Ptx

Patent reform will pass- its top of the docket and PC is key

Hattern 3/5(Julian, The Hill Correspondent. "Congress gets out club for patent ‘trolls’," The Hill, 3-5-14, thehill.com/blogs/hillicon-valley/technology/199954-lawmakers-look-to-push-patent-troll-bill)

Proponents of a bill to prevent patent “trolls” from harassing businesses are increasingly optimistic their legislation will become law this year. Lawmakers and a wide swath of different industries have aligned behind the push for a crackdownon the so-called trolls, which sue companies for patent license violations. Supporters of the reform effort claim the lawsuits are often frivolous, but nonetheless force businesses into settlements to avoid lengthy and costly court cases. Plaintiffs in the suits argue they are merely trying to protect their intellectual property and preserve inventors’ ability to innovate. With campaign politics gumming up the works on Capitol Hill, the patent crackdown could be one of the few bills to make it to President Obama’s desk before November, supporters say. “I think that members on both sides of the aisle recognize that this is a big problemaffecting people being employed in their district, investments in their district,” said Beth Provenzano, a senior director for government relations at the National Retail Federation. “I think that this does stand a good chance, even in the election year.” The Senate Judiciary Committee, the focus of the patent reform fight, will look to take action on legislation this month, Chairman Patrick Leahy (D-Vt.) said on Tuesday. Sen. Mike Lee (R-Utah) on Wednesday said he hoped the full chamber would vote on the bill in the coming months. In addition to the retailers trade group, associations for restaurants, financial institutions and major tech companies such as Google have pushed for the chamber to approve legislation. The troublesome lawsuits can cost millions, they say, and need to be stopped immediately. Patent-rights holders skeptical of reform claim that bill goes too far and warn it could make it difficult for inventors and universities to profit from their creations. In December, the House overwhelmingly passed the Innovation Act, which would reform much of the patent lawsuit process. Lee and Leahy are pushing a companion bill, the Patent Transparency and Improvements Act, in the Senate. Obama backed the House bill and called for action in his State of the Union address. Supporters hope the president’s backing will help push legislation across the finish linein the Senate. “It meant a lot in the Senate to have the president weigh in like that,” Lee said at an event Tuesday in Washington. “To have it brought up by the president in some very public settings has been very helpful to help focusthe public attention on the fact that this is hurting a lot of people.” Obama’s supportalso created momentumin the House, and convinced Democratic lawmakers who might not have been focused on the issue to hop on board, according to Rep. Jared Polis (D-Colo.).

Democrats are strongly opposed to NAFTA revisions – labor concerns
Perez-Rocha and Trew 12 (Stuart Trew is the trade campaigner for the Council of Canadians.Manuel Pérez Rocha is a Mexican national and an associate fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies in Washington D.C. They are both contributors to Foreign Policy In Focus. “Don't Expand NAFTA” July 26, 2012. Foreign Policy in Focus, a project of the Institute for Policy Studies. http://www.fpif.org/articles/dont_expand_nafta)

A majority of Democratic representatives (132 out of 191) have expressed that they are “troubled that important policy decisions are being made without full input from Congress.” They have written to U.S. Trade Representative Ron Kirk to urge him and his staff to “engage in broader and deeper consultations with members of the full range of committees of Congress whose jurisdiction touches on the wide-ranging issues involved, and to ensure there is ample opportunity for Congress to have input on critical policies that will have broad ramifications for years to come." In their letter, the representatives also challenge “the lack of transparency of the treaty negotiation process, and the failure of negotiators to meaningfully consult with states on the far-reaching impact of trade agreements on state and local laws, even when binding on our states, is of grave concern to us.” U.S. Senators, for their part, have also sent a letter complaining of the lack of congressional access to the negotiations. What openness and transparency can we in Canada and Mexico expect when the decision to join the TPP, under humiliating conditions, was made without any public consultation? NAFTA turns 20 years old in 2014. Instead of expanding it through the TPP we must learn from NAFTA’s shortcomings, starting with the historic lack of consultation with unions and producers in the three member countries. It is necessary to correct the imbalances in NAFTA, which as the North American union statement explains enhanced corporate power at the expense of workers and the environment. In particular, we need to categorically reject the investor-state dispute settlement process that has proven so costly, in real terms and with respect to our democratic options in Canada and Mexico. The unions’ statement of solidarity provides a strong foundation for the growing trinational opposition to the TPP in Leesburg, Virginia, and beyond. 

Key to innovation and American economic security

Goodlatte 3/12(Robert (R-VA), House Judiciary Committee chair, Rep 

"Bipartisan Road Map for Protecting and Encouraging American Innovation," Roll Call 3-12-14, www.rollcall.com/news/bipartisan_road_map_for_protecting_and_encouraging_american_innovation-231413-1.html?pg=2)

Throughout our nation’s history, great ideas have powered our economic prosperity and security, from the Industrial Revolution to the Internet age. Safeguarding those great ideas were so important to our Founding Fathers that they included patent protection in the U.S. Constitution. Article I, Section 8, Clause 8 of the Constitution charges Congress with overseeing a patent system to “promote the progress of science and useful arts.” As chairman of the House Judiciary Committee, which has oversight of our patent system, I take the charge to uphold our Constitution seriously. In recent years, we have seen an exponential increase in the use of weak or poorly granted patents by “patent trolls” to file numerous patent infringement lawsuits against American businesses with the hopes of securing a quick payday. This abuse of the patent system is not what our Founding Fathers provided for in our Constitution. At its core, abusive patent litigation is a drag on our economy and stifles innovation. Everyone from independent inventors to startups tomid- and large-sized businesses face this constant threat. The tens of billions of dollars spent on settlements and litigation expenses associated with abusive patent suits represent truly wasted capital — wasted capital that could have been used to create new jobs,fundresearch anddevelopment, and create new innovations and technologies. Bad actors who abuse the patent system devalue American intellectual property and are a direct threat to American innovation. Abusive patent litigation isalso a drain on consumers. We will never know what lifesaving invention or next-generation smartphone could have been created because a business went bankrupt after prolonged frivolous litigation or paying off a patent troll.When a firm spends more on patent litigation thanonresearch, money is beingdiverted from real innovation. The patent system was designed to reward inventors and incentivize innovation, bringing new products and technologies to consumers. Last year, I introduced the Innovation Act(HR 3309), legislation designed to eliminate the abuses of our patent system, discourage frivolous patent litigationand keep U.S. patent laws up to date. In December, the House of Representatives, with overwhelming bipartisan support and the support of the White House, passed the Innovation Act. Thisimportant bill will help fuel the engine of American innovation and creativity, creating new jobs and growing our economy. Effective patent reform legislation requires the careful balance that was achieved in the Innovation Act. Senate Judiciary Chairman Patrick J. Leahy, D-Vt., ranking member Charles E. Grassley, R-Iowa., and committee members John Cornyn, R-Texas, Orrin G. Hatch, R-Utah, and Mike Lee, R-Utah, among others, are leading efforts in the Senate to combat abusive practices within our patent system that inhibit innovation. I am optimistic that as the Senate moves toward consideration of legislation they will act just as the House did and pass comprehensive patent litigation reform that includes all of the necessary reforms made in the Innovation Act, including heightened pleading standards and fee shifting. In 2011, Republicans and Democrats came together to pass the America Invents Act (PL 112-29), which brought the most comprehensive change to our nation’s patent laws since the 1836 Patent Act. We are continuing to work again in a collaborative, bipartisan way to end abusive patent litigation to help the American economy and American people. I am optimistic that these important reforms will be enacted to stop the abuse of our patent system and restore the central role patents play in our economy.Half measures and inaction are not viable options. The time is now, and the Innovation Act has helped set a clear bipartisan road map toward eliminating the abuses of our patent system, discouraging frivolous patent litigation and keeping U.S. patent laws up to date.

Ensures conflict suppression- no alt causes
Hubbard ’10 (Hegemonic Stability Theory: An Empirical Analysis By: Jesse Hubbard Jesse Hubbard Program Assistant at Open Society Foundations Washington, District Of Columbia International Affairs Previous National Democratic Institute (NDI), National Defense University, Office of Congressman Jim Himes Education PPE at University of Oxford, 2010)
Regression analysisof this data showsthat Pearson’s r-value is -.836. In the case of American hegemony, economic strength is a better predictor of violent conflict than even overall national power, which had an r-value of -.819. The data is also well within the realm of statistical significance, with a p-value of .0014. While the data for British hegemony was not as striking, the same overall pattern holds true in both cases. During both periods of hegemony, hegemonic strength was negatively related with violent conflict, and yet use of force by the hegemon was positively correlated with violent conflict in both cases. Finally, in both cases, economic power was more closely associated with conflict levels than military power. Statistical analysis created a more complicated picture of the hegemon’s role in fostering stability than initially anticipated. VI. Conclusions and Implications for Theory and Policy To elucidate some answers regarding the complexities my analysis unearthed, I turned first to the existing theoretical literature on hegemonic stability theory. The existing literature provides some potential frameworks for understanding these results. Since economic strength proved to be of such crucial importance, reexamining the literature that focuses on hegemonic stability theory’s economic implications was the logical first step. As explained above, the literature on hegemonic stability theory can be broadly divided into two camps – that which focuses on the international economic system, and that which focuses on armed conflict and instability. This research falls squarely into the second camp, but insights from the first camp are still of relevance. Even Kindleberger’s early work on this question is of relevance. Kindleberger posited that the economicinstability between the First and Second World Warscould be attributed to the lack of an economic hegemon (Kindleberger 1973). But economic instability obviously has spillover effects into the international political arena. Keynes, writing after WWI, warned in his seminal tract The Economic Consequences of the Peace that Germany’s economic humiliation could have a radicalizing effect on the nation’s political culture (Keynes 1919). Given later events, his warning seems prescient. In the years since the Second World War, however, the European continent has not relapsed into armed conflict. What was different after the second global conflagration? Crucially, the United States was in a far more powerful position than Britain was after WWI. As the tables above show, Britain’s economic strength after the First World War was about 13% of the total in strength in the international system. In contrast, the United States possessed about 53% of relative economic power in the international system in the years immediately following WWII. The U.S. helped rebuild Europe’s economic strength with billions of dollars in investmentthrough the Marshall Plan, assistance that was never available to the defeated powers after the First World War (Kindleberger 1973). Theinterwar years were also marked by a series of debilitating trade wars that likely worsened the Great Depression (Ibid.). In contrast, when Britain was more powerful, it was able to facilitate greater free trade, and after World War II,the United States played a leading role in creating institutions like the GATT that had an essential role in facilitating global trade (Organski 1958). The possibility that economic stability is an important factor in the overall security environment should not be discounted, especially given the results of my statistical analysis. Another theory that could provide insight into the patterns observed in this research is that of preponderance of power. Gilpin theorized that when a state has the preponderance of power in the international system, rivals are more likely to resolve their disagreements without resorting to armed conflict (Gilpin 1983). The logic behind this claim is simple – it makes more sense to challenge a weaker hegemon than a stronger one. This simple yet powerful theory can help explain the puzzlingly strong positive correlation between military conflicts engaged in by the hegemon and conflict overall. It is not necessarily that military involvement by the hegemon instigates further conflict in the international system. Rather, this military involvement could be a function of the hegemon’s weaker position, which is the true cause of the higher levels of conflict in the international system. Additionally, it is important to note that military power is, in the long run, dependent on economic strength. Thus, it is possible that as hegemons lose relative economic power, other nations are tempted to challenge them even if their short-term military capabilities are still strong. This would help explain some of the variation found between the economic and military data. The results of this analysis are of clear importance beyond the realm of theory. As the debate rages over the role of the United States in the world, hegemonic stability theory has some useful insights to bring to the table. What this research makes clear is that a strong hegemon can exert a positive influence on stability in the international system. However, this should not give policymakers a justification to engage in conflict or escalate military budgets purely for the sake of international stability.If anything, this research points to the central importance of economic influence in fostering international stability. To misconstrue these findings to justify anything else would be a grave error indeed. Hegemons may play a stabilizing role in the international system, but this role is complicated. It is economic strength, not military dominance that is the true test of hegemony.A weak state with a strong military is a paper tiger – it may appear fearsome, but it is vulnerable to even a short blast of wind.
T

A. Interpretation - Economic engagement is long-term strategy for promoting structural linkage between two economies
Mastanduno, 1 – professor of Government at Dartmouth College (Michael, “Economic Engagement Strategies: Theory and Practice” http://web.archive.org/web/20120906033646/http://polisci.osu.edu/faculty/bpollins/book/Mastanduno.pdf
The basic causal logic of economic engagement, and the emphasis on domestic politics, can be traced to Hirschman. He viewed economic engagement as a long-term, transformative strategy. As one state gradually expands economic interaction with its target, the resulting (asymmetrical) interdependence creates vested interests within the target society and government. The beneficiaries of interdependence become addicted to it, and they protect their interests by pressuring the government to accommodate the source of interdependence. Economic engagement is a form of structural linkage; it is a means to get other states to want what you want, rather than to do what you want. The causal chain runs from economic interdependence through domestic political change to foreign policy accommodation.

B. Violation – the plan makes Mexico more independent, not interdependent. Topical affs, must intensify trade

Celik, 11 – master’s student at Uppsala University (Department of Peace and Conflict Research) (Arda, Economic Sanctions and Engagement Policieshttp://www.grin.com/en/e-book/175204/economic-sanctions-and-engagement-policies)

Literature of liberal school points out that economic engagement policies are significantly effective tools for sender and target countries. The effectiveness leans on mutual economic and political benefits for both parties.(Garzke et al,2001).Economic engagement operates with trade mechanisms where sender and target country establish intensified trade thus increase the economic interaction over time. This strategy decreases the potential hostilities and provides mutual gains. Paulson Jr (2008) states that this mechanism is highly different from carrots (inducements).  Carrots work quid pro quo in short terms and for narrow goals. Economic engagement intends to develop the target country and wants her to be aware of the long term benefits of shared economic goals. Sender does not want to contain nor prevent the target country with different policies. Conversely; sender works deliberately to improve the target countries’ Gdp, trade potential, export-import ratios and national income. Sender acts in purpose to reach important goals. First it establishes strong economic ties because economic integration has the capacity to change the political choices and behaviour of target country. Sender state believes in that economic linkages have political transformation potential.(Kroll,1993)

C. Voting issue – 

1. Limits – broad interpretations of engagement include anything that effects the economy, which means everything

2. Ground – trade promotion is vital for a stable mechanism for disad links and counterplan ground
K
The topic is a red herring – US imperialism creates the illusion of consensus – as long as Latin American diplomacy remains a tool used to defend the empire, any benevolent intent becomes whitewashed as colonial violence becomes more destructive

Petras 12 (James, is a retired Bartle Professor (Emeritus) of Sociology at Binghamton University adjunct professor at Saint Mary's University “The Empire’s Ideology: Imperialism and “Anti-Imperialism of the Fools”,” http://www.globalresearch.ca/the-empire-s-ideology-imperialism-and-anti-imperialism-of-the-fools/28456)
The imperialist use of “anti-imperialist” moral rhetoric was designed to weaken rivals and was directed to several audiences. In fact, at no point did the anti-imperialist rhetoric serve to “liberate” any of the colonized people. In almost all cases the victorious imperial power only substituted one form colonial or neo-colonial rule for another. The “anti-imperialism” of the imperialists is directed at the nationalist movements of the colonized countries and at their domestic public. British imperialists fomented uprisings among the agro-mining elites in Latin America promising “free trade” against Spanish mercantilist rule; they backed the “self-determination” of the slaveholding cotton plantation owners in the US South against the Union; they supported the territorial claims of the Iroquois tribal leaders against the US anti-colonial revolutionaries … exploiting legitimate grievances for imperial ends. During World War II, the Japanese imperialists supported a sector of the nationalist anti-colonial movement in India against the British Empire . The US condemned Spanish colonial rule in Cuba and the Philippines and went to war to “liberate” the oppressed peoples from tyranny….and remained to impose a reign of terror, exploitation and colonial rule… The imperial powers sought to divide the anti-colonial movements and create future “client rulers” when and if they succeeded. The use of anti-imperialist rhetoric was designed to attract two sets of groups. A conservative group with common political and economic interests with the imperial power, which shared their hostility to revolutionary nationalists and which sought to accrue greater advantage by tying their fortunes to a rising imperial power. A radical sector of the movement tactically allied itself with the rising imperial power, with the idea of using the imperial power to secure resources (arms, propaganda, vehicles and financial aid) and, once securing power, to discard them. More often than not, in this game of mutual manipulation between empire and nationalists, the former won out … as is the case then and now. The imperialist “anti-imperialist” rhetoric was equally directed at the domestic public, especially in countries like the US which prized its 18th anti-colonial heritage. The purpose was to broaden the base of empire building beyond the hard line empire loyalists, militarists and corporate beneficiaries. Their appeal sought to include liberals, humanitarians, progressive intellectuals, religious and secular moralists and other “opinion-makers” who had a certain cachet with the larger public, the ones who would have to pay with their lives and tax money for the inter-imperial and colonial wars. The official spokespeople of empire publicize real and fabricated atrocities of their imperial rivals, and highlight the plight of the colonized victims. The corporate elite and the hardline militarists demand military action to protect property, or to seize strategic resources; the humanitarians and progressives denounce the “crimes against humanity” and echo the calls “to do something concrete” to save the victims from genocide. Sectors of the Left join the chorus and, finding a sector of victims who fit in with their abstract ideology, plead for the imperial powers to “arm the people to liberate themselves” (sic). By lending moral support and a veneer of respectability to the imperial war, by swallowing the propaganda of “war to save victims” the progressives become the prototype of the “anti-imperialism of the fools”. Having secured broad public support on the bases of “anti-imperialism”, the imperialist powers feel free to sacrifice citizens’ lives and the public treasury, to pursue war, fueled by the moral fervor of a righteous cause. As the butchery drags on and the casualties mount, and the public wearies of war and its cost, progressive and leftist enthusiasm turns to silence or worse, moral hypocrisy with claims that “the nature of the war changed” or “that this isn’t the kind of war that we had in mind …”. As if the war makers ever intended to consult the progressives and left on how and why they should engage in imperial wars! In the contemporary period the imperial “anti-imperialist wars” and aggression have been greatly aided and abetted by well-funded “grass roots” so-called “non-governmental organizations” which act to mobilize popular movements which can “invite” imperial aggression. Over the past four decades US imperialism has fomented at least two dozen “grass roots” movements which have destroyed democratic governments, or decimated collectivist welfare states or provoked major damage to the economy of targeted countries. In Chile throughout 1972-73 under the democratically elected government of Salvador Allende, the CIA financed and provided major support – via the AFL-CIO–to private truck owners to paralyze the flow of goods and services .They also funded a strike by a sector of the copper workers union (at the El Tenient mine) to undermine copper production and exports, in the lead up to the coup. After the military took power several “grass roots” Christian Democratic union officials participated in the purge of elected leftist union activists. Needless to say in short order the truck owners and copper workers ended the strike, dropped their demands and subsequently lost all bargaining rights! In the 1980’s the CIA via Vatican channels transferred millions of dollars to sustain the “Solidarity Union” in Poland, making a hero of the Gdansk shipyards worker-leader Lech Walesa, who spearheaded the general strike to topple the Communist regime. With the overthrow of Communism so also went guaranteed employment, social security and trade union militancy: the neo-liberal regimes reduced the workforce at Gdansk by fifty percent and eventually closed it, giving the boot to the entire workforce.. Walesa retired with a magnificent Presidential pension, while his former workmates walked the streets and the new “independent” Polish rulers provided NATO with military bases and mercenaries for imperial wars in Afghanistan and Iraq . In 2002 the White House, the CIA, the AFL-CIO and NGOs, backed a Venezuelan military-business – trade union bureaucrat led “grass roots” coup that overthrew democratically elected President Chavez. In 48 hours a million strong authentic grass roots mobilization of the urban poor backed by constitutionalist military forces defeated the US backed dictators and restored Chavez to power .Subsequently oil executives directed a lockout backed by several US financed NGOs. They were defeated by the workers’ takeover of the oil industry. The unsuccessful coup and lockout cost the Venezuelan economy billions of dollars in lost income and caused a double digit decline in GNP. The US backed “grass roots” armed jihadists to liberated “Bosnia” and armed the “grass roots” terrorist Kosova Liberation Army to break-up Yugoslavia. Almost the entire Western Left cheered as, the US bombed Belgrade , degraded the economy and claimed it was “responding to genocide”. Kosova “free and independent” became a huge market for white slavers, housed the biggest US military base in Europe, with the highest per-capita out migration of any country in Europe . The imperial “grass roots” strategy combines humanitarian, democratic and anti-imperialist rhetoric and paid and trained local NGO’s, with mass media blitzes to mobilize Western public opinion and especially “prestigious leftist moral critics” behind their power grabs. The Consequence of Imperial Promoted “Anti-Imperialist” Movements: Who Wins and Who Loses? The historic record of imperialist promoted “anti-imperialist” and “pro-democracy” “grass roots movements” is uniformly negative. Let us briefly summarize the results. In Chile ‘grass roots’ truck owners strike led to the brutal military dictatorship of Augusto Pinochet and nearly two decades of torture, murder, jailing and forced exile of hundreds of thousands, the imposition of brutal “free market policies” and subordination to US imperial policies. In summary the US multi-national copper corporations and the Chilean oligarchy were the big winners and the mass of the working class and urban and rural poor the biggest losers. The US backed “grass roots uprisings” in Eastern Europe against Soviet domination, exchanged Russian for US domination; subordination to NATO instead of the Warsaw Pact; the massive transfer of national public enterprises, banks and media to Western multi-nationals. Privatization of national enterprises led to unprecedented levels of double-digit unemployment, skyrocketing rents and the growth of pensioner poverty. The crises induced the flight of millions of the most educated and skilled workers and the elimination of free public health, higher education and worker vacation resorts. Throughout the now capitalist Eastern Europe and USSR highly organized criminal gangs developed large scale prostitution and drug rings; foreign and local gangster ‘entrepeneurs’ seized lucrative public enterprises and formed a new class of super-rich oligarchs Electoral party politicians, local business people and professionals linked to Western ‘partners’ were the socio-economic winners. Pensioners, workers, collective farmers, the unemployed youth were the big losers along with the formerly subsidized cultural artists. Military bases in Eastern Europe became the empire’s first line of military attack of Russia and the target of any counter-attack. If we measure the consequences of the shift in imperial power, it is clear that the Eastern Europe countries have become even more subservient under the US and the EU than under Russia . Western induced financial crises have devastated their economies; Eastern European troops have served in more imperial wars under NATO than under Soviet rule; the cultural media are under Western commercial control. Most of all, the degree of imperial control over all economic sectors far exceeds anything that existed under the Soviets. The Eastern European ‘grass roots’ movement succeeded in deepening and extending the US Empire; the advocates of peace, social justice , national independence, a cultural renaissance and social welfare with democracy were the big losers. Western liberals, progressives and leftists who fell in love with imperialist promoted “anti-imperialism” are also big losers. Their support for the NATO attack on Yugoslavia led to the break-up of a multi-national state and the creation of huge NATO military bases and a white slavers paradise in Kosova. Their blind support for the imperial promoted “liberation” of Eastern Europe devastated the welfare state, eliminating the pressure on Western regimes’ need to compete in providing welfare provisions. The main beneficiaries of Western imperial advances via ‘grass roots’ uprisings were the multi-national corporations, the Pentagon and the rightwing free market neo-liberals. As the entire political spectrum moved to the right a sector of the left and progressives eventually jumped on the bandwagon. The Left moralists lost credibility and support, their peace movements dwindled, and their “moral critiques” lost resonance.
Our alternative is to divorce Latin American diplomacy from the empire and rebuild our understanding from the perspective of the colonized 

Radcliffe, 7 (Sarah, Professor of Latin American Geography and Fellow of Christ's College Management Committee, Centre of Latin American Studies, “Forum: Latin American Indigenous Geographies of Fear: Living in the Shadow of Racism, Lack of Development, and Antiterror Measures”, JStor, http://www.jstor.org.turing.library.northwestern.edu/stable/pdfplus/4620268.pdf?acceptTC=true&)

Geographies of Fear and Hope in Neoliberalism and Postdevelopment By exploring one set of politics of redistribution and recognition, this article highlights a number of points that assist us in outlining a geographical perspective on the field of development thinking and policy. Especially outside the discipline of geography, perspectives can be highly polarized between neoliberal approaches and postdevelopment. Drawing on the grounded theorization of development from Latin American indigenous development perspectives, this section extends the dis- cussion of a geographical perspective. As described, neither neoliberalism nor postdevelopment does justice to existing specific forms of develop- ment problems faced by indigenous populations whose disempowerment in development terms lies at the intersection of political economic structuring of livelihood and inequality, together with cultural politics that set the terms for claims. Markedly distinct in their theoretical and normative frameworks, neoliberalism and postdevelopment are equally ill-equipped to address the development factors that lie behind indigenous geographies of fear and lack of livelihood security. Speaking past each other from markedly polarized the- oretical and epistemological positions, postdevelopment and neoliberal approaches constitute an antinomy, a contradiction between conclusions that seem on the surface to be equally logical, reasonable, or necessary. Between them, these different perspectives offer con- tradictory frameworks for development in theory and practice. Yet, in other respects, postdevelopment and neoliberalism share certain underlying similarities. In their more utopian forms, neoliberal and postdevelop- ment agendas-as utopias in general-are presented as if they were mere organizational matters, neutral articu- lating statements of alternatives to the status quo (Parker 2002). As highlighted by the example of indigenous geogra- phies of fear and hope, it is hard to work in the messiness of everyday practice from a utopian vision of development, regardless of its theoretical origins. Development must instead be understood as a contested negotiation over space and place, a series of contingently constituted material and discursive relationships around which aspirations can be realized. Development from a geographical perspective then is not a question of "getting the economics right" or looking to popular culture, but lies in recognition of an imminently spatially embedded political process, with its roots in the intertwining of state-citizen relations (sometimes contingently fixed in social pacts), the formal and informal rules of political cultures (in forms that cannot hope to be captured by the terminology of democracy yet are rooted in civil action, public spaces, and discursive negotiation), and shifting international geopolitical contexts. One key strand of this intertwining is the need to recognize the postcolonial violence-epistemic and material-on which many of these grounds of political engagement are constructed. Indeed, one key strand in recent geography and development studies has been a focus on geopolitical conflicts, failed states, exclusionary forms of governance, and the limits of formal democracy (e.g., Watts 2003; Sylvester 2006). Such work directs our attention to the political terms on which challenges to exclusionary po- litical cultures are made, to exploring in detail the nature of "thin" democracies, and the ways in which macro- economic decision-making can occur in societies driven by class, ethnic, and location divisions. A key strand in development geography has to be precisely the socio- spatial nature of democratic governance and the insti- tutionalization of citizenship rights. A geographical perspective also brings a crucially important perspective on the spatiality of development. This is not to say that space-place is absent in other development models: neoliberal models increasingly ex- amine the place-specific histories of capitalist develop- ment; postdevelopment articulates a discursive North- South divide and talks about local communities. For geographers, by contrast, society and space are mutually constituted, not along lines of market-led drivers or by shared grassroots cultures, but in relation to a continu- ous process of negotiation over the nature of society in space. Doreen Massey argues that place is only a "tem- porary constellation of trajectories" (2005, 153) in which place is defined more by its "politics of interconnectivity" (p. 154) than its static location on a local-global grid. As society and space are produced insofar as they are negotiated around contingent connections and a multiplic- ity of social groupings, we return again to the centrality of the political nature of development. Speaking gener- ally, the "conceptualization of spatiality then reciprocally raise[s] the question of the ... spatialities of politics, and the spatialities of responsibility, loyalty, care" (Massey 2005, 189). By examining and analyzing these spatialities, geography emplaces development issues firmly in the terrain of analysis of multiple scales, points of connection, constructed identities, and the contested- and often postcolonially violent-negotiations around its meanings and practices 

CP

Text: The Commission for Labor Cooperation should adopt the International Labor Rights Forum’s specific reforms that would require the North American Agreement on Labor Cooperation to effectively enforce formal labor requirements under the trade agreement that allows Mexico to protect Mexican agriculture, including assistance for local organizing agricultural and education centers and full public participation in all parts of the dispute settlement process.
The CP is a necessary first-step to the reformation of NAFTA—without an effective labor clause, NAFTA will continue to oppress workers

ILRF 12 

International Labor Rights Forum, an advocacy organization dedicated to achieving just and humane treatment for workers worldwide by promoting enforcement of labor rights through public education and mobilization, research, litigation, legislation, and collaboration with labor, government, and business groups, "NAALC", www.laborrights.org/creating-a-sweatfree-world/changing-global-trade-rules/naalc

North American Agreement on Labor Cooperation (NAALC)¶ The ILRF is part of a broad-based movement to reform NAFTA. We believe that NAFTA’s labor component, the North American Agreement on Labor Cooperation (NAALC), has not been injected with sufficient enforcement mechanisms to be effective. Without an effective labor clause, NAFTA will continue to enable the oppression of North American workers. As a contribution to alternative policy discussions, the ILRF has proposed specific reforms to NAFTA’s labor chapter.¶ NAALC, adopted by the US, Mexico and Canada in September of 1993, commits the three governments to “protect, enhance and enforce basic workers’ rights.” The agreement establishes both national and international structures to promote the observance of labor principles. The inclusion of the NAALC into NAFTA was actually an unprecedented event: it represented the first effort by countries of greatly different levels of development to establish an instrument to push forward labor standards as an aspect of trade liberalization.¶ Unfortunately, the NAALC is ineffective. As finally negotiated, it lacks enforcement or sanctioning power. First, this agreement acts more as a forum, in which public meetings focusing on governments’ failures to enforce existing labor codes are discussed rather than the activities of employers. More importantly, the NAALC does not have the capacity to punish or regulate those that disregard its policies. Very few investigations of labor abuse have come from the NAALC despite numerous complaints, and those investigations that have been undertaken have been restricted to fact-finding missions.¶ In the ILRF’s analysis, the following are key agreements which should be included in an effective NAFTA labor chapter:¶ Agreement on: 1) Base-line regional minimum labor standards. 2) The level of violation that constitutes an actionable unfair trade practice. 3) Complaint procedures that includes access, standing and freedom of choice of venue. 4) The Formation of a Tri-National Labor Standards Commission which is democratic in its selection and open in its proceedings. 5) Establishment of a Process and Timetable to Harmonize Wage and Health and Safety Standards Upward. 6) Certain kinds of products which each country could prevent from entering into its territory. 7) A process to negotiate particular protocols for protecting the rights of immigrant workers and indigenous workers and tribal populations ¶ 
Corn
No impact to oil shocks and they won’t happen
Kahn 11 Jeremy Kahn, writer for Newsweek, IHT, and NYT, previous editor of the New Republic, Masters in IR from LSE and B.S. in History from Penn, "Crude reality" 2/13 www.boston.com/bostonglobe/ideas/articles/2011/02/13/crude_reality/?page=full

Will a Middle Eastern oil disruption crush the economy? New research suggests the answer is no -- and that a major tenet of American foreign policy may be fundamentally wrong.¶ For more than a month, the world has been riveted by scenes of protest in the Middle East, with demonstrators flooding streets from Tunisia to Egypt and beyond. As the unrest has spread, people in the West have also been keeping a wary eye on something closer to home: the gyrating stock market and the rising price of gas. Fear that the upheaval will start to affect major oil producers like Saudi Arabia has led speculators to bid up oil prices — and led some economic analysts to predict that higher energy costs could derail America’s nascent economic recovery.¶ The idea that a sudden spike in oil prices spells economic doom has influenced America’s foreign policy since at least 1973, when Arab states, upset with Western support for Israel during the Yom Kippur War, drastically cut production and halted exports to the United States. The result was a sudden quadrupling in crude prices and a deep global recession. Many Americans still have vivid memories of gas lines stretching for blocks, and of the unemployment, inflation, and general sense of insecurity and panic that followed. Even harder hit were our allies in Europe and Japan, as well as many developing nations.¶ Economists have a term for this disruption: an oil shock. The idea that such oil shocks will inevitably wreak havoc on the US economy has become deeply rooted in the American psyche, and in turn the United States has made ensuring the smooth flow of crude from the Middle East a central tenet of its foreign policy. Oil security is one of the primary reasons America has a long-term military presence in the region. Even aside from the Iraq and Afghan wars, we have equipment and forces positioned in Oman, Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, and Qatar; the US Navy’s Fifth Fleet is permanently stationed in Bahrain.¶ But a growing body of economic research suggests that this conventional view of oil shocks is wrong. The US economy is far less susceptible to interruptions in the oil supply than previously assumed, according to these studies. Scholars examining the recent history of oil disruptions have found the worldwide oil market to be remarkably adaptable and surprisingly quick at compensating for shortfalls. Economists have found that much of the damage once attributed to oil shocks can more persuasively be laid at the feet of bad government policies. The US economy, meanwhile, has become less dependent on Persian Gulf oil and less sensitive to changes in crude prices overall than it was in 1973.
Drug violence is declining 

WSJ 6-28-13 (Wall Street Journal, “Mexico Sees Decline in Drug-Related Killings”, June 28th, 2013, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424127887324328204578573760968965312.html)

Drug-related killingsthat turned parts of Mexico into the bloodiest spots on the globe appear to have decreased in recent months- a welcome trend in a nation exhausted by years of violence associated with organized crime, even if the reasons behind it are hard to pin down.¶ The bloodshed is still alarmingly high, as the northern border and even the Acapulco beach resort continue to suffer from cartel turf wars.¶ In his first six months in office, around 6,300 people died in killings seen as linked to organized crime. But that is a drop of about 18% compared with an estimated 7,700 in the previous six months.¶ A separate study by a nonprofit group, the Mexican Institute of Competitiveness, used all reported murders, not just those classified as organized crime-related. It then seasonally adjusted the murder rates - since summer months tend to see a spike - and came up with a less-pronounced drop of 6% to around 10,000 murders, compared with about 10,600 in the six months before Mr. Peña Nieto took office.¶The study's lead author, Alejandro Hope, a former government intelligence official, said the seasonally adjusted decline seems to have flattened out in recent months, suggesting further gains may be hard to come by.¶"The situation is improving at a very slow rate," said Mr. Hope. "My nightmare scenario is that we get used to 20,000 or 25,000 people getting killed every year."

Mexican drug trafficking is inevitable
Olson 9 
Eric L., M.A., International Affairs, American University; B.A., History and Secondary Education, Trinity College, Associate Director of the Latin American Program at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars in Washington, as a Senior Specialist in the Department for Promotion of Good Governance at the Organization of American States, January 2009, http://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/The%20U.S.%20and%20Mexico.%20Towards%20a%20Strategic%20Partnership.pdf)

It is time to strengthen the U.S. relationship with Mexico. !ere are few countries—if any—which are as important to the United States as Mexico. We share more than just a two-thousand mile border. Our economies and societies are deeply interwoven and what happens on one side of our shared border inevitably aﬀects the other side. As the United States seeks to redeﬁne its role in the world, it is vital to start at home, with our neighbors. Today is a time of great opportunity in our relationship with Mexico, but also a time of severe challenges. While the two governments have taken important steps to limit the risk that terrorists will use the shared border as a launching pad for attacks, drug traﬃcking organizations have developed a lucrative and deadly cross-border trade that creates signiﬁcant vulnerabilities for both countries. Mexican drug traﬃcking organizations have become increasingly violent in recent years, with over ﬁve thousand deaths tied to narcotics traﬃcking in 2008 alone, and they have gradually penetrated the institutional framework of the Mexican state, especially local law enforcement authorities. These organizations are fueled by persistent demand in the United States: over twenty million Americans use illegal drugs each month and roughly 15 to 25 billion dollars in proﬁts from U.S. drug sales are pumped back into to the Mexican economy each year in cash and weapons. !e violence and corruption wrought by drug traﬃcking organizations are felt particularly strongly in border communities, but the eﬀects of the trade run deep throughout cities and towns in both countries. Policymakers in the two countries have a shared interest in working together to develop a comprehensive and bilateral approach that limits the reach of organized crime. Mexico also remains vital for the U.S. economy, although the current economic slowdown presents special challenges that will have to be addressed with great care. Mexico is the second destination for U.S. exports, and the ﬁrst or second destination of exports for at least twenty two U.S. states. Over six million Americans live in cities and counties on the border and over 60 million in border states, whose economies are particularly tied with Mexico’s. !is degree of integration creates opportunities for more focused economic cooperation, but also generates risks for spillover eﬀects in times of economic crisis. An economic slowdown in either country will inevitably aﬀect the other and a full-scale crisis could send shockwaves across the border. Moreover, the persistent wage gap between the two countries presents a long-term challenge that has been insuﬃciently addressed in past eﬀorts at deepening cross-border economic ties. !e United States and Mexico have the opportunity to develop a framework for economic integration that helps to contain the eﬀect of economic shocks, takes advantage of complementarities to increase the competitive position of both countries, and, above all, places an emphasis on improving the well-being of average citizens in both countries. Introduction and Overview: A Strategic Approach to U.S.-Mexico Relations The United States and Mexico: Towards a Strategic Partnership 
Introduction and Overview: Towards a Strategic Partnership with Mexico : Finally, immigration from Mexico continues to present challenges to policymakers on both sides of the border. Roughly a third of all immigrants to the United States come from Mexico, including a majority of unauthorized immigrants. Over a tenth of Mexico’s population now lives in the United States, and three percent of the U.S. population was born in Mexico. Although U.S. immigration reform will be part of a domestic policy discussion, it will inevitably require U.S. policymakers to speak with their counterparts in Mexico about how to manage immigration ﬂows and to provide long-term alternatives to migration. 
Empirically denied and alternate causality – hundreds of thousands of species die annually 

Paltrowitz, 01
(JD Brooklyn Journal of I-Law, 2001 (A Greening of the World Trade Organisation”)

However, the panel did not take into account the practical reality that negotiations are time-consuming. The environment, animal life and human life can all be irreparably harmed as time passes. n105 For instance, one scholar has reported  (*1807)  that "the world is losing between 27,000 and 150,000 species per year, approximately seventy-four species every day, and three every hour and up to seventy percent of the world's fisheries are depleted or under stress after years of over-exploitation." n106 This concern is especially pertinent in the case of the eastern spinner dolphin and coastal spotted dolphin, which are on the endangered species list. n107 Yet, even for the dolphin species that are not endangered, a similar concern applies because if dolphins continue to be maimed or killed in tuna purse seines then their numbers could become seriously depleted to the point where they may be put on the endangered species list. In short, Tuna-Dolphin I shows the preeminence of trade values at the expense of environmental values. Therefore, the panel's acknowledgment of the WTO's Preamble rang hollow when it stated: " . . . that the provisions of the GATT impose few constraints on a contracting party's implementation of domestic environmental policies." n108
Species extinction won't cause human extinction – humans and the environment are adaptable 

Doremus, 2K
(Holly,  Professor of Law at UC Davis Washington & Lee Law Review, Winter 57 Wash & Lee L. Rev. 11, lexis)  

In recent years, this discourse frequently has taken the form of the ecological horror story . That too is no mystery. The ecological horror story is unquestionably an attention-getter, especially in the hands of skilled writers  (*46)  like Carson and the Ehrlichs. The image of the airplane earth, its wings wobbling as rivet after rivet is carelessly popped out, is difficult to ignore.The apocalyptic depiction of an impending crisis of potentially dire proportions is designed to spur the political community to quick action . Furthermore, this story suggests a goal that appeals to many nature lovers: that virtually everything must be protected. To reinforce this suggestion, tellers of the ecological horror story often imply that the relative importance of various rivets to the ecological plane cannot be determined. They offer reams of data and dozens of anecdotes demonstrating the unexpected value of apparently useless parts of nature. The moth that saved Australia from prickly pear invasion, the scrubby Pacific yew, and the downright unattractive leech are among the uncharismatic flora and fauna who star in these anecdotes. n211The moral is obvious: because we cannot be sure which rivets are holding the plane together, saving them all is the only sensible course. Notwithstanding its attractions, the material discourse in general, and the ecological horror story in particular, are not likely to generate policies that will satisfy nature lovers. The ecological horror story implies that there is no reason to protect nature until catastrophe looms. The Ehrlichs' rivet-popper account, for example, presents species simply as the (fungible) hardware holding together the ecosystem. If we could be reasonably certain that a particular rivet was not needed to prevent a crash, the rivet-popper story suggests that we would lose very little by pulling it out. Many environmentalists, though, would disagree. Reluctant to concede such losses, tellers of the ecological horror story highlight how close a catastrophe might be, and how little we know about what actions might trigger one. Butthe apocalyptic vision is less credible today than it seemed in the 1970s. Althoughit is clear thatthe earth is experiencing a mass wave ofextinctions, the complete elimination of life on earth seems unlikely. Life is remarkably robust.Nor is human extinction probable any time soon. Homo sapiens is adaptable to nearly any environment. Even if the world of the future includes far fewer species, it likely will hold people.    One response to this credibility problem tones the story down a bit, arguing not that humans will go extinct but that ecological disruption will bring economies, and consequently civilizations, to their knees. But this too may be overstating the case. Most ecosystem functions are performed by multiple species. This functional redundancy means that a high proportion of species can be lost without precipitating a collapse.
New species fill the void

Kerr, 94
(Richard, Science 28)

In the immediate aftermath of an extinction, some taxa – groups of animals such as species or genera – flourish, then gradually fade. Othersthat had apparently vanished can reappear, Lazarus-like. In the turmoil, new groups may gain ascendancy, filling ecological niches left empty by the extinction and displacing other survivors to create a new ecological order (See box on p.29).

No spillover to other species

NAFTA’s agricultural sector is key to the pork industry

Seng 1-20 (Philip Seng, president and CEO, U.S. Meat Export Federation (USMEF)) “NAFTA a Clear Roadmap for Agricultural Export Benefits of Free Trade Agreements” Jan 20, 2014 http://nationalhogfarmer.com/business/nafta-clear-roadmap-agricultural-export-benefits-free-trade-agreements
The 20th anniversary of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) gives us the opportunity to look back on this pivotal international trade agreement and evaluate its effect and benefits.¶While assessments of NAFTA’s impact will vary industry by industry, the United States’ pork industry has seen clear benefits from the expansion of trade opportunities with both Canada and Mexico.Both countries were envisioned to be leading export destinations for U.S. pork when NAFTA was approved, and each has grown at a substantial rate since its passage.¶Over the past 20 years, U.S. pork production also increased dramatically – up nearly one-third while consumption grew just 1%. For that reason, exports have been the key to growth in U.S. pork production. Over that time span, U.S. pork exports grew from just 3% of production to about 26%, including variety meat.¶U.S. pork exports to Mexico and Canada have increased steadily over the past two decades, from less than $190 million in value to more than $2 billion last year – more than a 10-fold upswing. Due to dramatic differences between the U.S. and Mexican pork industries, it took a few years for exports to Mexico to gain momentum, but exports took off and neared $1.2 billion in 2013, marking six consecutive years of record-breaking export values.in 2000 ¶ Former U.S. Meat Export Federation-Mexico Director HomeroRecio, who now serves as president of Agri-West International, Inc., was front and center as NAFTA took effect in Mexico. He notes that the traditional wet markets dominated the Mexican protein market in the early 1990s, accounting for roughly two-thirds of all fresh pork sales. Pork was sold primarily from the carcass rather than the standardized cuts familiar to U.S. consumers.¶What the U.S. pork industry brought to Mexico was a quality product produced consistently and with an emphasis on food safety. While pork has always been popular in Mexico, its reputation called for pork to be “cooked well-done, and then cooked some more,” according to Recio. Part of USMEF’s educational process was to show that pork could be prepared safely and still be juicy and delicious.¶There is still room for expansion as Mexico’s per-capita pork consumption remains relatively low. While modern supermarkets are growing in popularity, wet markets are still an important outlet for fresh meat. At the same time, Mexico’s domestic pork production, growing 41%, has not been able to keep pace with the booming demand. ¶ While Mexico’s importance as an export market for U.S. pork continues to grow, the Mexican pork industry is seeing its own NAFTA benefits.Mexico’s pork exports to the United States have grown from a minimal annual value to about $25 million.

Livestock industries benefit the environment- offset the use of industrial land for agriculture

EPA 12 “Potential Environmental Impacts of Animal Feeding Operations¶ (Adapted in part from Livestock and Poultry Environmental Stewardship Curriculum, MidWest Plan Service; and Proposed US EPA Confined Feeding Rule.)” 6/27/2012¶ http://www.epa.gov/oecaagct/ag101/impacts.html
Potential Environmental Impacts of Animal Feeding Operations

(Adapted in part from Livestock and Poultry Environmental Stewardship Curriculum, MidWest Plan Service; and Proposed US EPA Confined Feeding Rule.)

USEPA's 1998 National Water Quality Inventory indicates that agricultural operations, including animal feeding operations (AFOs), are a significant source of water pollution in the U.S. States estimate that agriculture contributes in part to the impairment of at least 170,750 river miles, 2,417,801 lake acres, and 1,827 estuary square miles (Table 1). Agriculture was reported to be the most common pollutant of rivers and streams.¶However, one should not overlook the many positive environmental benefits of agriculture. For example, agricultural practices that conserve soil and increase productivity while improving soil quality also increase the amount of carbon-rich organic matter in soils, thereby providing a global depository for carbon dioxide drawn from the atmosphere by growing plants. The same farming practices that promote soil conservation also decrease the amount of carbon dioxide accumulating in the atmosphere and threatening global warming.¶Other benefits compared to urban or industrial land use include greatly reduced storm runoff, groundwater recharge and water purification as infiltrating surface water filters through plant residue, roots and several feet of soil to reach groundwater.¶ In many watersheds, animal manures represent a significant portion of the total fertilizer nutrients added. In a few counties, with heavy concentrations of livestock and poultry, nutrients from confined animals exceed the uptake potential of non-legume harvested cropland and hayland. USDA estimates that recoverable manure nitrogen exceeds crop system needs in 266 of 3,141 counties in the U.S. (8%) and that recoverable manure phosphorus exceeds crop system needs in 485 counties (15%). It should be pointed out that while legumes are able to produce their own nitrogen, they will use applied nitrogen instead if it is available. The USDA analysis does not consider actual manure management practices used or transport of applied nutrients outside the county; however, it is a useful indicator of excess nutrients on a broad scale. Whole-farm nutrient balance is a very useful tool to identify potential areas of excess.

Monoculture use blocks small farmers from developing countries out of their markets; turns their food security scenarios

Brenner, 12 (Alexander, 1/7/12, “The Monopoly of Monocultures,” Animal Technician at the Yale University School of Medicine, JPL)

Why companies like DuPont (DD) and Archer Daniels Midland use monocultures, besides the enormous monetary gain, is to focus resources in one specific venture in order to yield the highest results. Producing huge amounts of food is a product plan with which it is hard to argue, until the world begins to understand that what is good for the farmer, ultimately helps the most people. Shiva wants us to understand the claims giant agricultural companies make are not based in fact. The world hunger they claim to cure is a result of their very actions. The common person, the starving third world citizen, often loses employment and indeed their livelihood when they cannot grow their own produce or work on farms for reasonable wages. The fact that these companies produce food gives them the blanket to hide under, free from mass public judgement because of the product they produce. People forget , in the pursuit of of what sustains us, who the sustenance is ultimately for. To the developing world, and unlike the greater area of the western world, food is a focus, far apart from taste, and much more important. For the most of the developing world the main concern is whether or not food can be obtained; starvation is a real possibility. Focus must be preventing starvation and malnourishment for the long term. To properly sustain the global populations we must then focus on local production.
Trade

Modern protectionism would be different; controls for problems present in the ‘30s

Hines 12 – co-director of Finance for the Future,  Associate of the International Forum on Globalisation, former  Co-ordinator of Greenpeace International's Economics, contributing reporter for The Guardian (Colin, “ Welcome to progressive protectionism,” The Guardian, 4/20/12, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2012/apr/20/progressive-protectionism, //JPL)

 Progressive protectionism by contrast would instead allow countries to wean themselves off export dependence. It would enable the rebuilding and re-diversification of domestic economies by limiting what goods states let in and what funds they allow to enter or leave the country. Having regained control of their economic future, countries can then set the levels of taxes and agree the regulations needed to fund and facilitate this transition. National competition laws would ensure that monopolies didn't develop behind protective barriers and an internationalist approach to trade with poorer countries would insist that the gains from reduced levels of international trade helped fund the move towards a localised economy that benefitted the poor majority. In essence, this approach would make space for domestic funding and business to meet most of the needs of society worldwide. Perhaps of most short-term political importance would be that prioritising the grounding of manufacturing, money and services here in the UK would enable politicians and activists to call the bluff of relocation threatening big business and finance, who at present have the whip hand over all governments who support open markets. Under progressive protectionism they have to be sited here to sell here and at a stroke the all-powerful threat of relocation is rendered impotent. This taking back of national control over the economy is the only way to tackle the financial, social and environmental crises, return local power to citizens and provide a sense of security and hope for their future. If implemented it could play a crucial role in seeing off the rise of the extreme right, as this invariably flourishes when the sense of insecurity within the majority worsens. At present none of the policies offered by parties of any political hue are likely to tackle this in the way that progressive protectionism can. Of course, such a radical change in economic direction could not be introduced in one country alone, since the money markets would ferociously destabilise such a challenge to their present dominance of the world economy. Europe is facing huge threats from the forces of international finance, yet the continent would be a powerful enough bloc to implement a programme of progressive protectionism, particularly if the politically active started to discuss then campaign for it. The time to start that debate is now. 

Law of economic exchange prove no conflict from protectionism

*law of economic exchange confine the impact to protectionism – trade wars are never won because they hurt both countries when they raise tariffs due to the integrated nature of 21st century free trade 

*increasing number of commercial exchanges between entities also causes friction but never escalates because of interdependence
Ikenson 12 – [March 5th, Daniel, Daniel Ikenson is director of the Herbert A. Stiefel Center for Trade Policy Studies at the Cato Institute,  http://www.cato.org/publications/free-trade-bulletin/trade-policy-priority-one-averting-uschina-trade-war] 

An emerging narrative in 2012 is that a proliferation of protectionist, treaty-violating, or otherwise illiberal Chinese policies is to blame for worsening U.S.-China relations. China trade experts from across the ideological and political spectra have lent credibility to that story. Business groups that once counseled against U.S. government actions that might be perceived by the Chinese as provocative have changed their tunes. The term "trade war" is no longer taboo. The media have portrayed the United States as a victim of underhanded Chinese practices, including currency manipulation, dumping, subsidization, intellectual property theft, forced technology transfer, discriminatory "indigenous innovation" policies, export restrictions, industrial espionage, and other ad hoc impediments to U.S. investment and exports.  Indeed, it is beyond doubt that certain Chinese policies have been provocative, discriminatory, protectionist, and, in some cases, violative of the agreed rules of international trade. But there is more to the story than that. U.S. policies, politics, and attitudes have contributed to rising tensions, as have rabble-rousing politicians and a confrontation-thirsty media. If the public's passions are going to be inflamed with talk of a trade war, prudence demands that the war's nature be properly characterized and its causes identified and accurately depicted. Those agitating for tough policy actions should put down their battle bugles and consider that trade wars are never won. Instead, such wars claim victims indiscriminately and leave significant damage in their wake. Even if one concludes that China's list of offenses is collectively more egregious than that of the United States, the most sensible course of action — for the American public (if not campaigning politicians) — is one that avoids mutually destructive actions and finds measures to reduce frictions with China. Nature of the U.S.-China Trade War It should not be surprising that the increasing number of commercial exchanges between entities in the world's largest and second largest economies produce frictions on occasion. But the U.S.-China economic relationship has not descended into an existential call to arms. Rather, both governments have taken protectionist actions that are legally defensible or plausibly justifiable within the rules of global trade. That is not to say that those measures have been advisable or that they would withstand closer legal scrutiny, but to make the distinction that, unlike the free-for-all that erupted in the 1930s, these trade "skirmishes" have been prosecuted in a manner that speaks to a mutual recognition of the primacy of — if not respect for — the rules-based system of trade. And that suggests that the kerfuffle is containable and the recent trend reversible.1

WTO collapse jumpstarts south-south regional integration

James 08 – Deborah James, 8/21/2008. Director of International Programs at Center for Economic and Policy Research. “Impasse: Are We Nearing the End of the Corporate Globalization Era?” AlterNet, http://www.alternet.org/audits/95799/impasse:_are_we_nearing_the_end_of_the_corporate_globalization_era/?page=3
Many fear that the collapse of the multilateral talks will lead to increased pressure for bilateral and regional deals using the same (and often even more extreme) policies as the WTO. As well, each time the Doha Round has "collapsed" it has also been called forth from the dead, and negotiations resumed. And of course, irrespective of the collapse of the attempted expansion, the WTO will continue to regulate global trade in favor of corporate profit and against the interests of workers, farmers, consumers, and the environment. However, this time is different. Confidence in the particular policies of corporate globalization has eroded significantly since the founding of the WTO, due principally to the abysmal failure of these policies to promote growth, equity, and sustainable development in countries of both the north and the south in the last three decades (and the failure of the WTO to do the same since 1995). As well, studies projecting "gains" from a Doha Round, having been greatly exaggerated by WTO proponents, shrank over time and remained paltry -- about one penny per day per person in the developing world. (The best recent summary of the gains and losses is examined here (PDF).) At the same time, some governments are increasingly experimenting with alternative policies, such as regional integration, resource nationalization, South-South trade, and increasing budgets for health and education, which are delivering growth and prosperity far more effectively. Just to give an example, the increased growth above the Latin American average growth of just Argentina and Venezuela over the last four years has brought combined gains of $140 billion to those two countries. This real economic growth dwarfs the projected gains of $16 billion for all developing countries combined (according to the most recent World Bank projections for a likely Doha conclusion; both figures in constant 2001 dollars.) Just as importantly, global politics have re-aligned since Doha was launched. Developing countries are far less likely to accept policies handed down by the governments of rich nations, many of them having gained freedom from the economic dictates of the IMF in recent years. And while Brazil, India, and China may be the most oft-cited emerging market powerhouses, developing countries from Latin America to Africa to Asia are increasingly demanding a stronger voice in international fora. And in the United States, Herculean efforts are being made to ensure that our next Congress and president actually implement the fair trade policies demanded by citizens who have suffered from lost jobs, stagnant real wages, and corporations gone wild for far too long, including through the new TRADE Act. Civil society organizations have for years developed a number of ideas for a different paradigm for expanding global prosperity and sustainable development, through policies that would establish global financial stability, contribute to solving rather than exacerbating the climate crisis, and that promote countries' ability to feed their populations, among other goals. In defeating WTO expansion one more time, the political space has been created in which these alternative policies and paradigms could flourish. That space could also shrivel up, if civil society does not keep working to ensure that the negotiations do not resume.

Extinction
Shiva 99 – Vandana Shiva, 12/12/1999. Master’s degree in particle physics, Ph.D. in the philosophy of science, environmental activist. “Historic Significance of Seattle,” http://flag.blackened.net/global/1299arshiva.htm.

The centralized, undemocratic rules and structures of the W.T.O that are establishing global corporate rule based on monopolies and monocultures need to give way to an earth democracy supported by organization and diversity. The rights of all species and the rights of all people must come before the rights of corporations to make limitless profits through limitless destruction. Free trade is not leading to freedom. It is leading to slavery. Diverse life forms are being enslaved through patents on life, farmers are being enslaved into high-tech slavery, and countries are being enslaved into debt and dependence and destruction of their domestic economies. We want a new millennium based on economic democracy not economic totalitarianism. The future is possible for humans and other species only if the principles of competition, greed, commodification of all life, monocultures, monopolies and global corporate control of our daily lives enshrined in the W.T.O are replaced by the principles of protection of people and nature, the obligation of giving and sharing diversity, and the organization and self-organisation enshrined in our diverse cultures and national constitutions. A new threshold was crossed in Seattle – a watershed towards the creation of a global citizen-based and citizen-driven democratic order. The future of the World Trade Organisation will be shaped far more by what happened on the streets of Seattle and in the non-governmental (NGO)  rganization events than by what happened in the Washington State Convention Centre. The rules set by the secretive World Trade Organisation violate principles of human rights and ecological survival. They violate rules of justice and sustainability. They are rules of warfare against the people and the planet. Changing these rules is the most important democratic and human rights struggle of our times. It is a matter of survival.
WTO prevents Biosafety Protocol enforcement

Eckersley 04 – Robyn Eckersley, May 2004. Senior lecturer in the Department of Political Science at the University of Melbourne. “The Big Chill: The WTO and Multilateral Environmental Agreements,” Global Environmental Politics 4.2, Project Muse

The growth of the modern biotechnology industry carries benefits as well as risks, and these risks have been a matter of increasing disquiet by ENGOs and broader publics (although much more in Europe than the US). In the absence of conclusive scientific evidence concerning the risks to humans, animals and plants associated with the transplantation of genes from one species to another, much of the heated political debate about biosafety regulation has turned on evidentiary questions: who should bear the burden of proof, and by what standard? The Cartagena Biosafety Protocol 2000, negotiated under the UN Convention on Biological Diversity 1992, represents the international community's first major attempt to resolve these questions in relation to the transboundary movement of living modified organisms (LMOs) by adopting a risk averse approach [End Page 39] in cases of scientific uncertainty. The Protocol has now received the requisite number of ratifications and it came into force on 11 September 2003.62 The Biosafety Protocol places restrictions on the transboundary movement, transit, storage and handling of certain LMOs that are intended to be released into the environment, in order to protect biodiversity and/or human health. The Protocol provides for risk assessment, risk management, transparency, import regulations and Advanced Informed Agreement (AIA) procedures before transboundary movements of the relevant LMOs can take place. In particular, it enables the party of import to conduct a risk assessment of such LMOs prior to granting import approval.63 LMOs destined for contained use, or intended for direct use as food, feed or processing, are exempt from the AIA procedure (Articles 6 and 7.3) and are subject to less onerous provisions, and pharmaceuticals are exempted from the Protocol altogether (see Article 5).64 In both cases, however, the Protocol requires the parties to apply the precautionary principle in the case of scientific uncertainty (Articles 1, 10(6) and 11(8)).65 This principle is included in the Rio Declaration on Environment and Development and has increasingly appeared in international and national legal instruments and strategies. The Protocol, which effectively serves to restrict the free flow of trade in certain LMOs, may be applied against both parties and non-parties. Ineffect, it enables all parties to the Protocol to scrutinize, and where necessary prevent, restrict or control, movements of certain LMOs into their respective territory. However, trade in the products and methods of the biotechnology industry is also governed by a number of WTO Agreements, the most significant of which is the Agreement on the Application of Sanitary and Phytosanitary Measures (known as the SPS Agreement). This Agreement enables parties to restrict or regulate trade in order to protect human, animal and plant safety, provided such measures can pass the usual tests concerning nonarbitrariness, nondiscrimination and least trade restrictiveness. The provisions of the SPS Agreement extend to LMOs. However, the SPS Agreement covers a smaller range of risks than the Protocol and includes a wider variety of products (e.g. it includes pharmaceuticals).66 The Cartagena Biosafety Protocol 2000 is illustrative of the increasingly [End Page 40] problematic relationship between the trade rules and MEAs in three significant respects. First, the five year negotiations on the Protocol were somewhat fraught and, in February 1999 in Cartagena, Colombia they collapsed as a result of disagreement over the relationship between the proposed provisions of the Protocol and the WTO rules. As one UNEP officer put it, "... a number of countries were re-using the arguments that WTO rules prevented this moving forward."67 The Miami group, made up of major exporters of biotechnology and agricultural products (US, Canada, Australia, Argentina, Chile and Uruguay), was the main group opposing any tight restrictions on trade in LMOs. The Miami group sought to make the Protocol subservient to WTO disciplines in relation to trade in agricultural commodities containing LMOs and it succeeded in ensuring that less stringent requirements applied to such commodities. Opposing the Miami groups was the "Like-Minded-Group" made up of the European Union and a coalition of developing countries, which argued that the Protocol should not be compromised by WTO rules.68 The upshot of these tensions in the negotiations is that the trade restrictive provisions of the Protocol were less forceful and extensive than they might have been. As Hutchison puts it, "[t]he Cartagena Protocol is a treaty that may be too self-conscious of its relationship with international trade law," preventing the adoption of a more radical or extensive precautionary approach.69 The tensions are also reflected in the contradictory preamble to the Protocol, which seeks to recognize the existing rights of WTO members while also not subordinating the Protocol to other international agreements.70 The Cartagena Biosafety Protocol provides strong evidence that the "long shadow of the WTO" is having a disciplinary effect on the negotiating phase of MEAs, irrespective of whether a legal dispute erupts in the future. Attempts to ensure that MEAs are "mutually supportive" with the WTO remain lopsided, in the sense that trade rules are increasingly invoked to restrict the scope and operation of MEAs, but the objectives and provisions of MEAs do not appear to have much influence in trade negotiations. Second, despite this self-censoring process, the Biosafety Protocol still sits uneasily alongside the WTO's agreements, particularly the SPS Agreement, which was negotiated at the conclusion of the Uruguay round in 1994. The Biosafety Protocol overlaps with the SPS Agreement in significant ways and the trade measures in the Protocol have been described as "the leading candidate" for a WTO dispute.71 In particular, the risk assessment provisions of the Protocol [End Page 41] operate on the basis of somewhat different evidentiary rules than the WTO's SPS Agreement. The Protocol enables the importing party to apply the precautionary principle when carrying out its own risk assessment prior to the import of LMOs. The SPS Agreement also allows countries to set their own standards but provides that measures to ensure food safety and to protect the health of animals and plants should be based as far as possible on the analysis and assessment of objective and accurate scientific data. Moreover, such measures should be applied only to the extent necessary to protect human, animal or plant life or health, and they should not arbitrarily or unjustifiably discriminate between countries where identical or similar conditions prevail. The SPS Agreement also encourages states to base their national measures on the international standards, guidelines and recommendations developed by WTO member governments in other international organizations.72 It remains unclear whether the Protocol would be accepted as a "standard" for the purposes of the SPS Agreement. The SPS agreement only permits the precautionary principle to be applied on an interim basis while a risk assessment is being conducted (Article 5(7)) whereas the Biosafety Protocol contains no such restriction (nor any requirements for periodic review). The overlap between the Protocol and the SPS Agreement combined with different evidentiary rules and approaches to risk management, have sown the seeds for future controversy. As of February 2004, 87 countries have ratified the Protocol, including the European Union.73 However, this leaves a large number of potential WTO challengers (particularly among the Miami group) who may seek to uphold the less restrictive provisions of the SPS Agreement against the relatively more cautious provisions of the Protocol.74 Neither the US nor Australia are parties to the Protocol. The likelihood of a dispute is not idle conjecture given that the US is a major producer and exporter of GM products and anxious to remove restrictions to its export markets. Moreover, strong differences have already emerged between the US and the EU over questions of food safety, with the US displaying increasing frustration with what it sees as a complicated and time-consuming structure of product authorization by EU members (which effectively provided a de facto embargo on the development and testing of GM crops in Europe since 1998).75 After a period of frustrated diplomacy, in May 2003 the US and Canada (with the support of Monsanto and later a number of other states)76 officially initiated [End Page 42] proceedings in the WTO against the European Union's de facto moratorium on the grounds that it violates a number of WTO trade agreements, including the SPS Agreement.77 The EU moratorium has since been lifted with the adoption of two new regulations in July 2003, which simplify and streamline the authorization procedures for GMOs released into the environment and for GM food and feed. However, the regulations remain stringent, particularly in the areas of traceability and labeling. Although the challenge by the US and its co-complainants continues, it is not clear whether it will run its full course.78 This US challenge does not involve the Biosafety Protocol, and the decision in Shrimp Turtle suggests that the AB might uphold the Cartagena Protocol if a dispute was brought before it. Nonetheless, there is no guarantee, and growing US frustration is likely to have an extremely chastening effect on parties to the Protocol, who must now conduct their risk assessments of US products containing LMOs under the watchful eye of vigilant US trade representatives. The US has applied considerable pressure to other WTO members to support its WTO challenge. For example, the US responded to Egypt's refusal to join the challenge by suspending proposed free-trade talks concerning a possible US-Egypt Free Trade Agreement.79 Moreover, US frustration in its failure to find markets for its GM products is likely to grow. Even impoverished African nations, such as Zambia, have been unwilling to accept unsold US GM food that has been recycled by the US as food aid under the World Food Program.80

Biosafety protocol prevents GM contamination

Mulvany and Berger 08 – Patrick Mulvany and Rachel Berger, 8/12/2008. Senior policy adviser to the Intermediate Technology Development Group focusing on the governance of agricultural biodiversity and climate change Policy Advisor with Practical Action. “Sustaining Agricultural Biodiversity,” http://www.practicalaction.org/?id=sab.

Genetic pollution and the Biosafety Protocol An ever-larger area is being sown to GM crops, increasingly in developing countries. More alarming is the spread of genetic pollution into conventionally bred crops and wild relatives. GM contamination of local varieties of Maize/Corn in Mexico, its centre of origin, brings into question the viability of guaranteeing the genetic integrity of on-farm and ex situ collections in Mexico, including those in CIMMYT. North American and European fields are permanently contaminated with GM rape/canola and, in Europe, this will spread to local wild populations in its centre of diversity. Rio Grande do Sul State in Brazil wants to keep GM free status, especially of Soya beans, but is being threatened GM pollution and federal policy. The strategy by the large companies producing GM seeds would appear to be one of deliberate pollution on-farm or in the seed processing plants so that in the end it will no longer be possible to claim any foods or crops are GM free. Industry and regulators are pushing for acceptance of GM pollution, even in 'organic' and 'GM free' foods. Farmers and consumers are unwilling victims of this pollution. Local varieties of crops may well become contaminated through cross-pollination, mixed seed stock, illegal imports of GM seed or contaminated food aid grain being unwittingly used as seed. Contaminated GM fish stock are escaping into the wild. GM trees are long-term producers of GM pollution. GM pollution is the latest threat to food sovereignty and should be addressed with utmost urgency by all competent intergovernmental, international and national bodies. The effects of GMOs on health and the environment are unknown. There is a lack of reliable information about how agricultural GMOs function, what their impacts are within the genome, between varieties and species and on the environment and human health and a lack of conclusive confirmation that they will not cause harm in the long-term. Until more information is available there should be a ban field experiments, production and marketing of agricultural GMOs. The precautionary principle should be strictly applied. There should also be rapid ratification and full implementation of the Biosafety Protocol on transboundary movements of LMOs, capacity building to enable communities and countries to make sound judgements about the technology and its possible social, technological, environmental and economic impacts, and agreement to implement clauses on liability and redress. The Biosafety Protocol should be especially vigilant on releases of GM seeds in Centres of Crop Diversity.

Kills environment
Ho et al 98 – Mae-Wan Ho et al, May 1998. Professor and Director, Bioelectrodynamics Laboratory, Department of Biology, Open University, United Kingdom, and Director of the Institute of Science in Society. “The Biotechnology Bubble,” The Ecologist 28.3, http://www.ratical.org/co-globalize/MaeWanHo/bubble.html#p6.

Agricultural genetic engineering destroys biodiversity because ecological relationships are ignored.

* Broad-spectrum herbicides used with herbicide-resistant transgenic crops, such as glufosinate [36] Novartis' Basta and glyphosate [37] (Monsanto's Roundup) destroy plants indiscriminately, many of which are habitats for wild-life. They are toxic to animals and human beings. Glufosinate also causes birth defects and glyphosate is mutagenic [38]. Yet, the European Commission has approved 4 transgenic crops which are resistant to these toxic herbicides [39].

Resistant transgenic plants can become weeds themselves or cross-pollinate with wild-relatives, creating resistant weeds [40].

* Food plants are now being engineered to produce industrial chemicals and pharmaceuticals. These will surely cross-pollinate and contaminate our food supply for years to come [2].

* Transgenic plants with insecticidal genes not only harm beneficial species directly, but also indirectly down the food chain, such as lacewings and ladybird eating prey that have fed on transgenic plants [41, 42]. In a field trial of Bt-cotton in Thailand, 30% of the bees around the test-fields died [43].

* Transgenic crops with insecticidal genes or herbicide resistance genes actually favour the evolution of resistances [8]. In other words, they exacerbate the problem they are supposed to solve. 

Pesticide resistance, a major and persistent problem in intensive agriculture, has become a textbook example of the supposed power of natural selection to increase rare random mutations. That is a myth. In reality, pesticide resistance turns out to be a classic case of feedback regulation in the ecology of genes of the new genetics. It is due to genetic changes that can occur in most, if not all individuals in pest populations in response to sublethal levels of pesticide. They do not have to wait for rare random mutations. This has been known for more than 10 years. The genetic changes are part and parcel of the physiological mechanisms common to all cells challenged with toxic substances, including anti-cancer drugs in mammalian cells or antibiotics in bacteria [8, 9]. Similarly, resistance to herbicides readily arises in plants exposed to the herbicides [44]. So, using herbicides with resistant transgenic plants will also hasten the wide-spread evolution of herbicide tolerance among weeds, even in the absence of cross-pollination. For all those reasons, agricultural biotechnology is a bad investment which will kill off all the wild-life, until nothing is left but pests and weeds. So much for the supposed benefits of biotechnology in food and agriculture. What about human genetics and medicine?

