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Bipartisan compromise means patent reform will pass now and is key to competitiveness – Obama’s pushing
Pappas 4/24 (Peter C. Pappas is the former Chief of Staff at the USPTO, where he served from 2009-2013. He is a senior advisor to Engine, an advocacy organization supporting startups and technology entrepreneurship. “The Senate and Patent Reform: The Time Is Now | Commentary” http://www.rollcall.com/news/the_senate_and_patent_reform_the_time_is_now_commentary-232363-1.html?pos=oopih)

Recently, word from the Senate Judiciary Committee is that negotiators have reached a bipartisan agreement in principle on the key elements of a comprehensive patent reform bill. They are reportedly vetting and nailing down language and preparing the package for mark-up when the Senate returns. A deal appears close to being done, and it’s looking more like the House’s Innovation Act, which bodes well for final passage. Yet time is of the essence as the clock is ticking on this Congress. Patent litigation abuse by trolls, entities that acquire patents for the sole purpose of shaking down actual inventors with dubious infringement claims, is a very real tax on innovation. A New York Times editorial calling on the Senate to move forward with robust legislation made it clear that abusive patent litigation costs the US economy billions of dollars a year. And, although we can debate the exact scope of the problem, there is no question that the patent trolling phenomenon is growing, and that it now targets retailers, small businesses, independent inventors, start-ups and consumers. Moreover, it has tarnished the reputation of the patent system at a time when innovation is such a critical driver of economic growth and global competitiveness. Recognizing that patent trolls leverage the high risk and high cost of litigation to extract nuisance settlements, the House passed the Innovation Act by a lopsided 325-91 margin in December. As the Senate Judiciary committee struggles to come to terms on some thorny provisions, they should bear in mind what Chairman Leahy said just last week: Patents are government-issued monopolies and the abuse of patents in litigation is qualitatively different and consequently warrants a higher level of congressional scrutiny. When bad actors send demand letters or file suits without any real basis for believing that their patent is infringed, they are abusing the system. This problem is exacerbated when many of the patents being asserted by trolls are vague or abstract software and business method patents that should not have been issued in the first place. Current law and practice stack the deck in favor of trolls, who typically send out scores of form demand letters which make vague and unspecified assertions of infringement and request “licensing fees” while threatening litigation. The troll renders itself litigation-proof by creating shell companies with no assets, but a threatened start-up is faced with a dire choice: give in to what President Obama aptly called ‘extortion” or risk litigation, which would drain critical energy and resources from a fledgling business which can ill afford the cost or distraction of litigation.
Plan sparks a firestorm- destroys capital

Fisher 6 (William, journalist who writes about foreign affairs, human and civil rights, the Middle East and US politics, Give Us Your Huddled Masses - Or Not, http://www.commondreams.org/views06/0321-34.htm, 3/21/6)

This was to be the year of comprehensive immigration reform legislation. President Bush spent a good deal of his once-hefty "political capital” to advocate for a “guest worker” program. But so polarized are the views of state officials, legislators and advocacy groups representing all points on the political spectrum that Congress-watchers are expressing serious doubt that 2006 will see any meaningful progress toward such reform. Tom Barry, Policy Director for the International Relations Center (IRC), predicted flatly, “There will be no comprehensive reform proposal approved by the U.S. Congress during this session or any session in the near future because the immigration restrictionists have seized control of the debate.” What is likely, experts agree, is a battle royal between two critical GOP constituencies: the “law-and-order conservatives” and business interests that rely on immigrant labor. One camp wants to tighten borders and deport people who are here illegally; the other seeks to bring illegal workers out of the shadows and acknowledge their growing economic importance. The issue is complicated by the competing -- and sometimes counter-intuitive �demands of a wide range of groups and coalitions. Usually conservative business interests, particularly in the fields of agriculture, construction, and hospitality, want to open American borders to avail themselves of cheaper labor. Groups representing states on the U.S.-Mexican border propose adopting draconian measures � including construction of a �security fence� -- to stem the tide of illegal immigrants. Others are advocating legislation that would tighten U.S. border security but give some legal status to newcomers. Still others are focusing on providing �a path to citizenship� for the more than 10 million undocumented immigrants already in the U.S.

Loss of economic competitiveness causes conflict escalation
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.
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A. Interpretation – economic engagement requires expanding bilateral economic relations

Kahler, 6 - Graduate School of International Relations and Pacific Studies, University of California, San Diego (M., “Strategic Uses of Economic Interdependence: Engagement Policies on the Korean Peninsula and Across the Taiwan Strait” in Journal of Peace Research (2006), 43:5, p. 523-541, Sage Publications)
Economic engagement - a policy of deliberately expanding economic ties with an adversary in order to change the behavior of the target state and improve bilateral political relations - is a subject of growing interest in international relations. Most research on economic statecraft emphasizes coercive policies such as economic sanctions. This emphasis on negative forms of economic statecraft is not without justification: the use of economic sanctions is widespread and well documented, and several quantitative studies have shown that adversarial relations between countries tend to correspond to reduced, rather than enhanced, levels of trade (Gowa, 1994; Pollins, 1989). At the same time, however, relatively little is known about how often strategies of economic engagement are deployed: scholars disagree on this point, in part because no database cataloging instances of positive economic statecraft exists (Mastanduno, 2003). Beginning with the classic work of Hirschman (1945), most studies of economic engagement have been limited to the policies of great powers (Mastanduno, 1992; Davis, 1999; Skalnes, 2000; Papayoanou & Kastner, 1999/2000; Copeland, 1999/2000; Abdelal & Kirshner, 1999/2000). However, engagement policies adopted by South Korea and one other state examined in this study, Taiwan, demonstrate that engagement is not a strategy limited to the domain of great power politics and that it may be more widespread than previously recognized.

This means the plan has to be government-to-government – not private economic engagement

Daga, 13 - director of research at Politicas Publicas para la Libertad, in Bolivia, and a visiting senior policy analyst at the Heritage Foundation (Sergio, “Economics of the 2013-2014 Debate Topic:

U.S. Economic Engagement Toward Cuba, Mexico or Venezuela”, National Center for Policy Analysis, 5/15, http://www.ncpa.org/pdfs/Message_to_Debaters_6-7-13.pdf)

Economic engagement between or among countries can take many forms, but this document will focus on government-to-government engagement through 1) international trade agreements designed to lower barriers to trade; and 2) government foreign aid; next, we will contrast government-to-government economic engagement with private economic engagement through 3) international investment, called foreign direct investment; and 4) remittances and migration by individuals.  All of these areas are important with respect to the countries mentioned in the debate resolution; however, when discussing economic engagement by the U.S. federal government, some issues are more important with respect to some countries than to others.

B. Violation – the plan is unilateral US action toward groups that are not part of Mexico’s federal government and also operate in the US
C. Voting issue –

1.  Limits – a government limit is the only way to keep the topic manageable – otherwise they could use any 3rd party intermediary, lift barriers to private engagement, or target civil society – it makes topic preparation impossible

2. Ground – formal governmental channels are key to predictable relations disads and counterplans that test ‘engagement’

3. Extra Topicality – advocating a network politics by voting aff is outside of the topic. Extra T is a voter because it allows infinite unpredictable planks and disproves the necessity of the resolution alone
3
Interpretation: The aff should only defend the hypothetical enactment of a topical plan
Resolved denotes a proposal to be enacted by law 

Words and Phrases 64 Permanent Edition  

Definition of the word “resolve,” given by Webster is “to express an opinion or determination by resolution or vote; as ‘it was resolved by the legislature;” It is of similar force to the word “enact,” which is defined by Bouvier as meaning “to establish by law”.  
The resolution as a starting point is key to debate

Shively ‘2K

(Ruth Lessl, Assistant Prof Political Science – Texas A&M U., Partisan Politics and Political Theory, p. 181-2)
The requirements given thus far are primarily negative. The ambiguists must say "no" to-they must reject and limit-some ideasand actions. In what follows, we will also find that they must say "yes" to some things. In particular, they must say "yes" to the idea of rational persuasion. This means, first, that they must recognize the role of agreement in political contest, or the basic accord that is necessary to discord. The mistake that the ambiguists make here is a common one. The mistake is in thinking that agreement marks the end of contest-that consensus kills debate. But this is true only if the agreement is perfect-if there is nothing at all left to question or contest. In most cases, however, our agreements are highly imperfect. We agree on some matters but not on others, on generalities but not on specifics, on principles but not on their applications, and so on. And this kind of limited agreement is the starting condition of contest and debate. As John Courtney Murray writes: We hold certain truths; therefore we can argue about them. It seems to have been one of the corruptions of intelligence by positivism to assume that argument ends when agreement is reached. In a basic sense, the reverse is true. There can be no argument except on the premise, and within a context, of agreement. (Murray 1960, 10) In other words, we cannot argue about something if we are not communicating: ifwe cannot agree on the topic and terms of argument or if we have utterly different ideas about what counts as evidence or good argument. At the very least, we must agree about what it is that is being debated before we can debate it. For instance, one cannot have an argument about euthanasia with someone who thinks euthanasia is a musical group. One cannot successfully stage a sit-in if one's target audience simply thinks everyone is resting or if those doing the sitting have no complaints. Nor can one demonstrate resistance to a policy if no one knows that it is a policy. In other words, contest is meaningless if there is a lack of agreement or communication about what is being contested. Resisters, demonstrators, and debaters must have some shared ideas about the subject and/or the termsof their disagreements. The participants and the target of a sit-in must share an understanding of the complaint at hand. And a demonstrator's audience must know what is being resisted. In short, the contesting of an idea presumes some agreement about what that idea is and how one might go about intelligibly contesting it. In other words, contestation rests on some basic agreement or harmony.

4
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 

5
TEXT: Theo and I advocate reparations to the Bracero Justice Movement, the Bracero proa alliance of Mexico, AlianzaBraceroproa, National Assembly of Ex-Braceros/La Asamblea, Nacional de Ex-Braceros, and the Binational Union of Former Braceros 

Solves Better – USFG policy on this topic while calling for more reparations towards Bracero communities only reaffirms historical oppression. It was precisely because of The Federal Government in the U.S and its neoliberal reforms and ISI in the 1940’s that caused the atrocities outlined in the 1ac. PIC therefore is necessary because the 1AC absolves the United States of its history

Heisler 7   Barbara - unding Exchange as Executive Director in the fall of 2010"The “Other Braceros” Temporary Labor and German Prisoners of War in the United States, 1943–1946" studythepast.com/5388_spring12/materials/other%20braceros.pdf
While some students of the bracero program have questioned the reality of  labor shortages created by the war (Kirstein 1977; Calavita 1992; Gutierrez  1995), there is no question that large agricultural employers long eager to  recruit cheap Mexican labor used the war as a convenient rationale for their  labor needs. Indeed, President Franklin D. Roosevelt described the 1942  agreement between Mexico and the United States as an “eloquent witness” to the important role Mexico was playing in the “war of food production  upon which the inevitable success of our military program depends” (quoted  in Kirstein 1977: 15). Similarly, an article in the New York Herald Tribune  enthusiastically referred to “an army of 50,000 good neighbors [that] is help‑ ing us harvest victory” (McCrady 1943). Unlike the program in place during World War I, which had been estab‑ lished unilaterally by the United States, the new bracero program was based  on a bilateral contract negotiated between the governments of the United  States and Mexico (Kiser and Kiser 1979: 67). Deeply aware of past mis‑ treatment of its citizens, the Mexican government used its newly gained  influence as an ally of the United States to insist on safeguards to protect  its citizens from exploitation and abuse. These became part of the formal  agreement signed in July 1942. First and foremost was that the United States  government (initially the Farm Security Administration, later the War Food  Administration), not individual employers, served as the formal employer.  Additional protections included in the final contract were the provision of  “adequate housing,” equal to that of domestic farmworkers in the area; pay‑ ment of “prevailing area wages,” not less than 30 cents per hour; a guaran‑ teed minimum number of working days; paid transportation from recruitment centers in Mexico to places of employment in the United States and  return to recruitment centers after the contract was fulfilled; and protec‑ tion from discrimination.6 Employers in the United States were responsible  for transportation, repatriation, and living expenses. Braceros were also  exempted from American military service. On the American side, to placate  the concerns of labor unions, American employers who wanted to hire Mexican workers through the bracero program had to demonstrate an existing  labor shortage. During the war the bracero program’s administrative structure was  binational. Recruitment began with certification by the U.S. Employment  Service specifying the need for labor. The Mexican government (the Bureau  of Migrant Labor in the Ministry of Foreign Affairs) assigned quotas to  Mexican states and screened workers at recruitment centers in Mexico City  and later at other locations. Those chosen were then transported to farms  in the United States and returned to the original recruitment centers after  completion of their contracts. It is important to note that, compared to the postwar period, during  the war the number of braceros recruited through the program was mod‑est. Some 4,000 men were admitted in 1942, with a high of 62,000 in 1944  (Galarza 1964: 53). A total of 219,546 Mexican braceros were recruited  between 1942 and 1947; of these, 200,000 were agricultural workers (Craig  1971: 44). Although braceros worked in 24 states, the vast majority worked  in a few western states, mostly California (ibid.). Because of the long his‑ tory of mistreatment of Mexican workers in Texas, the Mexican government  insisted that Texas be excluded from the original agreement. The first brace‑ ros arrived in California in September 1942, two months after the agreement  had been signed. Despite the bilateral treaty and the Mexican government’s attempts to protect its citizens, employers systematically violated conditions of the agreement (Galarza 1964; Gamboa 1990). Although the agreement had stipulated  “prevailing wages” and employers had to be certified to employ braceros,  “the provision was rendered virtually meaningless” (Calavita 1992: 22) as state extension services closely allied with local farm bureaus determined the  wages farmers were willing to pay (Pfeffer 1980: 35). In fact, growers met at  the beginning of each season to decide on the wages they were willing to pay,  and wages paid often did not meet the required 30‑cent minimum (Calavita  1992: 24). Stipulations for housing and food were equally violated. Most of the  housing provided by growers was inadequate and substandard, often little  more than rudimentary places to sleep (Kirstein 1977; Hansen 1988; Gamboa  1990). Camps lacked adequate facilities, such as heating and fire protection.  Food was of poor quality, and food issues were a constant source of discon‑ tent and work stoppages (Gamboa 1990). Health services were poor or non‑ existent, and braceros suffered from poor hygienic conditions, inadequate  food, and hard labor performed day in and day out. Opportunities to learn  English were rare. In addition to lacking basic amenities, camps had virtually no provisions  for social life. There were no soccer fields, theaters, or movies (although  sometimes movies were projected onto tent walls) and no provisions for regu‑ lar religious services. Any social activities were highly improvised, and even  such important Mexican holidays as Independence Day and Cinco de Mayo  were rarely observed. As most camps were far from towns and business loca‑ tions and did not include stores or canteens, braceros could not purchase any  items they might have wanted or needed. If they ventured into nearby towns,  they often encountered signs that they were not welcome. Although the bracero agreement had made provisions for inspection  and enforcement of the stipulated conditions, they were lax or nonexistent  (Kirstein 1977). Technically under the guardianship of the federal government, camp managers made monthly reports on daily feeding and sanitation  to the War Food Administration headquarters. The Mexican consulate did  not have the manpower or perhaps the will to enforce the agreement from its  side (Basok 2000). Finally, expectations of profit‑conscious farmers and impoverished  Mexican men were at odds from the start. Young Mexican men were unprepared to cope with the unfriendly—often outright racist—treatment they  encountered. Camp managers did not speak Spanish, and interpreters were  nonexistent. As in concentration camps, men were known by their numbers,  becoming close to nameless (Galarza 1964; Basok 2000). Good relations  between braceros and their employers were the exception, not the rule, and  farmers constantly pushed workers, even threatening them (Gamboa 1990:  66). In short, “relations between farm owners and workers were impersonal  and autocratic, the working environment was oppressive and alienating”  (Basok 2000: 227). These conditions contrasted sharply with those encountered by German  prisoners of war. Although as prisoners of war the Germans were hardly  free to come and go as they wished, some had more freedom of movement  in the United States than many Mexican workers, who were nominally free  but in fact severely restricted by their labor contracts and living and working  conditions.
State Action co-opts solvency of their movement

Fox 91 (Dennis Fox, Emeritus Associate Professor, Legal Studies University of Illinois at Springfield. 1991 "Law Against Social Change"http://www.dennisfox.net/papers/law-against.html)

Third, and most important, the very success of legal solutions makes things worse, because legal solutions reduce people's ability and motivation to work together with others on community solutions to social problems. Legal reforms may work, but only by forcing complex human interactions into an artificial framework, creating dependency on legal authorities. Black noted that "in theory, law makes trustworthiness unnecessary, even obsolete. When law is fully in command, morality itself loses relevance. Right and wrong become a specialty of professionals such as lawyers, police, and judges." McBride argued that law "has an alienating or even a repressive effect . . . , especially on those who occupy subordinate social roles." And Lerner pointed out that law teaches us that we are not capable of being good unless we are forced to be good.
The Aff by pretending to be tools of the higher power of the state open themselves up to evil- accepting personal responsibility prevents violence
Zupancic 2000 (Alenka, Researcher, Institute of Philosophy, Ljubljana, Ethics of the Real: Kant and Lacan, March, pg.96-97)

Another problem still remains, however: the question of the possibility of (performing) an ethical act. Is it at all possible for a human subject to accomplish an (ethical) act — or, more precisely, is it possible that something like an Act actually occurs in (empirical) reality? Or does it exists only in a series of failures which only some supreme Being can see as a whole, as an Act? If we are to break out of the 'logic of fantasy', framed by the postulates of immortality and God (the point of view of the Supreme Being), we have to assert that Acts do in fact occur in reality. In other words, we have to 'attack' Kant on his exclusion of the 'highest good' and the 'highest (or diabolical) evil’ as impossible for human agents. But does this not mean that we thereby give in to another fantasy, and simply substitute one fantasy for another? Would this kind of claim not imply that we have to 'phenomenalize' the Law, abolish the internal division or alienation of human will, and assert the existence of devilish and/or angelic beings? This point was in fact made by Joan Copjec,1° who defends Kant against critics who reproach him for — as she puts it — 'lack of intellectual nerve,' for not having enough courage to admit the possibility of diabolical evil. The attempt to think diabolical evil (as a real possibility) turns out, according to this argument, to be another attempt to deny the will's self-alienation, and to make of the will a pure, positive force. This amounts to a voluntarist reading of Kant's philos-ophy, combined with the romantic notion of the possibility of a refusal of the Law. We do not contest the validity of this, argument per se, but the problem is that it leaves us with an image of Kantian ethics which is not very far from what we might call an 'ethics of tragic resignation': a man is only a mare he is finite, divided in himself — and therein lies his uniqueness, his tragic glory. A man is not God, and he should not try to act like God, because if he does, he will inevitably cause evil. The problem with this stance is that it fails to recognize the real source of evil (in the common sense of the word). Let us take the example which is most frequently used, the Holocaust: what made it possible for the Nazis to torture and kill millions of Jews was not simply that they thought they were gods, and could therefore decide who would live and who would die, but the fact that they saw themselves as instruments of God (or some other Idea), who had already decided who could live and who must die. Indeed, what is most danger-ous not an in bureaucrat who thinks he is God but, rather, the God who pretends to be an insignificant bureaucrat. One could even say that for the subject, the most difficult thing is to accept that, in a certain sense, she is 'God', that she has a choice. Hence the right answer to the religious promise of immortality is not the pathos of the finite; the basis of ethics cannot be an imperative which commands us to endorse our finitude and renounce our 'higher', 'impossible' aspirations but, rather, an imperative which invites us to recognize as our own the 'infinite' which can occur as something that is 'essentially a by-product of our actions. 

Case
Biopower

Modernity canchallenge exclusion and oppression and prevents the worst manifestations of violence to return

Deranty 04 (Jean-Philippe, teaches French and German Philosophy at Macquarie University, Sydney,

"Agamben's challenge to normative theories of modem rights," Borderlands E-Journal, 3: 1,

http://www.borderlands.net.au/vol3no1_2004/deranty_agambnschall.htm)
48. One can acknowledge the descriptive appeal of the biopower hypothesis without renouncing the antagonistic definition of politics. As Rancière remarks, Foucault’s late hypothesis is more about power than it is about politics (Rancière 2002). This is quite clear in the 1976 lectures (Society must be defended) where the term that is mostly used is that of "biopower". As Rancière suggests, when the "biopower" hypothesis is transformed into a "biopolitical" thesis, the very possibility of politics becomes problematic. There is a way of articulating modern disciplinary power and the imperative of politics that is not disjunctive. The power that subjects and excludes socially can also empower politically simply because the exclusion is already a form of address which unwittingly provides implicit recognition. Power includes by excluding, but in a way that might be different from a ban. This insight is precisely the one that Foucault was developing in his last writings, in his definition of freedom as "agonism" (Foucault 1983: 208-228): "Power is exercised only over free subjects, and only insofar as they are free" (221). The hierarchical, exclusionary essence of social structures demands as a condition of its possibility an equivalent implicit recognition of all, even in the mode of exclusion. It is on the basis of this recognition that politics can sometimes arise as the vindication of equality and the challenge to exclusion.  49. This proposal rests on a logic that challenges Agamben’s reduction of the overcoming of the classical conceptualisation of potentiality and actuality to the single Heideggerian alternative. Instead of collapsing or dualistically separating potentiality and actuality, one would find in Hegel’s modal logic a way to articulate their negative, or reflexive, unity, in the notion of contingency. Contingency is precisely the potential as existing, a potential that exists yet does not exclude the possibility of its opposite (Hegel 1969: 541-554). Hegel can lead the way towards an ontology of contingency that recognises the place of contingency at the core of necessity, instead of opposing them. The fact that the impossible became real vindicates Hegel’s claim that the impossible should not be opposed to the actual. Instead, the possible and the impossible are only reflected images of each other and, as actual, are both simply the contingent. Auschwitz should not be called absolute necessity (Agamben 1999a: 148), but absolute contingency. The absolute historical necessity of Auschwitz is not "the radical negation" of contingency, which, if true, would indeed necessitate a flight out of history to conjure up its threat. Its absolute necessity in fact harbours an indelible core of contingency, the locus where political intervention could have changed things, where politics can happen. Zygmunt Bauman’s theory of modernity and his theory about the place and relevance of the Holocaust in modernity have given sociological and contemporary relevance to this alternative historical-political logic of contingency (Bauman 1989).  50. In the social and historical fields, politics is only the name of the contingency that strikes at the heart of systemic necessity. An ontology of contingency provides the model with which to think together both the possibility, and the possibility of the repetition of, catastrophe, as the one heritage of modernity, and the contingency of catastrophe as logically entailing the possibility of its opposite. Modernity is ambiguous because it provides the normative resources to combat the apparent necessity of possible systemic catastrophes. Politics is the name of the struggle drawing on those resources.  51. This ontology enables us also to rethink the relationship of modern subjects to rights. Modern subjects are able to consider themselves autonomous subjects because legal recognition signals to them that they are recognised as full members of the community, endowed with the full capacity to judge. This account of rights in modernity is precious because it provides an adequate framework to understand real political struggles, as fights for rights. We can see now how this account needs to be complemented by the notion of contingency that undermines the apparent necessity of the progress of modernity. Modern subjects know that their rights are granted only contingently, that the possibility of the impossible is always actual. This is why rights should not be taken for granted. But this does not imply that they should be rejected as illusion, on the grounds that they were disclosed as contingent in the horrors of the 20th century. Instead, their contingency should be the reason for constant political vigilance.  52. By questioning the rejection of modern rights, one is undoubtedly unfaithful to the letter of Benjamin. Yet, if one accepts that one of the great weaknesses of the Marxist philosophy of revolution was its inability to constructively engage with the question of rights and the State, then it might be the case that the politics that define themselves as the articulation of demands born in the struggles against injustice are better able to bear witness to the "tradition of the oppressed" than their messianic counterparts. 
Turn - Politics corrupts the ethical relationship with Otherness - their expansion of one-on-one ethical relationships into the realm of one-on-many situations should be rejected
Molloy '99(Patricia, University of Toronto, MORAL SPACES: RETHINKING ETHICS AND WORLD POLITICS, Eds. Campbell and Shapiro, p. 231-232)
But is there a limit to Levinas's own understanding of ethical respon​sibility and its relation to politics and justice? Are some Others more “other” than others? Although in Otherwise Than Being Levinas posits that justice is justice only in a society that doesn't distinguish between those close and those far off, David Campbell warns of something amiss in the “passage” from ethics to politics: the expansion of the one-to-one of the ethical relationship to the “one-and-the-many” of community. Part of the difficulty lies in Levinas’s sometimes vague and contrasting thoughts on the state, the “third party” and morality, which are the means by which that expansion takes place. Although a full discussion is not possible here, a brief sketch is necessary. Although the focus of Levinas’s scholarship is the individual one-to-one relationship with the Other, he associates the totalizing politics that reduces difference to sameness essentially with war. In outlining the problem of war,Levinas exposes morality and politics as inherently oppositional. In fact, he ponders whether we might be “duped” by morality given the permanent possibility of war. For the state of war, Levinas claims, “suspends morality.” Reading Clausewitz against the grain, Levinas concludes that politics, as the art of foreseeing war and winning it by every means, must be opposed to morality. If left to itself, politics bears a “tyranny within itself,” thus it is necessary to oppose the particular ethical relation with the Other to the panoramic vision of political life that views society only as a whole. Politics must always, Levinas insists, be able to be checked and criticized starting from the ethical. As Critchley concludes, ethics then leads back to politics, and responsibility to questioning. As Critchley also points out, the passage from ethics to politics as laid out in Totality and Infinity is traversed all too briefly, taken up again in greater detail in Otherwise Than Being. In the latter work, "Levinas at​tempts to build a bridge from ethics understood as a responsible, non-totalizing relation with the Other, to politics, conceived of as a relation to the third party (le tiers), to all the others, to the plurality of beings that make up the community. The passage from ethics to politics is ap​proached by Levinas in terms ofthe latent birth ofthe question in re​sponsibility.'" In fact, as Levinas sees it, responsibility for the Other becomes troubled with the entry of the third party (the whole of humanity, which watches me in the eyes of the Other): “The third party is other than the neighbor, but also another neighbor, and also a neighbor of the other, and not simply his fellow. The other stands in a relationship with the third party, for whom I cannot entirely answer, even if I alone answer, before any question, for my neighbor. The other and the third party, my neighbors, contemporaries of one another, put distance between me and the other and the third party. ‘Peace, peace to the neighbor and the one far-off.’”

Their 1AC attempts to internalize the other and connect "us" and "them" - This project is doomed to failure and strips away the essence of radical otherness

Smith'97(Nick, Ph.D. Candidate in Philosophy - Vanderbilt, JD in 1997 from SUNY-Buffalo,

BUFFALO LAW REVIEW, Spring-Summer, v45, lexis)

According to Levinas, I live in a world where 1 experience entities that are wholly other—without any relation to me. How can I think of such a thing? I cannot compare it to anything that I know, because then it would be in a relation to me and denied its absolute othemess. Stated another way,the other, in order to maintain its otherness, must exist outside of. and exterior to. my compartments of thought. No matter how hard I try [*524]to make the other somehow similar to me.it cannot "fit" within my systematic understanding of the world, oras Levinas refers to it,my egocentric totality. The other is not the opposite of me, my negation, nor does it present me with my alter ago, an entity that superficially differs from me in some respects but ultimately shares with me fundamental qualities. Levinas writes, "if the same would establish its identity by simple opposition to the other, it would already be a part of a totality encompassing the same and the other." n59As soon as I think in terms of the other's relation to me.I have stripped it of its otherness since I attempt to locate it within my egocentric systems of comprehension. Levinas explains, "the alterity of the Other does not depend on any quality that would distinguish him from me, for a distinction of this nature would precisely imply between us that community of genus that already nullifies alterity." n60 Once I attempt to impose a logical relation between myself and the other. I will have connected the other to me within mv schematic thought. Oncethis connection,this grasping, is made. I hold the other hostage bv denying its very qualities of otherness or alterity. I renounce its identity as other. In order to be other, it must be wholly other, without relation or connection to me. Once I introduce a relation to the other. I exterminate its identity as an other by rendering it an object or phenomenon within my world. In order to preserve alterity, the terms I and Other cannot be brought together.
Responsibility
The impossibility to attain knowledge of every outcome or abuse leaves utilitarianism as the only option for most decision-making

Goodin 95 – Professor of Philosophy at the Research School of the Social Sciences at the Australian National University (Robert E., Cambridge University Press, “Utilitarianism As a Public Philosophy” pg 63)

My larger argument turns on the proposition that there is something special about the situation of public officials that makes utilitarianism more plausible for them (or, more precisely, makes them adopt a form of utilitarianism that we would find more acceptable) than private individuals. Before proceeding with that larger argument, I must therefore say what it is that is so special about public officials and their situations that makes it both more necessary and more desirable for them to adopt a more credible form of utilitarianism.  Consider, first the argument from necessity. Public officials are obliged to make their choices under uncertainty, and uncertainty of a very special sort at that. All choices-public and private alike- are made under some degree of uncertainty, of course.  But in the nature of things, private individuals will usually have more complete information on the peculiarities of their own circumstances and on the ramifications that alternative possible choices might have for them. Public officials, in contrast, at relatively poorly informed as to the effects that their choices will have on individuals, one by one. What they typically do know are generalities: averages and aggregates. They know what will happen most often to most people as a result of their various possible choices. But that is all.  That is enough to allow public policy makers to use the utilitarian calculus – if they want to use it at all – to choose general rules of conduct. Knowing aggregates and averages, they can proceed to calculate the utility payoffs from adopting each alternative possible general rule. But they cannot be sure what the payoff will be to any given individual or on any particular occasion. Their knowledge of generalities, aggregates and averages is just not sufficiently fine-grained for that. 
Consequences first—focus on morality is complicity with injustice 

Issac 02 (Jeffrey C. Isaac, James H. Rudy Professor of Political Science and Director of the Center for the Study of Democracy and Public Life at Indiana University, Spring 2002, Dissent, Vol. 49, No. 2)

As writers such as Niccolo Machiavelli, Max Weber, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Hannah Arendt have taught, an unyielding concern with moral goodness undercuts political responsibility. The concern may be morally laudable, reflecting a kind of personal integrity, but it suffers from three fatal flaws: (1) It fails to see thatthe purity of one's intention does not ensure the achievement of what one intends. Abjuring violence or refusing to make common cause with morally compromised parties may seem like the right thing; but if such tactics entail impotence, then it is hard to view them as serving any moral good beyond the clean conscience of their supporters; (2) it fails to see that in a world of real violence and injustice,moral purity is not simply a form of powerlessness; it is often a form of complicity in injustice. This is why, from the standpoint of politics--as opposed to religion--pacifism is always a potentially immoral stand. In categorically repudiating violence, it refuses in principle to oppose certain violent injustices with any effect; and (3) it fails to see that politics is as much about unintended consequences as it is about intentions; it is the effects of action, rather than the motives of action, that is most significant. Just as the alignment with "good" may engender impotence, it is often the pursuit of "good" that generates evil. This is the lesson of communism in the twentieth century: it is not enough that one's goals be sincere or idealistic; it is equally important, always, to ask about the effects of pursuing these goals and to judge these effects in pragmatic and historically contextualized ways. Moral absolutism inhibits this judgment. It alienates those who are not true believers. It promotes arrogance. And it undermines political effectiveness.
The aff doesn’t solve – the MEXICAN government withheld payments to the Braceros

Belluck 08 (PAM BELLUCK, New York Times. “Settlement Will Allow Thousands of Mexican Laborers in U.S. to Collect Back Pay” http://www.nytimes.com/2008/10/16/us/16settle.html)

Tens of thousands of Mexicans who labored in the United States under a World War II-era guest worker program will be eligible to collect back pay under a settlement to a long-fought lawsuit. From 200,000 to 300,000 laborers, called braceros, worked as farmhands or railroad workers from 1942 to 1946, and under the program, a portion of their pay was deducted and transferred to the Mexican government to be given to the workers when they returned to Mexico. But many laborers said they never received the pay, and many never even knew that 10 percent of their salaries was deducted. In 2001, lawyers filed a class action lawsuit in California. The lawsuit was dismissed twice, as courts considered whether too much time had passed and whether a lawsuit against the Mexican government could have standing in the United States. The American government and Wells Fargo Bank, initially named as defendants, were dismissed from the case. Scores of elderly ex-braceros staged protests in Mexico, demanding compensation. On Wednesday, lawyers for the braceros and the Mexican government said the Federal District Court in San Francisco had given preliminary approval to a settlement in the case. Under the settlement, scheduled for a hearing on final approval in a few months, Mexico would give each bracero, or a surviving heir, $3,500. “It’s an overdue redress for a very historic grievance,” said Joshua Karsh, a lawyer representing the braceros. Joel Hernandez, the legal adviser for the Mexican Ministry of Foreign Affairs, said: “We are happy that we were able to reach a settlement agreement with the plaintiffs. We think it’s very important to reach that stage in order to make it possible that any potential applicant may file an application for social support.” Ramon Ibarra, now 86, said he did two stints as a bracero, laying track for railroads in Arizona and layering ice into trains carrying fruits and vegetables in Bakersfield, Calif. A widower who has lived in Chicago for 40 years, Mr. Ibarra said he would like to use the money “for my final rites and for my death that is very near” and called it “a victory of principles that allows me to be positive about continuing to live a little longer.” The braceros, a name coined for people who worked with their arms (brazos), earned about 50 cents an hour, and advocates say many were unable to read their contracts to learn about payroll deductions or were too daunted to try to collect their money in Mexico. The Mexican government collected at least $32 million in deductions, but claims about how much was reimbursed vary. In 2005, the Mexican government, without admitting liability, agreed to pay about $3,500 in compensation for braceros living in Mexico, but only 49,000 of the 212,000 applications received could provide documentation. “It is very important to note that X number of people may claim” to be braceros, Mr. Hernandez said. But “many years have passed and they really have to prove that they belong to the braceros program.” Since many braceros immigrated to the United States after returning to Mexico, an untold number of braceros and their descendants live in states like California, Illinois and Texas. 

Government involvement whitewashes the systematic exploitation of racial minorities – turns the case

Dutta, 13 – Purdue University (Dutta, 7/14. Health disparities: What the Florida rulings teach us, 7/14/13—the day after the Zimmerman verdict, http://culture-centered.blogspot.com/2013/07/that-addressing-health-disparities-in.html)

However, there are much deeper structural inequities that are played out in the very organisational structure of US society that often go unnoticed in the calls for addressinghealth disparitiesthat are rooted in these very structures. These structural inequities are so fundamental, so normal to the framework of American society that most efforts at addressing health disparities unknowingly end up perpetuating them, often focusing on individual behaviour change, building self efficacy, creating positive role models etc., and at the same time being oblivious to the deeply pervasive structures of racism in US society. What goes hidden in the mainstream narrative of health disparities is the racism that is inbuilt into the processes, institutions, and logics of mainstream American society. Everyday conversations, expectations, values and principles governing everyday life are built on the superiority of a White mainstream that dictates the rules of representation, participation, and engagement. This structural inequity in the organising of American society is well evident in the recent court ruling in Florida that found the killer of Trayvon Martin, George Zimmerman not guilty on the grounds that the shooting was an act of self-defense.Trayvon, who had stepped out to buy iced tea and a bag of skittles, was followed and chased by George Zimmerman. The shooting was an outcome of the fight that had ensued between Zimmerman and Martin. Zimmerman, who was leading a neighborhood watch team, has since offered the explanation that Martin looked threatening because he was wearing a hoodie and walking in an area where there have earlier been burglaries. The accounts of the exact order of events remains contested and that eventually became the basis for the judgment. Yet, what does remain clear is that Trayvon was profiled and chased, and ultimately shot by Zimmerman. Coming back then to the fundamental structural inequities that constitute US society, what we learn from the above example is the culture of profiling of African American youth that is inherent in the assumptions of US society. That African Americans are perceived as criminals is an organising frame that makes up the US; its public policies, police surveillance, justice system, and jails are organised around this racistlogic of systematically criminalising African Americans, and profiting from this process of criminalisation. This deep-rooted racism of American society is intrinsic to the large disparities in health outcomes that are experienced by Blacks compared to Whites. The acknowledgment of this racism would push those of us doing health disparities work toward transformative politics that takes as its starting point the need to fundamentally rework American society, its expectations, and its history of racism. Deep interrogation of health disparities work would systematically guide social scientists toward examining the power exerted by the gun industry, and the intrinsic relationship of this industry to racism. In this sense then, the social sciences that are constituted within the broader framework of health disparities would need to be fundamentally transformed, working toward addressing the underlying racism of American society, culture, legal system, educational system, housing, employment, gun regulation and so on. To get here, we have to collectively fight the whitewashing that is built into the funding agencies and federal structures that determine what we do and how we do what we do.

Grassroots movements in Latin America are under-financed and divorced from reality – lack of leadership and purpose makes failure inevitable

Foweraker 2k1 (Joe, Professor of Latin American Politics and a Fellow of St. Antony's College, “Grassroots Movements, Political Activism and Social Development in Latin America”, Civil Society and Social Movements Programme Paper Number 4 August 2001 United Nations Research Institute for Social Development, http://workspace.unpan.org/sites/internet/Documents/UNPAN040129.pdf )
The evidence seems to support a somewhat sceptical view of the role of grassroots movements in ¶ promoting social development in Latin America. But this view is open to certain cogent objections. First, that it is an excessively external or îacademicî view that is not close enough to current¶ activity on the ground. Second, that it derives from the close comparative focus on Chile and Brazil, and does not necessarily reflect the diversity of political contexts across the region. Third, that¶ it ignores important new opportunities for grassroots participation associated with the reform,¶ and especially the decentralization of the state in Latin America. The first two objections will be ¶ considered in the light of the survey-based research of the AsociaciÛn Latinoamericana de Organizaciones de PromociÛn (ALOP) and the Programa de Fortalecimiento Institucional a las ONG ¶ (FICONG), which was designed to evaluate the current condition of grassroots organizations in ¶ Latin America (ALOP, 1999; Valderrama, 1998). ALOP includes some 50 of the major development NGOs, and conducted its research in Argentina, Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, El Salvador, ¶ Guatemala, Mexico, Nicaragua, Peru and Uruguayówith information on Brazil provided by the ¶ FederaÁ„o de ”rg„os para AssistÍncia Social e Educacional (FASE). The third objection explored¶ in the section on ìState reform and grassroots participationî.¶ The evidence mustered by ALOP confirms beyond any doubt that finance is now the most¶ pressing problem for the grassroots organizations. The main immediate cause is the decline of¶ external or îNorthernî support during the 1990s, with the richer nations now sending a smaller ¶ percentage of their gross domestic product in the form of aid, and with loans tied ever more ¶ closely to structural adjustment policies. It appears that Latin America overall is no longer a high ¶ priority for private foundations, with some agencies withdrawing completely from Chile, ¶ Venezuela and Uruguayówhile the multilateral funding organizations send most support to the¶ state (90 per cent in the case of Peru, for example), and not directly to grassroots groups. Moreover, the Northern donors now want quantifiable results and closer monitoring of spending, and¶ support for NGOs comes increasingly in the form of contracts for specific projects. These tendencies have led many NGOs to seek new kinds of work, or disappear altogether, and¶ hundreds of NGO professionals to seek work in the state administration, private sector, universities or international agencies. Naturally, such tendencies vary by country. They developed¶ early in Chile, with many grassroots leaders joining the first democratic government of the transition (Reilly, 1998:415). They developed only recently in Ecuador and Venezuela. In Central ¶ America they responded in large part to the peace accords, and are shaped in Colombia by civil ¶ war and drug trafficking. But a constant complaint is that a seasoned generation of leaders has ¶ dispersed, with no new generation ready to take its place (Reilly, 1998:413). In these circumstances it is especially difficult to develop a îdemocratic agendaî or mobilize to press for effective rights of citizenship. Indeed, the ALOP surveys reflect a certain disorientation and lack of¶ clear purpose. Grassroots organizations seem to blend into a more amorphous îthird sectorî,¶ and so lose their edge as defenders of the excluded and impoverished. It appears a high price to¶ pay for the pragmatism of the neoliberal era (Valderrama, 1998:42).

