2Advocacy statement:


2Observation 2) The problem.


4This is the worst in identity politics and marks further state intrusion upon women’s bodies.


4Observation 3) The solution.


6AT ce T (starter block)
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Advocacy statement: 

the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services should delete Gardasil from the list of required vaccinations for Cuban immigrants applying to become citizens.


Observation 1) Immigration from Cuba is increasing.

Ray Sanchez, South Florida Sun-Sentinel, April 11, 2008 (http://www.latinamericanstudies.org/cuba/leaving-08.htm)

In an apparent lack of confidence in the leadership of Raul Castro, the number of Cubans leaving the island illegally by sea has been rising, according to U.S. officials.

The number of people attempting the perilous voyage across of the Florida Straits has risen 21 percent compared to the same period last year. The number intercepted by the Coast Guard increased 65 percent. 

Since the beginning of October 2007, some 2,891 Cubans have attempted the journey across the straits. While 1,697 successfully reached the United States, 1,194 were intercepted at sea and returned to Cuba. 

Nearly ten times the number intercepted--11,488--arrived at U.S. Southwest Customs and Border Patrol land ports in fiscal 2007. That number is likely to rise this fiscal year, which began Oct. 1. So far, some 5,500 Cubans have arrived at border checkpoints. 

"The numbers continue to rise – that's the response of the Cuban people," said Michael Parmly, head of the U.S. Interests Section, of the public reaction to the succession of the ailing Fidel Castro by his younger brother Raul. "Why do so many people want to leave the country?" 

In an attempt to "fast track" legal migration, U.S. officials have started a family reunification program that will cut delays in processing migrants to six weeks instead of the current 3 to 7 years. Three families with relatives in the U.S. were the first to receive their travel documents under the new program on Thursday. 


Observation 2) The problem.


Immigrants now must be vaccinated with Gardasil. This is costly, ethically suspect, and a barrier to immigration.

Think Progress.org, September 15, 2008 (http://thinkprogress.org/2008/09/15/immigrant-gardasil/)

In July, U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services quietly amended its list of required vaccinations for immigrants applying to become citizens. One of the newest requirements? Gardasil, which vaccinates against the human papillomavirus (HPV). From the agency’s press release:

CDC’s revised Technical Instructions to Civil Surgeons for Vaccination Requirements require the following age-appropriate additional vaccinations to adjust status to legal permanent resident:
* Rotavirus
* Hepatitis A
* Meningococcal
* Human papillomavirus
* Zoster

This regulation goes directly against the advice of Dr. Jon Abramson, chairman of the CDC’s advisory committee on immunization practices. In Feb. 2007, Abramson said that he and other committee members advised that Gardasil should not be mandatory because HPV is not a communicable disease like chicken pox.

The problem with this regulation is that the HPV vaccine is not mandatory for U.S. citizens. Therefore, U.S. citizens are allowed to weight the costs and risks associated with Gardasil, but immigrants are forced to pay-out-of-pocket for a vaccine they might not want to take. Some of the problems with this scenario:

Cost: Without health insurance, the three-shot vaccine can cost $162 per dose, making it the most expensive vaccine on the market. Gardasil manufacturer Merck, which lobbied heavily for state mandates for school girls, would profit greatly from the new regulations.

Testing on underserved populations: WOC PhD writes how immigrants and women of color have historically been used as human test subjects: “[Although] Gardasil has already been approved by the FDA recent complications in patients using the drug, 3500 major complaints in a single year and 8000 since the approval, as well as multiple deaths, could indicate that more testing is needed. Why pull the drug off the market when you can study the results through a mandated population?”

Immigration barrier: Jessica Arons, Director of the Women’s Health and Rights Program at the Center for American Progress, expressed concerns to ThinkProgress that this mandate will block women from immigrating: “Given Gardasil’s high cost, and the fact that there does not seem to be a public health justification for this particular mandate, I’m concerned that its real purpose is to create a financial barrier for immigrant women who seek to lawfully enter this country.”

HPV is the most common sexually transmitted viral infection in the United States. The two most deadly strains are “responsible for most of the cervical cancer in the U.S., affecting over 10,000 women each year and killing more than 3,700 of them.”

Gardasil has so far proven to be extremely effective in preventing women from contracting HPV and should remain a widely available option for women. But as Jill at Feministe notes, “[E]very woman deserves the right to decide for herself if the benefits of Gardasil outweigh the risks. And we all need to be vigilant when we see the history of reproductive exploitation of bodies of color repeating itself.”
This is the worst in identity politics and marks further state intrusion upon women’s bodies.


WOC Ph.D., September 7, 2008 (http://profbw.wordpress.com/2008/09/...-they-want-to/)

It seems to me that we need to pay close attention to the ongoing connection between intentional use or coerced use (which a state or national law requiring use is) of vulnerable populations and medicine with known major side effects. We need to be concerned not only because of what it could say about how human subjects are once again rendered unwitting research subjects without H[uman] S[ubjects] [Review] B[oard] approval but also because of what this pattern says about the state’s growing interference in women’s bodies.

At a time when outcry about reproductive rights is so loud, I find myself wondering where is the similar outcry about medical testing targeting women who are members of vulnerable populations. Gardasil in particular seems to mobilize a feminist discourse to sell its product and the realities of this potential legislation forcing immigrant women to take medicine they may not otherwise take, and which non-immigrant women have not been universally forced to take, is antithetical to feminism which claims women should have sole control over their bodies. It is not about Gardasil, its effectiveness or lack there of (of which there is ample evidence in both directions), it is about women’s rights, women’s health, and women’s bodies. No matter how bad cervical cancer is, and as someone who has lost family members to cervical cancer I can tell you first hand it is bad, we cannot afford to sacrifice a woman’s right to choose what she does with her body based on her legal status, race, class, location, or any other marginalizing identity. Nor should we settle for a product that may not have been studied enough because it is all we have.


Observation 3) The solution.


Engagement with social justice vis-à-vis immigration policy encourages constructive engagement beyond the ordering of the nation-state.

Don Flynn, Director of the Migrants Rights Network, quoted by Compass Online.org, October 31, 2007 (http://www.compassonline.org.uk/article.asp?n=987)

Don Flynn, Director of the Migrants Rights Network and co-editor of the report said: “A real engagement with the themes of equality and social justice, read into immigration policy, would map out a very different vision based on constructive engagement between communities and a mutual regard for the value of diversity. "This pamphlet attempts to engage with these themes, and hopefully it will play a role in reorienting progressive politics in the direction of a clearer, more optimistic and internationalist future." 

The report is published jointly by the Compass and the Barrow Cadbury Trust, and the Migrants’ Rights Network. The authors include: Jon Cruddas MP for Dagenham; Sukhvinder Stubbs Chief Executive of the Barrow Cadbury Trust; Stephen Castles Professor of Migration Studies, Oxford University; Laurence Cooley and Dhananjayan Sriskandarajah of the IPPR.

This sort of constructive engagement is needed to both check state violence and move beyond the ordering of the nation-state.

Roland Bleiker, 2000 (U Queensland; Popular dissent, human agency and global politics; p. 8-9)

Michael Shapiro is among an increasing number of theorists who convincingly portray the state not only as an institution, but also, and primarily, as a set of ‘stories’—of which the state-centric approach to international theory is a perfect example. It is part of a legitimisation process that highlights, promotes, and naturalises certain political practices and the territorial context within which they take place. Taken together, these stories provide the state with a sense of identity, coherence, and unity. They create boundaries between inside and outside, between people and its others. Shapiro stresses that such state-stories also exclude, for they seek ‘to repress or delegitimise other stories and the practices of identity and space they reflect.’ And it is these processes of exclusion that impose a certain political order and provide the state with a legitimate rationale for violent encounters.

Transversal dissident practices can be seen as forms of thought and action that not only transgress, but also challenge the political order which has developed around the assertion of national sovereignty. They either question the arbitrariness of this division and its corresponding system of exclusion, or simply reveal how inadequate it has become in a world that has undergone fundamental change since the state system emerged with the Peace of Westphalia in 1648. This is why transversal alternatives to prevalent state-centric perspectives must be recognised as legitimate aspects of international theory.
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Counter interp: constructive engagement is engagement with others vis-à-vis social justice, which we meet as per the 1AC.

Counter interp is preferable:
a) Grounded in the literature: as per the Flynn evidence on Observation 3

b) Predictable: at the heart of the resolution is the question of how unjust (or not) current U.S. stances are re: Cuba

c) Limits: our case area is immigration, a central issue re: the U.S. and Cuba

d) Better for advocacy: allows debaters to invest themselves in their 1AC

PERM: We should embrace both conceptions of constructive engagement. This is critical to checking a state-centric view of international relations, which when unchecked leaves us unable to resist state violence. This also helps free us from dangerous identity thinking. This is, then, net beneficial.

Roland Bleiker, 2000 (U Queensland; Popular dissent, human agency and global politics; p. 231-232)

New concepts can help to widen the purview of traditional perceptions of international relations, but it is important to emphasize that the issue of representation can never be solved, or even understood, at a purely terminological level. From the perspective of the later Wittgenstein, there is no logical and authentic relationship between, for instance, the meaning of term ‘international’ and a state-centric view of the world. ‘International’ is only what we make of the term. The main problem is a discursively entrenched language game in which ‘international’ embodies social practices that assign nation-states priority and thus legitimise and objectivise ensuing political practices, no matter how violent they may be.

Knowing the dangers of exclusion and objectification inherent in any form of conceptualising does not release us from the need to employ concepts in order to express our thoughts. What, then, is the point? Adorno claims that we must not turn the necessity to operate with concepts into the virtue of assigning them priority.

The daring task is to open up with concepts what does not fit into concepts, to resist their distorting power and return the conceptual to the non-conceptual. This disenchantment with the concept is the antidote of critical philosophy. It prevents the concept from becoming an absolute in itself. The first step towards disenchanting the concept is simply refusing to define it monologically. Concepts should achieve meaning only gradually, in relation to each other. Adorno even goes as far as intentionally using the concept in different ways in order to liberate it from the narrow definition that language itself had already imposed upon it. That contradictions could arise out of this practice does not bother Adorno. Indeed, he considers them essential. One cannot eliminate the contradictory, the fragmentary and the discontinuous. Contradictions are only contradictions if one assumes the existence of a prior universal standard of reference. What is different appears as divergent, dissonant, and negative only as long as our consciousness strives for a totalising standpoint, which we must avoid if we are to escape the dangers of identity thinking.
