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

The administration’s conduct is all the more galling given the behavior of the Castro regime. Our willingness to relax sanctions was not greeted with goodwill gestures, let alone systemic reforms. To the contrary, this was the setting for Gross’s imprisonment. So naturally the administration orders up more of the same. Throughout his tenure, President Obama has failed to comprehend the cost-benefit analysis that despotic regimes undertake. He has offered armfuls of goodies and promised quietude on human rights; the despots’ behavior has worsened. There is simply no downside for rogue regimes to take their shots at the United States. Whether it is Cuba or Iran, the administration reverts to “engagement” mode when its engagement efforts are met with aggression and/or domestic oppression. Try to murder a diplomat on U.S. soil? We’ll sit down and chat. Grab an American contractor and try him in a kangaroo court? We’ll trade prisoners and talk about relaxing more sanctions. Invade Georgia, imprison political opponents and interfere with attempts to restart the peace process? We’ll put the screws on our democratic ally to get you into World Trade Organization. The response of these thuggish regimes is entirely predictable and, from their perspective, completely logical. What is inexplicable is the Obama administration’s willingness to throw gifts to tyrants in the expectation they will reciprocate in kind.
Appeasement causes global aggression and multiple scenarios for nuclear conflict.
Chapin and Hanson, 12/7/2009 (Bernard - interviewer and Victor Davis - Martin and Illie Anderson senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, Change, weakness, disaster, p. http://pajamasmedia.com/blog /change-weakness-disaster-obama-answers-from-victor-davis-hanson/)

BC: Are we currently sending a message of weakness to our foes and allies? Can anything good result from President Obama’s marked submissiveness before the world? Dr. Hanson: Obama is one bow and one apology away from a circus. The world can understand a kowtow gaffe to some Saudi royals, but not as part of a deliberate pattern. Ditto the mea culpas. Much of diplomacy rests on public perceptions, however trivial. We are now in a great waiting game, as regional hegemons, wishing to redraw the existing landscape — whether China, Venezuela, Iran, North Korea, Pakistan, Syria, etc. — are just waiting to see who’s going to be the first to try Obama — and whether Obama really will be as tenuous as they expect. If he slips once, it will be 1979 redux, when we saw the rise of radical Islam, the Iranian hostage mess, the communist inroads in Central America, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, etc. BC: With what country then — Venezuela, Russia, Iran, etc. — do you believe his global repositioning will cause the most damage? Dr. Hanson: I think all three. I would expect, in the next three years, Iran to get the bomb and begin to threaten ever so insidiously its Gulf neighborhood; Venezuela will probably cook up some scheme to do a punitive border raid into Colombia to apprise South America that U.S. friendship and values are liabilities; and Russia will continue its energy bullying of Eastern Europe, while insidiously pressuring autonomous former republics to get back in line with some sort of new Russian autocratic commonwealth. There’s an outside shot that North Korea might do something really stupid near the 38th parallel and China will ratchet up the pressure on Taiwan. India’s borders with both Pakistan and China will heat up. I think we got off the back of the tiger and now no one quite knows whom it will bite or when.
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A. Interpretation – Removing sanctions is a form of appeasement

Stern 6 (Martin, University of Maryland Graduate, Debunking detente, 11/27/06, http://www.diamondbackonline.com/article_56223e79-7009-56a3-8afe-5d08bfff6e08.html)
Appeasement is defined as "granting concessions to potential enemies to maintain peace." Giving Iran international legitimacy andremoving sanctions would have maintained peace with a potential enemy without changing the undemocratic practices of the enemy. If this isn't appeasement, I don't know how better to define the word.
Engagement and appeasement are distinct

Resnick 1 (Evan, Assistant Professor and coordinator of the United States Programme at RSIS, “Defining Engagement,” Journal of International Affairs, 0022197X, Spring2001, Vol. 54, Issue 2, http://web.ebscohost.com.turing.library.northwestern.edu/ehost/detail?sid=1b56e6b4-ade2-4052-9114-7d107fdbd019%40sessionmgr12&vid=2&hid=24&bdata=JnNpdGU9ZWhvc3QtbGl2ZQ%3d%3d#db=mth&AN=4437301)
Thus, a rigid conceptual distinction can be drawn between engagement and appeasement. Whereas both policies are positive sanctions--insofar as they add to the power and prestige of the target state--engagement does so in a less direct and less militarized fashion than appeasement. In addition, engagement differs from appeasement by establishing an increasingly interdependent relationship between the sender and the target state. At any juncture, the sender state can, in theory, abrogate such a relationship at some (ideally prohibitive) cost to the target state.(n34) Appeasement, on the other hand,does not involve the establishment of contacts or interdependence between the appeaser and the appeased. Territory and/or a sphere of influencearemerelytransferred by one party to the other either unconditionally or in exchange for certain concessions on the part of the target state.

B. Violation – they remove restrictions – that’s appeasement
And – Removing selective restrictions on specific goods isn’t “economic” because it doesn’t broadly affect economic life 

Davidsson 3 – Elias Davidsson, Human Rights Researcher and Activist, Reporter for the Arab American News, Contributing Editor for Global Research, “The Mechanism of Economic Sanctions: Changing Perceptions and Euphemisms”, November, www.aldeilis.net/english/attachments/2877_econsanc-debate.pdf‎
“Economic sanctions”, a mode of coercion in international relations resuscitated in recent years, has prompted renewed and lively scholarly interest in the subject. Why have such measures become so popular? One answer is that they “constitute a means of exerting international influence that is more powerful than diplomatic mediation but lies below the threshold of military intervention”[1]. Another answer is that “they engage comparatively less internal political resistance than other candidate strategies [...]. They do not generate sombre processions of body bags bringing home the mortal remains of the sons and daughters of constituents”[2], in other words, they cost little to the side imposing the sanctions. The notable predilection by the United States for economic sanctions [3], suggests that such a tool is particularly useful for economically powerful states that are themselves relatively immune to such measures. This tool of collective economic coercion, with antecedents such as siege warfare and blockade going back to biblical time [4], was used during most of the 20th Century, particularly in war situations. Although the United Nations Charter, drafted during the later stages of World War II, includes provisions for the imposition of economic sanctions (Article 41), the Security Council - empowered to resort to this tool - only used it twice between 1945 and 1990, against Rhodesia in 1966 and South Africa in 1977. In our discussion we designate economic sanctions as “coordinated restrictions on trade and/or financial transactions intended to impair economic life within a given territory”[5]. To the extent that measures intend to impair “economic life within a given territory” through restrictions on trade and/or finance, they constitute, for our purposes, economic sanctions. Selective or individualized measures, such as restrictions on specific goods (arms, luxury items, some forms of travel), are therefore not considered as economic sanctions. Symbolic economic deprivations, such as partial withholding of aid, do not amount to economic sanctions if their intended effect is primarily to convey displeasure, rather than to affect the economy.
C. Voting issue

1. Limits – infinite amount of restrictions the aff can remove – explodes neg research burden

2. Ground – Lose spending links based off of increases in funding
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Text: The United States federal government should remove food, potable water, and dual-use restrictions on Cuba if and only if the government of Cuba agrees to release all political dissidents, reform its laws criminalizing dissent and dismantle the institutions that enforce them.

Using the leverage of the plan best solves repression of political dissent in Cuba – they will respond to pressure

Steinberg, researcher in Human Rights Watch’s Americas Division, 09
[Steinberg, November 2009, Human Rights Watch, “New Castro, Same Cuba,” http://www.hrw.org/sites/default/files/reports/cuba1109web_0.pdf, 7/7/13, AR]

Worse still, Latin American governments across¶ the political spectrum have been reluctant to¶ criticize Cuba, and in some cases have openly¶ embraced the Castro government, despite its¶ dismal human rights record.Coun¶ tries like Venezuela, Bolivia, and Ecuador hold Cuba up as¶ a model, while others quietly admit its abuses ev¶ en as they enthusiastically push for Cuba’s¶ reintegration into regional bodies such as th¶ e Organization of American States (OAS). The¶silence of the Latin governments condones Cuba’s abusive behavior, and perpetuates a¶ climate of impunity that allows repression to co¶ ntinue. This is particularly troubling coming¶ from a region in which many countries have le¶ arned firsthand the high cost of international¶ indifference to state-sponsored repression.¶ Not only have all of these policies—US, Eu¶ropean, Canadian, and Latin American—failed¶ individually to improve human rights in Cu¶ ba, but their divided and even contradictory¶ nature has allowed the Cuban government to ev¶ ade effective pressure and deflect criticism¶  of its practices.¶ To remedy this continuing failure, the US must¶ end its failed embargo policy. It should shift¶ the goal of its Cuba strategy away from regime change and toward promoting human rights.¶ In particular, it should replace its sweeping ba¶ns on travel and trade with Cuba with more¶ effective forms of pressure.¶ This move would fundamentally shift the balance in the Cuban government’s relationship¶ with its own people and the international co¶ mmunity. No longer would Cuba be able to¶ manipulate the embargo as a pretext for repressing its own people. Nor would other¶ countries be able to blame the US policy for th¶ eir own failures to hold Cuba accountable for¶ its abuses.¶ However, ending the current embargo policy by¶ itself will not bring an end to Cuba’s¶ repression. Only a multilateral approach will have the political power and moral authority to¶ press the Cuban government to end its repressive¶ practices. Therefore, before changing its¶ policy, the US should work to secure commitme¶nts from the EU, Canada, and Latin American allies that they will join together to pressure Cuba to meet a single, concrete demand: the¶ immediate and unconditional release of all political prisoners.¶ In order to enforce this demand, the multilateral¶ coalition should establish a clear definition¶ of who constitutes a political prisoner—one¶ that includes all Cubans imprisoned for¶ exercising their fundamental rights, including those incarcerated for the pre-criminal offense¶ of “dangerousness” and the 53 dissidents still in¶ prison from the 2003¶ crackdown.It should¶ also set a firm deadline for compliance, granti¶ ng the Raúl Castro government six months to¶ meet this demand.¶ Most important, the members of the coalition should commit themselves to holding the¶ Cuban government accountable should it fail to¶ release its political prisoners. The penalties¶ should be significant enough that they bear real consequences for the Cuban government.¶ And they should be focused enough to target the Cuban leadership, rather than the Cuban¶population on the whole.Options include adop¶ting targeted sanctions on the government¶ officials, such as travel bans and asset freezes; and withholding any new forms of foreign¶ investment until Cuba meets the demand.¶ During the six-month period, Latin American countries, Canada, the EU, and the US should¶ be able to choose individually whether or no¶ t to impose their own restrictions on Cuba.¶ Some may enact targeted sanctions on Cuba’s¶ leadership immediately, while others may put¶ no restrictions on Cuba during that time.¶ Regardless, if the Castro government is still¶ holding political prisoners at the end of six¶ months, Cuba must be held accountable. All¶ of the countries must honor their agreement¶ and impose joint punitive measures on Cuba that will effectively pressure the Castro¶ government to release its political prisoners.¶ On the other hand, if the Cuban government re¶ leases all political prisoners—whether before¶ or after the six month period is complete—these punitive measures should be lifted. Then,¶the multilateral coalition should devise a sust¶ ained, incremental strategy to push the Raúl¶ Castro government to improve its human righ¶ ts record. This strategy should focus on¶ pressuring Cuba to reform its laws criminalizing dissent, dismantle the repressive¶ institutions that enforce them, and end abuses of basic rights. And the impact of the¶ strategy should be monitored regularly to ensure¶ it is not creating more repression than it¶ curbs.Ultimately, it is the Raúl Castro government¶ that bears responsibility for such abuses—and¶ has the power to address them. Yet as the last¶ three years of Raúl Castro’s rule show, Cuba¶ will not improve its human rights record¶ unless it is pressured to do so.
Cuba violates basic human rights of prisoners and dissidents

Steinberg, researcher in Human Rights Watch’s Americas Division, 09 [Steinberg, November 2009, Human Rights Watch, “New Castro, Same Cuba,” http://www.hrw.org/sites/default/files/reports/cuba1109web_0.pdf, 7/7/13, AR]

Cuba fails to meet basic international standards regarding the treatment of prisoners.¶ Conditions are abysmal for common and political prisoners alike, with overcrowded cells,¶ unhygienic and insufficient food and water, and inadequate medical treatment.¶ Under international human rights law, prisoners retain their human rights and fundamental¶ freedoms, except for restrictions on rights that are required by incarceration, and the¶ conditions of detention should not aggravate the suffering inherent in imprisonment. But¶ in Cuba, prisoners who attempt to exercise their rights are severely reprimanded. Political¶ prisoners who criticize the government, document abuses, report violations, or engage in¶ any activity deemed “counterrevolutionary” suffer consequences that are harmful to their¶ physical and psychological health.¶ Political prisoners who speak out are routinely subjected to extended periods of solitary¶ confinement, harassment, and beatings. They are denied access to medical treatment in¶ spite of chronic health problems rooted in, and exacerbated by, abysmal prison conditions.¶ Family visits and other forms of communication are arbitrarily refused. Human Rights Watch¶ documented three cases in which political prisoners were deliberately moved to close¶ quarters with prisoners infected with tuberculosis, despite the fact that they themselves¶ were not infected. Compounding these widespread and systematic abuses is the fact that¶ prisoners have no effective complaint mechanism through which to seek redress, creating¶ anenvironment of total impunity.

Reject engagement with human rights abusers — moral duty to shun until it’s  resolved 

Beversluis 89 — Eric H. Beversluis, Professor of Philosophy and Economics at Aquinas College, holds an A.B. in Philosophy and German from Calvin College, an M.A. in Philosophy from Northwestern University, an M.A. in Economics from Ohio State University, and a Ph.D. in the Philosophy of Education from Northwestern University, 1989 (“On Shunning Undesirable Regimes: Ethics and Economic Sanctions,” Public Affairs Quarterly, Volume 3, Number 2, April, Available Online to Subscribing Institutions via JSTOR, p. 17-19)

A fundamental task of morality is resolving conflicting interests. If we both want the same piece of land, ethics provides a basis for resolving the conflict by identifying "mine" and "thine." If in anger I want to smash your [end page 17] face, ethics indicates that your face's being unsmashed is a legitimate interest of yours which takes precedence over my own interest in expressing my rage. Thus ethics identifies the rights of individuals when their interests conflict.¶ But how can a case for shunning be made on this view of morality? Whose interests (rights) does shunning protect? The shunner may well have to sacrifice his interest, e.g., by foregoing a beneficial trade relationship, but whose rights are thereby protected? In shunning there seem to be no "rights" that are protected. For shunning, as we have seen, does not assume that the resulting cost will change the disapproved behavior. If economic sanctions against South Africa will not bring apartheid to an end, and thus will not help the blacks get their rights, on what grounds might it be a duty to impose such sanctions?¶ We find the answer when we note that there is another "level" of moral duties. When Galtung speaks of "reinforcing … morality," he has identified a duty that goes beyond specific acts of respecting people's rights. The argument goes like this: There is more involved in respecting the rights of others than not violating them by one's actions. For if there is such a thing as a moral order, which unites people in a moral community, then surely one has a duty (at least prima facie) not only to avoid violating the rights of others with one's actions but also to support that moral order.¶ Consider that the moral order itself contributes significantly to people's rights being respected. It does so by encouraging and reinforcing moral behavior and by discouraging and sanctioning immoral behavior. In this moral community people mutually reinforce each other's moral behavior and thus raise the overall level of morality. Were this moral order to disintegrate, were people to stop reinforcing each other's moral behavior, there would be much more violation of people's rights. Thus to the extent that behavior affects the moral order, it indirectly affects people's rights. And this is where shunning fits in.¶ Certain types of behavior constitute a direct attack on the moral order. When the violation of human rights is flagrant, willful, and persistent, the offender is, as it were, thumbing her nose at the moral order, publicly rejecting it as binding her behavior. Clearly such behavior, if tolerated by society, will weaken and perhaps eventually undermine altogether the moral order. Let us look briefly at those three conditions which turn immoral behavior into an attack on the moral order.¶ An immoral action is flagrant if it is "extremely or deliberately conspicuous; notorious, shocking." Etymologically the word means "burning" or "blazing." The definition of shunning implies therefore that those offenses require shunning which are shameless or indiscreet, which the person makes no effort to hide and no good-faith effort to excuse. Such actions "blaze forth" as an attack on the moral order. But to merit shunning the action must also be willful and persistent. We do not consider the actions of the "backslider," the [end page 18] weak-willed, the one-time offender to be challenges to the moral order. It is the repeat offender, the unrepentant sinner, the cold-blooded violator of morality whose behavior demands that others publicly reaffirm the moral order. When someone flagrantly, willfully, and repeatedly violates the moral order, those who believe in the moral order, the members of the moral community, must respond in a way that reaffirms the legitimacy of that moral order. How does shunning do this?¶ First, by refusing publicly to have to do with such a person one announces support for the moral order and backs up the announcement with action. This action reinforces the commitment to the moral order both of the shunner and of the other members of the community. (Secretary of State Shultz in effect made this argument in his call for international sanctions on Libya in the early days of 1986.)¶ Further, shunning may have a moral effect on the shunned person, even if the direct impact is not adequate to change the immoral behavior. If the shunned person thinks of herself as part of the moral community, shunning may well make clear to her that she is, in fact, removing herself from that community by the behavior in question. Thus shunning may achieve by moral suasion what cannot be achieved by "force."¶ Finally, shunning may be a form of punishment, of moral sanction, whose appropriateness depends not on whether it will change the person's behavior, but on whether he deserves the punishment for violating the moral order. Punishment then can be viewed as a way of maintaining the moral order, of "purifying the community" after it has been made "unclean," as ancient communities might have put it.¶ Yet not every immoral action requires that we shun. As noted above, we live in a fallen world. None of us is perfect. If the argument implied that we may have nothing to do with anyone who is immoral, it would consist of a reductio of the very notion of shunning. To isolate a person, to shun him, to give him the "silent treatment," is a serious thing. Nothing strikes at a person's wellbeing as person more directly than such ostracism. Furthermore, not every immoral act is an attack on the moral order. Actions which are repented and actions which are done out of weakness of will clearly violate but do not attack the moral order. Thus because of the serious nature of shunning, it is defined as a response not just to any violation of the moral order, but to attacks on the moral order itself through flagrant, willful, and persistent wrongdoing. ¶ We can also now see why failure to shun can under certain circumstances suggest complicity. But it is not that we have a duty to shun because failure to do so suggests complicity. Rather, because we have an obligation to shun in certain circumstances, when we fail to do so others may interpret our failure as tacit complicity in the willful, persistent, and flagrant immorality.
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Text: The United States federal government should remove potable water, and dual-use restrictions on Cuba. 

Status quo Cuban ag sector is efficient and sustainable. 

Salomon, 12(Robert Salomon, staff writer for the Havana Reporter,  “The Eco-Friendly Cuban Agriculture Model”, November 10, 2012, http://havanareporternews.com/economy/eco-friendly-cuban-agriculture-model)
The Cuban agricultural model is eco-friendly,says the UN´s Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) representative in Cuba, Marcio Porto.¶ According to Porto, .the economic crisis of the 1990s in Cuba forced the country to make a good agricultural decision saving means growing. Cuba managed to develop sustainable technologies to obtain the same amount of products that it used to produce with chemicals and other supplies, he added.¶ There is no doubt that this practice helps preserve the soil,and make a more efficient use of water and other natural resources, Porto told Prensa Latina. In his view, the research work done by Cuban scientific institutions helps to improve the quality of agricultureand its sustainability with regards to the environment.¶ Porto recalled that when he was working at FAO headquarters in Rome, Italy, Cuban researchers used to drop by to present their research and brand-new technologies. Most of the times, these technologies used materials that other people did not use, but they were cheaper and effective, because they were in harmony with ecology, he explained. They used low-cost biodegradable materials that were as effective as the plastics or other costly materials used in other countries, he added. Cuba is an interesting example of how to create technologies in times of crisis, and of how much the people can develop their capabilities to produce more with less, Porto sustained. Commenting on the International Seminar on Urban and Suburban Agriculture recently held in Havana, he said the meeting provided space to coordinate urban and suburban agricultural projects in Latin America and the Caribbean. The objective is to agree on a regional strategy to improve food and nutrition security in the region, Porto stressed.

Food [aid/trade] would destroy Cuba’s need to rely on organics
Barclay 03 [Eliza Barclay, “Cuba's security in fresh produce,” Food First, September 12th, 2003, pg. http://www.foodfirst.org/node/1208 

Given the highly restrictive nature of the U.S. embargo on trade with and from Cuba, the Cubans have been forced to virtually sink or swim in terms of procuring or growing food. Because of the terms of the trade sanctions, Cuba has been ineligible to receive food aid from international aid agencies. Peter Rosset, co-director of Food First/Institute for Food and Development Policy based in Oakland, Calif., has been researching food issues in Cuba since the early 1990s. He said, "Cuba has resisted three things: the blockade of the U.S. embargo, the fallout of the Soviet Union, and the industrial green revolution and economic globalization that has taken its toll elsewhere in the world." Fortunately, with a combination of solid scientific expertise and institutional will, Cuba was able to replace conventional farming practices with more practical and affordable alternatives. By charting new courses in research, land management, and market supply, government officials and scientists were able to avert a full hunger crisis and activate farmers and urban citizens to dedicate themselves to meeting food demands.
Cuban agriculture is modeled globally

Ergas 13 (Christina Ergas, department of sociology at the University of Oregan. 4/19/13. "Food Sovereignty: Sustainable Urban Agriculture in Cuba". Centre for Research on Globalization".  www.globalresearch.ca/food-sovereignty-sustainable-urban-agriculture-in-cuba/5332167)

The agricultural revolution in Cuba has ignited the imaginations of people all over the world. Cuba’s model serves as a foundation for self-sufficiency, resistance to neocolonialist development projects, innovations in agroecology, alternatives to monoculture, and a more environmentally sustainable society. Instead of turning towards austerity measures and making concessions to large international powers during a severe economic downturn, Cubans reorganized food production and worked to gain food sovereignty as a means of subsistence, environmental protection, and national security.1 While these efforts may have been born of economic necessity, they are impressive as they have been developed in opposition to a corporate global food regime.
Try or die- sustainable agriculture checks multiple scenarios for extinction

Peters 10 (Kathryn A. Peters, J.D. from the University of Oregon ."Creating a Sustainable Urban Agriculture Revolution".University of Oregon Law School. law.uoregon.edu/org/jell/docs/251/peters.pdf)

An adequate food supply is essential for the survival of the human ¶race. Historically, the U.S. food system has been one of abundance. ¶However, degradation of theenvironment, climate change, ¶ dependence on foreign oil and food imports, urban development ¶ trends, and increased demand due to population growth and the¶ emerging biofuel industry2¶ all threaten our food supply. In response¶ to these threats, local-food and sustainable agriculture movements¶ have recently formed to raise awareness of the need to pursue ¶ alternatives to the current system.3¶ In 2009, the White House ¶ acknowledged the importance of changing the way we grow food by ¶ planting an organic garden on its grounds.4¶ In the wake of the ¶ economic crisis of 2008, victory gardens, which were first made ¶ popular during the World War II era, have reemerged and created ¶ additional awareness of the need to pursue food production ¶ alternatives.5¶ Victory gardens and local sustainable agriculture reduce ¶ dependency on the established food production system, but, because ¶ the U.S. population is clustered in densely populated metropolitan ¶ areas,6¶ the majority of the population currently lacks access to land on ¶ which to grow food. ¶ In the face of environmental, economic, and social equity ¶ challenges, it is imperative that the government, at federal, state, and ¶ local levels, establish policies that promote sustainable urban ¶ agriculture to ensureaccess to an adequate food supply produced with ¶ minimal impact on the environment. Environmental threats stemming ¶ from climate change and the depletion and degradation of natural ¶ resources will increasingly impact the planet’s food production¶ system.7¶ The current economic crisis has increased the burden on the ¶ government to provide relief in the forms of unemployment ¶ compensation8¶ and supplemental nutrition assistance.9¶ An inherent ¶ consequence of the economic crisis is a widening disparity between ¶ the rich and poor and increased social inequity between the ¶ socioeconomic classes in America. Establishing a sustainable urban ¶agricultural system would reduce the environmental degradation that ¶ is caused by modern agriculturalpractices, reduce the financial strain ¶ on government resources by increasing urban productivity and ¶ enabling urbanites to grow a local food supply, and reduce ¶ socioeconomic disparities by providing less-advantaged populations ¶ in urban areas with access to an adequate supply of fresh, nutritious ¶ food. 
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Castro is implementing gradual economic reforms now - but – he must walk a fine line and avoid rocking the political boat 

Sweig and Rockefeller, 2013 (Julia E. Sweig, Nelson and David Rockefeller Senior Fellow for Latin America Studies and Director for Latin America Studies, and Michael Bustamante “Cuba After Communism The Economic Reforms That Are Transforming the Island”  http://www.cfr.org/cuba/cuba-after-communism/p30991)

Small-time diaspora capital may prove easier to regulate and rely on than funds from multinational corporations driven strictly by profits. Under the repatriation provisions of the island's new migration law, some Cubans may even retire to the island with their pensions and savings after decades of working abroad. Yet opening the doors for more young citizens to leave could prove risky for a quickly aging, low-birthrate society that has been suffering from a brain drain for some time. Besides, along with remittance dollars, Cuba urgently needs both medium and large investors. Ultimately, only larger outlays can help fix Cuba's most fundamental economic problem: its depleted productive base. Castroappears to recognize that attracting foreign investment, decentralizing the government, and further expanding the private sector are the only ways to tackle this long-term predicament. The government is unlikely to proceed with anything but caution, however. Officials are wary ofrocking the domestic political boat, and citizens and party leaders alike recoil from the prospect of more radical shock therapy. Rising public protests in China and Vietnam against inequality and rampant corruption have only reinforced the Cuban government's preference for gradualism. Striking an adequate balance will be no easy task. In late 2012, Havana legalized the creation of transportation cooperatives -- private, profit-sharing entities owned and manage by their members -- to fix bottlenecks in agricultural distribution. Meanwhile, 100 state enterprises are now running their finances completely autonomously as part of a yearlong pilot program. The government is also reportedly considering ways to offer a wider array of potential foreign partners more advantageous terms for joint ventures. But the Communist Party is working through numerous contradictions -- recognizing a place for market economics, challenging old biases against entrepreneurs, and hinting at decentralizing the budget while incongruously insisting, in the words of its official 2011 guidelines, that "central planning, and not the market, will take precedence."¶ EASING OFF THE DADDY STATE¶Curtailing the state's economic role while preserving political continuityrequires threading a delicate ideological needle. Although the government expects to continue providing Cubans with key social services, such as health care and education, party leaders have reprimanded the island's citizens for otherwise depending too heavily on what one prominent official a few years ago called the "daddy state." In the eyes of many Cubans, this is deeply ironic. Cuba's revolutionary founders, who built up a paternalistic state in the service of equality, are now calling for that state's partial dismantlement. What's more, most Cubans already need to resort to the black market or assistance from family abroad to acquire many daily necessities.

The Plan causes a political whirlwind in Cuba that decimates Castro’s ability to reform

Hernandez, 2012(Cuba’s Leading Social Sciences professor and researcher at the University of Havana and the High Institute of International Relations; Director of U.S. studies at the Centro de Estudiossobre America; and a Senior Research Fellow at the Institutocubano de Investigacion Cultural “Juan Marinello” in Havana. “Debating U.S-Cuban Relations”) 
As far as costs are concerned, although many Cubans favor detente and appreciate its economic benefits, they also remain worried about its political and ideological effects. These could affect the national consensus in a period during which social and political cohesion is of strategic value. A wave of U.S. capital floodinga Cuban economythat has not completed its reform processcould have some counter​productive effects. The U.S. government could try tosteerthe flow of capital to favor its political goals. Various groups— Cuban-American organizations, NGOs, other institutions, and the U.S. ideological apparatuses—would have more avenues to influence the Cuban domestic context.¶Given the fundamentalasymmetry of power between the two sides, once the words "let's play cards" are spoken, the "hands" will be quite unequal. If the United States were to reverse its policy and begin to "make concessions" in return for "equivalent Cuban responses," the government of the Island would find itself in an unprecedented tactical arid strategic situation. This won't be one more round but, rather, a whole new rule book. In other words, with any increased chance of an alternative form of relations, the risk profile of quid pro quo increases. For Cuba, to take on this challenge could mean to adopt a conservative line and play defensively only; or it could mean to invent a new proactive strategy for the game. Within such a new approach, the ability to realign the available resources of political power would be decisive. Classically, the sources of political power in a situation of asymmetric confrontation lie in alliances and in consensus. This issue is complex both for Cuba and for the United States. Besides allied powers, affinities within the international system, and sympathetic ideological currents, the dynamic of rapprochement not only highlights and energizes the role of "rivals" or "opponents" but also that of" allies" within the "enemy's" own camp. The identities of such allies of the United States in the region, in Europe, and also on the Island are obvious. The allies of Cuba are also well known, paradoxically including novel ones such as many business executives and military officials who had classically been the "tips of the imperialist spear."¶In a scenario of re-encounter between the United States and Cuba, both governments face the challenge of overcoming old dogmas, dealing with changes in therespectivepolitical consensus of each, trying toreshape those and restructure their alliances. The main weakness Cuba must overcome is not its lesser military or physical power but its siege mentality. That of the United States is not its ineptitude in dealing effectively with "communist regimes" but its sense of superpower omnipotence.

This turns the Aff, makes armed conflict inevitable, and triggers a laundry list of impacts

Treto, 2012(Carlos, Professor and Senior researcher at the University of Havana’s Centro de EstudiosHemisfericos y de EstadosUnidos and a member of the Cuban Academy of Sciences. He was a former Cuban ambassador the EU and to Belgium and Luxembourg and a former Cuban Minister to Ethiopia; visiting scholar at universities in the US, Mexico and Europe; visiting professor at Beloit College, the University of Basque Country, and the University of Winnipeg. Debating U.S. - Cuban Relations Chapter: “Cuba’s National Security vis-à-vis the United States”)
In the historical period preceding the one analyzed here, two opposite visions took shape. To the governmental leaders and the majority of the Cuban people, theUnited States has been a permanent andpowerfulthreat to national security. To the government leaders and elites and a good part of the population of the United States, Cuba has been asmall country capable ofendangering legitimateU.S. interests, through its alliance with extra-continental powers (case in point, the Soviet Union), its example and attraction (soft power) in the eyes of other Latin American countries, and the internationalist policies that led it to actively support liberation movements in Africa from Algeria to South Africa.¶The Cold War's legacyis a security relationshipthat is complex and, in general, conflictualand potentially explosive. This agenda has continued into the succeeding period, which has been marked by the continuation of multi-tracked Washington policies designed to produce "regime change" in Cuba and to limit Cuba's role as an example for the region. It has been marked as well by a logical Cuban response of emphasizing stubborn but realistic resistance and a disposition to seek any possibility of normalization that respects Cuba's sovereignty and self-determination. This has opened up opportunities for limited cooperation in certain security spheres, which is one of the most interesting and enduring traits of the relationship after the end of the Cold War.¶The potential for armed conflict springsfrom the existence of two borders between countriesthat have been mutually hostilefor the past fifty years. The sea frontier runs throughout the Florida Straits with a separation of as little as 145 kilometers, a distance that jet aircraft can cover in a few minutes. The land border separates a Cuban defensive perimeter from U.S. troops stationed at the Guantanamo naval base, which is situated on land occupied by the United States for more than a century under the provisions of a treaty that Cuba, with merit, views as lacking legitimacy.¶ The most important fact is that the two nations are close enough to each other to share security issuessuchasborders, terrorism,migration, environment, natural disasters, anddrug trafficking,but the hostile U.S. attitude toward an independent Cuba, when joined with the asymmetry in the countries' hard power resources, imposessignificant obstaclesfor advance and requires Havana to act cautiously with respect to all of these issues. Nonetheless, in normal conditions there would be broad opportunities for cooperation.¶ In terms of traditional security threats, there are obvious signs that both parties prefer the present stable environment and see possibilities for more cooperation and confidence-building measures. These have been adopted on both the maritime and land borders, facilitating some forms of cooperation between the two countries' armed forces, including the Cuban border guards and the U.S. Coast Guard.¶ The border agreement signed during the Carter administration was strengthened by the migration accord of 1995, which has been respected and implemented by both governments. The United States has prevented Miami groups hostile to Cuba from mounting provocations in the border area, especially since the downing of the Brothers to the Rescue airplanes in 1996.¶Nonetheless,a structural contradiction exists insofar as security is concerned. This contradiction is between, on the one hand, the confidence-building measures in the areas of potential armed conflict and the pragmatism shown by both sides in such sensitive areas as migration, and, on the other hand, the manifest US. hostility toward the social, economic, and political regime which has prevailed in Cuba over the last fifty years. Although it is possible to widen cooperation in areas such as the struggle against drug trafficking, the structural contradiction constitutes an obstacle to any greater forward motion,especially on issues such as the struggle against terrorism. The influence of some non-governmental actors such as Cuban-American conservative political figures is a clear demonstration that there are constraints to what can be done. The mutual accusations of terrorism, which carry a lot of weight in the Cuban case, are the "elephant in the room,"especially because Washington applies the hard sanction of putting Cuba on the list of "states that sponsor terrorism," when there has not been any concrete and proven accusation of Cuban participation or stimulus to terrorist actors that have damaged the United States or any other country.¶
Case

Must weigh consequences – their moral tunnel vision is complicit with the evil they criticize

Isaac, Professor of Political Science at Indiana University 2
(Jeffrey C, Dissent Magazine, 49(2), “Ends, Means, and Politics”, Spring, Proquest)

As writers such as Niccolo Machiavelli, Max Weber, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Hannah Arendt have taught, an unyielding concern with moral goodness undercuts political responsibility. The concernmay be morally laudable, reflecting a kind of personal integrity, but it suffers from three fatal flaws: (1) It fails to see that the purity of one’s intention does not ensure the achievement of what one intends. Abjuring violence or refusing to make common cause with morally compromised parties may seem like the right thing; but if such tactics entail impotence, then it is hard to view them as serving any moral good beyond the clean conscience of their supporters; (2) it fails to see that in a world of real violence and injustice, moral purity is not simply a form of powerlessness; it is often a form of complicity in injustice. This is why, from the standpoint of politics--as opposed to religion--pacifism is always a potentially immoral stand. In categorically repudiating violence, it refuses in principle to oppose certain violent injustices with any effect; and (3) it fails to see that politics is as much about unintended consequences as it is about intentions; it is the effects of action, rather than the motives of action, that is most significant. Just as the alignment with “good” may engender impotence, it is often the pursuit of “good” that generates evil. This is the lesson of communism in the twentieth century: it is not enough that one’s goals be sincere or idealistic; it is equally important, always, to ask about the effects of pursuing these goals and to judge these effects in pragmatic and historically contextualized ways. Moral absolutism inhibits this judgment. It alienates those who are not true believers. It promotes arrogance. And it undermines political effectiveness.
The impossibility to attain knowledge of every outcome or abuse leaves utilitarianism as the only option for most rational decision-making

Goodin 95 – Professor of Philosophy at the Research School of the Social Sciences at the Australian National University (Robert E., Cambridge University Press, “Utilitarianism As a Public Philosophy” pg 63)

My larger argument turns on the proposition that there is something special about the situation of public officials that makes utilitarianism more plausible for them (or, more precisely, makes them adopt a form of utilitarianism that we would find more acceptable) than private individuals. Before proceeding with that larger argument, I must therefore say what it is that is so special about public officials and their situations that makes it both more necessary and more desirable for them to adopt a more credible form of utilitarianism.  Consider, first the argument from necessity. Public officials are obliged to make their choices under uncertainty, and uncertainty of a very special sort at that. All choices-public and private alike- are made under some degree of uncertainty, of course.  But in the nature of things, private individuals will usually have more complete information on the peculiarities of their own circumstances and on the ramifications that alternative possible choices might have for them. Public officials, in contrast, at relatively poorly informed as to the effects that their choices will have on individuals, one by one. What they typically do know are generalities: averages and aggregates. They know what will happen most often to most people as a result of their various possible choices. But that is all.  That is enough to allow public policy makers to use the utilitarian calculus – if they want to use it at all – to choose general rules of conduct. Knowing aggregates and averages, they can proceed to calculate the utility payoffs from adopting each alternative possible general rule. But they cannot be sure what the payoff will be to any given individual or on any particular occasion. Their knowledge of generalities, aggregates and averages is just not sufficiently fine-grained for that. 
Predictions are methodologically sound, reflexive, and increasingly accurate.

Ruud van der Helm is a Dutch policy officer on instrument development in the Aid Effectiveness and Policy Department. Futures – Volume 41, Issue 2, Pages 67-116 (March 2009) – obtained via Science Direct

Futurists build and discuss statements on future states of affairs. When their work is challenged, they cannot defend ‘‘what may come to be’’ with robust forms of proof. They have no direct observation, can design no experiments, and cannot accumulate data sets. All the work, all the discussions of validity, have to rely on indirect reasoning based on current and past observations, experiments and data. Such reasoning is fragile and subject to considerable uncertainty. Ever since the field emerged in the 1950s and 1960s, futurists have been acutely aware of the special challenge this implies, including two most obvious consequences. First, even the most serious work is vulnerable to potentially devastating criticism. This has triggered an on-going effort of theoretical justification that has accompanied the development of the Futures field. Second, in relation to this, sound methodology is crucially important to provide support when exploring such insecure ground as professional and academic speculation on possible futures. It is not surprising that methodology has constantly been one – and often the – central concern of the field, sometimes to a point of excess. As early as 1980, De´coufle´ could warn companion futurists against the urge ‘‘to jump steps in the long and difficult progression towards the still hypothetical scientificity of conjectural work by displaying inappropriate complacency for issues of method’’. Whether or not some futurists do ‘jump steps’, the Futures field has consistently shown much reflexivity on its theoretical foundations and its methodological procedures. However, the nature of the theoretical and methodological challenges to be addressed by such reflexivity changes over time. The doctrines, the methodological resources, the knowledge-base, the organisation of discussion in the field, that once provided the basis for successfully meeting the challenges of a given era may become inadequate or irrelevant if the context comes to change in a major way. Our argument in this special issue is that such a major change in the challenges that have to be met by our field is now well under way, calling for a major re-examination and renewal of the theoretical underpinnings of futures work.1 Deepening and refining the diagnosis of the changing context of FS is of course one part of the task ahead of us. But to launch the effort, and show its necessity, let us just sketch a rough picture of the situation, by reviewing three important aspects of the development of the Futures field: (1) practical necessity and finalisation, (2) peculiarity and separation, and (3) methodology-based development. Confronted with strident criticism on the possibility and legitimacy of any serious study of future situations, the strongest argument put forward by many pioneers of the Futures field was that studying possible futures was necessary for action and decision-making. As expressed by Bertrand de Jouvenel (1964): ‘‘One always foresees, without richness of data, without awareness of method, without critique nor cooperation. It is now urgent and important to give this individual and natural activity a cooperative, organised character, and submit it to growing demands of intellectual rigor’’. This has proved a decisive basis for the development of the field, fromthe1960s to thep resent day. It has led to a situation where most works on futures are legitimised through their connection to business management, to public decision-making, or both. The success of foresight in the recent years is an illustration of the strength of this covenant between futures methodology and the needs of long-term, strategic, management and policy. The downside of thus using the contribution to decision-making as the main theoretical justification and as the backbone of methodological design in futures work has been, and is now, a constant weakening of the effort to explore and develop other bases for theoretical foundation and methodological development. Although many such avenues have been opened, they have not been explored very far, because the evaluation of new methods has been based on their adequacy in serving studies designed for the preparation of decision-making, or of collective action. 
The embargo is a huge alt cause to every problem – the aff is a bandaid solution

There are checks on humanitarian impacts, and that impact is miniscule anyway

Lopez, PhD from Syracuse University, 12
[George A., Spring, Ethics & International Affairs, Volume 26, Issue 1, “In Defense of Smart Sanctions: A Response to Joy Gordon”, page PQ, Pro Quest, accessed 7/5/13, VJ]


Joy Gordon has been the foremost singular intellectual voice calling for close scrutiny of sanctions on humanitarian grounds and for the application of ethical criteria to assess them. Thus, it is not surprising that she has astutely pointed out the serious impact of aviation sanctions on health and other sectors, and the potentially far-reaching legal and ethical dilemmas inherent in the sanctions listing process and in financial sanctions. 11 No serious analyst of sanctions can claim that smart sanctions have no unintended consequences, or that there are no inconsistencies in particular cases. The disagreements I have with Gordon's assessment--in addition to the '90s hangover mentioned at the outset--are twofold. First, the humanitarian impact of targeted sanctions is miniscule compared to that during the era of trade sanctions, and Gordon does not place her current examples in that larger context. She does acknowledge that the studies of sanctions in the mid to late 1990s and the practical changes they underwent during this time went a long way toward ameliorating much of their worst humanitarian effects. Her claim that not every set of targeted sanctions is subject to a pre-assessment of impact by the UN Office for the Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs is correct. But that is not because humanitarian concerns are slighted in sanctions design as the Security Council resolution is being formulated. Rather, it is because the Council has had sufficient experience in crafting sanctions so as to preempt many of the potential negative consequences. 12 And, I would assert, the truer test of whether the sanctions process is committed to avoiding negative humanitarian effects lies in the presence of effective sanctions-monitoring mechanisms, which can aid in correcting unintended consequences. Monitoring mechanisms also allow policy-makers to continually improve the design and implementation of sanctions to bring them more fully in line with the rule of humanitarian law. UN missions, the special representatives of the secretary-general, and the panels of experts for each UN sanctions case all focus on monitoring in ways that did not exist a decade ago. 13 My second major disagreement with Gordon is again a matter of degree. Specifically, I am referring to her concerns about due process rights and the listing controversy that has engulfed the UN's "1267 regime" for counterterrorism. While I understand her critique, Gordon's judgment is more severe than my own, as I believe she fails to acknowledge a few realities of the past five years. First, although she describes most of the reforms undertaken over time by the Council regarding delisting and due process, Gordon does not give sufficient weight to these. I would claim that in passing five new resolutions since 2006 the Security Council has undergone a remarkable evolution to a more rights-sensitive system that is consistent with the concerns and claims of the "like-minded states" that championed the due process challenge, and at the same time holds firm to a fundamental distinction made by a number of Security Council members that placing an entity or individual on the sanctions list is an act of preventive security, not a judicial decision subject to judicial review. 14 Further, Gordon overestimates the significance of a very small number of cases of due process in connection to asset freezes that are currently working their way through the European court system and that comprise this controversy. Moreover, analysts and lawyers of quite different persuasions disagree about the role and place of the European human rights judicial system in evaluating Security Council resolutions in this issue area. In sum, Gordon's concern with targeted sanctions writ large, when the listing due process problem has affected a very small number of individuals, and only in the counterterrorism area, seems overstated.
Alt causes to structural violence — the aff can’t solve architecture of homes, gendered violence, and work discrimination 

Lifting the embargo wouldn’t help the Cuban people-internal blockades mean that no goods go to the people

Carter, Washington Times Writer, 2k
(Tom, Sept 21, 2000 Cubanet, “Doctors testify lifting Cuba sanctions would not help average citizens”http://www.cubanet.org/CNews/y00/sep00/21e6.htm, accessed 7/9/13, KR)

Lifting the U.S. economic embargo to allow the sale of food and medicine to Cuba will do nothing to help the average Cuban, two doctors who recently defected from the island nation testified on Capitol Hill yesterday. ¶ "We consider that only cutting the umbilical cord that sustains [Cuban President Fidel Castro's] empire, and by this we mean suspending any external aid, we can suffocate the malignancy that is killing [the Cuban people] today," said Dr. Leonel Cordova, 31, a general practitioner from Havana, before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.¶ Speaking as a doctor who served his patients, he said he believed no food or medicine sent from the United States would help the Cuban people if it went through a government organization.¶ "The U.S. embargo on Cuba does not affect the people of Cuba. The revolutionary leaders have everything, every kind of medicine from the United States," said Dr. Cordova, who defected in May while on a medical mission to Zimbabwe. "No food or medicine will reach the people. It is all funneled through the Cuban government for high-level Communist officials and tourists."¶ At a luncheon at the Heritage Foundation earlier, Dr. Noris Pena, a dentist who also defected in Zimbabwe, elaborated.¶"It is not the external embargo that is the problem with Cuba's medical system, it is the internal blockade. With or without the U.S. embargo, the Cuban people will suffer," she said.
Aid to Cuba now – food now
AP 7 (Associated Press. "What embargo? Top U.S. brands sell in Cuba" May 15, 2007. www.nbcnews.com/id/18664571/#.UpE1MdJwrng)
HAVANA — The golden arches are nowhere to be found. There's not a single Starbucks or Wal-Mart, and no way to buy a Budweiser, a Corvette or a Dell.¶ But even in Cuba, you can get a Coke.¶ Despite the U.S. Trading With the Enemy Act, which governs Washington's 45-year-old embargo, sales on Fidel Castro's island are lining the pockets of corporate America.¶ Nikes, Colgate and Marlboros, Gillette Series shaving cream and Jordache jeans — all are easy to find. Cubans who wear contact lenses can buy Bausch & Lomb. Parents can surprise the kids with a Mickey Mouse fire truck.¶ Dozens of American brands are on sale here — and not in some black-market back alley. They're in the lobbies of gleaming government-run hotels and in crowded supermarkets and pharmacies that answer to the communist government.¶ The companies say they have no direct knowledge of sales in Cuba, and that the amounts involved are small and would be impractical to stop. But it's hard to deny that a portion of the transactions wind up back in the United States.¶ "We try and do what we can to police ... but in a globalized economy, it's impossible to catch everything," said Vada Manager, director of global issues management for Nike Inc.¶ Trade sanctions bar American tourists from visiting Cuba and allow exports only of U.S. food and farm products, medical supplies and some telecommunications equipment. But wholesalers and distributors in Europe, Asia, Latin America and Canada routinely sell some of America's most recognizable brands to Cuban importers.¶ Cuba has for years sought out American goods as a way of thumbing its nose at the embargo. Officials at three foreign-owned import companies operating in Havana, who refused to have their names published for fear of economic repercussions, said the communist government itself still imports the vast majority of American goods.
Gradual Lift Coming Soon – Business Leaders pushing for Reform

Lobe ’08 (Jim Lobe, 12/7/2008, InterPress Service, http://www.ipsnews.net/2008/12/us-cuba-business-support-for-dismantling-embargo/, accessed 6/29/13, WP)
If U.S. President-elect Barack Obama wants to begin dismantling Washington's nearly 50-year-old trade embargo against Cuba, it appears he will have widespread support for doing so.¶ Not only have some major foreign policy heavyweights recently called for ending the embargo if, for no other reason, than to create desperately needed goodwill elsewhere in the Americas and beyond.¶ But major U.S. business groups also appear more enthusiastic than ever for pushing the incoming administration and the most Democratic Congress in some 20 years in that direction,although they concede the process may be more gradual than they would like.¶ "We support the complete removal of all trade and travel restrictions on Cuba," a dozen such business associations, including the politically potent Business Roundtable, American Farm Bureau Federation, National Retail Federation, and the U.S. Chamber of Commerce wrote, in a letter addressed to Obama Thursday.¶ "We recognize that change may not come all at once, but it must start somewhere, and it must begin soon," they added, noting that Washington's trade embargo and its long-standing efforts to isolate Havana for national security reasons during the Cold War have "far outlasted [their] original purpose."¶ The letter, which was drafted by Jake Colvin, vice president for Global Trade Issues of the National Foreign Trade Council (NFTC), is the latest in a series of public statements by prominent foreign policy figures and institutions in favor of easing, if not abandoning, Washington's efforts to isolate Havana.¶ Last May, a high-level, bipartisan Latin America task force of the influential Council on Foreign Relations issued a 76-page report that, among other things, called for any incoming U.S. administration to repeal the economic and travel sanctions Washington has imposed against Cuba over the past 15 years and engage Havana on a range of issues of mutual concern with a view to ending the embargo and normalizing ties.¶ And just two weeks ago, an inter-American commission sponsored by the Washington-based Brookings Institution, from pwhich the new administration is expected to recruit key policymakers, and co-chaired by former Mexican President Ernesto Zedillo and former U.S. UN Ambassador Thomas Pickering went further yet.¶In addition to easing the embargo and directly engaging the government of President Raul Castro, it urged that Cuba immediately be removed from the State Department's list of state sponsors of terrorism, end restrictions on humanitarian aid there, reintegrate Cuba into regional and global economic and political organizations, and lift all travel restrictions on the island.¶ The report noted that Washington's decades-long hostility toward Havana had "disproportionately dominated U.S. policy toward the LAC region for years [and] have hindered Washington's ability to work constructively with other countries."¶During this year's presidential campaign, Obama himself had pledged to open talks with the Cuban government without preconditions and to relax the embargo – by repealing regulations promulgated by President George W. Bush – that limited both travel by Cuban Americans to their homeland and their ability to send remittances to their families there.
