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Pleasure and pain are the starting point for moral reasoning—they’re our most

baseline desires and the only things that explain the intrinsic value of objects or

actions.

Moen 16, Ole Martin (PhD, Research Fellow in Philosophy at University of Oslo). "An Argument for Hedonism." Journal of Value Inquiry

50.2 (2016): 267. SM

Let us start by observing, empirically, that a widely shared judgment about intrinsic value and disvalue is that

pleasure is intrinsically valuable and pain is intrinsically disvaluable. On virtually any proposed list of

intrinsic values and disvalues (we will look at some of them below), pleasure is included among the intrinsic values and pain among the intrinsic

disvalues. This inclusion makes intuitive sense, moreover, for there is something undeniably good about the

way pleasure feels and something undeniably bad about the way pain feels, and neither the

goodness of pleasure nor the badness of pain seems to be exhausted by the further effects that these experiences might have. “Pleasure” and

“pain” are here understood inclusively, as encompassing anything hedonically positive and anything hedonically negative. 2 The

special value statuses of pleasure and pain are manifested in how we treat these experiences in our everyday reasoning about values. If you tell

me that you are heading for the convenience store, I might ask: “What for?” This is a reasonable question, for when you go to

the convenience store you usually do so, not merely for the sake of going to the convenience store, but for the sake of achieving something

further that you deem to be valuable. You might answer, for example: “To buy soda.” This answer makes sense, for soda is a nice thing and you

can get it at the convenience store. I might further inquire, however: “What is buying the soda good for?” This further question can also be a

reasonable one, for it need not be obvious why you want the soda. You might answer: “Well, I want it for the pleasure of drinking it.” If I then

proceed by asking “But what is the pleasure of drinking the soda good for?” the discussion is likely to reach an awkward end. The reason

is that the pleasure is not good for anything further; it is simply that for which going to

the convenience store and buying the soda is good. 3 As Aristotle observes: “We never ask [a man]

what his end is in being pleased, because we assume thatpleasure is choice worthy in

itself.”4 Presumably, a similar story can be told in the case of pains, for if someone says “This is painful!” we never respond by asking: “And

why is that a problem?” We take for granted that if something is painful, we have a sufficient explanation

of why it is bad. If we are onto something in our everyday reasoning about values, it seems that pleasure and pain are

both places where we reach the end of the line in matters of value. Although pleasure and

pain thus seem to be good candidates for intrinsic value and disvalue, several objections have been

raised against this suggestion: (1) that pleasure and pain have instrumental but not intrinsic value/disvalue; (2) that pleasure and pain gain their

value/disvalue derivatively, in virtue of satisfying/frustrating our desires; (3) that there is a subset of pleasures that are not intrinsically valuable

(so-called “evil pleasures”) and a subset of pains that are not intrinsically disvaluable (so-called “noble pains”), and (4) that pain asymbolia,

masochism, and practices such as wiggling a loose tooth render it implausible that pain is intrinsically disvaluable. I shall argue that these

objections fail. Though it is, of course, an open question whether other objections to P1 might be more successful, I shall assume that if (1)–(4)

fail, we are justified in believing that P1 is true itself a paragon of freedom—there will always be some agents able to interfere substantially with



one’s choices. The effective level of protection one enjoys, and hence one’s actual degree of freedom, will vary according to multiple factors:

how powerful one is, how powerful individuals in one’s vicinity are, how frequent police patrols are, and so on. Now, we saw above that what

makes a slave unfree on Pettit’s view is the fact that his master has the power to interfere arbitrarily with his choices; in other words, what

makes the slave unfree is the power relation that obtains between his master and him. The difficulty is that, in light of the facts I just mentioned,

there is no reason to think that this power relation will be unique. A similar relation could obtain between the master and someone other than

the slave: absent perfect state control, the master may very well have enough power to interfere in the lives of countless individuals. Yet it

would be wrong to infer that these individuals lack freedom in the way the slave does; if they lack anything, it seems to be security. A

problematic power relation can also obtain between the slave and someone other than the master, since there may be citizens who are more

powerful than the master and who can therefore interfere with the slave’s choices at their discretion. Once again, it would be wrong to infer

that these individuals make the slave unfree in the same way that the master does. Something appears to be missing from Pettit’s view. If I live

in a particularly nasty part of town, then it may turn out that, when all the relevant factors are taken into account, I am just as vulnerable to

outside interference as are the slaves in the royal palace, yet it does not follow that our conditions are equivalent from the point of view of

freedom. As a matter of fact, we may be equally vulnerable to outside interference, but as a matter of right, our standings could not be more

different. I have legal recourse against anyone who interferes with my freedom; the recourse may not be very effective—presumably it is not, if

my overall vulnerability to outside interference is comparable to that of a slave— but I still have full legal standing.68 By contrast, the slave lacks

legal recourse against the interventions of one specific individual: his master. It is that fact, on a Kantian view—a fact about the legal relation in

which a slave stands to his master—that sets slaves apart from freemen. The point may appear trivial, but it does get something right: whereas

one cannot identify a power relation that obtains uniquely between a slave and his master, the legal relation between them is undeniably

unique. A master’s right to interfere with respect to his slave does not extend to freemen, regardless of how vulnerable they might be as a

matter of fact, and citizens other than the master do not have the right to order the slave around, regardless of how powerful they might be.

This suggests that Kant is correct in thinking that the ideal of freedom is essentially linked to a person’s having full legal standing. More

specifically, he is correct in holding that the importance of rights is not exhausted by their contribution to the level of protection that an

individual enjoys, as it must be on an instrumental view like Pettit’s. Although it does matter that rights be enforced with reasonable

effectiveness, the sheer fact that one has adequate legal rights is essential to one’s standing as a free citizen. In this respect, Kant stays faithful to

the idea that freedom is primarily a matter of standing—a standing that the freeman has and that the slave lacks. Pettit himself frequently

insists on the idea, but he fails to do it justice when he claims that freedom is simply a matter of being adequately (and reliably) shielded against

the strength of others. As Kant recognizes, the standing of a free citizen is a more complex matter than that. One could perhaps worry that the

idea of legal standing is something of a red herring here—that it must ultimately be reducible to a complex network of power relations and,

hence, that the position I attribute to Kant differs only nominally from Pettit’s. That seems to me doubtful. Viewing legal standing as essential to

freedom makes sense only if our conception of the former includes conceptions of what constitutes a fully adequate scheme of legal rights,

appropriate legal recourse, justified punishment, and so on. Only if one believes that these notions all boil down to power relations will Kant’s

position appear similar to Pettit’s. On any other view—and certainly that includes most views recently defended by philosophers—the notion of

legal standing will outstrip the power relations that ground Pettit’s theory.

The standard is maximizing expected well-being.

Consequentialism SPEC: NEC (necessary enabler consequentialism) – all moral reasons for acts are provided by facts that the acts are necessary

enablers for preventing death.

Prefer:

1. Only consequentialism explains degrees of wrongness—if I break a promise to meet

up for lunch, that is not as bad as breaking a promise to take a dying person to the

hospital. Only the consequences of breaking the promise explain why the second one

is much worse than the first. Intuitions outweigh—they’re the foundational basis for

any argument and theories that contradict our intuitions are most likely false even if

we can’t deductively determine why.

2 - Actor Specificity:



a. No act-omission distinction—governments are responsible for everything in the public
sphere so inaction is implicit authorization of action: they have to yes/no bills, which
means everything collapse to aggregation.

b. No intent-foresight distinction – the actions we take are inevitably informed by
predictions from certain mental states, meaning consequences are a collective part of
the will.

c. Comes first since different agents have different ethical standings. Takes out util calc
indicts since they’re empirically denied and link turns them because the alt would be no
action.

3 - Extinction comes first under any framework.

Pummer 15 [Theron, Junior Research Fellow in Philosophy at St. Anne's College, University of Oxford. “Moral Agreement on
Saving the World” Practical Ethics, University of Oxford. May 18, 2015] AT

There appears to be lot of disagreement in moral philosophy. Whether these many apparent
disagreements are deep and irresolvable, I believe there is at least one thing it is reasonable to
agree on right now, whatever general moral view we adopt: that it is very important to reduce the risk that
all intelligent beings on this planet are eliminated by an enormous catastrophe, such as a
nuclear war. How we might in fact try to reduce such existential risks is discussed elsewhere. My claim here is only that we –
whether we’re consequentialists, deontologists, or virtue ethicists – should all agree that we
should try to save the world. According to consequentialism, we should maximize the good, where this is taken to be the

goodness, from an impartial perspective, of outcomes. Clearly one thing that makes an outcome good is that
the people in it are doing well. There is little disagreement here.If the happiness or well-being of possible

future people is just as important as that of people who already exist, and if they would have good lives, it is not hard to see how

reducing existential risk is easily the most important thing in the whole world. This is for the
familiar reason that there are so many people who could exist in the future – there are trillions
upon trillions… upon trillions. There are so many possible future people that reducing existential
risk is arguably the most important thing in the world, even if the well-being of these possible
people were given only 0.001% as much weight as that of existing people. Even on a wholly
person-affecting view – according to which there’s nothing (apart from effects on existing people) to be said in favor of creating
happy people – the case for reducing existential risk is very strong. As noted in this seminal paper, this case is
strengthened by the fact that there’s a good chance that many existing people will, with the aid
of life-extension technology, live very long and very high quality lives. You might think what I
have just argued applies to consequentialists only. There is a tendency to assume that, if an
argument appeals to consequentialist considerations (the goodness of outcomes), it is irrelevant
to non-consequentialists. But that is a huge mistake. Non-consequentialism is the view
that there’s more that determines rightness than the goodness of consequences or outcomes; it
is not the view that the latter don’t matter. Even John Rawls wrote, “All ethical doctrines
worth our attention take consequences into account in judging rightness. One which did not
would simply be irrational, crazy.” Minimally plausible versions of deontology and
virtue ethics must be concerned in part with promoting the good, from an
impartial point of view. They’d thus imply very strong reasons to reduce existential risk, at least when
this doesn’t significantly involve doing harm to others or damaging one’s character. What’s even more surprising, perhaps, is that
even if our own good (or that of those near and dear to us) has much greater weight than goodness from the impartial “point of view



of the universe,” indeed even if the latter is entirely morally irrelevant, we may nonetheless have very strong reasons to reduce
existential risk. Even egoism, the view that each agent should maximize her own good, might imply
strong reasons to reduce existential risk. It will depend, among other things, on what one’s own good consists in. If
well-being consisted in pleasure only, it is somewhat harder to argue that egoism would imply strong reasons to reduce existential
risk – perhaps we could argue that one would maximize her expected hedonic well-being by funding life extension technology or by
having herself cryogenically frozen at the time of her bodily death as well as giving money to reduce existential risk (so that there is
a world for her to live in!). I am not sure, however, how strong the reasons to do this would be. But views which imply that, if I don’t
care about other people, I have no or very little reason to help them are not even minimally plausible views (in addition to hedonistic
egoism, I here have in mind views that imply that one has no reason to perform an act unless one actually desires to do that act).
To be minimally plausible, egoism will need to be paired with a more sophisticated account of
well-being. To see this, it is enough to consider, as Plato did, the possibility of a ring of invisibility – suppose that, while
wearing it, Ayn could derive some pleasure by helping the poor, but instead could derive just a
bit more by severely harming them. Hedonistic egoism would absurdly imply she should do the
latter. To avoid this implication, egoists would need to build something like the meaningfulness
of a life into well-being, in some robust way, where this would to a significant extent be a function of other-regarding

concerns (see chapter 12 of this classic intro to ethics). But once these elements are included, we can (roughly,
as above) argue that this sort of egoism will imply strong reasons to reduce existential risk.Add to
all of this Samuel Scheffler’s recent intriguing arguments (quick podcast version available here) that most of what makes our lives go
well would be undermined if there were no future generations of intelligent persons. On his view, my life would contain vastly less
well-being if (say) a year after my death the world came to an end. So obviously if Scheffler were right I’d have very strong reason to

reduce existential risk. We should also take into account moral uncertainty. What is it
reasonable for one to do, when one is uncertain not (only) about the empirical facts, but also
about the moral facts? I’ve just argued that there’s agreement among minimally plausible ethical
views that we have strong reason to reduce existential risk – not only consequentialists, but also
deontologists, virtue ethicists, and sophisticated egoists should agree. But even those (hedonistic
egoists) who disagree should have a significant level of confidence that they are mistaken, and
that one of the above views is correct. Even if they were 90% sure that their view is the correct
one (and 10% sure that one of these other ones is correct), they would have pretty strong reason, from the
standpoint of moral uncertainty, to reduce existential risk. Perhaps most disturbingly still, even if we are
only 1% sure that the well-being of possible future people matters, it is at least arguable that,
from the standpoint of moral uncertainty, reducing existential risk is the most important thing in
the world. Again, this is largely for the reason that there are so many people who could exist in the future – there are trillions
upon trillions… upon trillions. (For more on this and other related issues, see this excellent dissertation). Of course, it is uncertain
whether these untold trillions would, in general, have good lives. It’s possible they’ll be miserable. It is enough for my claim
that there is moral agreement in the relevant sense if, at least given certain empirical claims about what future

lives would most likely be like, all minimally plausible moral views would converge on
the conclusion that we should try to save the world. While there are some non-crazy views
that place significantly greater moral weight on avoiding suffering than on promoting happiness,

for reasons others have offered (and for independent reasons I won’t get into here unless requested to), they nonetheless seem
to be fairly implausible views. And even if things did not go well for our ancestors, I am optimistic
that they will overall go fantastically well for our descendants, if we allow them to. I suspect that
most of us alive today – at least those of us not suffering from extreme illness or poverty – have
lives that are well worth living, and that things will continue to improve. Derek Parfit, whose work has
emphasized future generations as well as agreement in ethics, described our situation clearly and accurately: “We live during the
hinge of history. Given the scientific and technological discoveries of the last two centuries, the world
has never changed as fast. We shall soon have even greater powers to transform, not only our surroundings, but

ourselves and our successors. If we act wisely in the next few centuries, humanity will survive its most
dangerous and decisive period. Our descendants could, if necessary, go elsewhere, spreading through this galaxy….

Our descendants might, I believe, make the further future very good. But that good future may



also depend in part on us. If our selfish recklessness ends human history, we would be acting
very wrongly.” (From chapter 36 of On What Matters)

a. Gateway issue - we need to be alive to assign value and debate competing moral
theories.

b. no moral theory can allow for extinction because it means the end of value.

1AC - Advantage

Status quo illegality decreases strike activity.
Pope 10, James. (Professor Pope received an A.B. and J.D. from Harvard, and a Ph.D. in politics from Princeton. From 1974 to
1980, he worked in the metal trades and was an active member of the International Association of Machinists and the Industrial
Union of Marine and Shipbuilding Workers. After law school, he clerked for Chief Justice Rose Elizabeth Bird of the California
Supreme Court. Prior to joining the Rutgers faculty in 1986, he was associated with the Boston law firm of Segal, Roitman &
Coleman, where he represented labor unions and workers. Professor Pope is a member of the National Lawyers Guild and serves
on the Executive Council of the Rutgers AAUP/AFT (AFL-CIO). His articles about workers’ rights, constitutional law, and labor
history have appeared in a wide variety of publications including the Columbia Law Review, Law & History Review, the Michigan
Law Review, the University of Pennsylvania Law Review, the Texas Law Review, the Yale Law Journal, Labor History, New Labor
Forum (with Peter Kellman & Ed Bruno), and Working USA (also with Kellman & Bruno).) "The Right to Strike under the United
States Constitution: Theory, Practice, and Possible Implications for Canada." Rutgers University Libraries, 2010,
scholarship.libraries.rutgers.edu/discovery/fulldisplay/alma991031549922004646/01RUT_INST:ResearchRepository.

In practice, however (with the sole exception of the Wolff Packing case, discussed below), the Supreme Court has
upheld restrictions on the right to strike without considering their effect on the ability of workers
to influence their conditions of employment. As a result, U.S. law is extraordinarily unprotective
of the right to strike. The Court has, for example, approved the privilege of employers to
permanently replace economic strikers, upheld a flat prohibition on secondary strikes, and
sustained flat bans on public employee rights.6 The ILO’s Committee on Freedom of
Association has concluded that each of these outcomes violates international standards.7
Scholars have suggested that the permanent replacement rule, in particular, has contributed to
a drastic decline in strike activity in the U.S.8 Once labor’s great equalizer, the threat of a strike has been appropriated
by management both in negotiations, where employers are more likely to threaten permanent replacement than unions are to
threaten a strike, and in organizing drives, where the threat of permanent replacement is “Exhibit Number One” against unionizing.9

Scenario 1 – Soft Power

US soft power is wavering - there’s still hope for recovery but it requires consistency

Brand 21 [Brand finance reports on a wide array of domestic and global news stories; news topics include politics/government,
business, technology, religion, sports/entertainment, science/nature, and health/lifestyle.  “The decline of US soft power? Last year's
ranking leader, America plummets down the Global Soft Power Index.”  May 2, 2021.
https://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/the-decline-of-us-soft-power-last-years-ranking-leader-america-plummets-down-the-glo
bal-soft-power-index-301238970.html]

LONDON, March 2, 2021 /PRNewswire/ -- A year of widespread turmoil is starkly reflected in America's
steep drop in the Global Soft Power Index 2021, making the US the fastest-falling soft power
nation globally. Defined as ability to influence the preferences and behaviors of other nations around the world, soft power
is linked to attraction or persuasion, rather than coercion. Between a turbulent election campaign and a haphazard

COVID-19 response, the US lost its position as the world's soft power superpower, falling from last
year's 1st to 6th position in 2021. With an overall Index score of 55.9 out of 100, down by -11.2 points on last year's 67.1 –

the US recorded a more significant decline than any other nation in the ranking. With former President



Donald Trump's hesitance to acknowledge the scale and severity of the pandemic criticized at home and abroad, the US places at
the very bottom of the Index's COVID-19 metric, ranking at an abysmal 105th place among all nations rated in the study. David
Haigh, CEO of Brand Finance, commented: "The raging of the virus across the US combined with President Trump's rebuke of
medical expertise and touting of reckless home-remedies is the most likely culprit for the waning of America's long-held role model
status internationally, at a time where sensible global leadership has arguably been most needed." Unveiled at the virtual Global Soft
Power Summit 2021, hosted by leading brand valuation consultancy Brand Finance in partnership with BBC Global News, the
Global Soft Power Index 2021 represents the most comprehensive research study on perceptions of nation brands – capturing the
opinions of 75,000 respondents across 100 countries. Playing host to various speakers, the Summit also included inputs from David
Miliband, CEO and President of the International Rescue Committee, as well as Joseph Nye – the Harvard University Professor
originally responsible for coining the phrase 'soft power'. According to Professor Nye, the demise of US soft power
began as early as 2017 under the Trump administration, but there is hope for recovery:
"Trump's narrow view of international allies, withdrawal from global agreements like the Paris Climate Accord, and lack of support for
the WHO were already damaging American soft power before COVID-19 even hit. "Trump was the first president that did not place a
high emphasis on values. When America emphasized values, it made the nation more attractive to society, hence our soft power
was unrivalled. "The question is if we can recover our soft power, and I think the answer is yes. If America continues making
progress on vaccines and can get the pandemic under control, coupled with a sharp economic recovery, then our prospects look
good. So, if I were to comment on what the Global Soft Power Index will say next year, I believe the US will be back on an upward
trend." David Miliband, in turn, warned of the challenges ahead and underlined the importance of integrity and internal unity for soft
power: "There are more power centers today than ever before, and this increased competition for
soft power means reproducing past results is going to be much tougher. In this regard, I think the US
is going to have to work a lot harder to re-establish its reputation in the next four years. "If a nation is

divided, it becomes harder to attract others, and soft power will suffer as a result. Every government lives in coalition
with its own people, regardless of the type of rule in place, and the greatest threat to the
soft power of a country is dissonance between what it says it stands for
and what its actions reveal it to stand for."

US disregard of ILO wrecks soft power.

Rosenberg 20 [Eli Rosenberg covers work and labor for The Washington Post..  “U.S. accused of violating international
labor laws, forced-labor protections in new complaint.”  October 7, 2020.
https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/2020/10/08/international-complaint-worker-protections/]

The Labor Department and Occupational Safety and Health Administration did not respond to a request for comment. The National
Labor Relations Board declined to comment. The complaint points to two main avenues of failure for U.S. labor law and policy: the
country’s antiquated labor laws, such as the 1935 National Labor Relations Act, which leaves farmers, gig workers, contractors and
other classes of workers without protection; and the softening of workers’ protections by the Trump administration that has continued
into the pandemic. Some of the complaint’s harshest words were reserved for the Trump administration’s orders declaring industries
such as meatpacking essential, compelling them to stay open even amid potential novel coronavirus outbreaks, while federal
agencies, including OSHA, declined to issue enforceable safety regulations. “These executive orders gave a green light for
employers to force workers to report for work and risk their lives or lose their jobs,” said the complaint, signed by Trumka and SEIU
President Mary Kay Henry. “This is tantamount to forced labor.” The complaint highlighted the racial implications of these orders too,
arguing one executive order was inherently discriminatory because the vast majority of meatpacking workers who contracted the
coronavirus were Black or Hispanic. The complaint also took aim at other ways Trump’s labor agencies rolled back protections for
workers. During the pandemic’s early weeks, the NLRB, which oversees union elections, suspended them, giving companies more
time to maneuver against them, the complaint charged. The NLRB also issued a memo in March that the union presidents said
signaled employers could avoid bargaining about proposed layoffs because of the pandemic. And in two cases in August, the NLRB
said companies were in the clear for dismissing workers who expressed concern about safety issues during the pandemic, even
though workers have protections from the National Labor Relations Act from being fired in many cases for raising safety concerns at
work. “Each of these decisions disarms workers and their unions in the face of management actions to violate their collective
bargaining rights in the Covid-19 crisis,” the complaint said. “Since these memoranda also serve as instructions to NLRB regional
authorities on how to handle similar cases, they have a cascading effect that will undermine workers’ rights in weeks and months
ahead as the pandemic continues to ravage American workplaces.” As they rushed to maintain U.S. meat supply, big processors
saw meat plants become covid-19 hot spots, worker illnesses spike It also put a spotlight on OSHA, charged with upholding worker
safety regulations, noting that the agency failed to issue a safety standard businesses would be required to adhere to for
coronavirus safety. “The complaint is stunning in its level of detail and the number of examples,” said Joseph A. McCartin, a U.S.
labor expert at Georgetown University. “What becomes clear is that the U.S. is far from an example for how



to protect workers and is actually showing itself to be well behind the curve.” McCartin said the type of

complaint was not very typical of prosperous, democratic countries. Countries that had complaints

investigated by the U.N. labor body in 2019 include Burundi, China, Myanmar, Pakistan and France. Though the ILO does not
have any enforcement power, a finding against the United States after an investigation could have serious
ramifications for the country’s reputation, McCartin said. “It would strengthen politically the argument
that our laws are inadequate,” McCartin said. “It could help to bring some political pressure to bear
on those agencies if in the eyes of the world and this duly designated committee that the U.S. is
found to be failing to ensure basic human rights.” The United States participates in the ILO but has not signed on

to all of its conventions. “The committee’s finding that the U.S. is in violation of these essential
international standards would make it a lot more difficult for the U.S. to hold other countries
accountable,” said Lance Compa, a labor law expert who helped draft the complaint. “To the extent that the committee finds that

the U.S. has violated international standards, it makes it a lot more difficult for the U.S. to, for
example, hold China accountable for labor rights violations. Or Russia, or India, or Brazil.” Henry, SEIU’s president,
said that state of labor protections in the United States was “unconscionable.”

Soft power fosters multilateralism - solves extinction but also renews the institutional
foundation of the global order.

John G. Ikenberry 11, Albert G. Milbank Professor of Politics and International Affairs at Princeton, Spring, “A World of Our
Making”, http://www.democracyjournal.org/20/a-world-of-our-making.php?page=all

Grand Strategy as Liberal Order Building American dominance of the global system will eventually yield to
the rise of other powerful states. The unipolar moment will pass. In facing this
circumstance, American grand strategy should be informed by answers to this question:
What sort of international order would we like to see in place in 2020 or 2030 when
America is less powerful? Grand strategy is a set of coordinated and sustained policies designed to address the
long-term threats and opportunities that lie beyond the country’s shores. Given the great shifts in the global system and the crisis of
liberal hegemonic order, how should the United States pursue grand strategy in the coming years? The answer is that the
United States should work with others to rebuild and renew the institutional foundations
of the liberal international order and along the way re-establish its own authority
as a global leader. The United States is going to need to invest in alliances, partnerships, multilateral institutions,

special relationships, great-power concerts, cooperative security pacts, and democratic security communities. That is, the
United States will need to return to the great tasks of liberal order building. It is useful to
distinguish between two types of grand strategy: positional and milieu oriented. With a positional grand strategy, a great power
seeks to diminish the power or threat embodied in a specific challenger state or group of states. Examples are Nazi Germany,
Imperial Japan, the Soviet bloc, and perhaps—in the future—Greater China. With a milieu-oriented grand strategy, a great power
does not target a specific state but seeks to structure its general international environment in ways that are congenial with its
long-term security. This might entail building the infrastructure of international cooperation, promoting trade and democracy in
various regions of the world, and establishing partnerships that might be useful for various contingencies. My point is that under
conditions of unipolarity, in a world of diffuse threats, and with pervasive uncertainty over what the specific security challenges will
be in the future, this milieu-based approach to grand strategy is necessary. The United States does not face the sort of singular
geopolitical threat that it did with the fascist and communist powers of the last century. Indeed, compared with the dark days of the
1930s or the Cold War, America lives in an extraordinarily benign security environment. Rather than a single overriding threat, the

United States and other countries face a host of diffuse and evolving threats. Global warming, nuclear
proliferation, jihadist terrorism, energy security, health pandemics—these and
other dangers loom on the horizon. Any of these threats could endangerAmericans’
lives and way of life either directly or indirectly by destabilizing the global system
upon which American security and prosperity depends. What is more, these threats are

interconnected—and it is their interactive effects that represent the most acute danger. And if several of these threats



materialize at the same time and interact to generate greater violence and instability, then
the global order itself, as well as the foundations of American national security, would be
put at risk. What unites these threats and challenges is that they are all manifestations of rising security interdependence.
More and more of what goes on in other countries matters for the health and safety of the United States and the rest of the world.
Many of the new dangers—such as health pandemics and transnational terrorist violence—stem from the weakness of states rather
than their strength. At the same time, technologies of violence are evolving, providing opportunities for weak states or nonstate
groups to threaten others at a greater distance. When states are in a situation of security interdependence, they cannot go it alone.
They must negotiate and cooperate with other states and seek mutual restraints and protections. The United States can-not hide or
protect itself from threats under conditions of rising security interdependence. It must get out in the world and work with other states
to build frameworks of cooperation and leverage capacities for action against this unusually diverse, diffuse, and unpredictable array
of threats and challenges. This is why a milieu-based grand strategy is attractive. The objective is to shape the
international environment to maximize your capacities to protect the nation from threats.
To engage in liberal order building is to invest in international cooperative frameworks—that is, rules, institutions, partnerships,
networks, standby capacities, social knowledge, etc.—in which the United States operates. To build international order
is to increase the global stock of “social capital”—which is the term Pierre Bourdieu, Robert Putnam,

and other social scientists have used to define the actual and potential resources and
capacities within a political community, manifest in and through its networks of social
relations, that are available for solving collective problems. If American grand strategy is to be
organized around liberal order building, what are the specific objectives and what is the policy agenda? There are five such
objectives. First, the United States needs to lead in the building of an enhanced protective infrastructure that helps prevent the
emergence of threats and limits the damage if they do materialize. Many of the threats mentioned above are manifest as
socioeconomic backwardness and failure that cause regional and international instability and conflict. These are the sorts of threats
that are likely to arise with the coming of global warming and epidemic disease. What is needed here is institutional cooperation to
strengthen the capacity of governments and the international com-munity to prevent epidemics or food shortages or mass
migrations that create global upheaval—and mitigate the effects of these upheavals if they occur. The international system already
has a great deal of this protective infrastructure—institutions and networks that pro-mote cooperation over public health, refugees,
and emergency aid. But as the scale and scope of potential problems grow in the twenty-first century, investments in these
preventive and management capacities will also need to grow. Early warning systems, protocols for emergency operations, standby
capacities, etc.—these safeguards are the stuff of a protective global infrastructure. Second, the United States should recommit to
and rebuild its security alliances. The idea is to update the old bargains that lie behind these security pacts. In NATO, but also in the
East Asia bilateral partner-ships, the United States agrees to provide security protection to the other states and brings its partners
into the process of decision-making over the use of force. In return, these partners agree to work with the United States—providing
manpower, logistics, and other types of support—in wider theaters of action. The United States gives up some autonomy in strategic
decision-making, although it is more an informal restraint than a legally binding one, and in exchange it gets cooperation and
political support. Third, the United States should reform and create encompassing global institutions that foster and legitimate
collective action. The first move here should be to reform the United Nations, starting with the expansion of the permanent
membership on the Security Council. Several plans have been proposed. All of them entail adding new members—such as
Germany, Japan, India, Brazil, South Africa, and others—and reforming the voting procedures. Almost all of the candidates for
permanent membership are mature or rising democracies. The goal, of course, is to make them stakeholders in the United Nations
and thereby strengthen the primacy of the UN as a vehicle for global collective action. There really is no substitute for the legitimacy
that the United Nations can offer to emergency actions—humanitarian interventions, economic sanctions, uses of force against
terrorists, and so forth. Public support in advanced democracies grows rapidly when their governments can stand behind a
UN-sanctioned action. Fourth, the United States should accommodate and institution-ally engage China. China will most likely be a
dominant state, and the United States will need to yield to it in various ways. The United States should respond to the rise of China
by strengthening the rules and institutions of the liberal international order—deepening their roots, integrating rising capitalist
democracies, sharing authority and functional roles. The United States should also intensify cooperation with Europe and renew joint
commitments to alliances and multilateral global governance. The more that China faces not just the United States but the entire
world of capitalist democracies, the better. This is not to argue that China must face a grand counterbalancing alliance against it.
Rather, it should face a complex and highly integrated global system—one that is so encompassing and deeply entrenched that it
essentially has no choice but to join it and seek to prosper within it. The United States should also be seeking to construct a regional
security order in East Asia that can provide a framework for managing the coming shifts. The idea is not to block China’s entry into
the regional order but to help shape its terms, looking for opportunities to strike strategic bargains at various moments along the
shifting power trajectories and encroaching geopolitical spheres. The big bargain that the United States will want to strike is this: to
accommodate a rising China by offering it status and position within the regional order in return for Beijing’s acceptance and
accommodation of Washington’s core strategic interests, which include remaining a dominant security provider within East Asia. In
striking this strategic bargain, the United States will also want to try to build multilateral institutional arrangements in East Asia that
will tie China to the wider region. Fifth, the United States should reclaim a liberal internationalist public philosophy. When American
officials after World War II championed the building of a rule-based postwar order, they articulated a distinctive internationalist vision
of order that has faded in recent decades. It was a vision that entailed a synthesis of liberal and realist ideas about economic and
national security, and the sources of stable and peaceful order. These ideas—drawn from the experiences with the New Deal and
the previous decades of war and depression—led American leaders to associate the national interest with the building of a managed
and institutionalized global system. What is needed today is a renewed public philosophy of liberal internationalism—a shift away



from neoliberal-ism—that can inform American elites as they make trade-offs between sovereignty and institutional cooperation.
Under this philosophy, the restraint and the commitment of American power went hand in hand. Global rules and institutions
advanced America’s national interest rather than threatened it. The alternative public philosophies that have circulated in recent
years—philosophies that champion American unilateralism and disentanglement from global rules and institutions—did not meet
with great success. So an opening exists for America’s postwar vision of internationalism to be updated and rearticulated today. The
United States should embrace the tenets of this liberal public philosophy: Lead with rules rather than dominate with power; provide
public goods and connect their provision to cooperative and accommodative policies of others; build and renew international rules
and institutions that work to reinforce the capacities of states to govern and achieve security and economic success; keep the other
liberal democracies close; and let the global system itself do the deep work of liberal modernization. As it navigates this
brave new world, the United States will find itself needing to share power and rely in part
on others to ensure its security. It will not be able to depend on unipolar power or airtight
borders. It will need, above all else, authority and respect as a global leader.
The United States has lost some of that authority and respect in recent years. In
committing itself to a grand strategy of liberal order building, it can begin the process of
gaining it back.

Institutional legitimacy checks conflict escalation even after hegemony erodes - key to
prevent global transition wars and power vacuums.

Kromah 09 (Lamii Moivi Kromah, Department of International Relations University of the Witwatersrand, February 2009, “The
Institutional Nature of U.S. Hegemony: Post 9/11”, http://wiredspace.wits.ac.za/bitstream/handle/10539/7301/MARR%2009.pdf)

After WWII the U.S. established organizations such as the United Nations, NATO and others. In each these new regimes it make Germany a

member and eventual an integral partner. The interests of the leader are projected on a universal plane: What is good for the hegemon is good

for the world. The hegemonic state is successful to the degree that other states emulate it. Emulation is the basis of

the consent that lies at the heart of the hegemonic project.41 Since wealth depended on peace the U.S set about creating institutions and

regimes that promoted free trade, and peaceful conflict resolution. U.S. benevolent hegemony is what has kept the

peace since the end of WWII. The upshot is that U.S. hegemony and liberalism have produced the most stable and

durable political order that the world has seen since the fall of the Roman Empire. It is not as formally or highly

integrated as the European Union, but it is just as profound and robust as a political order, Kant’s Perpetual Peace requires that the system be

diverse and not monolithic because then tyranny will be the outcome. As long as the system allows fordemocratic states to

press claims and resolve conflicts, the system will perpetuate itself peacefully. A state such as the United States that has

achieved international primacy has every reason to attempt to maintain that primacy through peaceful means so as to preclude the need

of having to fight a war to maintain it.42 This view of the post-hegemonic Western world does not put a great deal of emphasis on U.S.

leadership in the traditional sense. U.S. leadership takes the form of providing the venues and mechanisms for articulating demands and

resolving disputes not unlike the character of politics within domestic pluralistic systems.43 America as a big and powerful state has an incentive

to organize and manage a political order that is considered legitimate by the other states. It is not in a hegemonic leader's

interest to preside over a global order that requires constant use of material capabilities to get other

states to go along. Legitimacy exists when political order is based on reciprocal consent. It emerges when

secondary states buy into rules and norms  of the political order as a matter of principle, and not simply

because they are forced into it. But if a hegemonic power wants to encourage the emergence of a

legitimate political order, it must articulate principles and norms, and engage in negotiations and

compromises that have very little to do with the exercise of power.44 So should this hegemonic power be called

leadership, or domination? Well, it would tend toward the latter. Hierarchy has not gone away from this system. Core states have peripheral

areas: colonial empires and neo-colonial backyards. Hegemony, in other words, involves a structure in which there is a hegemonic core power.

The problem with calling this hegemonic power "leadership" is that leadership is a wonderful thing-everyone needs leadership. But sometimes I

have notice that leadership is also an ideology that legitimates domination and exploitation. In fact, this is often the case. But this is a different

kind of domination than in earlier systems. Its difference can be seen in a related question: is it progressive? Is it evolutionary in the sense of

being better for most people in the system? I think it actually is a little bit better. The trickle down effect is bigger-it is not very big, but it is

http://wiredspace.wits.ac.za/bitstream/handle/10539/7301/MARR%2009.pdf


bigger.45 It is to this theory, Hegemonic Stability that the glass slipper properly belongs, because both U.S. security and economic strategies fit

the expectations of hegemonic stability theory more comfortably than they do other realist theories. We must first discuss the three pillars that

U.S. hegemony rests on structural, institutional, and situational. (1) Structural leadership refers to the underlying distribution of material

capabilities that gives some states the ability to direct the overall shape of world political order. Natural resources, capital, technology, military

force, and economic size are the characteristics that shape state power, which in turn determine the capacities for leadership and hegemony. If

leadership is rooted in the distribution of power, there is reason to worry about the present and future.

The relative decline of the United States has not been matched by the rise of another hegemonic leader.
At its hegemonic zenith after World War II, the United States commanded roughly forty five percent of world

production. It had a remarkable array of natural resource, financial, agricultural, industrial, and

technological assets.America in 1945 or 1950 was not just hegemonic because it had a big economy or a huge military; it had an

unusually wide range of resources and capabilities. This situation may never occur again. As far as one looks into the next century, it is

impossible to see the emergence of a country with a similarly commanding power position. (2) Institutional leadership refers to

the rules and practices that states agree to that set in place principles and procedures that guide their

relations. It is not power capabilities as such or the interventions of specific states that facilitate

concerted action, but the rules and mutual expectations that are established as institutions. Institutions are,

in a sense, self-imposed constraints that states create to assure continuity in their relations and to facilitate the realization of mutual interests. A

common theme of recent discussions of the management of the world economy is that institutions will need to play a greater role in the future

in providing leadership in the absence of American hegemony. Bergsten argues, for example, that "institutions themselves will need to play a

much more important role.46 Institutional management is important and can generate results that are internationally greater than the sum of

their national parts. The argument is not that international institutions impose outcomes on states, but that institutions shape and

constrain how states conceive and pursue their interests and policy goals. They provide channels and

mechanisms to reach agreements. They set standards and mutual expectations concerning how states

should act. They "bias" politics in internationalist directions just as, presumably, American hegemonic

leadership does. (3) Situational leadership refers to the actions and initiatives of states that induce

cooperation quite apart from the distribution of power or the array of institutions. It is more cleverness

or the ability to see specific opportunities to build or reorient international political order, rather than

the power capacities of the state, that makes a difference. In this sense, leadership really is expressed in a

specific individual-in a president or foreign minister-as he or she sees a new opening, a previously

unidentified passage forward, a new way to define state interests, and thereby transforms existing

relations. Hegemonic stability theorists argue that international politics is characterized by a succession of hegemonies in which a single

powerful state dominates the system as a result of its victory in the last hegemonic war.47 Especially after the cold war America can be

described as trying to keep its position at the top but also integrating others more thoroughly in the international system that it dominates. It is

assumed that the differential growth of power in a state system would undermine the status quo and lead to hegemonic war between declining

and rising powers48, but I see a different pattern: the U.S. hegemonic stability promoting liberal institutionalism, the

events following 9/11 are a brief abnormality from this path, but the general trend will be toward

institutional liberalism. Hegemonic states are the crucial components in military alliances that turn back the major threats to mutual

sovereignties and hence political domination of the system. Instead of being territorially aggressive and eliminating other states, hegemons

respect other's territory. They aspire to be leaders and hence are upholders of inter-stateness and inter-territoriality.49 The nature of the

institutions themselves must, however, be examined. They were shaped in the years immediately after World War II by the United States. The

American willingness to establish institutions, the World Bank to deal with finance and trade, United Nations to resolve global conflict, NATO to

provide security for Western Europe, is explained in terms of the theory of collective goods. It is commonplace in the regimes literature that the

United States, in so doing, was providing not only private goods for its own benefit but also (and perhaps especially) collective goods desired by,

and for the benefit of, other capitalist states and members of the international system in general. (Particular care is needed here about equating

state interest with "national" interest.) Not only was the United States protecting its own territory and commercial enterprises, it was providing

military protection for some fifty allies and almost as many neutrals. Not only was it ensuring a liberal, open, near-global economy for its own

prosperity, it was providing the basis for the prosperity of all capitalist states and even for some states organized on noncapitalist principles

(those willing to abide by the basic rules established to govern international trade and finance). While such behaviour was not exactly selfless or



altruistic, certainly the benefits-however distributed by class, state, or region-did accrue to many others, not just to Americans.50 For the

truth about U.S. dominant role in the world is known to most clear-eyed international observers. And the

truth is that the benevolent hegemony exercised by the United States is good for a vast portion of the

world's population. It is certainly a better international arrangement than all realistic alternatives. To

undermine it would cost many others around the world far more than it would cost Americans-and far sooner. As Samuel Huntington wrote five

years ago, before he joined the plethora of scholars disturbed by the "arrogance" of American hegemony; "A world without U.S.

primacy will be a world with more violence and disorder and less democracy and economic growth than

a world where the United States continues to have more influence than any other country shaping global

affairs”.51 I argue that the overall American-shaped system is still in place. It is this macro political system-a legacy of

American power and its liberal polity that remains and serves to foster agreement and consensus. This is

precisely what people want when they look for U.S. leadership and hegemony.52 If the U.S. retreats from its hegemonic role, who would

supplant it, not Europe, not China, not the Muslim world –and certainly not the United Nations. Unfortunately, the alternative to a

single superpower is not a multilateral utopia, but the anarchic nightmare of a New Dark Age. Moreover, the

alternative to unipolarity would not be multipolarity at all. It would be ‘apolarity’ –a global vacuum of power.53 Since the end

of WWII the United States has been the clear and dominant leader politically, economically and military. But its leadership as been unique; it has

not been tyrannical, its leadership and hegemony has focused on relative gains and has forgone absolute gains. The difference lies in the

exercise of power. The strength acquired by the United States in the aftermath of World War II was far greater than any single nation had ever

possessed, at least since the Roman Empire. America's share of the world economy, the overwhelming superiority of its military

capacity-augmented for a time by a monopoly of nuclear weapons and the capacity to deliver them--gave it the choice of pursuing any number

of global ambitions. That the American people "might have set the crown of world empire on their brows," as one British statesman put it in

1951, but chose not to, was a decision of singular importance in world history and recognized as such.54 Leadership is really an elegant word for

power. To exercise leadership is to get others to do things that they would not otherwise do. It involves the ability to shape, directly or indirectly,

the interests or actions of others. Leadership may involve the ability to not just "twist arms" but also to get other states to conceive of their

interests and policy goals in theory thus shifts from the ability to provide a public good to the ability to coerce other states. A benign hegemon

in this sense coercion should be understood as benign and not tyrannical. If significant continuity in the ability of the United States to get what it

wants is accepted, then it must be explained. The explanation starts with our noting that the institutions for political and economic cooperation

have themselves been maintained. Keohane rightly stresses the role of institutions as "arrangements permitting communication and therefore

facilitating the exchange of information. By providing reliable information and reducing the costs of transactions, institutions can permit

cooperation to continue even after a hegemon's influence has eroded. Institutions provide opportunities for

commitment and for observing whether others keep their commitments. Such opportunities are virtually essential to cooperation in

non-zero-sum situations, as gaming experiments demonstrate. Declining hegemony and stagnant (but not decaying)

institutions may therefore be consistent with a stable provision of desired outcomes, although the ability to promote

new levels of cooperation to deal with new problems (e.g., energy supplies, environmental protection) is

more problematic. Institutions nevertheless provide a part of the necessary explanation.56 In restructuring the world after WWII it was

America that was the prime motivator in creating and supporting the various international organizations in the economic and conflict resolution

field. An example of this is NATO’s making Western Europe secure for the unification of Europe. It was through NATO institutionalism that the

countries in Europe where able to start the unification process. The U.S. working through NATO provided the security and impetus for a conflict

prone region to unite and benefit from greater cooperation. Since the United States emerged as a great power, the new ways. This suggests a

second element of leadership, which involves not just the marshalling of power capabilities and material resources. It also involves the ability to

project a set of political ideas or principles about the proper or effective ordering of po1itics. It suggests the ability to produce concerted or

collaborative actions by several states or other actors. Leadership is the use of power to orchestrate the actions of a group toward a collective

end.55 By validating regimes and norms of international behaviour the U.S. has given incentives for actors,

small and large, in the international arena to behave peacefully. The uni-polar U.S. dominated order has led to a stable

international system. Woodrow Wilson’s zoo of managed relations among states as supposed to his jungle method of constant conflict. The U.S.

through various international treaties and organizations as become a quasi world government; It resolves the problem of provision by imposing

itself as a centralized authority able to extract the equivalent of taxes. The focus of the identification of the interests of others with its own has

been the most striking quality of American foreign and defence policy. Americans seem to have internalized and made second nature a

conviction held only since World War II: Namely, that their own wellbeing depends fundamentally on the well-being of others; that American

prosperity cannot occur in the absence of global prosperity; that American freedom depends on the survival and spread of freedom elsewhere;



that aggression anywhere threatens the danger of aggression everywhere; and that American national security is impossible without a broad

measure of international security.57

Scenario 2 - Union Strength

Strikes are necessary to sustain union strength.
Reich, Adam, et al 20. (Adam Reich received his PhD in sociology from UC Berkeley in 2012, and was a Robert Wood
Johnson Health & Society Scholar at Columbia from 2012 to 2014.  He focuses on economic and cultural sociology.  Much of his
research concerns how people make sense of their economic activities and economic positions within organizations.  Reich is the
author of three books, the most recent of which is Selling Our Souls: The Commodification of Hospital Care in the United States
(Princeton, 2014).  He is also the author of several peer-reviewed articles, which have appeared in journals such as the American
Journal of Sociology and Social Science & Medicine. Education Ph.D.  University of California, Berkeley, 2012.) "Schooled by
Strikes? The Effects of Large-Scale Labor Unrest on Mass Attitudes Toward the Labor Movement." Cambridge Core, 2 June 2020,
www.cambridge.org/core/journals/perspectives-on-politics/article/abs/schooled-by-strikes-the-effects-of-largescale-labor-unrest-on-
mass-attitudes-toward-the-labor-movement/0B7101A887DCE4134E26B758D082C8DB.

Strikes and Labor Power in an Era of Union Decline We examined the political consequences of large-scale teacher strikes,
studying how firsthand exposure changed mass attitudes and public preferences. Across a range of specifications and approaches,
we find that increased exposure to the strikes led to greater support for the walkouts, more
support for legal rights for teachers and unions, and, especially, greater personal interest in
labor action at people’s own jobs, though not necessarily through traditional unions. Returning to the theoretical
expectations we outlined earlier, the teacher strikes appear to have changed the ways that parents think about the labor movement,
generating greater public support. The results regarding workers’ interest in undertaking labor action in
their own jobs also suggests evidence in favor of the public inspiration and imitation hypothesis,
underscoring the role that social movements and mobilizationscan play in teaching noninvolved
members about the movement and tactics. Still, an important caveat to these findings is that strike-exposed parents
were not more likely to say that they would vote for a traditional union at their jobs, possibly reflecting the fact that the strikes
emphasized individual teachers and not necessarily teacher unions as organizations either in schools or in parents’ own workplaces.
Further research might explore this difference, together with the fact that we find somewhat stronger evidence in favor of the
imitation hypothesis (i.e., support for labor action at one’s own work) than for the public support hypothesis (i.e., support for the
striking teachers). Before we discuss the broader implications of our findings for the understanding of the labor movement, we briefly
review and address several caveats to the interpretation of our results. One concern is whether the results we identify from a single
survey can speak to enduring changes in public opinion about the strikes and unions. Given the timing of the teacher strikes in the
first half of 2018, our respondents were reflecting on events that happened 7–12 months in the past. We therefore think that our
results represent more durable changes in opinion as a result of the strikes, in line with other studies of historical mobilizations and
long-term changes in attitudes (Mazumder 2018). The AFL-CIO time-series polling data, moreover, further suggest that there
were increases in aggregate public support for unions in the strike states after the strikes
occurred. Nevertheless, follow-up studies should examine how opinion toward, and interest in, unions evolve in the mass teacher
strike states, and it would be especially interesting to understand whether unions have begun capitalizing on the interest in the labor
movement that the strikes generated. We also note that, despite the large sample size of our original survey, we still lack sufficient
statistical power to fully explore the effects of the strikes on all of our survey outcomes. Future studies ought to consider alternative
designs with the power to probe the individual outcomes that were not considered in this study. Another question is how to
generalize from our results to other strikes and labor actions. Although it is beyond the scope of this article to develop and test a
more general theory of strike action, there are factors that suggest that the teacher strikes we study here represent a hard test for
building public support. The affected states had relatively weak public sector labor movements, meaning that few individuals had
personal connections to unions; most were also generally conservative and Republican leaning, further potentially reducing the
receptivity of the public to the teachers’ demands. And lastly, the type of work we study —teaching—involves close interaction with a
very sympathetic constituency: children and their parents. This should make strike disruptions more controversial and increase the
likelihood of political backlash (and indeed, we do find that the strikes were less persuasive for parents who may have lacked access
to childcare). Nevertheless, additional factors may have strengthened the effects of the strikes; namely, that education spending in
the strike and walkout states had dropped so precipitously since the Great Recession, giving teachers the opportunity to connect
their demands to broader public goods. Considering these factors together, we feel comfortable arguing that strikes are likely to be
successful in other contexts where involved employees can successfully leverage close connections to the clients and customers
they serve and connect their grievances to the interests of the broader community. This is likely to be especially true in cases where
individuals feel they are not receiving the level of quality service they deserve from businesses or governments. The flip side of our
argument is that strikes are less likely to be successful—and may produce backlash—when the mass public views striking workers’
demands as illegitimate or opposed to their own interests or when individuals are especially inconvenienced by labor action and do
not have readily available alternatives (such as lacking childcare during school strikes). This suggests that teachers’ unions’



provision of meals and childcare to parents (as happened in a number of the recent strikes) is a particularly important tactic to avoid
public backlash. In addition, our results suggest that future strikes on their own are unlikely to change public opinion if all they do is
to provide information about workers’ grievances or disrupt work routines. Our exploratory analysis of the mechanisms driving our
results suggests that it was not necessarily information about poor school quality or the strikes themselves that changed parents’
minds, but perhaps the fact that the teachers were discussing the public goods they were seeking for the broader community. We
anticipate that strikes or walkouts that adopt a similar strategy—similar to the notion of “bargaining for the common good”—would be
most likely to register effects like ours in the future (McCartin 2016). Notably, that is exactly the strategy deployed by teachers in Los
Angeles, who spent several years building ties to community members and explaining the broader benefits that a stronger union
could offer to their community in the run-up to a strike in early 2019 (Caputo-Pearl and McAlevey 2019). In all, our results
complement a long line of work arguing for the primacy of the strike as a tactic for labor influence (e.g. Burns 2011; Rosenfeld 2006;
Rubin 1986). Although this literature generally has focused on the economic consequences of strikes, we have shown that strikes
can also have significant effects on public opinion. Even though private sector strikes have long sought to amass public support,
public-facing strikes are even more important for public sector labor unions, given their structure of production and the fact that
their“managers”are ultimately elected officials. But how should we view strikes relative to the other strategies that public sector
unions might deploy in politics, such as campaign contributions, inside lobbying, or mobilization of their members (cf. DiSalvo 2015;
Moe 2011)? Given the large cost of mass strikes in terms of time and grassroots organizing, we expect that public sector unions will
be most likely to turn to public-facing strikes (like the 2018 teacher walkouts) when these other lower-cost inside strategies are
unsuccessful and when their demands are popular in the mass public. Under these circumstances, government unions have every
reason to broaden the scope of conflict to include the mass public (cf. Schattschneider 1960). But when unions can deploy less
costly activities (like simply having a lobbyist meet with lawmakers) or when they are pursuing demands that are more controversial
with the public, we suspect that unions will opt for less public-facing strategies (on the logic of inside versus outside lobbying more
generally, see, for example, Kollman 1998). Indeed, our results complement work by Terry Moe and Sarah Anzia describing how
teacher unions work through low-salience and low-visibility strategies, such as capturing school boards, pension boards, or
education bureaucracies, when they are pushing policies that tend not to be supported by the public (Anzia 2013; Anzia and Moe
2015; Moe 2011). Our results yield a final implication for thinking about the historical development of the labor smovement: they
suggest that the decline of strikes we tracked in Figure 1 may form a vicious cycle for the long-term political power of labor. As we
have documented, strikes seem to be an important way that people form opinions about unions and develop interest in labor action.
As both strikes and union membership have declined precipitously over the past decades, few members of the public have had
opportunities to gain firsthand knowledge and interest in unions. Moreover, strikes appear to foster greater
interest in further strikes, feeding on one another. If unions are to regain any economic or
political clout in the coming years, our study suggests that the strike must be a central strategy
of the labor movement.

A – Innovation

We’re on the brink - decline in R&D cedes dominance to China - labor market investment
is the strongest internal link to tech development and jobs.

Augustine and Baker 21 [Norman R. Augustine is the retired chair and CEO of Lockheed Martin Corp. and former
under secretary of the US Army. Neal Lane is a senior fellow in science and technology policy at the Baker Institute for Public Policy
at Rice University. He is a former presidential science adviser and director of the National Science Foundation.  “America on Edge:
Settling for Second Place?”  October 22, 2021.  https://issues.org/america-on-edge-settling-second-place-augustine-lane/]

The United States is on edge in ways the nation has rarely experienced throughout its young
history. The country’s global leadership is being challenged in a rapidly changing and
increasingly competitive world. Meanwhile, the nation’s sustained complacency in dealing with
long-festering domestic needs has weakened our institutions from within and placed in grave
danger our leadership in the critical fields of science and technology—on which so much of our
economy and security is based. America is at a tipping point, in short, and Americans are justifiably
unsettled. The country has faced existential challenges in the past—moments in history that shook its foundation—but has risen to
the occasion under strong leadership. Four overarching challenges we face today require comparable leadership and

response: competing with China, coping with climate change, maintaining cybersecurity, and
combating and preparing for pandemics. There are many causes of the nation’s current dilemmas,
and their solutions will require exceptionally wise policy actions across a broad spectrum. But, as in

the past, advances in science and technology (S&T) and research and development (R&D), driven by



accelerated and focused investments, will be critical to success. America is at a tipping point, in short, and Americans are
justifiably unsettled. As presidential science adviser Vannevar Bush recognized more than 75 years ago in his pioneering report,
Science, the Endless Frontier, efforts in basic research—funded primarily by the federal government—and overall science,
technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) education will continue to be critical in the future. University-performed basic
research, whether purely curiosity-driven or use-inspired, is of special consequence as its products include not only discoveries
(made freely available to the world), but also science and engineering graduates, the engines of research and the transfer of
knowledge and technology from laboratory to society. Because of the exploratory nature of basic research, progress requires
freedom, patience, tolerance of risk, and sustained support. And since nature is global, even universal, basic research prospers best
with international cooperation. US researchers need access to sites, facilities, and the best minds from across the globe. The critical
role of S&T has not gone unrecognized in other parts of the world. In 2008, for example, Wen Jiabao, former premier of the State
Council of the People’s Republic of China, wrote, “Scientific discovery and technological inventions have brought about new
civilizations, modern industries, and the rise and fall of nations…. I firmly believe that science is the ultimate revolution.” On May 30,
2021, China’s president Xi Jinping was quoted by the South China Post saying, “Scienceand technology has become the main
battleground of global power rivalry. Competition over cutting-edge technology has intensified to an unprecedented level. We must
have a strong sense of urgency and be fully prepared.” Meanwhile, in the United States, the federal government has cut its
investment in R&D over recent decades from 1.5% of gross domestic product (or 12% of the federal budget) to 0.7% of GDP (3% of
the federal budget). The portion supporting basic research, as defined by the federal government, now constitutes only 0.2% of
GDP—an amount roughly equivalent to what the US population spends every year on beer. Because of the exploratory nature of
basic research, progress requires freedom, patience, tolerance of risk, and sustained support. While surveys have shown that
Americans are generally supportive of scientific research, that support has not prompted elected representatives to give research
funding higher priority in government budgets. Too often, the public does not recognize how the products that pervade our daily lives
were made possible by basic research that took place in a laboratory often decades before. Examples are ubiquitous: television,
microwave ovens, stents, cell phones, laptops, GPS, meteorological and communication satellites, artificial joints, CT scans,
all-electric cars, clean water, vaccines for polio and smallpox, a cure for hepatitis C, medications, jet aircraft, solar energy, and much
more—including the mRNA vaccines for COVID-19. More broadly, it is advancements in S&T that power the US economy, the
foundation of the nation’s ability to educate its people, provide quality jobs, defend itself, keep its population healthy, sustain social
programs, modernize infrastructure, and combat climate change. China is now making many of these advances more quickly and
convincingly than the United States and is reaping the rewards. To be sure, in today’s interconnected world a responsible foreign
policy with China is far more complicated than a race between two nations. All the same, it is clear that the United States cannot
afford to continue on its current path of complacency. DIFFERING TRAJECTORIES Comparison with China illuminates how deeply
this complacency has taken hold in the United States. In many respects, China is in the midst of a revolution,
managed by the central government and controlled by one political party with a membership of
under 7% of the population. This revolution is focused on employing science, technology, and
innovation to make China more prosperous, and its government is rapidly growing investments
in R&D to provide the necessary new knowledge and tools. Indeed, for many years China’s leadership has
been drawn from the ranks of engineers and scientists. In the United States, by contrast, only about 1% of the US Congress has
degrees in science or engineering, and only two presidents—Herbert Hoover and Jimmy Carter—have had backgrounds in STEM.
An education in science and engineering may not be vital to effective political leadership, but it does help policymakers understand
the power and promise of S&T to propel a nation forward. In today’s interconnected world a responsible foreign
policy with China is far more complicated than a race between two nations. China’s president since
2013, Xi Jinping, himself an engineer, has promised the nation’s 1.4 billion people a share of the “Chinese Dream.” China’s middle
class, once miniscule, is now roughly the size of the entire US population. China’s ambitious infrastructure program—the Belt and
Road Initiative, announced in 2013—comprises an investment of over $1.3 trillion to connect over 60 countries on land (the belt) and
by sea (the road), stretching from East Asia to Europe and Africa. China assigns a high priority to educating its people, but the gap
in educational opportunities between rural and urban children continues to be large. In response, China is rapidly increasing its
number of universities and colleges—now numbering more than 2,600, with a new institution opening every week—as well as the
quality of faculty and the education provided. In the 2021 US News & World Report rankings of Best Global Universities, China had
the second-highest number of the world’s top 100 universities, after the United States. According to the 2021 Times Higher
Education World University Rankings, Tsinghua and Peking Universities have now moved up in rank to join the top 25 in the world.
China produces more than twice as many engineers and half again as many scientists each year as the United States, and the
differential is rapidly expanding. Moreover, under its Thousand Talents Program, China offers large financial and professional
incentives to talented scientists and engineers from around the world to move to China. To date, the effort has not had a dramatic
impact in the United States: STEM doctoral students from China attending US universities still have a high stay rate—currently
about 83%—even with a difficult process for renewing visas and obtaining green cards. Similarly, recent surveys show that when
researchers around the world were asked to what country they would prefer to move were they to leave their home country, about
57% answered the United States and only about 9% answered China. Still, there is no doubt that China is taking very ambitious
steps to attract and retain STEM researchers, and countries that wish to compete must take this into account. The anti-China
rhetoric that many political leaders routinely include in their statements is not likely to encourage young people to choose the United
States as the place to study and establish their careers. China’s efforts are also reflected in its investment activities. Between 2000
and 2017, the country’s domestic spending on R&D grew by an average of 17% per year, compared to 4% per year for the United
States. Though China’s economy has cooled in recent years, it is still making substantial
investments in such critical fields as artificial intelligence, semiconductors, quantum information,



high-performance computing, 5G communications, genomics, and renewable energy and
energy storage. China produces more than twice as many engineers and half again as many scientists each year as the
United States, and the differential is rapidly expanding. These investments have paid off. Since 2011, the share of US-based
smartphone companies and solar panel manufacturers in the global marketplace has fallen from 19% to 15% and from 8% to just
1%, respectively. Meanwhile, China has increased its share in these sectors from 11% to 58% in smartphone sales and from 35% to
67% in solar panel sales. China also holds the clear majority of market share of commercial drones (80% to the United States’ 4%),
lithium-ion batteries (projected 2800 GWh production capacity by 2030, to the United States’ projected 500 GWh production
capacity), and network infrastructure equipment (36% to the United States’ 9%), led by the telecom giant Huawei. And while the
United States still remains the leader in semiconductors (47% of the total, compared to China’s 4%), many US companies do not
manufacture these chips, but rather outsource their production to major overseas manufacturers. The United States
continues to maintain a lead in a number of key areas, but the margins are closing. China has
now passed the United States in the number of Fortune 500 domestically headquartered
companies. It has also overtaken the United States as the top merchandise trading partner among the world’s nations. Of the 19
firms created in the past 25 years that are valued at over $100 billion, nine are in the United States and eight are in China. And of
critical importance, China is projected to pass the United States in GDP not long after the United States celebrates its 250th birthday
in 2026. Measured by purchasing power parity, China’s GDP has already surpassed that of the United States. To be clear, the
United States still invests more in R&D than any other country. But China has been rapidly increasing its R&D
spending and can be expected to overtake the United States within the present decade. And China
is not alone in assigning a higher priority to investing in R&D than the United States, which now ranks ninth among Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) nations, having fallen from second place in a few decades. In terms of the
percentage of R&D funded by the federal government, the United States has fallen to 29th in the world. For a half century, the total
US fraction of GDP devoted to R&D has remained stagnant, in spite of the increasing impact of S&T on everyday life. Lack of R&D
investment is one of the reasons the United States ranks ninth on the Bloomberg Innovation Index. It ranks 21st in the number of
professionals engaged in R&D per capita.

Unions are critical to R&D and innovation.
Shin et al. 19, Illhang, et al. (Affiliation: Ph.D., Assistant Professor of Accounting, College of Business, Gachon University,
Seongnam-si, Gyunggi-do) "The effect of labor unions on innovation and market valuation in business group affiliations: new
evidence from South Korea." Springer Link, 26 Oct. 2019, link.springer.com/article/10.1057/s41291-019-00089-9.

In contrast, unions can facilitate innovation by reducing grievances and staff turnover or by
improving employees’ moral and training (Freeman and Medof 1984). Ulph and Ulph (1989) argued that an
increase in union power can actually increase R&D as the union bargains over employment and
wages. Furthermore, unions may allow firms to increase the speed of diffusion and
implementation of technology and, hence, increase the firm’s incentive to invest (Menezes-Filho et al.

1998a, b). For instance, in the European studies, there was no compelling evidence that unions have a
detrimental effect on R&D (e.g., Menezes-Filho et al. 1998a, b; Schnabel and Wagner 1992). Menezes-Filho et al. (1998a)
showed that a negative relationship between unions and R&D investment disappears when unions could control the availability of
innovative technology in the industry in the UK. Furthermore, Menezes-Filho et al. (1998b) showed that unions in the UK
improve a firm’s relative R&D performance. In addition, Schnabel and Wagner (1992) showed that unions do not

impede innovation in Germany, because of the more cooperative nature of industrial relations. Strong labor unions may
act as a corporate governance mechanism that monitors the agency problems, thereby
mitigating managerial myopia. This may eventually encourage risk taking and innovative
behaviors. According to Chen et al. (2011), labor unions can effectively monitor managerial actions because they can acquire
their firms’ information more easily than can outside stakeholders can. Also, unions exert their power on management by using their
bargaining power to increase the corporate transparency. For instance, affiliated labor unions in Korea have asked management to
share information and to allow their participation in decision making in order to monitor whether managers harm the transparency
and betray the trust of stakeholders.2 The union social responsibility (USR) declared by LG Electronics is an example of such a role
being taken by labor unions. The USR describes the four major guidelines: (1) to protect the ecosystem, (2) to help the
disadvantaged, (3) to increase the transparency of union and company, and (4) to lead innovations in the feld. Hence, these
arguments support the prediction that labor unions promote innovating activities by increasing transparency and mitigating
managerial myopia.



China uses biotech gains for massive bio-military advantages over the US – spurs
bio-attacks.
Kuo 17, Mercy. “The Great US-China Biotechnology and Artificial Intelligence Race.” The Diplomat, 23 Aug. 2017,
thediplomat.com/2017/08/the-great-us-china-biotechnology-and-artificial-intelligence-race/.

Trans-Pacific View author Mercy Kuo regularly engages subject-matter experts, policy practitioners, and strategic thinkers across
the globe for their diverse insights into the U.S. Asia policy. This conversation with Eleonore Pauwels – Director of Biology
Collectives and Senior Program Associate, Science and Technology Innovation Program at the Wilson Center in Washington D.C. –
is the 104th in “The Trans-Pacific View Insight Series.” Explain the motivation behind Chinese investment in U.S. genomics and
artificial intelligence (AI). With large public and private investments inland and in the U.S., China plans to become the
next AI-Genomics powerhouse, which indicates that these technologies will soon converge in China. China’s
ambition is to lead the global market for precision medicine, which necessitates acquiring
strategic technological and human capital in both genomics and AI. And the country excels at this game. A sharp
blow in this U.S.-China competition happened in 2013 when BGI purchased Complete Genomics, in California, with the intent to
build its own advanced genomic sequencing machines, therefore securing a technological knowhow mainly mastered by U.S.
producers. There are significant economic incentives behind China’s heavy investment in the increasing

convergence of AI and genomics. This golden combination will drive precision medicine to new heights by
developing a more sophisticated understanding of how our genomes function, leading to precise, even personalized, cancer
therapeutics and preventive diagnostics, such as liquid biopsies. By one estimate, the liquid biopsy market is expected to be worth
$40 billion in 2017. Assess the implications of iCarbonX of Shenzhen’s decision to invest US$100 million in U.S.-company
PatientsLikeMe relative to AI and genomic data collection. iCarbonX is a pioneer in AI software that learns to recognize useful
relationships between large amounts of individuals’ biological, medical, behavioral and psychological data. Such a data-ecosystem
will deliver insights into how an individual’s genome is mutating over time, and therefore critical information about this individual’s
susceptibilities to rare, chronic and mental illnesses. In 2017, iCarbonX invested $100 million in PatientsLikeMe, getting a hold over
data from the biggest online network of patients with rare and chronic diseases. If successful, this effort could turn into genetic gold,
making iCarbonX one of the wealthiest healthcare companies in China and beyond. The risk factor is that iCarbonX is handling more
than personal data, but potentially vulnerable data as the company uses a smartphone application, Meum, for customers to consult
for health advice. Remember that the Chinese nascent genomics and AI industry relies on cloud computing for genomics
data-storage and exchange, creating, in its wake, new vulnerabilities associated with any internet-based technology. This
phenomenon has severe implications. How much consideration has been given to privacy and the evolving notion of personal data
in this AI-powered health economy? And is our cyberinfrastructure ready to protect such trove of personal health data from hackers
and industrial espionage? In this new race, will China and the U.S. have to constantly accelerate their rate of cyber and
bio-innovation to be more resilient? Refining our models of genomics data protection will become a critical biosecurity issue. Why is
Chinese access to U.S. genomic data a national security concern? Genomics and computing research is inherently
dual-use, therefore a strategic advantage in a nation’s security arsenal. Using AI systems
to understand how the functioning of our genomes impacts our health is of strategic importance for
biodefense. This knowledge will lead to increasing developments at the forefront of medical
countermeasures, including vaccines, antibiotics, and targeted treatments relying on virus-engineering and

microbiome research. Applying deep learning to genomics data-sets could help geneticists learn how to use

genome-editing (CRISPR) to efficiently engineer living systems, but also to treat and, even “optimize,” human
health, with potential applications in military enhancements. A $15 million partnership between a U.S.
company, Gingko Bioworks, and DARPA aims to genetically design new probiotics as a protection for soldiers against a variety of
stomach bugs and illnesses. China could be using the same deep learning techniques on U.S. genomics data to better comprehend
how to develop, patent and manufacture tailored cancer immunotherapies in high demand in the United States. Yet, what if Chinese
efforts venture into understanding how to impact key genomics health determinants relevant to the U.S. population? Gaining
access to increasingly large U.S. genomic data-sets gives China a knowledge advantage
into leading the next steps in bio-military research. Could biomedical data be used to develop bioweapons?

Explain. Personalized medicine advances mean that personalized bio-attacks are increasingly
possible. The combination of AI with biomedical data and genome-editing technologies will help us predict genes most important

to particular functions.Such insights will contribute to knowing how a particular disease occurs, how a
newly-discovered virus has high transmissibility, but also why certain populations and individuals are more susceptible to it.
Combining host susceptibility information with pathogenic targeted design, malicious actors could engineer



pathogens that are tailored to overcome the immune system or the microbiome of
specific populations.

Bio-attacks cause extinction – overcomes any conventional defense.

Walsh 19, Bryan. End Times: A Brief Guide to the End of the World. Hachette Books, 2019. (Future Correspondent for Axios,
Editor of the Science and Technology Publication OneZero, Former Senior and International Editor at Time Magazine, BA from
Princeton University)//Elmer

I’ve lived through disease outbreaks, and in the previous chapter I showed just how unprepared we are to face a widespread

pandemic of flu or another new pathogen like SARS. But a deliberate outbreak caused by an engineered
pathogen would be far worse. We would face the same agonizing decisions that must be made during a natural
pandemic: whether to ban travel from affected regions, how to keep overburdened hospitals working as the rolls of the sick grew,
how to accelerate the development and distribution of vaccines and drugs. To that dire list add the terror that would
spread once it became clear that the death and disease in our midst was not the random work
of nature, but a deliberate act of malice. We’re scared of disease outbreaks and we’re scared of terrorism—put them

together and you have a formula for chaos. As deadly and as disruptive as a conventional bioterror incident would be, an
attack that employed existing pathogens could only spread so far, limited by the same laws of evolution that circumscribe natural

disease outbreaks. But a virus engineered in a lab to break those laws could spread faster and kill
quicker than anything that would emerge out of nature. It can be designed to
evademedical countermeasures, frustrating doctors’ attempts to diagnose cases and
treat patients. If health officials manage to stamp out the outbreak, it could be reintroduced
into the public again and again. It could, with the right mix of genetic traits, even wipe us off
the planet, making engineered viruses a genuine existential threat.And such an attack
may not even be that difficult to carry out. Thanks to advances in biotechnology that
have rapidly reduced the skill level and funding needed to perform gene editing and
engineering, what might have once required the work of an army of virologists employed by a nation-state could soon
be done by a handful of talented and trained individuals. Or maybe just one. When Melinda Gates was asked at the South
by Southwest conference in 2018 to identify what she saw as the biggest threat facing the world over the next decade, she didn’t
hesitate: “A bioterrorism event. Definitely.”2 She’s far from alone. In 2016, President Obama’s director of national intelligence James
Clapper identified CRISPR as a “weapon of mass destruction,” a category usually reserved for known nightmares like nuclear

bombs and chemical weapons. A 2018 report from the National Academies of Sciences concluded that biotechnology had
rewritten what was possible in creating new weapons, while also increasing the range of people capable of

carrying out such attacks.3 That’s a fatal combination, one that plausibly threatens the future of
humanity like nothing else. “The existential threat that would be most available
for someone, if they felt like doing something, would be a bioweapon,” said Eric Klien,
founder of the Lifeboat Foundation, a nonprofit dedicated to helping humanity survive existential
risks. “It would not be hard for a small group of people, maybe even just two or three people, to
kill a hundred million people using a bioweapon. There are probably a million people currently
on the planet who would have the technical knowledge to pull this off. It’s actually surprising that
it hasn’t happened yet.”

Plan: The United States federal government ought to recognize the unconditional right of
workers to strike.



1 - Solves ILO.

Brudney 21 [James; Joseph Crowley Chair in Labor and Employment Law, Fordham Law School; “The Right to Strike as
Customary International Law,” THE YALE JOURNAL OF INTERNATIONAL LAW; January 2021;
https://digitalcommons.law.yale.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1710&context=yjil] ***CIL = customary international law

3. Federal Courts’ Position on CIL as National Law What about the position of the
federal courts toward CIL and its acceptance as national law in the US? The leading
Supreme Court decision, Sosa v. AlvarezMachain, 219 involved a claim by
Alvarez-Machain for violation of CIL under the Alien Tort Statute(ATS).220 A cause of action
under the ATS may be distinguished from the right to strike setting in two respects. As a jurisdictional matter, the ATS typically
involves lawsuits alleging violations of CIL committed in foreign countries and brought by citizens of foreign countries. By contrast,

as developed in parts III and IV, the right to strike as CIL would be asserted by U.S. workers
against U.S. employers within the U.S. Further, as explained in Part III, the CIL right to strike
is to be asserted directly as a form of federal common law, rather than being applied
through a particular statute that may impose its own historically grounded
limits.221 At the same time, the substantive standard set forth in Sosa is relevant in allowing
for suitably delineated CIL to be directly applied in domestic federal and state court
contexts.222 While urging lower courts to exercise a “restrained conception” when considering new causes of action based
on CIL, the Court in Sosa added that such claims can be recognized if “rest[ing] on a norm of international character accepted by the
civilized world and defined with a specificity comparable to the features of the 18th-century paradigms we have recognized.”223 The
Court’s formulation in the ATS setting is slightly different from the two elements—general practice and opinio juris—that have been
discussed at length in defining and applying modern CIL.224 But Sosa’s emphasis on international law norms that are precisely
defined and reflect the importance of general practice is compatible with contemporary conceptions of CIL.225 Lower courts
have understood that Sosa sets a “‘high bar to new private causes of action’ alleging
violations of CIL”226 based on whether the sources of such law are “sufficiently specific,
universal, and obligatory.”227 But they have proceeded to recognize such causes of
action when “multiple international agreements (including one that is binding on more than 160

signatory states), as well as the domestic laws of over 80 states, adopt a particular definition of that norm.”228

As has been amply demonstrated in sections B and C of this Part, the universality of the claims based on the right
to strike as part of FOA can qualify under this approach. The right is recognized under
multiple international agreements (including ILO conventions ratified by over 150 states and

other international agreements ratified by over 170 states); regional human rights agreements around the world;

domestic constitutions and laws in over 90 countries; and major court decisions at both a
regional and national level. Further, this CIL norm includes a sufficient level of
specificity regarding the two key areas that are the focus of analysis for purposes of
U.S. law: the right of public employees to engage in strike activities with
limitedexceptions and the right of all strikers to be protected against permanent
replacement.229 All of the above suggests that U.S. failure to ratify Convention 87 is likely to be compatible with its
recognizing FOA and the right to strike as CIL.230 At the same time, there is no independent or tripartite analysis comparing
Convention 87 to U.S. labor law, identifying what changes in national and state law would be needed to
comply with the Convention in general and the right to strike in particular. 231 U.S.
employer representatives have expressed concern that ratification would alter national and state labor law in a number of important

respects including the right to strike.232 Given the U.S. historical position of nonobjection alongside
non-ratification, the Article next addresses whether—even if the right to strike under FOA is
accepted as CIL in traditional international law terms and is recognized under the Sosa

https://digitalcommons.law.yale.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1710&context=yjil


standard—the right can be asserted in U.S. courts as CIL. This question implicates several distinct
problems, which are discussed in Parts III and IV.

2 - The plan restores electoral legitimacy and ensures democracy in the workplace.
Luce 20, Stephanie. (Stephanie Luce is a professor at the School of Labor and Urban Studies/CUNY. She is the author of 'Labor
Movements: Global Perspectives and Fighting for a Living Wage' and is an Editor of Organizing Upgrade. Her writing can be found
at stephanieluce.net.) "Strike for Democracy! » Organizing Upgrade." Organizing Upgrade, 26 Oct. 2020,
www.organizingupgrade.com/strike-for-democracy/.

Trump and the Republican Party have launched a full-fledged assault on the electoral process, from voter
suppression to misleading ballot boxes. We may see violence aimed at keeping people from the polls or just
meant to create general fear and chaos. Trump has dropped repeated suggestions that he may try to shut down the
election, stop votes from being counted, or refuse to step down even if he loses. A range of groups have mobilized to fight for a fair
election and plan around worst case scenarios. Some unions have been active in a few of these groups, such as Protect the Vote.
According to experts who study coups, the best way to stop an electoral coup is by getting a large turnout and strong victory. The
larger a vote for Biden, the smaller the space Trump will have to claim the vote is illegitimate. Unions are doing their part to make
this happen. This is a major part of union activity every election cycle. But according to Bob Master, Assistant to the Vice President
of District 1 of the Communications Workers, it was tough to get union members to volunteer for Hilary Clinton four years ago. This
year, there are hundreds of members signed up to phone bank, some doing it three or four nights a week. It isn’t that they are
necessarily Biden fans, he says, but they understand what is at stake. UNITE HERE is running an intensive “Take Back 2020”
get-out-the-vote effort, phone banking and even knocking on doors in Arizona, Florida, Nevada and Pennsylvania. In Philadelphia,
for example, over 100 hospitality workers plan to visit 100,000 homes before the election. In Arizona they are partnering with Seed
the Vote. Unions such as the Communications Workers of America, SEIU, AFT and the UAW are
looking to connect some of their core activists with local “protect the vote” groupings in key states

and cities to show up to polls and fight to make sure every vote is counted. Unions are increasingly turning attention
to possible election scenarios. “There’s some sense in the leadership that in fascist countries,
unions are at the top of the list of targets,” Master says. “And it is the role of unions, which are
the guarantors of some measure of democracy in the workplace, to ensure that democracy
survives in the society.” A handful of activists have started to organize in their workplace for labor to be ready to respond.
Postal workers in Detroit are handing out flyers that ask coworkers to sign a pledge from Choose Democracy, committing to vote
then take action if needed to protect the vote. ARE UNIONS READY? Will unions be ready to strike if Trump won’t step down? The
sizable share of union members backing Trump makes it tough for some unions to frame the fight as anti-Trump, or pro-Biden. But if
unions commit to the integrity of the democratic process, they have more ground to stand on. The Rochester Central Labor Council
in New York passed a resolution calling for a general strike in the event that Trump loses and does not step down. The resolution
calls on the national AFL-CIO and all other labor organizations to “prepare for and enact a general strike, if
necessary, to ensure a Constitutionally mandated peaceful transition of power as a result of the
2020 Presidential Elections.” A handful of other labor bodies have followed suit. Sara Nelson,
International President of the Association of Flight Attendants-CWA, AFL-CIO, is also taking a bold stand, stating that in the event of
a contested election,  labor “has to be ready to mobilize in a series of strikes or leading to a general strike.”
Despite high unemployment, workers still have power, she says. She points to how the federal government
ended its shutdown last year, after Nelson spoke publicly about the idea of a general strike and a handful of air traffic controllers did
not show up for their shifts. “Where can we actually flex that muscle in a series of strikes . . . in a way that is going to be very
effective?” she asks.  “And frankly, if the planes all stop that is something that will grab everyone’s attention and suddenly there has
to be action to fix that.”

Underview

[1] Aff gets 1AR theory – otherwise the neg can be infinitely abusive and there’s no

way to check back. 1AR theory is drop the debater and competing interps – the 1ARs



too short to be able to rectify abuse and adequately cover substance. No RVI because

you have 6 minutes to go for them whereas I only have a 3-minute 2AR to respond so I

get crushed on time skew.

[2] Permissibility and presumption affirm

a. Statements are true before false since if I told you my name, you’d believe me.

b. Epistemics – we wouldn’t be able to start a strand of reasoning since we’d have to question that
reason.

c. Illogical – presuming statements false is illogical since you can’t say things like P and ~P are both
wrong.

d. Presuming obligations is logically safer since it’s better to be supererogatory than fail to meet an
obligation.

e. Presuming statements false is impossible since we can’t operate in a world where we don’t trust
anything.


