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Momentum for sanctions on Iran is stalled because of Obama’s perceived strength
Rosenblatt 2/5(Gary, columnist, The Jewish Week, 2/5/14, “Israel Lobby And The White House: Who’ll Blink First?,” http://www.thejewishweek.com/editorial-opinion/gary-rosenblatt/israel-lobby-and-white-house-wholl-blink-first)

A month from now more than 14,000 people will gather in Washington for the annual AIPAC conference, the largest turnout by far for an American Jewish event. For the last several years the program’s main agenda has been Iran, and the need to prevent its militant Islamic leaders from achieving the capability of producing a nuclear bomb.There is a particular sense of urgencyto the issue this yearbecause the six-month interim agreement is in place, and the clock is ticking. At the moment AIPAC, along with the American Jewish Committee and other Jewish groups on the center and right, appear headed for adirect confrontation with the White House.These Jewish groups support the prospective Senate bill, calling for tighter sanctions on Iran that would go into effect only if the current talks fail. At a time ofintense party rivalry, the bill has the co-sponsorship of 59 senators, including 16 Democrats, all of whom insist that it is “an insurance policy” aimed at holding the Iranians’ feet to the fire.The administration strongly opposes the bill, fearful that passage would result in the Iranians making good on their threat to walk away from the talks. Obama said in his State of the Union speech that he would veto such legislation if it passes. “For the sake of our national security we must give diplomacy a chance to succeed,” he said. Some administration supporters have described those who back the legislation as “war mongers.”While the mainstream media describes the legislation as “stalled,” Jewish organizational officials I’ve spoken with say they are in no hurry to press the issue now.“Everyone has gone to the brink and now we’re all looking down and stepping back,” one said. “No one is backing off but no one is pushing for a confrontation, either. No one wants to test the president.”The strategy is toquietly persuadeat least eight more senators to sign on to the bill, which would give it 67 votes and make it veto-proof. Then offer some ideas for how the administration could “climb down” and accept the bill, which calls for the U.S. to back Israel if it decides to take military action against Iran.“We’re encouraging the administration to take ownership of the legislation and work out a congressional deal,” one insider said. “But they don’t want to do it.”

Medicare is always a fight
TBT 11 (Tampa Bay Times citing Peter DeFazio, Representative from Oregon. "Medicare passed with virtually no Republican support." April 13, 2011. www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/statements/2011/apr/15/peter-defazio/peter-defazio-says-medicare-passed-virtually-no-re/)
During a House floor speech on April 13, 2011, Rep. Peter DeFazio, D-Ore., took aim at a recent proposal by Rep. Paul Ryan, R-Wis., to change the way the Medicare system works.¶ As part of a plan for reducing the national debt, Ryan proposes that Americans 55 and younger today would not get traditional Medicare but rather qualify for a government "premium support" to help them buy health insurance from a private company starting in 2022. (We recently fact-checked a characterization of the plan by one of Ryan’s fellow Republicans, Rep. Mike Pence of Indiana; see it here.)¶ DeFazio, in his floor speech, decried Ryan’s plan, arguing that it would all but gut a popular program that works well.¶ "Before Medicare, 25 percent of the seniors in America lived in poverty, many driven there by the lack of affordable, decent health insurance," DeFazio said. "Medicare passed with virtually no Republican support. It solved that problem. Seniors today are guaranteed quality, affordable health care. They pay about 27 percent of the cost. While under the guise of fiscal responsibility, the Republican budget wants to turn back the clock to the good old days: Throw the seniors into the private health care market again."¶ We wondered whether DeFazio was right that "Medicare passed with virtually no Republican support." In 2009, we rated a similar statement by former Democratic National Committee chairman Howard Dean, and we will draw from it as we analyze DeFazio’s more recent statement.¶ It turns out that a significant number of Republicans did vote in favor of the Medicare bill when Congress took it up in 1965.¶ The House adopted a conference report -- a unified House-Senate version of the bill -- on July 27, 1965, and passed it by a 307-116 margin. That included 70 Republican "yes" votes, against 68 "no" votes.¶ Then, on July 28, 1965, the Senate adopted the bill by a vote of 70-24, with 13 Republicans in favor and 17 against. President Lyndon B. Johnson signed it two days later.¶ So in the House, a slight majority of the Republican caucus voted for Medicare, and in the Senate, a significant minority voted in favor. Both of these strike us as more than "virtually no Republican support."¶ It’s true that the Medicare bill was unpopular in certain segments of the Republican Party. In 1961, Ronald Reagan, the future president, famously released an LP with a speech in which he demonized "socialized medicine," citing proposals that sound a lot like the one passed four years later.¶ "Write those letters now; call your friends and then tell them to write them," Reagan said. "If you don't, this program, I promise you, will pass just as surely as the sun will come up tomorrow, and behind it will come other federal programs that will invade every area of freedom as we have known it in this country. ... And if you don't do this and if I don't do it, one of these days we are going to spend our sunset years telling our children and our children's children, what it once was like in America when men were free."¶ Other high-profile Republicans who opposed Medicare included Arizona Sen. Barry Goldwater -- the unsuccessful Republican presidential nominee in 1964 -- and future president George H.W. Bush.¶ And as the Medicare bill progressed through the House, Republican support was scant. No Republicans voted for the bill until it reached the floor. It passed the Ways and Means Committee by a party-line vote of 17-8. And all four Republicans on the House Rules Committee — the panel that sets the boundaries of debate on all bills that come to the House floor — voted against the bill.¶ As the bill worked its way through the Senate, Republican support was somewhat stronger. In the final Finance Committee vote, the measure passed 12-5, with four of the committee's eight Republicans supporting it.¶ "The political parties were very different in 1965 than they are today," said Donald Ritchie, the historian of the U.S. Senate. "Both had strong conservative and liberal wings, so most votes were bipartisan because the conservatives in the two parties voted against the liberals in each party. You had Republicans like Jacob Javits (N.Y.) who were more liberal than most Democrats, and Democrats like James Eastland (Miss.) who were more conservative than most Republicans. So there were Republicans who supported Medicare and Democrats who opposed it."¶ When we contacted DeFazio’s office, a spokeswoman noted that the congressman has a background in gerontology and offered links to articles, including this one, to show that Republicans "fought against the creation of Medicare starting with the Truman administration."

Global nuclear war in a month if talks fail – US sanctions will wreck diplomacy

Press TV 11/13 “Global nuclear conflict between US, Russia, China likely if Iran talks fail”, http://www.presstv.ir/detail/2013/11/13/334544/global-nuclear-war-likely-if-iran-talks-fail/
A global conflict between the US, Russia, and China is likely in the coming months should the world powers fail to reach a nuclear deal with Iran, an American analyst says.¶ “If the talks fail, if the agreements being pursued are not successfully carried forward and implemented, then there would be enormous international pressure to drive towards a conflict with Iran before [US President Barack] Obama leaves office and that’s a very great danger that no one can underestimate the importance of,” senior editor at the Executive Intelligence Review Jeff Steinberg told Press TV on Wednesday. ¶ “The United States could find itself on one side and Russia and China on the other and those are the kinds of conditions that can lead to miscalculation and general roar,” Steinberg said. ¶ “So the danger in this situation is that if these talks don’t go forward, we could be facing a global conflict in the coming monthsand years and that’s got to be avoided at all costs when you’ve got countries like the United States, Russia, and China with” their arsenals of “nuclear weapons,” he warned. ¶The warning came one day after the White House told Congress not to impose new sanctions against Tehran because failure in talks with Iran could lead to war.¶White House press secretary Jay Carney called on Congress to allow more time for diplomacy as US lawmakers are considering tougher sanctions. ¶ "This is a decision to support diplomacy and a possible peaceful resolution to this issue," Carney said. "The American people do not want a march to war." ¶ Meanwhile, US Secretary of State John Kerry is set to meet with the Senate Banking Committee on Wednesday to hold off on more sanctions on the Iranian economy. ¶ State Department spokeswoman Jen Psaki said Kerry "will be clear that putting new sanctions in place would be a mistake."¶ "While we are still determining if there is a diplomatic path forward, what we are asking for right now is a pause, a temporary pause in sanctions. We are not taking away sanctions. We are not rolling them back," Psaki added.
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A. 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.

B. Violation – the plan is an economic inducement – engagement requires trade promotion

Celik, 11 – master’s student at Uppsala University (Department of Peace and Conflict Research) (Arda, Economic Sanctions and Engagement Policieshttp://www.grin.com/en/e-book/175204/economic-sanctions-and-engagement-policies)

Literature of liberal school points out that economic engagement policies are significantly effective tools for sender and target countries. The effectiveness leans on mutual economic and political benefits for both parties.(Garzke et al,2001).Economic engagement operates with trade mechanisms where sender and target country establish intensified trade thus increase the economic interaction over time. This strategy decreases the potential hostilities and provides mutual gains. Paulson Jr (2008) states that this mechanism is highly different from carrots (inducements).  Carrots work quid pro quo in short terms and for narrow goals. Economic engagement intends to develop the target country and wants her to be aware of the long term benefits of shared economic goals. Sender does not want to contain nor prevent the target country with different policies. Conversely; sender works deliberately to improve the target countries’ Gdp, trade potential, export-import ratios and national income. Sender acts in purpose to reach important goals. First it establishes strong economic ties because economic integration has the capacity to change the political choices and behaviour of target country. Sender state believes in that economic linkages have political transformation potential.(Kroll,1993)

C. Voting issue – 

1. Limits – broad interpretations of engagement include anything that effects the economy, which means everything

2. Ground – trade promotion is vital for a stable mechanism for disad links and counterplan ground
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Economic engagement is a mask for US neoliberal market dominance---the plan guarantees privileging security interests over the needs of Latin American people----this necessitates exploitation and instability
Jacobs ‘4 (Jamie Elizabeth, Assistant Prof of Polisci at West Virginia U, "Neoliberalism and Neopanamericanism: The View from Latin America,"  Latin American Politics & Society 46.4 (2004) 149-152, MUSE)
The advance of neoliberalism suffers no shortage of critics, both from its supporters who seek a greater balance in the interests of North and South, and from its opponents who see it as lacking any real choice for developing states. The spread of neoliberalism is viewed by its strongest critics as part of the continuing expression of Western power through the mechanisms of globalization, often directly linked to the hegemonic power of the United States. Gary Prevost and Carlos Oliva Campos have assembled a collection of articles that pushes this debate in a somewhat new direction. This compilation addresses the question from a different perspective, focusing not on the neoliberal process as globalization but on neoliberalism as the new guise of panamericanism, which emphasizes a distinctly political overtone in the discussion. The edited volume argues that neoliberalism reanimates a system of relations in the hemisphere that reinforces the most negative aspects of the last century's U.S.-dominated panamericanism. The assembled authors offer a critical view that places neoliberalism squarely in the realm of U.S. hegemonic exploitation of interamerican relations. This volume, furthermore, articulates a detailed vision of the potential failures of this approach in terms of culture, politics, security, and economics for both North and South. Oliva and Prevost present a view from Latin America that differs from that of other works that emphasize globalization as a general or global process. This volume focuses on the implementation of free market capitalism in the Americas as a continuation of the U.S. history of hegemonic control of the hemisphere. While Oliva and Prevost and the other authors featured in this volume point to the changes that have altered global relations since the end of the Cold War—among them an altered balance of power, shifting U.S. strategy, and evolving interamerican relations—they all view the U.S. foreign policy of neoliberalism and economic integration essentially as old wine in new bottles. As such, old enemies (communism) are replaced by new (drugs and terrorism), but the fear of Northern domination of and intervention in Latin America remains. Specifically, Oliva and Prevost identify the process through which "economics had taken center stage in interamerican affairs." They [End Page 149] suggest that the Washington Consensus—diminishing the state's role in the economy, privatizing to reduce public deficits, and shifting more fully to external markets—was instead a recipe for weakened governments susceptible to hemispheric domination by the United States (xi). The book is divided into two main sections that emphasize hemispheric and regional issues, respectively. The first section links more effectively to the overall theme of the volume in its chapters on interamerican relations, culture, governance, trade, and security. In the first of these chapters, Oliva traces the evolution of U.S. influence in Latin America and concludes that, like the Monroe Doctrine and Manifest Destiny in the past, the prospect of hemispheric economic integration will be marked by a dominant view privileging U.S. security, conceptualized in transnational, hemispheric terms, that is both asymmetrical and not truly integrated among all members. In this context, Oliva identifies the free trade area of the Americas (FTAA) as "an economic project suited to a hemispheric context that is politically favorable to the United States" (20). The chapters in this section are strongest when they focus on the political aspects of neoliberalism and the possible unintended negative consequences that could arise from the neoliberal program. Carlos Alzugaray Treto draws on the history of political philosophy, traced to Polanyi, identifying ways that social inequality has the potential to undermine the stable governance that is so crucial a part of the neoliberal plan. He goes on to point out how this potential for instability could also generate a new period of U.S. interventionism in Latin America. Treto also analyzes how the "liberal peace" could be undermined by the "right of humanitarian intervention" in the Americas if the NATO intervention in Yugoslavia served as a model for U.S. involvement in the hemisphere. Hector Luis Saint-Pierre raises the issue of "democratic neoauthoritarianism," responsible for "restricting citizenship to the exercise of voting, limiting its voice to electoral polls of public opinion, restraining human rights to consumer's rights, [and] shutting down spaces to the citizens' participation" (116). While these critiques are leveled from a structuralist viewpoint, they often highlight concerns expressed from other theoretical perspectives and subfields (such as the literature on citizenship and participation in the context of economic integration). These chapters also emphasize the way inattention to economic, social, and political crisis could damage attempts at integration and the overall success of the neoliberal paradigm in the Americas. In general, the section on hemispheric issues offers a suspicious view of the U.S. role in promoting integration, arguing that in reality, integration offers a deepening of historical asymmetries of power, the potential to create new justifications for hegemonic intervention, and the further weakening of state sovereignty in the South. [End Page 150] 
Neoliberalism’s end point is extinction
Darder 10 (Professor Antonia Darder, Distinguished Professor of Education, University of Illinois, Urbana Champaign, “Preface” in Critical Pedagogy, Ecoliteracy, & Planetary Crisis: The Ecopedagogy Movement by Richard V. Kahn, 2010, pp. x-xiii) GENDER MODIFIED
It is fitting to begin my words about Richard Kahn’s Critical Pedagogy, Ecoliteracy, and Planetary Crisis: The Ecopedagogy Movement with a poem. The direct and succinct message of The Great Mother Wails cuts through our theorizing and opens us up to the very heart of the book’s message—to ignite a fire that speaks to the ecological crisis at hand; a crisis orchestrated by the inhumane greed and economic brutality of the wealthy. Nevertheless, as is clearly apparent, none of us is absolved from complicity with the devastating destruction of the earth. As members of the global community, we are all implicated in this destruction by the very manner in which we define ourselves, each other, and all living beings with whom we reside on the earth. Everywhere we look there are glaring signs of political systems and social structures that propel us toward unsustainability and extinction. In this historical moment, the planet faces some of the most horrendous forms of “[hu]man-made” devastation ever known to humankind. Cataclysmic “natural disasters” in the last decade have sung the environmental hymns of planetary imbalance and reckless environmental disregard. A striking feature of this ecological crisis, both locally and globally, is the overwhelming concentration of wealth held by the ruling elite and their agents of capital. This environmental malaise is characterized by the staggering loss of livelihood among working people everywhere; gross inequalities in educational opportunities; an absence of health care for millions; an unprecedented number of people living behind bars; and trillions spent on fabricated wars fundamentally tied to the control and domination of the planet’s resources. The Western ethos of mastery and supremacy over nature has accompanied, to our detriment, the unrelenting expansion of capitalism and its unparalleled domination over all aspects of human life. This hegemonic worldview has been unmercifully imparted through a host of public policies and practices that conveniently gloss over gross inequalities as commonsensical necessities for democracy to bloom. As a consequence, the liberal democratic rhetoric of “we are all created equal” hardly begins to touch the international pervasiveness of racism, patriarchy, technocracy, and economic piracy by the West, all which have fostered the erosion of civil rights and the unprecedented ecological exploitation of societies, creating conditions that now threaten our peril, if we do not reverse directions. Cataclysmic disasters, such as Hurricane Katrina, are unfortunate testimonies to the danger of ignoring the warnings of the natural world, especially when coupled with egregious governmental neglect of impoverished people. Equally disturbing, is the manner in which ecological crisis is vulgarly exploited by unscrupulous and ruthless capitalists who see no problem with turning a profit off the backs of ailing and mourning oppressed populations of every species—whether they be victims of weather disasters, catastrophic illnesses, industrial pollution, or inhumane practices of incarceration. Ultimately, these constitute ecological calamities that speak to the inhumanity and tyranny of material profiteering, at the expense of precious life. The arrogance and exploitation of neoliberal values of consumption dishonor the contemporary suffering of poor and marginalized populations around the globe. Neoliberalism denies or simply mocks (“Drill baby drill!”) the interrelationship and delicate balance that exists between all living beings, including the body earth. In its stead, values of individualism, competition, privatization, and the “free market” systematically debase the ancient ecological knowledge of indigenous populations, who have, implicitly or explicitly, rejected the fabricated ethos of “progress and democracy” propagated by the West. In its consuming frenzy to gobble up the natural resources of the planet for its own hyperbolic quest for material domination, the exploitative nature of capitalism and its burgeoning technocracy has dangerously deepened the structures of social exclusion, through the destruction of the very biodiversity that has been key to our global survival for millennia. Kahn insists that this devastation of all species and the planet must be fully recognized and soberly critiqued. But he does not stop there. Alongside, he rightly argues for political principles of engagement for the construction of a critical ecopedagogy and ecoliteracy that is founded on economic redistribution, cultural and linguistic democracy, indigenous sovereignty, universal human rights, and a fundamental respect for all life. As such, Kahn seeks to bring us all back to a formidable relationship with the earth, one that is unquestionably rooted in an integral order of knowledge, imbued with physical, emotional, intellectual, and spiritual wisdom. Within the context of such an ecologically grounded epistemology, Kahn uncompromisingly argues that our organic relationship with the earth is also intimately tied to our struggles for cultural self-determination, environmental sustainability, social and material justice, and global peace. Through a carefully framed analysis of past disasters and current ecological crisis, Kahn issues an urgent call for a critical ecopedagogy that makes central explicit articulations of the ways in which societies construct ideological, political, and cultural systems, based on social structures and practices that can serve to promote ecological sustainability and biodiversity or, conversely, lead us down a disastrous path of unsustainability and extinction. In making his case, Kahn provides a grounded examination of the manner in which consuming capitalism manifests its repressive force throughout the globe, disrupting the very ecological order of knowledge essential to the planet’s sustainability. He offers an understanding of critical ecopedagogy and ecoliteracy that inherently critiques the history of Western civilization and the anthropomorphic assumptions that sustain patriarchy and the subjugation of all subordinated living beings—assumptions that continue to inform traditional education discourses around the world. Kahn incisively demonstrates how a theory of multiple technoliteracies can be used to effectively critique the ecological corruption and destruction behind mainstream uses of technology and the media in the interest of the neoliberal marketplace. As such, his work points to the manner in which the sustainability rhetoric of mainstream environmentalism actually camouflages wretched neoliberal policies and practices that left unchecked hasten the annihilation of the globe’s ecosystem. True to its promise, the book cautions that any anti-hegemonic resistance movement that claims social justice, universal human rights, or global peace must contend forthrightly with the deteriorating ecological crisis at hand, as well as consider possible strategies and relationships that rupture the status quo and transform environmental conditions that threaten disaster. A failure to integrate ecological sustainability at the core of our political and pedagogical struggles for liberation, Kahn argues, is to blindly and misguidedly adhere to an anthropocentric worldview in which emancipatory dreams are deemed solely about human interests, without attention either to the health of the planet or to the well-being of all species with whom we walk the earth. 
The alternative is to use post-neoliberalism as a starting point---a radically renewed focus on engagement with Latin America is the only way to ever solve
Kaltwasser 11 (Cristóbal Rovira, Foundation postdoctoral research fellow at the Social Science Research Center Berlin, "Toward Post-Neoliberalism in Latin America?,"  Latin American Research Review Volume 46, Number 2, 2011, MUSE)

Although not all six books reviewed here use the term post-neoliberalism, they do assume that Latin America is experiencing political change characterized by detachment from the principles of the Washington Consensus, among other features. Many countries in the region are experimenting with ideas and policies linked to the left rather than to the right. In Governance after Neoliberalism—which offers an overview in three chapters, followed by a series of single-case studies—Grugel and Riggirozzi declare that their central question is "the extent to which genuinely new [End Page 227] and alternative models of governance are emerging in Latin America with respect to those framed under neoliberalism" (3). In the same book, Cortés argues that, "[i]nstead of a new, consolidated paradigm of social policy, we are witnessing the emergence of gradual and tentative alternative approaches to neoliberalism" (52). As these arguments suggest, the term post-neoliberalism signifies more the intent to move beyond the Washington Consensus than any coherent, new model of governance. Macdonald and Ruckert postulate in the introduction to their volume that "the post-neoliberal era is characterized mainly by a search for progressive policy alternatives arising out of the many contradictions of neoliberalism" (6). From this angle, the term post-neoliberalism refers to the emergence of a new historical moment that puts into question the technocratic consensus on how to achieve economic growth and deepen democracy. Similarly, Roberts maintains that, "[s]ince it is not clear whether the region's new leftist governments have identified, much less consolidated, viable alternatives to market liberalism, it is far too early to claim that Latin America has entered a post-neoliberal era of development" (in Burdick, Oxhorn, and Roberts, 1). Panizza offers a different and interesting point of view by analyzing how friends (e.g., experts associated with IFIs) and foes (e.g., organizers of the World Social Forum) alike have framed the terms neoliberalism and Washington Consensus. As economists, technocrats, politicians, activists, and intellectuals use them, the terms have different meanings. Yet Panizza proposes that neoliberalism engages a narrative promoting the expansion of free-market economy, whereas Washington Consensus refers to a set of policies that encourage fiscal discipline, the privatization of public enterprises, liberalization of the labor market, and deregulation of the financial sector, among other prescriptions. In consequence, post-neoliberalism seeks not only to contest the technocratic monopolization of political space but also to favor the expansion of the national state, particularly in the economic arena. Explanations for the Movement Beyond the Washington Consensus All six books offer rich explanations of Latin America's turn to the left and of the rise of political forces that, through the ballot box or popular mobilization, seek to abandon the neoliberal paradigm. Borrowing the notion of contentious politics from McAdam, Tarrow, and Tilly,1 Silva constructs, in three initial chapters, a theoretical framework that he then applies to four positive (Argentina, Bolivia, Ecuador, Venezuela) and two counterfactual examples (Chile and Peru). He argues that market [End Page 228] reforms created significant economic and social exclusion, thus leading to grievances and demands for change from the popular sector and, in some cases, from the middle class. However, these episodes of neoliberal contention depended on two factors: on the one hand, the development of associational power (creating new organizations and recasting existing ones), and on the other hand, horizontal linkages between new and traditional movements, as well as between different social classes. Both factors are decisive in explaining why there has been either substantial or little motivation for anti-neoliberal protest. Silva finds, for example, that in Peru, "significant insurrectionary movements and a turn to authoritarianism that closed political space during Fujimori's presidency inhibited the formation of associational power and horizontal linkages among social movement organizations" (231). This explanation is shared by Roberts, who, in the introduction to Beyond Neoliberalism in Latin America?, states that a bottom-up perspective helps us understand that market reforms may unintentionally have sown the seeds for protest. That is, the Washington Consensus may have brought with it demands by and on behalf of the poor and disadvantaged. Lucero explains in this regard that "the neoliberal moment in Latin America, understood as one providing new political opportunities, increased economic threats, and clear targets, provided the conditions and catalysts for a new wave of indigenous mobilization throughout the region" (in Burdick et al., 64). Goldfrank, in Beyond Neoliberalism in Latin America?, similarly contends that the decentralization arising from neoliberalism created new political arenas, which made municipal governments more relevant as potential showcases for leftist actors. Though different in duration and design, Goldfrank's case studies of the United Left in Lima, the Workers' Party in Porto Alegre, the Broad Front in Montevideo, the Radical Cause in Caracas, and the Party of the Democratic Revolution in Mexico City all illustrate that the left could learn how to develop and implement a new political agenda from the challenges it has faced. 
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Text – The Department of Energy should alter the Quadrennial Technology Review to include a recommendation to develop a Medicare insurance program with the Mexican Ministry of Health to provide health services to Medicare beneficiaries in Mexico. 
Competes---the CP’s policy statement is not legally binding---it doesn’t enact the plan, it simply recommends its mandates 

Charles H. Koch 5, the Dudley W. Woodbridge Professor of Law, William and Mary School of Law, Spring 2005, “Policymaking by the Administrative Judiciary,” Alabama Law Review, 56 Ala. L. Rev. 693, p. lexis n110 E.g., Consol Edison Co of New York v. FERC, 315 F.3d 316, 323 (D.C. Cir 2003)

"Policy statements"differfrom substantive rules that carry the "force of law," becausethey lack "present binding effect" on the agency. When an agency hears a case under an established policy statement, it may decide the case using that policy statement if the decision is not otherwise arbitrary and capricious. Id. n111 One brand of nonlegislative rule, "statements of policy," may not have a binding effect on the agency, resulting in even more ambiguous application to administrative judges Several courts distinguish statements of policy from other nonlegislative rules because the latter arenot "binding norms" which control the agency For example, the D.C. Circuit described a statement of policy in these terms An agency policy statementdoes not seek to impose or elaborate or interpret a legal norm. It merely represents an agency position with respect to how it will treat--typically enforce--the governing legal norm By issuing a policy statement, an agency simply lets the public know its current enforcement or adjudicatory approach . . . Policy statements are binding on neither the public, nor the agencySyncor Int'l Corp v. Shalala, 127 F.3d 90, 94 (D.C. Cir. 1997). A statement might not be binding because it serves the dual purpose of "informing the public of theagency's future plansand prioritiesfor exercising its discretionary power," as well as educating and providing direction to agency personnel who are required to implement the agency's policies and exercise its discretionary powers in specific cases. Mada-Luna v. Fitzpatrick, 813 F.2d 1006, 1013 (9th Cir. 1987). A statement acts only prospectively and it does not establish a "binding norm." Id. at 1014 Nonetheless, even a statement may confine the agency's discretion where it would be unfair to deny the statement some effect. Ronald Levin urges that statements and interpretative rules have virtually the same effect Ronald in Levin, Nonlegislative Rules and the Administrative Open Mind, 41 DUKE L J 1497, 1503 (1992).
CP solves the aff – changes future budget decisions.

Tollefson -11 (Jeff Tollefson, DOE releases first Quadrennial Technology Review, September 27, 2011, http://blogs.nature.com/news/2011/09/doe_releases_first_quadrennial_1.html)

The US Department of Energy (DOE) released its inaugural Quadrennial Technology Review on Tuesday, laying out a longer-term strategic agenda to help integrate energy research and development programmes. Modelled on the Defense Quadrennial Review, an influential analysis that sets the tone and direction of US defence policy, the document explores the energy department’s role in driving basic energy research and helping shift more mature technologies into the commercial sector. The review sets priorities in six areas (pictured, top right) in order to create a multi-year framework that can be incorporated into planning and budget discussions. Under each of the six umbrellas can be found a range of potential technological solutions — from better batteries to biofuels and carbon sequestration — that will need to be deployed in concert in order to meet demand for energy, increase domestic supplies and reduce greenhouse-gas emissions. The agency is aiming for technologies that can create jobs and have a substantial impact — on the order of 1% of US consumption — over the course of two decades. “The timescale of energy is decades,” Energy Secretary Steven Chu said during the public release in Washington. “We need to take a long view.” In truth, the administration doesn’t have a lot of choice but to take the long view. The bulk of its energy and environmental agenda (remember the global warming legislation?) has fallen prey to partisan politics and an epic financial crisis. Moving forward, the administration will have to fight for even the most basic investments in clean energy R&D, a sad reality only made worse by the scandal over the failed solar manufacturer Solyndra. And although nobody would argue with efforts to craft a strategic plan to guide energy investments (which can rise and fall according to political whim on an annual basis), the first quadrennial review largely hews to the current course without making any radical recommendations for change. “Frankly it seems almost self evident to us,” said Steve Koonin, undersecretary for science. — Unlike the military, which can in a sense create its own market for new technologies, DOE necessarily plays a transitional role in technology development. All of its R&D is geared toward commercial deployment, and there’s only so much government can do to create private markets, which depend not just on science and technology but also public sentiment and risk perception, not to mention the full suite of macro- and micro-economic forces. For that reason, the document recommends setting up a permanent group within the DOE that can focus on energy markets, business, policy analysis and, most intriguingly, social sciences.

Solves the Case---the practical result is the same as binding law---the policy statement sends the signal of the plan and causes agencies to implement it 

James Hunnicutt 99, J.D., Boston College Law School, December 1999, “NOTE: Another Reason to Reform the Federal Regulatory System: Agencies' Treating Nonlegislative Rules as Binding Law,” Boston College Law Review, 41 B.C. L. Rev 153, p. lexis 

Depending on whether a rule is adopted with or without notice-and-comment process, the rule will have different legal effects. n113Legislative rules produced after notice-and-comment procedures constitutesubstantive law andlegally bind both agencies and private parties in future legal and administrative proceedings. n114Conversely, nonlegislative rules generally may not have binding legal effects. n115Nonlegislative rules, however, sometimes havepracticallegal effects. n116 [*171] A. Nonlegislative Rules Generally Cannot Have Binding Legal Effects Rules created without process--interpretative rules, general statements of policy, rules of agency organization and other nonlegislative rules--generally cannot have legally binding effects. n117 In administrative and judicial proceedings, nonlegislative rules are not treated as law, but asinfluential agency thought that may factor into a proceeding's outcome. n118 According to the courts, nonlegislative rules cannot be the decisive factor in a court proceeding or enforcement action. n119 For example, in 1986, in Thomas v. New York, the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit held that a letter written by the Administrator of the Environmental Protection Agency could not have binding legal effects because it had not been subjected to notice-and-comment process. n120 Several eastern states--including New York, national environmental groups, American citizens owning property in Canada and a Congressman brought suit against Lee Thomas, Administrator of the EPA under President Reagan in the early 1980s, for not revising certain air pollution standards. n121 Prior to Thomas taking the helm of the EPA, Douglas Costle had been the EPA's Administrator under President Carter. n122 Days before Reagan took office, Costle wrote a letter to then Secretary of State Edmund Muskie indicating that based on the findings of an official joint American-Canadian commission, he believed pollution emitted by the United States was responsible for causing acid rain in Canada. n123 According to the 1977 amendments to the Clean Air Act, if the Administrator of the EPA determines that American air pollution is causing significant harm in Canada, the EPA must order the states causing the acid rain to reduce [*172] air pollution. n124 Then, those states would be obligated to intensify the regulation of the private parties contributing to air pollution within the states' jurisdictions. n125 The new Administrator, Thomas, chose to ignore the letter. n126 Intent on reducing acid rain in Canada, the plaintiffs brought suit, arguing that the letter obliged the EPA to force the generating states to revise their air pollution controls. n127 The court found that the letter constituted a rule within the meaning of the APA and that it had not been created as a result of any rulemaking process. n128 The court reasoned that the rule did not fall within any of the § 553(b)(A) exceptions because it affected individual rights and obligations by causing the states to heighten their regulations, which would result in the termination or restriction of numerous utilities and manufacturers. n129 Because the EPA had not followed the notice-and-comment process to create the rule, the EPA was not required to constrain its discretion by abiding by the letter. n130 The holding in Thomas evidences the principle that nonlegislative rules cannot have binding legal effects. n131 Reality, however, may differ from this principle. n132 B. Agencies May Try to Apply Nonlegislative Rules as Law Against Private Parties When agencies treat a nonlegislative rule as law, those rules will have thepractical effectof binding law because people tend toacquiesce to that which the government informs them constitutes the law. n133 Most members of the public assume all agency rules constitute legitimate law, so they simply conform to all rules.n134By treating nonlegislative [*173] rules as law, agencies canconvince the public into following nonlegislative rules. n135 Occasionally, agencies rely upon nonlegislative rules for enforcement actions. n136 For example, in 1989 in United States v. Picciotto, the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia reversed a conviction based upon a nonlegislative rule because, by virtue of prescribing unlawful conduct, the rule imposed binding obligations on the public. n137 In 1981, Concepcion Picciotto began a six year, twenty-four-hour-per-day protest against nuclear war across the street from the White House in LaFayette Park. n138 In 1988 the Park Service issued an "additional condition" without performing any notice-and-comment procedures. n139 The additional condition prohibited the storage of property in LaFayette Park beyond that which is reasonably necessary to stage a twenty-four hour protest. n140 A Park Service police officer arrested Picciotto for violating the additional condition. n141 The United States District Court for the District of Columbia found her guilty and gave her a ten-day suspended prison sentence and six months unsupervised probation. n142 The Court of Appeals reversed the conviction, holding that the additional condition was substantive because it imposed obligations enforceable by criminal penalty, even though the Park Service had created it without notice-and-comment. n143 Although Picciotto won her appeal, this case demonstrates how agencies may create rules without notice-and-comment and treat them as binding law. n144 Besides initiating or threatening enforcement actions based on nonlegislative rules, agencies often rely on them to grant or deny applications and permits. n145 Similarly, federal [*174] agencies can utilize nonlegislative rules to influence programs administered by the states. n146 As the trial court did in Picciotto, courts sometimes agree with the agencies and treat nonlegislative rules as binding law. n147 For instance, in 1993, in United States v. American National Red Cross, the District Court for the District of Columbia issued an injunction against the Red Cross, as part of a settlement, ordering the Red Cross to conform with all of the FDA's nonlegislative rules regarding blood. n148 Concerned with the integrity of the blood supply, the FDA passed numerous legislative and nonlegislative rules regarding how blood was to be handled. n149 Finding that the Red Cross had failed to meet the standards imposed by the FDA, the court specifically differentiated between the FDA's legislative rules and nonlegislative rules, and ordered the Red Cross to abide by both. n150 Therefore, rules created without notice-and-comment became binding law for the Red Cross. n151 [*175] C. Analysis of the Legal Effects of Nonlegislative Rules The situation in Red Cross must be avoided because it robs the public of the opportunity to offer input on nonlegislative rules. n152 Because the Red Cross, the FDA and the court agreed to this settlement, the FDA's nonlegislative rules regarding blood bind the Red Cross, even though the rules create new law, impose legal obligations, have immediate effects, are not necessarily published in the Federal Register and may have significant effects on the public. n153 Moreover, the public lost the opportunity to participate in the creation of laws that will affect many people, including patients in need of blood transfusions. n154When courts allow nonlegislative rules to have substantive effects on the public, theyundermine the foundation underlying the APA and the notice-and-comment procedures therein. n155Nonlegislative rules should not impose obligations or immediate effects on the public, and courts and agencies should strive to avoid using them in such a manner. Too often, nonlegislative rules have apractical binding legal effectbecause people do not realize those rules are not binding. The parties affected by the ruleschoose to acquiesce to the rulesrather than attract agency attention, they lack the resources to challenge the rules, or they havealready foughtthe rule in court and havegiven upon the appeals process. n156

Aging
Obama’s embracing a strategy of retrenchment that will get the U.S. out of hegemony peacefully - the plan’s attempt to prop up heg causes great-power conflict and a violent transition to multipolarity

Adam Quinn 11, Lecturer in International Studies at the University of Birmingham, July 2011, “The Art of Declining Politely: Obama’s Prudent Presidency and the Waning of American Power,” International Affairs, Vol. 87, No. 4, p. 803-824

As for the administration’s involvement in the ‘Arab Spring’, and latterly military intervention from the air in Libya, these episodes also serve better to illustrate Obama’s tendency towards restraint and limitationthan to showcase bold ambition. Both its record of public statements during the unfolding of the Egyptian ‘revolution’ and inside accounts after the event suggest that the administration’s strategy was to ride with caution a wave of events largely beyond its own control. The United States thus edged over a period of days from expressing confidence in Mubarak to seeking a months-long quasi-constitutional transition to eventually facilitating his abrupt defenestration, as events on the ground changed the balance of probabilities as to the ultimate outcome. In eschewing either rigid public support for Mubarak, as some regional allies would have preferred, or early and vocal backing for the protesters, Obama was successful in what was surely the primary objective: to avoid rendering America’s interests hostage to a gamble on either the success or the failure of the protests. 91 Given Egypt’s strategic importance, such ‘dithering’, as contemporary critics often termed it, might justifiably be praised as a sensible reluctance to run out ahead of events. 92¶ In its approach to Libya, the administration seems similarly to have been guided more by the movement of events on the ground than by any overarching plan, and to have retained a default instinct of reluctance throughout. 93 The decision to intervene directly with air power was made only after it became clear that anti-Qadhafi rebels were in imminent danger of total defeat in their last redoubt of Benghazi, after which bloody reprisals by the government against disloyal citizens could be expected. In a major presidential address to the American people regarding operations in Libya, a chief priority was to reassure them as to the limits of the operation. The President insisted that his decisions had been ‘consistent with the pledge that I made to the American people at the outset … that America’s role would be limited; that we would not put ground troops into Libya; that we would focus our unique capabilities on the front end of the operation and that we would transfer responsibility to our allies and partners.’ Once the first wave of bombing was complete, he explained, the United States would retreat to ‘a supporting role’, with the transfer of responsibility to others ensuring that ‘the risk and cost of this operation—to our military and to American taxpayers—will be reduced significantly’.¶ Although it was right and necessary for the US to intervene, he said, there would beno question of using American resources on the ground to achieve regime changeor nation-building. ‘To be blunt,’ he observed, ‘we went down that road in Iraq … That is not something we can afford to repeat in Libya.’ His vision of leadership was one where bythe US reserved the right to use unilateral military force to defend ‘our people, our homeland, our allies and our core interests’, butin cases where ‘our safety is not directly threatened, but our interests and our values are … the burden of action should not be America’s alone’. ‘Real leadership’, he argued, ‘creates the conditions and coalitions for others to step up as well; to work with allies and partners so that they bear their share of the burden and pay their share of the costs.’ 94 On the very same day that Obama outlined his vision for American and western leadership in the defence of liberal values at Westminster in May 2011, he also made remarks at a press conference with Prime Minister David Cameron that underlined the limits of what America would contribute to the campaign in Libya, making it apparent that the high-flown ideals of Westminster Hall would be closely circumscribed in their implementation in practice. 95¶ It was explications such as these of the meaning of American ‘leadership’ in the new era that inspired the unfortunate phrase ‘leading from behind’. 96 Thus the chief message emanating from the Libyan intervention was not, in fact, broad endorsement of liberal intervention as a general principle. Rather, one of the clearest signals from the President was that nothing resembling the resourceintensive operation in Iraq (or perhaps, by implication, Afghanistan) could or should ever be attempted again.¶ Captain of a shrinking ship¶ As noted in the opening passages of this article, the narratives ofAmerica’s decline and Obama’s restraint are distinct but also crucially connected. Facing this incipient period of decline, America’s leaders may walk one of two paths. Either the nation can come to terms with the reality of the process that is under way and seek to finesse it in the smoothest way possible. Or it can‘rage against the dying of the light’, refusing to accept the waning of its primacy. President Obama’s approach, defined by restraint and awareness of limits, makes him ideologically and temperamentally well suited to the former course in a way that, to cite one example, his predecessor was not. He is, in short, a good president to inaugurate an era of managed decline. Those who vocally demand that the President act more boldly are not merely criticizing him; in suggesting that he is ‘weak’ and that a ‘tougher’ policy is needed, they implicitly suppose that the resources will be available to support such a course. In doing so they set their faces against the reality of the coming American decline. 97¶ Ifthe United States can embrace the spirit of managed decline, then this willclear the way for a judicious retrenchment, trimming ambitions in line with the fact that the nation can no longer act on the global stage with the wide latitude once afforded by its superior power. As part of such a project, it can, as those who seek to qualify the decline thesis have suggested, use the significant resources still at its disposal tosmooth the edges of its loss of relative power, preserving influence to the maximum extent possible through whatever legacy of norms and institutions is bequeathed by its primacy. The alternative course involves the initiation or escalation of conflictual scenarios for which the United States increasinglylacks the resources to cater: provocation of a military conclusion to the impasse with Iran; deliberate escalation of strategic rivalry with China in East Asia; commitment to continuing the campaign in Afghanistan for another decade; a costly effort to consistently apply principles of military interventionism, regime change and democracy promotion in response to events in North Africa.¶ President Obama does not by any means represent a radical break with the traditions of American foreign policy in the modern era. Examination of his major foreign policy pronouncements reveals that he remains within the mainstream of the American discourse on foreign policy. In his Nobel Peace Prize acceptance speech in December 2009 he made it clear, not for the first time, that he is no pacifist, spelling out his view that ‘the instruments of war do have a role to play in preserving the peace’, and that ‘the United States of America has helped underwrite global security for more than six decades with the blood of our citizens and the strength of our arms’. 98 In his Cairo speech in June the same year, even as he sought distance from his predecessor with the proclamation that ‘no system of government can or should be imposed by one nation on any other’, he also endorsed with only slight qualification the liberal universalist view of civil liberties as transcendent human rights. ‘I … have an unyielding belief that all people yearn for certain things,’ he declared. ‘The ability to speak your mind and have a say in how you are governed; confidence in the rule of law and the equal administration of justice; government that is transparent and doesn’t steal from the people; the freedom to live as you choose. These are not just American ideas.’ 99 His Westminster speech repeated these sentiments. Evidently this is not a president who wishes to break signally with the mainstream,either by advocating a radical shrinking of America’s military strengthas a good in itself orby disavowing liberal universalist global visions, as some genuine dissidents from the prevailing foreign policy discourse would wish. 100 No doubt sensibly, given the likely political reaction at home, it is inconceivable that he would explicitly declare his strategy to be one of managed American decline. Nevertheless, this is a president who, within the confines of the mainstream,embraces caution and restraintto the greatest extent that one could hope for without an epochal paradigm shift in the intellectual framework of American foreign policy-making. 101¶ In contemplating the diminished and diminishing weight of the United States upon the scales of global power, it is important not to conflate the question of what will be with that of what we might prefer. It may well be, as critics of the decline thesis sometimes observe, that the prospect of increased global power for a state such as China should not, on reflection, fill any westerner with glee, whatever reservations one may have held regarding US primacy. It is also important not to be unduly deterministic in projecting the consequences of American decline. It may be a process that unfolds gradually and peacefully, resulting in a new order thatfunctions with peace and stabilityeven in the absence of American primacy. Alternatively, it may result in conflict, if the United States clashes with rising powers as it refuses to relinquish the prerogatives of the hegemon, or continues to bedrawn into wars with middle powers or on the periphery in spite of its shrinking capacity to afford them. Which outcome occurswilldepend onmore than the choices of America alone. But the likelihood that the United States can preserve its prosperity and influenceand see its hegemony leave a positive legacyrather than go down thrashing its limbs about destructively will be greatly increased if it has political leaders disposed to minimize conflict and consider American power a scarce resource—in short, leaders who can master the art of declining politely. At present it seems it is fortunate enough to have a president who fits the bill.

Best data proves unipolar systems are substantially more war-prone than multipolar alternatives 

Nuno P. Monteiro 12, Assistant Professor of Political Science at Yale University, “Unrest Assured: Why Unipolarity is Not Peaceful,” International Security, Winter 2012, Vol. 36, No. 3, p. 9-40

How well, then, does the argument that unipolar systems are peaceful account for the first two decades of unipolarity since the end of the Cold War? Table 1 presents a list of great powers divided into three periods: 1816 to 1945, multipolarity; 1946 to 1989, bipolarity; and since 1990, unipolarity.46 Table 2 presents summary data about the incidence of war during each of these periods. Unipolarity is the most conflict prone of all the systems, according to at least two important criteria: the percentage of years that great powers spend at war and the incidence of war involving great powers. In multipolarity,18 percent of great power years were spent at war.In bipolarity, the ratio is 16 percent. In unipolarity, however, a remarkable 59 percent of great power years until now were spent at war. This isby far the highest percentage in all three systems. Furthermore, during periods of multipolarity and bipolarity, the probability that war involving a great power would break out in any given year was, respectively, 4.2percentand 3.4 percent. Under unipolarity, it is 18.2 percent—or more thanfour times higher.47 These figures provide no evidence that unipolarity is peaceful.48

That makes nuclear war involving the U.S. inevitable 

Christopher Layne 6, Associate Professor in the Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A & M University, 2006, The Peace of Illusions: American Grand Strategy from 1940 to the Present, p. 169

Proponents of U.S. hegemony like to say that America’s military commit​ments in Eurasia are an insurance policy against the purportedly damaging consequences of a Eurasian great power war by preventing it from happen​ing in the first place or limiting its harmful effects if it does happen. This is a dubious analogy, because insurance policies neither prevent, nor limit, damage to policyholders. Rather, they compensate the policyholder for dam​age incurred. Even on its own terms, however, the insurance policy argu​ment is not persuasive. Both Californians and Floridians know that some types of insurance are either unaffordable or unobtainable at any price. The chances of the “Big One”—a catastrophic earthquake on the San Andreas Fault—jolting Los Angeles or San Francisco, or a Force 5 hurricane making a direct hit on Miami, are small. But if either were to happen the conse​quences could be catastrophic, which is why insurance companies don’t want to offer earthquake and hurricane insurance. Prospective great power wars in Eurasia represent a similar dynamic: the risk of such a war breaking out may be low, but if it does it could be prohibitively expensive for the United States to be involved. Rather than being instruments of regional pacification, today America’s alliances are transmission belts for war that ensure that the U.S. would be embroiled in Eurasian wars. In deciding whether to go war in Eurasia, the United States should not allow its hands to be tied in advance. For example, a non—great power war on the Korean Peninsula—even if nuclear weapons were not involved—would be very costly. The dangers of being entangled in a great power war in Eurasia, of course, are even greater, and could expose the American homeland to nuclear attack. An offshore balancing grand strat​egy would extricate the United States from the danger of being entrapped in Eurasian conflicts by its alliance commitments.

Only disengagement solves---prolonging hegemony increases the risk of great power war---and none of their offense applies because primacy doesn’t create effective influence 

Nuno P. Monteiro 12, Assistant Professor of Political Science at Yale University, “Unrest Assured: Why Unipolarity is Not Peaceful,” International Security, Winter 2012, Vol. 36, No. 3, p. 9-40

From the perspective of the overall peacefulness of the international system, then, no U.S. grand strategy is, as in the Goldilocks tale, “just right.”116 In fact, each strategic option available to the unipole produces significant conflict. Whereas offensive and defensive dominance will entangle it in wars against recalcitrant minor powers, disengagement will produce regional wars among minor and major powers. Regardless of U.S. strategy, conflict will abound. Indeed, if my argument is correct, thesignificant level of conflictthe world has experienced over the last two decadeswill continue for as long as U.S. power remains preponderant. From the narrower perspective of the unipole’s ability to avoid being involved in wars, however, disengagement is the best strategy.A unipolar structure providesno incentives for conflict involving a disengaged unipole. Disengagement would extricate the unipole’s forces from wars against recalcitrant minor powers anddecrease systemic pressures for nuclear proliferation. There is, however, a downside. Disengagement would lead to heightened conflict beyond the unipole’s region and increase regional pressures for nuclear proliferation. As regards the unipole’s grand strategy, then, the choice is between a strategy of dominance, which leads to involvement in numerous conflicts, and a strategy of disengagement, which allows conflict between others to fester. In a sense, then, strategies of defensive and offensive dominance are self-defeating. They create incentives for recalcitrant minor powers to bolster their capabilities and present the United States with a tough choice: allowing them to succeed or resorting to war in order to thwart them.This will either drag U.S. forces into numerous conflicts or result in an increasing number of major powers. In any case, U.S. ability to convert power into favorable outcomes peacefully will be constrained.117 This last point highlights one of thecrucial issueswhere Wohlforth and I differ—the benefits of the unipole’s power preponderance. Whereas Wohlforth believes that the power preponderance of the United States will lead all states in the system to bandwagon with the unipole, I predict thatstates engaged in security competition with the unipole’s allies and states for whom the status quo otherwise has lesser valuewill not accommodate the unipole. To the contrary, these minor powers will become recalcitrant despite U.S. power preponderance, displaying thelimited pacifying effects of U.S. power. What, then, is the value of unipolarity for the unipole?What can a unipole do that a great power in bipolarity or multipolarity cannot? My argument hints at the possibility that—at least in the security realm—unipolarity does not give the unipole greater influence over international outcomes.118 If unipolarity provides structural incentives for nuclear proliferation, it may, as Robert Jervis has hinted, “have within it the seeds if not of its own destruction, then at least of its modification.”119 For Jervis, “[t]his raises the question of what would remain of a unipolar system in a proliferated world. The American ability to coerce others would decrease but so would its need to defend friendly powers that would now have their own deterrents. The world would still be unipolar by most measures and considerations, but many countries would be able to protect themselves, perhaps even against the superpower. . . . In any event, the polarity of the system may become less important.”120 At the same time, nothing in my argument determines the decline of U.S. power. The level of conflict entailed by the strategies of defensive dominance, offensive dominance, and disengagement may be acceptable to the unipole and have only a marginal effect on its ability to maintain its preeminent position. Whether a unipole will be economically or militarily overstretched is an empirical question that depends on the magnitude of the disparity in power between it and major powers and the magnitude of the conflicts in which it gets involved. Neither of these factors can be addressed a priori, and so a theory of unipolarity must acknowledge the possibility of frequent conflict in a nonetheless durable unipolar system. Finally, my argument points to a “paradox of power preponderance.”121 By putting other states in extreme self-help, a systemic imbalance of power requires the unipole to act in ways that minimize the threat it poses. Only by exercising great restraint can it avoid being involved in wars. If the unipole fails to exercise restraint, other states will develop their capabilities,including nuclear weapons—restraining it all the same.122 Paradoxically, then, more relative power does not necessarily lead to greater influenceand a better ability to convert capabilities into favorable outcomes peacefully. In effect, unparalleled relative power requires unequaled self-restraint.

Heg causes disease spread—multipolarity solves

Weber, 06 – Professor of Political Science at the University of California at Berkeley and Director of the Institute of International Studies (Steven, 12/27/06, “How Globalization Went Bad”, http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2006/12/27/how_globalization_went_bad?page=0,2, KONTOPOULOS) 

The same is true for global public health. Globalization is turning the world into an enormous petri dish for the incubation of infectious disease. Humans cannot outsmart disease, because it just evolves too quickly. Bacteria can reproduce a new generation in less than 30 minutes, while it takes us decades to come up with a new generation of antibiotics. Solutions are only possible when and where we get the upper hand. Poor countries where humans live in close proximity to farm animals are the best place to breed extremely dangerous zoonotic disease. These are often the same countries, perhaps not entirely coincidentally, that feel threatened by American power. Establishing an early warning system for these diseases--exactly what we lacked in the case of SARS a few years ago and exactly what we lack for avian flu today--will require a significant level of intervention into the very places that don't want it. That will be true as long as international intervention means American interference. The most likely sources of the next ebola or HIV-like pandemic are the countries that simply won't let U.S. or other Western agencies in, including the World Health Organization. Yet the threat is too arcane and not immediate enough for the West to force the issue. What's needed is another great power to take over a piece of the work, a power that has more immediate interests in the countries where diseases incubate and one that is seen as less of a threat. As long as the United States remains the world's lone superpower, we're not likely to get any help. Even after HIV, SARS, and several years of mounting hysteria about avian flu, the world is still not ready for a viral pandemic in Southeast Asia or sub-Saharan Africa. America can't change that alone.

Transition to offshore balancing’s key to avoid a catastrophic collapse in U.S. power---causes allies to fill in and secure key regions, and preserves overall U.S. power  
Stephen M. Walt 11, the Robert and Renee Belfer Professor of International Affairs at Harvard University's Kennedy School of Government, November 1, 2011, “The End of the American Era,” The National Interest, online: http://readperiodicals.com/201111/2494297301.html#b#ixzz1oDB49YZI
The bottom line is clear and unavoidable: the United States simply won't have the resources to devote to international affairs that it had in the past. When the president of the staunchly internationalist Council on Foreign Relations is penning articles decrying "American Profligacy" and calling for retrenchment, you know that America's global role is in flux. Nor can the United States expect its traditional allies to pick up the slack voluntarily, given that economic conditions are even worse in Europe and Japan. ¶ The era when the United States could create and lead apolitical, economic and security order in virtually every part of the world iscoming to an end. Which raises the obvious question: What should we do about it?¶ The twilight of the American Era arrived sooner than it should have because U.S. leaders made a number of costly mistakes. But past errorsneed not lead to a further erosion of America's positionif we learn the right lessons and make timely adjustments. ¶ Above all, Washington needs to set clear priorities and to adopt a hardheaded and unsentimental approach to preserving our most important interests. When U.S. primacy was at its peak, American leaders could indulge altruistic whims. They didn't have to think clearly about strategy because there was an enormous margin for error; things were likely to work out even if Washington made lots of mistakes. But when budgets are tight, problems have multiplied and other powers are less deferential,it's important to invest U.S. power wisely. As former secretary of defense Robert Gates put it: "We need to be honest with the president, with the Congress, with the American people ... a smaller military, no matter how superb, will be able to go fewer places and be able to do fewer things." The chief lesson, he emphasized, was the need for "conscious choices" about our missions and means. Instead of trying to be the "indispensable nation" nearly everywhere, the United States will need to figure out how to be the decisive power in the places that matter. ¶ For starters, we should remember what the U.S. military is good for and what it is good at doing. American forces are very good at preventing major conventional aggression, or reversing it when it happens. We successfully deterred Soviet ambitions throughout the long Cold War, and we easily reversed Iraq's invasion of Kuwait in 1991. The U.S. naval and air presence in Asia still has similar stabilizing effects, and the value of this pacifying role should not be underestimated. ¶ By contrast, the U.S. military is not good at running other countries, particularly in cultures that are radically different from our own, where history has left them acutely hostile to foreign interference, and when there are deep ethnic divisions and few democratic traditions. The United States can still topple minor-league dictators, but it has no great aptitude for creating stable and effective political orders afterward. ¶ It follows that the United States shouldeschew its present fascination with nation building and counterinsurgency and return to a grand strategy that some (myself included) have labeled offshore balancing.2 Offshore balancing seeks to maintain benevolent hegemony in the Western Hemisphere and to maintain abalance of poweramong the strong states of Eurasia and of the oil-rich Persian Gulf. At present, these are the only areas that are worth sending U.S. soldiers to fight and die in. ¶ Instead of seeking to dominate these regions directly, however, our first recourse should be to havelocal allies uphold the balance of power, out of their own selfinterest. Rather than letting them free ride on us, we shouldfree ride on them as much as we can, intervening with ground and air forces only when a single power threatens to dominate some critical region. For an offshore balancer,the greatest success lies ingetting somebody elseto handle some pesky problem, not in eagerly shouldering that burden oneself.¶ To be more specific: offshore balancing would call for removing virtually all U.S. troops from Europe, while remaining formally committed to NATO. Europe is wealthy, secure, democratic and peaceful, and it faces no security problems that it cannot handle on its own. (The combined defense spending of NATO's European members is roughly five times greater than Russia's, which is the only conceivable conventional military threat the Continent might face.) Forcing NATO's European members to take the lead in the recent Libyan war was a good first step, because the United States will never get its continental allies to bear more of the burden if it insists on doing most of the work itself. Indeed, by playing hard to get on occasion, Washington would encourage others to do more to win our support, instead of resenting or rebelling against the self-appointed "indispensable nation." ¶ In the decades ahead, the United States shouldshift its main strategic attention to Asia, both because its economic importance is rising rapidly and because China is the only potential peer competitor that we face. The bad news is that China could become a more formidable rival than the Soviet Union ever was: its economy is likely to be larger than ours (a situation the United States has not faced since the nineteenth century); and, unlike the old, largely autarkic Soviet Union, modern China depends on overseas trade and resources and will be more inclined to project power abroad. ¶ The good news is that China's rising status is already ringing alarm bells in Asia. The more Beijing throws its weight around, the more other Asian states will be looking to us for help. Given the distances involved and the familiar dilemmas of collective action, however, leading a balancing coalition in Asia will be far more difficult than it was in Cold War Europe. U.S. officiais will have to walk a fine line between doing too much (which would allow allies to free ride) and doing too little (which might lead some states to hedge toward China). To succeed, Washington will have to keep air and naval forces deployed in the region, pay close attention to the evolving military and political environment there, and devote more time and effort to managing a large and potentially fractious coalition of Asian partners. ¶ Perhaps most importantly, offshore balancing prescribes a very different approach to the greater Middle East. And prior to 1991, in fact, that's exactly what we did. The United States had a strategic interest in the oil there and a moral commitment to defending Israel, but until 1968 it mostly passed the buck to London. After Britain withdrew, Washington relied on regional allies such as Iran, Saudi Arabia and Israel to counter Soviet clients like Egypt and Syria. When the shah fell, the United States created the Rapid Deployment Joint Task Force (RDJTF) but did not deploy it to the region; instead, it kept the rdjtf over the horizon until it was needed. Washington backed Iraq against Iran during the 1980s, and the U.S. Navy escorted oil tankers during the IranIraq War, but it deployed U.S. ground and air forces only when the balance of power broke down completely, as it did when Iraq seized Kuwait. This strategy was not perfect, perhaps, but it preserved key U.S. interests at minimal cost for over four decades.¶ Unfortunately, the United States abandoned offshore balancing after 1991. It first tried "dual containment," in effect confronting two states - Iran and Iraq - that also hated each other, instead of using each to check the other as it had in the past. This strategy - undertaken, as the National Iranian American Council's TritaParsi and Brookings' Kenneth Pollack suggest, in good part to reassure Israel - forced the United States to keep thousands of troops in Saudi Arabia, sparking Osama bin Laden's ire and helping fuel the rise of al-Qaeda. The Bush administration compounded this error after 9/11 by adopting the even more foolish strategy of "regional transformation." Together with the "special relationship" with Israel, these ill-conceived approachesdeepened anti-Americanismin the Middle East andgave states like Iran more reason to consider acquiring a nuclear deterrent. It is no great mystery why Obama's eloquent speeches did nothing to restore America's image in the region; people there want new U.S. policies, not just more empty rhetoric. ¶ One can only imagine how much policy makers in Beijing have enjoyed watching the United States bog itself down in these costly quagmires. Fortunately, there is anobvious solution: return to offshore balancing. The United States should get out of Iraq and Afghanistan as quickly as possible, treat Israel like a normal country instead of backing it unconditionally, and rely on local Middle Eastern, European and Asian allies to maintain the peace - with our help when necessary. ¶ Don't get me wrong. The United States is not finished as a major power. Nor is it destined to become just one of several equals in a future multipolar world. To the contrary, the United States still has the world's strongest military, and the U.S. economy remains diverse and technologically advanced. China's economy may soon be larger in absolute terms, but its per capita income will be far smaller, which means its government will have less surplus to devote to expanding its reach (including of the military variety). American expenditures on higher education and industrial research and development still dwarf those of other countries, the dollar remains the world's reserve currency and many states continue to clamor for U.S. protection. ¶ Furthermore, long-term projections of U.S. latent power are reassuring. Populations in Russia, Japan and most European countries are declining and aging, which will limit their economic potential in the decades ahead. China's median age is also rising rapidly (an unintended consequence of the one-child policy), and this will be a powerful drag on its economic vitality. By contrast, U.S. population growth is high compared with the rest of the developed world, and U.S. median age will be lower than any of the other serious players. ¶ Indeed, in some ways America's strategic position is actually more favorable than it used to be, which is why its bloated military budget is something of a mystery. In 1986, for example, the United States and its allies controlled about 49 percent of global military expenditures while our various adversaries combined for some 42 percent. Today, the United States and its allies are responsible for nearly 70 percent of military spending; all our adversaries put together total less than 1 5 percent. Barring additional self-inflicted wounds,the United States is not going to fall from the ranks of the great powers at any point in the next few decades. Whether the future world is unipolar, bipolar or multipolar, Washington is going to be one of those poles - and almost certainly the strongest of them. ¶ And so, the biggest challenge the United States faces today is not a looming greatpower rival; it is the triple whammy of accumulated debt, eroding infrastructure and a sluggish economy. The only way to have the world's most capable military forces both now and into the future is tohave the world's most advanced economy, and that means having better schools, the best universities, a scientific establishment that is second to none, and a national infrastructure that enhances productivity and dazzles those who visit from abroad. These things all cost money, of course, but they would dofar more to safeguard our long-term securitythanspending a lot of blood and treasuredetermining who should run Afghanistan, Kosovo, South Sudan, Libya, Yemen or any number of other strategic backwaters.¶ The twilight of the American Era is not an occasion to mourn or a time to cast blame. The period when the United States could manage the politics, economics and security arrangements for nearly the entire globe was never destined to endure forever, and its passing need not herald a new age of rising threatsand economic hardshipif we make intelligent adjustments. ¶ Instead of looking backward with nostalgia, Americans should see the end of the American Era as an opportunity to rebalance our international burdens and focus on our domestic imperatives. Instead of building new Bagrams in faraway places of litde consequence, it is time to devote more attention to that "shining city on a hill" of which our leaders often speak, but which still remains to be built.¶ 
US will accept its new role peacefully

Kupchan, 99 – Senior Fellow and Director of European Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations (Charles A., Fall 1999, “Life After Pax Americana”, World Policy Journal, EBSCO, KONTOPOULOS)
The bad news is that the global stability that unipolarity has engendered will be jeopardized as power becomes more equally distributed in the international system. The good news is that this structural change will occur through different mechanisms than in the past, and therefore may be easier to manage peacefully. The rising challenger is Europe, not a unitary state with hegemonic ambitions. Europe's aspirations will be moderated by the self-checking mechanisms inherent in the EU and by cultural and linguistic barriers to centralization. In addition, the United Statesis likely to react to a more independent Europe by stepping back and making room for an EU that appears ready to be more self-reliant and more muscular. Unlike reigning hegemons in the past, the United States will not fight to the finish to maintain its primacy and prevent its eclipse by a rising challenger. On the contrary, the United States will cede leadership willingly as its economy slows and it grows weary of being the security guarantor of last resort. The prospect is thus not one of clashing titans, but of no titans at all. Regions long accustomed to relying on American resourcesand leadership to preserve the peace may well be left to fend for themselves. These are the main reasons that the challenge for American grand strategy as the next century opens will be to wean Europe and East Asia of their dependence on the United States andput in place arrangements that will prevent the return of competitive balancing and regional rivalries in the wake of an American retrenchment.
IHA
Latin America stable – no risk of widespread chaos
Graham 6 (Carol, Senior Fellow in Economic Studies and Global Economy and Development – Brookings Institution, Ph.D. – Oxford University, author of multiple books on Latin American political and economic development, “Is Latin America Going Radical?”, 3-1, http://www.brookings.edu/views/op-ed/graham/20060301.htm)

With Hugo Chavez as an increasingly vocal critic of the United States, the electoral victory of Evo Morales in Bolivia, continued political instability in Ecuador; and the recent emergence of Ollanta Humala, an anti-market, extreme nationalist dark-horse political candidate in the electoral race in Peru, there is much discussion of Latin America's looming lurch to the radical left, with a host of negative implications for democracy, trade, and foreign investment in the region. Is this really Latin America's future? An Humala victory in Peru's April elections would certainly support those who predict that such a shift is in store. Such a change in the direction of the region's leadership would indeed be a chilling scenario, particularly after years of failed experiments with populist governments and the time and effort that much of the region's leadership and citizens have spent investing in democracy and markets in the past two decades. Yet a broader view of economic and political trends in the region—as well as my own research—suggest that these predictions of a region-wide shift to the radical left are far too pessimistic. First of all, there are clearly radicals on the horizon—Chavez, Morales, and, in the worst instance, a victorious Humala. Yet the broader regional picture does not fit this pattern. None of the representatives of the established "left" in the region, who for the most part are also in command of the economic powerhouses of the region—Lula in Brazil, Lagos and now Bachelet in Chile, and even Kirschner in Argentina—are anti-market. Instead they more closely resemble the "new left" of Tony Blair in England and Felipe Gonzales in Spain. The political dominance of this "new left", coupled with Mexico's structured integration into the US market, Colombia's long-term record of conservative fiscal policies, and Peru's ability to maintain prudent macroeconomic management for over a decade, despite major political swings, all suggest that the region will continue to embrace markets and democratic governments. Secondly, over-time trends in public opinion, as gauged by my analysis of the region-wide Latinobarometro poll, suggest that support for markets and democracy remains solid. Just over a year ago I published an article in the Financial Times highlighting that preference for democracy as a system of government and for market policies had actually increased during the 2001-2002 economic crisis in the region, even though satisfaction with how the systems were working had gone down. Most recently, roughly 60 percent of the region's respondents reported that democracy is preferable to any other system of government in the 2005 poll, a significant increase over previous years.1 Thirdly, no doubt the US has been laggard indeed in meeting its promises on free trade agreements. Yet in the meantime, many countries—and certainly the key economic players—have wisely developed new trade ties with China, Europe, and a host of other countries. Those ties—and their continued increase—are unlikely to be reversed, even in the unlikely event that the Bush administration wakes up and begins to deliver on free trade in a serious way. So what is in store? Bolivia and Venezuela are both a mess, no doubt. Short of a miracle, Bolivia may implode politically, at high costs to that country's already impoverished population. Meanwhile, Venezuela—and Chavez—can afford to stumble on with irresponsible macroeconomic management and political rhetoric (at a cost of a gradually increasing poverty rate) because it has oil. Neither country provides a credible or attractive model for others to follow. None of the major leaders of the region's new left have gone out of their way to endorse Chavez, despite numerous opportunities.

Eurozone is growing now – the worst of the recession is over

NYT 2/14 (“France and Germany Lead Euro Zone to Higher Growth” http://www.nytimes.com/2014/02/15/business/international/france-and-germany-add-to-signs-of-recovery-in-euro-zone.html)

PARIS — The euro zone economy grew slightly faster than expected in the last three months of 2013, an official report showed on Friday, bringing welcome news for the global economy amid signs of slowing in the United States and China. Although growth in the 18-nation currency union is still weak, at a 1.1 percent annualized rate, it was the euro zone’s third straight quarter in positive territory, indicating that the bloc is well beyond the year-and-a-half recession that ended in mid-2013. The broader 28-member European Union also grew, though weakly, for the third consecutive quarter. The Union, with a market of 500 million consumers and an economy worth about 11.7 trillion euros, or $16 trillion, is one of the pillars of the global economy, and the extended weakness there has been a major source of concern for officials in the United States. Germany and France, the two largest euro zone members, led the upturn. The Netherlands broke out of recession, and the pace of growth picked up modestly in Portugal, Spain and Italy. The 0.1 percent quarterly growth in Italy, where Prime Minister Enrico Letta resigned on Friday to clear the way for his Democratic Party rival MatteoRenzi, was the first expansion in the country’s beleaguered economy — the third-largest in the euro zone — since the first half of 2011. “The most important point is that the recession really is over, and the periphery is growing again,”JörgKrämer, chief economist at Commerzbank in Frankfurt, said. And yet, he quickly added, the pace is inadequate to have a meaningful impact on Europe’s biggest problem, the 26 million people without jobs. 

Cant solve relations – flawed U.S foreign policy blocks

Cárdenas 11 – former assistant administrator for Latin America at the U.S. Agency for International Development(José R., “The U.S. is MIA in Latin America” , Foreign Policy, December 29 2011, http://shadow.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2011/12/29/the_us_is_mia_in_latin_america) //WNM

An end-of-the-year assessment of U.S. policy towards Latin America could possibly qualify for the world's shortest blog. For a President who has clearly established that foreign policy is not something that gets him up in the morning (or appears to keep him awake at night), Latin America must rank just above Antarctica in descending areas of interest.¶ This uneven, sporadic focus on the region has led to only adverse consequences for U.S. interests. What effort the administration does expend seems only directed toward placating a smattering of hostile populist regimes, while ignoring the interests of our friends. Indeed, the predictable response is that we have only emboldened our enemies and despaired those in the hemisphere who share the U.S. vision of open political systems, free markets, and robust trade. ¶ Radical populists in Venezuela, Ecuador, and Bolivia have run roughshod over democratic institutions and the best Washington can come up with is asking for the terms under which a U.S. ambassador would be allowed to return to their capitals. In Nicaragua, Daniel Ortega is likely chuckling at the feeble U.S. response to his recently rigged re-election.¶ It also appears that the administration has lulled itself into complacency over a cancer-stricken Hugo Chávez in Venezuela, ground zero for regional instability, seemingly content to wait and see what happens after Chávez passes from the scene. But even as his circus antics continue, he is leaving behind what my colleague Roger Noriega calls a mountain of toxic waste that will take years to clean up.¶ Chávez's days may indeed be numbered, but his friends in Iran, Russia, China, and Cuba are certainly taking the long-term view of things.All four have been great beneficiaries of Chávez's political solidarity and oil-fueled largesse and can be counted on to want to maintain that access with or without him in power. In other words, don't count on them to support a democratic transition away from Chavismo, only a succession.  Every day, the United States stands idly on the sidelines, the chances they will succeed improve. 

U.S. influence and relations in Latin America are inevitable
Alvarado, 13 --- former diplomat in the Mission of Venezuela to the Organization of American States (5/31/2013, Liza Torres Alvarado, “The U.S. Must Re-evaluate its Foreign Policy in Latin America,” http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/Articles/Detail/?lng=en&id=164370, JMP)

Although there has been a decline in U.S. influence in the region, its presence is still there. In Venezuela, for example, U.S. oil companies have seen their actions limited, yet they still operate there. The United States is Venezuela’s top commercial partner, as Venezuela supplies 12 percent of U.S. oil imports. Relations between the United States and Latin America have experienced cyclical ups and downs. Geographically, the United States and Latin America are linked and have a natural shared market, so there will always be a relationship of one sort or another. The United States will continue to seek to exert its influence over the region, whether through future plans for the placement of military bases or the promotion of bilateral trade agreements.

No risk of war in Latin America.

Barshefsky et al. ‘8

Charlene Barshefsky and James T. Hill, Chairs and Shannon K. O’Neil, Project Director. “U.S.-Latin America

Relations: A New Direction for a New Reality”. Council On Foreign Relations. Independent Task Force Report No. 60. 2008. Online. 

Cross-border threats among countries of the region are much diminished today, thanks to the end of military governments in the region, relatively low levels of defense spending, few significant external threats, the settling or tabling of most major border disputes, the influence of the United States and other members of the international community, and improving mechanisms for regional cooperation through the OAS and other regional and sub-regional bodies. Of concern, however, are Venezuela’s international arms purchases, which increased from an estimated $71 million between 2002 and 2004 to $4 billion between 2005 and 2007, expenditures not included in the country’s official military budget.26 While aggregate defense expenditures in Latin Americaremainamongthelowest regionallyin theworld as a percentage of GDP, such substantial Venezuelan increases should be watched.

