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Interpretation—the roll of the ballot is that the judge is a policy maker and the affirmative should defend a mandated increase of economic engagement toward Cuba, Mexico or Venezuela. 
They are non-topical because they don’t defend the enactment of a policy to be enacted by the United States federal government—reading a plan-text with the words “USFG” SHOULD NOT MEET the necessary threshold for a policy proposal
Topicality is an a-priori voting issue – as judge you are only allowed to affirm those policies within your jurisdiction dictated by the resolution.
That means conditionality is justified—a “run and gun” 1NC strategy is the only way to get back to competitive equity, otherwise the aff would have an unfair advantage.

Interpretation - Economic engagement is long-term strategy for promoting structural linkage between two economies
Mastanduno, 1 – professor of Government at Dartmouth College (Michael, “Economic Engagement Strategies: Theory and Practice” http://web.archive.org/web/20120906033646/http://polisci.osu.edu/faculty/bpollins/book/Mastanduno.pdf
The basic causal logic of economic engagement, and the emphasis on domestic politics, can be traced to Hirschman. He viewed economic engagement as a long-term, transformative strategy. As one state gradually expands economic interaction with its target, the resulting (asymmetrical) interdependence creates vested interests within the target society and government. The beneficiaries of interdependence become addicted to it, and they protect their interests by pressuring the government to accommodate the source of interdependence. Economic engagement is a form of structural linkage; it is a means to get other states to want what you want, rather than to do what you want. The causal chain runs from economic interdependence through domestic political change to foreign policy accommodation.

Here’s evidence that the resolution is the key stasis point—their interpretation is arbitrary
O’Donnell 2004 

PhD, director of debate at Mary Washington (Tim, WFU Debaters Research Guide, “Blue helmet blues”, ed. Bauschard & Lacy, http://groups.wfu.edu/debate/MiscSites/DRGArticles/DRGArtiarticlesIndex.htm)
The answer, I believe, resides deep in the rhetorical tradition in the often overlooked notion of stasis.
 Although the concept can be traced to Aristotle’s Rhetoric, it was later expanded by Hermagoras whose thinking has come down to us through the Roman rhetoricians Cicero and Quintillian. Stasis is a Greek word meaning to “stand still.” It has generally been considered by argumentation scholars to be the point of clash where two opposing sides meet in argument. Stasis recognizes the fact that interlocutors engaged in a conversation, discussion, or debate need to have some level of expectation regarding what the focus of their encounter ought to be. To reach stasis, participants need to arrive at a decision about what the issue is prior to the start of their conversation. Put another way, they need to mutually acknowledge the point about which they disagree. What happens when participants fail to reach agreement about what it is that they are arguing about? They talk past each other with little or no awareness of what the other is saying. The oft used cliché of two ships passing in the night, where both are in the dark about what the other is doing and neither stands still long enough to call out to the other, is the image most commonly used to describe what happens when participants in an argument fail to achieve stasis. In such situations, genuine engagement is not possible because participants have not reached agreement about what is in dispute. For example, when one advocate says that the United States should increase international involvement in the reconstruction of Iraq and their opponent replies that the United States should abandon its policy of preemptive military engagement, they are talking past each other. When such a situation prevails, it is hard to see how a productive conversation can ensue. I do not mean to suggest that dialogic engagement always unfolds along an ideal plain where participants always can or even ought to agree on a mutual starting point. The reality is that many do not. In fact, refusing to acknowledge an adversary’s starting point is itself a powerful strategic move. However, it must be acknowledged that when such situations arise, and participants cannot agree on the issue about which they disagree, the chances that their exchange will result in a productive outcome are diminished significantly. In an enterprise like academic debate, where the goals of the encounter are cast along both educational and competitive lines, the need to reach accommodation on the starting point is urgent. This is especially the case when time is limited and there is no possibility of extending the clock. The sooner such agreement is achieved, the better. Stasis helps us understand that we stand to lose a great deal when we refuse a genuine starting point.
 How can stasis inform the issue before us regarding contemporary debate practice? Whether we recognize it or not, it already has. The idea that the affirmative begins the debate by using the resolution as a starting point for their opening speech act is nearly universally accepted by all members of the debate community. This is born out by the fact that affirmative teams that have ignored the resolution altogether have not gotten very far. Even teams that use the resolution as a metaphorical condensation or that “affirm the resolution as such” use the resolution as their starting point. The significance of this insight warrants repeating. Despite the numerous differences about what types of arguments ought to have a place in competitive debate we all seemingly agree on at least one point – the vital necessity of a starting point. This common starting point, or topic, is what separates debate from other forms of communication and gives the exchange a directed focus.

And, this form of argumentation outweighs

Shively ‘2K

(Ruth Lessl, Assistant Prof Political Science – Texas A&M U., Partisan Politics and Political Theory, p. 181-2)
The requirements given thus far are primarily negative. The ambiguists must say "no" to-they must reject and limit-some ideas and actions. In what follows, we will also find that they must say "yes" to some things. In particular, they must say "yes" to the idea of rational persuasion. This means, first, that they must recognize the role of agreement in political contest, or the basic accord that is necessary to discord. The mistake that the ambiguists make here is a common one. The mistake is in thinking that agreement marks the end of contest-that consensus kills debate. But this is true only if the agreement is perfect-if there is nothing at all left to question or contest. In most cases, however, our agreements are highly imperfect. We agree on some matters but not on others, on generalities but not on specifics, on principles but not on their applications, and so on. And this kind of limited agreement is the starting condition of contest and debate. As John Courtney Murray writes: We hold certain truths; therefore we can argue about them. It seems to have been one of the corruptions of intelligence by positivism to assume that argument ends when agreement is reached. In a basic sense, the reverse is true. There can be no argument except on the premise, and within a context, of agreement. (Murray 1960, 10) In other words, we cannot argue about something if we are not communicating: if we cannot agree on the topic and terms of argument or if we have utterly different ideas about what counts as evidence or good argument. At the very least, we must agree about what it is that is being debated before we can debate it. For instance, one cannot have an argument about euthanasia with someone who thinks euthanasia is a musical group. One cannot successfully stage a sit-in if one's target audience simply thinks everyone is resting or if those doing the sitting have no complaints. Nor can one demonstrate resistance to a policy if no one knows that it is a policy. In other words, contest is meaningless if there is a lack of agreement or communication about what is being contested. Resisters, demonstrators, and debaters must have some shared ideas about the subject and/or the terms of their disagreements. The participants and the target of a sit-in must share an understanding of the complaint at hand. And a demonstrator's audience must know what is being resisted. In short, the contesting of an idea presumes some agreement about what that idea is and how one might go about intelligibly contesting it. In other words, contestation rests on some basic agreement or harmony.

Hijacks education—predictability is the basis of negative strategy which is key to clash and depth of discussion. The impact is rigorous testing of policies which is the only way to truly understand the world.

Zappen ‘4  

James, Prof. Language and Literature – Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, “The Rebirth of Dialogue: Bakhtin, Socrates, and the Rhetorical Tradition”, p. 35-36)

Finally, Bakhtin describes the Socratic dialogue as a carnivalesque debate between opposing points of view, with a ritualistic crownings and decrownings of opponents. I call this Socratic form of debate a contesting of ideas to capture the double meaning of the Socratic debate as both a mutual testing of oneself and others and a contesting or challenging of others' ideas and their lives. Brickhouse and Smith explain that Socrates' testing of ideas and people is a mutual testing not only of others but also of himself: Socrates claims that he has been commanded by the god to examine himself as well as others; he claims that the unexamined life is not worth living; and, since he rarely submits to questioning himself, "it must be that in the process of examining others Socrates regards himself as examining his own life, too." Such a mutual testing of ideas provides the only claim to knowledge that Socrates can have: since neither he nor anyone else knows the real definitions of things, he cannot claim to have any knowledge of his own; since, however, he subjects his beliefs to repeated testing, he can claim to have that limited human knowledge supported by the "inductive evidence" of "previous elenctic examinations." This mutual testing of ideas and people is evident in the Laches and also appears in the Gorgias in Socrates' testing of his own belief that courage is inseparable from the other virtues and in his willingness to submit his belief and indeed his life to the ultimate test of divine judgment, in what Bakhtin calls a dialogue on the threshold. The contesting or challenging of others' ideas and their lives and their ritualistic crowning/decrowning is evident in the Gorgias in Soocrates' successive refutations and humiliations of Gorgias, Polus, and Callicles
K
The affs approach is essentialist- they reproduce the most dangerous forms of violence this turns the aff and makes gratuitous violence inevitable.

Hartigan 5- prof of anthropology @ UT, PhD from University of California, Santa Cruz

(John, South Atlantic Quarterly 104.3, Summer, “Culture against Race: Reworking the Basis for Racial Analysis” //MGD) 

One might be tempted to assume that Gilroy’s stance is largely polemical, but his critique is thoroughgoing, as is his call to reject ‘‘this desire to cling on to ‘race’ and go on stubbornly and unimaginatively seeing the world on the distinctive scales that it has specified.’’ In spite of powerful, novel efforts to fundamentally transform racial analysis—such as the emergence of ‘‘whiteness studies’’ or analyses of the ‘‘new racism’’—Gilroy is emphatic in ‘‘demand[ing] liberation not from white supremacy alone, however urgently that is required, but from all racializing and raciological thought, fromracialized seeing, racialized thinking, and racialized thinking about thinking’’ (40). In contrast to Visweswaran—and, interestingly, voicing concerns over ‘‘cultural politics’’ that resonate with Dominguez’s critique—Gilroy sees a host of problems in ‘‘black political cultures’’ that rely on ‘‘essentialist approaches to building solidarity’’ (38).14 Nor does he share Harrison’s confidence in making racism the centerpiece of critical cultural analysis. Gilroy plainly asserts that ‘‘the starting point of this book is that the era of New Racism is emphatically over’’ (34). A singular focus on racism precludes an attention to ‘‘the appearance of sharp intraracial conflicts’’ and does not effectively address the ‘‘several new forms of determinism abroad’’ (38, 34). We still must be prepared ‘‘to give effective answers to the pathological problems represented by genomic racism, the glamour of sameness, and the eugenic projects currently nurtured by their confluence’’ (41). But the diffuse threats posed by invocations of racially essentialized identities (shimmering in ‘‘the glamour of sameness’’) as the basis for articulating ‘‘black political cultures’’ entails an analytical approach that countervails against positing racism as the singular focus of inquiry and critique.15 From Gilroy’s stance, to articulate a ‘‘postracial humanism’’ we must disable any form of racial vision and ensure that it can never again be reinvested with explanatory power. But what will take its place as a basis for talking about the dynamics of belonging and differentiation that profoundly shape social collectives today? Gilroy tries to make clear that it will not be ‘‘culture,’’ yet this concept infuses his efforts to articulate an alternative conceptual approach. Gilroy conveys many of the same reservations about culture articulated by the anthropologists listed above. Specifically, Gilroy cautions that ‘‘the culturalist approach still runs the risk of naturalizing and normalizing hatred and brutality by presenting them as inevitable consequences of illegitimate attempts to mix and amalgamate primordially incompatible groups’’ (27). In contrast, Gilroy expressly prefers the concept of diaspora as a means to ground a new form of attention to collective identities. ‘‘As an alternative to the metaphysics of ‘race,’ nation, and bounded culture coded into the body,’’ Gilroy finds that ‘‘diaspora is a concept that problematizes the cultural and historical mechanics of belonging’’ (123). Furthermore, ‘‘by focusing attention equally on the sameness within differentiation and the differentiation within sameness, diaspora disturbs the suggestion that political and cultural identity might be understood via the analogy of indistinguishable peas lodged in the protective pods of closed kinship and subspecies’’ (125). And yet, in a manner similar to Harrison’s prioritizing of racism as a central concern for social inquiry, when it comes to specifying what diaspora entails and how it works, vestiges of culture reemerge as a basis for the coherence of this new conceptual focus. When Gilroy delineates the elements and dimensions of diaspora, culture provides the basic conceptual background and terminology. In characterizing ‘‘the Atlantic diaspora and its successor-cultures,’’ Gilroy sequentially invokes ‘‘black cultural styles’’ and ‘‘postslave cultures’’ that have ‘‘supplied a platform for youth cultures, popular cultures, and styles of dissent far from their place of origin’’ (178). Gilroy explains how the ‘‘cultural expressions’’ of hip-hop and rap, along with other expressive forms of ‘‘black popular culture,’’ are marketed by the ‘‘cultural industries’’ to white consumers who ‘‘currently support this black culture’’ (181). Granted, in these uses of ‘‘culture’’ Gilroy remains critical of ‘‘absolutist definitions of culture’’ and the process of commodification that culture in turn supports. But his move away from race importantly hinges upon some notion of culture. We may be able to do away with race, but seemingly not with culture. 

The alt is to reject the aff in favor of an intersectional approach that incorporates race, gender, social class, and sexual orientation.
Failure to incorporate intersections kills the effectiveness of their movement

Crenshaw 91 Kimberle Crenshaw ¶ (Professor of Law, University of California, Los Angeles. ¶ B.A. Cornell University, 1981; J.D. Harvard Law School, 1984; LL.M. University of Wisconsin, ¶ 1985).“Mapping the Margins: Intersectionality, Identity Politics, and Violence against Women of¶ Color”¶ Author(s): Kimberle Crenshaw¶ Source: Stanford Law Review, Vol. 43, No. 6 (Jul., 1991), pp. 1241-1299¶ Published by: Stanford Law Review¶ Stable URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/1229039 

I. STRUCTURAL INTERSECTIONALITY   A. Structural Intersectionality and Battering   I observed the dynamics of structural   intersectionality during a brief field   study of battered women's shelters located in minority communities in Los   Angeles." In most cases, the physical assault that leads women to these   shelters is merely   the most immediate manifestation of the subordination   they experience. Many women who seek protection are unemployed or un-   deremployed, and a good number of them are poor. Shelters serving   these   women cannot afford to address only   the violence inflicted by   the batterer;   they must also confront the other multilayered and routinized forms of dom-   ination that often converge   in these women's lives, hindering   their ability   to   create alternatives to the abusive relationships   that brought   them to shelters   in the first place. Many women of color, for example, are burdened by pov-   erty, child care responsibilities, and the lack of   job skills.'2 These burdens, largely   the consequence of gender and class oppression, are then com-   pounded by   the racially discriminatory employment and housing practices   women of color often face,13 as well as by the disproportionately high unem-   ployment among people of color that makes battered women of color less   able to depend on the   support of friends and relatives for   temporary   shelter. 14   Where systems of race, gender, and class domination converge, as   they   do in the experiences of battered women of color, intervention strategies   based solely on the experiences of women who do not share the same class or   race backgrounds will be of limited help   to women who because of race and   class face different obstacles.15 Such was the case in 1990 when Congress   amended the marriage   fraud provisions of the Immigration and Nationality   Act to protect immigrant women who were battered or exposed   to extreme   cruelty by   the United States citizens or permanent residents these women immigrated   to the United States to marry. Under the marriage   fraud provi-   sions of the Act, a person who   immigrated   to the United States to marry a   United States citizen or permanent resident had to remain "properly" mar-   ried for two years before even applying   for permanent resident status,16 at   which time applications   for the   immigrant's permanent   status were required   of both   spouses.17 Predictably, under these circumstances, many immigrant   women were reluctant to leave even the most abusive of partners   for fear of   being deported.18 When faced with the choice between protection   from their   batterers and protection against deportation, many immigrant women chose   the latter.19 Reports of the   tragic consequences of this double subordination   put pressure on Congress   to include in the   Immigration Act of 1990 a provi-   sion amending   the marriage   fraud rules to allow for an explicit waiver for   hardship caused by domestic violence.20 Yet many immigrant women, par-ticularly immigrant women of color, have remained vulnerable to battering   because   they are unable to meet the conditions established for a waiver. The   evidence required   to   support a waiver "can include, but is not limited to,   reports and affidavits from police, medical personnel, psychologists,   school   officials, and social service agencies."21 For many immigrant women, lim-   ited access to these resources can make it difficult for them to obtain the   evidence needed for a waiver. And cultural barriers often further discourage   immigrant women from reporting or escaping battering   situations. Tina   Shum, a   family counselor at a social service agency, points out that "[t]his   law sounds so easy   to apply, but there are cultural complications   in the   Asian community   that make even these requirements difficult.... Just to   find the opportunity and courage   to call us is an accomplishment   for   many."22 The   typical immigrant spouse, she suggests, may   live "[i]n an ex-   tended   family where several generations   live   together,   there may be no pri-   vacy on the   telephone, no opportunity   to leave the house and no   understanding of public phones."23 As a consequence, many immigrant wo-   men are wholly dependent on their husbands as their link to the world   outside their homes.24   Immigrant women are also vulnerable to   spousal violence because so   many of them depend on their husbands for information regarding   their   legal status.25 Many women who are now permanent residents continue to   suffer abuse under threats of deportation by   their husbands. Even if the   threats are unfounded, women who have no   independent access to informa-   tion will still be intimidated by such threats.26 And even   though   the domes- tic violence waiver focuses on   immigrant women whose husbands are United   States citizens or permanent residents, there are countless women married to   undocumented workers   (or who are themselves undocumented) who suffer   in silence for fear that the security of their entire families will be   jeopardized   should   they seek help or otherwise call attention to themselves.27   Language barriers present another structural problem   that often limits   opportunities of non-English-speaking women to take advantage of existing   support services.28 Such barriers not only   limit access to information about   shelters, but also limit access to the security shelters provide. Some shelters   turn non-English-speaking women away   for lack of bilingual personnel and   resources.29   These examples   illustrate how patterns of subordination intersect in wo-   men's experience of domestic violence. Intersectional subordination need   not be   intentionally produced;   in fact, it is   frequently   the consequence of the   imposition of one burden that interacts with preexisting vulnerabilities to   create yet another dimension of disempowerment.   In the case of the mar-   riage   fraud provisions of the   Immigration and Nationality Act, the   imposi-   tion of a policy specifically designed   to burden one class-immigrant spouses   seeking permanent resident status-exacerbated the disempowerment of   those already subordinated by other structures of domination. By failing   to   take into account the vulnerability of   immigrant spouses   to domestic vio-lence, Congress positioned   these women to absorb the simultaneous   impact   of its anti-immigration policy and their spouses' abuse.   The enactment of the domestic violence waiver of the marriage fraud   provisions similarly   illustrates how modest attempts   to respond   to certain   problems can be ineffective when the intersectional location of women of   color is not considered in   fashioning   the remedy. Cultural   identity and class   affect the likelihood that a battered spouse could take advantage of the   waiver. Although   the waiver is   formally available to all women, the terms of   the waiver make it inaccessible to some. Immigrant women who are so-   cially, culturally, or economically privileged are more   likely   to be able to   marshall the resources needed to satisfy   the waiver requirements. Those im-   migrant women least able to take advantage of the waiver-women who are   socially or economically   the most marginal-are   the ones most   likely to be   women of color.   B. Structural Intersectionality and Rape   Women of color are differently situated in the economic, social, and   political worlds. When reform efforts undertaken on behalf of women ne-   glect   this fact, women of color are less   likely to have their needs met than   women who are racially privileged. For example, counselors who provide   rape crisis services to women of color report   that a   significant proportion of   the resources allocated to them must be spent handling problems other than   rape   itself. Meeting   these needs often places   these counselors at odds with   their   funding agencies, which allocate funds according   to standards of need   that are   largely white and middle-class.30 These uniform standards of need   ignore   the fact that different needs often demand different priorities   in terms   of resource allocation, and consequently,   these standards hinder the ability   of counselors to address the needs of nonwhite and poor women.31 A case in   point: women of color occupy positions both physically and culturally   marginalized within dominant society, and so information must be   targeted   directly to them in order to reach them.32 Accordingly, rape crisis centers must earmark more resources for basic information dissemination in com-   munities of color than in white ones.   Increased costs are but one consequence of serving people who cannot be   reached by mainstream channels of information. As noted earlier, counsel-   ors in minority communities report spending hours   locating resources and   contacts to meet the housing and other immediate needs of women who have   been assualted. Yet this work is only considered "information and referral"   by funding agencies and as such, is   typically underfunded, notwithstanding   the magnitude of need for these services in minority communities.33 The   problem   is compounded by expectations   that rape crisis centers will use a   significant portion of resources allocated to them on counselors to accom-   pany victims to court,34 even   though women of color are less   likely   to have   their cases pursued   in the criminal   justice system.35 The resources expected   to be set aside for court services are misdirected in these communities.   The fact that minority women suffer from the effects of multiple   subordi-   nation, coupled with institutional expectations based on   inappropriate   nonintersectional contexts, shapes and ultimately   limits the opportunities   for   meaningful   intervention on their behalf. Recognizing   the failure to consider   intersectional dynamics may go   far toward explaining   the high   levels of fail-   ure, frustration, and burn-out experienced by counselors who attempt to   meet the needs of minority women victims. 
Da

Obama has recently renewed his stance against Cuban human rights policies and failure to democratically reform

BBC 2011 (13 September 2011 last updated at 04:58 ET, “Barack Obama says Cuba's reforms not aggressive enough,” http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-latin-america-14894145)
Recent changes in Cuba have not been "aggressive enough" to open its economy or reform its political system, US President Barack Obama has said. Mr Obama, speaking to Spanish-language correspondents in Washington, said Cuba remained a "throwback" to the 1960s. Cuba, under a US economic embargo for nearly five decades, has this year moved towards some economic opening. Asked about Mexico's drugs conflict, Mr Obama said President Felipe Calderon was right to take on the cartels. President Obama said the Cuban authorities had indicated they wanted to make changes to allow businesses to operate more freely. But, he said, there was no evidence that they had been sufficiently aggressive in doing this. "And they certainly have not been aggressive enough when it comes to liberating political prisoners and giving people the opportunity to speak their minds", Mr Obama said. Cuban President Raul Castro has been introducing some changes including allowing Cubans to work for themselves. The Cuban government this year also freed the last of 75 dissidents jailed during a crackdown on dissent in 2003. But Mr Obama put the situation in Cuba in the wider international context. "You are seeing enormous changes taking place in the Middle East just in the span of six months, you are seeing there are almost no authoritarian communist countries left in the world, and here you have this small island that is a throwback to the 60s." President Obama has moved to ease restrictions on Cuban-Americans travelling to the island but a gradual thaw in ties has been disrupted by the imprisonment of a US contractor. Mexican authorities regularly display equipment seized from traffickers. The US has repeatedly demanded the release of Alan Gross, who is serving a 15-year jail sentence for bringing illegal satellite equipment into Cuba. For its part, Havana regularly calls for five Cubans jailed for spying in Florida to be released. In the interview, President Obama rejected the argument that Mexico should try to find some kind of accommodation with drug gangs as a way of ending the bloodshed. "I don't think Mexican people want to live in a society where drug kingpins are considered to be some of the more powerful individuals in society,"  Obama said. Peace could not be achieved by negotiating with people without scruples or respect for human life, Mr Obama said. 
Engagement with Cuba is seen as Appeasement
Rubin, 10/18/2011 (Jennifer, Obama’s Cuba appeasement, Washington Post, p. http://www.washingtonpost.com/blogs/right-turn/post/obamas-cuba-appeasement/2011/03/29/gIQAjuL2tL_blog.html)

The administration’s conduct is all the more galling given the behavior of the Castro regime. Our willingness to relax sanctions was not greeted with goodwill gestures, let alone systemic reforms. To the contrary, this was the setting for Gross’s imprisonment. So naturally the administration orders up more of the same. Throughout his tenure, President Obama has failed to comprehend the cost-benefit analysis that despotic regimes undertake. He has offered armfuls of goodies and promised quietude on human rights; the despots’ behavior has worsened. There is simply no downside for rogue regimes to take their shots at the United States. Whether it is Cuba or Iran, the administration reverts to “engagement” mode when its engagement efforts are met with aggression and/or domestic oppression. Try to murder a diplomat on U.S. soil? We’ll sit down and chat. Grab an American contractor and try him in a kangaroo court? We’ll trade prisoners and talk about relaxing more sanctions. Invade Georgia, imprison political opponents and interfere with attempts to restart the peace process? We’ll put the screws on our democratic ally to get you into World Trade Organization. The response of these thuggish regimes is entirely predictable and, from their perspective, completely logical. What is inexplicable is the Obama administration’s willingness to throw gifts to tyrants in the expectation they will reciprocate in kind.
Appeasing Cuba threatens human rights credibility
Diaz-Balart 2012 (Mario Diaz-Balart is the U.S. Representative Mario Diaz-Balart from Florida's 25th district, Republican party.) (7/11/12 “Obama's Policies Toward Cuba and Venezuela: Ignorance is NOT Bliss”http://mariodiazbalart.house.gov/media-center/press-releases/obamas-policies-toward-cuba-and-venezuela-ignorance-is-not-bliss)
Washington, D.C. – Congressman Mario Diaz-Balart (R-FL) responds to an interview by Oscar Haza which aired last night on the program, “A Mano Limpia” on América TeVe, in which President Barack Obama commented on his failed policies toward Cuba and Venezuela.¶ “President Obama clearly wants to continue his failed policy of providing unilateral concessions to the Castro dictatorship, and expects that the murderous regime will in turn ‘recognize that their system is no longer working.’ Yet during his three and a half years in office, the regime has responded by holding hostage American humanitarian aid worker Alan Gross, murdering four political prisoners of conscience, and increasing its brutal oppression against the Cuban people. That President Obama continues to reach out a hand to the Cuban dictatorship, and ignores the brave pro-democracy movement in Cuba, is an outrage. It is deeply disturbing that in the face of the regime’s demonstrated depravity, President Obama continues to expect that his acts of appeasement will somehow convince the regime to ‘recognize that their system is no longer working.’ Miraculously, the President fails to notice that it is precisely his policies which have increased the channeling of U.S. dollars to the Cuban dictatorship and have only emboldened it further.
Human rights credibility solves war everywhere---best predictor of states’ propensity for aggression
Burke-White 04 – William W. Burke-White, Lecturer in Public and International Affairs and Senior Special Assistant to the Dean, Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, Princeton University, Spring 2004, Harvard Human Rights Journal, 17 Harv. Hum. Rts. J. 249, p. 279-280)
This Article presents a strategic--as opposed to ideological or normative--argument that the promotion of human rights should be given a more prominent place in U.S. foreign policy. It does so by suggesting a correlation between the domestic human rights practices of states and their propensity to engage in aggressive international conduct. Among the chief threats to U.S. national security are acts of aggression by other states. Aggressive acts of war may directly endanger the United States, as did the Japanese bombing of Pearl Harbor in 1941, or they may require U.S. military action overseas, as in Kuwait fifty years later. Evidence from the post-Cold War period  [*250]  indicates that states that systematically abuse their own citizens' human  rights are  also those most likely to engage in aggression. To the degree that improvements in various states' human rights records decrease the likelihood of aggressive war, a foreign policy informed by human rights can significantly enhance U.S. and global security. Since 1990, a state's domestic human rights policy appears to be a telling indicator of that state's propensity to engage in international aggression. A central element of U.S. foreign policy has long been the preservation of peace and the prevention of such acts of aggression. n2 If the correlation discussed herein is accurate, it provides U.S. policymakers with a powerful new tool to enhance national security through the promotion of human rights. A strategic linkage between national security and human rights would result in a number of important policy modifications. First, it changes the prioritization of those countries U.S. policymakers have identified as presenting the greatest concern. Second, it alters some of the policy prescriptions for such states. Third, it offers states a means of signaling benign international intent through the improvement of their domestic human rights records. Fourth, it provides a way for a current government to prevent future governments from aggressive international behavior through the institutionalization of human rights protections. Fifth, it addresses the particular threat of human rights abusing states obtaining weapons of mass destruction(WMD). Finally, it offers a mechanism for U.S.-U.N. cooperation on human rights issues.
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Janat Ahmed and Breana Brill should advocate the DETROIT AFF 
State Action co-opts solvency of their movement

Fox 91 (Dennis Fox, Emeritus Associate Professor, Legal Studies University of Illinois at Springfield. 1991 "Law Against Social Change"http://www.dennisfox.net/papers/law-against.html)

Third, and most important, the very success of legal solutions makes things worse, because legal solutions reduce people's ability and motivation to work together with others on community solutions to social problems. Legal reforms may work, but only by forcing complex human interactions into an artificial framework, creating dependency on legal authorities. Black noted that "in theory, law makes trustworthiness unnecessary, even obsolete. When law is fully in command, morality itself loses relevance. Right and wrong become a specialty of professionals such as lawyers, police, and judges." McBride argued that law "has an alienating or even a repressive effect . . . , especially on those who occupy subordinate social roles." And Lerner pointed out that law teaches us that we are not capable of being good unless we are forced to be good.
The Aff by pretending to be tools of the higher power of the state open themselves up to evil- accepting personal responsibility prevents violence

Zupancic 2000 (Alenka, Researcher, Institute of Philosophy, Ljubljana, Ethics of the Real: Kant and Lacan, March, pg.96-97)

Another problem still remains, however: the question of the possibility of (performing) an ethical act. Is it at all possible for a human subject to accomplish an (ethical) act — or, more precisely, is it possible that something like an Act actually occurs in (empirical) reality? Or does it exists only in a series of failures which only some supreme Being can see as a whole, as an Act? If we are to break out of the 'logic of fantasy', framed by the postulates of immortality and God (the point of view of the Supreme Being), we have to assert that Acts do in fact occur in reality. In other words, we have to 'attack' Kant on his exclusion of the 'highest good' and the 'highest (or diabolical) evil’ as impossible for human agents. But does this not mean that we thereby give in to another fantasy, and simply substitute one fantasy for another? Would this kind of claim not imply that we have to 'phenomenalize' the Law, abolish the internal division or alienation of human will, and assert the existence of devilish and/or angelic beings? This point was in fact made by Joan Copjec,1° who defends Kant against critics who reproach him for — as she puts it — 'lack of intellectual nerve,' for not having enough courage to admit the possibility of diabolical evil. The attempt to think diabolical evil (as a real possibility) turns out, according to this argument, to be another attempt to deny the will's self-alienation, and to make of the will a pure, positive force. This amounts to a voluntarist reading of Kant's philos-ophy, combined with the romantic notion of the possibility of a refusal of the Law. We do not contest the validity of this, argument per se, but the problem is that it leaves us with an image of Kantian ethics which is not very far from what we might call an 'ethics of tragic resignation': a man is only a mare he is finite, divided in himself — and therein lies his uniqueness, his tragic glory. A man is not God, and he should not try to act like God, because if he does, he will inevitably cause evil. The problem with this stance is that it fails to recognize the real source of evil (in the common sense of the word). Let us take the example which is most frequently used, the Holocaust: what made it possible for the Nazis to torture and kill millions of Jews was not simply that they thought they were gods, and could therefore decide who would live and who would die, but the fact that they saw themselves as instruments of God (or some other Idea), who had already decided who could live and who must die. Indeed, what is most danger-ous not an in bureaucrat who thinks he is God but, rather, the God who pretends to be an insignificant bureaucrat. One could even say that for the subject, the most difficult thing is to accept that, in a certain sense, she is 'God', that she has a choice. Hence the right answer to the religious promise of immortality is not the pathos of the finite; the basis of ethics cannot be an imperative which commands us to endorse our finitude and renounce our 'higher', 'impossible' aspirations but, rather, an imperative which invites us to recognize as our own the 'infinite' which can occur as something that is 'essentially a by-product of our actions
Case

We cannot resolve anti-blackness through the state because of the institutions ethics and acting through the state makes anti-blackness worse because it erases the existence of the black body – the state forecloses the possibility of humanity for those in the non-human positionality

Wilderson, award-winning author of Incognegro: A Memoir of Exile and Apartheid. He is one of two Americans to hold elected office in the African National Congress and is a former insurgent in the ANC’s armed wing, 2010  (Frank B. III “Introduction: Unspeakable Ethics” Red, White, & Black: Cinema and the Structure of U.S. Antagonisms, Pg 15-16) GG 
Regarding the Black position, some might ask why, after claims successfully made on the state by the Civil Rights Movement, do I insist on positing an operational analytic for cinema, film studies, and political theory that appears to be a dichotomous and essentialist pairing of Masters and Slaves? In other words, why should we think of today’s Blacks in the US as Slaves and everyone else (with the exception of Indians) as Masters? One could answer these questions by demonstrating how nothing remotely approaching claims successfully made on the State has come to pass. In other words, the election of a Black President aside, police brutality, mass incarceration, segregated and substandard schools and housing, astronomical rates of HIV infection, and the threat of being turned away en masse at the polls still constitute the lived experience of Black life. But such empirically based rejoinders would lead us in the wrong direction; we would find ourselves on “solid” ground, which would only mystify, rather than clarify, the question. We would be forced to appeal to “facts,” the “historical record,” and empirical markers of stasis and change, all of which could be turned on their head with more of the same. Underlying such a downward spiral into sociology, political science, history, and/or public policy debates would be the very rubric that I am calling into question: the grammar of suffering known as exploitation and alienation, the assumptive logic whereby subjective dispossession is arrived at in the calculations between those who sell labor power and those who acquire it. The Black qua the worker. Orlando Patterson has already dispelled this faulty ontological grammar in Slavery and Social Death, where he demonstrates how and why work, or forced labor, is not a constituent element of slavery. Once the “solid” plank of “work” is removed from slavery, then the conceptually coherent notion of “claims against the state”—the proposition that the state and civil society are elastic enough to even contemplate the possibility of an emancipatory project for the Black position—disintegrates into thin air. The imaginary of the state and civil society is parasitic on the Middle Passage. Put another way: no slave, no world. And, in addition, as Patterson argues, no slave is in the world. If, as an ontological position, that is, as a grammar of suffering, the Slave is not a laborer but an anti-Human, a positionality against which Humanity establishes, maintains, and renews it coherence, its corporeal integrity; if the Slave is, to borrow from Patterson, generally dishonored, perpetually open to gratuitous violence, and void of kinship structure, that is, having no relations that need be recognized, a being outside of relationality, then our analysis cannot be approached through the rubric of gains or reversals in struggles with the state and civil society, not unless and until the interlocutor first explains how the Slave is of the world. The onus is not on one who posits the Master/Slave dichotomy, but on the one who argues there is a distinction between Slaveness and Blackness. How, when, and where did such a split occur? The woman at the gates of Columbia University awaits an answer.

State Involvement perpetuates white supremacy, shifts attention away from gratuitous violence

Martinot and Sexton, Director, critical race theorist at San Francisco State University and African American Studies School of Humanities UCI, 2003 (Steve and Jared, “The Avant-Garde of White Supremacy”, Social Identities, Volume 9, Number 2, 2003 Accessed 8-13-12, MR)
The foundations of US white supremacy are far from stable. Owing to the instability of white supremacy, the social structures of whiteness must ever be re-secured in an obsessive fashion. The process of re-inventing whiteness and white supremacy has always involved the state, and the state has always involved the utmost paranoia. Vast political cataclysms such as the civil rights movements that sought to shatter this invention have confronted the state as harbingers of sanity. Yet the state’s absorption and co-optation of that opposition for the reconstruction of the white social order has been reoccurring before our very eyes. White supremacy is not reconstructed simply for its own sake, but for the sake of the social paranoia, the ethic of impunity, and the violent spectacles of racialisation that it calls the ‘maintenance of order’, all of which constitute its essential dimensions. The cold, gray institutions of this society — courts, schools, prisons, police, army, law, religion, the two-party system — become the arenas of this brutality, its excess and spectacle, which they then normalise throughout the social field. It is not simply by understanding the forms of state violence that the structures of hyper-injustice and their excess of hegemony will be addressed. If they foster policing as their paradigm — including imprisonment, police occupations, commodified governmental operations, a renewed Jim Crow, and a re-criminalisation of race as their version of social order — then to merely catalogue these institutional forms marks the moment at which understanding stops. To pretend to understand at that point would be to affirm what denies understanding. Instead, we have to understand the state and its order as a mode of anti-production that seeks precisely to cancel understanding through its own common sense. For common sense, the opposite of injustice is justice;however, the opposite of hyper-injustice is not justice. The existence of hyperinjustice implies that neither a consciousness of injustice nor the possibility of justice any longer applies. Justice as such is incommensurable with and wholly exterior to the relation between ordinary social existence and the ethic of impunity including the modes of gratuitous violence that it fosters. The pervasiveness of state-sanctioned terror, police brutality, mass incarceration, and the endless ambushes of white populism is where we must begin our theorising. Though state practices create and reproduce the subjects,discourses, and places that are inseparable from them, we can no longer presuppose the subjects and subject positions nor the ideologies and empiricisms of political and class forces. Rather, the analysis of a contingent yet comprehensive state terror becomes primary. This is not to debate the traditional concerns of radical leftist politics that presuppose (and close off) the question of structure, its tenacity, its systematic and inexplicable gratuitousness. The problem here is how to dwell on the structures of pervasiveness, terror, and gratuitousness themselves rather than simply the state as an apparatus. It is to ask how the state exists as a formation or confluence of processes with de-centred agency, how the subjects of state authority — its agents, citizens, and captives — are produced in the crucible of its ritualistic violence.
Role Playing is only a disinterested form of spectatorship that maintains structures of domination.
El Kilombo 7 (El Kilombo Intergalactico 2007 Collective in durham NC that interviewed Subcomandante Insurgente Marcos, Beyond Resistance: Everything p. 9-10, [SG])
Second, we must reassess the grounds for potential political change. If we are to take the Zapatistas seriously  and conclude that the politics of the politicians is a sphere that functions through the simulation of public  opinion—through polls and the circulation of sound bites and images—to administer the interests of transnational  capital, it would be near suicide to continue to do politics as a competition for influence within that sphere. No matter  how well-intentioned or “progressive” a given party or platform may be, the proximity of politicians to the vertical  structure and logic of the State today assures only their complete functionality to the larger system of inequalities. In  addition, we must remind ourselves that these politicians are not there to simulate for just any power; they are there to  simulate social peace for a global power that is today greater than the collective power of any particular state. Thus,  any opposition that limits itself to the level of a single state, no matter how powerful, may be futile.  Yet, at the same time that these futilities surface, other strategies and tactics simultaneously emerge within  this new situation, strategies that rise to the challenge of the contemporary impasse faced by our previous social visions.  Consider for example the tremendous inspiration provided by the following lines written by Subcomandante  Insurgente Marcos; what appears at first as poetic license should be read more carefully as the outline of a brilliant  strategy for our times:  “The social ship is adrift, and the problem is not that we lack a captain. It so happens that the rudder itself has  been stolen, and it is not going to turn up anywhere. There are those who are devoted to imagining that the rudder  still exists and they fight for its possession. There are those who are seeking the rudder, certain that it must have been  left somewhere. And there are those who make of an island, not a refuge for self-satisfaction but a ship for finding  another island and another and another…”11  5    The Fourth World War continues unabated and the result has been a near total devastation of the earth and  the misery of the grand majority of its inhabitants. Given this situation and the sense of despair it brings, it would  be easy to lose a sense of purpose, to raise our hands in defeat and utter those words that have been drilled into us  for the past thirty years: “there is in fact no alternative.” Despite the new contours of the Fourth World War and the  sense of social dizziness that it has created, it is important for us to realize that this war shares one fundamental constant  with all other wars in the modern era: it has been foisted upon us in order to maintain a division (an inequality)  between those who rule and those who are ruled. Since the attempted conquest of the “New World” and the consequent  establishment of the modern state-form, we have so internalized this division that it seems nearly impossible to  imagine, let alone act on, any social organization without it. It is this very act of radical practice and imagination that  the Zapatistas believe is necessary to fight back in the era of total war.  But how might this alternative take shape? In order to begin to address this question, the Zapatistas implore  us to relieve ourselves of the positions of “observers” who insist on their own neutrality and distance; this position  may be adequate for the microscope-wielding academic or the “precision-guided” T.V. audience of the latest bombings  over Baghdad, but they are completely insufficient for those who are seeking change. The Zapatistas insist we throw  away our microscopes and our televisions, and instead they demand that we equip our “ships” with an “inverted periscope.”  12  According to what the Zapatistas have stated, one can never ascertain a belief in or vision of the future by  looking at a situation from the position of “neutrality” provided for you by the existing relations of power. These  methods will only allow you to see what already is, what the balance of the relations of forces are in your field of  inquiry. In other words, such methods allow you to see that field only from the perspective of those who rule at any  given moment. In contrast, if one learns to harness the power of the periscope not by honing in on what is happening  “above” in the halls of the self-important, but by placing it deep below the earth, below even the very bottom of  society, one finds that there are struggles and memories of struggles that allow us to identify not “what is” but more  importantly “what will be.” By harnessing the transformative capacity of social movement, as well as the memories of  past struggles that drive it, the Zapatistas are able to identify the future and act on it today. It is a paradoxical temporal  insight that was perhaps best summarized by “El Clandestino” himself, Manu Chao, when he proclaimed that, “the  future happened a long time ago!”13  Given this insight afforded by adopting the methodology of the inverted periscope, we are able to shatter  the mirror of power,14 to show that power does not belong to those who rule. Instead, we see that there are two  completely different and opposed forms of power in any society: that which emerges from above and is exercised  over people (Power with a capital “P”), and that which is born below and is able to act with and through people (power  with a lower case “p”). One is set on maintaining that which is (Power), while the other is premised on transformation  (power).
Roleplaying detaches debaters from real world participation – playing the “United States Federal Government” promotes an imperialist paradigm

Reid-Brinkley, 8 (Dr. Shanara Reid-Brinkley, University of Pittsburgh Department of Communications, “THE HARSH REALITIES OF “ACTING BLACK”: HOW AFRICAN-AMERICAN POLICY DEBATERS NEGOTIATE REPRESENTATION THROUGH RACIAL PERFORMANCE AND STYLE” 2008)
So, within public discourse, how race is coded rhetorically in public deliberation is of critical impor
Mitchell observes that the stance of the policymaker in debate comes with a “sense of detachment associated with the spectator posture.”115 In other words, its participants are able to engage in debates where they are able to distance themselves from the events that are the subjects of debates. Debaters can throw around terms like torture, terrorism, genocide and nuclear war without blinking. Debate simulations can only serve to distance the debaters from real world participation in the political contexts they debate about. As William Shanahan remarks: …the topic established a relationship through interpellation that inhered irrespective of what the particular political affinities of the debaters were. The relationship was both political and ethical, and needed to be debated as such. When we blithely call for United States Federal Government policymaking, we are not immune to the colonialist legacy that establishes our place on this continent. We cannot wish away the horrific atrocities perpetrated everyday in our name simply by refusing to acknowledge these implications” (emphasis in original).116 118 The “objective” stance of the policymaker is an impersonal or imperialist persona. The policymaker relies upon “acceptable” forms of evidence, engaging in logical discussion, producing rational thoughts. As Shanahan, and the Louisville debaters’ note, such a stance is integrally linked to the normative, historical and contemporary practices of power that produce and maintain varying networks of oppression. In other words, the discursive practices of policy-oriented debate are developed within, through and from systems of power and privilege. Thus, these practices are critically implicated in the maintenance of hegemony. So, rather than seeing themselves as government or state actors, Jones and Green choose to perform themselves in debate, violating the more “objective” stance of the “policymaker” and require their opponents to do the same
The institution does not allow for reform, the only resort is Revolution.

Rabaka 2007 (Reiland Rabaka, 4 August 2007, The Souls of White Folks, W.E.B. Du Bois’s Critique of White Supremacy and Contributions to Critical White Studies,Department of Ethnic Studies Center for Studies of Ethnicity and Race in America (CSERA), University of Colorado-Boulder, Ketchum)
Everything considered, the title to the universe claimed by White Folk is faulty” (1995a, p. 454). Long before the recent discourse on racism and critical white studies, Du Bois called into question white superiority and white privilege, and the possibility of white racelessness and/or white racial neutrality and universality. He was one of the first theorists to chart the changes in race relations from de jure to de facto forms of white supremacy, referring to it, as early as 1910, as “the new religion of whiteness” (454). White supremacy would or will not end unless and until the values and views endemic to it and associated with it were or are rejected and replaced by radical— and, I am wont to say, following Peter McLaren, “revolutionary”—multicultural and uncompromising ethical views and values McLaren 1994, 1997, 1999a, b; see also Goldberg 1994; May 1999). The rejection of white supremacy and the replacement of white supremacist views and values involves not only blacks and other people of color, but whites as well. As the examples of the Emancipation Proclamation, Reconstruction, and the Civil Rights movement indicate, changes in the law and its interpretation and application do not always translate into racial justice and social transformation (Berry 1994; Higginbotham 1978, 1996; D. King 1995). White supremacist social views and values linger long after amendments have been made McLaren 1994, 1997, 1999a, b; see also) and laws changed. Therefore, law-focused critical white studies and critical race theory provide at best only part of the picture.

ng other than” black optimism.xvii

Engaging the state fails to provoke change and instead creates a world of error replication and results in more of the same

Martinot and Sexton, Director, critical race theorist at San Francisco State University and African American Studies School of Humanities UCI, 2003 (Steve and Jared, "The Avant-Garde of White Supremacy", Social Identities, Volume 9, Number 2, 2003 Accessed 8-3-12, MR)

There are oppositional political movements of course; some are progressive, fewer are radical. But each encounters a certain internal limitation. For instance, there are movements seeking to make the police more accountable to legal and communal standards of conduct; but their role then becomes one of making the state work better and more efficiently. They work, perhaps unwittingly, at reconstructing and not dismantling the white state. What they fail to understand or accept is that the police are already accountable, but to something out of reach of the principles of justice or democracy. There is a (largely symbolic) multiracial or mixed race movement that understands itself to be the very transcendence of race but, in mixing and matching races supposed to really exist, it subsumes the products of racism in ways that recall many dimensions of white supremacist thinking. The ethic of retribution that legitimates the expanding prison-industrial complex in the US and beyond is one of these products. Even political opposition to that ethic outside the prison wall falls prey to a certain acceptance of criminal law; in other words, it assumes that the prison is essential to social order. This acceptance is unacceptable from the point of view of the violence and violation engendered by the prison regime. Political (or politicised) prisoners demand an epistemology of a different order, one that challenges the internal limits of opposition in a radical way — the dream of prison abolition

Music causes seizures
CBS Report 06 (2006, “A Musical Link To Epilepsy”, CBS News, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2008/01/18/earlyshow/health/main3726674.shtml)
In 2006 Sean Paul's "Temperature" was hot, rising to the top of the Billboard charts. But the pop song had a much more chilling effect on 25-year-old Stacey Gayle. Gayle, a customer service employee at a bank in Alberta, Canada, was suffering as many as 10 grand mal seizures a day, despite being treated with medications designed to control them. The condition became so bad she eventually had to quit her job and leave the church choir where she sang. Appearing on CBS' The Early Show, Gayle told co-anchor Harry Smith that she was 21 when she first started having seizures, but it was in the summer of 2006 when she began to suspect a possible trigger.  She recalled, 18 months ago, being at a barbecue and collapsing when the Jamaican rapper Sean Paul's music started playing, and then remembered having a previous seizure when she had heard his music. "I would get that aura before that song would come on," she said.  Music wasn't the only trigger, but it was an important one. "I was just having seizures, just found it was triggered by music," she said.  It was Sean Paul first, and then others.  At first, doctors didn't believe a rap song could induce an attack, so Gayle proved it. At the Comprehensive Epilepsy Center at Long Island Jewish Medical Center, Stacy had a video EEG - a medical test measuring electrical activity produced by the brain. The video showed Stacey Gayle having three seizures shortly after listening to the Sean Paul song on her iPod.  "Sometimes it's very challenging to find that abnormal area of the brain that may be causing someone's epilepsy," Dr. Ashesh Mehta, the hospital's director of epilepsy surgery, told Smith. "Given that she had such a specific trigger, we were able to play the music and do a PET scan. That gave us an idea of where the seizures may be coming from. "Ultimately we have to implant electrodes to find the area, [and then] we played the music." Doctors determined the cause of Gayle's seizures was an extremely rare condition called musicogenic epilepsy, in which seizures are actually induced by music.  According to the hospital, there are only five such cases known worldwide.  During the first surgery, doctors implanted more than 100 electrodes in the right side of her brain to pinpoint the abnormal area of her brain. The surgeons followed that procedure with a second surgery to remove the electrodes, along with parts of her brain suspected of causing the seizures. "Did you really think this is one of those 'Eureka!' moments?" Smith asked.  "Absolutely," Mehta said. "It's fairly common in a lot of people who have epilepsy. That area happened to be triggered by the music, and we took it out, and she's done wonderfully. Gayle reports that she is now seizure-free after three and a half months.  "I want to show others that life does not end at epilepsy," she said. © MVIII, CBS Interactive Inc. All Rights Reserved. This material may not be published, broadcast, rewritten, or redistributed. The Associated Press contributed to this report.
Musical epilepsy eliminates audiences from hearing their performance—it causes people like Gayle to be locked into seclusion and may even lead to death
ABC News 08 (March 5, 2008; http://abcnews.go.com/Health/story?id=4385588&page=2)
Gayle began to become depressed, and considered suicide. "Everything that I love was taken away," she said. "Everywhere there's music going on." In the midst of the dark moments came a new danger. Doctors told Gayle that if they couldn't find a way to control her seizures, she could suddenly have a heart attack. "When people have seizures over and over again, and you can't get them under control, there's a risk of, of dying from the epilepsy," Dr. Mehta said. 
� For further discussion of the theory of stasis, see: Lunsdorf, Andrea A. and John J. Ruszkiewicz. (2001). Everything’s an Argument, Bedford/St. Martins; Vancil, David L. (1993). Rhetoric and Argumentation, Allyn and Bacon; Hill, Bill and Richard W. Leeman. (1997). The Art and Practice of Argumentation and Debate, Mayfield Publishing.     


� For further discussion of the importance of acknowledging a genuine starting point, see Eemeren, F. H. van, and Grootendorst, R. (1992). Argumentation, Communication and Fallacies: A Pragma-Dialectical Perspective, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.


� See for example: Snider, Alfred and Maxwell Schnurer. (2002). Many Sides: Debate Across the Curriculum, New York International Debate Education Association.





