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My value is morality because the use of the word ought the resolution implies moral

obligation  

My standard is maximizing expected wellbeing.  

Prefer it for …  

1. When one promotes societal well-being, one can ensure that a utilitarian

calculus is used. As a result, the most fair and/or beneficial option is chosen,

thus upholding a society’s sense of justice.

Goodin 90. Robert Goodin 90, [professor of philosophy at the Australian National University college of arts and social

sciences], “The Utilitarian Response,” pgs 141-142 //RS 

My larger argument turns on the proposition that there is something special about the situation of public

officials that makes utilitarianism more probable for them than private individuals. Before proceeding

with the large argument, I must therefore say what it is that makes it so special about public officials and their situations that make 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, are 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 – assuming they want to use it at all – to choose general rules or conduct.  

2. A just government has a moral obligation to do what would improve the

well-being of its citizens.

3. Promoting societal well-being provides access to other value criteria because it

allows others to perform favorable actions, such as ensuring safety, fairness,

etc.



Econ DA
UQ – U.S. economy is positively recovering but its progress has significantly slowed

due to shortages. Feuer 10/28:

Feuer, Will (Will is a writer on CNBC.com’s health and science team. He joined CNBC in

June 2019 after graduating from the University of Michigan with a BA in Public Policy

and Chinese. Before that, he held internships with The Philadelphia Inquirer, the Detroit

Metro Times and Southeast Asia Globe in Phnom Penh, Cambodia). “US Economy Grew

Just 2 Percent in Third Quarter as COVID Recovery Cools.” New York Post, 28 Oct. 2021,

nypost.com/2021/10/28/us-economy-grows-as-covid-recovery-cools-down.

US GDP rose 2 percent in the third quarter of the year — slower than expected — as the supercharged recovery from the depths of the

COVID-19 pandemic cooled down amid rampant inflation and supply-chain bottlenecks, the feds announced Thursday. America’s gross domestic

product — the value of all goods and services produced here — grew by 2 percent from July to September compared with the same period a

year ago, the feds said Thursday. That’s a significant slowdown from the 6.7 percent spike in GDP growth seen last

quarter, as the economy powered forward thanks to rapid vaccinations and pent-up demand to spend from Americans across the country.

Economists polled by Dow Jones and the Wall Street Journal expected an annualized growth rate of 2.8 percent in the third quarter. It’s the

third consecutive quarter that the US GDP growth number has missed expectations under President Joe Biden.

The lackluster economic growth came as businesses across the country faced various operational challenges — from labor

shortages to a snarled global supply chain — that have likely held back sales. The surge of COVID-19 cases at the end of the

summer, driven by the emergence of the Delta variant of the coronavirus, also likely hurt the numbers, economists said. Chris Zaccarelli, chief

investment officer for Independent Advisor Alliance, called the reading “very disappointing.” “It was to be expected that growth

would slow down, as the US economy can’t sustain 6 percent or higher growth for long, but to drop all the way back to 2

percent is disappointing and should reignite the growth slowdown debate in the midst of inflation continuing to run much higher

than average,” he added. Zaccarelli said he remains optimistic heading into the end of the year and the first half of 2022, so long as

COVID-19 cases continue to fall and Americans keep on spending, but the second half of next year could prove

challenging. Mark Hamrick, senior economic analyst at Bankrate, said the disappointing GDP numbers are “likely only a fairly temporary speed

bump caused by the global traffic jam of goods with which we’ve become all too familiar.” “A consistent theme in the economy is the fact that

demand is not the key issue. That’s true for workers as well as for goods,” he said, adding that supply chain issues will hopefully ease in the next

few months.

This is a problem because our promising recovery has made the US the top destination

of overseas investment.
Hannon, Paul, et al. “U.S. Economy Is Bouncing Back from Covid-19. Now Foreign Investors Are Rushing in.” The Wall Street Journal, Dow

Jones & Company, 21 June 2021, https://www.wsj.com/articles/turbocharged-u-s-economy-attracts-foreign-investors-11624263520.  Paul

Hannon is a Wallstreet Journalist reporter.[RP]

The extraordinary recovery of the U.S. economy is likely to make the country the world’s top destination
for overseas investment this year and next, according to new United Nations projections, with foreign businesses
drawn by the prospect of a rapid and sustained rebound in consumer spending and the Biden
administration’s multitrillion-dollar infrastructure plans. According to U.N. figures published Monday, overseas

investments by businesses around the world fell by a third in 2020 from the previous year. The U.S. recorded a 40% fall in
investment but narrowly held on to its long-held position as the top destination ahead of China. The U.N.
in January estimated that the U.S. had lost the top slot. For 2021 and 2022, the U.N. expects the U.S. to
cement its leading position, with China in the second spot, as overseas investors expand capacity to meet huge
post-pandemic demand. The Federal Reserve expects the American economy to grow 7% this year, supported by nearly $6 trillion in

approved stimulus spending and about $2.6 trillion in extra savings American households have built up during the pandemic. “We’re incredibly
bullish about the U.S. economy, even more so now,” said Mark Vassella, chief executive of BlueScope Steel Ltd., an Australian steel company that

https://nypost.com/2021/10/20/supply-chain-crisis-sparks-hoarding-in-parts-of-the-us/
https://nypost.com/2021/07/29/us-gdp-grew-6-5-percent-in-second-quarter/
https://nypost.com/2021/07/29/us-gdp-grew-6-5-percent-in-second-quarter/
https://nypost.com/2021/05/12/worker-shortage-threatening-to-derail-us-economic-recovery-experts/
https://nypost.com/2021/05/12/worker-shortage-threatening-to-derail-us-economic-recovery-experts/
https://nypost.com/2021/10/12/snarled-shipping-lanes-could-mean-empty-shelves-come-holiday-shopping-time/


is expanding capacity in the U.S. to meet demand from car makers and construction companies. With the U.S. and the wider global
economy recovering at a faster pace than many expected at the start of the year, the U.N. Conference on Trade

and Development, or Unctad, expects businesses around the world to increase foreign investments by 10-15% this year and a further 20-30% in

2022. That would take foreign investment back above pre-pandemic levels. However, it seems unlikely that flows of

foreign investment will soon exceed the highs seen just before the global financial crisis.

Link - RTS and Unionization steers employers and investors from riskier projects and

investments.
Chen, Jun, et al. “The Economic Consequences of Labor Unionization: Evidence from Stock Price Crash

Risk.” Journal of Business Ethics, Springer Netherlands, 6 Sept. 2017,

https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10551-017-3686-0. 

Jun CHen is the Department of Accounting and Finance, School of Management, Zhejiang University,

Hangzhou, Zhejiang, People’s Republic of China

Employees play a vital role in a firm’s value creation. Unionized employees have a greater ability to
influence a firm’s operations and financial reporting policy than their nonunionized peers. In this paper, we investigate

whether labor unionization affects a firm’s future stock price crash risk (crash risk hereafter). The impact of labor

unionization on crash risk is of particular interest to both practitioners and regulators not only because crash risk has received much attention in
the past decades but also because labor unions in the USA are regulated by labor laws and can be changed over time. Defined as the frequency
of extreme negative stock returns, crash risk is able to capture asymmetry in risk, especially downside risk, and thus plays an important role in
risk management (Kim et al. 2014). Previous literature suggests that engaging in unprofitable and risky projects will accumulate and increase the
future crash likelihood (Bleck and Liu 2007). We argue that labor unions are able to lower the probability of stock price crash risk by reducing
managerial risk-taking behaviors. Employees, like creditors, primarily hold a fixed claim on a firm’s cash flow in the form of wages and salaries.
Employees therefore prefer less risk than shareholders or managers since they have little to gain when a firm per forms better than expected,
but have much to lose when it performs poorly (Faleye et al. 2006). Employees also require a premium in wages or benefits as compensation for
unemployment risk that increases with a firm’s preference to risky investments (Li 1986; Hamermesh and Wolfe 1990). Unionization enables
employees to play a more influential role in refraining managers from undertaking risky investment projects. The high concerns of unionized
employees about downside risks also motivate them to urge the implementation of conservative information disclosure polices so that they are
able to take protective actions upon receiving bad news in a timely manner, leading to lowered crash risk. Besides, the greater ability of
unionized employees to extract above-market rents and capture future profits reduces returns on risky investments, while com pensation

premium demand for increased unemployment exposures boosts the cost of risky investments. Unionized firms are thus less
willing to invest in risky projects on the margin. The above argument suggests a negative association
between labor unionization and crash risk. Following prior literature (Klasa et al. 2009; Chen et al. 2011), we use industry

unionization rate, defined as the percentage of workers in a firm’s industry covered by unions in collecting bargaining agreements, to proxy for
labor unions’ ability to affect the firm’s behaviors. Following prior studies (e.g., Chen et al. 2001; Kim et al. 2011b, 2014; Li and Cai 2016), we
measure crash risk as the conditional skewness of return distribution. Our empirical results indicate that firms with higher unionization rates are

less likely to experience firm specific stock price crashes in the future… Therefore, labor unions have both stronger incentives
and greater abilities to constrain the firms from high risky investments regardless of their present values.
Like debtholders, they are also likely to exert efforts to constrain managers from overstating earnings and
assets for compensations they are not entitled to. In addition, workers demand higher wages, additional
benefits, and improved working conditions to compensate for unemployment risk (Abowd and Ashenfelter 1981;

Topel 1984; Li 1986; Hamermesh and Wolfe 1990), which increases with the riskiness of future cash flows. To the extent that all stakeholders
suffer from adverse consequences associated with risky investment projects, unionized employees likely suffer more because of their locked-in
firm-specific human capital investment and much longer time horizon in firms than that of managers or shareholders who can quit the firms

more easily. Unionized workers would require additional compensation if expected future cash flow
volatility is higher due to firms’ risky investments. Such compensation premium increases the marginal cost of risky

investments and decreases the returns accrued to shareholders and managers. As a response, unionized firms could rationally cut
risky investments to reduce the need to compensate unionized employees for their perception of
unemployment risk.



IL - Risky investments are key to the economy
Schrager, Allison. “Propeller of Growth.” City Journal, 22 Jan. 2020, https://www.city-journal.org/risk-management?wallit_nosession=1. 

Allison Schrager is a senior fellow at the Manhattan Institute.

But many of their risk-management proposals go too far, address the wrong sources of risk, and would undermine
America’s economic leadership. Risk propels economies and motivates entrepreneurs to innovate. Risk, for

better and worse, is at the heart of economic growth, and successfully apportioning it—not avoiding it—is the key to
prosperity. The purpose of markets is not only to match buyers and sellers and establish prices but also to allocate risk. In a

functioning market, people who take the most risk can reap the biggest reward. Those who wish to avoid risk can reduce it by

hedging or diversifying or by paying someone, in the form of insurance, to take on the downside risk for them.

A downgrade devastates the economy, especially during crises like COVID – many

countries prove.

Mutize ’20 (Misheck Mutize; Post Doctoral Researcher, Graduate School of Business (GSB), University

of Cape Town; published 4-30-2020; "Why downgrading countries in a time of crisis is an exceptionally

bad idea";

https://theconversation.com/why-downgrading-countries-in-a-time-of-crisis-is-an-exceptionally-bad-ide

a-136863; accessed 10-30-2020)

A number of rating agencies have downgraded emerging market economies during the COVID-19 pandemic.

Their actions have raised the question: why do so during a crisis? This is not the first time ratings agencies have adopted a procyclical approach –

that is, one in which bad news is simply piled on bad news. During the 2008 global financial crisis, ratings agencies were

accused of aggressively downgrading countries whose economies were already strained. Reports by the

European and US Commissions found evidence that their decisions worsened the financial crisis. Nobel laureate

Joseph Stiglitz has also accused rating agencies of aggressively downgrading countries during the 1997

East Asian financial crisis. The downgrades were more than what would be justified by the countries’ economic fundamentals. This

unduly added to the cost of borrowing and caused the supply of international capital to evaporate. In

addition to the issue of timing, the effectiveness and objectivity of the rating methodology continues to be questioned by policymakers. Their

methodological errors in times of crisis, together with the unresolved problem of conflict of interests, leave both issuers

and investors vulnerable to losses. The procyclical nature of ratings needs to be put under check to avoid market panic. The

devastating effects they add on economies that are already strained has to be challenged. The coronavirus

pandemic is yet another episode to prove this. Ten African countries have been downgraded since the COVID-19

pandemic started – Angola, Botswana, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Democratic Republic of the Congo, Gabon, Nigeria, South Africa, Mauritius

and Zambia. These decisions were based on expectations that their fiscal situations would deteriorate and

their health systems would be severely strained by the pandemic. But, in my view, the downgrade decisions reflect

monumental bad timing. I would also argue that, in most cases, they were premature and unjustified. Since international rating

agencies have tremendous power to influence market expectations and investors’ portfolio allocation

decisions, crisis-induced downgrades undermine macroeconomic fundamentals. Once downgraded, like a

self-fulfilling prophecy, even countries with strong macroeconomic fundamentals deteriorate to converge with

model-predicted ratings. Investors respond by raising the cost of borrowing or by withdrawing their capital,

aggravating a crisis situation. South Africa was stripped of its last investment grade by Moody’s. The rating agency cited a rising debt

burden of 62.2%, which was estimated to reach 91% of GDP by fiscal 2023; and structurally weak growth of less than 1%, which was estimated

to shrink to -5.8%. It was hoped that Moody’s would delay its rating action to see the impact of the coronavirus onshore and the country’s policy

responses. The procyclical effect of the downgrade magnified the impact of the lockdown. Fitch further pushed it



deep into junk a week later. Fitch cut Gabon’s sovereign rating to CCC from B on 3 April 2020. The rationale for the downgrade was that agencies

expected the risks to sovereign debt repayment capacity to increase due to liquidity pressure from the fall in oil prices. Moody’s revised

Mauritius’s sovereign rating outlook from Baa1 stable to negative on 1 April 2020. Moody’s said the downgrade was driven by the

expectation of lower tourist arrivals and earnings due to the coronavirus. Both would have a negative impact on the country’s

economic growth. Nigeria was downgraded by S&P from B to B- on 26 March 2020. The reason was that COVID-19 had added to the risk

of fiscal and external shock resulting from lower oil prices and economic recession. Yet the investment grades of Saudi Arabia and Russia were

spared. S&P also downgraded Botswana – one of the most stable economies in Africa – which had an A rating. The agency cited weakening fiscal

and external balance sheets due to a drop in demand for commodities and expected economic deceleration because of COVID-19. Botswana’s

downgrade came four days after it went into a lockdown and before it had recorded a confirmed case of COVID-19. These downgrades deep

into junk impose a wave of other problems, worse than COVID-19. They cut sovereign bond value as

collateral in central bank funding operations and drive interest rates high. Sovereign bond values are

grossly discounted, at the same time escalating the cost of interest repayment instalments, ultimately

contributing to a rise in the cost of debt. A wave of corporate downgrades also follows because of the

sovereign ceiling concept – a country’s rating generally dictates the highest rating assigned to companies

within its borders.

Economic collapse increases the risk of war – a decline in trade dramatically raises

tensions.

Tønnesson ’15 (Stein Tønnesson; Department of Peace and Conflict Research, Uppsala University,

Sweden, and Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO), Norway; published 8-20-2015; "Deterrence,

interdependence and Sino–US peace";

https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/2233865915596660?icid=int.sj-full-text.similar-articles.2)

Several recent works on China and Sino–US relations have made substantial contributions to the current understanding of how and under what

circumstances a combination of nuclear deterrence and economic interdependence may reduce the risk of war between major powers. At least

four conclusions can be drawn from the review above: first, those who say that interdependence may both inhibit and drive conflict are right.

Interdependence raises the cost of conflict for all sides but asymmetrical or unbalanced dependencies and negative

trade expectations may generate tensions leading to trade wars among inter-dependent states that in

turn increase the risk of military conflict (Copeland, 2015: 1, 14, 437; Roach, 2014). The risk may increase if one of

the interdependent countries is governed by an inward-looking socio-economic coalition (Solingen, 2015);

second, the risk of war between China and the US should not just be analysed bilaterally but include their allies and partners. Third party

countries could drag China or the US into confrontation; third, in this context it is of some comfort that the three main economic powers in

Northeast Asia (China, Japan and South Korea) are all deeply integrated economically through production networks within a global system of

trade and finance (Ravenhill, 2014; Yoshimatsu, 2014: 576); and fourth, decisions for war and peace are taken by very few people, who act on

the basis of their future expectations. International relations theory must be supplemented by foreign policy analysis in order to assess the value

attributed by national decision-makers to economic development and their assessments of risks and opportunities. If leaders on either side

of the Atlantic begin to seriously fear or anticipate their own nation’s decline then they may blame this on

external dependence, appeal to anti-foreign sentiments, contemplate the use of force to gain respect

or credibility, adopt protectionist policies, and ultimately refuse to be deterred by either nuclear arms

or prospects of socioeconomic calamities. Such a dangerous shift could happen abruptly, i.e. under the

instigation of actions by a third party – or against a third party. Yet as long as there is both nuclear deterrence and interdependence, the

tensions in East Asia are unlikely to escalate to war. As Chan (2013) says, all states in the region are aware that they cannot count on support

from either China or the US if they make provocative moves. The greatest risk is not that a territorial dispute leads to war

under present circumstances but that changes in the world economy alter those circumstances in ways

that render inter-state peace more precarious. If China and the US fail to rebalance their financial and trading relations

(Roach, 2014) then a trade war could result, interrupting transnational production networks, provoking social

distress, and exacerbating nationalist emotions. This could have unforeseen consequences in the field of



security, with nuclear deterrence remaining the only factor to protect the world from Armageddon, and

unreliably so. Deterrence could lose its credibility: one of the two great powers might gamble that the

other yield in a cyber-war or conventional limited war, or third party countries might engage in conflict with each other,

with a view to obliging Washington or Beijing to intervene.

Nuclear war causes extinction – famine, fallout, and Ice Age.

Starr ’15 (Steven Starr; Steven is an Associate member of the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation and has been published by the Bulletin of the

Atomic Scientists. His writings appear on the websites of PSR, the Nuclear Age Peace Foundation, the Moscow Institute of Physics and

Technology Center for Arms Control, Energy and Environmental Studies, Scientists for Global Responsibility, and the International Network of

Scientists Against Proliferation. From 2007 through 2011, he worked with the governments of Switzerland, Chile, and New Zealand, in support of

their efforts at the United Nations to eliminate thousands of high-alert, launch-ready nuclear weapons. Mr. Starr is also an expert on the

environmental consequences of nuclear war, and in 2011, he made an address to the U.N. First Committee describing the dangers that nuclear

weapons and nuclear war poses to all nations and peoples. He has made presentations to Ministry Officials, Parliamentarians, Universities,

citizens and students from around the world, and specializes in making technical scientific information understandable to all audiences.;

published 2-28-2015; "Nuclear War: An Unrecognized Mass Extinction Event Waiting To Happen";

https://ratical.org/radiation/NuclearExtinction/StevenStarr022815.html)

A war fought with 21st century strategic nuclear weapons would be more than just a great catastrophe

in human history. If we allow it to happen, such a war would be a mass extinction event that ends human

history. There is a profound difference between extinction and “an unprecedented disaster,” or even “the end of civilization,” because even

after such an immense catastrophe, human life would go on. But extinction, by definition, is an event of utter finality, and a

nuclear war that could cause human extinction should really be considered as the ultimate criminal act.

It certainly would be the crime to end all crimes. The world’s leading climatologists now tell us that nuclear war threatens our

continued existence as a species. Their studies predict that a large nuclear war, especially one fought with strategic nuclear

weapons, would create a post-war environment in which for many years it would be too cold and dark to

even grow food. Their findings make it clear that not only humans, but most large animals and many other forms

of complex life would likely vanish forever in a nuclear darkness of our own making. The environmental consequences of

nuclear war would attack the ecological support systems of life at every level. Radioactive fallout, produced

not only by nuclear bombs, but also by the destruction of nuclear power plants and their spent fuel pools, would poison the

biosphere. Millions of tons of smoke would act to destroy Earth’s protective ozone layer and block most

sunlight from reaching Earth’s surface, creating Ice Age weather conditions that would last for decades.

Yet the political and military leaders who control nuclear weapons strictly avoid any direct public discussion of the consequences of nuclear war.

They do so by arguing that nuclear weapons are not intended to be used, but only to deter. Remarkably, the leaders of the Nuclear Weapon

States have chosen to ignore the authoritative, long-standing scientific research done by the climatologists, research that predicts virtually

any nuclear war, fought with even a fraction of the operational and deployed nuclear arsenals, will leave

the Earth essentially uninhabitable.

https://ratical.org/radiation/NuclearExtinction/StarrNuclearWinterOct09.pdf
https://ratical.org/radiation/NuclearExtinction/StarrNuclearWinterOct09.pdf


Union Discrimination
The aff increases the ability for unions to organize effectively increasing their power-

There is a long history of union discrimination -

https://library.cqpress.com/cqresearcher/document.php?id=cqresrre1969112600

“Racial Discrimination in Craft Unions.” CQ Researcher by CQ Press,
https://library.cqpress.com/cqresearcher/document.php?id=cqresrre1969112600.

CQ Researchers 1969

Organized labor and [Black people], though long allied in support of civil rights concepts in general, have
had little success in efforts to reach common ground on a particular civil rights matter of vital concern to
both—the membership policies of craft unions. Black demonstrators recently marched in several large cities to promote

acceptance of their demand that Negroes be admitted in greater numbers to apprenticeship programs and to full membership in construction
unions. The local unions concerned, and the parent A.F.L.-C.I.O., contend that to grant the demands would amount to imposition of racial
quotas, which are prohibited by the Civil Rights Act of 1964. A.F.L.-C.I.O. officials assert, moreover, that the labor movement already has been

doing everything in its power to break down barriers—whether based on race or any other consideration—to union membership. The
conflict is far from new. Charges of racial discrimination on the part of labor unions date from the early
days of the American Federation of Labor, which was founded in 1886. Then as now, the charges have been aimed

primarily at craft unions—those consisting of workers possessing a specific skill or a closely related set of skills. Industrial unions, which attempt
to organize all workers in a given industry regardless of their particular skills, generally have escaped charges of racial discrimination. Erbin

Crowell Jr., an associate editor of Civil Rights Digest, has pointed out that “The contradictions on civil rights exhibited by
labor unions are not unique; the same inconsistencies are true in virtually all American institutions.”
Crowell adds that “The dilemma of labor unions is in many ways the dilemma of the nation: words don't
match deeds; pronouncements by leaders are ignored or even opposed by large numbers of the
citizenry; the sham of tokenism is revealed by continuing injustice and prejudice.”

Racial segregation lingers in unions even if it is no longer enforced

https://www.stltoday.com/opinion/columnists/unions-ignore-long-history-of-excluding-minorities-from-j

obs/article_ef58bccd-f04a-5172-8dbd-18b8ee5eb9e2.html

Dogan, Shamed. “Unions Ignore Long History of Excluding Minorities from Jobs.” STLtoday.com, 21 Nov. 2017,

https://www.stltoday.com/opinion/columnists/unions-ignore-long-history-of-excluding-minorities-from-jobs/article_ef58bccd-f04a-5172-8dbd-

18b8ee5eb9e2.html.

Dogan 17

Herbert Hill, the labor director of the NAACP, wrote about this fact in 1959. In his seminal article “Labor Unions and the Negro: The Record of

Discrimination,” he noted, “the Negro worker’s historical experience with organized labor has not been a happy one. ... Trade unions

practice either total exclusion of the Negro, segregation (in the form of ‘Jim Crow’ locals or ‘auxiliaries’), or enforce

separate, racial seniority lines which limit Negro employment to menial and unskilled classifications.”

One such tool wielded against minorities was prevailing wage laws. In the 1930s, New York Congressman

Robert Bacon, angry that black Americans were competing with white workers for jobs, introduced the

Davis-Bacon Act, which requires contractors on federally funded construction projects to pay the “local

prevailing wage.” This policy has been implemented in many states as well, including Missouri, to force governments

to only negotiate with white-dominated unions. This policy remains as a vestige of a racist past, and it harms

American workers and taxpayers to this day. In addition, minimum wage laws were instituted a century ago in

large part to prevent white workers from having to compete with cheaper labor from immigrants and

https://library.cqpress.com/cqresearcher/document.php?id=cqresrre1969112600
https://library.cqpress.com/cqresearcher/document.php?id=cqresrre1969112600
https://www.stltoday.com/opinion/columnists/unions-ignore-long-history-of-excluding-minorities-from-jobs/article_ef58bccd-f04a-5172-8dbd-18b8ee5eb9e2.html
https://www.stltoday.com/opinion/columnists/unions-ignore-long-history-of-excluding-minorities-from-jobs/article_ef58bccd-f04a-5172-8dbd-18b8ee5eb9e2.html


African-Americans. Even though today’s “Fight for $15” effort to raise the minimum wage to $15/hour is

supported by many minority groups with good intentions, it would likely have the unintended consequence of replacing

young low-wage workers with older workers, disproportionately hurting minority youth.

Unions prioritize white workers

https://www.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/serials/files/cato-journal/2010/1/cj30n1-4.pdf

Unions and Discrimination - Cato Institute. https://www.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/serials/files/cato-journal/2010/1/cj30n1-4.pdf.

Moreno 10

In addition to the direct impact of union discrimination, union power had many indirect effects that harmed

black (as well as other nonunion) workers. Unionization of American’s “core” industries (such as autos and steel) ultimately

reduced employment, reducing black opportunities to rise from the lower-paid “periphery” to the good core

jobs. When unionization drove up labor costs in the coal- mining industry, for example, owners substituted capital for labor, and black workers

bore the brunt of this “technological unemploy- ment” (Woodrum 2007). Organized labor lobbied for higher mini- mum

wage laws, which further increased black unemployment. (The black unemployment rate, previously about the same as

the white rate, became regularly twice as high after World War II.) When they unionized unskilled jobs, unions made these

jobs more attractive to white workers, who often took them though they pos- sessed greater skills than

the jobs required. While the impact of union power was clearer in the structure of job lines, promotion,

seniority, and training, union leaders often claimed that discrimina- tion in hiring—an employer

prerogative—was the real culprit. But unionization raised the cost of labor and thus reduced the number of jobs, which was just the

obverse way to control the labor supply (Simons 1944). Labor economist W. H. Hutt had seen the power of white work- ers to transfer

employment and income from excluded minorities to themselves in South Africa. He noted that “majorities under union protection are

notoriously unconcerned about the harm wrought to those excluded, or the reduction caused in the aggregate income of the community” (Hutt

1973: 54). All of these union or union-related interventions increased the need for race-based remedial intervention. Trumka was repeating one

of the hoariest myths in the history of the American labor movement. Usually calling it the “divide and con- quer” tactic, labor leaders

claim that employers have deliberately fomented racial animus among their workers, in order to keep

the “working class” disunited and weak. Trumka’s UMW is particularly proud of having established a successful interracial union

in the face of such employer tactics. He is not likely to tell stories like those of the Illinois coal strike of 1898. When an agreement

between the UMW and the mine owners expired, the UMW went on strike, and violently prevented

black workers from taking their former jobs. The union had the full support of Illinois Governor John R.

Tanner, who swore that he would use the state militia to “shoot to pieces with Gatling guns” any train bringing in black workers. The militia

captain in Pana, Illinois, pledged his support. “If any Negroes are brought into Pana while I am in charge, and they refuse to

retreat when ordered to do so, I will order my men to fire,” he pledged. “If I lose every man under my command no Negroes shall land in Pana.”

Several black miners were murdered in the ensuing weeks. The AFL passed a resolution praising

Governor Tanner (who had been indicted by a grand jury for allowing the situation to get out of control), and “Remember Pana” became

a UMW slogan. Mother Jones asked to be buried nearby those “responsible for Illinois being the best organized labor state in America” (Moreno

2006: 61–63, Gorn 2001: 289). While it is true that the UMW succeeded in many places in establishing interracial unions—and in Alabama, at

least, in the face of genuine “divide and conquer” tactics by the mine owners—in Illinois the “near invisibility” of blacks in

UMW offices “served as a reminder to black miners of just how successful whites had been in blocking

their entry into the coal- fields above the Ohio River” (Lewis 1987: 100). The Illinois UMW was just one example of the fact

that race was much less often used against as by organized labor. Race was a con- venient way to do what unions do.

Unions are, in economic terms, cartels. Their goal is to insulate their members from competition, to

increase the price of their product (wages) and lower its output (hours). Unions do this by “controlling

the labor supply.” And one of the most convenient ways to do this is to exclude easily identified groups

https://www.cato.org/sites/cato.org/files/serials/files/cato-journal/2010/1/cj30n1-4.pdf


like racial minorities (Becker 1971, Posner 1984, Reynolds 1984). The South African economist W. H. Hutt was among the first to observe

this phenomenon. While racial animus certainly was a fac- tor in labor-market discrimination, “We do not, however, find color prejudice as such

the main origin—nor, perhaps, even the most important cause—of most economic color bars. The chief source of color discrimination is, I

suggest, to be found in the natural determi- nation to defend economic privilege” (Hutt 1964: 27). South Africa’s Mines and Works (Colour Bar)

Act of 1911 was passed to appease white union members’ demand to abate black competition. When the owners continued to employ black

miners, the “Rand Rebellion” of 1922 ensued, “one of the bloodiest labor disputes ever to occur anywhere in the world,” followed by more

restrictive legislation to reserve jobs for white unionists in 1924 (Sowell 1990: 27).

Interest Arbitration CP
CP Text: Employees should have the right to request a government-mandated interest

arbitration session, to renegotiate contracts and wages.

Arbitration is the resolving of a conflict through a neutral arbitrator

American Bar, A. American Bar Association. (n.d.).
https://www.americanbar.org/groups/dispute_resolution/resources/DisputeResolutionProcesses/arbitration/.

Arbitration is a private process where disputing parties agree that one or several individuals can make

a decision about the dispute after receiving evidence and hearing arguments. Arbitration is different

from mediation because the neutral arbitrator has the authority to make a decision about the dispute.

The arbitration process is similar to a trial in that the parties make opening statements and present

evidence to the arbitrator. Compared to traditional trials, arbitration can usually be completed more

quickly and is less formal. For example, often the parties do not have to follow state or federal rules of

evidence and, in some cases, the arbitrator is not required to apply the governing law.

Interest Arbitration is a legislative reworking of contracts

Anderson, A., & Krause, L. A. (1987). Interest Arbitration: The Alternative to the Strike. Fordham Law Review, 56(2), 153–179.

Interest arbitration is a process in which the terms and conditions of the employment contract are

established by a final and binding decision of the arbitration panel.' It differs from grievance

arbitration, which involves the interpretation of the employment contract to determine whether the

conditions of employment have been breached.2 Thus, interest arbitration essentially is a legislative

process, while grievance arbitration essentially is a judicial process. The following anecdote is a useful

starting point for understanding the significance of interest arbitration.

Either the right to strike or interest arbitration is needed for collective bargaining, and

interest arbitration doesn’t link to the disad or solvency deficit

Anderson, A., & Krause, L. A. (1987). Interest Arbitration: The Alternative to the Strike. Fordham Law Review, 56(2), 153–179.

It is our view that either the right to strike or interest arbitration is needed to make collective

bargaining work. The success of collective bargaining requires only one of these alternatives. The fact

that the right to strike is banned' 6 in all cases where interest arbitration is required by statute 17

bears out this point. In those states that have adopted interest arbitration, illegal strikes are virtually

nonexistent. Undeniably, in some cases the strike weapon can be extremely effective in obtaining



bargaining rights for employees as well as in achieving contract gains. Unfortunately, however, a strike

can result in the self-immolation of those employees without the power to strike effectively."8

Moreover, even states that have sanctioned the right to strike for some public employees have not

done so for police, firefighters and other categories of employees who have the power to threaten

seriously the health and safety of the community if they strike. 9 We submit that interest arbitration

enables all employees to achieve favorable employment contract terms 20 by offering an alternative to

the strike that similarly stimulates bargaining.

NET BENEFIT:

1 - No link to the DA, no shutdowns of work

2 - No link to the solvency deficit, arbitrators are neutral and federally protected

3 - Also prevents unreasonable worker demands

4 - Reveals unfair work practices directly to federal employees

AFF ANSWERS
Justification of util:

1. Err neg on framing and weigh extinction first because You should be
a consequentialist utilitarian – 

1. Forecloses future improvement – we can never improve society because
our impact is irreversible

2. Turns suffering – mass death causes suffering because people can’t get
access to resources and basic necessities 

3. Moral obligation – allowing people to die is unethical and should be
prevented because it creates ethics towards other people 

4. Objectivity – body count is the most objective way to calculate impacts
because comparing suffering is unethical 

This is racist which again comes back into union discrimnation

Does not solve for our da’s whatsoever



THEIR ADVANTAGES IS SOLVED UNDER OUR CP BECAUSE WE STILL
HELP THE SAME THINGS THEY ARE HELPING CROSS APPLY OUR
EVIDENCE AND EMPERICS.

IN THEIR ADVANTAGE, THEY SAY THAT US DOES NOT MEET THE
CUSTOMARY INTERNATIONAL LAW IN THEIR BRUDNEY 21 CARD
BUT THAT IS ABSOLUTELY FALSE NO WHERE IN THEIR CARD
SAYING THAT US IS NOT UPHOLDING THE SHARE WITH OTHER
COUTRIIES- COMPLETLY TAKES OUT THEIR ADVANTAGE AND IF
YOU DO NOT BUY THAT ARGUMENT JUST SAY THAT THIS IS
IRRELEVANT TO THE CONTEXT OF THE PLAN TEXT.


