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

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

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

And, this form of argumentation outweighs

Shively ‘2K

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

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

Zappen ‘4  

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

Finally, Bakhtin describes the Socratic dialogue as a carnivalesque debate between opposing points of view, with a ritualistic crownings and decrownings of opponents. I call this Socratic form of debate a contesting of ideas to capture the double meaning of the Socratic debate as both a mutual testing of oneself and others and a contesting or challenging of others' ideas and their lives. Brickhouse and Smith explain that Socrates' testing of ideas and people is a mutual testing not only of others but also of himself: Socrates claims that he has been commanded by the god to examine himself as well as others; he claims that the unexamined life is not worth living; and, since he rarely submits to questioning himself, "it must be that in the process of examining others Socrates regards himself as examining his own life, too." Such a mutual testing of ideas provides the only claim to knowledge that Socrates can have: since neither he nor anyone else knows the real definitions of things, he cannot claim to have any knowledge of his own; since, however, he subjects his beliefs to repeated testing, he can claim to have that limited human knowledge supported by the "inductive evidence" of "previous elenctic examinations." This mutual testing of ideas and people is evident in the Laches and also appears in the Gorgias in Socrates' testing of his own belief that courage is inseparable from the other virtues and in his willingness to submit his belief and indeed his life to the ultimate test of divine judgment, in what Bakhtin calls a dialogue on the threshold. The contesting or challenging of others' ideas and their lives and their ritualistic crowning/decrowning is evident in the Gorgias in Soocrates' successive refutations and humiliations of Gorgias, Polus, and Callicles
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The 1AC’s silence is a loaded presence – their forgetting of the non-human world and the individualistic formation of agency ensure the replication of prevailing anthropocentric power relations 

Bell and Russell 2K

(Anne C. by graduate students in the Faculty of Environmental Studies, York Universi- ty and Constance L. a graduate student at the Ontario Institute for Studies in Educa- tion, University of Toronto, Beyond Human, Beyond Words: Anthropocentrism, Critical Pedagogy, and the Poststructuralist Turn, http://www.csse-scee.ca/CJE/Articles/FullText/CJE25-3/CJE25-3-bell.pdf [10/24/11])

For this reason, the various movements against oppression need to be aware of and supportive of each other. In critical pedagogy, however, the exploration of questions of race, gender, class, and sexuality has proceeded so far with little acknowledgement of the systemic links between human oppressions and the domination of nature. The more-than-human world and human relationships to it have been ignored, as if the suffering and exploitation of other beings and the global ecological crisis were somehow irrelevant. Despite the call for attention to voices historically absent from traditional canons and narratives (Sadovnik, 1995, p. 316), nonhuman beings are shrouded in silence. This silence characterizes even the work of writers who call for a rethinking of all culturally positioned essentialisms. Like other educators influenced by poststructuralism, we agree that there is a need to scrutinize the language we use, the meanings we deploy, and the epistemological frameworks of past eras (Luke & Luke, 1995, p. 378). To treat social categories as stable and unchanging is to reproduce the prevailing relations of power (Britzman et al., 1991, p. 89). What would it mean, then, for critical pedagogy to extend this investigation and critique to include taken-for-granted understandings of “human,” “animal,” and “nature”? This question is difficult to raise precisely because these understandings are taken for granted. The anthropocentric bias in critical pedagogy manifests itself in silence and in the asides of texts. Since it is not a topic of discussion, it can be difficult to situate a critique of it. Following feminist analyses, we find that examples of anthropocentrism, like examples of gender symbolization, occur “in those places where speakers reveal the assumptions they think they do not need to defend, beliefs they expect to share with their audiences” (Harding, 1986, p. 112). Take, for example, Freire’s (1990) statements about the differences between “Man” and animals. To set up his discussion of praxis and the importance of “naming” the world, he outlines what he assumes to be shared, commonsensical beliefs about humans and other animals. He defines the boundaries of human membership according to a sharp, hierarchical dichotomy that establishes human superiority. Humans alone, he reminds us, are aware and self-conscious beings who can act to fulfill the objectives they set for themselves. Humans alone are able to infuse the world with their creative presence, to overcome situations that limit them, and thus to demonstrate a “decisive attitude towards the world” (p. 90). Freire (1990, pp. 87–91) represents other animals in terms of their lack of such traits. They are doomed to passively accept the given, their lives “totally determined” because their decisions belong not to themselves but to their species. Thus whereas humans inhabit a “world” which they create and transform and from which they can separate themselves, for animals there is only habitat, a mere physical space to which they are “organically bound.” To accept Freire’s assumptions is to believe that humans are animals only in a nominal sense. We are different not in degree but in kind, and though we might recognize that other animals have distinct qualities, we as humans are somehow more unique. We have the edge over other creatures because we are able to rise above monotonous, species-determined biological existence. Change in the service of human freedom is seen to be our primary agenda. Humans are thus cast as active agents whose very essence is to transform the world – as if somehow acceptance, appreciation, wonder, and reverence were beyond the pale. This discursive frame of reference is characteristic of critical pedagogy. The human/animal opposition upon which it rests is taken for granted, its cultural and historical specificity not acknowledged. And therein lies the problem. Like other social constructions, this one derives its persuasiveness from its “seeming facticity and from the deep investments individuals and communities have in setting themselves off from others” (Britzman et al., 1991, p. 91). This becomes the normal way of seeing the world, and like other discourses of normalcy, it limits possibilities of taking up and confronting inequities (see Britzman, 1995). The primacy of the human enterprise is simply not questioned. Precisely how an anthropocentric pedagogy might exacerbate the environmental crisis has not received much consideration in the literature of critical pedagogy, especially in North America. Although there may be passing reference to planetary destruction, there is seldom mention of the relationship between education and the domination of nature, let alone any sustained exploration of the links between the domination of nature and other social injustices. Concerns about the nonhuman are relegated to environmental education. And since environmental education, in turn, remains peripheral to the core curriculum (A. Gough, 1997; Russell, Bell, & Fawcett, 2000), anthropocentrism passes unchallenged.1

Anthropocentric ordering is the foundation of the war machine and drives the exclusion of populations based on different characteristics

Kochi 09 

(Tarik, Sussex law school, Species war: Law, Violence and Animals, Law Culture and Humanities Oct 5.3)

Grotius and Hobbes are sometimes described as setting out a prudential approach,28 or a natural law of minimal content29 because in contrast to Aristotelian or Thomastic legal and political theory their attempt to derive the legitimacy of the state and sovereign order relies less upon a thick conception of the good life and is more focussed upon basic human needs such as survival. In the context of a response to religious civil war such an approach made sense in that often thick moral and religious conceptions of the good life (for example, those held by competing Christian Confessions) often drove conflict and violence. Yet, it would be a mistake to assume that the categories of “survival,” “preservation of life” and “bare life” are neutral categories. Rather survival, preservation of life and bare life as expressed by the Westphalian theoretical tradition already contain distinctions of value – in particular, the specific distinction of value between human and non-human life. “Bare life” in this sense is not “bare” but contains within it a distinction of value between the worth of human life placed above and beyond the worth of non-human animal life. In this respect bare life within this tradition contains within it a hidden conception of the good life. The foundational moment of the modern juridical conception of the law of war already contains within it the operation of species war. The Westphalian tradition puts itself forward as grounding the legitimacy of violence upon the preservation of life, however its concern for life is already marked by a hierarchy of value in which non-human animal life is violently used as the “raw material” for preserving human life. Grounded upon, but concealing the human-animal distinction, the Westphalian conception of war makes a double move: it excludes the killing of animals from its definition of “war proper,” and, through rendering dominant the modern juridical definition of “war proper” the tradition is able to further institutionalize and normalize a particular conception of the good life. Following from this original distinction of life-value realized through the juridical language of war were other forms of human life whose lives were considered to be of a lesser value under a European, Christian, “secular”30 natural law conception of the good life. Underneath this concern with the preservation of life in general stood veiled preferences over what particular forms of life (such as racial conceptions of human life) and ways of living were worthy of preservation, realization and elevation. The business contracts of early capitalism,31 the power of white males over women and children, and, especially in the colonial context, the sanctity of European life over non-European and Christian lives over non-Christian heathens and Muslims, were some of the dominant forms of life preferred for preservation within the early modern juridical ordering of war.
Evaluate impact solvency based on who solves the root cause—proximate causes are useless and only replicate their harms

Shaw and Wong, 89 - *Ph.D., Health Economist and Program at Adviser of the Human Development Group at the World Bank AND **HSBC Distinguished Visiting Professor of International Business at the University of British Columbia (*R. Paul AND **Yuwa, 1989, Genetic Seeds of Warfare: evolution, nationalism and patriotism, Google Books, p. 11-12)

So far, we have synthesized many studies indicating that intergroup warfare is a frequent and widespread event and is used to gain control over potentially limiting resources. It is underwritten by aggression with both anatomical and neurochemical correlates. Such information is not sufficient, however, to establish that humanity has a propensity for warfare. Nor is it sufficient to produce a comprehensive theory of warfaring propensities. Fundamental questions are still unresolved. What ultimate utilizes have humans sought to maximize when engaging in warfare? Why do individuals ultimately band together, often along ethnic lines, in groups when waging war? What ever-larger evolutionary process favored alliances of groups for competition/warfare? What is the role of the brain, cognition, and conscious reflection in all of this? Such questions demand consideration of ultimate causes – the underlying reasons for an activity existing in an animal’s repertoire of behaviors. What is important from this view is not specific differences in a behavior (for example, aggression) and its forms, but why that behavior exists at all. In other words, what ultimate utility or payoff has a particular activity provided for it to have been reinforced and retained throughout evolution? It is important here to distinguish between ultimate and proximate causes insofar as the latter focus specifically on contemporary or immediate stimuli which trigger an activity. For example, it has been established that infants aged 6 to 18 months demonstrate a fear of strangers. A proximate analysis would address events triggering the fear, such as a strange person walking toward a baby. Ultimate analysis would ask whether the fear response was innate and, if so, what factors influence its evolution. (as it happens, evidence has accumulated suggesting such behavior is innate. It is called xenophobia and will be discussed further in chapter 4). It is indeed unfortunate that most political scientists, sociologists, and psychologists tend to be most familiar with proximate factors (causes and functions) involving cognitive, social, physical, and neurophsyiological stimulus events which surround and mediate conflict. Why is this so? On reason is that the study of proximate factors allows more control, involves less time, and is more convenient and inexpensive than the comparative longitudinal and genetic approaches requires to shed light on ultimate factors (Charlesworth 1986). Second, analysis of different kinds of proximate causes is the raison d’etre for the different academic disciplines themselves. An interdisciplinary approach, on the other hand, attempts to decode complex, ultimate structures involving the interaction of many different kinds of variables. Notwithstanding the renewed importance attached to interdisciplinary work, much ongoing research remains discipline bound and is content with analysis of proximate causes. For instance, the authors were shocked when the director of a school of international relations suggested their work would ne be taken seriously by political scientists unless communicated in political science terminology, couched in political science theory, and affiliated with a political science institute.  Yet another reason for neglect of ultimate factors is their close tie to scientific traditions such as biology and behavioral ecology. Modes of reasoning in evolutionary theory and population biology have remained largely unfamiliar to social scientists. This point can be illustrated by new discipline sociobiology, a synthesis of ideas and data originating from several life sciences. These include molecular biology, population biology, theoretical ecology. Borrowing from Wind (1984), Figure 1.2 relates these and other sciences to sociobiology. It also represents a crude attempt to order causes leading to particular class of behavior (for example, aggression) in Homo sapiens and in nonhuman primates such as chimpanzees.  By drawing on sociobiology, among other disciplines, we can advance a new and more fundamental understanding of humanity’s propensity for warfare. The challenge is to discern how ultimate causes have interacted with changing environments during evolution to produce sets of temporal, proximate causes which, themselves, may operate in an ultimate or reinforcing sense. Such reasoning does not employ sociobiology to suggest that genetic determinism or gene(s) for warfare exists. Rather, it is precisely this emphasis on ultimate causality that leads us to identity and understand important proximate causes which emerged in humanity’s early history to reinforce propensities for warfare.
Alternative Text: Adopt an animal standpoint epistemology.

Only adopting an animal standpoint epistemology solves their impacts—it’s also mutually exclusive with the AFF

Best, 10 – Associate Professor of Humanities and Philosophy at the University of Texas at El Paso (Steven, 12/31/10, “Total Liberation: Revolution for the 21st Century”, http://drstevebest.wordpress.com/2010/12/31/total-liberation-revolution-for-the-21st-century-4/, KONTOPOULOS)

But while people have written history from the theological perspective, the humanist perspective, and the environmental determinism perspective, to date there has been little from the animal perspective. Marx once stated that the “riddle of history” (the origins of domination) is grasped in theory and resolved in practice by communism; in truth, however, the origin and evolution of hierarchy and dominator societies cannot be deciphered without the animal standpoint, for the ten thousand year reign of human domination over other animals is central to comprehending humanity’s most serious problems, as it is fundamental to resolving them. Animal Standpoint Theory According to feminist standpoint theory, each oppressed group has an important perspective or insight into the nature of society.[iii] People of color, for instance, can illuminate colonialism and the pathology of racism, while women can reveal the logic of patriarchy that has buttressed so many different modes of social power throughout history. While animals cannot speak about their sufferings in human language, it is only from the animal standpoint – analyzing how humans have related to and exploited other animals — that we can grasp central aspects of the emergence and development of hierarchy. Without the animal standpoint, we cannot understand the core dynamics of the domination of humans over animals, the earth, and one another; the pathology of human violence, warfare, militarism, and genocide; the ongoing animal Holocaust; and the key causes of the current global ecological crisis. From the animal standpoint, we can see that the oppression of human over human and the human exploitation of nature have deep roots in the human domination over nonhuman animals.
DA

Recent Cuban reforms stabilize their economy. A quick transition would break Cuba.

Ted Piccone, 12 (Ted Piccone is a senior fellow and deputy director for Foreign Policy at Brookings. Piccone specializes in U.S.-Latin American relations; global democracy and human rights; and multilateral affairs. Piccone serves as an advisor to the Club of Madrid and has served on the National Security Council, at the State Department and Pentagon), Brookings, “Cuba Is Changing, Slowly but Surely,” January 19, 2012, http://www.brookings.edu/research/reports/2012/01/19-cuba-piccone

A closer look, however, reveals something more profound—a wholesale mental shift, outlined clearly by President Raul Castro over the last two years, that the time has come to move the Cuban people from wholesale dependence on the state to a new era of individual responsibility and citizenship. ¶ This is going to take time. The economic reforms or “updating” of Cuba’s Soviet-style economic system, approved last spring at the Communist Party’s first National Congress in 14 years, are just beginning to be enacted. They include an expansion of licenses for private enterprise (over 350,000 have been granted), opening more idle land to farmers and cooperatives, allowing businesses to hire employees, empowering people to buy and sell their houses and cars, and opening new lines of credit with no legal ceilings on how much Cubans can borrow. Non-state actors are allowed now to sell unlimited services and commodities directly to state-owned enterprises and joint ventures, thereby opening new channels of commercial activity between farmers and tourist hotels, for example. Think Viet Nam or China. The reforms include tough measures too, like shrinking the buying power of the longstanding ration card that every Cuban gets to purchase subsidized basic goods, cutting unemployment benefits, and eventually dismissing anywhere from 500,000 to one million employees from the state sector as bureaucratic middlemen become obsolete and tax revenues rise. These changes, while painful, are reason enough to be optimistic about Cuba’s economic future. But something much more fundamental is at work—a turn away from government control of pricing and subsidizing products throughout the economy to a more decentralized framework of subsidizing persons based on need. At heart, the Castro government is prepared to move Cuba from a society based on equity of results to equality of opportunity, infused with a culture of humanism. Not that Cuba’s system ever offered true equality, as one taxi driver reminded me as we drove down Havana’s famous seaside Malecon. The door, however, is now opening wider to the inevitable rise in inequality that comes from capitalism, even restrained forms of it. Whether one is able to prosper as a self-employed restauranteur, or is the beneficiary of generous relatives sending remittances and goods home from Miami, new gradations in Cuba’s economic and social strata are on the way. As long as someone arrives at their wealth legally and pays their taxes, assured one senior party official, they are free to become rich. The big question for Cuba’s leaders today is whether they can bring their people with them down this new, uncertain path after five decades of Cuban-style communism. If reforms happen too quickly, it could cause excessive dislocation and unhappiness and potentially destabilize the regime. Already bureaucrats who have something to lose under the new system are resisting change, much to Raul Castro’s chagrin. If the pace of change is too slow, on the other hand, budding entrepreneurs, the middle class and disaffected youth, who have no overt commitment to the values of the 1959 revolution, may give up sooner and head to greener pastures in the United States, Spain or Canada. As it is, Cubans are leaving the island in droves to join their families in Florida and beyond, beneficiaries of U.S. policies that grant Cubans preferred immigration benefits once their feet reach American soil, and of Spanish laws that grant some Cubans Spanish citizenship. The trick for party officials, then, is to demonstrate enough tangible improvements that Cubans will maintain faith in their ability to lead the country even after the Castros leave the scene. This explains the Communist Party’s determined effort to intensify popular consultations throughout the island and to keep up the momentum and rhetoric of slow but steady change. “In everything we do,” said one official, “we will try to be inclusive.” ¶ There is, indeed, a daunting list of challenges ahead. Cuban officials are working overtime to update legal codes and systems to conform to the new economic policies. A revised tax code is being drafted as well as designs for a new labor system that will handle the growing category of self-employed workers not currently covered by Cuba’s labor code. A massive education campaign is needed not only to inform and consult the general public but to explain to local officials and civil servants how this is all going to work. New rules for foreign investment remain unfinished business. And major investment is needed to update Cuba’s sagging infrastructure, especially in the telecommunications sector where cell phones and internet penetration remain the lowest in the hemisphere. ¶ One area where Cuba seems to be moving in a positive direction is tourism. From 1990 to 2010, the estimated number of tourists has risen from 360,000 to 2.66 million. In addition, thanks to President Obama’s decision to allow Cuban-American families to visit the island and send remittances as much as they want, Cubans have received over 400,000 visits and roughly $2 billion from relatives in the United States. These are proving to be important sources of currency and commerce that are helping families cope with reduced subsidies and breathe life in the burgeoning private sector. A walk through crowded Old Havana, where construction crews are busy restoring one of the Americas’ great colonial treasures, offers compelling evidence that Cuba can be a strong magnet for Europeans, Canadians, Chinese and—some day—hundreds of thousands of American visitors. And Pope Benedict’s visit in late March will shine an international spotlight on a Cuba slowly opening its doors to the world, yes, but more importantly, to an increasingly vocal and confident Catholic Church intent on securing a more prominent and relevant place in Cuban society. ¶ For now, Cuba’s slow-motion evolution toward a hybrid phase of economic liberalization and political control remains a work in progress. The next Communist Party conference to be held later this month is likely to bring only modest changes in the regime’s aging leadership, for example, but promises of adopting term limits for senior government officials appear all but certain to be fulfilled. Raul Castro, a military man who believes in discipline, organization and institutions, has instituted regular cabinet meetings and clear lines of communication. In this sense, he is no Fidel. These, too, are signs of change that will, with time, make long overdue reconciliation with the United States inevitable.
U.S. engagement leads to investment in Cuba—that creates an unsustainable transition

Robert David Cruz 03 (current qualifications: PhD., Chief economist for Miami-Dade County) “Foreign Direct Investment in Post-Castro Cuba: Problems, Opportunities and Recommendations,” University of Miami, Institute for Cuban and Cuban-American Studies, Pg. 20, http://ctp.iccas.miami.edu/Research_Studies/RDCruz.pdf
The appropriate U.S. role during an economic transition is not to promote FDI in Cuba per se, but rather to help establish the foundation for a successful and rapid transition to a market economy and representative democracy. Market forces will direct FDI to Cuba as a result of the transition, the establishment of a stable democracy, and the inherent long term strengths of the Cuban economy. With such a foundation in place, Cuba will attract a significant share of the region’s flow of FDI as the risk adjusted rates of return to FDI in Cuba are likely to be markedly higher than in other parts of the region during the short- and medium-run following the start of transition. Investment flows attracted solely or primarily by U.S. financial incentives without developing the foundation for long-term growth will have only transitory effects and be unsustainable in the longer run. Nonetheless, there are U.S. policy actions that can facilitate economic transition and help to ensure its success and durability. If a transition to democracy occurs quickly, then Cuba will need almost immediate access to the expertise and information required to take appropriate economic policy actions. The U.S. should be ready to assist Cuba during such a period by compiling a library of professional studies, academic articles, literature surveys, news articles and interviews directly related to the challenges of economic transition and public policy. The U.S. should also assist in the creation of a directory of experts in the various fields of economic transition and development (for example: macroeconomic policy, international trade policy, financial and commercial institution building, legal system and judiciary, privatization, small business development, and civil society). This directory of experts could be used to assemble a team of advisors in key policy areas. These actions would build a knowledge base that a Cuban government could easily access during the early phase of economic transition. Under the appropriate business and regulatory environment, Cuba can expect a flood of new U.S. tourists drawn away from other Caribbean destinations (and away from Florida’s coastal destinations as well), and re-routing of cruise-ship itineraries. Similarly the growth and development of export zones in a Cuba embarked on economic transition may very well lead to a shift in FDI from Caribbean nations. These developments may have significant detrimental effects on the economy of some of the U.S.’s Caribbean trading partners (and perhaps, Southeast Florida as well). The U.S. should be ready to mitigate these negative economic impacts in the short- and medium run. It would be a mistake for the U.S. to adopt special fiscal incentives (tax breaks or subsidies) for U.S. companies that invest in Cuba, as this would lead to an artificial competitive advantage that may later be difficult to dismantle. Instead, the U.S. should assist Cuba in ways that strengthen the foundation of a market economy. As earlier suggested, the primary focus of U.S. policy toward Cuba during a transition to democracy and a market economy should be: 1) facilitate technical assistance in the area of economic policy, and in strengthening structures of governance and civil society; 2) provide financial assistance necessary to attain macroeconomic stability; and 3) lead a multilateral effort to provide the financing needed to rebuild physical infrastructure in ways that promote economic development that is spread across the island.


Cuban instability causes biological warfare

Mastrapa 99 – Armando F. Mastrapa, Department of Government and Politics, St. John's University, 1999, "Evolution, Transition And The Cuban Revolutionary Armed Forces,"www.ascecuba.org/publications/proceedings/volume9/pdfs/mastrapa.pdf

However, the FAR may utilize biological warfare as an offensive capability and deterrent. DIA’s (1998) assessment states, “Cuba’s current scientific facilities and expertise could support an offensive BW [biological weapons] program in at least the research and development stage. Cuba’s biotechnology industry is one of the most advanced in emerging countries and would be capable of producing BW agents.” The potential for such an offensive weapon would be utilized in an extreme threat to the Cuban regime. Ken Alibek, a former colonel of the Red Army, reveals in his book Biohazard Cuba’s development of biological weapons. “It could not be said that Cuba is an under- developed country in this discipline; in reality Cuba possesses a highly sophisticated molecular and bio- technology program that has for the last 10 years produced bacteriological armaments” (Fabricio 1999). Fidel Castro forewarned the possibility of using biological warfare. In a speech to the Central Committee of the Cuban Communist Party, Castro (1997) stated: With the most absolute conviction we are able to tell the dragon: You cannot ever devour this lamb in spite of your rockets, your airplanes, your so-called intelligent arms, because this lamb is more intelligent than you and this lamb in its blood has and would only have poison for you.¶ This threat is a possible reality in the event of a crisis of power and stability of the regime. Alberto Coll (1997) describes the “Götterdammerung” scenario whereby if Castro ever faced internal revolt and the very possibility of losing power, he might be tempted — drawing on the megalomaniac and Nietzchean elements of his personality — to go out with one final grand gesture, preferably directed against the object of his seemingly implacable hatred: the United States. For instance he might order an air strike against the United States, either using biological weapons (which some intelligence analysts believe Cuba might have) against Miami, or an air attack against South Florida’s nuclear power plant at Turkey Point.¶ Cuba’s armed forces still possesses the capability to create havoc. It remains to be seen that in the event of a threat to the regime, the FAR would be willing to act as an irrational actor by implementing an offensive warfare that would directly threaten U.S. national security and insure a detrimental response.¶ CONCLUSION¶ The FAR’s conflict with other political institutions, e.g. the Cuban Communist Party (PCC) and the MININT, is an expected reality within the Cuban political system. The hierarchy recognized the potential threat posed by the institutional independence of the MININT. The challenge to power was quickly dealt with, limiting the potential growth of institutional conflict: by severing the realized threat and substituting the existing personnel with FAR officers loyal to the regime elites, thus neutralizing future in- stability within the institution.¶ Cuba’s economic crisis or “special period” created a new mission for the FAR. The militarization of the economy created sectors where FAR officers directly control segments of the Cuban economy, e.g., agriculture and tourism, benefiting economically the officer corps. These military enterprises have given wealth to the FAR hierarchy and secured their loyalty to the regime.¶ As a result of the drastic downsizing of the FAR as a consequence of the “special period,” Cuba’s armed forces have become a constabulary force, charged with the domestic guardianship of the Revolution and state. However, the decline of the FAR does not eliminate their potential for engaging in offensive warfare. The potential threat of biological armaments is a serious scenario one should be vigilant of. In conclusion the FAR have evolved from within the purview of institutional conflict and succeeded in asserting command of institutional conflict. They have assisted the Cuban economy, benefiting themselves from it, and proactively dominated sectors producing substantial wealth. Finally, the FAR remain a potent military force domestically able to engage in offensive operations that can potentially pose a serious risk if faced with an external challenge to its governing elites.
Extinction

Anders Sandberg 8, is a James Martin Research Fellow at the Future of Humanity Institute at Oxford University; Jason G. Matheny, PhD candidate in Health Policy and Management at Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health and special consultant to the Center for Biosecurity at the University of Pittsburgh Medical Center; Milan M. Ćirković, senior research associate at the Astronomical Observatory of Belgrade and assistant professor of physics at the University of Novi Sad in Serbia and Montenegro, 9/8/8, “How can we reduce the risk of human extinction?,” Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists,http://www.thebulletin.org/web-edition/features/how-can-we-reduce-the-risk-of-human-extinction
The risks from anthropogenic hazards appear at present larger than those from natural ones. Although great progress has been made in reducing the number of nuclear weapons in the world, humanity is still threatened by the possibility of a global thermonuclear war and a resulting nuclear winter. We mayface even greater risks from emerging technologies. Advances in synthetic biology might make it possible to engineer pathogens capable of extinction-level pandemics. The knowledge, equipment, and materials needed to engineer pathogens are more accessible than those needed to build nuclear weapons. And unlike other weapons, pathogens are self-replicating, allowing a small arsenal to becomeexponentially destructive. Pathogens have been implicated in the extinctions of many wild species. Although most pandemics "fade out" by reducing the density of susceptible populations, pathogens with wide host ranges in multiple species can reach even isolated individuals. The intentional or unintentional release of engineered pathogens with high transmissibility, latency, and lethality might be capable of causing human extinction. While such an event seems unlikely today, the likelihood may increase as biotechnologies continue to improve at a rate rivaling Moore's Law.
Case

1. War causes patriarchy, not the other way around

Goldstein ’01 

(Joshua S. Goldstein (professor of International Relations at American University, Washington D.C. He is the author of a broad range of research works on international conflict, cooperation, and political economy, with a central focus on great-power relations and world order.) 2001 War and Gender: How Gender Shapes the War System and Vice Versa. Cambridge University Press. pp. 412)

First, peace activists face a dilemma in thinking about causes of war and working for peace. Many peace scholars and activists support the approach, “if you want peace, work for justice.” Then, if one believes that sexism contributes to war, one can work for gender justice specifically (perhaps among others) in order to pursue peace. This approach brings strategic allies to the peace movement (women, labor, minorities), but rests on the assumption that injustices cause war. The evidence in this book suggests that causality runs at least as strongly the other way. War is not a product of capitalism, imperialism, gender, innate aggression, or any other single cause, although these influence wars’ outbreaks and outcomes. Rather, war has in part fueled and sustained these and other injustices. So, “if you want peace, work for peace.” Indeed, if you want justice (gender and others), work for peace. Causality does not run just upward through the levels of analysis, from types of individuals, societies, and governments up to war. It runs downward too. Enloe suggests that changes in attitudes towards war and the military may be the most important way to “reverse women’s oppression.” The dilemma is that peace work focused on justice brings to the peace movement energy, allies, and moral grounding, yet, in light of this book’s evidence, the emphasis on injustice as the main cause of war seems to be empirically inadequate.10

2. Patriarchy is inevitable-the biology and socialization of power

Fukuyama ’98 

(Francis Fukuyama, Bernard L. Schwartz Professor of International Political Economy and Director of the International Development Program at The Paul H. Nitze School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University, September/October 1998, “Women and the Evolution of World Politics,” Foreign Affairs, http://www.evoyage.com/Evolutionary%20Feminism/ForaffairWomen&Evolution.htm)

It is clear that this violence was largely perpetrated by men. While small minorities of human societies have been matrilineal, evidence of a primordial matriarchy in which women dominated men, or were even relatively equal to men, has been hard to find. There was no age of innocence. The line from chimp to modern man is continuous.  It would seem, then, that there is something to the contention of many feminists that phenomena like aggression, violence, war, and intense competition for dominance in a status hierarchy are more closely associated with men than women. Theories of international relations like realism that see international politics as a remorseless struggle for power are in fact what feminist call a gendered perspective, describing the behavior of states controlled by men rather than states per se. A world run by women would follow different rules, it would appear, and it is toward that sort of world that all postindustrial or Western societies are moving. As women gain power in these countries, the latter should become less aggressive, adventurous, competitive and violent.  The problem with the feminist view is that is sees these attitudes toward violence, power, status as wholly the products of a patriarchal culture, whereas in fact it appears they are rooted in biology. This makes these attitudes harder to change in men and consequently in societies. Despite the rise of women, men will continue to play a major, if not dominant, part in the governance of postindustrial countries, not to mention less-developed ones. The realms of war and international politics in particular will remain controlled by men for longer than many feminists would like. Most important, the task of resocializing men to be more like women - that is, less violent - will run into limits. What is bred in the bone cannot be altered easily by changes in culture and ideology.
3. Patriarchy is now used to describe any structure opposed by feminists preventing any attempt to stop the oppression of women

Young ’07 

(R.V. Young, professor of English at North Carolina State and editor of Modern Age, Fall 2007, “A Dawsonian View of Patriarchy,” Modern Age vol. 49 No. 4, http://media.web.britannica.com/ebsco/pdf/31/31788294.pdf)

“Patriarchy" is a word that has almost ceased to communicate a  definable meaning in contemporary discourse. Feminist theory deploys the term  so loosely that it may be applied to any  institution or instance in which men  dominate women or are perceived to do  so. "Most feminist criticism," Heather  Jones avers, "tends to represent the fam-  ily as the main legacy of this male advan-  tage and therefore as patriarchy's pri-  mary model and institution. Conse-  quently patriarchy has been defined in  this context as a general organizing struc-  ture apparent in most social, cultural,  and economic practices world-wide, a  structure that is considered to promote  and perpetuate, in all facets of human  existence, the empowerment of men and  the disempowerment of women."Patriar-  chy, according to this familiar view, is  thus "the rule ofthe Law-of-the-Father(s),"  which brings about the existence of the  family, which is in turn the model for  every oppressive masculine structure in  all facets of human existence. Neverthe-  less, although patriarchy arises in "pre-  history" and pervades every niche of so-  ciety throughout the world, "Much Anglo-  American feminist criticism...attempts to make patriarchal strategies visible, to  reveal that they are neither natural nor  necessary, and thus to enable women and  other'feminized'groups toempower them-  selves."' "Patriarchy" thus becomes, like  "fascism," merely a term of abuse, applied  to almost anything that certain fashion-  able intellectuals and academics find reprehensible according to the goals of their  political agenda. This loss of meaning is  regrettable, because an accurate under-  standing of patriarchy as a specific cul-  tural institution provides genuine insight  into the history of the interaction of family and society and the crisis now con-  fronting Western civilization.
4. Isolating gender as the root cause of war essentializes women and reinscribes patriarchy by putting men into a protector role

Tickner ’92 

(J. Ann Tickner, Professor of International Relations at University of Southern California, 1992, “Gender in International Relations: Feminist Perspectives on Achieving Global Security,” p. 58-9, Google Books)

Building on the notion of hegemonic masculinity, the notion of the citizen-warrior depends on a devalued femininity for its construction. In international relations, this devalued femininity is bound up with myths about women as victims in need of protection; the protector protected myth contrib-utes to the legitimation of a militarized version of citizenship that results in unequal gender relations that can precipitate violence against women. Certain feminists have called for the construction of an enriched version of citizenship that would depend less on military values and more on an equal recognition of women's contributions to society. Such a no-tion of citizenship cannot come about, however, until myths that perpetuate views of women as victims rather than agents are eliminated. One such myth is the association of women with peace, an association that has been invalidated through consider-able evidence of women's support for men's wars in many societies,' In spite of a gender gap, a plurality of women generally support war and national security policies; Bernice Carroll suggests that the association of women and peace is one that has been imposed on women by their disarmed condition. In the West, this association grew out of the Victorian ideology of women's moral superiority and the glorification of motherhood. This ideal was expressed by feminist Charlotte Perkins Gilman whose book Herland was first serialized in The Forerunner in 1915. Gilman glorified women as caring and nurturing mothers whose private sphere skills could benefit the world at large.. Most turn-of-the-century feminists shared Gilman's ideas. But if the implication of this view was that women were disqualified from participating in the corrupt world of political and economic power by virtue of their moral superiority, the result could only be the perpetuation of male dominance. Many contem-porary feminists see danger in the continuation of these essentializing myths that can only result in the perpetuation of women’s subordination and reinforce dualisms that serve to make men more powerful. The association of femininity with peace lends support to an idealized masculinity that depends on constructing women as passive victims in need of protection. It also contributes to the claim that women are naive in matters relating to international polities. An en-riched, less militarized notion of citizenship cannot be built on such a weak foundation.

The aff’s call to help women is self-defeating. It reifies the category of women with static representation that serves a juridicial function of control under the guise of protection. Their emancipation is only for those who fit under the heteronormative paradigm. 

Judith Butler (PhD, Yale, Maxine Elliot Professor of Rhetoric and Comparative Literature) 1999 “Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity” p. 3-5
i. “Women” as the Subject of FeminismFor the most part, feminist theory has assumed that there is some existing identity, understood through the category of women, who notonly initiates feminist interests and goals within discourse, but constitutes the subject for whom political representation is pursued. But politics and representation are controversial terms. On the one hand,  representation serves as the operative term within a political processthat seeks to extend visibility and legitimacy to women as political  subjects; on the other hand, representation is the normative function  of a language which is said either to reveal or to distort what is  assumed to be true about the category of women. For feminist theory,the development of a language that fully or adequately represents  women has seemed necessary to foster the political visibility of  women. This has seemed obviously important considering the pervasive cultural condition in which women’s lives were either misrepresented or not represented at all.Recently, this prevailing conception of the relation between feminist theory and politics has come under challenge from within feminist  discourse. The very subject of women is no longer understood in stableor abiding terms. There is a great deal of material that not only questions the viability of “the subject” as the ultimate candidate for representation or, indeed, liberation, but there is very little agreement afterall on what it is that constitutes, or ought to constitute, the category of  women. The domains of political and linguistic “representation” set outin advance the criterion by which subjects themselves are formed,with the result that representation is extended only to what can beacknowledged as a subject. In other words, the qualifications for being a subject must first be met before representation can be extended.Foucault points out that juridical systems of power produce the subjects they subsequently come to represent.1 Juridical notions of power  appear to regulate political life in purely negative terms—that is,through the limitation, prohibition, regulation, control, and even “protection” of individuals related to that political structure through the  contingent and retractable operation of choice. But the subjects regulated by such structures are, by virtue of being subjected to them,formed, defined, and reproduced in accordance with the requirements  of those structures. If this analysis is right, then the juridical formation  of language and politics that represents women as “the subject” of feminism is itself a discursive formation and effect of a given version of  representational politics.And the feminist subject turns out to be discursively constituted by the very political system that is supposed to  facilitate its emancipation.This becomes politically problematic if that  system can be shown to produce gendered subjects along a differential  axis of domination or to produce subjects who are presumed to be  masculine. In such cases, an uncritical appeal to such a system for the  emancipation of “women” will be clearly self-defeating.
Heteronormativity results in omnicide. The combination of the universal suspicion of Queerness and the genocidal impulse to eradicate it motivates a larger apocalyptic movement to rescue hetero-culture with extinction.  

Sedgwick 8 (Eve, Professor of English at Duke University, Epistemology of the Closet, second revised edition, California at Berkeley Press, p. 127-130)

From at least the biblical story of Sodom and Gomorrah, scenarios of same-sex desire would seem to have had a privileged, though by no means an exclusive, relation in Western culture to scenarios of both genocide and omnicide.  That sodomy, the name by which homosexual acts are known even today to the law of half of the United States and to the Supreme Court of all of them, should already be inscribed with the name of a site of mass extermination is the appropriate trace of a double history.  In the first place there is a history of the mortal suppression, legal or subjudicial, of gay acts and gay people, through burning, hounding, physical and chemical castration, concentration camps, bashing—the array of sanctioned fatalities that Louis Crompton records under the name of gay genocide, and whose supposed eugenic motive becomes only the more colorable with the emergence of a distinct, naturalized minority identity in the nineteenth century.  In the second place, though, there is the inveterate topos of associating gay acts or persons with fatalities vastly broader than their own extent: if it is ambiguous whether every denizen of the obliterated Sodom was a sodomite, clearly not every Roman of the late Empire can have been so, despite Gibbon's connecting the eclipse of the whole people to the habits of a few.  Following both Gibbon and the Bible, moreover, with an impetus borrowed from Darwin, one of the few areas of agreement among modern Marxist, Nazi, and liberal capitalist ideologies is that there is a peculiarly close, though never precisely defined, affinity between same-sex desire and some historical condition of moribundity, called "decadence," to which not individuals or minorities but whole civilizations are subject.   Bloodletting on a scale more massive by orders of magnitude than any gay minority presence in the culture is the "cure," if cure there be, to the mortal illness of decadence.  If a fantasy trajectory, utopian in its own terms, toward gay genocide has been endemic in Western culture from its origins, then, it may also have been true that the trajectory toward gay genocide was never clearly distinguishable from a broader, apocalyptic trajectory toward something approaching omnicide.  The deadlock of the past century between minoritizing and universalizing understandings of homo/heterosexual definition can only have deepened this fatal bond in the heterosexist imaginaire.  In our culture as in Billy Budd, the phobic narrative trajectory toward imagining a time after the homosexual is finally inseparable from that toward imagining a time after the human; in the wake of the homosexual, the wake incessantly produced since first there were homosexuals, every human relation is pulled into its shining representational furrow. Fragments of visions of a time after the homosexual are, of course, currently in dizzying circulation in our culture.  One of the many dangerous ways that AIDS discourse seems to ratify and amplify preinscribed homophobic mythologies is in its pseudo-evolutionary presentation of male homosexuality as a stage doomed to extinction (read, a phase the species is going through) on the enormous scale of whole populations. 26 The lineaments of openly genocidal malice behind this fantasy appear only occasionally in the respectable media, though they can be glimpsed even there behind the poker-face mask of our national experiment in laissez-faire medicine.  A better, if still deodorized, whiff of that malice comes from the famous pronouncement of Pat Robertson: "AIDS is God's way of weeding his garden."  The saccharine luster this dictum gives to its vision of devastation, and the ruthless prurience with which it misattributes its own agency, cover a more fundamental contradiction: that, to rationalize complacent glee at a spectacle of what is imagined as genocide, a proto-Darwinian process of natural selection is being invoked—in the context of a Christian fundamentalism that is not only antievolutionist but recklessly oriented toward universal apocalypse.  A similar phenomenon, also too terrible to be noted as a mere irony, is how evenly our culture's phobia about HIV-positive blood is kept pace with by its rage for keeping that dangerous blood in broad, continuous circulation.  This is evidenced in projects for universal testing, and in the needle-sharing implicit in William Buckley's now ineradicable fantasy of tattooing HIV-positive persons.  But most immediately and pervasively it is evidenced in the literal bloodbaths that seem to make the point of the AIDS-related resurgence in violent bashings of gays--which, unlike the gun violence otherwise ubiquitous in this culture, are characteristically done with two-by-fours, baseball bats, and fists, in the most literal-minded conceivable form of body-fluid contact. It might be worth making explicit that the use of evolutionary thinking in the current wave of utopian/genocidal fantasy is, whatever else it may be, crazy.  Unless one believes, first of all, that same-sex object-choice across history and across cultures is one thing with one cause, and, second, that its one cause is direct transmission through a nonrecessive genetic path--which would be, to put it gently, counter-intuitive--there is no warrant for imagining that gay populations, even of men, in post-AIDS generations will be in the slightest degree diminished.  Exactly to the degree that AIDS is a gay disease, it's a tragedy confined to our generation; the long-term demographic depredations of the disease will fall, to the contrary, on groups, many themselves direly endangered, that are reproduced by direct heterosexual transmission. Unlike genocide directed against Jews, Native Americans, Africans, or other groups, then, gay genocide, the once-and-for-all eradication of gay populations, however potent and sustained as a project or fantasy of modern Western culture, is not possible short of the eradication of the whole human species.  The impulse of the species toward its own eradication must not either, however, be underestimated.  Neither must the profundity with which that omnicidal impulse is entangled with the modern problematic of the homosexual: the double bind of definition between the homosexual, say, as a distinct risk group, and the homosexual as a potential of representation within the universal. 27 As gay community and the solidarity and visibility of gays as a minority population are being consolidated and tempered in the forge of this specularized terror and suffering, how can it fail to be all the more necessary that the avenues of recognition, desire, and thought between minority potentials and universalizing ones be opened and opened and opened?
Reject the Affirmative’s identity construct to allow for a radical rethinking of identity construction. This is a prerequisite to any form of change.

Butler ‘99 (Judith, Ph.D @ Yale, Maxine Elliott professor in the Rhetoric and Comparative Literature at UC Berkeley, ‘Gender Trouble’, p. 8-9)
Perhaps there is an opportunity at this juncture of cultural politics, a period that some would call “postfeminist,” to reflect from within a feminist perspective on the injunction to construct a subject of feminism. Within feminist political practice, a radical rethinking of the ontological constructions of identity appears to be necessary in order to formulate a representational politics that might revive feminism on other grounds. On the other hand, it may be time to entertain a radical critique that seeks to free feminist theory from the necessity of having to construct a single or abiding ground which is invariably contested by those identity positions or anti-identity positions that it invariably excludes. Do the exclusionary practices that ground feminist theory in a notion of “women” as subject paradoxically undercut feminist goals to extend its claims to “representation”? Perhaps the problem is even more serious. Is the construction of the category of women as a coherent and stable subject an unwitting regulation and reification of gender relations? And is not such a reifica- tion precisely contrary to feminist aims? To what extent does the cate- gory of women achieve stability and coherence only in the context of the heterosexual matrix? If a stable notion of gender no longer proves to be the foundational premise of feminist politics, perhaps a new sort of feminist politics is now desirable to contest the very reifications of gender and identity, one that will take the variable construction of identity as both a methodological and normative prerequisite, if not a political goal.
� For further discussion of the theory of stasis, see: Lunsdorf, Andrea A. and John J. Ruszkiewicz. (2001). Everything’s an Argument, Bedford/St. Martins; Vancil, David L. (1993). Rhetoric and Argumentation, Allyn and Bacon; Hill, Bill and Richard W. Leeman. (1997). The Art and Practice of Argumentation and Debate, Mayfield Publishing.     


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


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





