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There’s a shift towards controlling immigration flows now, the plan flips that which fuels populism, that’s modelled globally.
DOMINIC TIERNEY 16, contributing editor at The Atlantic and an associate professor of political science at Swarthmore College, “The Global Spread of Trumpism”, https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2016/07/trump-brexit-far-right/491786/
The Brexit vote and the emergence of the Finns Party are both examples of the rise of Trumpism, a brew of nationalist, populist, anti-establishment, anti-“expert,” anti-globalist, protectionist, “us versus them,” and most of all, anti-immigrant sentiment. Nativist and anti-immigrant parties have arisen across Europe, including the National Front in France, the Party for Freedom in the Netherlands, the Jobbik party in Hungary, the Danish People’s Party, the Sweden Democrats, and the Progress Party in Norway. Trumpism existed long before Donald Trump ever strode across the political stage, promising national greatness, as well as steaks, water, and wine. The American businessman rode a wave that has been building across America and the West for decades. Trump embraced and shaped the mood so profoundly that it’s possible to brand the movement with his name. Trumpists in the United States, Britain, Finland, and elsewhere, vary a great deal, reflecting different cultures and political situations. But they all draw on a common wellspring of grievances, and espouse parallel hopes, fears, and solutions. The driving forces behind the rise of Trumpists are similar: the negative effects of globalization, economic anxiety, stagnant median wages, the fracturing of states in Syria, Libya, and elsewhere, and the resulting refugee flows. This is shaded by local circumstances. For example, Finland is a tolerant society, and in many respects the envy of the progressive world, with its highly rated health and education systems. But the Finnish economy has never recovered from the 2008 economic crisis. The decline of Nokia, once one of the country’s biggest companies, was a body blow. And Finland has suffered from the recession in neighboring Russia. Many Finns feel left behind or left out. The glue that binds Trumpism together is anti-immigrant sentiment and fear of the “other.” The Trumpists are often quite left-wing on the issue of the welfare state, and support a social safety net for “trueborn” citizens and “deserving” workers—but not for refugees or immigrants. The Finns Party backs the Finnish welfare model. Trump himself has promised to safeguard Social Security: “All these other people [in the GOP primary] want to cut the hell out of it. I’m not going to cut it at all.” The glue that binds Trumpism together is anti-immigrant sentiment and fear of the “other.” In the United States, Trump’s supporters are defined by economic nationalism and skepticism toward immigrants. For example, one poll from last September found that 63 percent of Trumpists favored revoking birthright citizenship (compared to 51 percent in the overall GOP electorate). And 66 percent of Trump supporters claimed that U.S. President Barack Obama is a Muslim—12 points higher than the overall GOP figure. Concern about immigration was probably a decisive factor in the Brexit vote. A study from 2015 found that of British people who wanted to stay in the EU, only one in five saw immigration as bad for the economy. For British people who sought to leave, the figure was almost seven in ten. Nigel Farage, the head of the U.K. Independence Party, and a prominent advocate of Brexit, spoke the language of Trumpism. One of Farage’s Brexit posters showed an apparent incoming horde of foreign and mostly non-white immigrants with the slogan “Breaking Point.” Similarly, the Finns Party has pledged to reduce the number of refugees, oppose multiculturalism, and teach national pride in schools. The Finnish populists described Roma immigrants as “criminals,” echoing Trump’s description of Mexican immigrants as “bringing drugs. They’re bringing crime. They’re rapists.” Whereas Trump proposed a ban on Muslims entering the United States, the Finns Party sought to prioritize asylum for Christians over other religious groups. The Trumpist style is similar: a down-to-earth brand of everyman joviality, and a cavalcade of one-line zingers directed at the elites. The populists sometimes revel in anti-intellectualism. In Britain, the majority of economists and almost all international authorities, including the head of the International Monetary Fund, Obama, and leaders of virtually every British ally, warned about the potentially disastrous consequences of a Brexit. But Michael Gove, a Conservative Party MP and Leave proponent, retorted: “people in this country have had enough of experts.” Trumpists often embrace each other as populist fellow travelers. In 2011, the head of the Finns Party was the star turn at a U.K. Independence Party conference. Trump himself was delighted by the Brexit vote: “People are angry, all over the world.” Darker forces loom at the edges of the Trumpist movements. In the week after the Brexit vote, reported hate crimes in Britain increased five-fold. Meanwhile in Finland, a small group of Finns calling themselves the “Soldiers of Odin” have donned black jackets and started patrolling the streets to safeguard Finns from “Islamist intruders.” One Finns Party member and local politician in Helsinki suggested that African men who come to Finland and then have three children should be forcibly sterilized: “which would more effectively restrain their onslaught to our country in order to earn a better standard of living by fucking.” The Global Fight There is a Western or even worldwide contest between Trumpists and progressives. The stakes are extraordinarily high. The global liberal order, an open and rule-based system based on free trade and international institutions like the IMF, the World Bank, the UN and the EU, has helped to deliver peace and security since 1945. But Trumpists want to bring this order crashing down. Trumpists also have weaknesses. They can win power—but they don’t know what to do with it. July 1 was a somber day in Britain, not just because of the Brexit vote, but also because it was the centenary of the Battle of the Somme in World War I, when British troops were ordered to march across no man’s land into a hail of German machine gun fire, and 57,000 British soldiers were killed or injured on the first day alone. The Somme is a reminder of life in Europe before the liberal order. Trump’s victory in the U.S. elections in November wouldn’t just represent a sea change in American politics; it would also encourage Trumpists everywhere. Nativists throughout the West would believe they have captured the zeitgeist, and that this is their moment. Trump’s triumph would provide a model to emulate. And if President Trump managed to sharply reduce U.S. immigration, it could trigger similar responses in other countries in a populist domino effect. The rise of Trumpism is a defining challenge for progressives. The left is used to debating the right on the traditional conservative triad of a strong military, social conservatism, and tax cuts. But Trumpism represents new and politically dangerous terrain. It taps into nationalism, the most powerful motivating force in modern political history. It offers a potent emotional appeal to communities that feel ignored. Whereas the center-left can seem managerial and technocratic, Trumpists speak to the heart. And they shouldn’t be underestimated. They outmaneuvered the left in both Britain and Finland. Trump claimed the Brexiters “put the United Kingdom first, and they took their country back,” adding, “we’re going to do the exact same thing on Election Day 2016 here in the United States of America.” But the Trumpists also have weaknesses. They can win power—but they don’t know what to do with it. After the Brexit decision, the leaders of the Leave campaign seemed dazed and confused, and had no plan for what should happen next. The most famous Brexiter, the wild-haired Conservative MP Boris Johnson, had long wanted to be prime minister (a step toward his childhood aim of becoming “world king”). But when British Prime Minister David Cameron announced his resignation, Johnson’s campaign to replace him quickly fizzled out. Johnson was recently appointed foreign secretary and many people are extremely skeptical about his credentials—“a liar with his back to the wall” was the French foreign minister’s description of Boris. Similarly, after the Finns Party entered the government in Helsinki, they hemorrhaged support, and polls suggest their backing is down to 10.7 percent. The Finnish populists found that governing is a lot harder than campaigning. Wrestling with complex issues like the Greek bailout and the struggling economy, and making inevitable compromises, the Finns Party couldn’t live up to their grand slogans and promises. Similarly, if Trump wins, there’s a good chance that he will be all at sea. For one thing, he has no experience of managing Congress. Of course, by then it might be too late to stop his agenda. What would it mean to find the bold and passionate ideas that can defeat Trumpism? It means being pro-immigration but accepting that the movement of people can easily trigger social dislocation. It means embracing the benefits of globalization, while finding new solutions for the myriad economic, political and cultural fractures it causes, and aiding the inevitable losers who suffer. It means trumping the Trumpists with a positive form of patriotism. The progressives can’t be purely internationalist, or as the British poet and cosmopolitan Samuel Coleridge was once satirized, “The friend of every country—but his own.” If Trumpists can form networks, so progressives can learn from each other, copy or adapt what works, and avoid what doesn’t. A rival group of Finns have emerged to challenge the Soldiers of Odin. The Sisters of Kyllikki, named after a character in the country’s epic poem Kalevala, walk the streets of Finnish towns and seek to build bridges between different communities. Meanwhile, tens of thousands of pro-Europeans marched recently in London, and were cheered by Polish builders and hotel chambermaids. They carried banners in the British style, which read, “I am really quite cross!” “Fromage not Farage,” and “nothing compares 2 EU.” Many people say the upcoming U.S. presidential election is the most critical in a generation because of the stark consequences for the United States. But it’s actually more important than that. The United States is now the central front in a global struggle against Trumpism. The battle of Britain is over. The battle for America is about to begin.

The rise of populism ensures extinction
Alex de Waal 16, Executive Director of the World Peace Foundation at the Fletcher School at Tufts University, 12/5/16, “Garrison America and the Threat of Global War,” http://bostonreview.net/war-security-politics-global-justice/alex-de-waal-garrison-america-and-threat-global-war
Trump’s promises have been so vague that it will be hard for him to disappoint. Nonetheless, many of his supporters will wake up to the fact that they have been duped, or realize the futility of voting for a wrecker out of a sense of alienated desperation. The progressives’ silver lining to the 2016 election is that, had Clinton won, the Trump constituency would have been back in four years’ time, probably with a more ruthless and ideological candidate. Better for plutocratic populism to fail early. But the damage inflicted in the interim could be terrible—even irredeemable if it were to include swinging a wrecking ball at the Paris Climate Agreement out of simple ignorant malice. Polanyi recounts how economic and financial crisis led to global calamity. Something similar could happen today. In fact we are already in a steady unpicking of the liberal peace that glowed at the turn of the millennium. Since approximately 2008, the historic decline in the number and lethality of wars appears to have been reversed. Today’s wars are not like World War I, with formal declarations of war, clear war zones, rules of engagement, and definite endings. But they are wars nonetheless. What does a world in global, generalized war look like? We have an unwinnable “war on terror” that is metastasizing with every escalation, and which has blurred the boundaries between war and everything else. We have deep states—built on a new oligarchy of generals, spies, and private-sector suppliers—that are strangling liberalism. We have emboldened middle powers (such as Saudi Arabia) and revanchist powers (such as Russia) rearming and taking unilateral military action across borders (Ukraine and Syria). We have massive profiteering from conflicts by the arms industry, as well as through the corruption and organized crime that follow in their wake (Afghanistan). We have impoverishment and starvation through economic warfare, the worst case being Yemen. We have “peacekeeping” forces fighting wars (Somalia). We have regional rivals threatening one another, some with nuclear weapons (India and Pakistan) and others with possibilities of acquiring them (Saudi Arabia and Iran). Above all, today’s generalized war is a conflict of destabilization, with big powers intervening in the domestic politics of others, buying influence in their security establishments, bribing their way to big commercial contracts and thereby corroding respect for government, and manipulating public opinion through the media. Washington, D.C., and Moscow each does this in its own way. Put the pieces together and a global political market of rival plutocracies comes into view. Add virulent reactionary populism to the mix and it resembles a war on democracy. What more might we see? Economic liberalism is a creed of optimism and abundance; reactionary protectionism feeds on pessimistic scarcity. If we see punitive trade wars and national leaders taking preemptive action to secure strategic resources within the walls of their garrison states, then old-fashioned territorial disputes along with accelerated state-commercial grabbing of land and minerals are in prospect. We could see mobilization against immigrants and minorities as a way of enflaming and rewarding a constituency that can police borders, enforce the new political rightness, and even become electoral vigilantes. Liberal multilateralism is a system of seeking common wins through peaceful negotiation; case-by-case power dealing is a zero-sum calculus. We may see regional arms races, nuclear proliferation, and opportunistic power coalitions to exploit the weak. In such a global political marketplace, we would see middle-ranking and junior states rewarded for the toughness of their bargaining, and foreign policy and security strategy delegated to the CEOs of oil companies, defense contractors, bankers, and real estate magnates. The United Nations system appeals to leaders to live up to the highest standards. The fact that they so often conceal their transgressions is the tribute that vice pays to virtue. A cabal of plutocratic populists would revel in the opposite: applauding one another’s readiness to tear up cosmopolitan liberalism and pursue a latter-day mercantilist naked self-interest. Garrison America could opportunistically collude with similarly constituted political-military business regimes in Russia, China, Turkey, and elsewhere for a new realpolitik global concert, redolent of the early nineteenth-century era of the Congress of Vienna, bringing a façade of stability for as long as they collude—and war when they fall out. And there is a danger that, in response to a terrorist outrage or an international political crisis, President Trump will do something stupid, just as Europe’s leaders so unthinkingly strolled into World War I. The multilateral security system is in poor health and may not be able to cope. Underpinning this is a simple truth: the plutocratic populist order is a future that does not work. If illustration were needed of the logic of hiding under the blanket rather than facing difficult realities, look no further than Trump’s readiness to deny climate change. We have been here before, more or less, and from history we can gather important lessons about what we must do now. The importance of defending civility with democratic deliberation, respecting human rights and values, and maintaining a commitment to public goods and the global commons—including the future of the planet—remain evergreen. We need to find our way to a new 1945—and the global political settlement for a tamed and humane capitalism—without having to suffer the catastrophic traumas of trying everything else first.
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Comprehensive immigration reform is coming now—includes action on DACA 
Beale 9/21/18 (Stephen – writer, “Abortion, Immigration Top Issues at Stake in 2018 Midterms,” http://www.ncregister.com/daily-news/abortion-immigration-top-issues-at-stake-in-midterms)
Democrats might also work out a more favorable solution to the beneficiaries of “Deferred Action for Childhood Arrival” (DACA). The program benefits children — known as “Dreamers” — who were brought here illegally by their parents, according to Appleby. If Republicans lose only one chamber, Burns said that might open the way for a compromise between Trump and Democrats on comprehensive immigration reform. Trump, he said, would be able to bring along “immigration hard-liners” who would not have accepted a proposal developed under President Barack Obama. But it also means that Democrats will have to give Trump something he wants, such as his border wall, Burns said.
The plan’s piecemeal approach wrecks the compromise  
Koslowski 13 (Rey – Op-ed contributor for the Christian Science Monitor, Hey, Congress: It’s comprehensive immigration reform or nothing, The Christian Science Monitor, 5/2/1/13, p. http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/Opinion/2013/0521/Hey-Congress-It-s-comprehensive-immigration-reform-or-nothing)
Some members of Congress argue that the comprehensive immigration reform bill before the Senate is too long and that it needs to be broken up and considered piecemeal. But a piecemeal approach flies in the face of the long history of failed stand-alone immigration bills. This Congress needs comprehensive reform to save itself from itself. Only a comprehensive reform legislative package will pull together the strange-bedfellow coalition necessary to secure enough votes for any immigration bill to pass both houses of Congress: No comprehensive legislation; no bipartisan coalition; no change. As groups hold out for their priorities, each part of comprehensive immigration reform legislation is held hostage to passage of all others: Liberal Democrats supported by ethnic interest groups want earned legalization with a pathway to citizenship for the estimated 11 million unauthorized immigrants. Libertarians in the Republican Party and other Republicans responding to business constituencies want more visas for high-skilled information technology workers and lower-skilled guest workers. Legislators from states with large high-tech sectors want green cards for foreign graduates of US university doctoral programs in the STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math) fields; legislators from agricultural states with vegetable, fruit, and dairy want a guest-worker program for farm workers. More socially conservative Republicans as well as security hawks among Democrats want tougher border controls and work-site enforcement. Liberal Democrats and more libertarian Republicans accept increased spending on border fences and tighter controls, but only within the context of comprehensive reform. Unless these many demands are part of an interdependent, comprehensive reform package, each of the various camps is unlikely to support each other’s individual initiatives.
DACA renewal is key to solve talent shortages in rural hospitals 
Gondi 17 (Suhas – Harvard Medical School, Health Care Blog, “DACA Repeal is Bad for Medical Students, Healthcare, and the Public”, http://thehealthcareblog.com/blog/2017/09/16/daca-repeal-is-bad-for-medical-students-healthcare-and-the-public/)
The Trump administration’s recent announcement to end the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) program instilled fear and outrage in communities across the country. As a medical student with friends and classmates with DACA status, I am particularly disappointed in the poor and compassionless judgment of our nation’s leader. I fear for my peers who have worked incredibly hard and overcome the most daunting of obstacles to get where they are today, and who now could see it all taken away from them. Their now tenuous situation is unimaginable to me. But I also fear the impact of this decision on my non-DACA classmates, on our training, and on our futures. There is certainly a moral case to keep DACA alive, but the effects of its repeal on the healthcare system writ large make apparent that it’s also a bad idea for all Americans. The American Medical Association (AMA) letter to Congress spells out many of the reasons why. Study after study has shown that, due to multiple demographic changes, physician demand will far outpace supply over the next decade. By 2030, the US will face an estimated shortfall of up to 104,900 physicians. Even now, we are witnessing how a lack of doctors in rural and other federally designated Health Professional Shortage areas results in inadequate access to care for too many, and directly contributes to worse health. As AMA CEO James Madara wrote in the letter, “the DACA initiative could help introduce 5,400 previously ineligible physicians into the U.S. health care system in the coming decades,” and work towards alleviating this persisting issue. Less easily quantifiable is the potential for tremendous loss of academic and economic productivity. DACA protects hundreds of medical students, PhD candidates, residents, post-doctoral scientists, and others who contribute their time, skills, and intellectual capacity towards the advancement of science and the relief of suffering. As if that were not enough, the economics student inside me can’t help but also think about all the publicly and privately invested resources that, through either explicit sponsorship or indirect subsidies, went into the schooling and training of these bright, promising young adults. Deportation eliminates the chance of any “return” on that investment – probably in the form of productive careers of science and service with immeasurable benefits to society. But the value that medical students and residents with DACA status add to the healthcare workforce and patient care is far understated by numerical estimates and productivity losses. Many of these trainees are multilingual and come from diverse ethnic backgrounds – attributes that are underrepresented among today’s doctors, but are critical in caring for the patient populations that most sorely need effective and compassionate care. Immigrant and minority populations face myriad barriers to accessing healthcare, with difficulties in communication and distrust of the medical establishment chief among them. Having more providers who share a language and culture with these patients can help close these gaps. And for the thousands of undocumented immigrants with pressing medical needs, my classmates with DACA status offer a level of connection and shared experience – foundations for a strong doctor-patient relationship – unlike any the rest of us can offer. The unique experiences and backgrounds of these individuals enrich the education and development of their colleagues, as well as the care of their patients. Their stories are both inspiring and instructional to those of us with more traditional or more privileged upbringings who hope to serve the most vulnerable patients in our communities. For at least ten years now, evidence has accumulated in the literature of the importance of diversity in medical schools – it builds stronger, more confident, more empathetic doctors who are better prepared to provide culturally competent care and promote health equity. My future patients will benefit if I can learn alongside and from these peers of mine. Now is not the time to scale back. The deportation of trainees with DACA status would constitute an irrecoverable loss of diversity from our schools and the entire profession. I can say with confidence that my clinical development, and that of my classmates, would be hurt by such a loss. In the coming days, medical students and trainees at my institution and others across the country will assemble in protest of this executive decision. We do so not only for our classmates with DACA status but also for our future patients and the future of American healthcare. Clearly, revoking DACA protection isn’t just antithetical to our core beliefs as Americans – it’s also decidedly detrimental to the public interest. While we await the details of a tentative agreement struck between President Trump and Democratic leaders in the Senate, advocates seeking to influence policymakers should draw on both the remarkable stories of individuals protected by DACA and the strong economic and public health cases against repeal. Congress now faces the opportunity to prevent this blunder and solidify protection for children of illegal immigrants – it’s time to make DACA the law of the land. Our representatives can seize this moment to update our immigration policies to match our nation’s economic goals for the 21st century and our public health needs for the next decade. “Dreamers” are our friends, our peers, our lab partners, and our teachers. What we can learn from them can’t be learned from a book or a computer, but what they can teach us will make us better doctors. In more ways than one, they make our healthcare system – and our country – stronger.
Healthcare worker shortages will ripple throughout the rural community—that triggers massive food price spikes 
Alemian 16 (David Alemian, Vice President - Capital Crest Financial Group. 11-8-2016, "Rural Healthcare Is a Matter of National Security," MD Magazine, http://www.mdmag.com/physicians-money-digest/contributor/david-alemian-/2016/11/rural-healthcare-is-a-matter-of-national-security)
Value-based healthcare has made the problem of talent retention and recruitment in rural America a matter of national security. Talent shortages make it nearly impossible for rural health organizations [RHOs] to successfully transition to value-based healthcare. Without the needed high quality talent, rural health organizations [RHOs] will be unable to deliver high quality healthcare. As a result, Medicare and Medicaid would financially penalize[d] them. Rural health organizations [RHOs] are already struggling with enormous turnover rates and costs that run up into the millions of dollars each year. The additional financial burden of penalties from Medicare and Medicaid will put many rural health organizations [RHOs] at risk of going out of business. If too many rural health organizations go out of business, it then becomes a matter of national security and here’s why: In most rural communities, the healthcare organization is the largest employer. When the largest employer goes out of business, the community collapses and people move away. What was once a thriving community then becomes a ghost town. Rural America produces the food that feeds the rest of the country. What will happen when our amber waves of grain turn to desert wastelands because there is no one to work our great farmlands? As the source of food dries up, and store shelves empty, the price of food will go through the roof. As food prices go up, hyperinflation will become a reality, and our printed money will become worthless. Almost overnight, Americans will begin to go hungry because they won’t be able to afford to put food on the table.
U.S. ag collapse triggers great power wars—multiple hotspots 
Castellaw 17 (John – 36-year veteran of the U.S. Marine Corps and the Founder and CEO of Farmspace Systems LLC, “Opinion: Food Security Strategy Is Essential to Our National Security,” 5/1/17, https://www.agri-pulse.com/articles/9203-opinion-food-security-strategy-is-essential-to-our-national-security)
The United States faces many threats to our National Security. These threats include continuing wars with extremist elements such as ISIS and potential wars with rogue state North Korea or regional nuclear power Iran. The heated economic and diplomatic competition with Russia and a surging China could spiral out of control. Concurrently, we face threats to our future security posed by growing civil strife, famine, and refugee and migration challenges which create incubators for extremist and anti-American government factions. Our response cannot be one dimensional but instead must be a nuanced and comprehensive National Security Strategy combining all elements of National Power including a Food Security Strategy. An American Food Security Strategy is an imperative factor in reducing the multiple threats impacting our National wellbeing. Recent history has shown that reliable food supplies and stable prices produce more stable and secure countries. Conversely, food insecurity, particularly in poorer countries, can lead to instability, unrest, and violence. Food insecurity drives mass migration around the world from the Middle East, to Africa, to Southeast Asia, destabilizing neighboring populations, generating conflicts, and threatening our own security by disrupting our economic, military, and diplomatic relationships. Food system shocks from extreme food-price volatility can be correlated with protests and riots. Food price related protests toppled governments in Haiti and Madagascar in 2007 and 2008. In 2010 and in 2011, food prices and grievances related to food policy were one of the major drivers of the Arab Spring uprisings. Repeatedly, history has taught us that a strong agricultural sector is an unquestionable requirement for inclusive and sustainable growth, broad-based development progress, and long-term stability. The impact can be remarkable and far reaching. Rising income, in addition to reducing the opportunities for an upsurge in extremism, leads to changes in diet, producing demand for more diverse and nutritious foods provided, in many cases, from American farmers and ranchers. Emerging markets currently purchase 20 percent of U.S. agriculture exports and that figure is expected to grow as populations boom. Moving early to ensure stability in strategically significant regions requires long term planning and a disciplined, thoughtful strategy. To combat current threats and work to prevent future ones, our national leadership must employ the entire spectrum of our power including diplomatic, economic, and cultural elements. The best means to prevent future chaos and the resulting instability is positive engagement addressing the causes of instability before it occurs. This is not rocket science. We know where the instability is most likely to occur. The world population will grow by 2.5 billion people by 2050. Unfortunately, this massive population boom is projected to occur primarily in the most fragile and food insecure countries. This alarming math is not just about total numbers. Projections show that the greatest increase is in the age groups most vulnerable to extremism. There are currently 200 million people in Africa between the ages of 15 and 24, with that number expected to double in the next 30 years. Already, 60% of the unemployed in Africa are young people. Too often these situations deteriorate into shooting wars requiring the deployment of our military forces. We should be continually mindful that the price we pay for committing military forces is measured in our most precious national resource, the blood of those who serve. For those who live in rural America, this has a disproportionate impact. Fully 40% of those who serve in our military come from the farms, ranches, and non-urban communities that make up only 16% of our population. Actions taken now to increase agricultural sector jobs can provide economic opportunity and stability for those unemployed youths while helping to feed people. A recent report by the Chicago Council on Global Affairs identifies agriculture development as the core essential for providing greater food security, economic growth, and population well-being. Our active support for food security, including agriculture development, has helped stabilize key regions over the past 60 years. A robust food security strategy, as a part of our overall security strategy, can mitigate the growth of terrorism, build important relationships, and support continued American economic and agricultural prosperity while materially contributing to our Nation’s and the world’s security.

3

Legal immigration refers to permanent admissions for employment, family and diversity applicants. It’s one of three subsets of immigration policy and humanitarian admissions are governed by an entirely separate set of restrictions
Passel and Fix, 94 – Jeffrey S. Passel is Director, Program for Research for Immigration Policy, The Urban Institute, Washington, D.C.; Michael Fix is Director, Immigrant Policy Program, The Urban Institute, Washington, D.C (“Immigration and Immigrants: Setting the Record Straight” 5/1, http://webarchive.urban.org/publications/305184.html#II italics in original
MAKING SENSE OF IMMIGRATION POLICY Making policy sense of the widely varying types of action represented in this chronological sketch requires clear separation of three distinct parts of U.S. immigration policy: (1) legal immigration, (2) humanitarian admissions, and (3) illegal immigration. Failure to keep these domains separate may be the most important source of confusion in the current national debate. The distinction is crucial because the three domains are governed by different legislation, administered by different bureaucracies, and involve different administrative functions—functions that range from paramilitary operations to apprehend illegals, to language training to facilitate immigrant integration. The various parts of immigration policy are also motivated by different goals. THE GOALS OF IMMIGRATION POLICY The principal goals of U.S. immigration policy are: Social—unifying U.S. citizens and legal residents with their families; Economic—increasing U.S. productivity and standard of living; Cultural—encouraging diversity; Moral—promoting human rights; National and economic security—controlling illegal immigration. The current debate tends to focus on the economic outcomes and neglect the social, cultural, and moral goals. Thus, many critiques of immigration policies ignore the intent of their framers. LEGAL IMMIGRATION Legal immigration policy is based primarily on the principles of family unification and meeting the labor market's needs.1 The United States currently admits roughly 700,000 immigrants annually as legal permanent ("green card") residents who after 5 years' continuous residence will be eligible to apply for citizenship. (See Appendix A, Table A-1.) 2 The U.S. admits more such immigrants who are placed on this type of citizenship track than all other countries combined.3 U.S. admissions policies are, to an extent that is generally under-recognized, the product of the civil rights revolution of the 1960s. That is, they are guided by nondiscriminatory principles which eliminate the racial, national, and ethnic biases that controlled before 1965, when annual quotas that tilted immigration toward Europe were eliminated.4 These principles, coupled with the law's emphasis on family unification, have driven a largely unexpected shift in the composition of new immigration from Europe to Central America and Asia. Legal immigration policy alone pursues the social, economic, and cultural goals noted above. The social goal of family unification is principally intended to unite nuclear families. Strong, sustained support for this goal derives in large part from the fact that its main beneficiaries are U.S. citizens—a politically endowed constituency. The economic goal of meeting the nation's labor force needs requires maneuvering among three potentially conflicting objectives: (1) promoting the nation's competitiveness in the global economy, (2) minimizing the burden placed on employers, and (3) protecting the wages and employment conditions of U.S. workers. The rhetoric of making immigration policy more responsive to the nation's labor force needs was central to the politics of the 1990 Immigration Act, which almost tripled admissions for highly skilled workers and their families, raising the number admitted from 58,000 to 140,000 annually (Fix and Passel 1991). The architects of the 1990 Immigration Act also sought to advance the cultural goal of diversifying immigration to the United States by diluting the degree to which immigration over the previous decade had been dominated by Latin American and Asian admissions. In the 1990 Act, a new "diversity" category was added to bring in immigrants from countries that had sent few immigrants to the U.S. in recent decades. The varied objectives behind this innovation included (1) increasing European immigration, (2) increasing the skills of new entrants, and (3) intensifying the role immigration plays in promoting pluralism within the United States. HUMANITARIAN ADMISSIONS Between 1945 and 1990, one-quarter of all immigrants entering the United States were admitted on humanitarian grounds. Humanitarian admissions policy is guided by the moral goal of promoting human rights by extending protection to those fleeing persecution. The current legislative framework for humanitarian admissions policy is set out principally in the 1980 Refugee Act, which seeks to accomplish three goals: Base humanitarian admissions on internationally recognized criteria (developed by the United Nations) that depart from the largely ideological, anti-communist grounds that previously prevailed;5 Create a predictable, manageable flow of refugees; Include a program for resettling refugees—involving cash, medical support, and social services. The resettlement program recognized that refugees and asylees arrive with little money and no family or business connections. The 1980 Refugee Act covers two types of humanitarian admissions—refugees and asylees. Refugee admissions are set annually by the President in consultation with Congress. Refugee admissions for FY 1994 are expected to total 120,000. While refugees apply for admission to the United States and are processed overseas, asylees petition to remain in the U.S., usually after having entered illegally. Put differently, the U.S. selects refugees; asylum seekers select the United States. Asylum applications reached 147,000 in 1993, up from only 56,000 in 1991; only 4,465 petitions for asylum were approved in fiscal 1993 (National Asylum Study Project 1993). Although asylum was not a central concern of those who framed the Refugee Act, it has become an extremely volatile issue—not just within this country but also across Europe. This concern is due in large part to the fact that asylum is often granted after illegal entry, which puts efforts to offer humanitarian admission in conflict with illegal immigration control. The controversy that has plagued asylum is fed both by the number of applications that have been filed—yielding a current backlog of almost 350,000 unadjucated cases—and by the perception that the system is out of control.6 One explanation advanced for the backlog has been the incentives built into the asylum process. Most asylum applicants have not only been granted work authorization while they await their hearings, they have also been extended broad procedural safeguards if their petitions are denied. Further, few denied applicants have ever been deported. Thus, despite the fact that most asylum applicants come from countries where human rights abuses have been documented, the process has been viewed skeptically by its critics (National Asylum Study Project 1993). A significant new door to safe refuge was opened by the 1990 Immigration Act: temporary protected status (TPS). The law recognizes that in certain circumstances—war or natural disaster—selected nationality groups should be allowed temporary residence in the United States without having individual members' claims separately adjudicated. Three years into the program, 215,000 persons have been granted TPS, more than half the number who entered with refugee status over the same period.7 CONTROLLING ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION Only with passage of the Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 (IRCA) did Congress lay out a more or less coherent legislative scheme to control illegal immigration, thereby turning immigration policy to the goals of promoting the nation's sovereignty and protecting the economic security of the U.S. labor force. Before 1986, policy to control illegal immigration consisted mostly of intercepting illegals at the border or apprehending them at their jobs. The 1986 Act changed this by making the hiring of illegal immigrants a civil and, in some cases, a criminal violation. IRCA attempted to strike a balance among five at least partially conflicting objectives: (1) cutting off the work and welfare "magnets" thought to attract illegals; (2) minimizing the regulatory burden on employers; (3) meeting the labor force needs of industries dependent historically on immigrant labor (especially California agriculture); (4) averting discrimination against foreign-looking and -sounding people; and (5) minimizing government intrusion on privacy. In addition to IRCA's employer sanction provisions, the law mandates that states use the Systematic Alien Verification for Entitlements (SAVE) system, an automated verification system to track the immigration status of applicants for welfare. IRCA also extends legal status to immigrants who have been in this country continuously since 1982 or have worked in agriculture. This provision for one-time amnesty is intended to "wipe the slate clean." IRCA has led to the legalization of more than 1 percent of the U.S. population, almost three million residents—the largest such program in history.8 While the "carrot" of IRCA's amnesty provisions has been extremely successful, the "stick" of employer sanctions has largely failed to control illegal immigration in the 1990s. Employer sanctions have proved difficult to enforce because of the increased prevalence of fraudulent documents and the limited resources thus far dedicated to enforcement by the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS). At the same time, civil liberties principles have been invoked to defeat political initiatives for adopting a national identity card, which further complicated enforcement (Fix 1991).

Adjustment of status explodes the topic
Daniels, 4 
(Roger, Charles Phelps Taft Professor of History Emeritus at the University of Cincinnati. Guarding the Golden Door: American Immigration Policy and Immigrants Since 1882, p. 249)
But the remaining 9.5 percent of nonimmigrants, amounting to 3,178,957 individuals-more than three times the number of the year's legal "immigrants"-entered the United States legally in a bewildering number of categories, most with the possibility of changing their legal category from nonimmigrant to immigrant at some future date. It would be more precise to call most of these people "potential legal immigrants," a term that might also apply to all the illegal immigrants in the country at any time. The INS calls the process of changing from one category to another "adjustment of status." During 2000 an absolute majority of the 849,807 legal "immigrants"-4-42,405 or '52 percent-were not, in the normal sense of the word, immigrants in 2000. Rather, they were persons who in some prior year had been admitted in a nonimmigrant category or who had entered il- legally, and had their status legally changed in 2000.

Voting issue – 
a) Limits – they explode the neg research burden by expanding required work into entirely new processes of migrating to the US
b) Ground – core neg ground is predicated on the assumption the aff operates through legal immigration procedures which are distinct from asylee and refugee processes
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Text: The United States federal government should: 
· extend Temporary Protected Status indefinitely and eliminate the 18 month renewal requirement;
· adjust TPS status to include eligibility for all social benefits provided to U.S. citizens;
· announce new criminal penalties for social workers and businesses that deny TPS status individuals federal benefits;
· announce all of these changes to U.S. law publicly, and announce that TPS status will not be rescinded by Congress or the administration.  

That solves their violence arguments – here’s the parts of their evidence that matters
Abrego and Lakhani 15 — Leisy J. Abrego, Associate Professor of Chicana/o Studies at the University of California-Los Angeles, holds a Ph. D. in Sociology from the University of California-Los Angeles, and Sarah M. Lakhani, J.D. Candidate at the University of California-Berkeley School of Law, Affiliated Scholar and former Law and Social Science Doctoral and Postdoctoral Fellow at the American Bar Foundation, holds a Ph.D. in Sociology from the University of California-Los Angeles, 2015 (“Incomplete Inclusion: Legal Violence and Immigrants in Liminal Legal Statuses,” Law & Policy, Volume 37, Issue 4, October, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via Wiley InterScience)
Greennhill Reads the Green
The legal violence framework is especially useful in our analysis because it underscores the central role of law in making possible and providing legitimacy to structural and symbolic forms of violence against immigrants. Unlike more general forms of structural violence located ubiquitously in various social structures, the legal violence framework identifies “the law” as the site that simultaneously generates violence and makes it socially acceptable. Under the current immigration regime, society accepts and normalizes practices that harm immigrants precisely because “they broke the law.” Law provides a widely recognized and respected discourse that inherently justifies mistreatment of people who “did not follow the law.” In this article, the legal violence framework allows us to demonstrate how laws can marginalize even those people deemed legally worthy of humanitarian relief, leaving them not only unprotected but also vulnerable to forms of abuse that the public often understands as “unintended” and acceptable.4 Humanitarian Relief and Liminal Legal Statuses Although the academic literature on the effects of legal status and popular dialogue on immigration often assume that immigrants are either documented (with a full or nearly full complement of civil, social, and political benefits) or undocumented (with very limited benefits), immigration policies confer a wide range of legal statuses with varying levels of protections and rewards (Heeren 2015; Menjívar 2006; Mountz et al. 2002). For example, some provide recipients the opportunity to apply for permanent legalization, while others increasingly bestow limited, temporary benefits with no path to a more stable legal position. Menjívar and Abrego (2012) point to the broad reach of the contemporary immigration regime into the integration processes of undocumented immigrants and those with TPS. Following their lead, we examine how current policies affect immigrants' lives in several liminal legal statuses conferred through humanitarian relief to provide protections superior to undocumented standing but short of residency and citizenship. Many immigrants in these statuses hold considerable rights, including permission to reside in the country, to work, and to draw social services and financial aid. Yet the nebulous character of liminal, humanitarian legal categories in a broader inhospitable context may create difficulties when immigrants seek to convert their status into tangible resources by signaling their legality to social intermediaries who dispense benefits and control opportunities (Lakhani forthcoming). Thus, we argue that the ability to project a valid legal identity to others is essential to mobilizing an approved legal status. When this ability is compromised, immigrants are directly vulnerable to the forms of structural and symbolic violence that the legal violence framework captures, regardless of their legal standing and entitlements in principal. Therefore, although immigrants in liminal, humanitarian legal statuses may be officially authorized to dwell, labor, and receive public benefits in the United States, they may nevertheless face barriers stemming from the implementation of immigration laws in the contemporary sociopolitical era that hinder their integration and well being in both immediate and lasting ways. Millions of immigrants in the United States hold temporary legal statuses, occupying a precarious space between the enduring and socially recognizable residency and citizenship standings and marginalized undocumented status in the legal “twilight” (Martin 2005; see also Heeren 2015).5 These standings may be acquired via circumstances warranting humanitarian intervention, employment skills, family ties to immigrants in the United States, travel to or study in the country, or other means.6 Menjívar (2006) coined the concept “liminal legality” to refer to the difficult legal, social, and psychological position of immigrants with TPS and pending asylum cases. In line with Menjívar's (2006) conceptualization, we focus on several humanitarian standings that leave individuals in liminal sociolegal and psychic circumstances. Political Asylum Through legislation first established during the Cold War, individuals who are “unable or unwilling to return to their country of nationality because of persecution or a well-founded fear of persecution on account of race, religion, nationality, membership in a particular social group, or political opinion” may apply for political asylum after having entered the United States. There is no limit on the number of individuals who may be granted asylum in a given year.7 In 2013, 25,199 individuals were granted asylum, with the leading countries of nationality for asylees being China, Egypt, and Ethiopia (Martin and Yankay 2014). Individuals who receive asylum are allowed to remain in the United States, authorized to work, and entitled to benefits including employment assistance, a social security card, and social services (ibid.). Although asylees are eligible to apply for permanent residency after one year in legal standing, they are not required to do so. Asylum status may last indefinitely, but it may also be revoked.8 The process of adjusting from asylum status to permanent residency varies widely in length, with some applicants waiting years for a response. There are no limits on the number of asylees eligible to obtain permanent residency in a given year (Burt and Batalova 2014). Temporary Protected Status TPS is a form of administrative relief that resulted from Salvadoran immigrants and their allies' organized protests in 1990 (Coutin 2000; Weitzhandler 1993). In 2015, over 337,000 immigrants from eleven countries rely on TPS to legally reside and work in the United States for an assigned period of time.9 The Secretary of the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) designates which foreign nationals are eligible for this temporary legal status when people already present in the United States cannot return to their home countries due to conflict, environmental disaster, or other extreme conditions. TPS does not lead to permanent resident status. One distinguishing feature of TPS is that it can be reapproved multiple times. In the Salvadoran case, for example, this has meant that over 200,000 Salvadoran nationals have been TPS beneficiaries continuously for over fourteen years since 2001 (currently set to expire in September 2016). Another 61,000 Honduran nationals and 2,800 Nicaraguan nationals have benefitted since December 1998 (currently set to expire in July 2016 for both countries). If the program is reapproved, eligible immigrants must reregister. The Secretary of Homeland Security decides whether to renew the program every eighteen months, each time requiring recipients to pay fees (currently amounting to $515 per person) to have their employment authorization extended and to continue residing in the United States legally. In each cycle, beneficiaries face the possibility that the program will not be extended, putting them in an extended precarious position as they await annually their fate: whether they will be allowed to remain legally for another eighteen months or become undocumented if the program is not reapproved.
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Text: The United States federal government should grant parole status for beneficiaries of Temporary Protected Status indefinitely. The United States federal government should publicly announce that the parole will be continual, won’t be revoked, and that parolees won’t be deported.

Parole is legally sound, flexible, and insulated from congressional and judicial interference
Benach 15 – Immigration lawyer and founding partner of Benach Collopy. Awarded the Edith B. Lowenstein Award for Excellence in Advancing the Practice of Immigration Law by the American Immigration Lawyers Association (AILA) in 2017. (Ava, "Using Parole in Executive Action- Benach Collopy LLP," Benach Collopy LLP, 2-18-2015, http://www.benachcollopy.com/2015/02/hanen-parole-solve-administrations-executive-action-quandry/) //S.He 
The Texas judge’s decision to enjoin the government from implementing DAPA and extended DACA has brought the administration’s executive action program to a screeching halt just as thousands were getting ready to file for extended DACA today, February 18, 2015. Instead, people are trying to unearth the procedures for seeking a “stay of the stay” at the Fifth Circuit. Media reports have already surfaced that the administration will not seek emergency review of the stay, raising the specter that the entire executive action program will be on hold for many months. Perhaps, there is a silver lining here. Perhaps, the administration gets a chance to revisit an option that was surely presented to it, but just as surely rejected by the administration as too far-reaching. Ironically, this alternative approach would have been on far more solid legal ground than the expansion of deferred action. We are referring to “parole.” Parole is the authority to inspect and allow to enter any person that is ineligible for admission. Congress has granted the executive branch with broad discretionary parole authority. Immigration & Nationality Act Sec. 212(d)(5)(A) states that the Secretary of Homeland Security “may . . . in his discretion parole into the United States temporarily under such conditions as he may prescribe only on a case-by-case basis for urgent humanitarian reasons or significant public benefit any alien applying for admission to the United States.” This authority would allow the administration to establish a procedure by which individuals could apply for admission and seek parole. There is precedent for granting parole to individuals who are already in the United States. This process is known as parole in place, which we discussed here in August. It allows an individual already in the U.S. to present themselves for inspection and seek parole without leaving the country. Most recently, parole in place has been used to allow the undocumented relatives of members and veterans of our Armed Forces to obtain lawful immigration status. This option was likely rejected by the administration because once an individual has been paroled into the U.S., they are eligible to adjust status to permanent residence if they are the beneficiary of certain immigrant petitions. By extending parole in place, the administration would have opened the door to permanent residence for thousands of undocumented individuals. It is all but certain that the administration did not want to be accused of granting residence to these individuals. Somehow, it was deemed more politically palatable to place individuals into quasi-limbo deferred action. By shrinking the prize, the administration must have thought that they would have gotten less opposition. How wrong they were again. Congress is on the verge of shutting down the Department of Homeland Security over the administration’s executive action program and, of course, 26 states have filed suit against executive action and convinced a judge to put a stop on the EA program. The irony is that paroling individuals into the U.S. would have been easier to defend legally than the deferred action program has proven to be. A key thread running through Judge Hanen’s decision is that Congress has passed no law giving the President broad authority to use deferred action this way. Such a thing could not be said about parole. As stated above, Congress has given the executive broad authority to parole individuals into the United States. This authority is placed “in the discretion” of and “under such conditions as he may prescribe” the Secretary of Homeland Security. There are multiple laws that insulate discretionary determinations from judicial review. Congress itself in INA 242(a)(2)(B) stated that “no court shall have jurisdiction to review . . . any other decision or action of the Secretary of Homeland Security for which is specified under this title to be in the discretion of the Secretary of Homeland Security.” In addition, the Administrative Procedures Act (APA), which Judge Hanen used to stay executive action, contains an exclusion to review of “discretionary determinations.” Finally, terms such as “urgent humanitarian reasons” and “significant public benefit” are the types of determinations that the judiciary will, generally, not review and will leave to the the determination of the administration. Judge Hanen’s decision, while awful in many respects, is a result of a timid and feckless White House. Unwilling to take the heat that would have likely accompanied a decision to create a system for parole, the administration relied upon a less defensible procedure of deferred action. Of course, even though the administration thought it was turning down the heat by only providing for deferred action, the administration got a full on battle. And somehow, despite the last six years of obstruction and bad faith by the opponents of the administration, the White House seems once again surprised by the vehemence of the opposition. Hopefully, the White House will embrace the solution of parole and have a bigger impact than they could have ever imagined.
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“Legal immigration” is exclusively LPR admissions
Wilcox 5 — Shelley Wilcox, Assistant Professor of Philosophy at Temple University, former Assistant Professor of Philosophy at the University of Dayton, holds a Ph.D. in Philosophy from the University of Colorado-Boulder, 2005 (“American Neonativism and Gendered Immigrant Exclusions,” Feminist Interventions in Ethics and Politics: Feminist Ethics and Social Theory, Edited by Barbara S. Andrew, Jean Keller, and Lisa H. Schwartzman, Published by Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, ISBN 0742542688, p. 216-217/228)
The INA initiated a second great wave of immigration to the United States, with profoundly altered demographics. Between the 1960s and 2002, legal immigration grew steadily from 330,000 immigrants per year to over 1 million per year.10 The immigration preferences set by the INA also dramatically altered the ethnic and gender composition of legal immigration flows. The termination of the national-origins quota system enabled large numbers of immigrants from Latin America and Asia to migrate legally to the United States. As a result, between 1970 and 1990, the general U.S. population grew by 20 percent, while the Asian American and Latino resident populations grew by 385 percent and 141 percent, respectively (Feagin 1997:28). The INA's new emphasis on family reunification encouraged greater numbers of women to migrate to the United States. Indeed, due largely to the INA, most legal immigrants today are female (Houstoun, Kramer, and Mackin-Barrett 1984: 908-9, 913). Undocumented immigration (usually referred to as "illegal immigration") also has increased since the INA was enacted. It is impossible to determine exactly how many undocumented immigrants enter the United States each year. However, most estimates place annual rates at between [end page 216] 275,000 and 300,000 immigrants per year, with women accounting for nearly half of these undocumented immigrants (DeSipio and de la Garza 1998: 42; Spotts 2002:601, 615; and Arp, Dantico, and Zatz 1990:23-24). Footnotes in this card (p. 228): 10. Legal immigration, as defined by U.S. immigration law, includes persons who have been admitted under legal permanent resident status. Legal immigrants may remain in the United States permanently under this status unless they relinquish it by living abroad for lengthy periods or by committing a crime that subjects them to deportation. After five years of residence, permanent residents have the right to petition for naturalized U.S. citizenship. The category of legal immigration excludes noncitizens who are authorized to enter and remain in the United States for short periods of time for the purposes of employment, education, tourism, and commerce without the right to reside permanently or petition for citizenship.

There’s legal consensus that adjustment of status isn’t admission
Cicchini and Hassell 12 — Daniel Cicchini, General Attorney at the Executive Office for Immigration Review—the office of the U.S. Department of Justice responsible for adjudicating all immigration cases in the U.S., and Joseph Hassell, Attorney Advisor at the Immigration Court in Eloy, Arizona, 2012 (“The Continuing Struggle To Define ‘Admission’ and ‘Admitted’ in the Immigration and Nationality Act,” Immigration Law Adviser—a publication of the Executive Office for Immigration Review, Volume 6, Number 6, June, Available Online at https://www.justice.gov/sites/default/files/eoir/legacy/2012/08/07/vol6no6.pdf, Accessed 07-14-2018, p. 4-5)
Adjustment of Status: Is It an Admission? Determining if and when an alien has been “admitted” is more complex, however, if an alien becomes an LPR through adjustment of status under section 245 of the Act. Indeed, in such a case, an adjudicator may have to determine whether applicable precedent defines an alien’s adjustment of status as an “admission” within the meaning of the Act, because the Board and the circuit courts appear to be split on the issue. Under section 245 of the Act, the Attorney General may adjust the status of any alien who has previously been inspected, admitted, or paroled. More specifically, adjustment of status is a process that permits aliens already present in the United States to become LPRs without having to depart and procure an immigrant visa from an American consulate, most often in the alien’s country of origin. USCIS, DHS, Adjustment of Status, (Mar. 30, 2011), http://www.uscis.gov/greencard (follow “Green Card Processes and Procedures” hyperlink; then follow “Adjustment of Status” hyperlink); Barr at 3. Because aliens who adjust status are already physically present inside the United States, this process does not involve physical entry into the country after inspection and authorization at a port of entry. Thus, under the plain language of section 101(a)(13)(A) of the Act, it is not an “admission.” As a consequence, an alien who has adjusted status to that of an LPR after entering the country without inspection has not been “admitted” within the meaning of section 101(a)(13)(A) and would therefore be subject to the grounds of inadmissibility under section 212(a) of the Act. To avoid this result, in Matter of Rosas, 22 I&N Dec. 616, 621-23 (BIA 1999), the Board held that an alien who was either authorized to enter after inspection or who has “adjusted status” after an unlawful entry was “admitted” for purposes of determining whether the inadmissibility or deportability grounds should apply. See also Matter of E.W. Rodriguez, 25 I&N Dec. 784, 789 (BIA 2012) (holding that the Board is “constrained to treat adjustment as an admission in order to preserve the coherence of the statutory scheme and avoid absurdities”); Matter of Espinosa Guillot, 25 I&N Dec. 653, 655-56 (BIA 2011) (holding that an alien who adjusted to LPR status under the Cuban Refugee Adjustment Act was admitted and therefore subject to charges of removability under section 237(a)); Matter of Alyazji, 25 I&N Dec. 397, 399- 401 (BIA 2011) (citing Board cases where “adjustment of status” is an admission, as well as circuit decisions concluding otherwise); Matter of Koljenovic, 25 I&N Dec. 219, 225 (BIA 2010) (holding that, for purposes of a section 212(h) waiver of inadmissibility, an alien whose status is adjusted to that of an LPR has been “admitted” on the [end page 4] date he or she adjusted status). Other provisions of the Act additionally suggest that an adjustment of status means that an alien is “in and admitted to the United States,” making him or her deportable. See section 237(a)(1)(A) of the Act (entitled “Inadmissible aliens” and providing, in pertinent part, that “[a]ny alien who at the time of entry or adjustment of status was within one or more classes of aliens [who were] inadmissible . . . is deportable”) (emphasis added). Unlike the Board, the circuit courts’ treatment of the “adjustment-as-admission” issue is mixed. The Ninth Circuit has held that an adjustment of status can be considered an “admission,” albeit in a limited context, but most other circuits disagree. In OcampoDuran v. Ashcroft, 254 F.3d 1133, 1134-35 (9th Cir. 2001), the Ninth Circuit held that adjustment of status was an “admission” within the context of section 237(a)(2)(A)(iii) of the Act, which authorizes removal of any alien convicted “at any time after admission” of an aggravated felony. In that case, an LPR, who had entered without inspection, had never been “admitted” within the meaning of section 101(a)(13)(A) of the Act. Nevertheless, the court found the alien removable because he later adjusted status and then was convicted of an aggravated felony. Id. (quoting section 101(a)(20) of the Act in defining the term “lawfully admitted for permanent residence”). However, in the context of section 237(a)(2)(A)(i)(I) of the Act, which provides, inter alia, that an alien is deportable if he or she is convicted of an offense committed within 5 years “after the date of admission,” the circuit courts have consistently held that an alien’s adjustment of status does not constitute an “admission.” More specifically, the Fourth, Sixth, and Seventh Circuits have all held that the term “admission” in the phrase “date of admission” is governed by the plain, “unambiguous” meaning of “admission” in section 101(a)(13)(A), which requires physical entry after inspection. Zhang v. Mukasey, 509 F.3d 313, 316 (6th Cir. 2007) (holding “that there is only one ‘first lawful admission,’ and it is based on physical, legal entry into the United States, not on the attainment of a particular legal status”); Aremu v. Dep’t of Homeland Sec., 450 F.3d 578, 581 (4th Cir. 2006) (“Because the statutory definition of ‘admission’ does not include adjustment of status, it appears that a straightforward application of Chevron requires us to conclude that the BIA’s determination that ‘the date of admission’ under [section 237(a)(2)(A)(i)] includes the date of an adjustment of status fails step one of the Chevron analysis.”); Abdelqadar v. Gonzales, 413 F.3d 668, 673 (7th Cir. 2005) (“[The alien] accuses the agency of engaging in word play by equating ‘admitted for permanent residence’ with ‘the date of admission.’ The former is a legal status, the latter an entry into the United States. Section [101(a)(13)(A)] defines admission as a lawful entry, not as a particular legal status afterward.”) Additionally, in Shivaraman v. Ashcroft, 360 F.3d 1142, 1147-48 (9th Cir. 2004), the Ninth Circuit distinguished its prior reasoning in Ocampo-Duran, 254 F.3d 1133, holding that the date of an alien’s adjustment of status is not “the date of admission” under section 237(a)(2)(A)(i) if, at the time of the alien’s adjustment, he or she was already lawfully present in the United States pursuant to an earlier nonimmigrant admission. It should be noted, however, that none of the circuit court cases interpreting the term “admission” within the context of section 237(a)(2)(A)(i)(I) concerned an alien who had previously entered without inspection and then adjusted status to that of an LPR. Zhang, 509 F.3d at 314 (alien “admitted . . . as an F-2 nonimmigrant student”); Aremu, 450 F.3d at 579 (alien “admitted as a nonimmigrant visitor for pleasure”); Abdelqadar, 413 F.3d at 672 (alien lawfully admitted after inspection); Shivaraman, 360 F.3d at 1143 (alien “lawfully entered . . . as an F-1 nonimmigrant student”). It is difficult to predict how the circuits would decide a case under section 237(a)(2)(A)(i)(I) concerning an LPR who adjusted status after entering without inspection. However, if the circuits maintain that an adjustment of status is not an “admission” under section 237(a)(2)(A)(i)(I), such an interpretation would effectively immunize such an alien from deportability under this provision and may subject them to the grounds of inadmissibility under section 212 of the Act.

Violation – they adjust the status of people already in the US

Prefer it,

1st – limits – they justify tiny affs that adjust the status of people already in the US

2nd – ground – core neg ground is predicated on NEW immigrants entering the US
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“Legal immigration” has to be lawful permanent residence
Ruth Ellen Wasem 3, Specialist in Social Legislation Domestic Social Policy Division,  CRS report, “Immigration and Naturalization Fundamentals”, http://research.policyarchive.org/3473.pdf
The two basic types of legal aliens are immigrants and nonimmigrants. Immigrants are persons admitted as legal permanent residents (LPRs) of the United States. Nonimmigrants — such as tourists, foreign students, diplomats, temporary agricultural workers, exchange visitors, or intracompany business personnel — are admitted for a specific purpose and a temporary period of time. Nonimmigrants are required to leave the country when their visas expire, though certain classes of nonimmigrants may adjust to LPR status if they otherwise qualify.2

Citizens and LPRs are distinct
USCIS 18, United States Citizenship and Immigration Services, “Lawful Permanent Resident”, https://www.uscis.gov/tools/glossary/lawful-permanent-resident
Any person not a citizen of the United States who is living in the U.S. under legally recognized and lawfully recorded permanent residence as an immigrant. Also known as “permanent resident alien,” “resident alien permit holder,” and “Green Card holder.”

The process is distinct – naturalization and immigration are different
Maureen Costello 14, “An Educator’s Guide to the Immigration Debate”, https://www.tolerance.org/magazine/summer-2014/an-educators-guide-to-the-immigration-debate
The history of naturalization—the process by which a person becomes a citizen—stands in stark contrast to that of immigration. While immigration started out wide open and gradually came under federal control and grew more restrictive, the rules for naturalization have been firmly under federal control from the beginning. Two hundred years ago, the process of becoming a citizen was relatively easy—but few people qualified.

Violation – they create a path to citizenship, not immigration

Prefer it – 

1st – limits – allowing naturalization explodes the neg research burden by justifying a proliferation of small affs

2nd – ground – core neg ground is predicated on the process of legal immigration, not naturalization

8

The United States federal government ought to make all people who would qualify for permanent residence under the affirmative’s mandate eligible for United States citizenship, and waive all requirements for citizenship for those people.

Citizenship is better and distinct from lawful permanent residence – it solves brain circulation, civic engagement, deportation, expenses, and job accessibility
Tanya Lee 12, Ms. Lee was a business immigration attorney with Littler Mendelson, P.C. and with Fragomen, Del Rey, Bernsen & Loewy, LLP. A graduate of Princeton, Cornell, and Howard Universities, Law Office of Tanya M. Lee, PLLC is a law firm specializing in Immigration and Nationality Law
Inevitably, at some point the permanent resident cards ("green cards) of long-time U.S. Legal Permanent Residents (LPRs) will expire. LPRs are required to maintain a valid permanent resident card, so green card card holders must either continue to renew their LPR status and thus the green card, or apply to "upgrade" their status to U.S. citizen through an application for naturalization. Opinion: unless there is a strong risk of denial or a risk of loss of green card status or deportation, applying for citizenship via naturalization is always a better option than renewing the green card. Why? Because from a financial perspective, naturalization offers more benefits and provides a better value/better bang for the buck than simply renewing the green card and remaining a U.S. Legal Permanent Resident. Here are six reasons why. 1. Naturalization is less expensive over time because there is no need for renewal. The current fee charged by the government to renew a permanent resident card (green card) is $450. Now compare that to the current $680 application fee to become a naturalized U.S. citizen. At first glance it will seem that naturalization is more expensive than renewing the green card. But let's examine this further. Assuming the naturalization application is approved, this becomes a one-time of $680 fee versus a minimum of $450 you would have to pay every 10 years to renew your green card. And since immigration filing fees have increased dramatically in recent years, you can expect the cost to renew the green card to increase over time, almost certainly within the 10 year period before a new green card expires. A person may end up paying hefty green card renewal fees 2, 3, 4 or more times over a lifetime. Yikes! 2. Only Naturalization can protect you from removal (deportation). Citizenship is the ONLY protection from deportation (removal) from the U.S. The list of criminal offenses - many of them misdemeanors and often involving no jail time - that can trigger removal is continually being expanded by Congress and judicial interpretation. A Legal Permanent Resident (green card holder) will always be subject to the possibility of removal from the U.S. or denied entry upon return to the U.S. for an infraction. As a U.S. citizen, however, the worst punishment one can face is imprisonment (or the death penalty depending on the state), but never deportation. 3. Naturalization offers increased access to jobs and scholarships. Eligibility for federal jobs, especially those requiring a security clearance, are restricted to U.S. citizens; certain state law enforcement and other jobs are limited to U.S. citizens as well. Many private higher education scholarships and grants are also reserved for U.S. citizens only. 4. Your naturalization allows you to sponsor more family members for green cards, and your minor children may automatically become U.S. citizens. A naturalized U.S. citizen can sponsor more categories of family members for green cards/immigrant visas than a Legal Permanent Resident (green card holder) can, and the wait times are generally much 5. With naturalization, international travel may be easier and you can stay outside the U.S. as long as you want. A U.S. passport, which you can receive once you become a naturalized citizen, can make international travel easier and eliminate the need for tourist visas to visit many countries. Also, U.S. citizens can remain outside the country for as long as they want and without restriction from the U.S. In comparison, U.S. Legal Permanent Residents must always prove that they continue to be "admissible" to the U.S. when returning from trips abroad and unfortunately can be denied entry even though they have a green card. Furthermore, LPRs always face the risk of losing their status if it has been determining they abandoned their permanent residency by living/working abroad or staying outside the U.S. for too long. 6. Naturalized citizens can effect real change through enhanced civic participation. Only U.S. citizens can vote in U.S. federal, state, and local elections, and only U.S. citizens can hold elected office. This is becoming an increasingly important and powerful benefit of naturalization, as state officials, Congress, and the President all influence and help shape future immigration legislation and current enforcement priorities, as well as enact many other laws that affect your finances and quality of life.

Increased immigration causes mass backlash, violence, and rise of anti-immigrant parties
ANNABELLE TIMSIT 17, an editorial fellow at The Atlantic, “'Things Could Get Very Ugly' Following Europe's Refugee Crisis”, https://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2017/10/qa-sasha-polakow-suransky-immigration-europe/543537/
In 2015, record numbers of people left their homes and fled to Europe due to the rise of ISIS, the Syrian civil war, and instability in Afghanistan, the Middle East, and elsewhere. More than two million people requested asylum within the European Union between 2015 and 2016. It’s not yet clear how this influx of newcomers will change European politics in the long term. But it has already played a role in a wave of elections that saw far-right parties—in France, the Netherlands, Germany, Hungary, Austria, Finland, Sweden, Denmark, and Italy—make gains in parliaments and join governing coalitions with mainstream parties. Whatever the causes of the backlash against immigrants—be they economic, xenophobic, or otherwise—the governments of Europe are not alone in facing the challenge. In the United States, the Trump administration has adopted a harsh anti-immigration and anti-refugee stance, one he’s been blocked from fully implementing—early proposals for a travel ban aimed at residents of several Muslim-majority nations were held up in the courts, and his long-promised wall along the U.S.-Mexican border is making little headway.

Citizenship decreases anti-immigrant sentiment, politics, violence, and increases feelings of belonging and integration
Rainer Bauböck 14, professor of social and political theory at the European University Institute in Florence “Why citizenship matters when it comes to migration”, https://www.politico.eu/article/why-citizenship-matters-when-it-comes-to-migration/
Naturalisation may be even more important as a signal for immigrants and the native population. If laws do not create excessive obstacles for the acquisition of citizenship and if government policies promote the acquisition of citizenship, this sends a “welcome” message that will strengthen immigrants’ identification with their host society. It also sends a message to natives that immigrants belong to their political community, since they are considered as future citizens. Finally, there is also an important effect on politics. If more immigrants become citizens and voters, political parties have to compete for their votes. This process can provide a counterweight to the rise of anti-immigrant parties and helps to strengthen the representation of immigrants’ interests in democratic politics.

Case
Framing

Saving the greatest number of lives should be your first ethical priority
Cummisky 96 (David, professor of philosophy at Bates, “Kantian Consequentialism”, p. 131) 
Finally, even if one grants that saving two persons with dignity cannot outweigh and compensate for killing one—because dignity cannot be added and summed in this way—this point still does not justify deontological constraints. On the extreme interpretation, why would not killing one person be a stronger obligation than saving two persons? If I am concerned with the priceless dignity of each, it would seem that I may still save two; it is just that my reason cannot be that the two compensate for the loss of the one. Consider Hill's example of a priceless object: If I can save two of three priceless statutes only by destroying one, then I cannot claim that saving two makes up for the loss of the one. But similarly, the loss of the two is not outweighed by the one that was not destroyed. Indeed, even if dignity cannot be simply summed up, how is the extreme interpretation inconsistent with the idea that I should save as many priceless objects as possible? Even if two do not simply outweigh and thus compensate for the loss of the one, each is priceless; thus, I have good reason to save as many as I can. In short, it is not clear how the extreme interpretation justifies the ordinary killing/letting-die distinction or even how it conflicts with the conclusion that the more persons with dignity who are saved, the better.8

Counterplans obviate their framing – they can’t falsify our intentions

Extinction first – existential risks require unique risk calculus
Nick Bostrom 13 [Faculty of Philosophy & Oxford Martin School, Oxford], “Existential Risk Prevention as Global Priority”, Global Policy, Vol 4, Issue 1 (2013): 15-31, BE
Bostrom, who directs Oxford's Future of Humanity Institute, has argued over the course of several papers that human extinction risks are poorly understood and, worse still, severely underestimated by society. Some of these existential risks are fairly well known, especially the natural ones. But others are obscure or even exotic. Most worrying to Bostrom is the subset of existential risks that arise from human technology, a subset that he expects to grow in number and potency over the next century. Despite his concerns about the risks posed to humans by technological progress, Bostrom is no luddite. In fact, he is a longtime advocate of transhumanism---the effort to improve the human condition, and even human nature itself, through technological means. In the long run he sees technology as a bridge, a bridge we humans must cross with great care, in order to reach new and better modes of being. In his work, Bostrom uses the tools of philosophy and mathematics, in particular probability theory, to try and determine how we as a species might achieve this safe passage. What follows is my conversation with Bostrom about some of the most interesting and worrying existential risks that humanity might encounter in the decades and centuries to come, and about what we can do to make sure we outlast them. Some have argued that we ought to be directing our resources toward humanity's existing problems, rather than future existential risks, because many of the latter are highly improbable. You have responded by suggesting that existential risk mitigation may in fact be a dominant moral priority over the alleviation of present suffering. Can you explain why? Bostrom: Well suppose you have a moral view that counts future people as being worth as much as present people. You might say that fundamentally it doesn't matter whether someone exists at the current time or at some future time, just as many people think that from a fundamental moral point of view, it doesn't matter where somebody is spatially---somebody isn't automatically worth less because you move them to the moon or to Africa or something. A human life is a human life. If you have that moral point of view that future generations matter in proportion to their population numbers, then you get this very stark implication that existential risk mitigation has a much higher utility than pretty much anything else that you could do. There are so many people that could come into existence in the future if humanity survives this critical period of time---we might live for billions of years, our descendants might colonize billions of solar systems, and there could be billions and billions times more people than exist currently. Therefore, even a very small reduction in the probability of realizing this enormous good will tend to outweigh even immense benefits like eliminating poverty or curing malaria, which would be tremendous under ordinary standards.

Ethical policymaking requires calculation of consequences
Gvosdev 5 – Rhodes scholar, PhD from St. Antony’s College, executive editor of The National Interest (Nikolas, The Value(s) of Realism, SAIS Review 25.1, pmuse, AG)
As the name implies, realists focus on promoting policies that are achievable and sustainable. In turn, the morality of a foreign policy action is judged by its results, not by the intentions of its framers. A foreign policymaker must weigh the consequences of any course of action and assess the resources at hand to carry out the proposed task. As Lippmann warned, Without the controlling principle that the nation must maintain its objectives and its power in equilibrium, its purposes within its means and its means equal to its purposes, its commitments related to its resources and its resources adequate to its commitments, it is impossible to think at all about foreign affairs.8 Commenting on this maxim, Owen Harries, founding editor of The National Interest, noted, "This is a truth of which Americans—more apt to focus on ends rather than means when it comes to dealing with the rest of the world—need always to be reminded."9 In fact, Morgenthau noted that "there can be no political morality without prudence."10 This virtue of prudence—which Morgenthau identified as the cornerstone of realism—should not be confused with expediency. Rather, it takes as its starting point that it is more moral to fulfill one's commitments than to make "empty" promises, and to seek solutions that minimize harm and produce sustainable results. Morgenthau concluded: [End Page 18] Political realism does not require, nor does it condone, indifference to political ideals and moral principles, but it requires indeed a sharp distinction between the desirable and the possible, between what is desirable everywhere and at all times and what is possible under the concrete circumstances of time and place.11 This is why, prior to the outbreak of fighting in the former Yugoslavia, U.S. and European realists urged that Bosnia be decentralized and partitioned into ethnically based cantons as a way to head off a destructive civil war. Realists felt this would be the best course of action, especially after the country's first free and fair elections had brought nationalist candidates to power at the expense of those calling for inter-ethnic cooperation. They had concluded—correctly, as it turned out—that the United States and Western Europe would be unwilling to invest the blood and treasure that would be required to craft a unitary Bosnian state and give it the wherewithal to function. Indeed, at a diplomatic conference in Lisbon in March 1992, the various factions in Bosnia had, reluctantly, endorsed the broad outlines of such a settlement. For the purveyors of moralpolitik, this was unacceptable. After all, for this plan to work, populations on the "wrong side" of the line would have to be transferred and resettled. Such a plan struck directly at the heart of the concept of multi-ethnicity—that different ethnic and religious groups could find a common political identity and work in common institutions. When the United States signaled it would not accept such a settlement, the fragile consensus collapsed. The United States, of course, cannot be held responsible for the war; this lies squarely on the shoulders of Bosnia's political leaders. Yet Washington fell victim to what Jonathan Clarke called "faux Wilsonianism," the belief that "high-flown words matter more than rational calculation" in formulating effective policy, which led U.S. policymakers to dispense with the equation of "balancing commitments and resources."12 Indeed, as he notes, the Clinton administration had criticized peace plans calling for decentralized partition in Bosnia "with lofty rhetoric without proposing a practical alternative." The subsequent war led to the deaths of tens of thousands and left more than a million people homeless. After three years of war, the Dayton Accords—hailed as a triumph of American diplomacy—created a complicated arrangement by which the federal union of two ethnic units, the Muslim-Croat Federation, was itself federated to a Bosnian Serb republic. Today, Bosnia requires thousands of foreign troops to patrol its internal borders and billions of dollars in foreign aid to keep its government and economy functioning. Was the aim of U.S. policymakers, academics and journalists—creating a multi-ethnic democracy in Bosnia—not worth pursuing? No, not at all, and this is not what the argument suggests. But aspirations were not matched with capabilities. As a result of holding out for the "most moral" outcome and encouraging the Muslim-led government in Sarajevo to pursue maximalist aims rather than finding a workable compromise that could have avoided bloodshed and produced more stable conditions, the peoples of Bosnia suffered greatly. In the end, the final settlement was very close [End Page 19] to the one that realists had initially proposed—and the one that had also been roundly condemned on moral grounds. 

Debate is the only way to determine probability – make them beat the DA with specific indicts to win they outweigh under their framing

High risk, low probability impacts come first – necessary for human survival
Vlek 10 (Charles, professor emeritus, behavioral and social sciences @ Groningen university, 2010, "Judicious management of uncertain risks: I. Developments and criticisms of risk analysis and precautionary reasoning," Routledge, http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13669871003629887) //jackH
Serious uncertain risks in modern society Clearly, risk-taking is needed for human survival and development: ‘nothing ventured, nothing gained’. Many real-life risks can be reasonably well assessed or even calculated beforehand; both the nature of a negative outcome and its probability may be relatively clear a priori. Thus, at least in principle, it is possible to contemplate such risks as either high, medium or low, as either acceptable or not, and/or as more or less controllable by the risk-taker. However, the enormous technological development and economic expansion in the industrial countries since World War II have gradually caused new risks to arise (see the examples in Table 2). These risks may be called ‘environmental’, but in most cases, public health seems equally at stake, either directly (as in avian influenza) or indirectly (as in GMOs). Page (1978) has described the new environmental risks using nine characteristics: (1) ignorance of mechanism, (2) modest benefits, (3) catastrophic costs, (4) low probability of disaster, (5) internal benefits, (6) external costs, (7) collective risk, (8) latency of effects, and (9) irreversibility of effects. Clearly, such risks Journal of Risk Research 521 are serious, complex, uncertain and socio-politically ambiguous, four ‘challenges of contemporary risks’ as identified by Klinke et al. (2006; see also Klinke and Renn 2002). Such uncertain, ill-quantifiable risks cannot be clearly delineated, structured, assessed and evaluated. This makes them (gradually) distinct from ‘certain’, reasonably quantifiable risks.

Advantage

Status quo solves – a federal judge blocked the Trump administration from ending TPS protections 
AP 10/5/18 (Associated Press, “Federal Judge Temporarily Blocks Trump Administration from Ending TPS Protections,” https://www.houstonpublicmedia.org/articles/news/politics/immigration/2018/10/05/307116/federal-judge-temporarily-blocks-trump-administration-from-ending-tps-protections/)
The more than 16,000 Temporary Protected Status (TPS) beneficiaries that live in Houston are breathing easier for now after a federal judge ruled this week to maintain protections for people from Haiti, El Salvador, Sudan and Nicaragua. TPS beneficiaries came to the United States after natural disasters and many have lived in the country for decades. The Trump administration is trying to end Temporary Protected Status for thousands of people. U.S. District Judge Edward Chen blocked on Wednesday the administration from ending the TPS protections arguing that it would cause “irreparable harm and great hardship.” The judge said there is evidence that “President Trump harbors an animus against non-white, non-European aliens which influenced his … decision to end the TPS designation.” The ruling cited Trump’s 2015 campaign speech in which he characterized Mexican immigrants as drug dealers and rapists, his call to bar Muslims from entering the United States and his vulgar reference to African countries during a meeting about immigration at the White House in January. The ruling said the government failed to show the harm of continuing the 20-year-old program and that the plaintiffs established how uprooting those immigrants could hurt the local and national economy. “Beneficiaries who have lived, worked, and raised families in the United States (many for more than a decade), will be subject to removal,” Chen wrote. The lawsuit from immigrants who have received the protections alleges the administration’s decision was motivated by racism. Federal government reaction Justice Department spokesman Devin O’Malley said the ruling “usurps the role of the executive branch.” “The Justice Department completely rejects the notion that the White House or the Department of Homeland Security did anything improper. We will continue to fight for the integrity of our immigration laws and our national security,” O’Malley’s statement said. Attorneys for the plaintiffs praised the ruling and issued statements from some of those involved. “I was so happy when I found out about the judge’s decision,” said Crista Ramos, 14, whose Salvadoran mother was in the program. “Ever since the TPS terminations were announced, I have been wondering how I can live a normal life if I am about to lose my mom.” Chen questioned the administration’s motives at a hearing last month. He cited a memo that he said suggested the decision was driven by the administration’s America First policy. He asked an attorney for the U.S. Justice Department to respond to plaintiffs’ allegations that America First meant excluding immigrants who are not white. Adam Kirschner, a government attorney, said the memo showed then-Homeland Security Acting Secretary Elaine Duke grappling with what to do about temporary protected status. Kirschner said input from the White House was expected on an issue like this, but the final decision was Duke’s. Chen repeated Trump’s vulgar comment about African countries while responding that any influence the White House had on Duke could be relevant to the claims that the administration’s moves were discriminatory. Chen ruled Wednesday that evidence shows Duke’s decision “may have been done in order to implement and justify a pre-ordained result desired by the White House.”

Immigration courts are subject to Trump’s political pressure – there’s no checks
Kim 18 (Kim, Catherine Y—University of North Carolina (UNC) at Chapel Hill - School of Law. “The President's Immigration Courts” (April 28, 2018). Emory Law Journal, Forthcoming; UNC Legal Studies Research Paper. Available at SSRN: https://ssrn.com/abstract=3144100//sabín)
The statutory provisions governing administrative adjudication in the immigration context do not share these characteristics. Unlike the APA, the INA vests the power to conduct removal proceedings in “immigration judges” personally, rather than delegating such power generically to agency leadership to be sub-delegated. Moreover, the INA contains no analog to the APA provision awarding an agency’s political leadership authority to review and reverse the initial decisions of hearing officers. Indeed, it does not contemplate any form of review except to federal courts in certain types of cases.130 Nonetheless, the INA’s implementing regulations not only create the Board of Immigration Appeals (BIA) to review the decisions of immigration judges,131 but also allow further appeal to the Attorney General himself, who may refer cases to himself for potential reversal.132 The Attorney General has exercised this refer-and-review power repeatedly to reverse BIA decisions perceived to depart from the President’s political agenda.133 Indeed, former Attorney General Alberto Gonzales recently co-authored a law review article championing the exercise of this authority “as a powerful tool through which the executive branch can asserts its prerogatives in the immigration field.” 134 3. Limits to conventions as a barrier to political control The permeability of legal barriers to political influence suggests that the only real protection against presidential interference in agency adjudications may rest on soft “conventions.”136 But it is not at all clear that these soft norms will be sufficient to counterbalance the President’s incentives to control agency adjudications. Attorney General Gonzales’s recent article demonstrates that the convention of independence does not prevent agency leadership from celebrating, much less exercising, its power to reverse the decisions of lower-level adjudicators. Political scientists have documented a similar willingness to exercise such review authority in other agencies. 137 Perhaps more disturbing, political actors appear to exert pressure on agency adjudicators directly, without even having to exercise formal review power, 138 although a series of empirical analyses across different agencies found no evidence that case outcomes were responsive to changes in political leadership.139 Finally, even if conventions were effective in restraining prior administrations, the current President is perhaps singular in his willingness to defy such soft norms. If conventional norms were the primary reason why prior Presidents refrained from exercising control over agency adjudications, we should not be surprised if such restraint dissipates in the current administration.

Aff doesn’t solve – the plan text and their ev. says they remove the restrictions preventing people from applying for LPR, not actually getting LPR – no reason they wouldn’t just be denied

Trump can still restrict immigration – courts and Congress can’t check him
Bier 7/10 – David J. Bier is an immigration policy analyst at the Cato Institute’s Center for Global Liberty and Prosperity. He is an expert on visa reform, border security, and interior enforcement, and his work has been cited in the Washington Post, New York Times, Wall Street Journal, USA Today, Politico, and many other print and online publications. ("Why the Legal Immigration System Is Broken: A Short List of Problems," Cato Institute, https://www.cato.org/blog/why-legal-immigration-system-broken-short-list-problems) jbb
23. The president can ban any immigrants that he doesn’t like. In 1952, Congress passed a statute that authorizes the president to suspend “the entry of all aliens or any class of aliens” if he finds them to be “detrimental.” This power is untethered by any constraints, and as the travel ban case proves, the Supreme Court is willing to allow the president to ban immigrants based on the thinnest of pretexts. Sweeping power of this kind is incompatible with the rule of law and cedes lawmaking power to the president in a way that would shock our founders. Congress should require courts to use strict scrutiny when evaluating these types of actions by the president.

The USCIS cannot handle new surges in applications – turns the case – means less immigrants can get in the country
CRS 15 (Congressional Research Service, “U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) Functions and Funding,” 5-15-18. https://www.everycrsreport.com/files/20150515_R44038_16f079dd1e711ca7ea4c3d0fc27282b50a9f4fac.pdf -EGA)
Other immigration observers refute such assessments. They note that USCIS struggled for several years to reduce a processing backlog caused by the surge in petition volume from its relatively large FY2007 fee adjustments. Going back earlier, GAO noted that when the 3 million individuals who legalized under IRCA in 1986 became eligible for naturalization in 1995, the application backlog increased markedly.85 Processing backlogs may affect processing times for other petitions as resources within the agency are reconfigured to address urgent needs. This latter concern has been raised by some who argue the agency is diverting resources used to process petitions of those immigrating to the United States legally in order to process DACA and other petitions that benefit the unauthorized alien population.

Sessions ensures immigrants don’t get in 
Lind 18 Dara Lind, senior reporter covering immigration at Vox, “Trump made an immigration crackdown a priority. Jeff Sessions made it a reality.,” 5/23/18, https://www.vox.com/2018/5/23/17229464/jeff-sessions-immigration-trump-illegal   //KW
Sessions is requiring judges to decide immigrants’ fate in a matter of hours In early April, the DOJ sent a memo to all immigration judges telling them that “efficiency” would now factor into their performance reviews. The DOJ set standards that it called “benchmarks”: Judges would need to complete at least 700 cases a year to earn a “satisfactory” rating, while completion of fewer than 560 cases would lead to a judge being deemed “unsatisfactory.” Immigration judges and lawyers assailed the “benchmarks” as quotas. But a DOJ source shrugged about the new directive to the Washington Post, saying that 700 cases was only “three cases a day.” The National Association of Immigration Judges, the judges union, estimates that when you account for the days court isn’t in session and other factors, it’s more like four cases a day. “Anecdotally,” says judges union head Ashley Tabaddor, “we’re not aware that this is a number that is even close to being reasonable.” The “benchmarks” get into the details of court proceedings too. In cases where the judge has to review the judgment of an asylum officer about whether an asylum seeker can claim a “credible” fear” or “reasonable fear” of persecution or torture, the DOJ says the judge should be able (85 percent of the time) to make a decision that same day. Immigration lawyers worry that they simply can’t put together a compelling case in that time. “Often [you need] documents from overseas that take time to get, documents from hospitals in other countries, to document your persecution claim,” says Karen Lucas of the American Immigration Lawyers’ Association. Immigration court cases are famously complex — if a judge considers all the possible outcomes. But if she’s just rubber-stamping deportations, they go much faster. And immigration judges and lawyers alike are deeply concerned that at the pace of three or more rulings a day, there is no way for immigration court to become anything other than a deportation assembly line. Sessions is working to reduce options for judges and immigrant defendants At the same time that the DOJ is telling judges that cases need to go faster, though, it’s making moves to eliminate some things that allow cases to go faster but make it more likely that immigrants win. In April, for example, the DOJ announced abruptly that it was suspending a program that offered group “legal orientation” workshops to immigrants in detention centers — explaining to them how court hearings worked (necessary because there’s no right to a lawyer in immigration court) and what options they might have to prevent a deportation order. The DOJ claimed it was “pausing” the legal orientation program to evaluate its effectiveness. But the lead contractor, the Vera Institute for Justice, says they received an email from DOJ telling them “there is not intent that the program will be renewed.” The Vera Institute was blindsided — not least because the legal orientation program had been evaluated in 2012, and found to make the system more efficient. Because immigrants weren’t fighting hopeless cases, court cases took an average of 12 fewer days to resolve and the government saved an average of six nights in detention costs — for a total savings of $17.8 million a year over and above the cost of administering the orientation. “This seems totally contrary to the Department of Justice’s interests,” Oren Root of Vera told Vox in April. “Their biggest problem, from their point of view, is getting cases concluded. And here is a tool that is proven by their own study to be effective in doing that.” The DOJ reversed its decision to suspend legal orientations under pressure from members of Congress. But the evaluation of its effectiveness is ongoing, and there’s no guarantee Sessions’s DOJ will decide the program is a good idea. There’s a similar pattern in the cases that Sessions has referred to himself for review from the Board of Immigration Appeals, a tactic he’s used aggressively in the past several months. In May, Sessions ruled that judges couldn’t move cases off their docket by closing them without a deportation order — and opened the door to the reopening of 350,000 cases that had already been closed this way. Future rulings in cases Sessions has referred to himself could reduce judges’ options to side with immigrants even further: One could reduce judges’ ability to grant asylum to victims of violence from non-state actors (like domestic abusers or gangs), while another could limit judges’ abilities to delay a hearing to let the immigrant apply for legal status elsewhere. All these changes, and threatened changes, to immigration courts would create a ratchet. Judges would have to get through more cases due to the “performance measures,” without being able to move cases off their docket by closing them — their primary tool of docket control over the past few years. They’d have to make rulings in asylum cases more quickly, without giving immigrants time to present evidence, and without being able to grant asylum on the basis of domestic violence. They’d have to find time for hopeless cases that immigrants might not have tried to fight if they had gone through “legal orientation” — taking time away from cases immigrants could actually win if given the chance.

