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Obama’s pressure on Congress is preventing sanctions now

Kaper 12/5 (Stacy Kaper covers national security for National Journal. “Reid in Hot Seat on Iran Sanctions” http://www.nationaljournal.com/daily/reid-in-hot-seat-on-iran-sanctions-20131205)

Harry Reid is in the hot seat on the question of whether to allow a vote on Iran sanctions legislation, and it will only get hotter when the Senate returns from recess next week. The administration is unleashing a full-court press to sell its interim nuclear deal with Iran, and it has been waging a campaign for months to convince Congress to hold off on any additional sanctions action. But several lawmakers on both sides of the aisle who strongly support Israel insist that it was the pressure of sanctions that brought Iran to the negotiating table on its nuclear-weapons capabilities. They argue the threat of additional sanctions now is necessary to hold Iran's feet to the fire. This all puts Reid in an incredibly tough bind. The Senate majority leader has so far blocked any vote on additional Iran sanctions from coming to the floor. Despite comments that he made before the interim agreement was announced that the Senate needs to leave "legislative … options open to act on a new bipartisan sanctions bill in December," he has since hedged, saying the Senate will act "appropriately" and that "if we need stronger sanctions, I am sure we will do that." Senior Republican Senate aides say they don't see signs of Reid capitulating. Many on and off Capitol Hill monitoring the situation closely say they have a hard time imagining Reid would call for a vote on Iran sanctions legislation any time soon. "I believe Senator Reid will try to give the administration the time it needs to sell this deal a little bit more on the Hill," former Reid spokesman Jim Manley said. "His job as leader is to protect the administration's priorities." Danielle Pletka, a vice president for foreign and defense policy studies at the American Enterprise Institute, said Reid might find the pressure from the White House overwhelming. "I believe that Reid's caucus will want a vote, but Reid may well refuse in order to protect the president's desire to have a free hand to warm up with Iran," she said. But it is also unclear how long Reid can resist pressure from his colleagues. The administration's track record on being able to suppress Congress when it comes to sanctions is not great. The House passed additional Iran sanctions in July. Several senators were pushing additional sanctions legislation before the interim agreement with Iran was announced and remain engaged now. Leading the charge are Sen. Mark Kirk, R-Ill., and Senate Foreign Relations Committee Chairman Robert Menendez, D-N.J. While Republicans are leading the charge, there is plenty of pressure from prominent Democrats like Menendez, Sen. Richard Blumenthal of Connecticut, and Chuck Schumer of New York, the Senate's No.3 Democrat.

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.¶ 

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

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

Resnick 1 – Dr. Evan Resnick, Ph.D. in Political Science from Columbia University, Assistant Professor of Political Science at Yeshiva University, “Defining Engagement”, Journal of International Affairs, Spring, 54(2), Ebsco
DIFFERENTIATING BETWEEN ENGAGEMENT AND APPEASEMENT In contrast to many prevailing conceptions of engagement, the one proposed in this essay allows a substantive distinction to be drawn between engagement and appeasement. The standard definition of appeasement--which derives from the language of classical European diplomacy, namely "a policy of attempting to reduce tension between two states by the methodical removal of the principal causes of conflict between them"(n29)--is venerable but nevertheless inadequate.(n30) It does not provide much guidance to the contemporary policymaker or policy analyst, because it conceives of a foreign policy approach in terms of the ends sought while never making clear the precise means involved. The principal causes of conflict between two states can be removed in a number of ways.(n31) A more refined definition of appeasement that not only remains loyal to the traditional connotations but also establishes a firm conceptual distinction from engagement might be: the attempt to influence the political behavior of a target state by ceding territory and/or a geopolitical sphere of influence to that state. Indeed, the two best-known cases of appeasement, Great Britain's appeasement of the United States at the turn of the 20th century and of Nazi Germany in the 1930s, reveals that much of this appeasement adopted precisely these guises. The key elements of the British appeasement of the US-acceptance of the Monroe Doctrine-permission for the US to build and fortify a Central American canal, and acquiescence to American claims on the border between Alaska and the Yukon--consisted of explicit acknowledgement of American territorial authority.(n32) Meanwhile, the appeasement of the Third Reich by Great Britain was characterized by acquiescence to: Germany's military reoccupation of the Rhineland (1936); annexation of Austria (1938); acquisition of the Sudetenland from Czechoslovakia as decided at the Munich Conference; and absorption of the remainder of Czechoslovakia (1939).(n33) A more contemporary example of appeasement is the land for peace exchange that represents the centerpiece of the on-again off-again diplomatic negotiations between the Israeli government and the Palestinian Authority. 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 influence are merely transferred by one party to the other either unconditionally or in exchange for certain concessions on the part of the target state.
C. Vote Negative

1. Precision – clearly defining engagement is key to foreign policy analysis and decision making.  The alternative is policy failure.

2. Limits – they justify all forms of positive interaction with target countries, makes the topic untenable. 
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Text: The United States Federal Government should phase out a significant portion of its economic restrictions towards Cuba if, and only if, the Cuban government implements, through a bilateral framework, economic liberalization reforms, including engaging international financial institutions, reducing restrictions on foreign direct investment, and admittance into the Organization of American States. The United States federal government should then make all conditions reversible, as per our 2nd Perez evidence. 

Only the counterplan solves Cuban growth and democracy – US engagement in economic liberalization ensures stable transition post-Castro, and they’d say yes.
David A. Perez, Yale Law School, JD, 2010, Harvard Latino Law Review, Spring,13 Harv. Latino L. Rev. 187, America’s Cuba Policy: The Way Forward: A Policy Recommendation for the U.S. State Department, p. 216-7//ts

The United States should recognize that economic change is a precursor to political change. To that end, the Obama Administration should craft its Cuba policy to emphasize and encourage economic liberalization, rather than focusing on political conditions. (4A) Economic Liberalization Precedes Political Liberalization American policymakers should adopt another type of Copernican shift: instead of placing political reforms (i.e., free elections) at the center of our Cuba policy, the U.S. should make economic reforms the gravitational locus of our diplomatic efforts. This shift would not lose track of or diminish the importance of political change, but would simply acknowledge that such political change necessarily orbits economic change, and not the other way around. Put differently, changing our point of view does not change our objectives – it only changes the means by which we pursue our objectives. The notion of offering a quid pro quo – easing restrictions for genuine irreversible reform – has always been impossible because of Fidel’s stubborn personality. Once he is out of the picture permanently, there would be no other leader who could maintain such rigidity in the face of genuine and constructive engagement from Washington. Reform-oriented leaders will feel less pressure to remain silent, while the government itself will feel more pressure from the populace to address the growing concerns on the island. While Fidel Castro has always exuded confidence in his leadership, in the immediate wake of his death the Cuban regime is sure to feel a tremendous amount of insecurity, which, if handled properly and respectfully, could strengthen Washington’s political hand. At that point, the best – indeed, the only – way to have leverage in Cuba, is for America to engage the island directly. However, Washington’s policy for the last fifty years has focused almost exclusively on the political situation (i.e., free and fair elections). This myopic approach has ignored the possibility of doing an end-run around Castro’s political recalcitrance by simply giving the Cuban people (and government) an offer they can’t refuse: economic success. As long as the political arena remains the battlefield upon which Washington and Havana wage their ideological war, there will always be stalemate. Transitions from other Cold War-era governments demonstrate that economic liberalization helped facilitate political liberalization. In Poland, the labor unions flourished before political parties were finally established after the fall of the Soviet Union; in Russia, mass privatization paved the way for moderate political freedoms; in Vietnam, the government started to embrace market-based reforms in the mid to late-1980s; and finally, in China, an unmistakably capitalist society has emerged, although elections have still not been held. Cuba will be no different. In early 2009, the Cuban government approved the largest land distribution since the revolution when it handed out 45,500 land grants to the private sector. Another reason economic reforms are likely to precede political reforms is that the population seems hungrier to see an economic respite after decades of austerity. This may also be a result of their belief that the Cuban regime will try to maintain its monopolistic grip on politics for as long as possible, even if it loosens its grip on the economy. When Raul Castro began his version of a “listening tour” around the island he also initiated a series of debates. During one of these town hall meetings Ricardo Alarcon, the leader of the National Assembly as of April 2009, was barraged with questions that focused on the economy – specifically Cuba’s dual-currency system. Although such intimate private-public participation has been rare on the totalitarian island, once the window of opportunity was opened, a burst of activity flowed through. Reloading the diplomatic cannon by encouraging economic reform, rather than focusing on political reform, would represent a more dynamic approach to U.S.-Cuban relations. (4B) Washington’s Policies Should Encourage Economic Liberalization The importance of this argument cannot be overstated. The fact that economic reforms will precede political reforms means at least two things. First, given this ordering, any quid pro quo from Washington should provide due credit to any economic liberalization that the island may implement, however piecemeal. For example, when the Cuban government privatizes parcels of agricultural land, or when it allows its tourist industry to engage in the dollar economy, or when it allows its taxi drivers to charge their own rates, these reforms should be seen as the economic equivalent of allowing small-scale political pluralism. When economic reforms are implemented, they should be praised – not belittled – and followed by positive reinforcement by Washington. Second, since these economic changes will be prerequisites for any significant political reforms on the island, Washington should focus its short-term diplomatic efforts on an open Cuban market, rather than an open Cuban polity. This might mean easing or restructuring, though not necessarily fully eliminating, restrictions on trade, travel, and remittances, in order to encourage more private economic activity. In these ways, the U.S. can help awaken Cuba’s nascent economic society, providing the necessary impetus for political reform. Another method Washington can use to lure Cuba into economic reform is membership into the international financial community. The World Bank, International Monetary Fund, and the Inter-American Development Bank each have rules for borrowing money and can encourage liberalization in Cuba by making their respective funds available as a carrot to incentivize liberalization. These regional and global economic organizations have rules and procedures that are technically independent of the U.S. Congress. By couching these reforms in terms of obligations to transnational financial organizations, any economic progress can be insulated from the anti-American rhetoric that would otherwise follow their painful implementation. Ending the U.S. opposition to the reengagement of the international financial community with Cuba would go a long way toward promoting economic liberalization. (4C) The Economic Transition Will Be Slow Policymakers in Washington must realize that Cubans will not wake up the day after Fidel Castro dies and experience broad-based attitudinal changes. Therefore, while economic reform is sure to preface political reform, the Cuban government will have to move slowly on the former so as not to alienate the population, which would truncate the latter. At first, a successor regime may think that choosing between Castroism and economic liberalization is a Faustian choice: economic doldrums with continuity versus economic revitalization with instability. Indeed, continuing Castroism embraces the history and normative values attached to the Revolution, but would forestall any economic recovery. On the other hand, liberalizing the economy by adopting market reforms would promote economic growth, but could also alienate large segments of the population still enamored by Castro’s revolutionary zeal. For example, one possible market reform would be to lay off the excess workforce that has cluttered the state-controlled enterprises and rendered them inefficient and virtually useless. Embracing deep cuts in the public employment might be efficient, but it certainly will not be popular. For decades Cubans have enjoyed job security, universal education, and universal healthcare. If market reforms are interpreted as a wholesale rejection of the normative and ideological underpinnings that have dominated Cuban discourse for the last fifty years, they will no doubt alienate influential ideologues in the Communist Party, the military, the Ministry of the Interior, and many others in the general population. When a state takes control of the economy, it also takes responsibility for it when it performs poorly. A strong state could surely implement these reforms and survive the ensuing backlash; but to do so would require deft political maneuvering, and a careful patience to not try to change everything all at once. A poorly managed state-led economic opening can quickly become unmanageable, and create instability. Given these concerns, a slow and methodical economic transition, rather than an overnight toppling of the state-sector, would be a far more pragmatic approach for the Cuban government. China and Vietnam have both introduced market reforms that dwarf any that the Cuban regime has introduced so far. Given that China has been on the path of liberalization for over thirty years yet the state still controls wide swaths of the economy, one might expect Cuba’s economic transformation to also move lethargically – especially at first. The stronger the parallel with Asia becomes, the more methodical Cuba’s opening will be. Expectations that assume a quick economic turnaround should be correspondingly adjusted. Thus, the United States should recognize that the Cuban government has little choice but to move at a relatively glacial speed, and instead work assiduously to make the economic transition as smooth as possible. To that end, it is absolutely crucial that our policies not be used as a way to settle political grudges. For example, if America moves to regain the properties taken by the Cuban government fifty years ago as a way to “encourage” market reforms, the entire effort will be short-circuited before it takes off the ground. Some will argue that focusing on market liberalization, while putting political reforms to the side, endangers Cuba’s long-term prospects for liberty and freedom. This is a valid concern. Nevertheless, in normative terms, market reforms will vastly improve the lives of the Cuban people. The improved living conditions will give fringe groups with few resources the ability to focus their own efforts on political reform from within. Improved economic conditions, if used as a prerequisite to political reform, may also prevent a costly civil war during the inevitably painful transition.

Conditionality and reversibility are key – Plan fails without the threat of returned sanctions – government repression, instability and chaos would be the result 
David A. Perez, Yale Law School, JD, 2010, Harvard Latino Law Review, Spring,13 Harv. Latino L. Rev. 187, America’s Cuba Policy: The Way Forward: A Policy Recommendation for the U.S. State Department, p. 216-7//ts

After conducting some initial discussions, both countries can then move on to the embargo. No one argues that the embargo is an effective foreign policy, because it has clearly failed to bring about real reform on the island; the only argument for maintaining the embargo is that it can be used as a bargaining chip for more dialogue – not that in its current state it can lead to a better situation. Put differently, the embargo is only valuable to the extent that its removal can be part of a quid pro quo strategy – not that its maintenance will lead to fundamental reform on the island. This reveals a bifurcated myopia that affects both sides of the debate. On the one hand those who support the embargo as a negotiating chip often gloss over the fact that its continuation will not lead to regime change. On the other hand, those who focus on the embargo’s inability to topple the regime and instead support lifting the embargo unconditionally, generally give too little weight to the embargo’s value during diplomatic negotiations. The Helms-Burton legislation lays out the rather onerous conditions that must be met on Cuba’s end before the U.S. can begin restoring diplomatic relations. The significance of Helms-Burton’s restraints cannot be overstated: while a particular president’s rhetoric or a particular resolution’s wording might chill diplomatic relations between two countries, Helms-Burton’s arduous provisions freeze relations. The onus to thaw that freeze is properly placed upon Washington, rather than Havana. It is therefore incumbent upon the United States to change its own laws before any rapprochement with Cuba can begin. Invariably the debate surrounding America’s embargo revolves around its solvency: has it worked? The question should instead be reworded to ask: will current U.S. policy work from here on out to achieve certain definable interests? The United States sold the island over $ 700 million in goods in 2008, accounting for 40% of the island’s agricultural imports. That number seems to indicate that Cuba’s trading relationship with the U.S. is not of trivial importance to the island’s leadership. However, the strength of this relationship may steadily diminish relative to other trading partners in the next few years. For example, over the next five to seven years Cuba will have an increased energy productivity stemming from its coastal drilling operations that will bring it closer to Spain, Canada, Norway, Brazil, and India. With these relatively stable flows of capital, Cuba will increasingly become insulated from U.S. economic pressure. The moment to decisively influence Cuba’s government through economic pressure may have never existed, but if it did, it has surely passed. The notion that the U.S. can intricately craft Cuba’s governmental and domestic policies by applying a combination of economic and political pressure must be rejected either as categorically false, or as an anachronism of the early 1990s. During her confirmation hearings, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said “that it is not time to lift the embargo on Cuba, especially since it provides an important source of leverage for further change on the island.” Secretary Clinton is correct: the embargo definitely provides a valuable bargaining chip during negotiations, and should not be lifted unconditionally. But given this evidence, the Obama Administration should be suspect of claims that the embargo gives the U.S. decisive leverage over Cuba. (5G) These Diplomatic Overtures Are Both Sequential and Reversible These first few steps would then allow the United States to begin by engaging Cuba in a multi-lateral framework. The model can mirror the six-party talks held with North Korea, which provide a structure for direct American engagement with the North Korean government. n87 The Cuban government will likely participate since the United States has so much to offer, including the reduction of sanctions, various security guarantees, the promise of normalized relations, and an eventual end to Cuba’s isolation. Combined with these carrots, the United States will also have the stick of increased sanctions, and a reversion back to diplomatic isolation. Policymakers in America often emphasize that any change on America’s end must be met with irreversible change on Cuba’s end, based on the idea that the United States might be offering irreversible carrots for nothing. The underlying premise of that notion is simply wrong: there is no reason to believe that once the United States changes parts of its Cuba policy, it cannot reverse those changes in response to negative behavior in Havana. Concessions the United States makes on many of these issues can be reversed: targeted sanctions can be reapplied after they have been removed; travel bans can be reinstituted after they have been lifted; diplomatic relations can be re-severed after they have been re-established. If the United States normalizes relations with the Cuban government, only to witness the Cuban government imprison or execute hundreds of dissidents, there is no reason why our government could not respond strongly, and even consider reverting back to hostile relations. Establishing relations between Washington and Havana is not an end in itself, nor is it a right that has been taken away from Havana. Instead, normalized relations should properly be seen as a privilege that Cuba has to earn before it is once again offered by the United States. But even if it is offered to Cuba, by no means are any overtures on Washington’s end irreversible.
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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. 

Causes civil war ensuring multiple conflicts
Exiles return to try and claim authority

Dissidents try to claim power

US policy encourages anarchy

Also encourages criminal enterprises—floods the US with drugs

Extremist groups use cuba as a base—it’s close enough for an attack to succeed

Regional instability causes state failure throughout the region because it collapses economic growth—causes draw in

Draw in causes worse anti-americanism because it’s perceived as imperialism

Detracts focus—causes instability in the following regions: Iran, North Korea, China/Taiwan, Africa, the Caucuses,  
Gorrell, 5 - Lieutenant Colonel, US Army, paper submitted for the USAWC STRATEGY RESEARCH PROJECT (Tim, “CUBA: THE NEXT UNANTICIPATED ANTICIPATED STRATEGIC CRISIS?” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA433074  GWOT=Global War on Terrorism

Regardless of the succession, under the current U.S. policy, Cuba’s problems of a post Castro transformation only worsen. In addition to Cubans on the island, there will be those in exile who will return claiming authority. And there are remnants of the dissident community within Cuba who will attempt to exercise similar authority. A power vacuum or absence of order will create the conditions for instability and civil war. Whether Raul or another successor from within the current government can hold power is debatable. However, that individual will nonetheless extend the current policies for an indefinite period, which will only compound the Cuban situation. When Cuba finally collapses anarchy is a strong possibility if the U.S. maintains the “wait and see” approach. The U.S. then must deal with an unstable country 90 miles off its coast. In the midst of this chaos, thousands will flee the island. During the Mariel boatlift in 1980 125,000 fled the island.26 Many were criminals; this time the number could be several hundred thousand fleeing to the U.S., creating a refugee crisis. Equally important, by adhering to a negative containment policy, the U.S. may be creating its next series of transnational criminal problems. Cuba is along the axis of the drug-trafficking flow into the U.S. from Columbia. The Castro government as a matter of policy does not support the drug trade. In fact, Cuba’s actions have shown that its stance on drugs is more than hollow rhetoric as indicated by its increasing seizure of drugs – 7.5 tons in 1995, 8.8 tons in 1999, and 13 tons in 2000.27 While there may be individuals within the government and outside who engage in drug trafficking and a percentage of drugs entering the U.S. may pass through Cuba, the Cuban government is not the path of least resistance for the flow of drugs. If there were no Cuban restraints, the flow of drugs to the U.S. could be greatly facilitated by a Cuba base of operation and accelerate considerably. In the midst of an unstable Cuba, the opportunity for radical fundamentalist groups to operate in the region increases. If these groups can export terrorist activity from Cuba to the U.S. or throughout the hemisphere then the war against this extremism gets more complicated. Such activity could increase direct attacks and disrupt the economies, threatening the stability of the fragile democracies that are budding throughout the region. In light of a failed state in the region, the U.S. may be forced to deploy military forces to Cuba, creating the conditions for another insurgency. The ramifications of this action could very well fuel greater anti-American sentiment throughout the Americas. A proactive policy now can mitigate these potential future problems. U.S. domestic political support is also turning against the current negative policy. The Cuban American population in the U.S. totals 1,241,685 or 3.5% of the population.28 Most of these exiles reside in Florida; their influence has been a factor in determining the margin of victory in the past two presidential elections. But this election strategy may be flawed, because recent polls of Cuban Americans reflect a decline for President Bush based on his policy crackdown. There is a clear softening in the Cuban-American community with regard to sanctions. Younger Cuban Americans do not necessarily subscribe to the hard-line approach. These changes signal an opportunity for a new approach to U.S.-Cuban relations. (Table 1) The time has come to look realistically at the Cuban issue. Castro will rule until he dies. The only issue is what happens then? The U.S. can little afford to be distracted by a failed state 90 miles off its coast. The administration, given the present state of world affairs, does not have the luxury or the resources to pursue the traditional American model of crisis management. The President and other government and military leaders have warned that the GWOT will be long and protracted. These warnings were sounded when the administration did not anticipate operations in Iraq consuming so many military, diplomatic and economic resources. There is justifiable concern that Africa and the Caucasus region are potential hot spots for terrorist activity, so these areas should be secure. North Korea will continue to be an unpredictable crisis in waiting. We also cannot ignore China. What if China resorts to aggression to resolve the Taiwan situation? Will the U.S. go to war over Taiwan? Additionally, Iran could conceivably be the next target for U.S. pre-emptive action. These are known and potential situations that could easily require all or many of the elements of national power to resolve. In view of such global issues, can the U.S. afford to sustain the status quo and simply let the Cuban situation play out? The U.S. is at a crossroads: should the policies of the past 40 years remain in effect with vigor? Or should the U.S. pursue a new approach to Cuba in an effort to facilitate a manageable transition to post-Castro Cuba?
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Text: The United States Department of Defense should substantially increase international humanitarian assistance and disaster relief through international military medical operations toward non-democratic states, except Cuba.

The CP is key to effective multilateral leadership
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
Case
Ethanol

Strong domestic demand makes Brazilian ethanol inevitable

Gorter, et al. 13 (Harry de Gorter#, Dusan Drabik@, Erika M. Kliauga ͂and Govinda R. Timilsina§ #Professor, Charles H. Dyson School of Applied Economics and Management, Cornell University, @ Ph.D. Candidate, Charles H. Dyson School of Applied Economics and Management, Cornell University, ͂ Researcher, Charles H. Dyson School of Applied Economics and Management, Cornell University, § Senior Economist, Environment and Energy Unit, Development Research Group, The World Bank, Washington, DC. “An Economic Model of Brazil’s Ethanol-Sugar Markets and Impacts of Fuel Policies.” June 2013. The World Bank Development Research Group Environment and Energy Team http://elibrary.worldbank.org/docserver/download/6524.pdf?expires=1381269093&id=id&accname=guest&checksum=21E4BA3F93EE63FAB83F5A9DE524DE00)

Brazil has developed a unique system of producing competing tradable products – sugar and ethanol – from non-traded sugarcane. Modern “flex-plants” can produce either sugar or ethanol from sugarcane, and within a production year, can switch between the two products up to about 65 percent of a product.2 Furthermore, flex-plants can extract up to 18.6 liters of ethanol per tonne of sugarcane processed into sugar from molasses, a by-product of sugar production (Gopal and Kammen, 2009).3 The total output of sugarcane is shown in Figure 2 where ethanol’s share has ranged between 45 and 57 percent of the total in the past 7 years.4 This leads to two different demand curves for ethanol astransportation fuel: an anhydrous ethanol-gasoline fuel mixture (which we define as “fuel” in this paper) that all cars can use, and E-100 (100 percent hydrous ethanol) which only flex cars can use (23 percent of total cars in Brazil are currently flex but growing fast as over 80 percent of new car sales in the past two years were flex).5 Strong domestic demand for ethanol in Brazil is due to growing incomes. Since 2010, about 50 percent of total gasoline plus ethanol consumed in Brazil has been ethanol, compared to 10 percent in the United States. Gasoline consumption in Brazil increased by 2 billion liters from 2000/01 to 2009/10 but ethanol consumption increased a whopping 24 billion liters. But since 2009, total ethanol consumption (hydrous and anhydrous) has declined by almost 20 percent (Figure 3) due to rising ethanol prices, along with lower gasoline taxes and gasoline prices pegged below world prices. 
SugarCane burning causes global warming 

Ribeiro 08
Helena Ribeiro, Supported by the National Council for Scientific and Technological Development, “Sugar cane burning in Brazil: respiratory health effects”,  Revista de Saúde Pública February 29th, 2008

Accessed online at: http://www.scielo.br/scielo.php?pid=S0034-89102008000200026&script=sci_arttext&tlng=en

Despite their restrictions and cautious conclusions, the studies analyzed indicate health risks in adverse atmospheric conditions, caused by sugarcane straw burning. These risks can be higher among children, elderly people and asthmatics, mainly resulting in higher demand for health care. Until recently, studies on sugarcane were mostly concerned about workers in the productive process, such as Phoolchund's investigation20 (1991), which showed that sugarcane cutters were at higher risk of lung cancer as a consequence of foliage burning. As the global environmental crisis worsened and people became more aware of this issue, especially as regards climate changes resulting from polluting human activities, there has been an increase in biofuel production. Among these fuels, sugarcane is the fastest-growing one. However, its burning has increasingly been opposed by public opinion, allegedly due to its environmental and human health impact, even though Brazilian health organs have had little participation in this discussion. In the state of São Paulo, due to the environmentalists' pressure, the law that foresees gradual elimination of fire utilization to facilitate sugarcane cutting, until 2021 for mechanized areas, and until 2031 for non-mechanized areas, was approved in 2002. The few studies on the effects of sugarcane burning hint at the health impacts on the general population, though many questions are still left unresolved. On the other hand, research on the health effects of biomass burning, especially as regards uncontrolled forest fires (Ribeiro & Assunção21 2002), may help to define a health policy for this issue and guide future research. Frankenberg et al8 (2005) concluded that individuals exposed to biomass smoke experienced more difficulty in their daily activities, even though general and respiratory health effects were more difficult to interpret. Kunii et al12 (2002), while assessing the effects of Indonesian forest fires, including interviews and pulmonary function tests in 54 people, verified that more than 90% presented with respiratory symptoms and that elderly people suffered severe deterioration of their health condition. By means of multivariate analysis, the study showed that gender, history of asthma and frequency of mask use were associated with the severity of the respiratory problem. Negative effects of Indonesian fires were also assessed in the Malaysian population (Sastry25 2002). Mott et al18(2005) investigated the exposure effects on the cardio-respiratory health of hospitalized people in the Kuching region, in Malaysia. The authors selected admissions from 1995 to 1998 to verify if hospitalizations during or after fires in neighboring countries exceeded the predicted number of hospitalizations, in accordance with historical records. There was statistically significant increase in the number of hospitalizations due to respiratory diseases, especially asthma and chronic obstructive diseases. Survival analysis indicated that people over 65 years of age, who had been previously hospitalized for any reason, with any respiratory, cardio-respiratory, or chronic obstructive pulmonary disease, were more likely to be hospitalized again after the burning period. These cited articles reveal the relationship between non-localized, cross-border pollution caused by biomass burning and the vulnerability of some specific groups of the population, especially elderly people and those who suffer from any of the foregoing diseases. According to Sapkota et al24(2005), in addition to affecting neighboring communities, pollution originated from forest fires can travel thousands of miles to heavily populated urban areas. Fire effects in Canada resulted in a high concentration episode (up to 30 times higher) of particulate matter, especially finer one, in the city of Baltimore, in the United States. In 2003, forest fire smoke in Siberia was tracked by means of airplane and ground observations, thus indicating their transportation to North America. This caused an increase in background pollution in Alaska, Canada and the northeast Pacific Ocean by 23-37 ppbv of carbon monoxide and 5–9 ppbv of ozone. This increase in background ozone contributed to the air quality standard for ozone being exceeded in the northeast Pacific Ocean. According to the authors, regional air quality and health are connected to global atmospheric processes (Jaffe et al112004). Similarly, research has pointed to the effects of sugarcane burning on a regional scale. Nonetheless, as this burning may have greater spatial influence, the size of the population under the risk of health effects would be larger. According to Jacobson10(2004), the elimination of particles originated from burning may cause an increase in atmospheric temperature in the short run, and cooling of the climate in the long run due to elimination of carbon dioxide. Analytically, biomass burning always leads to carbon dioxide accumulating, even when vegetation recovery and sprouting cycles are equivalent to emission flows. Thus, Jacobson concluded that biomass energy is only partly renewable, because its burning contributes to global warming.

Sugarcane production land use can cause impacts on biodiversity

Zuurbier and Vooren. 2008

Peter Zuurbier and Jos Van De Vooren. "Contributions to Climate Change Mitigation and the Environment." Sugarcane Ethanol. Wageningen Academic P U B L I S H E R S, 2008. Web. 6 July 2013.<http://www.baff.info/english/rapporter/SugarcaneBook_Wageningen.pdf>.

The first one is impact of sugarcane production on land use change and climate. Here the assumption is made that land use for sugarcane implies serious impacts on the carbon stock, GHG emissions, and water and soil conditions. (Macedo et al., 2004). Also, the reallocation of land or land cleared for ethanol may have unforeseen impacts on biodiversity. The main question here is, can production of sugarcane ethanol be sustainable? 

No disease can kill us all – it would have to be everything at once 

Gladwell, 95
(Malcolm, The New Republic, 7/17/95 and 7/24/95, “The Plague Year”, Lexis)

What would a real Andromeda Strain look like? It would be highly infectious like the flu, spread through casual contact. But it would also have to be structured in such a way as to avoid the kind of selection bias that usually exists against virulent strains. For that reason, it would need to move stealthily through its host, infecting so silently that the victim would not know to take precautions, and so slowly that the victim would have years in which pass on the infection to someone else.  The Andromeda Strain, in short, the virus that really could kill 80 or 90 percent of humanity, would be an airborne version of HIV. In fact, doomsday types have for years been conjuring up this possibility for the end of mankind. The problem, however, is that it is very difficult to imagine how such a super-virus could ever come about. For a start, it is not clear how HIV could become airborne and still be lethal. (This was the argument of Howard Temin, the late Nobel Prize-winning virologist.) What makes HIV so dangerous is that it seeks out and selectively kills the key blood cells of the human immune system. To be airborne, it would have to shift its preference to the cells of the respiratory system. (Ebola, which is not nearly so selective, probably doesn't need to change personality to become airborne.) How, then, could it still cause aids? Why wouldn't it be just another cold virus?  Then there is the problem of mutation. To become airborne, HIV would have to evolve in such a way as to become more durable. Right now the virus is highly sensitive to changes in temperature and light. But it is hardly going to do any damage if it dies the moment it is coughed into the air and exposed to ultraviolet rays. HIV would have to get as tough as a cold virus, which can live for days on a countertop or a doorknob. At the same time HIV would have to get more flexible. Right now HIV mutates in only a limited manner. The virus essentially keeps changing its clothes, but its inner workings stay the same. It kills everyone by infecting the same key blood cells. To become airborne, it would have to undergo a truly fundamental transformation, switching to an entirely different class of cells. How can HIV make two contradictory changes at the same time, becoming both less and more flexible?  This is what is wrong with the Andromeda Strain argument. Every infectious agent that has ever plagued humanity has had to adopt a specific strategy, but every strategy carries a corresponding cost, and this makes human counterattack possible. Malaria is vicious and deadly, but it relies on mosquitoes to spread from one human to the next, which means that draining swamps and putting up mosquito netting can all but halt endemic malaria. Smallpoxis extraordinarily durable, remaining infectious in the environment for years, but its very durability, its essential rigidity, is what makes it one of the easiest microbes to create a vaccine against. aids is almost invariably lethalbecause its attacks the body at its point of great vulnerability, that is, the immune system, but the fact that it targets blood cells is what makes it so relatively uninfectious.  I could go on, but the point is obvious. Any microbe capable of wiping us all out would have to be everything at once: as contagious as flu, as durable as the cold, as lethal as Ebola, as stealthy as HIV and so doggedly resistant to mutation that it would stay deadly over the course of a long epidemic. But viruses are not, well, superhuman. They cannot do everything at once. It is one of the ironies of the analysis of alarmists such as Preston that they are all too willing to point out the limitations of human beings, but they neglect to point out the limitations of microscopic life forms.

Transition to Cuban ethanol destroys domestic production

Specht, 2013 (Jonathan, Legal Advisor, Pearlmaker Holsteins, Inc. B.A., Louisiana State University, 2009, “Raising Cane: Cuban Sugarcane Ethanol’s Economic and Environmental Effects on the United States”, Environs: Environmental Law and Policy Journal, April 24, 2013, http://environs.law.ucdavis.edu/issues/36/2/specht.pdf)

Imported ethanol from non-corn sources may be an increasingly popular means of reducing U.S. fossil fuel dependence for two reasons in particular. First, the transition from corn-based to cellulosic ethanol is difficult. Second, the RFS caps the amount of ethanol from corn that can be blended into U.S. fuel at 15 billion gallons per year by 2022.136 In coming years the amount of ethanol imported into the United States is likely to increase by a significant amount unless Congress revives the ethanol tariff. If both U.S. ethanol import restrictions and the ethanol blending tax credit were eliminated (as happened at the end of 2011), imports of ethanol into the United States would more than double.137 Unless Congress raises the RFS by a sufficient degree to absorb all domestic ethanol production on top of these new imports, the increase in such imports would likely damage the domestic ethanol industry. “Whatever the level or type of biofuel, increased imports (holding other factors constant) would reduce the quantity of domestically produced biofuels, which would reduce the demand for biofuel feedstocks.”138 Because very little ethanol is currently imported into the United States, law and policy changes that successfully fostered the development of a Cuban sugarcane-based ethanol industry would have a significant economic impact on the United States. Such a change would have the largest economic effect on two regions: the Midwest, which is currently the primary source of ethanol production in the United States, and the Southeast, especially Florida. This Part of the Article will discuss the likely economic effects of such policy changes first on the Midwest, then on Florida, then on the United States generally

Domestic ethanol k2 US ag sector

EAA, 2008 (Ethanol Across America, non-profit, non-partisan education campaign of the Clean Fuels Foundation 

and is sponsored by industry, government, and private interests, “The Impact of Ethanol Production on Food, Feed and Fuel”, A Publication of Ethanol Across America, Summer 2008, http://www.ethanolacrossamerica.net/pdfs/FoodFeedandFuel08.pdf)

As we begin, let’s recall why the ethanol industry was created in the first place. First, Congress wanted to create a domestic source of energy to help offset the negative economic impact and energy security issues related to imported oil. Second, they wanted to add value to agricultural products and increase profitability for corn producers. We’ve made significant progress in both areas. After years of cheap corn, American farmers are finally seeing the fruits of their investment in the ethanol industry as corn prices have surged. For 25 years, corn farmers have worked without getting a raise. Higher grain prices are creating an economic engine for rural America that is re-energizing rural communities and reducing agricultural subsidies. The Financial Times reported in May 2008 that the U.S. “is starting to break its addiction to foreign oil as high prices, more efficient cars, and the use of ethanol significantly cut the share of its oil imports for the first time since 1977. The country’s foreign oil dependency is expected to fall from 60 percent to 50 percent in 2015…” The implementation of the national Renewable Fuels Standard (RFS) is a key factor in expansion of ethanol use nationally. The RFS is also a critical cornerstone for America’s energy and economic security as we continue to find ways to produce our  own fuels and keep dollars at home. The profound effects of our nation’s dependence on imported oil are reverberating throughout our economy—impacting everything from gas prices to manufacturing to consumer spending. While increases in commodity prices pale in comparison with that of energy costs, there are concerns about the effect of grain demand on food supplies and food prices. As the ethanol industry grows, increased demand for corn will create challenges and opportunities for consumers, livestock producers, policy makers and refiners. As we navigate this sea change in agriculture, energy and economics, these issues can be addressed without inciting emotion and distorted rhetoric

US ag solves extinction
Lugar 2kChairman of the Senator Foreign Relations Committee and Member/Former Chair of the Senate Agriculture Committee (Richard, a US Senator from Indiana, is Chairman of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, and a member and former chairman of the Senate Agriculture Committee. “calls for a new green revolution to combat global warming and reduce world instability,” pg online @ http://www.unep.org/OurPlanet/imgversn/143/lugar.html)

In a world confronted by global terrorism, turmoil in the Middle East, burgeoning nuclear threats and other crises, it is easy to lose sight of the long-range challenges. But we do so at our peril. One of the most daunting of them is meeting the world’s need for food and energy in this century. At stake is not only preventing starvation and saving the environment, but also world peace and security. History tells us that states may go to war over access to resources, and that poverty and famine have oftenbred fanaticism and terrorism. Working to feed the world will minimize factors that contribute to global instability and the proliferation of [WMDs] weapons of mass destruction. With the world population expected to grow from 6 billion people today to 9 billion by mid-century, the demand for affordable food will increasewell beyond currentinternational production levels. People in rapidly developing nations will have the means greatly to improve their standard of living and caloric intake. Inevitably, that means eating more meat. This will raise demand for feed grain at the same time that the growing world population will need vastly more basic food to eat. Complicating a solution to this problem is a dynamic that must be better understood in the West: developing countries often use limited arable land to expand cities to house their growing populations. As good land disappears, people destroy timber resources and even rainforests as they try to create more arable land to feed themselves. The long-term environmental consequences could be disastrous for the entire globe. Productivity revolution To meet the expected demand for food over the next 50 years, we in the United States will have to grow roughly three times more food on the land we have. That’s a tall order. My farm in Marion County, Indiana, for example, yields on average 8.3 to 8.6 tonnes of corn per hectare – typical for a farm in central Indiana. To triple our production by 2050, we will have to produce an annual average of 25 tonnes per hectare. Can we possibly boost output that much? Well, it’s been done before. Advances in the use of fertilizer and water, improved machinery and better tilling techniques combined to generate a threefold increase in yields since 1935 – on our farm back then, my dad produced 2.8 to 3 tonnes per hectare. Much US agriculture has seen similar increases. But of course there is no guarantee that we can achieve those results again. Given the urgency of expanding food production to meet world demand, we must invest much more in scientific research and target that money toward projects that promise to have significant national and global impact. For the United States, that will mean a major shift in the way we conduct and fund agricultural science. Fundamental research will generate the innovations that will be necessary to feed the world. The United States can take a leading position in a productivity revolution. And our success at increasing food production may play a decisive humanitarian role in the survival ofbillions of people and the health of our planet.
Their claims are too generalizing- no observed link between high food prices and conflict

Ivanic and Martin 08- *PhD in agricultural economics from Purude, economist with the Agriculture and Rural Development team of the Development Economics Research Group at the World Bank **PhD from Iowa State, Research Manager, Agriculture and Rural Development at the World Bank(Maros and Will, April, “Implications of Higher Global Food Prices for Poverty in Low-Income Countries,” The World Bank Development Research Group//MGD)

Since 2005, the world has experienced a dramatic surgeinthe price of many staple food commodities. The price of maize increased by 80 percent between 2005 and 2007, and has since risen further. Many other commodity prices also rose sharply over this period: milk powder by 90 percent, wheat by 70 percent and rice by about 25 percent. Annual average prices of key staple foods are shown in Figure 1. Clearly, such large increases in prices may have tremendous impacts on the real incomes of poor households in developing countries. Despite widespread concern about the impacts of high food prices on poor people and on social stability (eg FAO 2007; World Bank 2008a), little hard information appears to be available on actual impactson poor people. The overall impact on poverty rates in poor countries depends on whether the gains to poor net producers outweigh the adverse impacts on poor consumers. Whether higher food prices improve or worsen the situation of particular households depends importantly on the products involved; the patterns of household incomes and expenditures; and the policy responses of governments (World Bank 2008b). Existing analyses tell us that the impacts of higher food prices on poverty are likely to be very diverse, depending upon the reasons for the price change and on the structure of the economy (Hertel and Winters 2006; Ravallion and Lokhsin 2005). A great deal depends on the distribution of net buyers and net sellers of food among low-income households (Aksoy and Isik-Dikmelik 2007). Only with careful examination of outcomes at the household level is it possible to tell whether changes in the prices of specific staple foods will help or hurt poor people.
Sugar ethanol doesn’t solve warming—aff author

Specht ’13- Legal Advisor, Pearlmaker Holsteins, Inc. B.A., Louisiana State University, 2009; J.D., Washington University in St. Louis 2012 (Jonathan, “Raising Cane: Cuban Sugarcane Ethanol’s Economic and Environmental Effects on the United States”, 36 UC Davis L. Rev. 206, April 24 2013, http://environs.law.ucdavis.edu/issues/36/2/specht.pdf) 

It must be stressed that sugarcane-based ethanol, from Cuba or anywhere else, is not the solution to the energy and climate change problems faced by the United States. Replacing just ten percent of global gasoline usage with sugarcane-based ethanol would require a tenfold increase in global sugarcane production. 209 To address the problems of both peak oil and climate change, the United States must do much more to reduce its fossil fuel consumption. It should primarily do this by using the strategies highlighted in the introduction of this Article: higher fuel efficiency standards, electric cars (powered with electricity from renewable energy sources, not coal), more public transportation, more walkable neighborhoods, and shorter commutes. To the extent to which there will inevitably still be high demand for liquid fuels for automobiles, ethanol from Cuban-grown sugarcane can, and should, be part of the solution to both problems.

Multilat

No credibility – Syria

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.

We just had a huge multilateral deal with non-democratic Iran

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

No US-China war
Rosecrance et al 10 (Richard, Political Science Professor @ Cal and Senior Fellow @ Harvard’s Belfer Center and Former Director @ Burkle Center of IR @ UCLA, and Jia Qingguo, PhD Cornell, Professor and Associate Dean of School of International Studies @ Peking University, “Delicately Poised: Are China and the US Heading for Conflict?” Global Asia 4.4, http://www.globalasia.org/l.php?c=e251)

Will China and the US Go to War?If one accepts the previous analysis, the answer is “no,” or at least not likely. Why?  First, despite its revolutionary past, China has gradually accepted the US-led world order and become a status quo power. It has joined most of the important inter-governmental international organizations. It has subscribed to most of the important international laws and regimes. It has not only accepted the current world order, it has become a strong supporter and defender of it. China has repeatedly argued that the authority of the United Nations and international law should be respected in the handling of international security crises. China has become an ardent advocate of multilateralism in managing international problems. And China has repeatedly defended the principle of free trade in the global effort to fight the current economic crisis, despite efforts by some countries, including the US, to resort to protectionism. To be sure, there are some aspects of the US world order that China does not like and wants to reform. However, it wishes to improve that world order rather than to destroy it.  Second, China hasclearly rejected the option of territorial expansion. It argues that territorial expansion is both immoral and counterproductive: immoral because it is imperialistic and counterproductive because it does not advance one’s interests. China’s behavior shows that instead of trying to expand its territories, it has been trying to settle its border disputes through negotiation. Through persistent efforts, China has concluded quite a number of border agreements in recent years. As a result, most of its land borders are now clearly drawn and marked under agreements with its neighbors. In addition, China is engaging in negotiations to resolve its remaining border disputes and making arrangements for peaceful settlement of disputed islands and territorial waters. Finally, even on the question of Taiwan, which China believes is an indisputable part of its territory, it has adopted a policy of peaceful reunification. A country that handles territorial issues in such a manner is by no means expansionist.  Third, China has relied on trade and investment for national welfare and prestige, instead of military conquest. And like the US, Japan and Germany, China has been very successful in this regard. In fact, so successful that it really sees no other option than to continue on this path to prosperity.  Finally, after years of reforms, China increasingly finds itself sharing certain basic values with the US, such as a commitment to the free market, rule of law, human rights and democracy. Of course, there are still significant differences in terms of how China understands and practices these values. However, at a conceptual level, Beijing agrees that these are good values that it should strive to realize in practice.  A Different World  It is also important to note that certain changes in international relations since the end of World War II have made the peaceful rise of a great power more likely. To begin with, the emergence of nuclear weapons has drastically reduced the usefulness of war as a way to settle great power rivalry. By now, all great powers either have nuclear weapons or are under a nuclear umbrella. If the objective of great power rivalry is to enhance one’s interests or prestige, the sheer destructiveness of nuclear weapons means that these goals can no longer be achieved through military confrontation. Under these circumstances, countries have to find other ways to accommodate each other — something that China and the US have been doing and are likely to continue to do.  Also, globalization has made it easier for great powers to increase their national welfare and prestige through international trade and investment rather than territorial expansion. In conducting its foreign relations, the US relied more on trade and investment than territorial expansion during its rise, while Japan and Germany relied almost exclusively on international trade and investment. China, too, has found that its interests are best served by adopting the same approach.  Finally, the development of relative pacifism in the industrialized world, and indeed throughout the world since World War II, has discouraged any country from engaging in territorial expansion. There is less and less popular support for using force to address even legitimate concerns on the part of nation states. Against this background, efforts to engage in territorial expansion are likely to rally international resistance and condemnation.  Given all this, is the rise of China likely to lead to territorial expansion and war with the US? The answer is no. 

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.
International cooperation high now – UN cooperating with regional organizations globally
UN News Centre 8-06 (“Regional organizations must expand cooperation to tackle global challenges”,Source:,August13h2013,http://www.un.org/apps/news/story.asp?NewsID=45570&Cr=regional+cooperation&Cr1=#.UiIojdJwqSo, SD) 

In Latin America and the Caribbean, he pointed to the joint missions the UN had carried out with the Organization of American States (OAS) to combat illicit trafficking. In Africa, he noted that the UN is working with the African Union (AU) in joint peacekeeping and mediation efforts in Sudan’s Darfur region and in facilitating the political transition in Somalia.¶In addition, the UN and the AU have also worked with the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) in Côte d’Ivoire and Mali.¶ The Peace, Security and Cooperation Framework for the Democratic Republic of the Congo (DRC) is also an example of regional cooperation, as it is supported by 11 African leaders, the AU, the Southern African Development Community (SADC), the International Conference for the Great Lakes Region (ICGLR) and the UN. This effort, Mr. Ban stressed “represents the best opportunity for years for forging a durable peace.”¶ In the Middle East and North Africa, the UN and the League of Arab States (LAS) are working to support inclusive political processes in Tunisia, Libya and Yemen, and they continue to search for a political solution to the crisis in Syria, including through the deployment of the UN-Arab League joint envoy, LakhdarBrahimi.
This adv is a double turn – 


- 

Youradv is about stopping the embargo so the U.S can credibly get other countries to be democracies. The U.S, in the eyes of the affirmative, is scared that they’re going to lose the superpower game and are trying to make a last ditch effort to stay alive. 
Fujimoto – their author, 2012 (Kevin, Lt. Colonel, U.S. Army, January 11, 2012, “Preserving U.S. National Security Interests Through a Liberal World Construct,” http://www.strategicstudiesinstitute.army.mil/index.cfm/articles/Preserving-US-National-Security-Interests-Liberal-World-Construct/2012/1/11)
 “. Recognizing this threat now, the United States must prepare for the eventual transition and immediately begin building the legitimacy and support of a system of rules that will protect its interests later when we are no longer the world's only superpower”.

But that’s the exact opposite of what their internal link says is key to rebuild Americas image. They CAUSE more backlash

Kupchan – from the 1ac, 2012 (Charles, professor of International Affairs at Georgetown University and senior fellow at the Council on Foreign Relations, “No One's World: The West, the Rising Rest, and the Coming Global Turn”, Kindle edition (no page numbers) 

 “Democratic principles have their roots in universal norms and values."-Such statements affirmRobert Kagan's observation that elites in the West "have operated on the ideological conviction that liberal democracy is the only legitimate form of government and that other forms of government are not only illegitimate but transitory.'' This stance is morally compelling and consistent with values deeply held among the Atlantic democracies. But the equation of legitimacy with democracy undermines the West's influence among emerging powers. Even countries like Brazil and India, both of which are stable democracies, tend to view the West's obsession with democracy promotion as little more than uninvited meddling in the affairs of others. The backlash is of course considerably harsher in autocracies such as China and Russia
Double bind – either the US will always attempt to maintain influence or multilateralism is inevitable 








Reuters 13 (Lesley Wroughton, “Kerry warns that another budget gridlock will damage US leadership,” 10/24/13, http://www.reuters.com/article/2013/10/24/us-usa-fiscal-kerry-idUSBRE99N1JJ20131024)

(Reuters) - America's top diplomat warned on Thursday that the United States could suffer more lasting damage to its influence abroad if the next round of budget talks in a few months lead to another breakdown.¶ Secretary of State John Kerry said the recent 16-day shutdown had raised questions among key allies about whether Washington can be counted on to lead - whether it is in talks with Iran, Middle East peace negotiations or completing an Asia-Pacific trade deal.¶ "What we do in Washington matters deeply to them, and that is why a self-inflicted wound like the shutdown that we just endured can never happen again," Kerry told the Center of American Progress policy think tank.¶ "The simple fact is that the shutdown created temporary but real consequences in our ability to work with our partners and pursue our interests abroad," Kerry added.¶ Kerry's warning about future U.S. credibility was more forceful at home than abroad.¶ In Asia recently where he stood in for President Barack Obama at summits in Indonesia, Brunei and Malaysia, Kerry dismissed the protracted budget negotiation in Washington as a "moment in politics" and assured countries it would not hurt U.S. commitments to the region.¶ But back in Washington on Thursday after several weeks of non-stop travel in Asia and Europe, Kerry said the shutdown had affected confidence in the United States abroad.¶ "This political moment was far more than just symbolism, far more than just a local fight. It matters deeply to our power and to our example," he said. "While this chapter is temporarily over, we've got another date looming, and the experience has to serve as a stern warning to all."¶ "Make no mistake, the greatest danger to America doesn't come from a rising rival," Kerry said, "It comes from the damage that we're capable of doing by our own dysfunction and the risks that will arise in a world that may see restrained or limited American leadership as a result."¶ U.S. lawmakers reached a last-minute deal earlier in October to break the fiscal impasse and avert a crippling debt default, but it promises another budget battle in a few months. Under the deal, a House-Senate negotiating committing will be formed to examine a broader budget agreement, with a deadline of December 13.¶ The deal funds the government until January 15 and raises the debt ceiling to February 7.¶ Kerry said America's allies were watching the budgets talks closely.¶ He said that while news headlines in the United States focused on political party wrangling, fresh opinion polls and the impasse's consequences for the 2016 presidential race, foreign leaders were more interested in the U.S. ability to lead.¶ "I personally have every confidence we can and that we are, but others are going to need to see us steer a steady course in order to rebuild their confidence," Kerry said, "In the days to come, if we let domestic differences overwhelm diplomacy, those differences will undermine our shared values and most importantly our shares interests."¶ "The question no longer is whether our politics stops at the waters edge, but whether our politics stops us from providing the leadership that the world needs," he added.
