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Because sanctions cause Sudanese suffering, I affirm.

Resolved: Economic sanctions ought not be used to achieve foreign policy objectives.

Thihan Nyun
 defines sanctions.

Economic sanctions can be defined, depending on the particular role one would like sanctions to play in international affairs, in two different ways. Economic sanctions can either encompass every measure designed to inflict economic deprivation or include only the most comprehensive of embargoes imposed for well-defined political reasons. A broad definition based solely on the ends would take into consideration only the economic deprivation inflicted upon a target country, and not the means employed to bring about that deprivation. As a result, any measure - economic or military - that disrupts the economic activity of an adversary would qualify as an economic sanction. Conversely, a definition based on the means, which is commonly accepted today, narrows the scope of what constitutes economic sanctions by focusing only on trade-disrupting measures.  Hufbauer and colleagues define economic sanctions as "the deliberate, government-inspired withdrawal, or threat of withdrawal, of customary trade or financial relations."  A further synthesis of the literature reveals the following definition, which will be used for this Article: economic sanctions are the actual or threatened withdrawal of normal trade or financial relations, imposed by the sender against the target, for foreign policy purposes. Under this approach, economic sanctions are limited to restrictions on trade, investment, and other cross-border economic activity that reduce[s] the target country's revenues, thereby facilitating the desired change without resorting to military action.

Thus, sanctions do not include preventative measures against non-governmental organizations or arms embargoes since these measures are not designed to reduce government revenue. The affirmative defends lifting all existing sanctions.
As “ought” indicates moral obligation, the Value is Morality.


All conceptions of morality seek to alleviate human suffering in order to justify moral limits on autonomy by benefiting humanity. In the international realm, this obligation to minimize suffering extends beyond borders because state membership has no normative significance. Simon Caney
 gives two reasons.

First, the thesis that the borders of some, or all, principles of distributive justice are defined by the borders of the state needs to show why state membership is morally relevant. I argued that two prominent attempts to vindicate this view fail. We can, however, go further than this. For it is hard to see how state membership could have the type of normative significance ascribed to it by the statist views under consideration. Which state someone belongs to is, in very many cases, a matter of luck. [First,] It is a matter of fortune whether someone is born into Berkshire or Bihar and it seems highly perverse to argue that such facts should affect what people are entitled to. Why, one might ask, should being born into one state have such a tremendous impact on people’s prospects in life? It is hard to see why something so arbitrary – as arbitrary as one’s class origin or social status or ethnic identity – should be allowed to have such normative implications (Caney, 2005a, pp. 111ff.; Pogge, 1989, p. 247; 1994, p. 198). Consider in this light the ideal of equality of opportunity. Its aim is to ensure that people’s opportunities should not be shaped by morally arbitrary factors such as one’s ethnicity or regional identity. But given this, why should similarly arbitrary factors such as the country into which one is born be allowed to shape people’s opportunities (Caney, 2001)? Lest this argument is misunderstood two further points should be made. First, note that it is not sufficient to reply to this argument that some versions of the statist vision (like Blake’s) ascribe some entitlements to persons qua human beings. Such a position is an improvement on the view that principles of distributive justice are entirely defined by people’s membership of a state but we still need an argument as to why state membership should have any such fundamental moral importance at all. Why should membership of a state be an entitlement generating property? Second, it is important to see that the moral arbitrariness argument, alone, does not refute the Statist Scope Thesis. It poses a forceful challenge to any statist view but I can see no way of showing that no argument could in principle meet this objection.21 Any conclusive analysis must consider all the possible arguments one might give for the normative significance of state borders for the scope of distributive justice. This article has considered only two attempts to meet this challenge but, as the first section attests, there are other attempts and so the moral arbitrariness argument is not conclusive. It should therefore be seen as a powerful challenge to any would-be defence of the Statist Scope Thesis rather than a refutation. That said, it seems to me implausible that any argument can meet this challenge. The members of a state are, in all circumstances, highly heterogeneous in terms of their abilities, willingness to work, neediness, [and] contribution to the social product and so on and it would be remarkable if they all (and they alone) shared some property that was entitlement generating.22 A second, related, concern about the statist approach is its incompleteness and its inherent conservatism. The Statist Scope Thesis takes it as a given that there should be a system of states. It then argues that there are distributive principles that apply solely to those included within the state. This line of reasoning is troubling in a number of respects. First, before we accept this kind of argument [Second] we need an argument as to why there should be states in the first place. Why not, for example, have a system of multi-level governance in which power is shared between global authorities, state-level authorities and sub-state institutions (Caney, 2005a, ch. 5; 2006b; Pogge, 2002, pp. 168–95)? Since such momentous normative implications (are said to) follow from statehood it is incumbent on the proponents of the Statist Scope Thesis to provide a defence of the state. Without this their argument is provisional and incomplete (which is not to say that it cannot be completed). Second, and relatedly, one cannot adequately determine whether there should be states or not without also taking into account the kinds of normative implication that Blake and Freeman attribute to them. It would be inappropriate to bracket out this implication, defend the state and then claim that these implications about the scope of justice follow. It is possible that if one knew that the creation of states had this anti-egalitarian implication one would decide partly on this basis that there should not be states. Third, the statist’s position is methodologically suspect for it appears to get matters back to front. It starts with the world as it is and the boundaries that exist. [and] As such it places a great deal of normative weight on the accidents of history and military conquests. To paraphrase the opening lines of The Social Contract, we might say that a properly critical approach takes men and women as they are and laws and institutions as they might be (Rousseau, 1986 [1762], Book I, p. 49). 
But even if statehood were morally relevant, obligations would still extend beyond borders because citizen protection must be minimized independent of perspective. Philip Pettit
 proves:  
 The upshot is that if as a non-consequentialist theorist I straightforwardly universalize the prescription that in a certain situation I should instantiate a favored pattern, P, then the prescription to which I thereby commit myself — that in that situation any [person] X ought to instantiate [the same] pattern, P — may force me to revise my original self-prescription [because]. I have equal reason to prefer both that I instantiate [the pattern] P and that any agent [act.] instantiate P — this reason is expressed by the use of the word ‘right’ or ‘ought’ in each case — and the spirit of [Since] universalisability blocks me from treating myself as in any way special. Thus, if the preferences are inconsistent in a certain situation — if the choice is between my instantiating P alone, for example, or my acting so that many others instantiate P instead — then I will have reason not to instantiate P myself. As a would-be non-consequentialist thinker, [although] my initial claim must have been that the point is to instantiate [the pattern] P in my own life, not promote it generally. But I countenance the general claims of the P-pattern when I universalize in the straightforward way: I prescribe general conformity to that pattern, not just conformity in my own case. Thus it now seems that what I must think is that this general conformity is to be promoted, even if that means not myself instantiating the pattern in my own behavior or psychology or relationships. It seems that [so] what I must embrace, in effect, is a consequentialism in which conformity to [the] pattern P is the ultimate value to be promoted.
Thus, since we must adopt a consequentialism of total citizen protection, the value criterion is Minimizing Human Suffering, defined as protection from actions and environments that endanger well-being.
My thesis and sole contention is that sanctions cause humanitarian catastrophe in Sudan and a return to Sudanese civil war.

Subpoint A: Sanctions threaten the lives of millions of Sudanese civilians by preventing remittance inflows, increasing poverty, and tightening humanitarian transfers. Ahmed Badawi 1
 writes in August 09.

[First] Millions of ordinary Sudanese families and individuals from the north, south, east and west cannot receive directly the lifeline (in most cases, literally) of foreign exchange remittance inflows from family members working abroad in the United States, wreaking havoc on the planning and budgets of millions of Sudanese households for basics like schooling fees and medical bills. Presently, remittances sent from the United States can only get to ordinary Sudanese families or individuals in two expensive - and delay-ridden - ways: 1) remittances are routed to the recipient via regional money exchange bureaux; and 2) remittances are paid directly to the recipient by a local middleman, once the sender deposits the sum in the US bank account of the middleman. Both options incur costly 'processing fees' and amount to an extra income tax imposed by sanctions on US remittances destined to ordinary Sudanese individuals and families, which over time can equal the cost of sending another child to school. US sanctions also cause inordinately long delays (often as long as twenty working days) on private remittances sent from the UK and other Western countries to ordinary Sudanese, owing to the dominant role of the US in the global payment and clearance settlement system. [Second] Small and medium size businesses in Sudan - the bedrock of the economy and incubator of job and wealth creation - also find themselves essentially locked out from accessing short-term international trade finance due to US sanctions. The global reputational impact of the sanctions means that even most non-US banks are also unwilling to extend short-term trade credits to all but a handful of Sudanese companies. Moreover, even local firms that can access trade finance incur a 'sanctions premium' on loans which, in turn, feeds through to ordinary Sudanese consumers in the form of higher costs for goods and services; in other words a regressive income tax. [Second] In the key agriculture sector, meanwhile, Sudanese subsistence farmers remain blocked from accessing the lucrative US export market and American technologies and best environmental management practices to boost crop yields; US sanctions therefore narrow the escape from poverty for nearly half of Sudan's working population. Health and other [Third] humanitarian items imported from the United States are currently exempted from sanctions. But even here, the lengthy, morale-sapping bureaucratic process in getting approval to import spare parts for hospital machinery, issued by the Department of Treasury's Office of Foreign Assets Control, has resulted in numerous instances of needless deaths of ordinary Sudanese men, women, and infants - as every medic in the country can testify.
Absent sanctions, Sudanese civilians would regain their economic and medical lifelines. Moreover, the US, Sudan, and the international community would provide humanitarian projects through infrastructure and debt relief. Badawi 2 continues
. 

Coupled with US sanctions on the financial and port systems, neither the Sudanese nor the US government are therefore currently able to lay-down quickly fresh 'big ticket' national infrastructural investment projects like railways, paved rural feeder roads, and river transportation, all of which would boost national statehood at this critical juncture in Sudan's history; help ordinary Sudanese get their goods to market; and enhance labour mobility and national social cohesion. Indeed, many areas in Sudan currently function as de facto land-locked states, with all the associated challenges it entails for jump-starting economic and social development projects. US sanctions are not just limiting the chances for economic advancement for millions of Sudanese: they jeopardize the wealth of future generations of Sudanese (and the lodestar of finance for south Sudan should it opt to secede in 2011). Sudan's oil sector remains denied access to the optimal enhanced oil recovery and associated water management technologies afforded by the longer experience and unrivalled R&D budgets of US oil companies, meaning that lots of Sudanese oil may be unrecoverable not so long away from now if American oil titans like Exxon don't step in soon. [Additionally] Ordinary Sudanese have also suffered severe material deprivation from the lack of equitable treatment from the IMF - a direct corollary of the US sanctions regime. Sudan's last dime from the Fund came way back in 1985 (subsidised loans from its sister-institution, the World Bank, dried up in 1993), and the Sudanese government has paid back nearly US$1 billion to the Fund in late interest fines (not principal) over the past fifteen years; and that's just for IMF debts incurred in the 1970s and early 1980s under the former government of the late President Nimeiri. These repayments amount to a hefty anti-development tax on all Sudanese and, even with the effects of the ongoing global financial crisis, Sudan is still set to pay back a further US $10 million to the IMF in 2009, which could finance, for example, the building and staffing of fifteen maternity clinics in Darfur or pay school and university fees for one hundred and fifty thousand children in south Sudan; Liberia, in contrast, had paid back zilch when the Fund freed it from its debt arrears in early 2008.
Thus, not using sanctions saves millions of Sudanese lives. [Finally, there is no other way to create change because US economic leverage has lost credibility in Sudan. Alex de Waal writes in December 09.

Why does the U.S. have so little influence over political outcomes in Sudan? Earlier this month, I made a presentation at the Council on Foreign Relations in New York in which I argued that the U.S. Administration can only influence political outcomes in Sudan at the margin, and moreover that its leverage is diminishing. Some in the audience were puzzled by this. It is axiomatic for many in the policy world that the international community (usually defined as north America and Europe) not only should fix difficult problems, but can successfully do so. There are five [two] main reasons why the U.S. has less influence in Sudan than it did a few years ago. 1. [First,] Credibility. The Bush Administration made several promises to Khartoum, and failed to deliver on them. The Sudan Government expected normalization of relations after it signed the [Comprehensive Peace Agreement] CPA, after it signed the [Darfur Peace Agreement] DPA, and after it allowed UN troops into Darfur. There are good reasons why the U.S. didn’t make good on its promises. The Obama Administration inherits that legacy. But, from Khartoum’s point of view, any U.S. promise is heavily discounted. 2. [Second] Coherence. Khartoum will only listen seriously to a promise or a threat from Washington DC if senior members of the Administration speak with one voice. Despite the completion of the Sudan policy review, there are still contradictory statements in public. As long as this continues, Khartoum has no reason to respond to any U.S. engagement. If Special Envoy, General Scott Gration’s critics get their way and force him out, we can expect another interregnum after which his successor (if one can be found for this thankless job) spends many months formulating a new approach. ]

Subpoint B: Sanctions cause Sudanese civil war. Under sanctions, the South will secede when given the choice in 2011. Wibke Hansen and Annette Weber
 write in February.

For the SPLM the referendum is the most important provision of the CPA. Cooperation with the NCP in implementing the agreement is a means to safeguard the independence vote. If the referendum is endangered the SPLM has little reason left to cooperate. Although the SPLM has traditionally encompassed currents calling for united Sudan as well as those determined to gain full independence, support for full separation currently seems to be gaining the upper hand. This shift is driven by the hope that secession would lead to a larger share of the oil revenues remaining in the South, and that the South would be able to engage Khartoum as an equal rather than a powerless junior partner. In the April elections the SPLM is concentrating on winning at least one third of the seats in the national legislature, which would allow it to block any constitutional amendment aiming to undermine or circumvent the referendum.

Absent economic sanctions, the south would not secede. 

First, the underlying motivation for secession is the South’s desire to rebuild an oil industry crippled by oil sanctions. Warwick Davies-Webb
 writes in May 09.

Neither, it seems, has there been a fundamental understanding of the fact that nearly 80 percent of Sudan’s oil production and nearly 75 percent of its [Sudan’s] oil revenue is derived from South Sudan. A key facet of the CPA was that South Sudan was willing to accept much lower revenue flows from its oil production to ensure a political accommodation with Khartoum to sign the Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA). Not only did Juba accept a 50 percent reduction in potential oil revenues due to it as per the terms of the CPA – but faces the additional penalization of sanctions. [Note: The CPA pressed compromise on both the North and the South;[and] the South, for its part, agreed to share 50% of its oil revenues with the North under the agreement that the Government of National Unity seated in Khartoum would act in its powers to promote the “economic development of all Sudanese.” ] The impact of US sanctions on South Sudan’s oil revenues is most directly felt in the sale of “Dar” blend oil – a heavy acidic sulphur content oil – almost exclusively produced in South Sudan (Blocks 3 and 7 operated by Petrodar). High acidic crudes, also called high Total Acid Number (TAN) crudes, have a high volume of naphthenic acids. Crudes with a TAN higher than 1 are usually considered highly acidic and can corrode refineries equipment and are often out of the reach of ordinary refineries. Sudanese Dar oil registers TAN figures of between 2,1 and 2,4. With a large slice of the global refining capacity in the US and Europe off- limits to Sudanese Dar blend crude, the prices obtained for this oil is [are] significantly lower than average.  Highly acidic crudes generally trade at a discount of around to 10 to 20 percent per barrel on worlds markets against the current spot price of Brent crude. According to Petroleum Ministry sources in Khartoum in mid-February earlier this year, with the price of Brent Crude hovering just under US$40 per barrel at the time, it was disclosed that South Sudan’s Dar oil was, however, being traded at less than US$13 a barrel with most of the oil going to China. This is far cheaper than prices paid for Chad’s Doba sales of oil, for example, with TAN levels exceeding 4,0 which is of an even lower quality. Speaking at a Sanctions conference in Washington DC on 28 April, Sudan’s State Minister of Finance Lual Deng, said the figure for January sales of Dar oil was even lower at US$9 per barrel. That means 200 000 bpd of South Sudanese Dar oil is being sold for less than US$13 per barrel, half of the revenues of which are routed back to South Sudan as per the CPA agreement. Even working on a generous trading discount of 20 percent (US$32 per barrel), South Sudanese Dar oil at the time was being traded at just under a 60 percent discount off current spot prices offered for similarly heavy acidic oil – representing an annualized estimated loss of revenues to GOSS of some US$690 million, or roughly 40 percent of its current budget expenditure estimate for 2009). 

Thus, the South can no longer afford wealth-sharing under sanctions. Without sanctions, unity would remain profitable because there is no risk of conflict and the South can develop production and delivery systems for oil. With full budget expenditures, the South would feel comfortable sharing wealth just as they did in originally entering peace. Badawi 3
 writes in 09.

Rather, Sudanese oil production, not US sanctions-induced pressure, was the prompter for the end of the north-south war and emergence of the CPA. Once oil production reached a critical mass in 2001, the ruling National Congress party quickly realized it could use oil revenue to build and cement patronage in the north, and the then rebel Sudan People's Liberation Movement (SPLM) knew likewise for its position in the south. It's no coincidence that the most contentious sticking points of the CPA still revolve around oil even today.

Second, In addition to blanket oil sanctions, targeted sanctions on North drive the South toward secession because secession is the only way to escape economic constraints. Douglas DeGroot writes in 09.

In October 2006, the U.S. Congress passed the Darfur Peace and Accountability Act, which targeted the Khartoum government, but excluded Southern Sudan, Darfur, some internally displaced persons camps near Khartoum, and border areas between North and South. Despite claiming to support the CPA, which calls for developing a unified Sudan, the United States has two policies toward Sudan: one for the government, and another for certain other designated areas of the country. This apartheid-style approach is sabotaging the CPA, since under the CPA, the government is supposed to make unity attractive to the South. According to the CPA, The people of Sudan agree to work together to: establish a democratic system; find a comprehensive solution to the economic and social deterioration of the Sudan; and make the unity of Sudan an attractive option especially to the people of southern Sudan. [Moreover,] The U.S. Treasury Department's Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) is in charge of investigating any financial dealings related to U.S. sanctions. If a U.S. company wants to develop a project in the South, OFAC has to approve all aspects of the deal and license the project. [demands] No participation by any U.S. economic entity in the sanctioned part of the country can be involved. Logistics for such a project is a nightmare, since goods brought in for the project must come through the part of Sudan which is subject to sanctions. The companies involved in the logistics will be registered in the sanctioned part of the country, making OFAC approval beyond problematic. To avoid this nightmare, one option is to ship supplies in from neighboring Kenya. This is much more expensive, and undermines national unity between North and South, thereby setting up conditions for secession when this question comes up for election in 2011. OFAC prohibits, except in the exempted areas of Sudan, any American from concluding any contract, including financing, anywhere in the routing process. Since, according to the CPA, [Moreover,] Sudan's Central Bank is the location for budget management for all of Sudan, and since it is located in Khartoum, any transaction that passes through it is subject to compliance with U.S. sanctions. Sanctions have greatly reduced South Sudan's income, including limiting the market for Sudan's oil, because OFAC monitors dollar-based oil transactions. Sanctions have also prevented American oil companies, with more sophisticated technologies for oil production, from operating in Sudan. Even though a large percentage of the oil is in the South, the oil industry was not exempted there. This has prevented increased oil output, which would be beneficial to the South as well as to the government of Sudan as a whole. Sudanese sources report that there is now a monthly $250 million budgetary shortfall in the South. As a result, sanctions are giving ammunition to those in the South who want to secede, since this is the only way to avoid the constraints on economic development, which have resulted from the sanctions imposed on the government.
Thus, the targeted sanctions on the North are also catalysts for Southern secession. Absent sanctions, unity would be economically beneficial because the South could avoid transitional costs and use existing structures. 

While not inevitable, the impact of Southern secession is a likely regional war because the North will struggle to maintain wealth and control provinces. Julius Krein
 writes on March 26th. 

Once the South secedes, it is highly probable that the Darfuris will either seek the top power in the new regime or they too will secede. In total, secession from the country could amount[ing] to over half the territory of current Sudan and would likely includ[ing] the most resource-rich provinces. Should events unfold according to this scenario, Sudan may be just a few months removed from civil war, as the North will be loath to lose its grip on the country's natural resource wealth. This war could re-aggravate ancient tribal animosities and cause a broader regional conflict throughout the entire Horn of Africa, to central Africa via Chad, and on through the DRC. This chaos could even ignite an already tense situation in Nigeria and would invite increased intervention from Iran and other hostile forces active in the region.
A return to conflict would initiate a cascade of interrelated impacts, killing millions. Katherine Almquist
 agrees in March. 

In the worst-case scenario, a renewed north-south conflict could plunge the country into a chaotic and deadly situation of total war if the political opposition and armed movements in the north, south, Darfur, and east organized and coordinated their combat strategies. In the more probable scenario of CPA collapse, the civilian toll is still likely to be high. Both [forces] the SAF and the SPLA are large land armies and have acquired advanced weaponry and training for their armed forces during the interim period. Khartoum retains air superiority over the south and can be expected to resume its bombing raids aimed at terrorizing civilians. Small arms remain pervasive throughout the civilian population in the south despite recent disarmament efforts by the GOSS. Violence in southern Sudan is already rising at an alarming rate; in 2009, communal violence in the south surpassed the level of violence in Darfur, displacing some 350,000 people and killing more than 2,500. Finally, [Also,] retributive violence against minorities in Khartoum, Juba, and other important cities in the north and south with a mix of populations (southerners living in the north and vice versa) can be expected. [Finally,] Prospects for resolving the conflict in Darfur will dim and likely expire in the event of a renewed north-south war. Neither Khartoum nor the Darfur rebel movements will be motivated to seek a meaningful negotiated settlement. Khartoum’s tolerance of the UN-AU Mission in Darfur (UNAMID) and the international humanitarian operation, already under significant stress due to the ICC indictment of President Bashir, may cease and it may conclude that forcibly returning the 2.7 million IDPs to their homes is its best option to end international involvement in Darfur. Humanitarian access would become very difficult, if permitted at all, denying food and other emergency assistance to the more than 4.7 million people currently reliant on international aid. The civilian casualties and humanitarian needs could surpass the grotesque scale of human rights abuses and atrocities that has occurred in Darfur and southern Sudan.
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