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TPA will pass but political capital is key-failure collapses global trade deals
Financial Times 1/20 (“US trade debate prompts fears of delay in talks”

http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/60506de0-7f9c-11e3-b6a7-00144feabdc0.html#axzz2qtDiKryq)

A heated debate over trade in the US Congress risks stalling two trade negotiations that cover 70 per cent of the global economy, senior international officials have warned. For President Barack Obama the key to sealing both the Trans-Pacific Partnership and a deal with the EU is securing so-called fast-track authority. It gives the White House power to negotiate trade deals and limits Congress’s ability to intervene in nitty-gritty details once talks are concluded. IfMrObama fails, it would scupper his ambitious second-term trade agenda. He has already hit stumbling blocks as he missed his self-imposed aim to reach a preliminary agreement with TPP members by the end of 2013. It would also threaten US-led efforts in Geneva to update the rules for the $4tn annual trade in services around the world. After months of haggling, Congressional leaders this month introduced a bipartisan bill to grantMr Obama what is formally known as Trade Promotion Authority (TPA). But it is already facing opposition from many Democrats and criticism from Republicans who want Mr Obama to do more to bring his own party into line. In an interview with the Financial Times, Ildefonso Guajardo Villarreal, Mexico’s economy minister, said governments in the TPP talks, in which it is a member, were unlikely to offer any significant concessions until they were sureMrObama had fast-track authority and any agreement could get through the US Congress. “We have to wait until we really get a better sense of how things evolve. From a negotiating point of view . . . things will go along slowly until that happens,” Mr Guajardo Villarreal said, adding he believed the Obama administration would eventually secure fast-track authority. “If they are able to send a strong signal of support from Congress that will make it easier for us to finish the deal.” The TPP negotiations are further along than the EU talks so the immediate impact is likely to be greater on those talks. But a senior European official said officials in Brussels were bracing for a TPA debate that could last through this year and would inevitably affect negotiations. “Without TPA we will always feel very reticent to show our real red lines,” the official said. Administration officials remain confident that they can get the bill through Congressand Michael Froman, the US trade representative, said there was no reason for the fast-track debate in Washington to affect the progress of any trade negotiations. “Every TPP partner has domestic politics, from elections to legislative battles over various policies that could impact the agreement,” he said. “We trust our partners to manage their own domestic processes, and we will be working with our Congress to pass broadly supported trade promotion authority here. In the meantime, there is no reason talks should slow.” The bill is raising concern among negotiating partners. It would require the administration to include mechanisms to address currency manipulation in agreements, a sore point for TPP partner Japan. It also would require any deal the US enters to have strict, environmental, labour and intellectual property rules. EU officials are concerned about a section of the bill which would give some members of Congress the right to attend negotiations. The concern in Brussels is that it could cause the European parliament to request the same access and thus add a political element to the complex negotiations. Deborah Elms, an American TPP expert at Singapore’s S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, said the concerns of other TPP countries over the conditions in the bill, particularly on currency, should not be underestimated. But, above all, she said, President Obama needed to send a signal in this month’s State of the Union address that he was prepared to push for fast-track authority. “You have two big negotiations that are a bit stuck waiting for Congress to move,” she said. “This is the time (to spend political capital).Your whole trade agenda is stuck unless you get (fast-track authority) very soon.”
Lifting embargo would be controversial and Obama would have to be pushing the plan 

Leogrande 13

William M. LeoGrande is professor in the Department of Government, School of Public Affairs at American University in Washington, D.C.¶ The Danger of Dependence: Cuba's Foreign Policy After Chavez 4-2-13¶ http://www.worldpoliticsreview.com/articles/12840/the-danger-of-dependence-cubas-foreign-policy-after-chavez¶ Are U.S.-Cuban Relations Poised for Change?

In his first public statement after assuming Cuba's presidency in 2006, Raúl Castro held out an olive branch to Washington, declaring his readiness to sit down and negotiate the differences between the two countries. Obama came to office in 2009 declaring that U.S. policy toward Cuba amounted to 50 years of failure and that it was "time to try something new." The stage appeared set for a tectonic shift in U.S.-Cuban relations, long locked in a state of perpetual hostility.¶ Obama took some early steps that augured well. In April 2009, he ended restrictions on Cuban-American remittances and family travel and subsequently eased regulations limiting cultural and academic exchange. At Washington's initiative, the United States and Cuba resumed bilateral talks on migration, suspended by President George W. Bush in 2004. The two governments also began discussions on other issues of mutual interest, such as Coast Guard cooperation and drug interdiction.¶ But the momentum in Washington soon dissipated in the face of more pressing foreign policy priorities, opposition from Congress, even among some Democrats, and resistance from an inertial State Department bureaucracy more comfortable with the familiar policy of the past -- its failure notwithstanding -- than the risk of trying something new. As a former senior State Department official explained, high-visibility foreign policy changes of this magnitude only happen if the president demands that they happen, and Obama's attention was focused elsewhere. In December 2009, Cuba's arrest of Alan Gross, a consultant for the U.S. Agency for International Development's "democracy promotion" programs, brought all progress to a halt. At the end of Obama's first term, relations with Cuba were not much better than at the start.¶ 

Capital is key—vital to economy

Bryan Riley, senior analyst and Anthony B. Kim, senior policy analyst, “Advancing Trade Freedom: Key Objective of Trade Promotion Authority Renewal,” ISSUE BRIEF n. 3912, Heritage Foundation, 4—16—13, www.heritage.org/research/reports/2013/04/advancing-trade-freedom-key-objective-of-trade-promotion-authority-renewal
Trade Promotion Authority (TPA) has been a critical tool for advancing free trade and spreading its benefits to a greater number of Americans. TPA, also known as “fast track” authority, is the legislative power Congress grants to the President to negotiate reciprocal trade agreements. Provided the President observes certain statutory obligations under TPA, Congress agrees to consider implementing those trade pacts without amending them.¶ More than a decade has passed since TPAwas last renewed in 2002, and its authority expired in 2007. Reinstituting TPA may well be the most important legislative action on trade for both Congress and the Presidentin 2013 given the urgency of restoring America’s credibility in advancing open markets and securing greater benefits of two-way trade for Americans. As the case for timely reinstallation of an effective and practical TPA is stronger than ever, the quest for renewing TPA should be guided by principles that enhance trade freedom, a vital component of America’s economic freedom.¶ Both House Ways and Means Committee chairman David Camp (R–MI) and Senate Finance Committee chairman Max Baucus (D–MT) have announced plans to pursue TPA legislation. However, many lawmakers have correctly pointed out that a proactive push from President Obama is critical, given that trade bills have been a thorny issue for many Democrats in recent years.¶Historically, it has been common practice, although not formally required, to have the President request that Congress provide renewed TPA. In fact, except for President Obama, every President since Franklin Roosevelt has either requested or received trade negotiating authority.(1)¶ After four years of informing Congress it would seek TPA at “the appropriate time,” early this year the Obama Administration finally indicated its interest in working with Congress to get TPA done. The President’s 2013 trade agenda offered the Administration’s most forward-leaning language yet, specifying that “to facilitate the conclusion, approval, and implementation of market-opening negotiating efforts, we will also work with Congress on Trade Promotion Authority.”(2)¶ In the 2002 Bipartisan Trade Promotion Authority Act, Congress—whose role in formulating U.S. trade policy includes defining trade negotiation objectives—made it clear that¶ (t)he expansion of international trade is vital to the national security of the United States. Trade is critical to the economic growth and strength of the United States andto its leadership in the world. Stable trading relationships promote security and prosperity.… Leadership by the United States in international trade fosters open markets, democracy, and peace throughout the world.

Economic decline causes war and miscalculation 

Royal 10— Jedidiah Royal, Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction at the U.S. Department of Defense, M.Phil. Candidate at the University of New South Wales, 2010 (“Economic Integration, Economic Signalling and the Problem of Economic Crises,” Economics of War and Peace: Economic, Legal and Political Perspectives, Edited by Ben Goldsmith and JurgenBrauer, Published by Emerald Group Publishing, ISBN 0857240048, p. 213-215)
Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic decline and the security and defencebehaviour of interdependent states. Research in this vein has been considered at systemic, dyadic and national levels. Several notable contributions follow. ¶ First, on the systemic level, Pollins (2008) advances Modelski and Thompson's (1996) work on leadership cycle theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of a pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, exogenous shocks such as economic crises could usher in a redistribution of relative power (see also Gilpin. 1981) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation (Feaver, 1995). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power (Werner. 1999). Separately, Pollins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium and small powers, although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and security conditions remain unknown. ¶ Second, on a dyadic level, Copeland's (1996, 2000) theory of trade expectations suggests that 'future expectation of trade' is a significant variable in understanding economic conditions and security behaviour of states. He argues that interdependent states are likely to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations. However, if the expectations of future trade decline, particularly for difficult [end page 213] to replace items such as energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases, as states will be inclined to use force to gain access to those resources. Crises could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states.4 ¶ Third, others have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. Blomberg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict, particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write,¶ The linkages between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favour. Moreover, the presence of a recession tends to amplify the extent to which international and external conflicts self-reinforce each other. (Blomberg& Hess, 2002. p. 89) ¶ Economic decline has also been linked with an increase in the likelihood of terrorism (Blomberg, Hess, &Weerapana, 2004), which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to external tensions. ¶ Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a sitting government. “Diversionary theory" suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting governments have increased incentives to fabricate external military conflicts to create a 'rally around the flag' effect. Wang (1996), DeRouen (1995). andBlomberg, Hess, and Thacker (2006) find supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force are at least indirectly correlated. Gelpi (1997), Miller (1999), and Kisangani and Pickering (2009) suggest that the tendency towards diversionary tactics are greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of domestic support. DeRouen (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic performance in the United States, and thus weak Presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an increase in the use of force. ¶In summary, recent economic scholarship positively correlates economic integration with an increase in the frequency of economic crises, whereas political science scholarship links economic decline with external conflict at systemic, dyadic and national levels.5 This implied connection between integration, crises and armed conflict has not featured prominently in the economic-security debate and deserves more attention. ¶This observation is not contradictory to other perspectives that link economic interdependence with a decrease in the likelihood of external conflict, such as those mentioned in the first paragraph of this chapter. [end page 214] Those studies tend to focus on dyadic interdependence instead of global interdependence and do not specifically consider the occurrence of and conditions created by economic crises. As such, the view presented here should be considered ancillary to those views.
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The United States federal government should—

-substantially increase international humanitarian assistance through military medical operations toward non-democratic regimes that aren’t Cuba

-invite the countries in the Pacific Alliance to an economic and trade forum.

-provide all necessary resources for the creation an independent public diplomacy agency as per the recommendations of Zweibel. 

Humanitarian aid facilitates effective soft power
Peter Buxbaum. 1.16.09. “Soft power with guns.” International Relations and Security Network. Peter Buxbaum, a Washington-based independent journalist, has been writing about defense, security, business and technology for 15 years. His work has appeared in publications such as Fortune, Forbes, Chief Executive, Information Week, Defense Technology International, Homeland Security and Computerworld. http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Current-Affairs/Security-Watch/Detail/?lng=en&id=95415

It hardly could have been a coincidence.    On Wednesday last week, the Pentagon's Military Health Service chief spoke before the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) in Washington on the role of the US military in global health. Meanwhile, the head surgeon of US Africa Command flew in from Stuttgart to chair a two-day symposium beginning on Thursday on AFRICOM's health-related activities.    With a new congress having recently been convened and a president about to take the oath of office, it is not surprising that advocates of military medical diplomacy are front and center extolling the virtues of their activities. US military health officials want to protect their budgets in a Washington atmosphere that may not be the best for them.     For one thing, the economic crisis has the US government pouring trillions of dollars into efforts to stimulate financial activity and create jobs, causing the budget deficit to balloon to frightful levels.     More to the point, many in Washington, including Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, who is being held over from the Bush administration by Barack Obama, have questioned the growing militarization of US foreign policy. By that, Gates means not only the rush to use US military force before diplomatic channels have been exhausted, but also the emphasis on using military capabilities for projects such as infrastructure building and humanitarian relief.    Ward Casscells, the assistant secretary of defense for health affairs, in his talk before the bipartisan CSIS, acknowledged that Gates had proposed to cut his budget for global health and transfer that funding to programs run by the State Department, the US Agency for International Development (USAID), and the Office of Foreign Disaster Assistance.     "Of course, I'm obliged to say, 'Yes, sir,'" said Casscells, who will also be serving under Obama. But in the next breath he went on to explain why Gates should not take the axe to his budget.    Casscells' basic thesis is that the US military is moving in the direction of exercising more soft power. "Just as good health is an integral part of a person's well-being, a good health sector is vital to a nation's," he said. "The Defense Department's increasing role in global health is essential in improving security in troubled nations and minimizing conflict in others."    That thesis has been backed up by US military doctrine in recent years. Department of Defense Directive 3000.05, issued in 2005 by former defense secretary Donald Rumsfeld, told US military organizations to incorporate security, stability, transition and reconstruction activities into their core operations.     "Is DoD out of its lane by participating in these activities?" Casscells asked rhetorically. Humanitarian assistance, disaster relief and other activities designed to win the hearts and minds of local populations are important counterinsurgency measures, he noted
Pacific Alliance Solves relations—Dialogue reduces tensions
Farnsworth 13 (Eric Farnsworth, Vice President of the Americas Society/Council of the Americas, “U.S. – Latin American Relations: Paternalism to Partnership [Opinion]” 6/13/2013 http://fusion.net/abc_univision/opinion/story/us-latin-american-relations-paternalism-partnership-opinion-12340 LP)                                                                                                                                         The way to advance U.S. policy in this context is not to try to curry favor with countries such as Bolivia and Ecuador in an attempt to "bring them along." Neither is it to give a de facto veto to Brazil or other nations over U.S. initiatives on hemispheric trade and democracy initiatives when consensus cannot be achieved. Rather, the path forward is the one hinted at by the President's and Vice President's recent travel, whereby meaningful conversations occur with regional leaders who want to work together to get things done. Speaking to the Council of the Americas prior to his trip, Joe Biden said that the question should not be what the United States can doforthe region, but rather what the United States can dowiththe region. That is the correct (even Kennedy-esque) formulation. But it also implies an obligation for the region itself, as well as a recognition that there are some nations able and willing to partner with the United Statesand some who may not yet be ready to do so.¶That's why one of the most exciting initiatives in some time is the Pacific Alliance, which includes Chile, Colombia, Mexico, and Peru, four nations seeking to integrate their economies, financial sectors, and labor forces to increase market weight and drive global competitiveness. Others in Latin America and even outside the hemisphere are also seeking to join. This is a homegrown alliance that is an excellent example of four strong democracies recognizing the need for additional steps to improve competitiveness, and unwilling to wait for others to give them permission to do so.¶It offers strategic opportunity for the United States. Coupled with the nations of North America, the nations of the Pacific Alliance should be invited to a new trade and economic forum that would be dedicated to making concrete progress on economic issues among willing nations. By breaking out of the restrictive Summit of the Americas straightjacket, the United States can give a significant and appropriate boost to the open regionalismthat has long characterized Asia-Pacific relationsand can serve as a basis for more effective policy in the Americas. Other nations can then join the group according to their own timetables and readiness.¶Vice President Biden got it right: U.S. relations with Latin America and the Caribbean have matured from paternalism to partnership. This means that the United Statesmust be willing to pursue closer relations with those nations willing and able to partner with us, while refusing to be anchored to nations who see their interests apart from the United States. A near-term meeting among the leaders of North
New agency solves current problems with public diplomacy initiatives – ensures solvency. 
ZWEIBEL 6. [Michael, Director, Range Infrastructure and Investments, US Army Developmental Test Command, ATEC, Aberdeen, MD “Why we need to reestablish the USIA” Military Review Nov-Dec -- http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0PBZ/is_6_86/ai_n27084051/]
According to Edgar Schein, a prominent organizational theorist, coordination of effort is one of the four essential elements necessary for effective organizational performance. (52) The Policy Coordinating Committee for Public Diplomacy is an attempt to achieve this coordination of effort within DOS. Another of Schein's essential elements is "authority structure"--having an organizational structure or chain of command that gives one the right to direct the actions of others. (53) DOS, however, has split the public diplomacy functions between organizations with different chains of command. Without a proper authority structure, it will be difficult to coordinate public diplomacy effectively. A New-Old Recommendation  To address these persistent shortfalls, the U.S. Government should resurrect within DOS a construct similar to the old USIA. This new agency, which might be called the Public Diplomacy Agency, should be tightly coupled to DOS in both policy and management, just as USAID is. In a tripartite relationship with DOS and USAID, an organization like the Public Diplomacy Agency could wield the information instrument of national power very effectively to help us achieve our national objectives. If the president appointed its director and Congress appropriated funding, this independent agency would have the agility to execute its mission and the authority structure needed to coordinate public diplomacy in the most effective manner--all while remaining accountable to national security policy and the public. 

And public diplomacy is key to soft power – wins over hearts and minds – reform key. 
ZWEIBEL 6. [Michael, Director, Range Infrastructure and Investments, US Army Developmental Test Command, ATEC, Aberdeen, MD “Why we need to reestablish the USIA” Military Review Nov-Dec -- http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m0PBZ/is_6_86/ai_n27084051/]
The 1987 U.S. Department of State Dictionary of International Relations Terms states that "public diplomacy refers to government-sponsored programs intended to inform or influence public opinion in other countries; its chief instruments are publications, motion pictures, cultural exchanges, radio and television." DOS does, in fact, use a variety of media in its efforts to convey U.S. national values to foreign publics. They include information exchanges, English language education programs, student exchange programs, collaboration with indigenous or nongovernmental organizations, and radio and television. (8) Newer media such as the Internet and satellite broadcasting have also become effective tools for employing soft power. DOS uses them to provide direct information exchange to remote areas.  Public diplomacy is one of the national instruments of power employed to implement the U.S. National Security Strategy.By winning over the hearts and minds of individuals within a state, public diplomacy can help the U.S. Government move a state toward more democratic forms of government. If the United States can successfully use public diplomacy for this purpose, then it achieves one of the National Security Strategy objectives: to "expand the circle of development by opening societies and building the infrastructure of democracy." (9)  Despite--or perhaps because of--the success it had conveying enduring U.S. values to the people in Communist countries, USIA was downsized after the cold war, and its functions were eventually merged into DOS. With these actions, the United States relegated public diplomacy to a lesser priority and effectively marginalized its ability to brandish soft power.  After 9/11, the United States declared war against religious terrorists originating in Muslim countries. In many of these countries, there is a general lack of understanding and, in some cases, a total rejection of Western ideals; U.S. interests are often misunderstood. Nye suggests that unrest in the Middle East lies at the heart of this terrorism, and that the unrest is symptomatic of a struggle between Islamic moderates and extremists. He claims that the United States and its allies will win the war on terror only if they adopt policies that appeal to the moderates and use public diplomacy effectively to communicate that appeal. (10) While all elements of national power can be used to counter religious extremists, public diplomacy can be especially effective in winning over moderates and reducing the influence of the extremists. The U.S. Government, in its national policy decisions, should give increased emphasis to the use of public diplomacy as an instrument of national power.
3
Obama administration is continuing a hard-line approach against Cuba – too many issues blocks relations
Jones, Professor of History at Southwestern Adventist University, specializes in American foreign policy and military history,12/21/13(Steve, “Will The Obama-Castro Handshake Really Matter?”, http://usforeignpolicy.about.com/od/backgroundhistory/fl/Will-The-Obama-Castro-Handshake-Really-Matter.htm, Jpape)

What if, after shaking hands at the memorial service for Nelson Mandela on December 10, 2013, Barack Obama and Cuban President Raul Castro took an hour and actually discussed differences between their two countries? Knowing that the Cold War is long over, and that true communism as a workable governmental option is dead, would their conversation open doors to normalized relations between the U.S. and Cuba?¶ My answer? No.¶ The "What-If? Game" is a little dicey. In history, it's not considered good practice. It might lead to some great alternative history stories, but that's about it. In foreign policy, however, it might actually lead to some creative thinking and good diplomacy. (For example, the U.S. and Russia brokering a chemical weapons agreement with Syria in September 2013.)¶ Okay, so what if Obama and Castro did have a sit-down? They might have a constructive chat, but there are too many issues in the way of a speedy normalization of relations.¶ Here are a few¶ Alan Gross¶Alan Gross, now 64, was a contractor with USAID distributing communications gear to Jewish groups when he was arrested in Havana, Cuba, in December 2009. In 2011 a Cuban court convicted Gross for crimes against the Cuban government. He was sentenced to 15 years in prison.¶ On the fourth anniversary of his detention, Gross sent a letter to Obama through the U.S. diplomatic mission in Havana (the U.S. has no official embassy in Cuba) questioning why Obama's administration is not vigorously negotiating for his release.¶ Gross' imprisonment may be in retaliation for the U.S. arrest and conviction of five Cubans for espionage in Florida in 1998.¶ Cuba has reportedly said it is open to negotiations for Gross' release, but so far Obama has adopted a policy of calling for Gross' unconditional, non-negotiated release.¶Human Rights Concerns¶ Cuba routinely appears in the U.S. State Department's annual report on global human rights abuses.¶ The 2012 report (issued in early 2013), said Cuba's main human rights violations were "abridgement of the right of citizens to change the government; government threats, intimidation, mobs, harassment, and detentions to prevent free expression and peaceful assembly; and a record number of politically motivated and at times violent short-term detentions."¶ Other violations, the report alleges, include:¶ Unlawful use of force¶ Harsh prison conditions¶ Arbitrary arrests¶ Selective prosecution¶ Denials of fair trials¶ Government interference with privacy and "pervasive monitoring of private communications"¶ Government interference with freedom of speech and press¶ Restriction of Internet access¶ Government monopoly on media outlets¶ Restrictions on religious affiliation and worship¶ Restrictions on workers' rights¶ Certainly, the U.S. has relations with other countries that have just as many violations on the U.S. Human Rights report. But given that a return to normal U.S.-Cuban relations would mean basically starting from scratch, those violations are non-starters.¶ American Politics¶The Cuban-American delegation in Congress has traditionally taken a hard-line approach to the Castro regime, and it shows no sign of relenting. They focus on the historical human rights abuses that many of their ancestors and constituents' ancestors endured in the early days of the Cuban revolution, and see no need to change direction.¶ While 66 senators and representatives urged Obama this month to seek a negotiated release for Alan Gross, another 14 conservatives including Marco Rubio, Florida, and Ted Cruz, Texas, both with Cuban-American heritage, urged Obama to continue the hard-line approach of seeking an unconditional release.¶ Castro Himself¶ After taking over as president from his brother in 2006, Raul Castro began implementing some economic reforms, which he calls "updating," that include privatizing some farms and businesses that the government once ran. His economic advisors have admitted that the state simply cannot do it all. (Of course, we knew that.)¶ On December 21, 2013, Castro warned, however, that he would not let privatization challenge state-run entities or embark on unauthorized ventures. He also hinted that he would not let the United States push his reforms any faster than he wanted them to go.¶ "We do not ask the United States to change its political and social system, nor do we agree to negotiate over ours," Castro told the Cuban Parliament. "If we really want to make progress in bilateral relations, we have to learn to respect each other's differences and get used to living peacefully with them. Otherwise, no. We are ready for another 55 years like the last." Given the American penchant for basing its foreign policy on democratic regime change, that would seem to be that.
Increased engagement only emboldens the Castro regime

Ros-Lehtinen, chairman emeritus of the House Foreign Affairs Committee and current chairman of its Middle East and North Africa subcommittee,12/23/13 (Ileana, “When a handshake is more than a polite gesture”, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2013/dec/15/ros-lehtinen-when-a-handshake-is-more-than-a-polit/, Jpape)

Cuba, like Iran, is designated by the United States as a state sponsor of terrorism that harbors terrorists and U.S. fugitives, holds hostage a U.S. citizen, and routinely undermines our national-security interests. This is the same Castro regime that in August was caught red-handed sending weapons and military equipment to North Korea in violation of multiple U.N. Security Council resolutions, and the same regime responsible for the killings of three U.S. citizens and one U.S. resident when it ordered the attack against the Brothers to the Rescue planes over international waters in 1996. While shaking a brutal dictator’s hand that is stained with the blood of thousands of Cubans may be viewed as a mere cordial gesture by some, it is an action that is deeply painful to those of us who have experienced and fled the cruelty of the Castro regime, many of whom live in my congressional district.¶ While Mr. Obama was shaking Raul Castro’s hand, more than 150 Cuban pro-democracy leaders were being rounded up and thrown in prison in Cuba for exercising their rights of free speech, free press and free association. It is unfortunate, but not surprising, that this roundup occurred on International Human Rights Day, considering that these courageous heroes’ attempt to exercise the fundamental freedoms observed on this day caused them to be thrown into jail.¶ Many in the international community and the mainstream media ignore the reality of the dire situation in Cuba. It cannot be disputed that the regime continues to have an abysmal human rights record and continues to harass and beat members of peaceful pro-democracy organizations such as the Ladies in White and the Patriotic Union of Cuba.¶ Words matter, but actions speak louder than words. This handshake was but another lamentable misstep in the conduct of Mr. Obama’s foreign policy throughout his time in office. For example, in his first inauguration speech, Mr. Obama said: “To those leaders around the globe who seek to sow conflict, or blame their society’s ills on the West: Know that your people will judge you on what you can build, not what you destroy. To those who cling to power through corruption and deceit and the silencing of dissent, know that you are on the wrong side of history; but that we will extend a hand if you are willing to unclench your fist.”¶ I agree that leaders should not blame their nations’ shortcomings on the West. But Cuba under the Castros and the Venezuelan regime under Nicolas Maduro continue to do just that. Mr. Maduro continues to blame the United States for its own domestic problems and deteriorating economic situation, but the Obama administration desperately seeks a relationship with his regime. Despite Mr. Maduro having won his election through fraud and that he is ruling by decree, and despite the fact that he continues to oppress his own people, has expelled U.S. diplomats, and continues to threaten the opposition with cooked-up charges and arrests, the administration wants closer ties with him.¶ Meanwhile in Cuba, while temporary detentions and oppression continue to rise, the president granted the Castro brothers a huge concession: economic relief through tourism travel. As a result of the Obama administration’s easing of travel restrictions to Cuba for tourism, the Castro regime is now receiving a large influx of money during a time that Cuba’s economy is failing, which in turn it can use to continue its oppression of those who are yearning for democratic freedoms. Does this plan sound familiar? It has not worked in Cuba, and it will not work in Iran, where the president wishes to give the Iranian regime an infusion of billions of dollars that may be used to further sponsor terrorist activities against U.S. citizens.¶ Ultimately, the Castro regime has shown its true colors time and time again. Engagement, accommodation and appeasement by the Obama administration have only emboldened Havana’s decrepit dictators. The Cuban regime’s policy is to lie and mislead the international community to achieve its selfish goals, while amassing huge personal fortunes for regime elites as the people of the island suffer.¶ As the saying goes, a picture is worth a thousand words, and gestures matter. Shaking Raul Castro’s hand, while dismissed by some as only a handshake, not only emboldens the regime, but will not stop the atrocious acts against the Cuban people. Mr. Obama extended his hand to Raul Castro, even though the Castro brothers are unwilling to unclench their fist over the Cuban people.
Emboldened regime causes a CVI alliance

(CVI: Cuba, Venezuela, Iran)
Brookes 9(Peter is a Heritage Foundation senior fellow and a former deputy assistant secretary of defense. “KEEP THE EMBARGO, O” April 15, 2009, http://www.nypost.com/p/news/opinion/opedcolumnists/item_Oul9gWKYCFsACA0D6IVpvL)
In the end, though, it's still Fidel Castro and his brother Raul who'll decide whether there'll be a thaw in ties with the United States -- or not. And in usual Castro-style, Fidel himself stood defiant in response to the White House proclamation, barely recognizing the US policy shift. Instead, and predictably, Fidel demanded an end to el bloqueo (the blockade) -- without any promises of change for the people who labor under the regime's hard-line policies. So much for the theory that if we're nice to them, they'll be nice to us. Many are concerned that the lack of love from Havana will lead Washington to make even more unilateral concessions to create an opening with Fidel and the gang. Of course, the big empanada is the US economic embargo against Cuba, in place since 1962, which undoubtedly is the thing Havana most wants done away with -- without any concessions on Cuba's part, of course. Lifting the embargo won't normalize relations, but instead legitimize -- and wave the white flag to -- Fidel's 50-year fight against the Yanquis, further lionizing the dictator and encouraging the Latin American Left. Because the economy is nationalized, trade will pour plenty of cash into the Cuban national coffers -- allowing Havana to suppress dissent at home and bolster its communist agenda abroad. The last thing we should do is to fill the pockets of a regime that'll use those profits to keep a jackboot on the neck of the Cuban people. The political and human-rights situation in Cuba is grim enough already. The police state controls the lives of 11 million Cubans in what has become an island prison. The people enjoy none of the basic civil liberties -- no freedom of speech, press, assembly or association. Security types monitor foreign journalists, restrict Internet access and foreign news and censor the domestic media. The regime holds more than 200 political dissidents in jails that rats won't live in. We also don't need a pumped-up Cuba that could become a serious menace to US interests in Latin America, the Caribbean -- or beyond. (The likes of China, Russia and Iran might also look to partner with a revitalized Cuba.) With an influx of resources, the Cuban regime would surely team up with the rulers of nations like Venezuela, Nicaragua and Bolivia to advance socialism and anti-Americanism in the Western Hemisphere. The embargo has stifled Havana's ambitions ever since the Castros lost their Soviet sponsorship in the early 1990s. Anyone noticed the lack of trouble Cuba has caused internationally since then? Contrast that with the 1980s some time. Regrettably, 110 years after independence from Spain (courtesy of Uncle Sam), Cuba still isn't free. Instead of utopia, it has become a dystopia at the hands of the Castro brothers. The US embargo remains a matter of principle -- and an appropriate response to Cuba's brutal repression of its people. Giving in to evil only begets more of it. Haven't we learned that yet? Until we see progress in loosing the Cuban people from the yoke of the communist regime, we should hold firm onto the leverage the embargo provides.

Alliance allows covert expansion of Iranian nukes – causes nuclear war

Fugitt, Prof. at School of Graduate and Continuing Studies in Diplomacy, Norwich University,12(Kristina, “The Export of Iran’s Nuclear Program to Latin America: Implications for United States Security”, http://globalsecuritystudies.com/Fugitt%20Iran%20LA.pdf, 2/20/12, Jpape)

The alliance between Mahmoud Ahmadinejad, Hugo Chavez and Fidel Castro is increasing Iran’s capability of executing a coordinated, bi-lateral, nuclear attack on the United ¶ States and Israel. Several trips conducted by Ahmadinejad lately to South America show that ¶ there is an increase of interest devoted to those nations. That interest is assisting several of them ¶ in building nuclear capabilities. The concerned parties insist that the capabilities are for peaceful ¶ purposes such as energy and other infrastructural uses. However, some believe that there is a ¶ more sinister reason hiding beneath the surface. These claims will be explored and analyzed ¶ through study of the facts and opinions of many scholars. Although Iran, Venezuela and Cuba are improving their nuclear programs and possibly closing in on the apocalyptic gap of nuclear war, we and/or Israel should not attack Iran. It is important that this venture in undertaken ¶ without war-mongering against the said nations, as it is important to build diplomatic relations in ¶ this case, rather than to completely annihilate any chances of peace and instill total fear in my ¶ readers. ¶ Since Iran televised their “new” advance in nuclear technology-inserting a rod into a ¶ nuclear reactor in Tehran- their nuclear program is in the news daily. There are non-stop ¶ interviews of politicians, asking whether the United States should convene militarily, and what ¶ the dangers are of taking action. On top of that, the United States is constantly conducting talks ¶ with Israel, and advising them not to strike Iran preemptively. This is perhaps the most ¶ challenging game of diplomacy the United States has played in recent years. Additionally, with ¶ the recent foiled attacks against Israeli diplomats in Thailand, and the emergence of Iranian ¶ terrorists found in other Malaysian nations planning the same type of attacks, Israel’s ¶ government is getting very nervous and “trigger happy (CNN, 2012).” ¶ ¶ Challenges Presented by Iran’s Program ¶ ¶ Several reactor sites currently exist in Iran, buried deep in the earth to protect them from ¶ attack. There are centrifuge sites near Natanz and Tehran, and a plant in Qom “that is built into ¶ the side of a mountain, representing a more challenging target (Kroenig, 2012).” If we know ¶ where they are, why don’t we just destroy them? If only this historic diplomatic quagmire was ¶ so easy to solve! These are the sites that we know of in Iran, and we presume that we already ¶ know every capability of those sites due to the unquestionably perfect intelligence that the U.S. ¶ possesses. But, we also know that the Soviet Union has sold nuclear material to Iran in the past, ¶ and no bomb as been built to date. Therefore, a preemptive attack against a target that has the ¶ “big possibility” of being harmless would most likely hurt our cause rather than help it. ¶ ¶ Suppose however, that Iran is using their relationship with Cuba and Venezuela, to hide ¶ more advanced capabilities within their borders-essentially in our backyard. In 1962 the Soviet ¶ Union sent ships “riding high in the water” to Cuba, delivering missiles. How do we know that ¶ Iran is not guilty of the same activity current day? Iranian ships have delivered arms to the ¶ Palestinians, and although we know about those activities, can we safely say we know everything ¶ that is shipped to Latin America? The relationship between Iran, Cuba, and Venezuela open the ¶ possibilities of such things happening. However, let’s not jump to conclusions and decide to ¶ blow Iran and all its allies off the map just yet. After all, that’s the “said reason” Iran wants a ¶ bomb in the first place-so it can blow Israel off the map. 
4
The aff’s attempt to spread the US economic model leads to global proletarianization of the consumer which makes the economy unsustainable and kills value to life
Bernard Stiegler 2004 The Decadence of Industrial Democracies Disbelief and Discredit, Volume 1 Translated by Daniel Ross and Suzanne Arnold pg 63

In the twentieth century, however, mnemo-technologies supporting the culture and programme industries, mnemo-technologies that were initially analogical and are today digital, and that took the form of information and communication technologies, were implemented on a massive scale, thereby constituting a new stage of grammatization, and as such a new age of capitalism. This is how the globalization of capitalism was completed, by imposing the proletarianization of the consumer - after the earlier separation of the producer and the consumer that resulted from mechanization. And consumers, in turn, find themselves disindividuated: just as workers-become-proletarian find themselves deprived of the capacity to work the world through their work, that is, through their savoir-faire, so too consumers lose their savoir-vivre insofar as this means their singular way of being in the world, that is, of existing.¶ It is in this way that the total proletarian emerges, expropriated of all knowledge, condemned to a life-without-knowledge, that is, without savours [saveurs], thrown into an insipid and, at times, squalid [immonde] world: at the same time economically, symbolically and libidinally immiserated. Just as the proletarianization of the worker is the rationalization of subsistence such that it ends in a pure becoming-commodity of labour force, that is, of the body, so too the proletarianization of consumers is the rationalization of existence as the becoming-commodity of consciousness, which is to say, as well, the reduction of consumers to subsistence conditions and the annihilation of their existence: this is what the Le Lay affair demonstrates. It is a matter of controlling the behaviour of bodies insofar as they consume and in order that they consume, and, as such, the times of consciousness become audiences constituting a new commodity. Obviously consciousnesses do not sell themselves on the market of conscious time: that is done by brokers in buying power who furnish to investors access to these consciousnesses, in order that they may conform to behavioural standards permitting the reduction of the diversity of existences to calculable and therefore manageable particularities of a set of customers, segmented by niche marketing.¶ The proletarianization of consumption is the response of the capitalist process to the tendency, induced by productivity gains, for the rate of profit to decline: capital henceforth increases its profit margins mainly by extending its markets, which becomes the motor of planetarization, as units of production become delocalized. This means an ever-increasing circulation and deterritori- alization, concretized through the intermediary of digitalization and the convergence of information and communication technologies, constituting a planetary grammatization of behaviour, of production as well as consumption, that is, a planetary dis- existentialization of the gestures of work or, in other words, a planetary loss of savoir-faire, and constituting as well a particularization of existence inducing a planetary loss of savoir-vivre, that is, a planetary loss of individuation, a generalization of the process of proletarianization to all modes of existence and subsistence.¶ This is also the implementation of a planetary process of adoption, driven by the capturing, harnessing and rational channelling of libido. Now, there is also a tendency for libidinal energy to decline: a liquidation of singularity (of savoir-faire and savoir- vivre) that contradicts the constitution of desire. But this is not simply a new example of the ‘contradictions’ of capitalism. It involves an aporia lying within hyper-industrial capitalism itself, insofar as the question is no longer only economic: it is the spirit of capitalism, and its rationality, that is, its reason, that here encounters its own limits insofar as it becomes self-destructive. Reason, understood by the spirit of capitalism as ratio and rationalization, that is, as reckoning [comput] and rational accounting [comptabilite rationnelle] (as shown, notably, by Weber), tends to destroy the motives for producing as well as consuming. Such is the catastrophe of the industrial democracies, at the end of a long history of training [dressage], a long history of attempts to incite increased labour and then to incite increased consumption. Weber described the earliest forms of such attempts, taking place at the origins of pre-industrial capitalism and throughout the course of the eighteenth century, yet Weber never managed to grasp the question of consumption. Nor did Marx, whose causal models Weber nevertheless contests, by opening the question of a spirit defined as trust, and where trust is understood as calculation.
The alt is to reject the affirmative for the call to expand the economic toxicity of hyperindustrial capitalism to all corners of Latin America

Bernard Stiegler 2010"For a new Critique of Political Economy" trans.Daniel Ross pg 4-7

Those-who advocate stimulating consumption as the path to economic recovery want neither to hear nor speak about the end of consumerism. But the French government, which advocates stimulating investment, is no more willing than those who advocate stimulat​ing consumption to call the consumerist industrial model into question. The French version of “stimulating investment” (which seems more subtle when it comes from Barack Obama) argues that the best way to save consumption is through investment that is, by restoring “profitability," which will in turn restore an entrepre​neurial dynamism itself founded upon consumerism and its counterpart, market-driven productivism.In other words, this “investment’” proposes no long​term view capable of drawing any lessons from the collapse of an industrial model based on the automobile, on oil, and on the construction of highway networks, as well as on the Hertzien networks of the culture indus​tries. This ensemble has until recently formed the basis of consumerism, yet today it is obsolete, a fact which became dear during the autumn of 2008. In other words, this “investment" is not an investment: it is on the contrary a disinvestment, an abdication which consists in doing no more than burying one's head in the sand.¶ This “investment policy,” which has no goal other than the reconstitution of the consumerist model, is the translation of a moribund ideology, desperately trying to prolong the life of a model which has become self-destructive, denying and concealing for as long as possible the fact that the consumerist model is now mas​sively toxic (a toxicity extending far beyond the question of “toxic assets") because it has reached its limits. This denial is a matter of trying, for as long as possible, to maintain the colossal profits that can be accrued by those capable of exploiting it.¶ The consumerist model has reached its limits because it has become systemically short-termist, because it has given rise to a systemic stupidity that structurally prevents the reconstitution of a long-term horizon.This invest​ment” is not an investment according to any terms other than those of pure accounting: it is a pure and simple reestablishment of the state of things, trying to rebuild the industrial landscape without at all changing its struc​ture, still less its axioms, all in the hope of protecting income levels that had hitherto been achievable.Such may be the hope, but these are the false hopes of those with buried heads. The genuine object of debate raised by the crisis, and by the question of how to escape this crisis, ought to be how to overcome the short- termism to which we have been led by a consumerism intrinsically destructive of all genuine investment—chat is, of investment in the future—a short-termism which has system ically, and not accidentally, been translated into the decomposition of investment into speculation.Whether we must, in order to avoid a major eco​nomic catastrophe, and to attenuate the social injustice caused by the crisis, stimulate consumption and the eco​nomic machine such as it still is, is a question as urgent as it is legitimate—-as long as such a policy does not simply aggravate the situation at the cost of millions and bil​lions of euros or dollars while at the same time masking the true question, which is to produce a vision and a political will capable of progressively moving away from the economico-political complex of consumption so as to enter into the complex of a new type of investment, which must be a social and political investment or, in other words, an investment in a common desire, that is, in what Aristode called philia, and which would then form the basis of a new type of economic investment.Between the absolute urgency which obviously imposes the imperative of salvaging the present situation—and of avoiding the passage from a global economic crisis to a global political crisis that might yet unleash military conflicts of global dimensions— and the absolute necessity that consists in producing a potential future in the form of a political and social will capable of making a break with the present situation, there is clearly a contradiction. Such a contradiction is characteristic of what happens to a dynamic system (in this case, the industrial system and the global capitalist system) once it has begun to mutate,This question is political as much as it is economic: it is a question of political economy, a matter of knowing in what precisely this mutation consists, and to what polit​ical, but also industrial, choices it leads: it is a matter of knowing what new industrial politics is required (on this point at least, Barack Obama seems slightly ahead of the Europeans, who remain experts at functioning in a state of denial).Only such a response is capable of simultaneously dealing with the question of what urgent and immediate steps are necessary in order to salvage the industrial system, and with the question of the how such steps must be inscribed within an economic and politi​cal mutation amounting to a revolution—if it is true that when a model has run its course [revolu], then its transformation, through which alone it can avoid total destruction, constitutes a revolution.
Transition
Plan would be ineffective – doesn’t solve labor and commercial issues

Perales et al., 10-  senior program associate of the Latin American Program at the Woodrow  Wilson International Center for Scholars. (Jose Raul, “The United States and Cuba:  Implications of an Economic  Relationship,” Woodrow Wilson Center Latin American Program, August 2010, http://www.wilsoncenter.org/sites/default/files/LAP_Cuba_Implications.pdf) 

Regardless of the U.S. government’s actions, a post-embargo, post-Castro Cuba does not necessarily imply a business bonanza for U.S. companies, added Professor José Azel of the University of Miami’s Institute for Cuban and Cuban American Studies. Conventional wisdom holds that U.S. companies will rush in to invest in the island if and when the legal and political circumstances allow them. However, given Cuba’s difficult economic situation, the international community needs to significantly lower its expectations regarding U.S. foreign direct investment in Cuba. Azel predicted that U.S. exports to Cuba will surge following a (hopefully) peaceful regime transition on the island; however, exports will not lead to the technological transfers, expertise, and capital requirements that the country will desperately need to grow its economy. The United States will obviously want to invest in a post-Castro Cuba; but it is companies, not countries, that make investments.¶ To support his view, Azel explained the three principal reasons that companies engage in foreign direct investment. First, companies are resource seeking; they invest to secure country-specific resources available only within that market. Oil, nickel, and tourism are examples of such resources in Cuba. These have and will continue to attract a certain level of foreign direct investment, argued Azel, regardless of who is in power or the country’s market friendliness. Second, companies are efficiency seeking; they invest to make efficiency gains. Companies engage in foreign direct investment for this reason because they are looking to take advantage of lower labor costs or of a privileged distribution location. However, Cuba lacks an ideal labor force in comparison to that of its neighbors. After more than half a century under a totalitarian regime and a centrally planned command economy, Cuba’s labor force has not been able to develop the kind of efficiencies needed to attract foreign direct investment. Finally, companies are market seeking; they invest to establish a foothold in a new market that is deemed strategic or dense. However, while the island nation has more than eleven million citizens, its impoverishment means that its market has few effective consumers. A far more rational strategy to supply a market exhibiting these conditions would be to manufacture finished goods elsewhere and export them to Cuba.

Cuba will gradually implement reforms that will liberalize its government and economy

Lopez Levy 13 

Arturo, Lecturer and Doctoral Candidate, University of Denver, "Cuba Under Raul Castro: Economic Reform as Priority?", Feb 25 2013, www.huffingtonpost.com/arturo-lopez-levy/cuba-under-raul-castro_b_2754397.html
Raul Castro's first presidential term was marked by economic reform and political liberalization. Over the last five years, the government created important institutional foundations for a mixed economy and a less vertical relationship between the state and civil society. Beginning in 2009, a commission to discuss and implement the reforms was created, and through its own initiative, the Council of State instituted an anti-corruption general agency, while restructuring various ministries, in particular, the Super Ministry for Basic Industry in charge of Energy and Mining, and the Sugar Industry. The institutional changes have been accompanied by fiscal, credit and migration reform, a law for cooperatives, as well as the legalization of various markets for consumer goods (real estate, used cars, fast food and restaurants) and services (transportation) directly impacting Cubans' daily lives.¶ The presidential succession from Fidel to Raul Castro has been complemented by an almost completely renovated Council of Ministers and an inter-generational transition in the military command at the level of regional armies and in the party and government at intermediate levels.¶ The Economy as Priority¶ The strategic nature of the economic transition is expressed in the changes in the composition of the labor force. In less than three years between 2010 and 2013, the number of individuals working in small businesses practically tripled, from around 160,000 to 390,000. The liberalization of the licensing process and the amplifying of the production scale on which these businesses operate are significant. Likewise, contracts between state and non-state sectors have been liberalized, opening the possibility for improved productive and administrative synergies between the two, as well as the creation of wholesale markets and credit mechanisms to support the emerging private sector.¶ By the end of 2012, the law of cooperatives was approved, indicating a move away from government control over significant areas of agricultural production, services, small industries and transportation. The legislation included mechanisms to create as well as dissolve such entities, offering a legal framework for their operation within market logic. The law allows for the creation of second degree or cluster cooperatives, a legal mechanism that facilitates amplification of production, the coordination of activities and the establishment of stable relationships between various cooperatives.

The plan reverses Cuban liberalization—lifting the embargo fosters instability

Radosh 13

(Ron, adjunct fellow at the Hudson Institute, “Ron Radosh: The Time to Help Cuba’s Brave Dissidents Is Now- Why the Embargo Must Not be Lifted,” March 20th, Online: http://interamericansecuritywatch.com/ron-radosh-the-time-to-help-cubas-brave-dissidents-is-now-why-the-embargo-must-not-be-lifted/) 

What these liberals and leftists leave out is that this demand — lifting the embargo — is also the number one desire of the Cuban Communists. In making it the key demand, these well-meaning (at least some of them) liberals echo precisely the propaganda of the Cuban government, thereby doing the Castro brothers’ work for them here in the United States. And, as we know, many of those who call for this actually believe that the Cuban government is on the side of the people, and favor the Cuban Revolution which they see as a positive role model for the region. They have always believed, since the 1960s of their youth, that socialism in Cuba has pointed the way forward to development and liberty based on the kind of socialist society they wish could exist in the United States.¶ Another brave group of Cuban opponents of the regime has actually taped a television interview filmed illegally in Havana. “Young Cuban democracy leader Antonio Rodiles,” an American support group called Capitol Hill Cubans has reported, “has just released the latest episode of his civil society project Estado de Sats (filmed within Cuba), where he discusses the importance U.S. sanctions policy with two of Cuba’s most renowned opposition activists and former political prisoners, Guillermo Fariñas and Jose Daniel Ferrer.”¶ The argument they present is aimed directly at those on the left in the United States, some of whom think they are helping democracy in Cuba by calling for an end to the embargo. In strong and clear language, the two dissidents say the following:¶ If at this time, the [economic] need of the Cuban government is satisfied through financial credits and the lifting of the embargo, repression would increase, it would allow for a continuation of the Castro’s society, totalitarianism would strengthen its hold and philosophically, it would just be immoral … If you did an opinion poll among Cuban opposition activists, the majority would be in favor of not lifting the embargo. 

Instability doesn’t spillover – empirics

Mesa-Lago and Vidal-Alejandro 10 (Carmelo Mesa-Lago, distinguished Service Professor Emeritus of Economics and Latin American Studies at the University of Pittsburgh; and Pavel Vidal-Alejandro, Centro de Estudios sobre la Economia Cubana, “The Impact of the Global Crisis on¶ Cuba’s Economy and Social Welfare” <http://journals.cambridge.org/action/displayFulltext?type=1&fid=7957006&jid=LAS&volumeId=42&issueId=04&aid=7957004> November 2010)
The global ﬁnancial–economic crisis that began in 2008 generated transmission mechanisms from developed to developing economies that were in¶ turn conditioned by domestic factors that might attenuate or accentuate the¶ economic and social eﬀects of the recession. Cuba is a special case, however.¶ It is an open economy in the sense that it is exposed to trade-growth transmission mechanisms, but its socialist centralised economy and widespread¶ free social services may attenuate the eﬀects of the crisis.1¶ The Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean’s¶ (ECLAC) preliminary 2009 report noted that the strongest eﬀects of the¶ global crisis on the region were channelled not through the ﬁnancial sector¶ but through the economy, by a decline in exports, commodity prices,¶ remittances, tourism and foreign direct investment. The Latin American¶ countries’ ﬁnancial systems did not deteriorate, currency markets were relatively calm, and external obligations were met:¶ The emergence from this crisis has been quicker than expected, largely thanks to the¶ ramparts that the countries of the region had built through sounder macroeconomic¶ policy management _ The Latin American economies went into the crisis with¶ unprecedented liquidity and solvency_ The positive stimulus of ﬁscal policy action¶ was one of the distinctive features of economic management in 2009.2¶ The Inter-American Development Bank (IADB) report on the impact of the¶ global crisis concluded that the region avoided the currency and debt crises¶ and bank runs so typical of previous episodes of global ﬁnancial turbulence¶ thanks to the strength of its macro-economic fundamentals: low inﬂation,¶ twin external and ﬁscal surpluses, a sound banking system, a large stock of¶ international reserves, and more ﬂexible exchange rate regimes. These¶ strengths allowed governments to respond with counter-cyclical monetary,¶ ﬁscal and credit policies to mitigate the adverse impact of the global crisis. In¶ addition, a key innovation in this episode of global ﬁnancial turbulence was¶ the readiness of the world community to act as an international lender of last¶ resort by providing assistance to emerging markets.3

No impact to bioterror

Dove 12 [Alan Dove, PhD in Microbiology, science journalist and former Adjunct Professor at New York University, “Who’s Afraid of the Big, Bad Bioterrorist?” Jan 24 2012, http://alandove.com/content/2012/01/whos-afraid-of-the-big-bad-bioterrorist/]

The second problem is much more serious. Eliminating the toxins, we’re left with a list of infectious bacteria and viruses. With a single exception, these organisms are probably near-useless as weapons, and history proves it.¶There have been at least three well-documented military-style deployments of infectious agents from the list, plus one deployment of an agent that’s not on the list. I’m focusing entirely on the modern era, by the way. There are historical reports of armies catapulting plague-ridden corpses over city walls and conquistadors trying to inoculate blankets with Variola (smallpox), but it’s not clear those “attacks” were effective. Those diseases tended to spread like, well, plagues, so there’s no telling whether the targets really caught the diseases from the bodies and blankets, or simply picked them up through casual contact with their enemies.¶Of the four modern biowarfare incidents, two have been fatal. The first was the 1979 Sverdlovsk anthrax incident, which killed an estimated 100 people. In that case, a Soviet-built biological weapons lab accidentally released a large plume of weaponized Bacillus anthracis (anthrax) over a major city. Soviet authorities tried to blame the resulting fatalities on “bad meat,” but in the 1990s Western investigators were finally able to piece together the real story. The second fatal incident also involved anthrax from a government-run lab: the 2001 “Amerithrax” attacks. That time, a rogue employee (or perhaps employees) of the government’s main bioweapons lab sent weaponized, powdered anthrax through the US postal service. Five people died.¶That gives us a grand total of around 105 deaths, entirely from agents that were grown and weaponized in officially-sanctioned and funded bioweapons research labs. Remember that.¶Terrorist groups have also deployedbiological weapons twice, and these cases are very instructive. The first was the 1984 Rajneeshee bioterror attack, in which members of a cult in Oregon inoculated restaurant salad bars with Salmonella bacteria (an agent that’s not on the “select” list). 751 people got sick, but nobody died. Public health authorities handled it as a conventional foodborne Salmonella outbreak, identified the sources and contained them. Nobody even would have known it was a deliberate attack if a member of the cult hadn’t come forward afterward with a confession. Lesson: our existing public health infrastructure was entirely adequate to respond to a major bioterrorist attack.¶Thesecond genuine bioterrorist attack took place in 1993. Members of the AumShinrikyocult successfully isolated and grew a large stock of anthrax bacteria, then sprayed it as an aerosol from the roof of a building in downtown Tokyo. The cult was well-financed,and had many highly educated members, so this release over the world’s largest city really represented a worst-case scenario.¶Nobody got sick or died. From the cult’s perspective, it was a complete and utter failure. Again, the only reason we even found out about it was a post-hoc confession. Aum members later demonstrated their lab skills by producing Sarin nerve gas, with far deadlier results. Lesson: one of the top “select agents” is extremely hard to grow and deploy even for relatively skilled non-state groups. It’s a really crappy bioterrorist weapon.¶ Taken together, these events point to an uncomfortable but inevitable conclusion: our biodefense industry is a far greater threat to us than any actual bioterrorists.

Latin America’s Economy is growing

UPI 8/29/13 (“Despite hiccups, Latin America heading for growth” http://www.upi.com/Science_News/Technology/2013/08/29/Despite-hiccups-Latin-America-heading-for-growth/UPI-92861377803265/)
RIO DE JANEIRO, Aug. 29 (UPI) -- Brazil may be slowing down and Argentina may be struggling with its foreign currency holdings, but Latin America on the whole is heading for strong growth, new research indicates.¶ An upbeat prognosis on growth in the region including South America, Central America and adjoining Caribbean states follows research conducted for UPS by TNS Gallup.¶ The study forms part of the latest UPS Business Monitor Latin America directory that looks into prospects for business, including opportunities for the logistics firm.¶ Technology and construction continue to be identified as the industries with the greatest growth opportunity according to the surveyed executives in Latin America.¶Nonetheless, when compared to the results from the 2011 BMLA study, business services fell to fifth place and was replaced this year by leisure and tourism as a sector with more growth opportunity.¶ Leisure and tourism is seen in Brazil as a major growth area between now, next year's FIFA World Cup and the 2016 Summer Olympics. However, businesses and the government of President DilmaRousseff are locked in an ongoing tussle over getting the priorities right. Critics warn Brazil may squander major business opportunities offered by the tournaments if it doesn't address demands for infrastructural reforms, tighter security and a more even distribution of income to forestall social unrest.¶ Analysts see Latin America region as still a largely untapped market for many sectors of business in North America and Europe. Canadian and U.S. companies are forever trying to tap into the region's emerging markets where some new entrants without Portuguese or Spanish language skills are bedeviled by the linguistic barriers.¶ EU's spiralling unemployment has become a headhunting opportunity for Latin American businesses as they consider rich pickings from economically troubled Portugal and Spain. Analysts say the impact of skilled European migration into Latin America and its effect on business growth in the area is yet to be measured.¶ About 70 percent of small and medium-sized companies surveyed believe businesses in Latin America will grow strongly in the next 12 months, up from 62 percent in 2011, UPS said.¶ It's produced an outlook on the current opinions, attitudes and trends among the business leaders of the small and medium-sized enterprises in the region.¶ The study, commissioned by UPS and conducted by TNS Gallup between April and May 2013, surveyed more than 800 top-level small and medium-sized firms' executives in seven Latin American and Caribbean countries. The results revealed that almost half of the respondents believe their business is better today than a year ago, especially in Chile at 64 percent, Mexico 63 percent and Colombia at 51 percent.¶ "The results from the latest BMLA study demonstrate an increase in Latin American SMEs that foresee growth in their businesses over the next 12 months compared to 2011," UPS Americas Region President Romaine Seguin said.¶ "We are seeing businesses betting on their own countries and region through their investments," Seguin said. Nearly half of Latin American executives surveyed do not feel that the economic and financial context of developed countries will affect their businesses showing real confidence in growth, Seguin added.¶ Though the positive outlook for business growth increased from past years, small and executives continue to face some of the same issues they had expressed in previous installments of the study.¶ For example, Brazilian SMEs remain concerned about finding and retaining qualified personnel, while Argentine executives continue to mention an increase in labor costs as their top worry. This year, Colombians showed that market slowdown is their main concern.¶ "Latin America has come a long way over the last few years; they have a new sense of self, both politically and economically, and you can see this in the optimism revealed by SMEs across the region," said Eduardo Gamarra, professor of Latin American and Caribbean politics at Florida International University, who serves as an expert for the BMLA study.¶ Although adoption of information technology was identified by 84 percent of the surveyed executives as a "very important driver for competitiveness," only 14 percent considered it an investment priority. However, investment in marketing and sales is seen as a top priority.¶ Businesses also fret over fiscal constraints and taxation issues which they see as barriers to growth.¶ 

Soft Power
Heg doesn't solve anything—global institutions are crumbling

Layne, 12 - Robert M. Gates Chair in Intelligence and National Security at the George Bush School of Government and Public Service at Texas A&M University and Ph.D. in Political Science from the University of California at Berkeley (Christopher, 2012, "The Time It's Real: The End of Unipolarity and the Pax Americana", International Studies Quarterly, Vol. 56, Ebsco, p. 3, KONTOPOULOS)

Following the Cold War’s end, the United States used its second unipolar moment to consolidate the Pax Americana by expanding both its geopolitical and ideological ambitions. In the Great Recession’s aftermath, however, the economic foundation of the Pax Americana has crumbled, and its ideational and institutional pillars have been weakened. Although the United States remains preeminent militarily, the rise of new great powers like China, coupled with US fiscal and economic constraints, means that over the next decade or two the United States’ military dominance will be challenged. The decline of American power means the end of US dominance in world politics and a transition to a new constellation of world power. Without the ‘‘hard’’ power (military and economic) upon which it was built, the Pax Americana is doomed to wither in the early twenty-first century. Indeed, because of China’s great-power emergence, and the United States’ own domestic economic weaknesses, it already is withering.
Soft Power is too low – Syria and Iran

Johnson 9-4 Scott - reporter and analyst powerline news"A THIN CASE FOR ACTION" www.powerlineblog.com/archives/2013/09/a-thin-case-for-action.php

The strongest argument in favor of military action seems to be its necessity to preserve our credibility under the circumstances. Many commentators have made this point including, most recently, the Weekly Standard’s Philip Terzian. The question of credibility is most acute with respect to Iran and its nuclear program. See the account of Obama’s phone call with the rabbis linked above.¶ I think that our enemies in Iran (and elsewhere) have had Obama’s number since approximately mid-2009. They have him sized up as a foolish fellow. They view him with contempt and treat him accordingly. They note that he has great difficulty distinguishing friends from enemies. They understand that his words are more or less meaningless. They mean to take advantage of his debilities. My judgment is that action against Syria at this point will do nothing to change that. Not in the least.¶ Indeed, I think the mullahs have already put their centrifuges into “overdrive,” to borrow the language quoted by Paul from the column by Rep’s Tom Cotton and Mike Pompeo in today’s Washington Post and Obama has reportedly prevented Israel from doing anything about it.¶ My own assessment is that the United States has lost its credibility as a great power looking out for the interests of its friends. Taking action against Syria now will not alter the assessment of our enemies that Obama has forfeited the credibility of the United States as a great power. We will not regain it until we have a president who believes in it himself and calls on us to restore it. That having been said, it won’t help to leave Obama hanging on that limb he walked out onto. Thus my ambivalence.

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.

Theoretical solvency doesn’t count - Cuba won’t pursue an alliance with the U.S. – anti-Americanism outweighs

Suchlicki 13 (Jaime Suchlicki, Emilio Bacardi Moreau Distinguished Professor and Director, Institute for Cuban and Cuban-American Studies at the University of Miami, “Why Cuba Will Still Be Anti-American After Castro” <http://www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2013/03/why-cuba-will-still-be-anti-american-after-castro/273680
Similarly, any serious overtures to the U.S. do not seem likely in the near future.It would mean the rejection of one of Fidel Castro's main legacies: anti-Americanism. It may create uncertainty within the government, leading to frictions and factionalism. It would require the weakening of Cuba's anti-American alliance with radical regimes in Latin America and elsewhere.¶Raul is unwilling to renounce the support and close collaboration of countries like Venezuela, China, Iran and Russia in exchange for an uncertain relationship with the United States. At a time that anti-Americanism is strong in Latin America and the Middle East, Raul's policies are more likely to remain closer to regimes that are not particularly friendly to the United States and that demand little from Cuba in return for generous aid.¶Raul does not seem ready to provide meaningful and irreversible concessions for a U.S. - Cuba normalization. Like his brother in the past, public statements and speeches are politically motivated and directed at audiences in Cuba, the United States and Europe. Serious negotiations on important issues are not carried out in speeches from the plaza. They are usually carried out through the normal diplomatic avenues open to the Cubans in Havana, Washington and the United Nations or other countries, if they wish. These avenues have never been closed as evidenced by the migration accord and the anti-hijacking agreement between the United States and Cuba.¶Raul remains a loyal follower and cheerleader of Fidel's anti-American policies.¶ The issue between Cuba and the U.S. is not about negotiations or talking. These are not sufficient. There has to be a willingness on the part of the Cuban leadership to offer real concessions - in the area of human rights and political and economic openings as well as cooperation on anti-terrorism and drug interdiction - for the United States to change it policies.
*Soft power is not key to hard power. 

Stephens -06 (BRET STEPHENS, a member of the editorial board of the Wall Street Journal. He is reviewing a book written by 

Josef Joffe--- author of Uberpower: The Imperial Temptation of America – Commentary – June 1st – lexis) 

HOW SHALL the U.S. respond? One of the strengths of Joffe's analysis is his awareness that much of  the resentment the U.S. generates is neither within its power nor even in its interest to control.  American ideals, methods, tastes, and products are attractive and pervasive; the hatred they  generate is a byproduct of their success. Thus the notion, popularized by the Harvard political scientist  JosephNye, that the U.S. can ingratiate itself with a wary world by substituting the cultural tools  of "soft power" for the military and economic tools of "hard power" is a fantasy. In today's world,  imitation is not always a form of flattery. Joffe wryly recalls a march on Frankfurt's Amerika-haus during the heyday of the  German student movement. The enraged protester students wore jeans and American army apparel.  They even played a distorted Jimmy Hendrix version of the American national anthem. But they threw rocks against the U.S. cultural center nonetheless.  Though they wore and listened American, they targeted precisely the embodiment of America's cultural presence in Europe.   

Multilat fails – incentive structures.

Calkins 10 – associate at Susman Godfrey LLP, magna cum laude BA in political science at Wake Forest University, minor in international studies (Audrey M., “Multilateralism in International Conflict: Recipe for Success or Failure?”, 1/15/10; http://www.thepresidency.org/storage/documents/Calkins/Calkins.pdf)

The modern debate between multilateralism and unilateralism has raged prominently in international politics since the terrorist attacks of 9-11. Lisa Martin believes that the“institution of multilateralism consists of three principles: indivisibility, meaning that an attack on one is an attack on all, nondiscrimination, denoting that all parties are treated similarly, and diffuse reciprocity, indicating that states rely on long term assurances of balance in t heir relations with each other.” 6 Martin also argues that the “concept of multilateralism provides a language with which to describe variation in the character of the norms governing international cooperation and the formal organizations in which it occurs.” Because multilateralism requires states to sacrifice substantial levels of flexibility in decision making and resist short term temptations in favor o f long term benefits, it is unrealistic to expect states to engage in pure multilateralism. 7One problem with multilateralism is the difficulty of collaboration. States are often tempted to defect from multilateral policies because payoffs for multilateral action are not immediate; states tend to prefer the more accessible benefits provided by unilateral action. For multilateralism to work, states must search for a way to assure that the immediate costs of cooperation can be offset by the long-term benefits of mutual assistance. The problem of collective action is also present in multilateral systems. The indivisibility of multilateralism results in a high potential for free riders; it is nearly impossible to punish one entity of a multilateral system without somehow harming other m embers of the system. 8

