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ABSTRACT

The policies made in the United States can have an important impact on the rest of the
world and policy makers must consider the effect of U.S. policies not only on tlemsiozthe
United States, but the global community as well. The North American Free Agrdement
(NAFTA) is an example of a policy of the United States that has changecbitneney of
Mexico, and in many ways made Mexico more dependent on the United States. This paper looks
at the effect NAFTA has had on the economies, jobs, and workers of both Mexico and ¢de Unit
States. After nearly 15 years in effect, it is important to examine ifrdedrade agreement is
meeting its original goals and yielding positive results in both Mexico and thed Btiates.
Additionally, it examines the responsibility of social workers in the UnitettSta be aware of
international policies, such as NAFTA and the need for the profession to respond to these
policies. If United States citizens are prospering at the expense of thenplomiarginalized
worldwide, social workers need to advocate on behalf of those throughout the world whose voice

is not heard in this country and take action against detrimental policies.



Problem Formulation

Today, the world is more interconnected than ever before and the effegtntd in one country
are felt very deeply throughout others almost immediately. Exampthis @fternational
interdependence include the way financial instability triggesballrepercussions or when oil, rice or
corn prices increase on the global market and the prices at horas wed (Bradford, 2008,
Introduction section, para. 2). The policies made in the United States caarhiaygortant impact on
the rest of the world and policy makers must consider the effect of UiGepalot only on the citizens
of the United States, but the global community as well (Armstrong, 2006, p. 349).

The North American Free Trade Agreement is an example of a policy ohitesl $tates that
has changed the economy of Mexico, and in many ways made Mexico more dependentniiedhe U
States. NAFTA went into effect on January 1, 1994. The goals of this pareytevfuel economic
growth, increase trade and stimulate foreign investment, among othersyAz2@d4, p. 5). Proponents
of the policy also believed it would improve the economy of Mexico so as tcadedtiegal immigration
to the United States (Polaski, 2004, p. 14).

The actual enactment of NAFTA involved phasing out virtually all i@&gris on trade and
investment between the United States, Mexico, and Canada over 10 yeardewitlestrictions phasing
out in 15 years (Effects of NAFTA on U.S.-Mexican trade and GDP, 2003, p. ix). Tdnesade in tariffs
was designed to make trade more beneficial to the countries of Northcar(ffiects of NAFTA on
U.S.-Mexican trade and GDP, 2003, p. ix). The United States and Mexico have nowdtberethe trade
policies of NAFTA for over 14 years, so it is possible to make judgméois &s effectiveness (Wise,
2006, p. 34). This paper will focus on the effects of the U.S. free tradéeppbpecifically the North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), on the Mexican economy and people.

Problem Justification

NAFTA has changed the economy of Mexico and the relationship between Megitioea

United States since it went into effect in 1994. At that timexibbewas a more important trading partner

for the United States than Canada, with Mexico buying 9.0 percent of all U.Stsexpb®93, and



importing 6.8 percent of all imports to the U.S. (Effects of NAFTA on U.S.-Mexieale tand GDP,
2003, p. 1). NAFTA has linked Mexico more closely with the United Stat@adss cycle, meaning that
both economic prosperity, and more importantly, economic recession effeicoNiexre than they have
in the past.

One way to evaluate the effect of NAFTA is to look at how it haseaehliits goals. Specifically
in terms of job creation, wages, and immigration rates, NAFTA has not dom@swdvocates
promised. In Mexico, the number of jobs created in manufacturing as a resgdbdbéhas barely kept
up with the number of agricultural jobs lost due to imports (Polaski, 2004,.plri#)e Mexican
agricultural sector, 1.3 million jobs were lost from 1994-2002 (Polaski, 2004, jm &)e manufacturing
industry, there has been an increase in 500,000 jobs from 1994-2002 (Polaski, 2004, p.ré)natielig
even this is not a sign of employment increase because already 30 percejulis theated in Mexico in
the 1990’s have been moved to lower-wage Asian countries, such as Chis&i(R0124, p. 11).

Wages have not increased as a result of NAFTA either. The ineqodiigxico has only
increased with NAFTA, not decreased as hoped. The top 10 percent of householdsréasedrheir
share of the national income, while the other 90 percent have eitherclsigirshare or seen no change
(Polaski, 2004, p. 13). Many citizens rely on remittances, or money sent home, fignitdekStates,
which totaled US$16.6 billion in 2004 (Wise, 2006, p. 36).

Immigration is another area that policy makers expected NAFTA to hawepact. The idea
was that NAFTA would improve the economy of Mexico, allowing more citizefied jobs there, thus
decreasing unauthorized immigration to the United States (Papadem2@94, p. 39). However, this
has not yet occurred, with an estimated 7 million, or 59 percent of the undocumemigdaints coming
from Mexico (Hoefer, Rytina & Baker, 2008, p. 4). It was estimated in 2004 that 26dhmpeople in
the United States were of Mexican descent, and 10 million of them weiigriamts, legal or otherise
(Wise, 2006, p. 36).

For the social work profession, international social justice is tkiefromtier of the work of this

profession. Standard 6.01 in the NASW Code of Ethics states that, “sodiaksvehould promote the



general welfare of society, from local to global levels, and the deveraghpeople, their communities,
and their environments” (National Association of Social Workers, 1999). rbfiesgion must be active
on the global scale. When advocating for and against policies, sociarsvorlkst consider not only the
effect on marginalized groups in the United States, but also the effeqtpressed people world-wide.
Social workers in the United States have more power and responsibiligsmissues compared with
many throughout the world because it is the legislative and éxetutinches of the United States
government that have the most power in the creation of trade policies tleatledfeest of the world
(Polack, 2004, p. 288). If United States citizens are prospering at the exptreseadr and
marginalized world-wide, social workers need to advocate on behalf of trosgliout the world whose

voice is not heard in this country and take action against detrimentzepoli



Outline
l. Introduction
a. Trade Agreements as Part of the Global Economy
i. Necessary because not all countries are equally proficient at producing
every product their citizens need (Effects of NAFTA on U.S.-Mexican
Trade and GDP, 2003, p. 4).
il. However, must be careful about the way trade is used and the conditions
in which free trade policies are enacted.
b. What is NAFTA
i. Important points of the actual policy
1. Called for the phasing out of virtually all restrictions on trade and
investments between the United States, Canada, and Mexico over
10 years, with a few restrictions phasing out in 15 years (Effects of
NAFTA on U.S.-Mexican trade and GDP, 2003, p. ix).
2. U.S. cut tariffs on most Mexican manufactured goods, as well as
agricultural tariffs (Polaski, 2004, p. 14).
ii. Goals of NAFTA (Audley, 2004, p. 5).
1. Fuel economic growth
2. Increase trade
3. Stimulate investment
4. Create productive partnerships and work for small and medium-
sized businesses
5. Increase GDP
iii. Politics that influenced the passage of NAFTA
1. Proponents (Polaski, 2004, p. 14).
a. Opening trade will increase demand for labor in a country
with an excess of labor, like Mexico
b. Improve the economy in Mexico, which will decrease the
incentive to migrate to the United States, thus decreasing
immigration from Mexico
2. Opponents
a. Will cause jobs from the United States to move to Mexico
to take advantage of cheap labor (Effects of NAFTA on
U.S.-Mexican trade and GDP, 2003, p. 1).
iv. General Trade Theory (Polaski, 2004, p. 13).
1. There will be winners and losers from trade
2. Losers maybe more numerous than winners in short to medium-
term
3. Often those in society less able to cope due to lack of skills,
resources, or mobility are affected the most by these agreements
Il. Main Points
a. Effect of NAFTA on the Mexican Economy
i. Linked more closely with the United States business cycle (Polaski, 2004,
p. 15).
ii. Jobs (Polaski, 2004, p. 14).
1. Has not helped Mexico keep up with the demand for jobs
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Abundance of labor, not enough work for labor force
Agriculture (Polaski, 2004, p. 6-15).
a. Main area of employment, rapidly losing jobs
b. Agricultural policies benefit commercial farmers, but not
subsistence farmers
Manufacturing (Polaski, 2004, p. 6-13).
a. Area of most job creation
i. In danger because many of these jobs are going to
China and other countries with even cheaper labor
b. Growth in volume of manufactured goods has not led to
proportionate increase in jobs
Informal Employment sector (Polaski, 2004, p. 24).
a. Includes domestic work, street vending, personal services
and repairs
b. This accounts for 46 percent of all Mexican jobs

Wages (Polaski, 2004, p. 6-17).

1.

2.
3.

Real wages in Mexico lower today than when NAFTA went into
effect

Inequality in the distribution of wealth is growing

Reliance on remittance from the United States

iv. Productivity (Wise, 2006, p. 34), (Polaski, 2004, p. 11-12).

1.

2.

“disguised assembly” process: component parts are imported and
then processed or reassembled in Mexico
a. Increase in production does not benefit many Mexicans
because such a big part of the process takes place out of the
country
Increase in productivity does not increase number of jobs because
those working are just producing more

b. Effect of NAFTA on the Lives of the Mexican People
Rural Family (Polaski, 2004, p. 21-22).

1.
2.
3.

Subsistence farmers no longer able to survive

Depend on remittances from United States

Must also find job in the informal sector to support themselves and
their family

31 percent of the population still lives in poverty (Polaski, 2004).
Uneven consequences for poorest citizens hit the hardest

1.

No institutional mechanisms in place to make sure economic
change is spread evenly throughout the country

c. Effect of NAFTA on the United States Economy (Polaski, 2004, p. 27-29)
Half-million U.S. workers lost jobs

1.
Widening gap between skilled and unskilled workers, 40 percent of this
gap can be attributed to combination of trade and migration

Majority in the apparel industry

d. Effect of NAFTA on Immigration



The annual average number of Mexicans who left their country and
established themselves in the United States in 2004 was estimated at
400,000 (Wise, 2006, p. 36).

1. According to the United Nations, for the period of 2000-2005, this
makes Mexico the main source of migration in the world (Wise,
2006, p. 36).

2. Of the estimated 11.8 million undocumented immigrants in the
United States in 2007, 7 million, or 59 percent of the came from
Mexico (Hoefer, Rytina & Baker, 2008, p. 4)

e. International Movements in Response to NAFTA

Coalition for Justice in the Maquiladoras (Bandy, 2004)

1. Transnational movement organizing workers in the United States,
Mexico and Canada, united in their ultimate goal of relieving
workers world-wide suffering from repression and unfair work
environments

2. Educated workers on their rights and opportunities to take action to
defend those rights

3. Bringing members on both side of the border together so they can
understand each others position and learn from one another

f.  Why United States Social Workers Should Be Concerned with These Types of
Agreements

NASW Code of Ethics: Standard 6.01, Social workers should promote the
general welfare of society, from local to global levels, and the
development of people, their communities, and their environments.

1. Standard 6.04, Social workers should be aware of the impact of the
political arena on practice and should advocate for changes in
policy and legislation to improve social conditions in order to meet
basic human needs and promote social justice.

Implications for Practice (Polack, 2004)

1. Participate in grassroots movements aimed at addressing issues of
global inequality

2. Promote educational forums to educate others on issues related to
U.S. trade policy and the effect on the quality of life in other
countries

Implications for Policy (Polack, 2004)

1. Social Workers in the United States have more power and
responsibility in terms of global social justice because the
legislative and executive branch of U.S. government has had a role
in many of the institutions created in response to international
trade, such as the World Bank and WTO

2. Must be aware of the creation of these policies, as well as active in
opposing policies that have negative effects for oppressed groups
throughout the world

Implications for Education (Polack, 2004)



1. Social workers need an understanding of our national and local
economies are linked to the circumstances of other countries,
specifically the global south

2. Undergraduate and Graduate programs should offer stand-alone
courses, providing an in-depth look at the history and current
situation of key countries affected by U.S. policy, such as Mexico

3. Social Work students must have an understanding of domestic
policy issues and how they affect the global social justice issues,
view current inequalities between rich and poor in the United
States in a global perspective

lll. Opposing Points
a. Other Events in the Mexican Economy have had a bigger impact than NAFTA
i. Restructuring Debt of the 1980’s led to privatization and deregulating
various state enterprises (Effects of NAFTA on U.S.-Mexican trade and
GDP, 2003)
ii. General policy of liberalizing Mexican economy and opening it to trade
with other countries (Effects of NAFTA on U.S.-Mexican trade and GDP,
2003)
1. Joined General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
iii. Peso crisis of 1994-1995 affected jobs and wages of Mexican citizens
(Polaski, 2004)
1. Atone point at the end of 1995, the value of the peso hit a low of
7.64 per dollar
b. Effect of NAFTA has been little to none for Mexico and the United States
(Effects of NAFTA on U.S.-Mexican Trade and GDP, 2003)
i. A statistical simulation model that accounts for the events unrelated to
NAFTA, including the peso crisis of 1994, a harsh Mexican recession in
1995, U.S. economic expansion most of the 1990’s, and recessions in the
U.S. and Mexico in 2000 and 2001, indicates that 85 percent of the
increase in U.S. exports to Mexico between 1993 and 2001 and 91 percent
of the increase in U.S. imports to Mexico would have taken place without
NAFTA as well
ii. NAFTA had a small effect on the balance of trade with Mexico, effect for
1999, 2000 and 2001 is .002 percent of the GDP
c. NAFTA has been a positive policy for Mexico
i. Abolishing tariffs and quotas made Mexico a more profitable place to
invest
1. International investment in Mexico has grown
a. Much of that new investment is from the United States
b. Went to Mexico because of higher rate of return, U.S.
investors benefited
ii. Trade creation versus Trade Diversion

1. Trade creation: displacement of domestic production, results in a

net increase of trade
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a. Beneficial even though it hurts some sectors of the
population because the price of the import is cheaper than
the domestic price

i. This would not be possible without free trade

d. United States Social Workers should be concerned with other issues in their own

i. Natural Competition between Mexican workers and workers in the United

country
States
1.
2.

IV. Hypothesis
V. Methodology

a. Study Design

b. Sample

Workers in Mexico seen as taking the jobs of U.S. workers, should
focus our efforts on helping U.S. citizens

There are workers in the United States in just as bad of conditions
as those in Mexico, our top priority should be these individuals

I. Sample Size
ii. Sample Type
c. Data Gathering
d. Data Analysis

e. Findings
VI. Conclusion

a. Examination of Results

b. Implications for social work practice
c. Implications for social work research
d. Implications for social work policy
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Main Points

The global community is at a historically unique point of interdependeztegén people and
nations of the world. This has resulted in, to some extent, the globahiitegsf societies and
economies, among other aspects of life (Midgley, 2007, p. 18). Technologicatimnsvhave increased
the flow of information around the world, which affects political, cultural amhemic exchanges
(Midgley, 2007, p. 19). This increased integration of societies has also cliategedtional power
relations, increased the movements of populations, and led to the emsevgarglobal civil society
(Midgley, 2007, p. 20). All people participate in this global civil society, nothespolicy makers,
through their everyday actions and decisions (Midgley, 2007, p. 25). People’sd¢ivesraconnected to
others throughout the world through the clothes they wear, the food theyleaeamergy that warms
their house (Polack, 2004, p. 281). Some of the negative effects of this glohaingchave led to low
wages, high unemployment, gender and ethnic oppression, and disenabling governmeetst tihgirot
domestic markets (Midgley, 2007, p. 31). It is for this reason that the saclapvwofession, as a value-
based profession working to empower the poor and disenfranchised, must éefanaironly policies
affecting their community or their country, but rather how United Statésgmhffect people throughout
the world. Social injustice is not contained in one part of the world, nocasised by just one factor.
Rather, social workers must be aware of this shift to a more globabdmgand the role of the profession
in advocating for global social justice.

One area through which the United States has a big effect on the global comstimaygh
trade. Trade in itself is valuable to a country because not all @siate equally proficient at producing
all products. It depends on national resources, education and skill lelrelvebtkforce, and the amount
and quality of their capital (Congressional Budget Office, 2003, p. 4). Withoub&nyf$rade, each
country would have to make everything it needed, and this would be nearly impassilalst iplaces.
Effectively utilizing trade, countries can focus on making what they atehesd exchanging those
goods for other products. As a result of this, the total world output segé@ongressional Budget

Office, 2003, p. 4). Trade does have benefits for each country, however problemstoea the trade
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policies do not mutually benefit each country or all members of society. déaele theory states that
there will be winners and losers from trade. Losses may be big, and the peopbsevthe most may be
the least able to cope with this adjustment, due to “insufficielt$ skieager savings and limited
mobility” (Polaski, 2004, p. 13). Those harmed by trade agreements may be mereumithan those
benefiting in the short to medium term (Polaski, 2004, p. 13). Social workersongedetrstand the far-
reaching effects of international trade and advocate for the itg@fehose who have the most to lose
from trade agreements.

The North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) is a trade ptiiatlyhas been in effect for
over 14 years still and is being discussed today on its value to the Utaites, £anada and Mexico. Itis
one of the first major trade agreements between advanced, industrialiredes, United States and
Canada, and a large developing one, Mexico (Congressional Budget Office, 2003;he fhggotiations
were started under the former Bush administration and took effect undentberdgc presidency of Bill
Clinton (Phelps, 2001, p. 23). NAFTA took effect on January 1, 1994 and called for the phasiig
virtually all restrictions on trade and investments between thet)8itates, Canada, and Mexico over ten
years, with a few restrictions completely phasing out in 15 years (Gsngnal Budget Office, 2003, p.
ix). The United States cut tariffs on most Mexican manufactured goods, masabbtion textiles and
apparel, followed by footwear, chemicals, and transportation equipmentki{PaG, p. 14). Canada
and the United States had their own trade agreement that took effect Bydi@r and were well on their
way to reducing barriers to trade and investment between the two esy@angressional Budget
Office, 2003, p. 1). However, Mexico was a more important trading partneefaimited States, with
Mexico buying 9.0 percent of all U.S. exports in 1993 and importing 6.8 percent of allsrtgtre U.S.
at that time (Congressional Budget Office, 2003, p. 1).

The goals of NAFTA were related to economic growth, while proponents and oppohémd
policy argued based on other effects it might have. The stated goals werkdoohomic growth and
dynamic trade, to stimulate investment and provide greater job oppa@siinitNorth America (Audley,

2004, p. 7). The agreement would open North American countries, particularly Mexmew markets,
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while providing protections from the stress associated with beingfathe global market (Audley, 2004,
p. 7). When determining whether an international policy is good or bad, it is imgortanbgnize the
goals lawmakers were trying to achieve before understanding itsseffect

Proponents thought NAFTA would be positive for both Mexico and the United StategcoMs
a country with an excess of labor and economic theory suggests that opsaengitl increase the
demand for labor (Polaski, 2004, p. 14). NAFTA was seen as “a product of enliyptéatie policy,
guided by generally recognized, scientifically established principlesamomics” (Rupert, 1995, p.
664). It had the consensus of support among economists, which gave the argumestuadtalbight
(Rupert, 1995, p. 665). Those who supported NAFTA tended to be college educated aral live i
household with an income of $75,000 or more, according to a New York Times/CBS news poltemnduc
before the congressional vote (Rupert, 1995, p. 669). The debate fell alm@rsnomic lines, which
also affected the way it was portrayed in the media.

Proponents also stated it would bolster the Mexican economy and improve employment
opportunities in Mexico. This would lead to a reduction of unauthorized iratiog to the United States
because those likely to migrate would instead find jobs in Mexico (Papadem2004, p. 39). U.S.
attorney general at the time, Janet Reno said the “best chance toilegatanmigration is sustained,
robust Mexican economic growth” (Papademetriou, 2004, p. 43). Not only was NAFiAsee
opportunity to positively effect the U.S. and Mexican economies, but alsmlgaadual reform of the
corrupt political system. The Washington Post called it, “an opportunity hotampromote economic
prosperity but democracy, freedom and political stability” (Washington Paigiriél Weekly Edition, 8-
14 November 1993: 27, as cited in Rupert, 1995, p. 667). Proponents also promised benefitefe
in all of North America. Clinton promised government and labor could work todgetleeasure all
worker’s rights were protected (Phelps, 2001, p. 23). He denied that labestsitend the free market
are inherent opposites. He wanted to find common ground where businesss,famnkeers,

environmentalists, and government could work together on this policy (PBéls p. 27). Those in
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favor of NAFTA saw it as an opportunity to fix not just economic problems, buigablénd societal
problems in Mexico as well.

Opponents felt NAFTA would not be positive for Mexico or the United Statesiy Mare
concerned businesses would be attracted to the low wage labor in Mexicarefier tiobs from the
United States south to Mexico. Ross Perot predicted “a giant sucking soyoios afoving to Mexico
(Congressional Budget Office, 2003, p. 1). The majority of opponents were bluedaoliarkers and
union members (Rupert, 1995, p. 669). The union AFL-CIO opposed it on the likelihood of &rploita
of low-wage workers around the world. They also felt that these Mewiogkers would not be able to
afford their own products, let alone more expensive American imports,dreraéking trade with
Mexico not beneficial to United States workers (Rupert, 1995, p. 674). The United\Vorkers argued
that NAFTA would allow employers to take advantage of the poverty in debt-bdrtatie America
and undermine the wages and working conditions in the United States (Ruperp.®8y. Others
were afraid it would stimulate more unwanted immigration from Mexico. Mdsécan economy would
be destabilized as it tried to compete in the free market, dislocatingweakers and farmers (Wasem,
2007, p. 13). Once these farmers lost their jobs and were uprooted, they wouttbleédaeek new
employment opportunities and would migrate to the United States (Wasem, 2007, p. 14)oppossd
to NAFTA felt the positive effects would only be felt by large corporest, while the workers in the
United States and Mexico suffered.

Effect of NAFTA on Mexico

NAFTA has changed the relationship between Mexico and the Unitex$ Stathile Mexico is
typically considered a case of successful economic integratioppit®mic situation before NAFTA was
not equal to the United States. Mexico has been successful exporting mardfgobds and is Latin
America’s number one exporter (Wise, 2006, p. 34). However, NAFTA has linkdtkttiean economy
more closely with the United States business cycle, which has come todayinant role in the
Mexican economy (Polaski, 2004, p 15). When judging whether an internationgddimyehas had a

positive or negative effect on a country’s economy, one must look at jobs, wadg®soductivity.
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When looking at these three areas in Mexico, one recognizes that teenenpdhtion of NAFTA has not
been positive for the country as a whole.

NAFTA has not helped Mexico keep up with the demand for jobs. Mexico contmiave a
low rate of growth in jobs and a structural inability to create safiidiormal jobs to improve standards
of living for workers and their families (Wise, 2007, p. 663). The jokated in manufacturing as a
result of exports are barely enough to keep up with the number of jobs lostidytts (Polaski, 2004,
p. 12). While productivity, or how much workers actually produce during a givdnsession, has
increased since NAFTA, it has not translated to an increase in thenofjobs (Polaski, 2004, p. 12).
It seems those working are just producing more, which does not benefit ayn&jordrkers in the
country.

As previously stated, Mexico is a country with an abundance of labor. High popwati birth
rates in the mid 1970's led to an increase of workers in the workforoegtiout the 1990’s (Polaski,
2004, p. 14). The Mexican labor force grew from 32.3 million immediately bBfaFET A to 40.2
million in 2002 (Polaski, 2004, p. 14). This means there needed to be creatianlparmaillion jobs
each year to keep up with the growth of the labor force. The effect of NARTHeavailable jobs in the
labor force depended on which tariffs were eliminated. This afféloteblalance of trade between
Mexico and the United States, which led to a loss of jobs (Polaski, 2004, p. 14).

The agricultural sector has been hit very hard since NAFTA went ifigct.efThis is the area that
most Mexicans still work. At the end of 1993, 8.1 million Mexican workers waptayed in the
agricultural sector. By the end of 2002, there were only 6.8 million employkd same type of work
(Polaski, 2004, p. 20). This represents a loss of nearly 1.3 million jobs (AQ0@4, p. 6). Mexico
reduced its agricultural tariffs for the United States more thaarfy of its other trading partners as a
result of the NAFTA negotiations. This led to a trade deficit withWnited States in terms of
agricultural products, causing a loss of jobs (Polaski, 2004, p. 17). Thus Nédfilde seen as the most

significant factor in the loss of agricultural jobs (Polaski, 2@0£20).
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Opening the Mexican markets to U.S. agricultural products has be@neahgal to the Mexican
agricultural industry. The import of subsidized U.S. crops, such as corn, hassgepagricultural prices
in Mexico (Polaski, 2004, p. 12). Corn is a labor-intensive, staple crop in Mexicoevidpw/lexican
farmers produce it far less efficiently than their U.S. countesgBepademetriou, 2004, p. 51).
Additionally, U.S. corn farmers receive much more financial support fromgbeernment. In 2000,
corn producers in the United States received $10.1 billion in payments fromited Btates
government. This is nearly ten times the Mexican annual agridusutiget (Hill, 2007, why
immigration has spiked section, para. 1). Mexican subsidies for corarfadn exist, but they tend to go
to large scale operations, rather than small farmers. The rielestrs and agribusinesses in Mexico pay
neither income tax, nor irrigation costs (Hill, 2007, why immigration hdedmection, para. 4). Corn,
as a vital Mexican crop, is just an example of how opening Mexican mawketstrestricted trade with
the United States for agriculture has disproportionally hurt theepboitizens by affecting subsistence
farmers and rural families.

An area of the workforce that has increased the number of jobs is tinéastaring industry, or
the maquilas. However, the strong growth in volume of manufactured goods has notdatteopate
growth in the number of jobs created (Polaski, 2004, p. 16). There was andrafr686,000 jobs in
manufacturing from 1994-2002 (Audley, 2004, p. 6). Unfortunately, these jobs tend to pagdes; be
unstable, and unsafe. The wages paid to maquila workers on average aliows tieet less than half
their basic needs, which are considered food, clothing, shelter, healdndaaesmall savings (Bandy,
2004, p. 424). Already 30 percent of the jobs created in this industry have been arlovest-twage
Asian countries, such as China (Polaski, 2004, p. 11). As other developingeonagotiate free trade
agreements with the United States, the value of Mexico’'s markes@advantages will erode, as U.S.
and other countries utilize to even cheaper labor markets for manufgatedlaski, 2004, p. 17).

The process of “disguised assembly” has also limited the gainseiacéifrom the
manufacturing industry. In this manufacturing process the parts arebdasgémanother country,

imported to Mexico for final assembly and then exported again to avoid {@akifée, 2006, p. 34). In the
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maquilas, 97 percent of the components are imported and only 3 percent aretblochlein Mexico
(Polaski, 2004, p. 16). The profits from these exports do not benefit Mexicanstabecacse Mexican
workers are only a small part of the production scheme (Wise, 2006, p. 35).isTheliategration of
these manufacturing plants into the domestic economy (Wise, 2007, p. 660).s&isggsembly also
leaves little need for a skilled workforce because this assamdalgl has few requirements for scientific
or technical knowledge (Wise, 2006, p. 38). In 2000, the percentage of higher skilladtfabs
manufacturing industry was 9.9 percent (Polaski, 2004, p. 17). Net profitsretetrad abroad while
jobs are subsidized by the Mexican economy (Wise, 2007, p. 662). This manofpsystem is one
method of using the reduced tariffs enacted with NAFTA to benefit largpardes outside Mexico and
not the Mexican people.

Wages and the distribution of wealth are another aspect of thedvieegonomy that has not
improved since NAFTA went into effect. Wages are lower for most Megitaday than when NAFTA
took effect (Audley, 2004, p. 6). They are lower in all areas of the econchyding highly educated
workers in the manufacturing sector and workers with graduate and pdsegg degrees (Polaski, 2004,
p. 24). The ratio between the earnings of Mexican maquila workers and U.S. factogyswork 11
(Wise, 2007, p. 662). Increase in productivity has not lead to an increase in(Magjey, 2004, p. 6).
The government policy has been to hold down the minimum wage over the past tdesdeeart of the
reason for doing this is to increase global competitiveness (Polaski,[2(b). As the world moves
toward a global economy, workers in developing countries like Mexictharenes who do not benefit
from opening the markets to international forces, as their governmetaskiep business in the country
by not imposing strict wage and labor standards on them.

The distribution of wealth in Mexico has only become more uneven. Inequiaditiegisen since
NAFTA went into effect (Polaski, 2004, p. 13). The top ten percent of househeksbeeased their
share of national income, while the other 90 percent have either lost isbangeor seen no change
(Polaski, 2004, p. 13). Thirty-one percent of the population is living in poverty, vehgtil higher than

in the late 1970's (Polaski, 2004, p. 26). This uneven distribution of wealtloicara of social
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workers, not only because it puts poor and disadvantaged groups at even more of arceconomi
disadvantage, but also because it undermines social stability and pobhesion. Highly unequal
societies are less effective at reducing poverty and do so at a much stewBolaski, 2004, p. 26).

Another concern in the area of wages is the reliance on remittancehfdsmited States.

Money sent home from Mexicans living in the United States has become a scucency for the
country and a crucial part of the foundation of the macro economic balance 2008 p. 39). In 2004
remittances received by Mexico amounted to U.S. $16.6 billion. This is the thigtees/orldwide

(Wise, 2006, p. 36). These remittances help cover social costs andticfrastpreviously supported by
public investment. They also aid the subsistence of many Mexican househisdsZ006, p. 40). The
fact that many households are relying on money sent home from the United @tatesital, rather than
earning a sufficient living at their jobs points to a problem withjob market in Mexico, which should
be considered when judging the economic outcomes after NAFTA.

As social workers assess the affect of trade policies IMETM\, they must consider how the
economic realities described above affect the quality of life ofiidhails. Recognizing the failure of
NAFTA to improve the economic situation of most Mexicans, social wenkeist realize these types of
policies do not have positive outcomes for individuals and families in theenmébwer class and go
against the core values of social work practice. In particular, weogket rural families have been most
negatively affected by NAFTA.

The movement to a global economy, by opening international trade with palicreas
NAFTA, has led to more economic insecurity for workers throughout North Amefihis has led to
more temporary employment, declining state services, and deregulationatfadhenarket (Bandy, 2004,
p. 424). In particular, Mexican workers are provided little protection by lations. Employers use the
practice of protection contracts with corrupt or nonexistent labor uniorasi@,d004, p. 26). Mexican
labor laws only allow one union to contract with an employer (Polaski, 2004, p. 2&isirg) a false
union, the employer is the only one who benefits. The workers rights aepnegented and they do not

have anyone to go to for the services typically provided by a union. Many of tleesarfens are tied to
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the Partido Revolucionario Institucional, which has governed Mexico for over Mamaonly recently
lost hold of the presidency (Phelps, 2001, p. 31). These unions agree with governiogfitgiaind
foremost without regard to the needs of the workers.

As previously stated, Mexico is a country with a large workforce in neth® and NAFTA has
led to an increase in production in Mexico. With the increase in mautifagjobs, there has not been a
subsequent movement for workers rights, but rather an exploitation aénsadkprovide cheap labor.
Masses of powerless workers have been pitted against each othéracé¢hi the bottom” with regard
to wages and working conditions (Polack, 2004, p. 285). Companies are looking fersneho are
cheap and docile (Wise, 2007, p. 660). Corporate and political leaders in é&attond the United
States have either exported jobs or threatened to do so, as a way tooidees v accept poor wages
and conditions (Bandy, 2004, p. 424). One study by Kate Bronfenbrenner found that a majority of
companies threatened to close if unions won. Fifteen percent of the timedngsanies did close at
least part of their operations if they faced collective bargainingteaat least 3 times as high as pre-
NAFTA levels (Bandy, 2004, p. 424). Rather than provide fair wages and accepbakiley conditions,
companies have the ability to leave any situation and resume operatingy @osithier country with less
stringent labor laws, without serious consequences for their busimdask;R2004, p. 285). The
government of Mexico is compliant partially out of fear that if foreigmpanies are pressured to comply
with strict environmental or labor standards, they will simply chootactde in another developing
country (Phelps, 2001, p. 31). The Mexican government is now in the practice ety labor laws
in the loosest possible way, even excusing unfair labor practices publiclpgP2@01, p. 32). Itis
important to recognize how opening the Mexican market to the influence of Urdted Sbmpanies
through policies such as NAFTA has led to abuses in the workforce and die@gpact it has had on
the Mexican working class. If this type of worker exploitation was otwuin the United States, social
workers would be advocating for the needs of those workers. NAFTA is an agteeith the United
States and therefore, United States social workers should stilMoeating against these policies based

on the unfair labor practices and exploitation occurring the Mexico.



20

Rural families are another group negatively affected by NAFTApicByly these families were
small farmers before NAFTA. After NAFTA, they were forced to mixieattng basic crops with day
labor and off farm employment to make ends meet (Polaski, 2004, p. 21). Thdesfaafbre NAFTA
were already one of the most vulnerable population groups. NAFTA liberalizétkttiean economy
without putting into place the proper structures for assisting theserable citizens adjust to the shock
of trading with two of the biggest economies in the world (Audley, 2004, p. 7).e War a need for
social safety nets and trade adjustment assistance for thedamiligls when NAFTA went into effect,
yet instead they have taken the brunt of adjusting to NAFTA without gt support (Polaski, 2004,
p. 12). This is a population group that already suffered from low standardsgfdid did not have the
option of alternative economic activity (Polaski, 2004, p. 21). Subsistence favinefest their jobs had
the alternatives of either working in the informal sector, livingriman shantytowns or illegal migration
to the United States, none of which is a positive alternative to thearéf&AFTA (Polaski, 2004, p.
23).

Effect of NAFTA on the United States

NAFTA has not impacted the United States as much as the other two MosticAn countries.
One reason is the U.S. economy is much bigger and less dependent on trade dge ttoakstic
market (Polaski, 2004, p. 26). One third of the U.S. total trade is with NAdariers (Polaski, 2004, p.
26). Finally, the tariff reductions were smaller for the UnitedeStttan those of other countries
(Polaski, 2004, p. 27). These negotiations had more of an impact on the Mexican eandgragple,
however there still was an impact in the U.S., especially in terms of igadrkéhe United States.

It is difficult to calculate exactly how NAFTA has affected jobshie U.S. One method of
studying the impact of NAFTA on jobs states there has been a net loss of 7669000the United
States (Polaski, 2004, p. 27). This figure was reached by estimating the rfimiaerufacturing jobs
supported by a given level of exports and multiplying that by the growth in expdtanada and
Mexico. The same formula is used to determine manufacturing jobs lost thgorts (Polaski, 2004, p.

27). Regardless of what trade models and theories say, it is knownltlzairiliion workers lost their
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jobs as a result of NAFTA (Polaski, 2004, p. 28). Half of the lost jobs wer® dugroduction shift to
Mexico (Polaski, 2004, p. 28). The U.S. manufacturers keep the high-skillexf ffetprocess in the
United States and send the low skilled operation abroad. The industtilestiebs include apparel,
electronics, automobiles and parts and fabricated metals (Polaski, 2004, p. 28).

Partially as a result of NAFTA, low-skilled workers in the @ditStates are at more of a
disadvantage. In terms of income, the gap between the rich and the poor has widea&d$. as well.
The richest quintile (top 20 percent) has increased their share orithe&haicome from 44 percent to
50 percent since the early 1980’s. The rest of the population has seshdheiof the national income
decrease (Polaski, 2004, p. 29). The gap between high-skilled and low-skilleers has increased due
to trade (Polaski, 2004, p. 13). Sending low-skilled jobs overseas hakgliits=l wages, but depressed
unskilled wages in the United States (Polaski, 2004, p. 29). Trade witkedvind opening the markets
to global influence is negatively affecting the workers of the UnitateSt However, the needs of
Mexican workers and U.S. workers need not be seen as opposites, as will bénserploring

organizational responses to NAFTA.

Immigration

The first level of migration due to NAFTA is within Mexico. Due to thé&latopportunity for
small farmers after NAFTA, many were forced to give up their $aamd move to the cities. In 1970,
41.3 percent of the population lived in rural areas (Papademetriou, 2004, p. 46). In 20@6,%4nly
percent of the population was still living in the rural regions. Migrarésmoving to the metropolitan
areas of Mexico (Papademetriou, 2004, p. 47). When there are no opportuiitielléxico, that is
when people are migrating to the United States (Papademetriou, 2004, p. 47).

Unauthorized immigration to the United States has risen sharply si@dedekpite increasing
border enforcement efforts (Papademetriou, 2004, p. 39). NAFTA only adtitbesmigration of
professionals in 63 occupation categories while ignoring the issue of Ibwabkir migration

(Papademetriou, 2004, p. 40). However, just because immigration is notcslgaifritten into the
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agreement does not mean migration from Mexico has not been affected by NAREAread is
Mexican states that did not have a history of sending migrants began séyedmig large numbers
(Papademetriou, 2004, p. 49). In 2000, 96.2 percent of the country’s municipalitiesdeypone form
of association with international migration (Wise, 2007, p. 667). In one survey ofounatunities,
migration increased 95 percent (Papademetriou, 2004, p. 51). Migration imgfédlcof Mexico, as a
large portion of the population is heading to the United States.

The patterns of Mexican migration have changed as well. A declippiateensions reflects
primarily a decline in circular crossings (Papademetriou, 2004, p. 50).irgytss border illegally has
become much more difficult and costly. Border enforcement is concehinategh traffic areas
(Papademetriou, 2004, p. 51). If a person makes it to the United States, they dfiengoogps home
because they fear border security (Papademetriou, 2004, p. 50). All ofhiaesges in migration affect
both the United States and Mexican people and economy. Additionally, policysmmakst reflect why
such changes are occurring and what should be done in response to these meswv patter

In the United States, immigrants can be classified into 4 categanasthorized, legal
permanent residents, temporary immigrants, and naturalized citizescoNtnds to be the country
with the most migrants in each category. Unauthorized immigrants refarsi who either entered the
country without inspection or were admitted temporarily and stayed beyond ¢riaelatvere required to
leave (Hoefer, Rytina & Baker, 2008, p. 1). In January 2007, there were an estimatedlibh.8 m
unauthorized immigrants in the United States (Hoefer, Rytina & Bakés, p. 1). It is estimated that 59
percent, or 7 million of these unauthorized immigrants are from Mexiceféf Rytina & Baker, 2008,
p. 1). This figure is up from an estimated 2 million unauthorized Mexioarigrants in 1990
(Papademetriou, 2004, p. 49). It is estimated that unauthorized immigratioofethan doubled
between 1990 and 2000, with most growth after 1994 (Papademetriou, 2004, p. 40). Mexico was not
willing to jeopardize its economic relationship with the United Stiayessisting on a broader dialogue

on immigration during NAFTA negotiations (Papademetriou, 2004, p. 42). Howevarnctbade in
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unauthorized immigration has negative effects on both the United Statésexico and puts those
illegally crossing at risk.

Legal Permanent Residents, LPRs or green card holders, legallyhenteuntry and confer
certain rights and responsibilities. They may live and work permariarttie United States, own
property, attend public schools and universities, and join certain brarfdhesgovernment (Jefferys &
Monger, 2008, p. 1). In 2007, 1,052,415 people became legal permanent residents of the Ursted Stat
(Jefferys & Monger, 2008, p. 1). The leading country of birth for new legalgresnt residents was
Mexico, with 14 percent (Jefferys & Monger, 2008, p. 1). Priority for LPR statmisén to those with a
close family relationship to a United States citizen or LPR, those whanleaded job skills, are from
countries with relatively low levels of migration to the U.S. or hatiegee or asylee status (Jefferys &
Monger, 2008, p. 1). Legal migration has just as much of an effect on Mexitbeabdited States,
though it is in a different way than unauthorized migrations.

Temporary migration is typically for workers in the United $tatel-1 visas are for professional
specialty workers and nurses (Wasem, 2007, p. 5). H-2 visas are for seasoasd,vgokst workers and
agricultural workers (Wasem, 2007, p. 5). Employers of H-2 nonimmigrant warkestsconduct a
search for available workers in the United States and determinarihgtforeign workers will not
adversely affect wages and conditions of similarly employed U.S. veofidasem, 2007, p. 5). The goal
of this labor certification from the Department of Labor is to protexkers from exploitation and
prevent domestic work from being done by foreign workers for substandard Wéassng, 2007, p. 5).
Employers of H-1 nonimmigrant workers must go through a similar procesewinghU.S. workers will
not be adversely affected in wage or treatment because of a foreiger woitkg the job. They must also
show the employee will be paid just wages. This labor attestation &sstringent as the labor
certification (Wasem, 2007, p. 5). When NAFTA went into effect, refadakrof Mexicans attempting
to enter the United States exceeded 30 percent of applications basedean thatfthe applicant would

seek unauthorized employment in the United States (Papademetriou, 2004, puelB).thH2 fact that
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many Mexicans are hired for seasonal work, it is important to unddrdta process employers are
supposed to go through and the rights of non-immigrants on an H visa in the U.S.

Naturalized citizens are foreign citizens who become citizersedfhited States (Rytina &
Caldera, 2008, p. 1). They enjoy nearly all the same rights and responsibflitiztive born citizens.
They have the right to vote, the right to apply for a U.S. passport td treerseas and receive
government protections while abroad (Rytina & Caldera, 2008, p. 1). In 2007, 660,47 7Thecophe
naturalized citizens of the United States (Rytina & Caldera, 2008, fh&)leading country of birth was
Mexico, with 122,258, or 19 percent of all naturalized citizens in 2007 (Rytindde@a 2008, p. 1).
The requirements to become a naturalized citizen include being at leastsl 8fyage, granted legal
permanent resident status, residing in the United States continuaualydast 5 years (Rytina &
Caldera, 2008, p. 1). In order to pass the citizenship exam, applicants must be@d&, toesd and
write English, have knowledge of U.S. history and government, and demonstrate goocharaictec
(Rytina & Caldera, 2008, p. 1). Each applicant over the age of 18 must filet@@ fdrm and then
attend an interview with a USCIS officer (Rytina & Caldera, 2008, p. 2xsha&&n by these statistics
migration by Mexicans to the United States represents a largerpofthew immigrants and naturalized
citizens. Through trade and migration, the people of the United States armb Mexincreasingly in
regular contact with one another and must understand the implications aéghesetions.

For the country of Mexico in general, migration takes a toll on its workfoFor Mexican
people, migration also comes with risks of maltreatment both during migatd after settling in the
United States. Mexico bears the cost of training workers and then lose®thkS. jobs (Wise, 2006, p.
35). The widening divide between the two countries makes even a low palyiimgthe United States
better than one in Mexico, even when by U.S. standards it is considered ugfsravavorking
conditions (Wise, 2007, p. 671). When looking at the education level of those gitatano the United
States, 38.9 percent of the Mexican born population age 15 and older living in e Staites has
higher than a high school diploma (Wise, 2007, p. 667). When looking at all people o&Mesiin in

the U.S., this figure rises to 53.4 percent (Wise, 2007, p. 667). On the contfdexico, the average
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percent of the population with a high school diploma or higher is 27.8 percent (Wisgp2667).
More qualified workers are leaving the country than are remaining, whighyckeas a big effect on the
economy and development of a society (Wise, 2007, p. 667).

Many jobs available to Mexican workers in the United Statethase not willing to be done by
U.S. workers. They have low qualification levels, low wages, limited orimgef benefits, unstable, no
union protection, and at risk for abuse by employers. Many are jobs indigldsas cleaning, domestic
service, construction, or agriculture (Wise, 2007, p. 669). Three ouénf ®ur agricultural workers in
the United States was born in Mexico (Wise, 2007, p. 671). Mexican workerendrto lower wages
than both the native population and other migrant groups (Wise, 2007, p. 669). Between 199@,and 200
the participation of U.S. manufacturing workers fell by 18 percent, whikicpation of Mexican
workers increased by 13.9 percent (Wise, 2007, p. 670). Mexicans are replagimgoedier paid, more
experienced, unionized workers, with the intent of reducing costs gaseprofits and global
competitiveness (Wise, 2007, p. 671).

The United States does benefit in some ways from Mexican immigrantenéthing,
immigrants who establish themselves in the U.S. spend a significant ffeeirancome there, which
benefits the U.S. economy (Wise, 2006, p. 40). In 2003, Mexican consumers residing in th&tateted
contributed nearly $395 billion to the U.S. economy (Wise, 2006, p. 40). Their contributiees ¢heir
benefits, as many immigrants are not entitled to social programspliia security or Medicaid (Wise,
2006, p. 40). Contrary to popular belief, there has not been established anyi@orelsteen the flow
of Mexican migrants and the unemployment rate in the U.S. (Wise, 2006, p. 40).aiMexgrants do
contribute to the U.S. economy in multiple ways. The real issues when congidede policies and
immigration are the provisions provided for handling migration in theviegecountry and the treatment
of workers when the arrive in the foreign country. NAFTA has not addréssges relating to trade and
migration, specifically the high migration rate from Mexico to thetéd States. Thus far NAFTA has

also not improved international labor standards as hoped. Both of thesedffeat the lives of people in



26

Mexico and the United States and are leading to injustice and exploitatioexafavis working in both
countries.
Organizational Responses to NAFTA

The North American Agreement on Labor Cooperation (NAALC) was a sideragnt added to
NAFTA. This was created to be the body that would oversee basic labordtamd@anada, Mexico,
and the United States (Phelps, 2001, p. 24). It is sometimes considered a TsgamHich diverts
attempts at reform into a bureaucratic process of complaint, revidweport (Phelps, 2001, p. 24). It
was created to reduce NAFTA opposition and prevent labor atrocitiestpeebdicopponents that would
hurt future free trade agreements (Phelps, 2001, p. 24). Each NAFTA countng bapdrtunity to
scrutinize the labor regulations of the other two countries and questionatizpehe lack of
enforcement (Phelps, 2001, p. 24). The NAALC is designed to promote coopestiudian of dispute
using publicity and transparency to encourage each country to enforce ilsbmwlaws (Phelps, 2001,
p. 24).

There are 11 labor principles the NAALC is called to enforce. The ityapbthe standards are
protected by low level enforcement and do not involve any penalty for non-emegpliPhelps, 2001, p.
28). After receiving a complaint, a report is gathered, and the Nationahistimiive Offices (NAO) of
other countries and sometimes labor ministries consult (Phelps, 2001, p. 289.afentwo higher levels
of enforcement, however neither has ever been utilized (Phelps, 2001, p. 29)afly @D00, 22 cases
had been filed since the NAALC's inception in 1994 (Phelps, 2001, p. 30). Most efctr=s were
against Mexico and they involved the right to organize (Phelps, 2001, p. 30).

Thus far the NAALC has been unable to really improve conditions for many msosk® have
utilized the complaint process (Phelps, 2001, p. 24). One issue is the irdosrfiiot of interest, as
complaints are decided by affiliates of the Department of Labor in eachnc@@helps, 2001, p. 30). As
one analysis puts it, “it leaves enforcement to the very governneehtsgry for free trade-trade that
they understand translates into low wages, minimal social benefiéstditation, and in general the best

interest of large corporations” (Phelps, 2001, p. 34). The idea behinet#tioe of the NAALC was
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positive, however, the connection with the organization in the Departmeabof bf each country
severely limits the ability of the NAALC to really stand up for théatsgof North American workers.

An international organization not connected to the governments of each counérCisalition
for Justice in the Maquiladoras (CJM). CJM is a transnational movaraembrk, which means it is a
collaboration of movement organizations in at least 2 countries thatrgechrdormation and experience,
provide mutual support, share a partially organized social base and engagestigtegic campaigns
(Bandy, 2004, p. 411). CJM was started in 1989 and since then has brought together @28, rielogir,
women’s and community organizations from Mexico, the United States anda0@aautly, 2004, p.
411). This makes it one of the largest and most influential traneaathovements in North America.
The organization’s primary functions are to mobilize workers into t@nnational movement for labor
rights and articulate diverse movement interests into a comnmoevrark for grievance and action
(Bandy, 2004, p. 411).

CJM was started because U.S. and Canadian workers feared job loss andcedistmration
and Mexican maquila workers were reporting more workplace abuses (Bandy, 2004, pMdddila
workers reported wages below subsistence levels, poor health, lack pia#fetquipment, injuries due
to overwork and sexual harassment and assaults (Bandy, 2004, p. 414). When theseattenkated to
organize, they were opposed by corporate and state institutions (Bandy, 2004, p. 4ird)ppdsition
went so far as to sponsor anti-union campaigns such as mass firings, linéaitibn, spying, sexual
threats, protection contracts, union election rigging, physical coercion andomment (Bandy, 2004, p.
414).

Some of the successes of CIM include supporting unionization in the maquilasg limit
repressive abuses against workers, promoting environment remediation, dgdethasdting and
mobilizing workers to participate in transnational labor campaigns (B@0@y, p. 412). Their goals are
to socialize workers into a culture of international solidarityn@®@a 2004, p. 412). In 1991, CJIM created
a document of “Standard Conduct” in the maquilas. This document borrowed from the dlataism

on Human Rights, the International Labor Office, and existing U.S. and Mexican dady(B2004, p.
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415). It calls for corporate adherence to all federal environmentakh haiadt safety regulations, fair
wages, reasonable hours, and corporate responsibility to workers and threurgoes (Bandy, 2004, p.
415).

Another beneficial activity of CIM is allowing activists and wankin U.S. and Canada to meet
their counterparts in Mexico. These meeting typically take place in oarnspaces in the workers
neighborhoods where they may discuss their work experiences and commofoefédrbr rights
(Bandy, 2004, p. 417). This is an effort to overcome prejudices and distriestjmgpJ).S. racism and
nationalism with multicultural understandings (Bandy, 2004, p. 417). Here wakdrorganizers can
recognize shared dilemmas and identify with one another, shifting frotroaalstic perspective to an
international labor movement (Bandy, 2004, p. 418). One account of these meetings dgscwerful
U.S. union leader who went to Mexico with the idea that “Mexicans wemgtdds from U.S. workers,
that [they] had little intelligence, that [they] could not be organizeégrAvisiting Mexican factories and
speaking with some of the workers, he realized that they were notesduui workers as well (Bandy,
2004, p. 418). The disempowered U.S. worker actually has more in common with a sweat&leofnw
Mexico than he or she does with a corporate chief executive officer in ttesl Btates (Polack, 2004, p.
287). A transnational movement network, like CIM is valuable for shiftirgppetives of workers and
organizers from a national focus to an international focus. This viends important for social workers
to understand as a model for practice in response to international pslicieas NAFTA.

Social Work Responsibilities in Regard to International Agreements SuchFIRANA

The profession of social work must adjust its mindset to keep up withabel gvorldview.
Social workers must consider the key components of social work, like sgtiaéjand ending
exploitation as they relate to this new economic system (Polack, 2004, p. 281). lfogkaitation helps
social workers make connections between issues, like trade and itimnigranich are sometimes
regarded as purely domestic, and the larger picture, such as oppregssicei, and lack of opportunity

in another country (Polack, 2004, p. 287). A genuine commitment to influencing thbm $kiat creates
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social problems mandates social workers use their unique perspecsgestarathe fight for social
change (Phelps, 2001, p. 38).

Involvement in global social change fits right in with the mission astyi of the profession.
Social work has a history of reformist, humanitarian tradition, creatingranity projects and social
action programs (Mohan, 2005, p. 246). The profession cannot lose this radigatipeesor a focus
only on treating clients, without an understanding of systems pressures chasirgplation and
struggle (Mohan, 2005, p. 246). An emphasis solely on localism rather than thatiatel struggle for
equality and justice will cause the profession to lose much in terms tiiniacyy as a vehicle for
international social change (Mohan, 2005, p. 247). Social work must put understaretimgfioral
policies and working to challenge the injustices created by theseepa®ia priority in practice, policy,
and education.

The NASW Code of Ethics clearly states the obligation of socialevstik be politically aware,
on both the local and global level. Standard 6.01 calls social workers to tveromote the general
welfare of society, from local to global levels” and advocate for kpstice and the chance for alll
people to meet their basic needs (National Association of Social Wotk&8). Standard 6.04a calls
social workers to engage in social and political action to ensure alkpaepable to realize their right to
equal access to resources they need to develop fully. It also stated,Wsokers should be aware of the
impact of the political arena on practice and should advocate for changeisyrapadl legislation to
improve social conditions in order to meet basic human needs and promoteusticigl {National
Association of Social Workers, 1999). Both of these standards would imploaéwsodiers to be aware
of policies, such as NAFTA, their effect on the lives of clients, andaeten against policies that
negatively affect an individual’s right to develop fully. BesittesNational Association of Social
Workers, there are international social work organizations, sutie &sternational Federation of Social
Workers, the International Association of Schools of Social Work and reUmiversity Consortium
for International Social Development encouraging social workers to lgantdenational borders in their

work (Gammonley, Rotabi & Gamble, 2007, p. 116).
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In terms of changes to social work practice, social workers must be dvearet iovolved in
campaigns and organizations working for global social justice. Seoréiers can promote educational
forums, programs, speakers, and discussion aimed at raising awarenasssarissplight of those
affected by U.S. policy in a negative way (Polack, 2004, p. 288). The professiohaveis focus on
international development as a way to eradicate poverty (Phelps, 2001, p. 234)miikebe a
movement from emphasizing “the adjustment of the individual to societye¢mahasis on changing
society to meet the individual needs, including the goals of eradicatiegtpawnd eliminating
unemployment” (Phelps, 2001, p. 35). Perspectives regarding practice must isicifide a
responsibility of social workers to understand policies contributing to walédiwequalities and taking
action when they can in response to such policies.

Another change to practice would be more involvement with labor groups, bathatigtand
internationally. As a profession, social workers must recognize lafobe’sn protecting workers and
promoting a public safety net (Phelps, 2001, p. 36). A natural alliance shotldetwisen social work
and labor, as the working class makes up a majority of social workergsand unions remain the only
form of representation that exists for working people (Phelps, 2001, p. 36). Addiabvgork
placements at labor sites would be another practice adjustment tlthhetpufurther this relationship.
Finally, social workers should engage in grassroots efforts to orgaorkers, both in the United States
and abroad. As seen when discussing NAFTA, many of the negative consequémeetade policies
directly affect workers. Social work and labor unions are both ttgitnglp these workers, they would
both be more effective if they worked together in advocacy and direateser

In terms of policy, social workers have a responsibility to be aware ofdandate for fair and
just foreign policies, especially in relation to trade and immigratia@tiabworkers in the United States
are in a unique position of power relative to workers in other parts of thd,wedause U.S. federal,
legislative, and executive institutions have been central to gaaternational institutions, such as the
World Bank and IMF, which have a big effect on trade and migration policiesikR @204, p. 288).

Social workers therefore have an obligation to examine these agesaias| as policies dealing with
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these issues and advocate on behalf of those around the world who will beldffettte policies, but do
not have a voice in United States politics. Again, an alliance with labor gnaupd help to put pressure
on lawmakers to combat exploitation of workers when discussing freeamgagiements (Phelps, 2001, p.
36). Social workers should also strengthen international efforts totagether and promote global
social welfare. Adopting this viewpoint will broaden the scope of socialyptabiencompass more
cultures and societies (Midgley, 2007, p. 33).

Social work education must also be adjusted to encompass a more globaitpers@ne option
is to offer stand-alone electives offering a more in depth look at issdagraumstance in key countries,
such as Mexico. These types of courses could focus on the history of the owiihtayy emphasis on
past and current exploitations of the people (Polack, 2004, p. 287). This waktgients an
understanding of important domestic policy issues, while familiagitiem with global social justice
issues (Polack, 2004, p. 288). These courses would also give students annchdgrstaurrent
inequalities between the rich and the poor in the United States as pdargér global trend (Polack,
2004, p. 288). Education should also explore how other cultures and societies defpret,sted
promote social welfare and social justice (Phelps, 2001, p. 33).

Another method to increase the global awareness of social work stisdenémcourage their
participation in study abroad courses and international social work platenie these abroad
experiences, students are able to see first-hand a lifestyle cdypngiffegent than their own. Students
can see the results of different access to food, health care, housing anidedueamother country, and
how that influences the life of individuals, families and societgs{monley, Rotabi & Gamble, 2007,
p. 124). Through this experience social work students also recognizettivalaidiues that affect
service delivery and acceptance of services in another country (@deynRotabi & Gamble, 2007, p.
125). One of the most valuable aspects of this experience is an opportundy fimimethe people of the
host country and their perspectives on social problems and ideasiébrcbange. This exemplifies the
social work value of the importance of human relationships, and engaging le pegqartners in the

helping process (Gammonley, Rotabi & Gamble, 2007, p. 127). Oftentimes hosts Isest thié visitors
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can bring is to listen to their stories, and take back to their home courdtytivey have learned from the
first hand experience (Gammonley, Rotabi & Gamble, 2007, p. 129). Another bétiedg@trips is to
help the student achieve competence as an international traveéestutient must adjust to lifestyles,
customs, and practices different from their own. Development of this ski$ewile them not only when
it comes to international work, but also culturally competent practideit/hited States. Abroad
programs are a great way for social work students to expand their peespect get a first hand

understanding of what global social justice means and why it is wohtimfggfor.
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Opposing Points

When considering the effects of NAFTA on both the U.S. and Mexican economyctharid
statistics show another side to this story. Some have argued NAFTA has hitea foodviexico and
the United States, for various reasons. Others state that theddesower NAFTA is disproportionate to
the actual effect it has had, which is minimal. Additionally, there e @vents that impacted the
Mexican economy more than NAFTA and may be responsible for some of thveedfatcts attributed
to NAFTA. While some have claimed NAFTA has affected migratiorersthrgue trade policies should
not deal with migration issues. Finally it is argued that social workerdd not be concerned with these
policies. There enough social policy changes that need to be made witbimtéak States and U.S.
foreign policy should be concerned with U.S. interests first.

When it comes to an issue as complex as free trade agreements, it farniroozonsider all
aspects of United States trade. The first aspect is whether tbg Ipalils to trade creation or trade
diversion. Trade creation is when trade leads to a displacement of stidguneduct, which results in a
net increase of trade (Congressional Budget Office, 2003, p. 5). Whiladkiburt some sectors of the
population, it is actually beneficial for the country as a whole bediesprice of the import is actually
cheaper than the domestic price. Getting this price would not be possiwatitrade (Congressional
Budget Office, 2003, p. 5). The other option is trade diversion. This spacement of imports from
another country that does not lead to an increase in trade, but dieestssting trade habits from one
country to another. This is less likely to benefit the majority, bedhesgroduct is already being
imported, it is only the country of origin that is changing (CongrassiBudget Office, 2003, p. 5).

Even though NAFTA has led to trade creation, which hurt some sectors ofited Btates population,
as previously discussed, that trade has benefited the country oveisathel overall effect of trade that
we should be concerned about, rather than individual sectors of the population.

Another aspect of trade that is sometimes not considered is the différetmezen trade balances
with individual countries and trade balances with the entire world. Blegarof permissive trade

policies or barriers to trade, each country will have a deficit witresmantries and a surplus with others
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(Congressional Budget Office, 2003, p. 7). The reason for this is each couduggw different
products and has a need for different products. For example, one country may poatkibéng that the
U.S. needs a lot of, while the U.S. may not produce anything that country ne¢kis. case, the U.S.
would have a trade deficit with this country. The opposite is true asifibl U.S. produces something
another country bought a lot of, but that country did not produce much the U.S. neededteth&tates
would have a trade surplus with that country (Congressional Budget , Qffi@8, p. 7). The most
important aspect of trade habits to look at is a country’s overafidmlaf trade with the world. If
NAFTA did cause the United States to have a trade deficit with Mettits deficit would be offset by a
change in trade patterns with other countries, making the United Statels toagesbalance with the
world the same (Congressional Budget Office, 2003, p. 7). Therefore, to lockt drdge with one
country and declare a trade deficit as a problem does not take into abteocotnplex trade relationship
the United States has with the entire world. Global trading patterns maytbfésone deficit.
Additionally, the global economy functions much like the domestic economy. dsfisathe
needs of consumers worldwide, while rewarding the producers who do this besteduhibnium is
achieved, everyone benefits from optimized and balanced prices (Mi@g@y, p. 23). Free trade
agreements are one way of creating this mutually beneficial global egoridns global economy has
also led to mass employment throughout the world. Production of goods has been mmweddorhe
countries, which brings jobs as well as a higher standard of living dueitdltbxeof work (Midgley,
2007, p. 23). Free trade agreements encourage competition and growth throughodtth&hey also
contain provisions that “safeguard investors from discrimination, inemegsilatory transparency,
combat corruptive practices, and protect and enforce intellectyzny rights” (Markheim, 2008, p. 3).
Free trade agreements make sure the rights of producers and consumssgseated through transparent
dispute resolution and attribution mechanisms (Markheim, 2008, p. 3). Tipssitise aspect of free
trade agreements, since the standard of living increases throughaatlth@s everyone is part of a

beneficial global economy.
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Overall, free trade agreements benefit the world. Countries thareduce goods at the lowest
price are able to sell them overseas, while the countries purchiasgeggoods get the best price
available. As more goods are bought and trade is increased, more jolesatee icr the producing
countries. NAFTA has had an important role in increasing trade between thd Btites and Mexico.
If the United States reopens NAFTA negotiations or pulls back from teckess commitments, it is
fair to expect trade partners to do the same and make protectionist deméedsonit (Markheim,
2008, p. 3). This would be a step backwards for free trade and would not be akimegeneral to the
world economy.

Besides not benefitting world trade, renegotiating NAFTA would be adesdiecause NAFTA
has been advantageous to all countries involved. Each day all threeANAETtries, the United States,
Mexico and Canada, conduct nearly $2.2 billion in trilateral trade (Office ddnited States Trade
Representative, 2006, p. 1). The total two-way trade between Mexico ddditbe States grew from
$81 billion in calendar year 1993 to $231 billion in 2002 (Williams, 2004, p. 14). In terms of just
agriculture, two-way trade between the United States and Mexidadraased 149 percent since 1993,
reaching $15.8 billion in 2004 (FAS Backgrounder, 2005, p. 1). The countries tend to dfgrentd
commodities, so both consumers and producers benefit from the complimentary goadsitenchgcess
to agricultural market (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2007, p. 2). NAFTAadgositive results for
both the United States and Mexico.

Mexico experienced many gains as a result of NAFTA. In 1998 Mexico replacedalattee
second largest trading partner of the United States (Phelps, 2001, p. 26jo'8/6xoss Domestic
Product (GDP) grew 40 percent from 1993 to 2005 (Office of the United States BpdsEhtative,
2006, p. 1). Twenty percent of Mexico’s GDP is now attributable to trade pasdéole by NAFTA
provisions (Williams, 2004, p. 15). Before NAFTA, Mexico had a trade deditér NAFTA it became a
$37 billion surplus (Williams, 2004, p. 14). This trade surplus shows how NAFTAMexiean
producers the opportunity to sell goods to the United States in a way they hadnablede do in the

past.
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Besides the benefits from trade itself, abolishing tariffs and quotas thraAlghiANmade Mexico
a more profitable place to invest (Congressional Budget Office, 2003, p. x) et\Masdking companies
increased investment to take advantage of the increased magk@ieilz & Rahman, 2008, p. 150). The
intense promotional campaign for NAFTA may have led some managers toec@wsablishing plants
there who otherwise would not have done so (Larudee, 2007, p. 543). The United &tdes Tr
Commission reports that several U.S. apparel companies stated theréduayl quota-free benefits
under NAFTA had the most significant effect on their decision to ddeegarments in Mexico” (USITC,
1997, p. 6-25, as cited in Larudee, 2007, p. 545).

Specifically, the United States’ investment in the development of Méras increased. NAFTA
led to a strong cooperative relationship between the two countries dheeiteportance of the goods they
are trading (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2007, p. 3). U.S. investors avsteddico because they
benefited from a higher rate of return (Congressional Budget Office, 2003, lpodg¢xample, in 2003,
the stock of U.S. direct investment in the Mexican processed food industedt®1a7 billion (U.S.
Department of Agriculture, 2007, p. 3). The United States government, priveite aed university
community have invested nearly $20 million in more than 120 projects to atlizd@ssues affecting
agriculture and agribusiness in Mexico (U.S. Department of Agrieyl2007, p. 3). Additionally, the
USDA'’s national agriculture statistics service is workingwitexican government agencies to increase
the usefulness of Mexico’s agriculture statistics program. hipsdvement of technology has led to an
increase in access to critical price and production data for Mexicqaeraand better-informed decisions
at the policy level (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2007, p. 4). The USDA @ramd Plant Health
Inspection Service allocated nearly $100 million for 2005-2008 to cooperate exilcdri agencies to
control plant and animal pests and diseases (U.S. Department of AgeicR@07, p. 4). As shown by
these investments, the United States government does not just participegetiade with Mexico, but
has also helped create policies and initiatives to invest in Mexiagtnisefand encourage development

there.
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Another positive result of NAFTA is that it has helped the Mexicam@ny become more
competitive throughout the world. Free trade agreements in generab @twkterate the economic
transition to manufacturing and competitive sectors as resourcefogtarahore efficiently (Williams,
2004, p. 15). The Mexican economy has shifted slightly toward greater farobat employment after
NAFTA (Papademetriou, 2004, p. 53). This leads one to believe that Mexioo'smic performance
would have been much worse if NAFTA had not been enacted. NAFTA has benefited both the
agricultural and manufacturing sectors of the economy.

In terms of agriculture, Mexico has benefited from a closer economimnehip with the United
States. Agricultural exports to the United States have expanded by I@pdycent per year, nearly
twice as fast as they did before NAFTA (U.S. Department of Agrieyl2007, p. 2). Despite the
increased competition from U.S. agricultural products, the dollar valikexitco’s total agricultural
production in 2001 was 50 percent higher than in 1993 as production of key products raamgwill
2004, p. 14). This increased output shows Mexican agricultural exporters diid foemetrade due to
NAFTA.

Besides increasing agricultural trade, U.S. has helped Mexico to miestdat are not
agriculturally based, but that are more stable and generate more incoriaultévgt jobs make up about
22 percent of Mexico’s labor forces, but generate only 4.4 percent of We@®P (Williams, 2004, p.
15). Eighty percent of producers are involved in the least profitable dtéftiahs, 2004, p. 15). In
addition, 50 percent of farmers work on less than 5 hectares (1 hectard a&ds) and earn less than
one third of their income from agriculture. Economic transition away fgnmdture is inevitable for
many small-scale farmers, due to the need to generate more income antkéoraggobal economy
(Williams, 2004, p. 15). The United States has been working with Mexican predpazcessors, and
researchers to explore crop diversification and rural development ta@mternative employment
opportunities for subsistence farmers (U.S. Department of Agriey@07, p. 4). United States
universities are working with Mexican universities to develop agdtiallextension services and post-

secondary agricultural education, with an emphasis on rural poverty atiehqi.S. Department of
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Agriculture, 2007, p. 4). NAFTA generated jobs and lowered consumer pribetptfarmers reduce
their dependence on agriculture (Williams, 2004, p. 15). The goal of futureepdluuld also be to
reduce dependence on agriculture, as the instability and insuffiaétiug job in today’s economy has
been shown.

As far as the manufacturing industry goes, NAFTA has been beneficiabfkens and factories
as well. The Rules of Origin requirements in the agreement hatedeebarrier for competitors from
non-NAFTA countries, giving Mexico an advantage (Feils & Rahman, 2008, p. 14#2)udés earn
preferential treatment if they originate from a NAFTA country (Chase,,20@08). For example,
automobiles must contain a minimum of 62.5 percent materials produced in a Ny to qualify
for preferential treatment (Chase, 2008, p. 508). This has increased thevénfmenhvestment from the
United States. Additionally, NAFTA has encouraged manufacturing plants togusatar proportion of
Mexican intermediate goods, which means increased profits beneditMeticans (Truett & Truett,
2007, p. 380).

The provisions of NAFTA were actually favorable to the maquilas. The aorigpdomestic
sales were allowed to increase by 5 percent annually, from 50 percergradritgear export production
in 1993 to 100 percent in 2001 (Truett & Truett, 2007, p. 375). NAFTA has been responsible fo
increased employment in the maquila industries since 1994 (Mollick andeAkédiguez, 2006 and
Carrada-Bravo, 1998, as cited in Truett & Truett, 2007, p. 375). Employment more thardicarble
547,000 jobs in December 1993 to 1,339,000 jobs in October 2000 (Larudee, 2007, p. 539). Not only are
more people employed, but there has also been a positive increase in thieMati@can wages to U.S.
wages (Truett & Truett, 2007, p. 377). This increase in wages may be duetmtparincreased demand
on the products of the maquilas which led to pressure to increase wagdis& Trueett, 2007, p. 377).

NAFTA has helped Mexico to update its job market, increase tradeem@se employment and
wages in the maquila sector. Last but not least, 62 percent of Mexicansg $UBOA (Diep, 2008, p.
10). This all shows how NAFTA has been beneficial for Mexico as a wholethdge who may have

lost out initially, such as subsistence farmers, the Mexican anddJgiaites government are working to
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create better paying and more stable jobs that fit with the global econ®mmgrefore, in terms of
Mexico, it has been shown NAFTA is a favorable policy.

NAFTA has been positive for the United States as well. The U.S. hastedriedim NAFTA in
terms of GDP, jobs created, and its own agriculture and manufacturingiesludthe real GDP from
1993 to 2005 grew 48 percent (Office of the United States Trade Represer®d@6, p.1). U.S. exports
to NAFTA countries have risen 157 percent, while imports have increase@&hfin the past 15
years (Diep, 2008, p. 9). Mexico has become the largest market for U.S. p(6d&Backgrounder,
2005, p. 1). The positive increase in GDP, as well as an increased rhlgtisitls Mexico can be
attributed in some way to NAFTA.

Despite the claims of the opponents of NAFTA, employment has increastal|ypdue to
NAFTA. In general, U.S. employment rose from 112.2 million in December 1993 to 134.8 million
people employed in February 2006 (Office of the United States Trade Reatieee2006, p. 1). The
average unemployment rate was 5.1 percent from 1994-2005, compared with 7.1 pmrcé888-1993
(Office of the United States Trade Representative, 2006, p. 1). Therdd®. Representative estimates a
total of 914,000 jobs have been created specifically due to NAFTA (Polaskj,2004. This figure is
found by estimating the number of jobs supported by a given number of exports, thptyimgtthat
figure by the growth in exports to Canada and Mexico (Polaski, 2004, p. 27). When Idakitingra
estimates of the number of jobs lost due to imports from NAFTA, one canoettaa that the imported
goods would have been produced in the United States in the absence of trade, thesaijolps
technically were not lost for United States workers (Polaski, 2004) pNegre than 57 million
Americans are employed by firms engaged in international trade iiiank2008, p. 2). This figure
represents nearly 40 percent of all non-farm jobs (Markheim, 2008, p. 2). Desaits often depicted,
NAFTA has helped employment in the United States.

NAFTA has been positive for the United States in the agriculture and ataunurig industries
due to increased exports. U.S. agricultural exports to Mexico have growrBghengent per year since

NAFTA went into effect (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 2007, p. 2). In 1993, $3.6 biflionS
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agricultural products were exported, compared with $7.9 billion in 2003 and $8.5 bilRO04N(FAS
Backgrounder, 2005, p. 1). Sales of corn increased fifteen-fold in valuecinet®83 and 2004 (FAS
Backgrounder, 2005, p. 2). For exports of merchandise, those to NAFTA parawensngre rapidly, at
133 percent, than exports to the rest of the world, which increased by 77 eftieatof the United
States Trade Representative, 2006, p. 1). Regions along the interradialealespecially benefited from
NAFTA, due to their proximity to the foreign market (Logan, 2008, p. 676). Thedserin these
exports has benefited both industries.

In terms of employment in the manufacturing sector, NAFTA actually helpedakekimprove
manufacturing jobs in the United States. Manufacturing employmentlgcéheibased by 1.42 percent
from 1994-2000 (Logan, 2008, p. 677). NAFTA may have slowed the loss of U.S. manufgotising
that had started to occur before NAFTA (Logan, 2008, p. 677). Trade libeaslizatreased
manufacturing growth in the United States at a statistically sigmifil percent level according to a study
by Logan (2008, p. 683). Not only has NAFTA been positively associated with more WiSaotaring
jobs, it has also increased wages in the United States. Total conpetséat.S. workers due to
NAFTA and CUFTA (the free trade agreement the U.S. had with Canada N&BilA) has been nearly
$10 billion through 2001 (Polaski, 2004, p. 27). The average real compensation of warkeas gn
annual rate of 2.3 percent from 1993 to 2005, as opposed to just .4 percent from 1987 to 1998 (Office
the United States Trade Representative, 2006, p. 1). Additionally, the jateddog NAFTA paid 13-16
percent more than the jobs lost due to increased trade with MexicpgP2@01, p. 26). Finally,

NAFTA has led to improvements in technology which often leads to belterincreased wages, and the
ability to compete in the global market (Markheim, 2008, p. 2).

Only 39 percent of Americans believe NAFTA has been bad for the United $1a&ps2008, p.
10). Overall, NAFTA has benefited the U.S. Jobs have been created in the aimgfaector and
those jobs are better paying than the ones that may have been lost due ® iMABTA has also
increased the amount the United States sells to other countries, pdyticuMexico and Canada.

Finally, NAFTA has strengthened political relationships between tlted)States and allies throughout
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the globe, due to increased interaction and more free trade policieetkatigned as a result of the
success of NAFTA (Markheim, 2008, p. 1).

However, another school of thought is that NAFTA has actually had viéeyelifect on trade
between the United States and Mexico. Some argue that the praiseiaisthooit NAFTA have been
disproportionate to its actual effects (Diep, 2008, p. 9). NAFTA had khaifegt on the balance of trade
between the United States and Mexico. For 1999, 2000 and 2001, NAFTA affected .062qd¢hee
United States GDP (Congressional Budget Office, 2003, p. xiii). The UnagesSSDP increased just
.04 percent due to NAFTA, while Mexico’s GDP increased .8 percent (Diep, 2088 To put this in
perspective, this is probably a few billion dollars or less, with tla téited States GDP in fiscal year
2008 at $14,515 billion (Executive Office of the President, 2008). WithouflRAB.S. exports to and
imports from Mexico would have grown almost as much as they did with NAFTA and wowd hav
fluctuated in almost the same way (Congressional Budget Office, 2003, sdiip investment from
the United States has gone to Mexico (Congressional Budget Office, 2003, pigtjedlices investment
in the United States, raising U.S. interest rates and reducing theyte @GP (Congressional Budget
Office, 2003, p. 4). However, the amount being invested is so small compared sittetb&the United
States markets that it is almost unnoticeable (Congressional Budiget, @603, p. 4). Any rise in
interest rates due to this outflow would attract an inflow from anathentry to replace what has been
lost (Congressional Budget Office, 2003, p. 4). When renegotiating NAFTA, mucé fofttre of the
policy “depends on the political clout of its supporters or detractdhgrrthan on the substance of
unbiased and thorough economic analyses” (Diep, 2008, p. 10).

When attempting to study jobs created or lost by NAFTA, it is nearly intgdedsi actually
determine the effect, if any on the job market of the United Statesording to trade theory, in full
employment economies, which is ideally the United States, job compositiomiftihs a result of free
trade agreements, but there will be no net change in total employmeagk{P2004, p. 27). The
disruptions in jobs will be small, since the overall change in exports guitgrfor each country was

small as well (Congressional Budget Office, 2003, p. 19). For examphe Wnited States, jobs were
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lost in some regions of the country, but gained in others (Logan, 2008, p. 679). The soetkiliad r
approximately 43 percent of total foreign direct investment in the UnitgdsSsince the late 1970’s
(Logan, 2008, p. 680). This means that jobs in other regions have not grown as much, cermés,be
but for the United States overall the net loss has been zero.

In fact, many of the changes in trade between the United States and Mexddmeka
determined primarily by factors other than the agreement itself (Essignal Budget Office, 2003, p.
17). The Congressional Budget Office has created a statistical thatlatcounts for events unrelated to
NAFTA, including the peso crisis of 1994, a harsh Mexican recession in 1995, thecn®mic
expansion most of the 1990’s, and recessions in Mexico and the United States ind22001a
(Congressional Budget Office, 2003, p. xii-xiii). According to this model, 85 percent wictlease in
U.S. exports to Mexico between 1993 and 2001 and 91 percent of the increase is firmpokexico
would have taken place without NAFTA as well (Congressional Budget Q208 p. xii-xiii).

The timing of NAFTA'’s implementation coincides with many other economic swetttoth the
United States and Mexico. The United States was just beginning an ecdioami and in Mexico the
devaluation of the peso occurred one year later (Larudee, 2007, p. 556). Both ef/#dmsaffected the
two economies more than the actual policy (Larudee, 2007, p. 556). Mexico was algoimgde
program of economic liberalization that extended back to the mid-1980’s (CsingadBudget Office,
2003, p. xX). Quotas were already being relaxed at this point which made tt@ENAFTA’s changes
much smaller (Larudee, 2007, p. 557).

Before NAFTA was created, Mexico was taking steps that would contindietd ttade and the
economy even after NAFTA went into effect. In 1986, Mexico joined the Generaédgnt on Tariffs
and Trade (GATT), which lowered the average tariff rate from 27 percd882 to 12 percent in 1993
(Congressional Budget Office, 2003, p. X). As a result of this, Mexico’s xjoaall countries grew
between 1985 and 1993 (Williams, 2004, p. 14). Employment growth along the U.S.-Mexico border was
actually due to Mexico joining the GATT (Logan, 2008, p. 680). Americamsfielocated in border

cities like El Paso Laredo, and San Diego in order to reduce transportaismftexports and
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complementary manufacturing activities (Hanson, 1995, as cited in Logan, 2008,. pRé8@Lucturing
of the Mexican debt led to a series of privatization and deregulaticariotig state enterprises
(Congressional Budget Office, 2003, p. X, Polaski, 2004, p. 18). Former President, déidyldrid
introduced a policy of privatization and holding direct investment from foraigntdes (Fuchs, 2001, p.
1804). Inflation-reducing programs were created and brought down inflation from 18728tperto87
to 6.4 percent when NAFTA went into effect (Congressional Budget Office, BORB,

However, one event in Mexican history that had the biggest effect dfetkiean economy and
all aspects of life in Mexico was the peso crisis of 1994. From 1991 to 1984mber huge amounts of
capital flowing into the country. Abruptly in late 1994-1995, these changed tovesi{fPolaski, 2004, p.
18). Mexico had begun negotiations on NAFTA, which did increase investor's eoodidn Mexican
products and investments (Polaski, 2004, p. 18). Although NAFTA negotiations had begiine, engls
occurred shortly after NAFTA went into effect, none of the reseancthis crisis blames NAFTA for
what took place. Rather, financial liberalization eliminated capidlexchange controls, allowing much
greater capital mobility (Polaski, 2004, p. 18). Additionally, the value dffigsdcan peso was too high
in relation to other currencies, making it easy for rich Mexicans tarolataign currencies, especially
the United States dollar (Fuchs, 2001, p. 1805). Bankers’ confidence in Megmaomic growth grew
(Polaski, 2004, p. 18). All the above-mentioned factors combined to make investrivExico very
attractive while the rest of the developed world was heading into an eicommession (Polaski, 2004, p.
18).

Mexico maintained a relatively fixed exchange rate, known as a parity bhatk e value of
the Mexican peso was pegged to the United States dollar (Polaski, 2004, p. 18). thel@ovted
States Federal Reserve Board raised interest rates for thgrfesince the recession of the 1990's
(Polaski, 2004, p. 19). The capital coming into Mexico dropped sharply over thmeeximonths to
less than one-fifth its previous levels (Polaski, 2004, p. 19). To deal withhihisexican government
rolled over its existing debt. It shifted public debt out of pesos and intar thalsed securities, thereby

agreeing to assume the exchange rate risk if the rate of exchange of pesar toedaline unstable
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(Polaski, 2004, p. 19). Previously investors assumed this risk. The Mexicamgewt also kept
international exchanges out of domestic funds (Polaski, 2004, p. 19). Theseéestfategented a
collapse until the end of 1994, when investors began to realize that thlergewewas going to run out
of money (Polaski, 2004, p. 19). Once they realized this, investors pulled omadinely. The Bank of
Mexico was eventually forced to allow the peso to float and within 10 days theofaheepeso had
depreciated 55 percent (Polaski, 2004, p. 19). It hit a low of 7.64 pesos per dollaebg tfel 995
(Polaski, 2004, p. 19).

Up until this point, success of the Mexican government had been built on wortintges, a
factor over which they had no control (Polaski, 2004, p. 19). One obvious effeetpddo crisis was the
immediate devaluation of the peso (Polaski, 2004, p. 50). Another was ssdanr&DP. The Mexican
GDP shrank 6.2 percent in 1996 from what it was the previous year (Polaski, 2004, prla0). U
unemployment went from 3.6 percent in 1994 to 6.3 percent in 1995 (Polaski, 2004, p. 50). Slere wa
large movement of jobs from the formal sector to the informal employseetdr. Real wages in Mexico
dropped severely relative to those in the United States (Polaski, 2004, p. 5fBs §vadually recovered
after the crisis, but not enough to return to previous levels (PoR3d, p. 24). Finally, confidence in
the Mexican economy was badly shaken (Polaski, 2004, p. 50). When one recogrseestiheof this
peso crisis, which occurred shortly after NAFTA went into effect yetumaslated, it is easy to see the
negative effect of other events besides NAFTA at this time.

The Mexican business cycle in general would have had the same effecteoretyadiess of
NAFTA. The Mexican trade balance is negatively correlated with thedslie business cycle
(Congressional Budget Office, 2003, p. 13). Exports from the United States to Maddo increase
when Mexico undergoes economic expansion (Congressional Budget Office, 2003, el Balance of
trade changes accordingly. The recession of 1995 was marked by a 9.7 percénsdasonally
adjusted real GDP (Congressional Budget Office, 2003, p. 14). This coimétessubstantial decline
in the U.S. balance of trade with Mexico on year after NAFTA (Cosgneal Budget Office, 2003, p.

14). Due to this recession and the peso crisis, there was a severelfurégisien Mexico shortly after
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NAFTA went into effect (Congressional Budget Office, 2003, p. 14). This lepl@to assume NAFTA
was responsible, but that conclusion is incorrect. The are many othes gnagriccurred in Mexico
around 1994, such as the peso crisis and a recession, which had a negatiea #feeeconomy that has
mistakenly been attributed to NAFTA.

Besides overestimating the impact of NAFTA, in the debate over thiypaltb proponents and
opponents bring up immigration. This is a hot issue in the United Sigitésiow and people are looking
to all avenues to make changes. Unfortunately, NAFTA has not been in efigeriough to properly
judge its effect on immigration. Additionally, trade policies cannatesimhmigration problems in the
United States, nor should they be used to do so. The International bhgCammission, in a 1990
report, stated that a free trade agreement with a country likeeMexiuld stimulate migration in the
short to medium term, and then lead to a decrease in migration in decadesemamations later
(Wasem, 2007, p. 14). Philip Martin, chair of the Comparative Immigration aegtdtion Program at
the University of California-Davis proposed the migration hump theory. tha@y predicts that
migration would initially increase in the years immediatelydi@ihg NAFTA and eventually diminish
(Wasem, 2007, p. 14). According to his theory, migration levels will be prettly thecsame as they
would have been without NAFTA after 15 years and after 30 years be much loasert\\2007, p. 15).
In 2008, only 14 years after the policy went into effect, it is impossiklelge whether NAFTA has had
a positive or negative impact on immigration.

The forces influencing people to migrate have not changed much, even withiaipatet
economic progress after NAFTA. The decision of whether or not to migaatbeen shaped largely by
structural general migration forces and unavailability of jobs irsdm@me country, specifically Mexico
(Papademetriou, 2004, p. 52). The past two decades of economic restructitéxicm has led to an
increase in migration to the United States. After the peso crisis andwhe@nomic recovery after,
many Mexicans lost their faith in the Mexican economy and turned t@ataigras their best chance at
survival and progress (Papademetriou, 2004, p. 47). For example, a 10 percent devafltizi peso

led to an increase in migration of 15 percent in one traditional migradirgevillage in Mexico



46

(Papademetriou, 2004, p. 47). These structural problems causing migration hewféigiently been
addressed in Mexico and cannot be dealt with through free trade agreemeats al

On the United States’ side, there has been a big push for immigratiam reftre in the past few
years. However, it has been established that significant migratioy pbhnges will happen outside the
context of trade agreements (Papademetriou, 2004, p. 54). On July 21, 2003 the Ungc<skBtdee
passed a nonbinding resolution stating, “trade agreements are not the appxeticle for enacting
immigration-related laws or modifying current immigration policytiahat “future trade agreements to
which the United States is party...should not contain immigrationegatovisions” (Papademetriou,
2004, p. 54). Besides establishing poor policy, loading free trade agreeméntsmiggration-related
provisions will make them politically unappealing in less developed geargnd more difficult to pass
(Papademetriou, 2004, p. 55). Immigration reform must happen soon in the Uattes) Bt it is
outside the realm of free trade agreements to make these policy changes

Finally, United States social workers should not be involved in internhpotiaies. The social
injustice and poverty in the United States are serious problenwil workers should be concerned
about. It was estimated that 12 percent of the United States population daduklwe the poverty line in
the past 12 months, according to the U.S. census in 2007(Bishaw, & Semega, 2008, p. 2(.aka®m
of the country the poverty is even worse. For example, in Mississippi, 20.6 pertenstdte lived
below the poverty line in that same census (Bishaw, & Semega, 2008, p. B0powerty levels so
high, this means children and families are not able to provide for #&ir beeds for food, clothing,
shelter, and healthcare. These extraordinarily high poverty levataase for concern for United States
social workers.

Not only is the poverty rate high in the U.S., the budget crises throughout they@rerdatso
very serious. There are 31 states in the country that are in a budgitidgtfi now (Brewster, 2008).
However, the deficit in Rhode Island is the highest, at $367 million (Brev2§t@8). This has led to
cutting families from benefits of the state public healthcastesy, decreasing the age at which youth in

foster care age out of the system and no longer receive state suppoduaigraid to public colleges
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and universities, among other serious cuts. Additionally, positions in stateaiahservice agencies,
such as the Department of Children, Youth and Families, have been vacatesl motcbaing filled. This
means fewer jobs in the state, but it also means those relying on thesestaes must wait longer to
receive the service they need (Brewster, 2008). Overall, the fistgladicy reforms needed for the state
to serve the needs of its citizens are enough to keep all social svorkelved in social policy busy for a
long time. These reforms are necessary before United States socishmlin getting involved in
policies affecting other countries.

Additionally, United States foreign policy should be concerned with U.S. irddnesttand
foremost. According to the Sharon Statement in 1960, which launched the modewotgass
conservative movement, the criteria to judge American foreign politRaes it serve the just interest of
the United States?” (Devine & Keene, 2000, p. 2). Secondary to this goairarerdey, human rights
and international goodwill (Devine & Keene, 2000, p. 2). Pat Buchanan, voice ofghblieen nativist
wing, states, “our security rests on U.S. power and will, not whether [develugiiogs] are ruled by
tyrants” (The isolationist temptation, 2006, p. 1). This ideology asberimportance of U.S. interests
over the rests of the world’s when judging international policies.

Especially at the point the United States is at right now, with thénweag and the recession,
national security and economic growth are the top priority. Defense spemtiregonomic stimulus for
the United States should be the focus, not development programs for otheesdttaimes, 1995, p.
11). State and local leaders in the United States in 2008 were legsdikaly that the United States
should be the most assertive of leading nations among state and loca {eade¢hey were in 1993.
This proportion fell from 78 percent to 54 percent (Stop the world, 2005, p. 1. Uviibed States
government leaders, as well as the general population, recognize thaitdueStates is one of the most
free and prosperous societies. However, this does not lead to the concludioa thated States must
then impose this example on other countries, if they do not want that and our bedgestallow for
that (Devine & Keene, 2000, p. 3). Itis in the best interest of the Unitaxs $dekeep the country’s

priorities and spending within national borders, especially in tough economieauritystimes.
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The citizens of the United States have shown an unfavorable opinion efl &tites’
intervention throughout the world. According to a Pew Research Centen gaitober 2008, 42 percent
of Americans agree the United States “should mind its own business iiteaiig and let other
countries get along the best they can on their own” (The isolationigtatom, 2006, p. 1). This figure
has jumped 12 points in 3 years to its highest level since the mid-1970’8/iaftexm (The isolationist
temptation, 2006, p. 1). The four ways in which United States citizens vikeikth [disengage from the
world are to fight fewer wars, trade less freely, allow feweeifners into the country and provide less
foreign aid (The isolationist temptation, 2006, p. 1). United States citireh@sing their confidence in
free trade as well. The percent of Americans who think trade behefiténited States has fallen from
78 percent in 2002 to 59 percent in 2008 (Wooing the World, 2008, p. 3). Additionally, theipropbrt
Americans who see foreign trade more as an opportunity for growth thahraataa the domestic
economy fell from 56 percent in 2000 to 45 percent last year (The isolatemnstation, 2006, p.2).

Not only do United States citizens not want to stretch their resourcegjtiout the world, but
also the rest of the world does not have a favorable view of intesaentim the United States.
According to a Pew Research Center annual survey of the global opinion at&n2érout of the 33
countries polled now have a less favorable view of the United Statedéyadid in 2002 (Wooing the
World, 2008, p. 1). Most foreigners think that United States foreign polisytéeiake into account the
interests of the other country (Wooing the World, 2008, p. 1). Additionally, other issUnéave a right
to determine how their countries should be governed. The resources of tleSiaies to spend on this
are limited (Devine & Keene, 2000, p. 4). Restraining from interveningaryglobal event is not a sign
of weakness, but a positive recognition of this country’s prioritiesi(i@e Keene, 2000, p. 6).

The situation in the United States today is at a dangerous point. Poverty, ayraengland state
budget crises are leading to fewer benefits for American famifelglitionally, threats overseas have
Americans concerned about opening borders or providing aid throughout the world UMtad, States
citizens are content to worry about their own country and let others do the Aathe same time,

negative impressions of the United States are leading to a rejectionesicAns and their aid abroad
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anyway. Social workers in the United States therefore have a rdsjiynisi their fellow Americans to

provide help in this country above anything else.

Hypothess

Reliance on other nations for goods and services is becoming more prewtideghe increase in
globalization. Undergraduate social work curriculum has not been updatdtbtd these changes and as
a result, BSW social work graduates are not fully aware of the ititamabpolicies that will affect their
work and how to best serve the clients that are affected by these pdlitteghe example of NAFTA,
many social workers are dealing with clients affected by economiccregsgons of NAFTA. The
following social work education module on NAFTA and its effects has beemeedsig educate
undergraduate social work students on the actual policy as well asieations NAFTA has for

individuals and communities in the United States and Mexico.

M ethodology
Sample

A convenience sample of approximately 150 online library resources waysedure information
about NAFTA. The materials were found in scholarly journals, governnelditeés, newspaper reports,
and documentaries.
Data Gathering

The materials in the sample were read and watched for thenthgsaf the educational module.

The module was designed for the undergraduate social work studenttigithrlito knowledge of
NAFTA. Each reading was judged on its relevance to the social work simfethe variation of the
information presented and the manner in which it was presented. The podaimwas the level of
interest to the social work profession of each article. Some artrelegritten from a strictly economic
perspective, which is often difficult for social work students to connithttheir work. The articles
chosen gave more of an overview of the policy and its effects, sjadlgiton the populations social

workers tend to work with. Another aspect was the variation among itlesartEach article and
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documentary was chosen together in order to provide the most complete pidtlAFTA and the social
work response to students. Some articles were more specificalgefibon the policy and its effects,
others focused on social work and organizational responses and some focleeperadnal stories of
those affected by NAFTA. The goal was to represent each of thgsetsof the research. Additionally,
some articles were written based on scholarly research, while otherdased on personal experience of
those in Mexico affected by NAFTA. A comparable mix of each style wagchos

The readings and documentaries were then synthesized into an educational module. A
PowerPoint presentation was created with the basic facts. A istompanying readings and videos
was also compiled. The cover letter was created to explain the pwfibe module as well as the
materials it includes.
Data Analysis

The module was then given to social work professors at a small, ldresaollege who could
possibly implement it in their class. These are professors who teemtuletion to Social Work, Social
Policy, Theory Practice, and International Human Services. Along with ttezialsthey received a
survey regarding the effectiveness and usefulness of the module. Ténelsamhvfour Likert scale
guestions. These professors were also asked where they could impleseratdule in their curriculum
and how easy it would be for them to do so. The module was also shown to social worls gtuitient
International Human Services class and a Theory Practice classtutlbats were then given a survey
on the effectiveness and clarity of the module. The survey had four questioaslyként scale and
available space for comments.
Findings

Three professors evaluated the module. All gave scores of 9 and 1Gsbargué and 3,
indicating the module was clear and easy to use and social work studefdshave a working
knowledge of NAFTA after using the module. Two of the responses alsotediitey found the
module easy to utilize in their courses and useful to undergradudémts. The other professor

commented on the difficulty of using the module in an Introduction class due to tinteaguas She
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pointed out that there are many global social justice issues thateleseial attention and she would
have difficulty in devoting so much time to only one issue. The other two poo$esaid they would use
the module in sections of the courses relating to global policies or igkotizad.

Twenty-nine students evaluated the educational module. When askéénthetmodule was
clear and easy to use, the mean score was 9.41. In terms of whether studentsveoalworking
knowledge of NAFTA after using this module, the mean response was 8.76. When askedaifitile
kept their interest, the mean score was 8.34. Judging if they could see oA N#ates to their work
after using this module, the mean response was 8.69. The students commeragsl tormake the
presentation more interesting and effective for students, such asdithi amount of information on the
slides, adding more visuals, and providing time for discussion. Many sociabtudignts commented on
the lack of education they have received on international social politidatarnational social work.

The limitations of this study are that the sample was very smafitaddnts and professors
surveyed were only from one college. The responses of the professonsdamdssincluded cannot be
seen as representative of the entire population of social work prefesebstudents. However, their
responses suggest that the information in this educational modulgagant for professors to use in
their courses. All the resources they need including readinija documentary is provided, however
professors are constrained by a limited amount of time to cover t@liata For students, the module
provides an effective introduction to NAFTA and its effect on theikwditralso supplements the
curriculum with information on a policy that they have not yetiedrabout. Many students commented
on the lack of previous education on NAFTA or other international policies. dfinse introductory
course this module would also provide students with a foundation of knowledge albmattiionel
policies and the impact they have on social work as they begin their jootoelye social work
professional.

Conclusion
The preamble of the NASW Code of Ethics states “The primary mission sbd¢ied work

profession is to enhance human well-being and help meet the basic neegeaplal] with particular
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attention to the needs and empowerment of people who are vulnerable, oppresieithgan poverty”
(National Association of Social Workers, 1999). If the profession is ctietdrip this mission, it must
pay attention to events taking place outside the borders of the United. S&lbbalization has led to an
interdependence between nations for goods and services and social weekkers be aware of the
negative effects this has had on people throughout the world. They must alsarbeof the
international policies supported by the United States, like NAFTA, whiebartributing to these
conditions. Awareness and activism on these global issues will keep theiproéedbe forefront of
social justice advocacy and true to its stated mission.

One of the first steps that can be taken to raise social workraatitnal awareness is educating
current social work students about international policies and theit effestients throughout the world
and in the United States. Educational modules, like the one created in thisatuldg,easily utilized in
social work courses, from an Introduction to Social Work course to a Capstare.cblowever, social
work professors are in the difficult position of having an abundance of alaed a limited amount of
time to cover all of it. If an introduction to international policies, SUNAKTA, is to be included in the
curriculum, one must also consider what material will be given lesdiatterThis is a difficult decision,
but it is important for social work educators to consider if the cutmous$ to be up to date and relevant
in today’'s world.

Regardless of where educational modules about international poligiregh# curriculum, they
are an important part of the future of social work. The world will oahtioaue to become more globally
interconnected, through travel, collaboration, and policies. As shown thraugkamination of NAFTA
and its effects on Mexico and the United States, the policies made in thealleSylobal ramifications.
Social workers must acknowledge this shift from a national to an atienal mindset and be prepared to
deal with the changing field. One of the methods of dealing with this shifticagon of future and
current social workers. While not all social workers will be dealingctly with international policies, as

part of generalist practice they must have a basic knowledge of how thiesss @dfect the work of



53

social workers. Through this education social work will continue to siayt¢ its stated mission and up
to date on the issues that are currently facing clients.

In addition to a shift in focus in social work education, a simildt sfust occur in social work
research. For many years the profession has looked at both individup/thedasystems level change
as the way to improve the lives of clients. These practices handdsted in the field and evaluated
through social work research. However the studies done by Americalhveartiars have been based
mostly in the United States. Now that social workers must also payi@itemtvhat is happening
globally, more research must be done in this field. Social workers netedyatse effectiveness of
international advocacy campaigns and other aspects in which the natiocisspafiect the rest of the
world. Particularly in relation to NAFTA, more research is needeckiifiéative trade agreement models
between developed and developing countries that do not further oppress dnablalvorking class. As
the profession increasingly relies on quantitative data to show efieesivef its work, more research
relating to international policies and global social justice will iasesthe attention to and legitimacy of
this field.

NAFTA and other international policies also affect social policy. $amekers now need to be
active not just on a local and national scale, but on the global scadl a$acial workers need to
advocate for policies that benefit the poor and disenfranchised, as opppstiihg disadvantaged
groups in an even more vulnerable position, as NAFTA has done. Internationbpstcyamust
promote fair labor practices throughout the world and not allow businessegrishf at the expense of
the workers and society as a whole. This is a level of advocacy thabhleen fully explored by social
work and will need to be in the near future.

In terms of practice, NAFTA and other international policies obviousgcafhacro level work.
Advocates and community organizers must be active in opposing policies thegailively affect
clients. Social workers must be heard in the political realm as dleessons are being made. However,
international policies also affect meso and micro social workers. NAF$Adrdributed to the

outsourcing of many factory jobs. As blue-collar workers lose their flobis,families are affected. The
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loss of this income will either force other family members tertne workforce or cause these families
to rely on welfare, food stamps and other forms of government support to surviveselfsupports

aren’t available the family may turn to other means, legal ormsyrvvive. The loss of a job causes
strain on the individual in all aspects of their life. Social workezgtee first ones to work with these
clients, whether it is in the Department of Health and Human Servicesgthindividual and family
counseling or non-profit organizations. NAFTA and other international pdiaee an effect on all areas
of social work practice. With proper awareness and training on these ississyedkers will continue

to be at the forefront of the struggle for social justice and tleires for individuals, groups and families

negatively affected by these policies.
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