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“Let he who expects one class of society to prosper in the highest degree, while the other is in distress, try whether one side of the face can smile while the other is pinched.” The words of English clergyman and author Thomas Fuller in the seventeenth century continue to resonate loudly and impart upon us the need to uphold the fundamental humanitarian principals of non-discrimination, neutrality, and universality in regards to the distribution of humanitarian aid.  It is because we concur with Mr. Fuller’s statement AND adhere to the fundamental principals that emblematize humanitarian aid that we strongly affirm the resolved: that cultural or political restrictions placed on the right of access to humanitarian aid are unjustified.  

Before I discuss the Affirmative’s core values, I would like to define some of the key terms of the resolution:

First, Restriction means “a principal that limits the extent of something”—The World Reference Dictionary.

Second, Humanitarian Aid means “aid or assistance given to people in distress by individuals, organizations, or governments to relieve suffering.”—Wikipedia Encyclopedia.

Third, Unjustified means “lacking justification or authorization”—World Net Dictionary, Princeton University

Fourth, Right means “an abstract idea of that which is due to a person or governmental body by law or tradition or nature.”—World Net Dictionary, Princeton University

And finally, Access means “the right to obtain or make use of or take advantage of something.”—World Net Dictionary, Princeton University

We the Affirmative believe that the value criterion or standard for judging the truth of the resolution in this round is the maximization of rights.  The value premise is the quality of life.  Consequently, you should vote affirmative if we succeed in proving that a higher quality of life is achieved by maximizing everyone’s rights.

Our first contention is that cultural or political restrictions placed on the right of access to humanitarian aid erode the fundamental principals of society and justify the continued existence of suffering.   In 2001, the Humanitarian Policy Group reported that, “the United States’ responses to conflict-related humanitarian emergencies were disturbingly uneven in the 1990s.  At one extreme, humanitarian responses were overridden by political concerns (as with the famine in the People’s Democratic Republic of Korea and the genocide in Rwanda), leading the United States to do too little, too late.  From 1994 to 1998, approximately 2-3 million people died of starvation and hunger related illnesses in North Korea, and in 1994, Hutu militia using clubs and machetes killed over 800,000 Tutsis.  Ten Thousand people were killed each day as the international community sat idly.  Most experts agree that the effects of both incidents could have been mitigated if not prevented by the intervention of the international community.  At the other extreme, the United States engaged in cure all humanitarianism, substituting large amounts of aid for robust political action as in Bosnia prior to the Dayton accords…” Such blatant examples of partiality threaten to equate humanitarian aid less with reducing human suffering and more so with the advancement of governments’ political agenda.  This political culture turns a blind eye to certain types of suffering; it is cruel, inhumane and degrading and should never be condoned by our society.  Similar to the deaths of thousands of Rwandans who perished in the genocide, the suffering of any fraction of our society cannot be separated from the rest of society; it has consequences, it contaminates those that attempt to ignore it, and it is the most flagrant ethical contradiction of neutrality, the very ideal on which humanitarian aid was formed.  U.N. Secretary-General Kofi Annan said it best: “In a world of plenty, continued suffering is a terrible stain on our conscience, it is inexcusable that we not strive, with every resource at our disposal to eliminate suffering.”

Our second contention is that cultural or political restrictions placed on the right of access to humanitarian aid result in a denial a fundamental rights and leads to a slippery slope that eats away at individual freedoms.  Growing num to the suffering of the worlds poor and disenfranchised is only the first decisive step to the erosion of our complete and utter objection to the misery of the innocent.  The public outcry in the aftermath of an unsatisfactory relief effort in Louisiana is important because it exposed the risk of government’s indifference to the plight of fellow Americans.  During his inaugural Address in 1961, President John F. Kennedy stated, “If a free society cannot help the many who are poor, it cannot save the few who are rich.”

