radically democratic. And in this lies our hope. I’m going to make my case in the form of six theses: 1. capitalism is, overwhelmingly, the main driver of Planetary ecological collapse From climate change to resource overconsumption to pollution, the engine that has powered three centuries of accelerating economic development revolutionizing technology, science, culture and human life itself is today a roaring, out-of-control locomotive mowing down continents of forests, sweeping oceans of life, clawing out mountains of minerals, drilling, pumping out lakes of fuels, devouring the Planet’s last accessible resources to TURN them all into “product” while destroying fragile global ecologies built up over eons. Between 1950 and 2000 the global human population more than doubled from 2.5 billion to 6 billion. But in these same decades, consumption of major natural resources soared more than sixfold on average, some much more. Natural gas consumption grew nearly twelvefold, bauxite (aluminum ore) fifteenfold. And so on.[3] At current rates, Harvard biologist E.O Wilson says, “half the world’s great forests have already been leveled, and half the world’s PLANt and animal species may be gone by the end of this century.” Corporations aren’t necessarily evil – although plenty are diabolically evil – but they can’t help themselves. They’re just doing what they’re supposed to do for the benefit of their shareholders. Shell Oil can’t help but loot Nigeria and the Arctic and cook the climate. That’s what shareholders demand.[4] BHP Billiton, Rio Tinto and other mining giants can’t resist mining Australia’s abundant coal and exporting it to China and India. Mining accounts for 19 percent of Australia’s gross domestic product and substantial employment even as coal combustion is the worst driver of global warming. IKEA can’t help but level the forests of Siberia and Malaysia to feed the Chinese mills building its flimsy, disposable 
(Continued on next page…)

(…Smith continues)
furniture (IKEA is the third-largest consumer of lumber in the world). Apple can’t help it if the cost of extracting the “rare earths” it needs to make millions of new iThings each year is the destruction of the eastern Congo – violence, rape, slavery, forced induction of child soldiers, along with poisoning local waterways. [5] Monsanto and DuPont and Syngenta and Bayer Crop Science have no choice but to wipe out bees, butterflies, birds and small farmers and extinguish crop diversity to secure their grip on the world’s food supply while drenching the Planet with their Roundups and Atrazines and neonicotinoids. [6] This is how giant corporations are wiping out life on Earth in the course of a routine business day. And the bigger the corporations grow, the worse the problems become. In Adam Smith’s day, when the first factories and mills produced hat pins and iron tools and rolls of cloth by the thousands, capitalist freedom to make whatever they wanted didn’t much matter because they didn’t have much IMPACT on the global environment. But now everything is produced in the millions and billions – then trashed today and reproduced all over again tomorrow. When the Planet is looted and polluted to support all this frantic and senseless growth, it matters – a lot. The world’s climate scientists tell us we’re facing a Planetary emergency. They’ve been telling us since the 1990s that if we don’t cut global fossil-fuel greenhouse-gas emissions by 80 percent to 90 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 we will cross critical tipping points and global warming will accelerate beyond any human power to contain it. Yet despite all the ringing alarm bells, no corporation and no government can oppose growth. Instead, every capitalist government in the world is putting pedal to the metal to accelerate growth, to drive us full throttle off the cliff to collapse. Marxists have never had a better argument against capitalism than this inescapable and apocalyptic “contradiction.”

C. ALTERNATIVE - The ALTERNATIVE is to reject the PLAN and orient ourselves towards a transnational socialist ALTERNATIVE through networked producer consumer cooperatives. This is the crucial starting point to dismantling capitalism.

Sklair 2016

[Leslie Sklair, London School of Economics, 2-27- "The End of the World, the End of Capitalism, and the Start of a New Radical Sociology," MYY]

In order to do this I argue that we must first specify exactly why capitalist globalization [^the spread of commerce and commercialism around the world^]  is bound to fail in its stated objective, namely to bring prosperity, happiness and peace to all humanity. The two fatal flaws of capitalism are the crises of class polarization (the rich get richer and more numerous, the very poor are always with us, and the middle is increasingly insecure) and of ecological unsustainability (an inevitable consequence of both capitalist and socialist dogmas of growth promoted relentlessly by the culture-ideology of consumerism). I have written at length elsewhere about how these crises can be directly attributed to the transnational capitalist class (consisting of corporate, political, professional, and consumerist fractions) and its dominant value system, the culture-ideology of consumerism (Sklair 2001, 2002). Here I simply want to point towards some of the key elements of a progressive non-capitalist transition. The first is size. Given that huge transnational corporations and huge corporate states, serviced by huge professional and huge consumer goods and services organizations increasingly dominate the lives of people everywhere, it seems obvious that smaller scale structures might work better and enable people to live happier and more fulfilling lives. This is not the fantasy of cellular localism that has attracted hippies and hermits throughout history—fortunately we live in the digital age which could facilitate almost unlimited efficient and interactive communication on a global scale. My vision of an ALTERNATIVE, radical, progressive globalization is based on networks of relatively small producer-consumer cooperatives (PCC) cooperating at a variety of levels to accomplish a variety of societal tasks, primarily to ensure a decent standard of living for everyone on the Planet. The the inspiration for this vision comes from Marx’s analysis of the social relations of production. Given the centrality of the distinctions between concrete labour and socially necessary labour, use value and exchange value, and the inversion of subject and object (reification through the fetishism of commodities stultifying human agency). It is clear that to emerge from the grip of capitalism all these conditions of social organization will have to be transcended. As is well-known Marx argues that species-being—the capacity for free, conscious, purposeful activity—is systematically subverted by the capitalist system. In his pioneering book on Marx’s concept of the socialist ALTERNATIVE to capitalism, Peter Hudis (2013) skilfully demonstrates that these ideas are not simply some juvenile fantasy of the ‘young Marx’ but well-worked out concepts that re-appear all through Marx’s life and works and provide a foundation for his ALTERNATIVE to capitalism. Economically, the socialist ALTERNATIVE to capitalism has to abolish socially necessary labour, exchange value, and the wage system, and restore concrete labour and use value to their true places at the centre of the quest for human freedom, the argument being that free men and women will not chose capitalism. The current reality, of course, is that it is not socialism but capitalism and its hegemonic [“hej-eh-moh-nee”, global leadership”, click text here for hyperlink with more info] culture-ideology of consumerism that has monopolised the idea of ‘freedom’. Hudis (2013: 179) quotes
(Continued on next page…)

(…Sklair continues)
some interesting discussions of Marx’s guarded optimism about the possibility that in some forms of cooperatives ‘workers in association become their own capitalists’. While this is not an ALTERNATIVE to capitalism per se, it is a step in the right direction given that capitalism for Marx is itself ‘the transitional form for a socialist reorganisation of social relations’ (181). Hudis shows beyond doubt that Marx did, in various places, seriously discuss a host of practical problems that would have to be solved to move over time from capitalism to socialism. His sensible evaluation of the difficulties implied in the formula ‘from each according to ability, to each according to need’ and its variants, is a strong indication that Marx did not seek to provide the fine detail of postcapitalist ALTERNATIVES. His project was to prepare the theoretical and practical foundations for the project. However, my vision of the socialist ALTERNATIVE to capitalism obviously involves abandoning some of the central tenets of so-called ‘scientific Marxist-Leninism’, notably the seizure of the bourgeois state by a revolutionary party, the idea of a revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat, and the various communist theories of economic growth. These were attractive ideas in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, but a dismal historical record of implementation forces those who believe that capitalism has no future to think again about what might replace it. Distinguishing generic from capitalist and ALTERNATIVE globalizations allows us to see the emancipatory potential of the digital revolution (the technological basis of generic globalization) that provides simultaneously the most powerful tool of capitalist exploitation and the means of changing the system. The transnational capitalist class, to put it bluntly, systematically subverts the emancipatory potential of generic globalization. For example, architects and urbanists with computers already have the capacity to create sustainable, affordable, and decent housing for all—even now to ‘print’ them via 3-D printers. It is the capitalist market not lack of design talent or resources that prevents them from being readily available and affordable for all. The digital revolution could also contribute to eradicate racism, Orientalism, sexism, and related forms of prejudice and discrimination—it already does so to some extent—though it also does the opposite. This is a project of many generations, a project that begins with damaged parents and communities acquiring the insights and incentives to nurture children through new forms of upbringing and learning. New generations will be less damaged, these children in their TURN nurture their own children to be a little less damaged, and on and on. The design of communities all the way from small settlements to large cities could play an important part in this process. Transformations in housing, transport, nutrition, and other necessities of a decent life would free up space for everything that the capitalist market squeezes out or whose pleasures it compromises. The culture-ideology of consumerism has socialized populations all over the world to crave all the material rewards that capitalist consumerism flaunts. Better, more love-based empathetic parenting could help children to grow up as people who value other life goals and social structures to achieve them. Recent research in neuroscience suggests that this is quite possible (Gerhardt 2015). It is important to locate the sources of change in this direction in our present reality rather than in some utopian future. Our present reality is capitalist globalization. How, then, could PCCs be organized to release the emancipatory potential of generic globalization in a non-capitalist world? The simple and encouraging answer is that they would work, in the early stages of transformation at least, much as millions of small scale cooperative groups work at present in enclaves all over the world. The essays in the symposium ### , for example, document inspiring stories of progressive activism and consciousness- raising but, unsurprisingly, they are all very problematic. Sharryn Kasmir shows that Mondragón – once
(Continued on next page…)

(…Sklair continues)
the greatest hope of the cooperative movement – seems to be inevitably compromised within the framework of a global capitalist system. In her case study of the Uralungal Labour Contract Cooperative Society in Kerela, Michelle Williams reveals the necessary conditions of genuine workers’ control, but her conclusions suggest that as it continues to compete in the capitalist/statist/corrupt market, its future is not secure. In the interview with Paul Singer the evolution of the Solidarity Economy in Brazil focuses on the crucial task of bringing people out of poverty, encouraging results but an enormous task, and it is unclear how the society as whole could be changed. Julián Rebón’s analysis of worker-run factories in Argentina provokes the question of why a capitalist state would make it easy for them to prosper or even survive, as does Theodoros Rakopoulos’ research on anti-middleman markets in Greece, where leftist ‘seizure’ of the state by Syriza appears to be inhibiting rather than supporting the movement. What all of these initiatives have in common is that none of them indicates a way out of capitalist exploitation or ecological unsustainability, and none of them really problematizes the role of the state—whether leftist, rightist or centrist, and how it works with the capitalist consumerist market. My conclusion is that all states end up being hierarchical, and that only in small-scale communities locally or globally Linked via the internet like PCCs, can we avoid this inevitable slippery slope. Hudis (2013: 183-7) presents convincing evidence that the experience of the Paris Commune persuaded Marx that the State form is by its very nature ‘despotic’. Gramsci, in the Prison Notebooks, said that in periods of crisis the old is dying and the new cannot be born. While Gramsci drew attention to the morbid symptoms of such a situation (in 1930) our crisis is different, and I want to draw attention to more hopeful symptoms (waiting to be born) of our present crisis of capitalist hegemony. The viability of movements and initiatives that try to avoid competition with the market and escape from the hierarchic state rests on many untested assumptions. The first assumption is that those who at present do the essential day to day tasks that keep our civilization going would continue to do their jobs in a PCC in preference to large corporations and their local affiliates. A simple example might be food security in a non-capitalist world. This would involve a multitude of like-minded people in PCCs communicating across the globe with each other for the common good. What would they eat? How would they learn? What would they do for healthcare? Who would provide the power to run the computers? How would they be safe? Again, this would depend on a multitude of people who now work in the private or public sectors, directly or indirectly, establishing PCCs in their local communities producing food, organizing transport, setting up places of learning and transmission of skills, providing healthcare, running power systems, and so on. The internet already makes it possible to communicate fairly easily with anyone, anywhere, who is connected. PCCs already do this all over the world on a small scale but such initiatives struggle within capitalist markets. Community Supported Agriculture schemes in various parts of the world represent a first step on a long and difficult road to self-sufficiency in this sphere. Neoliberal  [^government that serves capitalism and chooses based on free markets^] ideologues  [^someone close-minded who believes in only one philosophy^] argue that there is no ALTERNATIVE to capitalist globalization. If we refuse to believe them and start creating ALTERNATIVES and these ALTERNATIVES prove to be successful in their own terms then the logic of the market can be refuted, undermined, or simply ignored.

2NC/1NR Capitalism KRITIK NEG LINKS
2NC/1NR LINK Extensions – H-1B Visas (Specific)
Growth LINK - The affirmative justifies increasing immigration because of a desire for growth through capitalist exploitation
Selfa 2006

[Lance Selfa, 4-21-2006, "How capitalism uses immigrants," Socialist Worker, http://socialistworker.org/2006-1/585/585_07_Capitalism.php MYY]

IN HISTORY books, we're reminded that the United States is a "nation of immigrants," and that immigrants played a key role in building the U.S. Yet right-wing politicians tell us today that immigrants are responsible for crime, economic decline and other problems in the U.S. This love-hate view of immigration and immigrants stems from the role that immigration plays in the capitalist economic system under which we live. The capitalist system is international, with products manufactured and sold worldwide. Capitalists--the tiny minority that owns and controls the international banks and multinational corporations--rely on a global pool of labor. To enable the capitalists to fill their demands for labor, this labor pool has to be somewhat mobile. The central mechanism of control over the movement of labor is the nation-state. National border controls ensure that capitalism, through its state, maintains control over labor, rather than allowing people to move at will. The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) between the U.S., Canada and Mexico aimed to promote easy transport of goods and services across the three countries' borders. But NAFTA explicitly bars free immigration. When economic growth produces a demand for workers that can't be satisfied by the existing workforce, a "labor shortage" results. During the Second World War, women filled the labor shortage in military industries created because millions of men entered the armed forces. It is likewise with immigration. When the domestic workforce can't fill demands for labor that capitalists need, governments often promote immigration. Immigration is not an accident. Nor do rich countries accept the world's poor out of generosity. Labor migration is essential to the capitalist system. The purpose of immigration policy, then, is to regulate the flow of labor--to control the borders so as to control the workers themselves. Immigration laws serve capitalism in two ways. First, they ensure cheap foreign labor when the domestic economy needs it. Second, they allow for greater control of the whole workforce. Most of the advanced economies of the capitalist world were built on migrant labor. They have actively sought foreign-born workers in some historical periods. The same countries have also clamped down on immigration at other times. The U.S. government's previous bracero program shows clearly how immigration policy is shaped to the needs of capital. The bracero program was initially implemented as a wartime emergency program in 1942 to fill a labor shortage in agriculture by importing farm workers from Mexico. The program became the largest foreign-worker program in the history of the U.S., contracting over 5 million braceros to growers and ranchers over the next 22 years. Yet the government maintained control over the movements of these workers, and at any time could (and did) restrict the numbers of Mexicans crossing the border and clamp down on Mexicans in the U.S. The passage of workers from Mexico was crucial to the economy, but the workers themselves, at any given moment, could be treated like unwanted criminals, refused entry or deported. Reducing labor costs, a key aim of capitalists at all times, can be achieved by paying lower wages. To this end, 
(Continued on next page…)
(…Selfa continues)
companies can either move production to sites with cheaper labor supplies, or they can bring cheap labor supplies to production sites. A perfect illustration of moving production to the labor supply is the maquila zone along the U.S.-Mexico border, created after the bracero program ended. Here, advanced country multinationals gain immigrant workers' skills without having to pay to develop them. The social costs of child benefits and education have been provided by another state (in this case, Mexico). But if the workers come across the border to work as undocumented labor in the U.S., employers gain the same advantages. What are the specific conditions that make immigrant labor especially attractive to business? Immigrant workers are less likely to be unionized, and an immigrant workforce is often more controllable. Employers use the threat of deportation and criminalization to exploit immigrants ruthlessly and quell immigrants' efforts to fight for their rights. Legal immigrants waiting for confirmation of citizenship are subject to this pressure, as well as undocumented workers. The presence of a criminalized section of the workforce is crucial for the employers to maintain their control. New immigrants often don't speak English and are desperate for work. Employers exploit this vulnerability to the fullest--paying below-average wages, violating safety standards and workers' rights. Meatpacking companies in the Midwest, for example, send personnel managers on tours of the U.S. to recruit Asian and Latino immigrants from California and New York, according to sociologists Louise Lamphere, Alex Stepick, and Guillermo Grenier. One company representative for Dupaco, a meatpacking firm in Nebraska, was typically up-front about the aims of recruitment: "We need to get us a minority group in here." The Dupaco executive's statement illustrates another important benefit employers gain from hiring immigrants: keeping the workforce divided. Employers use every possible difference between workers--sex, race, sexual orientation, skill and citizenship status--to sow division in the workforce. Employers know that a divided workforce is less likely to unite to demand union representation and higher wages and benefits. It's clear that when it comes to making profits, U.S. business sees no borders.

Labor LINK - The emphasis on immigrants as primarily labor locks in capitalist logics of exploitation. 

Robinson 2013

[William I. Robinson, professor of sociology, global studies and Latin American studies at the University of California at Santa Barbara., 9-13-2013, "The New Global Capitalism and the War on Immigrants," Truthout, https://truthout.org/articles/the-new-global-capitalism-and-the-war-on-immigrants/ MYY]

The larger story behind immigration reform is capitalist globalization [^the spread of commerce and commercialism around the world^]  and the worldwide reorganization of the system for supplying labor to the global economy. Over the past few decades, there has been an upsurge in transnational migration as every country and region has become integrated, often violently, into global capitalism through foreign invasions and occupations, free-trade agreements, neoliberal  [^government that serves capitalism and chooses based on free markets^] social and economic policies, and financial crises. Hundreds of millions have been displaced from the countryside in the Global South and turned into internal and transnational migrants, providing a vast new pool of exploitable labor for the global economy as national labor markets have increasingly merged into a global labor market. The creation of immigrant labor pools is a worldwide phenomenon in which growth poles in the global economy attract immigrant labor from their peripheries. Thus, to name a few of the major 21st century transnational labor flows, Turkish and Eastern European workers supply labor to Western Europe, Central Africans to South Africa, Nicaraguans to Costa Rica, Sri Lankas and other South Asians to the Middle East oil producing countries, Asians to Australia, Thais to Japan, Indonesians to Malaysia, and so on. These transnational immigrant labor flows are a mechanism that has replaced colonialism in the mobilization around the world of labor pools, often drawn from ethnically and racially oppressed groups. States assume a gatekeeper function to regulate the flow of labor for the capitalist economy. For example, US immigration enforcement agencies, as do their counterparts around the world, undertake “revolving-door” practices – opening and shutting the flow of immigration in accordance with needs of capital accumulation during distinct periods. Immigrants are sucked up when their labor is needed and then spit out when they become superfluous or potentially destabilizing to the system.

2NC/1NR LINK Extensions – Open Borders (Specific)
Disposable Labor LINK - The AFFIRMATIVE’s economy advantage frames immigrants as necessary for America’s economic growth. This rhetoric is central to capitalisms exploitation of immigrants. 

Robinson 2013

[William I. Robinson, professor of sociology, global studies and Latin American studies at the University of California at Santa Barbara., 9-13-2013, "The New Global Capitalism and the War on Immigrants," Truthout, https://truthout.org/articles/the-new-global-capitalism-and-the-war-on-immigrants/ MYY]

The larger story behind immigration reform is capitalist globalization [^the spread of commerce and commercialism around the world^]  and the worldwide reorganization of the system for supplying labor to the global economy. Over the past few decades, there has been an upsurge in transnational migration as every country and region has become integrated, often violently, into global capitalism through foreign invasions and occupations, free-trade agreements, neoliberal  [^government that serves capitalism and chooses based on free markets^] social and economic policies, and financial crises. Hundreds of millions have been displaced from the countryside in the Global South and turned into internal and transnational migrants, providing a vast new pool of exploitable labor for the global economy as national labor markets have increasingly merged into a global labor market. The creation of immigrant labor pools is a worldwide phenomenon in which growth poles in the global economy attract immigrant labor from their peripheries. Thus, to name a few of the major 21st century transnational labor flows, Turkish and Eastern European workers supply labor to Western Europe, Central Africans to South Africa, Nicaraguans to Costa Rica, Sri Lankas and other South Asians to the Middle East oil producing countries, Asians to Australia, Thais to Japan, Indonesians to Malaysia, and so on. These transnational immigrant labor flows are a mechanism that has replaced colonialism in the mobilization around the world of labor pools, often drawn from ethnically and racially oppressed groups. States assume a gatekeeper function to regulate the flow of labor for the capitalist economy. For example, US immigration enforcement agencies, as do their counterparts around the world, undertake “revolving-door” practices – opening and shutting the flow of immigration in accordance with needs of capital accumulation during distinct periods. Immigrants are sucked up when their labor is needed and then spit out when they become superfluous or potentially destabilizing to the system.

Worker Exploitation LINK – the PLAN is central to capitalism’s drive to eliminate difference between workers and render them exchangeable.

ENGLISH, 2016

[Grayson English, blogger, 11-21-2016, "The Immigrant Problem for Social Democrats," No Publication, http://oneunaccountedfor.oucreate.com/uncategorized/the-immigrant-problem-for-social-democrats/
When Bernie Sanders publicly condemned open borders during his presidential campaign, many liberals and progressives (sympathetic to his social democratic vision of government) were startled. In his own words, “Wall Street likes immigration reform,” because it can “bring low-wage labor into this county.” This recasting of ‘open borders’ as a capitalist ploy might seem like an unusual deviation for socialist—given the well-known internationalist bent of socialism (and the left more generally)—but it actually has solid precedent in socialist theory. In fact, Sanders’ analysis of the issue is actually fairly straightforwardly aligned with the analysis presented in Marx and Engels’ Communist Manifesto. Capitalism itself, according to Marx and Engels, came onto the world stage as a result of productive forces growing and pressing against the restraints imposed by past political systems. Economic growth and expansion are the central motivating spirits of capitalism—hence, the emergence of a “cosmopolitan character to production and consumption in every country (Marx and Engels 3).” Capitalism erases differences between workers, pushing all into one single class—the proletariat (Marx and Engels 6). This gives Marx and Engels’ socialism its internationalist bent—the working classes around the world are being pushed into one class, with common interests, by the expansive and reductive logic of capitalism. There is, however, a qualification to this internationalism—as Marx and Engels note that “The proletariat of each country must, of course, first of all settle matters with its own bourgeoisie (Marx and Engels 9).” Sanders’ opposition to open borders is, at least in its basic form, not too far from this line of thinking. He asks, “When you have 36 percent of Hispanic kids in this country who can’t find jobs, and you bring a lot of unskilled workers into this country, what do you think happens to that 36 percent of kids who are today unemployed? Fifty-one percent of African-American kids?” The sentiment behind this is that the working class in the United States is already so immiserated by capitalism, that allowing more workers into the country would only create more misery. Indeed, as Marx and Engels observe, “This organisation of the proletarians into a class… is continually being upset again by the competition between the workers themselves (Marx and Engels 7).” Sanders, a reformist, wishes to alleviate the destructive class antagonism [^conflict^] at the heart of capitalism by maintaining obstacles to capitalist expansion—in this case, a distinction between workers based on national identity, and a consequent restriction of capitalist access to labor.
2NC/1NR LINK Extensions – Refugees (Specific)
They say that we cannot ignore images of refugee suffering, but …

1. Extend our Stall 2016 evidence, which indicates that images of refugees suffering fail to address the root cause and the moral feeling the AFFIRMATIVE argues for only supports the system of capitalism. 

2. Even if their Ingram evidence is right and suffering motivates action to help refugees in the moment, it doesn’t change the structural reasons why there is so much suffering in our global economy.
3. Their representations of refugee suffering are key – neoliberal policy makers use them to exploit and commodify the marginalized 
Ahmed 2018

[Maha, Confronting the Imperial Narrative, https://dukespace.lib.duke.edu/dspace/bitstream/handle/10161/16760/Ahmed%20Thesis%20May%202018.pdf?sequence=1&isAllowed=y]

According to the Routledge Encyclopedia of Narrative Theory, social roles can be constructed in institutional narratives. These social roles help sustain power inequalities.8 Given the high attention to refugee populations by the media and in political spheres, this research aims to analyze how these roles are constructed, naturalized, and challenged in refugee communities. It aims to explore how institutional narratives shape neo-liberal forms of control centered on human rights. These narratives shape feelings of the masses and create xenophobia. This work aims to analyze narratives coming from individual refugees themselves to explore their responses to these imposed stories about their communities. To understand how these systems of power work, I aim to share counter stories from refugee communities which are not acknowledged. These counter stories point to the way states are exploitative and use the commodification of suffering through the normative refugee asylum story to distance and other the marginalized.

2NC/1NR Capitalism KRITIK NEG IMPACTS
2NC/1NR Impacts – Human rights

Capitalism renders humans disposable, resulting in endless human rights VIOLATIONS – TURNS the case.

Singh 2015

[Amit Singh, 3-10-2015, "Capitalism and human rights abuses go together like yin and yang," New Internationalist, https://newint.org/blog/2015/03/10/capitalism-abuse MYY]

Even if in much of the industrialized and developed capitalist word there is the veneer of a state of peace, capitalism, as a system, is maintained and upheld through violence, both overtly and in more subtle ways. Western expansion, slavery and colonialism are inherently tied to white, patriarchal, capitalist economics that are still in play today. Capitalism has claimed millions of lives and has led to violence as a result of structural adjustment programmes forced on former colonies by the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank. There was the Belgian Congo holocaust. Or what was essentially the ethnic cleansing of an entire continent in South America resulting from Spanish and Portuguese capitalist expansion during the colonial era. Yet when we discuss capitalism we tend not to discuss the violence associated with it. In terms of death tolls, the violence of colonialism cannot be over-stated. The slave trade, colonialism and neo-colonialism have contributed to untold numbers of dead. Even something such as the war in Iraq can be Linked to capitalism when we look at the embedded nature of arms companies within the Western state apparatus, as well as the fact that access to oil resources was a motivating factor for invading. Capitalism and human rights abuses go together like yin and yang. People might detach themselves from concern about how the chips in their iPhones are made, but in the Democratic Republic of Congo, human rights abuses are taking place on a daily basis so that Western firms can exploit cobalt resources. It’s not just overt violence that works to underpin capitalism. There is also ideological violence: capitalism relies on subtle forms of coercion to sustain a system of domination and exploitation made possible through the existence of a social hierarchy. Anyone who isn’t a white, straight man is in a position of disadvantage and is inherently discriminated against. As philosopher Slavoj Zizek puts it in his book, Violence, this ‘ultra-objective or systematic violence’:‘is inherent in the social conditions of global capitalism, which involves the “automatic” creation of excluded and dispensable individuals, from the homeless to the unemployed, and the “ultra-subjective” violence of newly emerging ethnic and/or religious, in the short, racist “fundamentalisms.”’

2NC/1NR Impacts – War

Capitalism addresses contradictions through war. That makes conflict inevitable in the status quo.

El-Gingihy 2017

[Youssef El-Gingihy is the author of ‘How to Dismantle the NHS in 10 Easy Steps’ published by Zero books “World war 3 is coming...” The Independent (12 March 2017) http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/world-war-3-is-coming-a7622296.html MYY]

The Trump transition is likely to exacerbate US-China tensions. Trump has threatened a trade war with China. While his chief strategist Steve Bannon stated in March of last year that, “We’re going to war in the South China Sea in five to 10 years…. There’s no doubt about that.” If there is a coherent philosophy of Trumpism then it is represented by the ideology of Bannon. Bannon subscribes to the Huntingtonian idea of a coming clash of civilisations between west and east with the Orient bracketing both China and Islam. Bannon views China and Islam as expansionist threats. He has also stated that the Judaeo-Christian west is, “at the beginning stages of a global war against Islamic fascism  [^undemocratic rule by force and using nationalism^] impulse” and that, “We’re clearly going into, I think, a major shooting war in the Middle East again.” China will eventually overtake the US in economic terms but US supreme military dominance is unchallenged. This is a dangerous discrepancy as it means that the US will use this military power to guarantee its economic prerogative – particularly as a massive national security apparatus now seems to dictate US foreign policy. As Obama has put it, the US is exceptional because it acts. This would be in keeping with the default operational mode of capitalism. One might even argue that capitalism often resolves systemic economic crises through war. After all, a war economy with militarisation, mobilisation, full employment and jingoism can be viewed as the ultimate solution to economic woes and social unrest. The transition of Western democracy to oligarchy  [^government run by the most powerful few people^] and and the descent into soft fascism  impulse is under way. Citizens will need to participate actively, rather than as passive consumers, to demand an end to this cycle of violence from governments and to defend the assault on democratic processes. We can only hope that British foreign secretary Sir Edward Grey’s refrain on the commencement of First World War – “The lamps are going out all over Europe, we shall not see them lit again in our life-time” – will not be repeated in ours. But the omens are not good. As the late Eric Hobsbawm put it, the old century has not ended well.

2NC/1NR Impacts – Global Warming

Only systemic change of our economic systems can solve warming. Capitalism ensures warming—TURNS the AFFIRMATIVE.

Klein 2015

[Klein, Naomi interviewed by Klaus Brinkbäumer “SPIEGEL Interview with Naomi Klein: 'The Economic System We Have Created Global Warming’” Der Spiegel (25 February 2015) http://www.spiegel.de/international/world/global-warming-interview-with-naomi-klein-a-1020007.html 

SPIEGEL: The wrong catastrophe at the wrong moment? Klein: The worst possible moment. The connection between greenhouse gases and global warming has been a mainstream political issue for humanity since 1988. It was precisely the time that the Berlin Wall fell and Francis Fukuyama declared the "End of History," the victory of Western capitalism. Canada and the US signed the first free-trade agreement, which became the prototype for the rest of the world. SPIEGEL: So you're saying that a new era of consumption and energy use began precisely at the moment when sustainability and restraint would have been more appropriate? Klein: Exactly. And it was at precisely this moment that we were also being told that there was no longer any such thing as social responsibility and collective action, that we should leave everything to the market. We privatized our railways and the energy grid, the WTO and the IMF locked in an unregulated capitalism. Unfortunately, this led to an explosion in emissions. SPIEGEL: You're an activist, and you've blamed capitalism for all kinds of things over the years. Now you're blaming it for climate change too? Klein: That's no reason for irony. The numbers tell the story. During the 1990s, emissions went up by 1 percent per year. Starting in 2000, they started to go up by an average of 3.4 percent. The American Dream was exported globally and consumer goods that we thought of as essential to meet our needs expanded rapidly. We started seeing ourselves exclusively as consumers. When shopping as a way of life is exported to every corner of the globe, that requires energy. A lot of energy. SPIEGEL: Let's go back to our first question: Why have people been unable to stop this development? Klein: We have systematically given away the tools. Regulations of any kind are now scorned. Governments no longer create tough rules that limit oil companies and other corporations. This crisis fell into our laps in a disastrous way at the worst possible moment. Now we're out of time. Where we are right now is a do-or-die moment. If we don't act as a species, our future is in peril. We need to cut emissions radically. SPIEGEL: Let's go back to another question: Are you not misappropriating the issue of climate change for use in your critique of capitalism? Klein: No. The economic system that we have created has also created global warming. I didn't make this up. The system is broken, income inequality is too great and the lack of restraint on the part of the energy companies is disastrous. SPIEGEL: Your son Toma is two-and-a-half years old. What kind of world will he be living in when he graduates from high school in 2030? Klein: That is what is being decided right now. I see signs that it could be a radically different world from the one we have today -- and that change could either be quite positive or extremely negative. In any case, it's already certain that it will at least in part be a worse world. We're going to experience global warming and far more natural disasters, that much is certain. But we still have time to prevent truly catastrophic warming. We also have time to change our economic system so that it does not become more brutal and merciless as it deals with climate change. 

2NC/1NR Answers to 2AC – Capitalism KRITIK NEGATIVE
2NC/1NR Answer to 2AC: “Capitalism solves global warming”
They say, “Capitalism solves global warming,” but…
Don’t be fooled - “Green capitalism” dooms the environment 

Wright & Nyberg 2015

[Christopher (Professor of Organizational Studies, University of Sydney) & Daniel, Professor of Management, University of Newcastle). http://www.businessinsider.com/green-capitalism-is-a-myth-2015-9 MYY]

The disconnect between business and climate action was symbolized by the announcement earlier this year that a significant portion of funding for the Paris meeting comes from major fossil fuel companies and carbon emitters; a situation French climate officials admitted was financially unavoidable. While perhaps unsurprising, this announcement hints at a deeper problem we now face — the global economic system of corporate capitalism appears incapable of achieving the levels of decarbonisation necessary to avoid dangerous climate change. Humanity is locked into a process of “creative self-destruction”. Our economies are now reliant upon ever-more ingenious ways of exploiting the Earth’s fossil fuel reserves and consuming the very life-support systems we rely on for our survival. This is evident in the rush by some of the world’s largest companies to embrace deep-water and Arctic oil drilling, tar-sands processing, new mega-coalmines, and the “fracking” of shale and coal-seam gas. These examples highlight both the inventive genius of corporate capitalism, and the blindness of industry and government to the ecological catastrophe they are fashioning. Incorporating critique Our book shows how large corporations are able to continue engaging in increasingly environmentally exploitative behavior by obscuring the LINK between endless economic growth and worsening environmental destruction. They achieve this by challenging perceptions of the climate crisis; invariably framing it as a topic of partisan debate rather than a serious social, economic, and political issue to be addressed. But, more importantly, by reinventing the daily ritual of “business as usual” as a perfectly normal and ecologically sound process. Through the narrative of “green” capitalism, corporations and the market are portrayed as the best means of responding to the climate crisis. In this corporate imaginary, “green” products and services, increased “eco-efficiency”, and the ingenuity and technological mastery of business entrepreneurship will save us from catastrophe. Lobbying and corporate political activity obstruct more meaningful proposals for emissions reductions. Moreover, citizens are enrolled as constituents in corporate campaigns, and as consumers and “ecopreneurs” in the quest for “green consumption”. We are the brands we wear, the cars we drive, the products we buy; and we are comforted to find the future portrayed as “safely” in the hands of the market. The sparkling image of corporate environmentalism and business sustainability promises no conflicts and no trade-offs. Here, it is possible to address climate change while continuing the current global expansion of consumption; there is no contradiction between material affluence and environmental well being. In proposing that corporate initiatives are enough, such a vision also fits well within neoliberalism [^government that serves capitalism and chooses based on free markets^] - the dominant economic and political system of our time. ALTERNATIVES, such as state regulation and mandatory restrictions on fossil fuel use, are viewed as counterproductive and even harmful. It seems there is no ALTERNATIVE to the market. Echoing Fredric Jameson, “it is easier to imagine the end of the world than the end of capitalism”. Business as usual So this is how the environmental destruction built into our economic
(Continued on next page…)

(…Wright and Nyberg continue)
system is concealed. Dealing with this epic contradiction of capitalism would require material trade-offs that challenge identities and interests. This is why the ALTERNATIVE to “business as usual” is much harder to imagine and much easier to dismiss as the enemy of social well being – what critics so often characterize as going back to living in caves or a return to the “dark ages”. Such is the supremacy of our current capitalist imagery that it exacts a powerful grip on our thinking and actions. It is a grip strengthened by the promotion of every new “green” product, a grip tightened through the establishment of sustainability functions in business and government, a grip defended with every “offset” we purchase for a flight to a holiday destination.

2. Capitalism is the root cause of the environmental crisis.

Cock 2011

[Jacklyn Cock, Professor Emeritus in the Department of Sociology at the University of the Witwatersrand, and an honorary research associate of the Society, Work and Development (SWOP) Institute. “‘Green Capitalism’ or Environmental Justice? A Critique of the Sustainability Discourse.” Focus 63(November 2011): 45-51. https://ds.lclark.edu/soan498/wp-content/uploads/sites/108/2014/09/Jacklyn-Cock-green-capitalism1.pdf MYY]

Critiques of ‘green capitalism’ are rooted in the understanding that it is capital’s logic of accumulation that is destroying the ecological conditions that sustain life: through the pollution and consumption of natural resources, destruction of habitats and biodiversity, and global warming. The expansionist logic of the capitalist system means it is not sustainable. As Barbara Harris-White claims, “sustainable capitalism is a fiction”13. She writes, “sustainability has never been given a testable definition… it has been watered down to ‘resources sustainably available in the environment’ and even leached into mere ‘growth’”14. Joel Kovel stresses that the cause of the ecological crisis is the expansionist logic of the capitalist system, and in similar terms, Vandana Shiva stresses, “the same corporate interests that have created the crisis try to offer the disease as the cure – more fossil fuel based chemical fertilizers15.” If capitalism continues, the future looks grim. If capitalism remains the dominant social order we can expect unbearable climate conditions, an intensification of social and ecological crises and, as Ian Angus writes, “the spread of the most barbaric forms of class rule, as the imperialist powers fight among themselves and with the global south for continued control of the world’s diminishing resources. At worst human life may not survive16.” But – at least in the short run – as ecological breakdown accelerates, the dominant classes will survive, living in protected enclaves in what Foster calls a fortress world. “Fortress World is a Planetary apartheid system, gated and maintained by force, in which the gap between global rich and global poor constantly widens and the differential access to environmental resources and amenities increases sharply. It consists of bubbles of privilege amidst oceans of misery17.” This retreat into fortified enclaves already exists in South Africa – now the most unequal society in the world – as the powerful and the privileged move into the growing number of gated communities and golf estates.

2NC/1NR Answer to 2AC: “Government is good”
They say that we need to use the government to make capitalism better, but…
1. Extend our 1NC Klair 2016 evidence - it indicates that all states result in hierarchies. This means that oppression is inevitable in the state system

2. Reformism LINK - any engagement with the government sustains capitalism. Full disengagement and ALTERNATIVES outside the state is the only moral option left. 

Shivani 2017

[Anis, novelist/poet, http://www.salon.com/2017/02/26/america-last-the-case-for-moral-disengagement-from-politics-in-the-age-of-trump/ ]
We are possibly witnessing the implosion of American capitalism (i.e., neoliberalism) [^government that serves capitalism and chooses based on free markets^] and hopefully its empire as well. Liberals, those who are protesting today, did not protest the mass incarceration and forceful expulsion of individuals who had been in this country for decades, did not protest the drone wars and illegal killings and fomenting of civil wars and mass displacement under our auspices ever since 9/11. The Obama presidency is destined to go down in history as a footnote; we are simply picking up fascist  [^undemocratic rule by force and using nationalism^] impulse steam now from where we left off in 2003, before the Iraq War started going awry. The world war that began on 9/11 has resumed. We never left it in the intervening years, because we never sought accountability. It is all too easy, as many liberals are doing today, to experience nostalgia for Bush the younger, but every fascistic impulse Trump is expressing today was fully manifest in the early Bush II years. That was the truly horrifying era that we, as a nation, never really wanted to account for and reconcile, when we embarked on illegal surveillance, torture and detention. There is no an external enemy to fight, the enemy is all the liberal institutions (which in a perverse way is exactly what Trump is saying too). The enemy is all of us who have implicitly supported domestic and international illegality for more than 15 years after 9/11. Trump’s fascism impulse and is simply the next and perhaps last stage of that process. I started having the thought of total disengagement in the early years of the Obama administration, and it is only now that I’m articulating it. I think I was on the right track even then. What if, instead of eight years of Obama-era activism, the people had delegitimized politics by not voting, not participating, not commenting and simply retreating into private life? And by that I mean constructing healthy, non-consumerist, creative lives, carved with difficulty out of the disastrous environment capitalism forces us to live in, but otherwise oblivious to it? Is that not all the more necessary now that neoliberal  [^government that serves capitalism and chooses based on free markets^] capitalism, from everything I understand of it, is in a mortal fight to the end with the health of the Planet and all living species, a fight that for a while now I have believed cannot last beyond the middle of this century? We empowered Trump by empowering Obama — by focusing on the politics of personality, since our liberal intelligentsia is the least equipped of any comparable entity in modern history to articulate matters at a coherent conceptual or theoretical level. We empowered Obama’s war against Muslim nations and against Muslim and Latino immigrants at home by asking for small mercies, by being pleased with legalistic cover for what are ultimately irredeemable illegalities. How will the next Democratic president, an Andrew Cuomo or Kirsten Gillibrand, be any different? The point is to end empire, the point is to want to accelerate its end, which Trump surely is embarked on doing already. Let me go back to some 
(Continued on next page…)
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historical parallels, particularly from my study of fascist impulse Italy. The conservative (corporate) establishment of that time chose Mussolini’s law-and-order message over the turbulence Italy’s socialist parties had heralded during the Biennio Rosso (1919-1920), the two years of red uprising after the end of World War I. Had the communists and socialists been able to get along, there would have been no fascism impulse. In our case, we don’t have communist or socialist parties, just variants of slightly more progressive thinking than the reigning neoliberalism. But even these sides cannot get along, because, for one thing, identity politics fatally compromises class consciousness of any kind. There is no viable political party that represents the interests of the people. Mussolini faced resistance from socialists, such as Antonio Gramsci and others whom he imprisoned, in the first three years of his reign, before he consolidated his dictatorship and ended all pretense of democratic institutions in 1925. I have to say that the amount of resistance we’ve already seen in response to Trump, from the judiciary to the intelligence bureaucracies to ordinary people who have come out in historic numbers to try to protect the rights of their fellow citizens who happen to be from other countries, is surprising and welcome, and unlike anything we saw in the Bush years. I see this situation as comparable to that between 1922 and 1925 in Italy, before Mussolini, in the crisis that ensued after the murder of the leading opposition socialist, Giacomo Matteoti, silenced the press and any political opposition once and for all. Does that mean that there will be a declaration of emergency, following which the press will be silenced? No, again because we are the world’s dominant power, and the ideology (neoliberalism) that has spawned fascism impulse was already prevalent in the media, the academy and all the institutions of civil society, so there need not be that level of disruption. I would ask the question, what enormity can one think of that would bring American society to a halt? Mass deportations? They’re already happening, but what if they escalate to a target of 10 million to 20 million people? I don’t think we have the power to resist. Of course the escalation of multiple wars in the Middle East is inevitable and would just be a continuation of Clinton-Bush-Obama policies, but what about the deployment of tactical nuclear weapons against, say, Iran? Would that be the turning point that brings society to a halt and renews democracy? I have believed for a long time that there is no bridge too far to cross, no enormity so great that it would end our ideas of American exceptionalism, an innocence that the resisters are feeding into, strengthening it all the time, even as the noose tightens around our necks. But what does it mean to disengage? People have children to feed, jobs to perform, which in many cases may be jobs that help people, in education and social services for example. But there are also single people, younger people, those with greater mobility and options. If one can leave the country, I would say, do so; America is not a project worth salvaging. A fascist impulse power that is the leading roadblock to world progress, in places as far away as South America and India, is not something to devote one’s only precious life to. Even if Hitler is winning, do you want to join him as an ally, do you want to entertain ideas of moderating and refining and containing him, do you want to keep looking for the good Germans to overturn the oppressive order once and for all? And what if, in that effort, you become collateral damage? Instead of the wasted energy spent during the Obama years to try to normalize what was ultimately not normalizable, i.e. the unconstitutional regime that has existed since 9/11, what if young people had refrained from investing hope in politics? All kinds of ethical choices outside capitalism then become possible, ranging from living communally on a small scale, reclaiming territory outside the stressful purview of urban gentrification, 
(Continued on next page…)

(…Shivani continues)
growing one’s own food and exiting the capitalist health care system, and engaging in barter and cooperation to create a sustainable and aesthetically fulfilling existence. Call it socialism, call it anarchism, but to want to want to reform the unreformable only empowers those who want to take away the very possibility of ALTERNATIVE spaces. If I were a little younger, I would leave America and put down roots somewhere else. If there is a country where there seems a greater hope for promoting democracy, then that is a choice people should explore. Is America so much better than everyplace else? Why can’t we take our democratic ideas elsewhere and make those places better, by our example and productivity? Why should we feed this particular machine with our minds and bodies? What needs to happen is to strengthen countries like Canada and those in Europe that are still struggling against fascism impulse, and everywhere else there is hope in Latin America and Africa and Asia, against the global hegemony [“hej-eh-moh-nee”, global leadership”, click text here for hyperlink with more info] America wants to impose. If one is older or is restricted or does not have the mobility I speak of, then one can stay in place, but at the very least one should downshift, retreat from capitalism and morally disengage from anything having to do with saving this country’s place in world politics (i.e., its empire). One can, out of a sense of duty, provide for one’s children and family but not be morally committed to the idea of America, which has become toxic beyond rescue, because it is not America of the old we’re talking about, but a new form of neoliberal fascism impulse that is in mortal combat with the principle of life itself. The preservation of life is all-important, not the principle of America, and I am sure that these two principles are in absolute conflict at the moment. Moral disengagement is a form of civil resistance, perhaps the most powerful form. The main counterargument to what I’m saying would be: Are we just going to let the fascists impulse take over? Will we let them do whatever they want to do, deport 10 million people, start catastrophic wars? And the answer would be: Well, aren’t we doing that already? That moment was long ago, when we could have chosen social democracy over neoliberalism, but we as a people, particularly our intelligentsia, decided not to, over a period of 30 years. More specifically, we deliberately sacrificed whatever remained of our democracy to make sure that the collective good had no chance of ascendancy when we went for Hillary over Bernie. Suppose all public resistance, i.e., engagement, ceases tomorrow. What would happen? Would Trump be more or less emboldened to expel millions of people or start a new war in the Middle East? He’s going to do it regardless, but his power in doing so will be much greater — it will again come packaged as a real war of ideas when he does so — if resistance in the way we think of it continues. In the absence of reaction, his actions will go forward anyway but will not have the same meaning. Mass deportation has been going on for 20 years and the wars in the Middle East in their current form have been going on for 25. They will continue to happen, but our participation gives more strength to these VIOLATIONs, gives them legitimacy because there is an appearance of a democratic contest. If we have to boycott someone, shouldn’t we start with the Democratic Party? Can resistance operate through a vehicle so compromised? Shouldn’t we delegitimize it by non-participation? I am arguing that the only moral thing to do in reaction to the fascist  impulse onset is to disengage, in every way possible: physically, economically, spiritually, philosophically. And I am arguing that to engage in any way is to be morally supportive of fascism  impulse — which probably includes this essay as well, and any thought processes I might have toward fascism  impulse, because in that way too I am strengthening it. I only know that the normal democratic means are no longer relevant, since we have nobody in power to represent our moral position, nor are we likely to, now that things have gone this far.

2NC/1NR Answer to 2AC: Transition TURN
They say that the transition away from capitalism is too hard, but…

1. Our ALTERNATIVE is distinct – we’ve learned from the past failures of communism by specifically rejecting its call for growth and control of the state. That’s key to new economic structures that avoid pollution – extend our Sklair 2016 evidence.
2. Try or die for the ALTERNATIVE –capitalism will result in extinction through environmental destruction and climate change. 

Robinson 2017

[William I. Robinson, 9-16-2017, "Interview – William I. Robinson," E-International Relations, http://www.e-ir.info/2017/09/16/interview-william-i-robinson/ MYY]

There are several factors to the global crisis that suggests it may be systemic, meaning that only a supersession of the system can resolve the crisis, rather than merely structural, meaning that a restructuring of the system can resolve it. One is that global capitalism is reaching the ecological LIMITS to its reproduction. Another are LIMITS to extensive and intensive expansion. The capitalist system is like riding a bicycle. If you stop pedalling you fall over. If capitalism stops expanding it collapses. Each major crisis in the history of world capitalism has resulted in a new round of extensive expansion through colonialism and imperialism. With the incorporation of the former Soviet bloc and Third World revolutions into global capitalism following the Cold War there are no longer any countries that remain outside of the system or new territories to conquer and incorporate. We have seen in recent years a massive new round of primitive accumulation around the world through capitalist globalization [^the spread of commerce and commercialism around the world^]  but there are LIMITS to this intensive expansion. A third is that nation-states no longer have the ability as in the past to offset capitalism’s chronic problem of over-accumulation. Given the global mobility of capital, especially of transnational finance capital, nation-states find it difficult to capture and redistribute surpluses downward.  Only a global Keynesianism could accomplish this but the TNS does not have such a policymaking or enforcement capacity. All of this points to a possible collapse. Civilizations that were unable to overcome their internal contradictions have collapsed throughout history. Such an outcome is not inevitable. But it is not clear at this point under what circumstances the system can resuscitate itself. Wars have often been the defibrillator to capitalist crisis. My greatest fear is that the tensions generated by the crisis lead to a new global military conflagration.

2NC/1NR Answer to 2AC: “Permutation – Do Both” 

They say that we can do the PLAN and reject capitalism, but…

1. Extend our 1NC LINKs – all LINKs are disadvantages to the permutation. That means that if we win any LINK, the ALTERNATIVE is net better than the permutation. 
2. The PERMUTATION is illogical – our ALTERNATIVE includes the elimination of the neoliberal state, while the PLAN uses it to expand our nation. That means they’re mutually exclusive.

3. Co-option LINK - capitalism co-opts opposition. The permutation functions as an attempt to assimilate anticapitalist politics into capitalism. 

Vrasti 2011

[Vrasti, Wanda. (prof social studies at the Humbolt University and international politics at the Feie Universitaet in Berlin.)  “‘Caring’ Capitalism and the Duplicity of Critique.” Theory & Event 14.4 (2011). MYY.]

What is conveniently forgotten here is that, historically, capitalism has always been very skilled at stealing the subjective potential, the "democratic distemper" [^disorder, sickness^] 76 of the workforce to make accumulation tolerable and necessary again. The very same affective [^emotional^] and intellectual predispositions that would allow labor to spontaneously organize itself are also what tie individuals to the gratifying, expressive, and pleasurable promises of essentially precarious [^vulnerable^] and exploitative economic arrangements. Not only are the examples of the Zapatistas, the Seattle protests, and the Invisible Committee far too scattered to make real the dream of the multitude [^collective revolutionary potential within society^] Hardt and Negri announce, but there is also not enough specification as to how or why this multi-headed subject should opt out of the benefits of immaterial work (e.g., prosperity, recognition, creativity, artistic expression, self-esteem) to join a rather demanding, lengthy and uncertain revolutionary road. As Madra and Ozselcuk accurately observe, ... there is very little discussion of why this post-Fordist subjectivity would not resist (for there are many who don't) and perhaps even derive enjoyment from this game of 'economic incentives,' the neoliberal [^government that serves capitalism and chooses based on free markets^] universe of individual responsibility, pursuit of self-interest, and transgressive [^violating norms^] consumption. Nor do we find a discussion of the subjective investments and affective regimes that will enable these post-Fordist subjectivities to reorient themselves ethico-politically to resist the capture of Empire and move beyond the rule of capital.77 This quietude [^calm^] is certainly not an exclusively Marxist symptom, but rather symptomatic of the larger "TURN to affect" [^emotion^] in social and political theory. 
2NC/1NR Answer to 2AC: “Capitalism solves poverty” 

They say that capitalism solves poverty, but…

1. Our _______ _ evidence says that _________________________________________ _.

(Put our authors’ names from 1NC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _Worstall_ evidence because…

       (Put their author’s name)
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
Their evidence uses the arbitrary international poverty line that under-counts people in poverty globally.._________________________________________[image: image307.png]



(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________________There is no clear reduction in poverty under capitalism.__________________
2. Gut Check – capitalism isn’t fair, isn’t working, and can only lead to a dead end
Hickel 2018

[Jason, anthropologist at London School of Economics, 7-19-https://www.fastcompany.com/40439316/are-you-ready-to-consider-that-capitalism-is-the-real-problem]

It’s not only young voters who feel this way. A YouGov poll in 2015 found that 64% of Britons [^British people^] believe that capitalism is unfair, that it makes inequality worse. Even in the U.S., it’s as high as 55%. In Germany, a solid 77% are skeptical of capitalism. Meanwhile, a full three-quarters of people in major capitalist economies believe that big businesses are basically corrupt. Why do people feel this way? Probably not because they deny the abundant material benefits of modern life that many are able to enjoy. Or because they want to travel back in time and live in the U.S.S.R. It’s because they realize—either consciously or at some gut level—that there’s something fundamentally flawed about a system that has a prime directive [^mission^] to churn nature and humans into capital, and do it more and more each year, regardless of the costs to human well-being and to the environment we depend on. Because let’s be clear: That’s what capitalism is, at its root. That is the sum total of the plan. We can see this embodied in the imperative to grow Gross Domestic Product (GDP) [^total value of goods and services produced in a year^], everywhere, year on year, at a compound rate, even though we know that GDP growth, on its own, does nothing to reduce poverty or to make people happier or healthier. Global GDP has grown 630% since 1980, and in that same time, by some measures, inequality, poverty, and hunger have all risen. We also see this plan in the idea that corporations have a fiduciary [^financial^] duty to grow their stock value for the sake of shareholder returns, which prevents even well-meaning CEO’s from voluntarily doing anything good—like increasing wages or reducing pollution—that might compromise their bottom line. Just look at the recent case involving American Airlines. Earlier this year, CEO Doug Parker tried to raise his employees salaries to correct for “years of incredibly difficult times” suffered by his employees, only to be slapped down by Wall Street. The day he announced the raise, the company’s shares fell 5.8%. This is not a case of an industry on the brink, fighting for survival, and needing to make hard decisions. On the contrary, airlines have been raking in profits. But the gains are seen as the natural property of the investor class. This is why JP Morgan criticized the wage increase as a “wealth transfer of nearly $1 billion” to workers. How dare they? What becomes clear here is that ours is a system that is programmed to subordinate life to the imperative of profit. For a startling example of this, consider the horrifying idea to breed brainless chickens and grow them in huge vertical farms, Matrix-style, attached to tubes and electrodes and stacked one on top of the other, all for the sake of extracting profit out of their bodies as efficiently as possible. Or take the Grenfell Tower disaster in London, where dozens of people were incinerated because the building company chose to use flammable panels in order to save a paltry £5,000 (around $6,500). Over and over again, profit trumps life. It all proceeds from the same deep logic. It’s the same logic that sold lives for profit in the Atlantic slave trade, it’s the logic that gives us sweatshops and oil spills, and it’s the logic that is right now pushing us headlong toward ecological collapse and climate change. Once we realize this, we can start connecting the dots between our different struggles. There are people in the U.S. fighting against the Keystone pipeline. There are people in Britain fighting against the privatization of the National Health Service. There are people in India fighting against corporate land grabs. There are people in Brazil 
(Continued on next page…)

(…Hickel continues)
fighting against the destruction of the Amazon rainforest. There are people in China fighting against poverty wages. These are all noble and important movements in their own right. But by focusing on all these symptoms we risk missing the underlying cause. And the cause is capitalism. It’s time to name the thing. What’s so exciting about our present moment is that people are starting to do exactly that. And they are hungry for something different. For some, this means socialism. That YouGov poll showed that Americans under the age of 30 tend to have a more favorable view of socialism than they do of capitalism, which is surprising given the sheer scale of the propaganda out there designed to convince people that socialism is evil. But millennials aren’t bogged down by these dusty old binaries. For them the matter is simple: They can see that capitalism isn’t working for the majority of humanity, and they’re ready to invent something better. What might a better world look like? There are a million ideas out there. We can start by changing how we understand and measure progress. As Robert Kennedy famously said, GDP “does not allow for the health of our children, the quality of their education, or the joy of their play . . . it measures everything, in short, except that which makes life worthwhile.” We can change that. People want health care and education to be social goods, not market commodities, so we can choose to put public goods back in public hands. People want the fruits of production and the yields of our generous planet to benefit everyone, rather than being siphoned [^sucked^] up by the super-rich, so we can change tax laws and introduce potentially transformative measures like a universal basic income. People want to live in balance with the environment on which we all depend for our survival; so we can adopt regenerative agricultural solutions and even choose, as Ecuador did in 2008, to recognize in law, at the level of the nation’s constitution, that nature has “the right to exist, persist, maintain, and regenerate its vital cycles.” Measures like these could dethrone capitalism’s prime directive and replace it with a more balanced logic, that recognizes the many factors required for a healthy and thriving civilization. If done systematically enough, they could consign one-dimensional capitalism to the dustbin of history. None of this is actually radical. Our leaders will tell us that these ideas are not feasible, but what is not feasible is the assumption that we can carry on with the status quo. If we keep pounding on the wedge of inequality and chewing through our living planet, the whole thing is going to implode. The choice is stark, and it seems people are waking up to it in large numbers: Either we evolve into a future beyond capitalism, or we won’t have a future at all.

3. Their economic evidence about poverty reduction relies on arbitrary, rigged math – more people than ever are starving and dying around the planet than ever before
Hickel 2016

[Jason, anthropologist at London School of Economics, 02-05-Third World Quarterly, http://www.academia.edu/21593862/The_True_Extent_of_Global_Poverty_and_Hunger_Questioning_the_Good_News_Narrative_of_the_Millennium_Development_Goals]

I mentioned above that the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) moved the baseline year back in a manner that claimed China’s gains against poverty during the 1990s, which had nothing at all to do with the MDGs. If we take China out of the equation, we see that the global poverty headcount at $1.25 actually increased during the 1980s and 1990s, while the World Bank was imposing structural adjustment across most of the global South (Figure 1). In 2010 (the ﬁnal year of the MDGs' real data), the total poverty headcount excluding China was exactly the same as it was in 1981, at just over one billion people. In other words, while the MDGs lead us to believe that poverty has been decreasing around the world, in reality the only place this holds true is in China and East Asia. This is an important point, because China and East Asia are some of the only places in the developing world that were not forcibly liberalised by the World Bank and the International Monetary Fund. Everywhere else, poverty has been stagnant or getting worse, in aggregate [^combined^]. One billion impoverished people is a staggering number, and a trenchant [^sharp^] indictment of the failure of the world’s governments to make any meaningful progress on this problem. But there is reason to believe that the picture is actually even worse than this. We must ask whether the $1.25/day International Poverty Line is the right poverty line to be using in the ﬁrst place. The IPL [international poverty line] is based on the national poverty lines of the 15 poorest countries. But it is not clear that these national lines are necessarily accurate. In some cases the data on which the poverty lines are based are very poor. 20 In other cases the lines are set by bureaucrats in corrupt governments, and we have no guarantee that they are not being manipulated for the sake of political image. Even if we choose to accept the accuracy of these national lines, using them to calculate the IPL means setting it at rock bottom. This level tells us little about what poverty is like in better-oﬀ countries. For example, a 1990 survey in Sri Lanka found that 40% of the population fell under the national poverty line. But the World Bank, using the IPL reported only 4% in the same year. 21 In other words, in many cases the IPL makes poverty seem much less serious than it probably is in reality. India oﬀers another example. In 2011 the World Bank estimated that India had 300 million people living below $1.25/day and claimed that the proportion of impoverished people had been decreasing steadily. But that same year nearly 900 million Indians, or nearly 75% of the population, were subsisting on less than 2100 calories per day. And this was a signiﬁcant increase from 1984, when only 58% of the population suﬀered this level of calorie deprivation. So the World Bank has been celebrating a ‘reduction’ of poverty in India while hunger has been rising decisively. 22 Moreover, in 2014 new research in India showed that 680 million people ‘lack the means to meet their essential needs’, 23 which is more than double what the World Bank’s numbers suggest. In many countries living just above the IPL means living in destitution. Economist Adam Wagstaﬀ has shown that in India a child living just above the IPL has a 60% risk of being underweight. In Niger babies born to families just above the IPL face an infant mortality risk of 160/1000, more than three times the world average. 24 In such cases $1.25 per day is insuﬃcient to achieve the ‘adequate’ standard of living that is guaranteed by the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which states in Article 25: ‘Everyone has the right to a stand-ard 
(Continued on next page…)

(…Hickel continues)
of living adequate for the health and well-being of himself and of his family, including food, clothing, housing and medical care’. Even establishment institutions are beginning to recognise this. In 2014 the Asian Development Bank (ADB) conceded that the $1.25 line was too low to be meaningful, 25 and discussed nudging the line up to $1.50 to more accurately account for basic food needs. Even this minor shift would see the number of people in extreme poverty rise by more than one billion. 26 If the ADB does this, it will inﬂict severe damage on the global poverty reduction narrative, which relies heavily on gains from Asia.

TOPICALITY – NEGATIVE
File Folders Needed: (6)

1NC vs H-1B Legal Permanent Residence

1NC vs Open Borders Legal Permanent Residence

1NC vs Refugees Visas

2NC/1NR H-1B Legal Permanent Residence Extensions

2NC/1NR Open Borders Legal Permanent Residence Extensions
2NC/1NR Refugees Visas Extensions

TOPICALITY NEGATIVE - Legal permanent residence

1NC vs. H-1B Visas TOPICALITY
A. Interpretation: The federal government must reduce restrictions on legal permanent residence.

Immigration means move permanently 

Meriam Webster, no date

[Meriam Webster “Immigration” https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/immigration MYY]

Immigration: an act or instance of immigrating; specifically : travel into a country for the purpose of permanent residence there

B. VIOLATION  – H-1B visas are for temporary stays.

National Law Review, 2018
[1/25, Hilary T. Fraser and Roseanne Mayer, attorneys/partners in Miller Mayer’s Immigration Practice Group, https://www.natlawreview.com/article/h-1b-visa-temporary-workers-specialty-occupations]

The H-1B temporary worker visa lets professional foreign nationals work in the United States in specialty occupations for a period of up to six years. The application must be filed by the employer; an individual cannot obtain an H-1B visa on his or her own.

The position must be a professional one that requires at least a Bachelor’s degree, and the degree must be in a field of study that specifically relates to the position. If the position requires a license (e.g. physician, dentist, veterinarian), the foreign national must possess the appropriate license prior to the filing of the H-1B petition.

The employer must pay the H-1B worker at least 100% of the prevailing wage. In addition, employers must offer H-1B employees benefits and eligibility for benefits (including participation in health, life, disability and other insurance plans, retirement and savings plans, bonuses and stock options) on the same basis and in accordance with the same criteria applied to U.S. workers.

 C. STANDARDS for why the judge should vote NEGATIVE – 

1. GROUND - expanding the topic to include all non-immigrant and temporary visas explodes GROUND and forces the negative to prepare for countless small AFFIRMATIVES including tourist visas, student visas, asylum, and airports. That leads to shallow education because we don’t gain an in depth understanding of immigration law because teams are incentivized to write AFFIRMATIVES that avoid clash. 

2. LIMITS – Clear LIMITS to the scope of the topic are key to protecting NEGATIVE preparation. A topic focused on only permanent residency provides the best LINKs to key Negative strategies with core educational value like the Brain Drain DISADVANTAGE and the Trump Base DISADVANTAGE. They destroy LIMITS to the topic, which is unfair because it makes our preparation for debating against the core of the topic unusable.
3. TOPICAL Version of the AFFIRMATIVE – they did not need to be non-TOPICAL as there is a version of their PLAN that fits within our interpretation: The USFG should expand green cards for skilled workers. 

D - 
TOPICALITY is a voting issue for FAIRNESS and education. 

1NC vs. Open Borders TOPICALITY
A. Interpretation: The federal government must reduce restrictions on legal permanent residence.

Immigration means move permanently 

Meriam Webster, no date

[Meriam Webster “Immigration” https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/immigration MYY]

Immigration: an act or instance of immigrating; specifically : travel into a country for the purpose of permanent residence there

B. VIOLATION – The PLAN removes all restrictions, which means it affects nonimmigrants, tourists, refugees, and other groups.
C. Standards for why the judge should vote NEGATIVE – 

1. GROUND - expanding the topic to include all nonimmigrant and temporary visas explodes GROUND and forces the negative to prepare for a million small AFFIRMATIVES including tourist visas, student visas, asylum, and airports. That leads to shallow education because we don’t gain an in depth understanding of immigration law because teams are incentivized to write AFFIRMATIVES that avoid clash. 

2. LIMITS – LIMITS are key to protecting NEGATIVE preparation. A topic focused on only permanent residency provides the best LINKs to key topic generics like the Brain Drain DISADVANTAGE and the Trump base DISADVANTAGE. They destroy LIMITS which renders our preparation useless which is unfair.

3. Extra TOPICALITY – the AFFIRMATIVE is extra TOPICAL, even if part of the AFFIRMATIVE affects long term permanent residents it also allows refugees, temporary workers, tourists, and other groups that aren’t here for long term permanent residence. This kills NEGATIVE GROUND because it allows them to claim advantages off the nonTOPICAL parts of the PLAN.

4. TOPICAL Version of the AFFIRMATIVE – they did not need to be non-TOPICAL as there is a version of their PLAN that fits within our interpretation: The USFG should remove all restrictions on entry for legal permanent residency.

D - 
TOPICALITY is a voter for FAIRNESS and education. 

2NC/1NR Topicality vs H-1B – Answers to 2AC “We Meet”
They say “WE MEET,” but …

1. Our _National Law Review 2018_ evidence says that _H-1B visas are nonimmigrant ____ _.

(Put our authors’ names from 1NC)


(summarize evidence read in our previous speeches)
It’s better than their _Passel and Cohn_________ evidence because…

      
 (Put their author’s name)
 (Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
____It speaks to the legal status of H-1B visas in the context of legal immigration________ _ ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _____________________________ _____________________________ _________________
(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”

____________We have the most predictable definition and allow the best education about the topic because our interpretation is at the core of the topic literature. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________.__________________
2. Extend our INTERPRETATION - The federal government must reduce restrictions on legal permanent residence. Extend our 1NC definition from Merriam Webster.
3. At best they’re extra TOPICAL even if the PLAN converts H-1B visas to a permanent residence program, they’re still expanding the topic into an area that is currently NOT a permanent residence program. There’s no literature on H-1Bs as legal permanent residence, so we have no GROUND for our DISADVANTAGES. This makes it impossible to have a fair debate with research on both sides and TOPICALITY is a VOTING ISSUE.
4. Extend our standards – 

A.  GROUND – our INTERPRETATION is key to a topic that fairly allocates ground. The AFFIRMATIVE should have access to all restrictions on permanent residency while the NEGATIVE gets access to all temporary residency. This ensures that the AFFIRMATIVE doesn’t have a million small nonresident visa AFFIRMATIVES such as students or temporary asylum to surprise the NEGATIVE and waste our preparation for this tournament, while also giving the NEGATIVE good counter LAN ground. 

B. LIMITS – our limit is not arbitrary. Either the PLAN decreases restriction on permanent residence in the U.S. or it doesn’t. This is a very clear limit because the AFFIRMATIVE can easily show whether it is or isn’t permanent residence. This makes our limit the clearest because it’s objective, not subjective.

2NC/1NR Topicality vs H-1B – Answers to 2AC COUNTER-INTERPRETATION

They say “legal immigration is who we let into the country,” but …
1. Their interpretation sets NO LIMITS. It defines immigration as anything that has to do with letting people into our country – it has no specifics
2. This means there’s no brightline for what is Topical when they have such a broad and vague definition. 
3. Here’s more evidence - Immigration is permanent residence.

Oxford Living Dictionaries

[“immigration” Oxford Living Dictionaries, nd.]

1 The action of coming to live permanently in a foreign country. ‘a barrier to control illegal immigration from Mexico’
4. Prefer our evidence -
A. Most common understanding – our sources are the main English language dictionaries – these are better because the purpose is to define words. 
B. Clearest topic language – their Cornell Law Legal Information Institute definition defines “federal immigration law,” which is not the same as “legal restrictions on immigration.” Therefore, it’s unclear that their definition actually applies to the topic. Our definition specifically defines a topic word, “immigration.”
2NC/1NR Topicality vs H-1B – Answers to 2AC “COUNTER-STANDARDS”

Group their counter-standards.

1. They say GROUND – 
A. The expansion to a million tiny AFFIRMATIVES is unnecessary given our TOPICAL version of the AFFIRMATIVE. 
B. That means the resolutional GROUND is a question of how to address the areas of immigration controversy through the lens of reducing restrictions on permanent residency. 
C. This ensures the AFFIRMATIVE is large enough to LINK DISADVANTAGES and safeguards NEGATIVE prep. 
2. They say LIMITS – 
A.  They create an underlimited topic for no reason. 
B. Even overlimiting is better because it’s a fairer world for the negative. 

3. COMPETING INTERPRETATIONS 

A. Best definition – TOPICALITY is a search for the best definition of the topic. Only competing interpretations achieves this by evaluating the desirability of two interpretations and choosing the better option for debate.

B Judge intervention – There’s no clear standard for what constitutes reasonable. This means that a REASONABILITY standard results in inconsistent TOPICALITY debates with different judges intervening at different points. Only competing interpretations ensures FAIRNESS and PREDICTABILITY in TOPICALITY debates.
C. They say multiple definitions – we agree this is why competing INTERPRETATIONS is key because it’s not a question of if there’s some definition that supports your AFFIRMATIVE but rather the best definition for debate in general. 
2NC/1NR Topicality vs OPEN BORDERS – Answers to 2AC “We Meet”

They say “WE MEET,” but …

1. Extend our INTERPRETATION - The federal government must reduce restrictions on legal permanent residence. Extend our 1NC definition from Merriam Webster.
2. At best they’re extra TOPICAL -

The PLAN lets in refugees and allows for unauthorized people to remain. That’s distinct from reducing restrictions on solely legal immigration. This explodes AFFIRMATIVE ground.

Yahkushko, 2008 

– professor of psychology at the Pacifica Graduate Institute (Oksana, “Stress and Coping in the Lives of Recent Immigrants and Refugees: Considerations for Counseling” Int J Adv Counselling (2008) 30:167–178 DOI 10.1007/s10447-008-9054-0  italics in original

Legal immigration refers to relocation of non-citizens who are granted legal permanent residence by the government. Legal permanent residence provides the right to remain in the country indefinitely, to be gainfully employed and to seek the benefits of citizenship (Mulder et al. 2001). A different type of immigration status is granted to individuals who are considered refugees. Refugees are defined by the 1967 United Nations Protocol on Refugees as those people outside their country of nationality who are unable or unwilling to return to that country because of persecution or well-founded fear of persecution (Mulder et al. 2001). The third category of immigrants represents individuals who seek to relocate to other countries in search of employment and better living conditions outside the permitted regulations. Often referred to as the illegal or undocumented population, the unauthorized migrant population consists primarily of two groups, (1) those entering the new country without inspection and (2) those entering with legal temporary status but staying beyond the time allotment of their visas (Mulder et al. 2001).
3. This makes it impossible to have a fair debate with research on both sides and TOPICALITY is a VOTING ISSUE.

4. Extend our standards – 
A.  GROUND – our INTERPRETATION is key to a topic that fairly allocates ground. The AFFIRMATIVE should have access to all restrictions on permanent residency while the NEGATIVE gets access to all temporary residency. This ensures that the AFFIRMATIVE doesn’t have a million small nonresident visa AFFIRMATIVES such as students or temporary asylum to surprise the NEGATIVE and waste our preparation for this tournament, while also giving the NEGATIVE good counterPLAN ground. 

B. LIMITS – our limit is not arbitrary. Either the PLAN decreases restriction on permanent residence in the U.S. or it doesn’t. This is a very clear limit because the AFFIRMATIVE can easily show whether it is or isn’t permanent residence. This makes our limit the clearest because it’s objective, not subjective.
4. PLAN doesn’t only change long term permanent residence, it changes restrictions on those already in the U.S., Which explodes LIMITS and kills NEGATIVE ground.

Cicchini, 2012 

[Daniel Cicchini and Joseph Hassell are Attorney Advisors at the Immigration Court in Eloy, Arizona (“The Continuing Struggle To Define “Admission” and “Admitted” in the Immigration and Nationality Act” Immigration Law Advisor, June, https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2012/08/07/vol6no6.pdf]
Under section 245 of the Act, the Attorney General may adjust the status of any alien who has previously been inspected, admitted, or paroled. More specifically, adjustment of status is a process that permits aliens already present in the United States to become Lawful Permanent Residents without having to depart and procure an immigrant visa from an American consulate, most often in the alien’s country of origin. USCIS, DHS, Adjustment of Status, (Mar. 30, 2011), http://www.uscis.gov/greencard (follow “Green Card Processes and Procedures” hyperLINK; then follow “Adjustment of Status” hyperLINK); Barr at 3. Because aliens who adjust status are already physically present inside the United States, this process does not involve physical entry into the country after inspection and authorization at a port of entry. Thus, under the plain language of section 101(a)(13)(A) of the Act, it is not an “admission.” As a consequence, an alien who has adjusted status to that of an Lawful Permanent Resident after entering the country without inspection has not been “admitted” within the meaning of section 101(a)(13)(A) and would therefore be subject to the grounds of inadmissibility under section 212(a) of the Act. To avoid this result, in Matter of Rosas, 22 I&N Dec. 616, 621-23 (BIA 1999), the Board held that an alien who was either authorized to enter after inspection or who has “adjusted status” after an unlawful entry was “admitted” for purposes of determining whether the inadmissibility or deportability grounds should apply. See also Matter of E.W. Rodriguez, 25 I&N Dec. 784, 789 (BIA 2012) (holding that the Board is “constrained to treat adjustment as an admission in order to preserve the coherence of the statutory scheme and avoid absurdities”); Matter of Espinosa Guillot, 25 I&N Dec. 653,
(Continued on next page…)
(…Cicchini continues)
655-56 (BIA 2011) (holding that an alien who adjusted to Lawful Permanent Resident status under the Cuban Refugee Adjustment Act was admitted and therefore subject to charges of removability under section 237(a)); Matter of Alyazji, 25 I&N Dec. 397, 399- 401 (BIA 2011) (citing Board cases where “adjustment of status” is an admission, as well as circuit decisions concluding otherwise); Matter of Koljenovic, 25 I&N Dec. 219, 225 (BIA 2010) (holding that, for purposes of a section 212(h) waiver of inadmissibility, an alien whose status is adjusted to that of an Lawful Permanent Resident has been “admitted” on the date he or she adjusted status). Other provisions of the Act additionally suggest that an adjustment of status means that an alien is “in and admitted to the United States,” making him or her deportable. See section 237(a)(1)(A) of the Act (entitled “Inadmissible aliens” and providing, in pertinent part, that “[a]ny alien who at the time of entry or adjustment of status was within one or more classes of aliens [who were] inadmissible . . . is deportable”) (emphasis added). Unlike the Board, the circuit courts’ treatment of the “adjustment-as-admission” issue is mixed. The Ninth Circuit has held that an adjustment of status can be considered an “admission,” albeit in a limited context, but most other circuits disagree. In OcampoDuran v. Ashcroft, 254 F.3d 1133, 1134-35 (9th Cir. 2001), the Ninth Circuit held that adjustment of status was an “admission” within the context of section 237(a)(2)(A)(iii) of the Act, which authorizes removal of any alien convicted “at any time after admission” of an aggravated felony. In that case, an Lawful Permanent Resident, who had entered without inspection, had never been “admitted” within the meaning of section 101(a)(13)(A) of the Act. Nevertheless, the court found the alien removable because he later adjusted status and then was convicted of an aggravated felony. Id. (quoting section 101(a)(20) of the Act in defining the term “lawfully admitted for permanent residence”). However, in the context of section 237(a)(2)(A)(i)(I) of the Act, which provides, inter alia, that an alien is deportable if he or she is convicted of an offense committed within 5 years “after the date of admission,” the circuit courts have consistently held that an alien’s adjustment of status does not constitute an “admission.” More specifically, the Fourth, Sixth, and Seventh Circuits have all held that the term “admission” in the phrase “date of admission” is governed by the plain, “unambiguous” meaning of “admission” in section 101(a)(13)(A), which requires physical entry after inspection. Zhang v. Mukasey, 509 F.3d 313, 316 (6th Cir. 2007) (holding “that there is only one ‘first lawful admission,’ and it is based on physical, legal entry into the United States, not on the attainment of a particular legal status”); Aremu v. Dep’t of Homeland Sec., 450 F.3d 578, 581 (4th Cir. 2006) (“Because the statutory definition of ‘admission’ does not include adjustment of status, it appears that a straightforward application of Chevron requires us to conclude that the BIA’s determination that ‘the date of admission’ under [section 237(a)(2)(A)(i)] includes the date of an adjustment of status fails step one of the Chevron analysis.”); Abdelqadar v. Gonzales, 413 F.3d 668, 673 (7th Cir. 2005) (“[The alien] accuses the agency of engaging in word play by equating ‘admitted for permanent residence’ with ‘the date of admission.’ The former is a legal status, the latter an entry into the United States. Section [101(a)(13)(A)] defines admission as a lawful entry, not as a particular legal status afterward.”) Additionally, in Shivaraman v. Ashcroft, 360 F.3d 1142, 1147-48 (9th Cir. 2004), the Ninth Circuit distinguished its prior reasoning in Ocampo-Duran, 254 F.3d 1133, holding that the date of an alien’s adjustment of status is not “the date of admission” under section 237(a)(2)(A)(i) if, at the time of the alien’s adjustment, he or she was already lawfully present in the United States pursuant to an earlier nonimmigrant admission. 

2NC/1NR Topicality vs OPEN BORDERS – Answers to 2AC COUNTER-INTERPRETATION

They say “legal immigration is who we let into the country,” but …
1. Their interpretation sets NO LIMITS. It defines immigration as anything that has to do with letting people into our country – it has no specifics
2. This means there’s no brightline for what is Topical when they have such a broad and vague definition. 
3. Here’s more evidence - Immigration is permanent residence.

Oxford Living Dictionaries

[“immigration” Oxford Living Dictionaries, nd.]

1 The action of coming to live permanently in a foreign country. ‘a barrier to control illegal immigration from Mexico’
4. Prefer our evidence -
A. Most common understanding – our sources are the main English language dictionaries – these are better because the purpose is to define words. 
B. Clearest topic language – their Cornell Law Legal Information Institute definition defines “federal immigration law,” which is not the same as “legal restrictions on immigration.” Therefore, it’s unclear that their definition actually applies to the topic. Our definition specifically defines a topic word, “immigration.”
2NC/1NR Topicality vs OPEN BORDERS – Answers to 2AC “COUNTER-STANDARDS”

Group their counter-standards.

1. They say GROUND – 
A. The expansion to a million tiny AFFIRMATIVES is unnecessary given our TOPICAL version of the AFFIRMATIVE. 
B. That means the resolutional GROUND is a question of how to address the areas of immigration controversy through the lens of reducing restrictions on permanent residency. 
C. This ensures the AFFIRMATIVE is large enough to LINK DISADVANTAGES and safeguards NEGATIVE prep. 
2. They say LIMITS – 
A.  They create an underlimited topic for no reason. 
B. Even overlimiting is better because it’s a fairer world for the negative. 

3. COMPETING INTERPRETATIONS 
A. Best definition – TOPICALITY is a search for the best definition of the topic. Only competing interpretations achieves this by evaluating the desirability of two interpretations and choosing the better option for debate.

B. Judge intervention – There’s no clear standard for what constitutes reasonable. This means that a REASONABILITY standard results in inconsistent TOPICALITY debates with different judges intervening at different points. Only competing interpretations ensures FAIRNESS and PREDICTABILITY in TOPICALITY debates.
C. They say multiple definitions – we agree this is why competing INTERPRETATIONS is key because it’s not a question of if there’s some definition that supports your AFFIRMATIVE but rather the best definition for debate in general. 
1NC vs. Refugees TOPICALITY Visas
A. Interpretation: Legal immigration means entry pursuant to an immigration visa

Ramirez, 1983 
(Jesus, 18 Tex. Int'l L. J. 347 (1983) The Simpson-Mazzoli Bill: Altering the Policy of Neglect of Undocumented Immigration from South of the Border, Hein Online)

14. "Legal immigration" refers to entry pursuant to an immigration visa that is authorized by immigration statutes and regulations. See generally INA of 1952, 8 USC § 1181 (1976 & Supp V 1981); 8 CFR § 211.1-212.9 (1982); 8 USC §§ 1421-1435, 1444- 1449 (1976 & Supp V 1981); 8 CFR §§ 334.1-342.9 (1982). 

B. VIOLATION – Refugees don’t enter the country on visas. 
Cucciniello 2016

Armand – former diplomat and press officer for US Department of State, 1/27, http://time.com/4187213/immigration-visa-system/
On Jan. 20, the Senate was scheduled to agree to bring the bill “American Security Against Foreign Enemies Act of 2015,” or the American SAFE Act of 2015, to a vote, but it failed to do so. The Obama administration has already said it would veto the bill, which would increase U.S. government screening requirements “to ensure that each covered alien receives a background investigation before U.S. refugee admission.” There is one giant, glaring problem with this bill: It only applies to refugees (and a limited group at that).

Tashfeen Malik, one of the San Bernardino shooters, was not a refugee. Therefore, provisions required in this bill would not have applied to her case; and will not necessarily apply to foreign nationals like her who are seeking an immigration visa. In other words: Even should this act pass, those like Malik who have not yet made it to America’s shores just might may make it through.
C. STANDARDS 

1. Extra TOPICALITY – even if part of the PLAN is TOPICAL, the PLAN goes far beyond reducing restrictions on immigrant visas and includes many other categories of entry into the U.S. At least some of this is not TOPICAL. 

2. Effects TOPICALITY – even if refugees eventually become legal residents years later, that’s an effect of the PLAN, not what the PLAN mandates itself. Judge the TOPICALITY of the PLAN based on the text of the PLAN alone.
3. Predictability – our INTERPRETATION is uniquely predictable because it LIMITS the topic to one specific mechanism—visas—which is key to DISADVANTAGE LINKs.

4. LIMITS – our INTERPRETATION LIMITS the topic because there’s a finite number of visas. 
D) Topicality is a voting issue

2NC/1NR – TOPICALITY = Visas vs Refugees – Answer to 2AC “We Meet”
Extend our 1NC VIOLATION and Cucciniello 2016 evidence, which says that refugees do not enter through immigrant visas.

First, it’s much better than their _______________________ evidence because:

                                                

 
(Put their author’s name)

(Circle one or more of the following reasons and read it aloud)

(it’s newer)





(our author is more qualified)

 

(their evidence is out of context/contradicts itself)        
(history proves it to be true) 

(it has more specific facts)

 

(it takes their argument into account)

(Their author is biased)  



(their evidence supports our argument)

[Or … WRITE IN YOUR OWN! ______________________________________________________]


(Explain the reasons you selected above for why your evidence is better)

“You should prefer our evidence because…”
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(Explain why it’s important that your evidence is better - what argument does it mean is true and what does it mean for the overall debate?)

“And this means that …”
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2. Humanitarian admissions like refugees are totally distinct from legal immigration in the law – allowing extra topical PLANS like the AFFIRMATIVE to be TOPICAL triples the size of the research we’d need to do to debate this topic
Passel and Fix, 1994 
[Jeffrey S. Passel is Director, Program for Research for Immigration Policy, The Urban Institute, Washington, D.C.; Michael Fix is Director, Immigrant Policy Program, The Urban Institute, Washington, D.C “Immigration and Immigrants: Setting the Record Straight” 5/1, http://webarchive.urban.org/publications/305184.html#II italics in original]

MAKING SENSE OF IMMIGRATION POLICY

Making policy sense of the widely varying types of action represented in this chronological sketch requires clear separation of three distinct parts of U.S. immigration policy: (1) legal immigration, (2) humanitarian admissions, and (3) illegal immigration. Failure to keep these domains separate may be the most important source of confusion in the current national debate.
The distinction is crucial because the three domains are governed by different legislation, administered by different bureaucracies, and involve different administrative functions—functions that range from paramilitary operations to apprehend illegals, to language training to facilitate immigrant integration. 
3. Extend our INTERPRETATION – Legal immigration must go through immigration visas. Extend our 1NC definition from Merriam Webster.
4. At best they’re EFFECTS TOPICAL. Their evidence saying refugees have to apply for green cards in a year proves our argument that an immigration visa is an EVENTUAL EFFECT of the PLAN. We can’t debate DISADVANTAGE LINKS years in advance - this makes it impossible to have a fair debate with research on both sides and TOPICALITY is a VOTING ISSUE.

5. Extend our standards – 

A.  GROUND – our INTERPRETATION is key to a topic that fairly allocates ground. The AFFIRMATIVE should have access to all restrictions on permanent residency while the NEGATIVE gets access to all temporary residency. This ensures that the AFFIRMATIVE doesn’t have a million small nonresident visa AFFIRMATIVES such as students or temporary asylum to surprise the NEGATIVE and waste our preparation for this tournament, while also giving the NEGATIVE good counter LAN ground. 

B. LIMITS – our limit is not arbitrary. Either the PLAN decreases restriction on permanent residence in the U.S. or it doesn’t. This is a very clear limit because the AFFIRMATIVE can easily show whether it is or isn’t permanent residence. This makes our limit the clearest because it’s objective, not subjective.
2NC/1NR Topicality = Visas vs Refugees – Answers to 2AC COUNTER-INTERPRETATION

They say “legal immigration is who we let into the country,” but …
1. Their interpretation sets NO LIMITS. It defines immigration as anything that has to do with letting people into our country – it has no specifics
2. This means there’s no brightline for what is Topical when they have such a broad and vague definition. 
3. Prefer our evidence -
A. Expert definitions – our definition comes from a law journal, while theirs is just a common dictionary definition. It’s better to know how the law defines “legal immigration.”
B. More precise – their Cornell Law Legal Information Institute definition defines “federal immigration law,” which is not the same as our definition - “legal immigration.” Therefore, it’s unclear that their definition actually applies to the topic. 
2NC/1NR Topicality = Visas vs Refugees – Answers to 2AC “COUNTER-STANDARDS”

Group their counter-standards.

1. They say GROUND – 
A. They expand the topic far too much into every area of how people could enter the country – only limiting PLANS to those that use immigration visas allows us to learn about the core of the topic.
B. This is worse for NEGATIVE GROUND – we can’t win LINKS to our best DISADVANTAGES and lose valuable COUNTERPLAN ground. It makes preparation impossible.

2. They say LIMITS – 
A.  They create an underlimited topic for no reason. 
B. Even overlimiting is better because it’s a fairer world for the negative. 

3. COMPETING INTERPRETATIONS 
A. Best definition – TOPICALITY is a search for the best definition of the topic. Only competing interpretations achieves this by evaluating the desirability of two interpretations and choosing the better option for debate.

B Judge intervention – There’s no clear standard for what constitutes reasonable. This means that a REASONABILITY standard results in inconsistent TOPICALITY debates with different judges intervening at different points. Only competing interpretations ensures FAIRNESS and PREDICTABILITY in TOPICALITY debates.
C. They say multiple definitions – we agree this is why competing INTERPRETATIONS is key because it’s not a question of if there’s some definition that supports your AFFIRMATIVE but rather the best definition for debate in general. 
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