Negative Constructive
Peter Glaser

“Years of love have been forgot in the hatred of a minute”


--Edgar Allen Poe

It is because I agree with Edgar Allen Poe that I urge you to negate the resolution that “The US has a moral obligation to mitigate international conflicts”

First of all I would like to point out that there is a clear difference between moral obligation and altruism.  The United States only has a moral obligation to its own citizens to the social contract.  It may choose to help others but this is considered an altruistic deed NOT, an obligation.

I would also like to state that Altruism is when you may want to help someone but you are NOT obligated to do so.

My Value Premise, the idea upon which all ideas should be judged is that of Justice.

Justice is defined by Plato as giving each his or her own due

My Value Criterion for this Debate, the ultimate means of achieving Justice is Governmental Obligation.


My First contention is that the United States MUST first and foremost protect the rights of its citizens.


My subpoint A is that The US has to follow the social contract (by Jean Jacques Rousseau), because it is a foundation of our government.


If the US attempts to mitigate conflicts it will create enemies with other countries.  As it said in my quote years of friendship can be lost in the blink of an eye.  By attempting to mitigate conflicts, at the expense of our own citizens tax dollars no less, we create immediate enemies which can last hundreds of years while by helping one of the countries we create immediate friends that end up costing even more tax dollars to help support in the long run.  


The social contract if I may explain says that governmental power is based on people giving up lesser rights to gain greater rights such as giving up the right to kill in exchange for the right to life.  Why therefore are we obligated to help other countries?  They didn’t give up any rights to us; they gave up rights to their own government.  Also the US to try to stop conflicts requires great amounts of resources, which because of our current recession are a bit hard to come by, currently our budget deficit projections run in the trillions during the next 10 years (as per- an Emory University study).  How therefore can we be expected to give up even more money which even as we speak millions are being funneled into other countries when we ourselves have millions of homeless people in our own country.

My Subpoint B is that the US must also adhere to the Social contract of other nations.

Other countries may not even want us to interfere with our affairs, or we may misunderstand the situation between countries.  We are allies with Canada but the Chinese might think we’re in conflict because we’re so close to each other.  Would we want China to come in and start messing around with our affairs?  So too, should we leave other countries alone.  The social contract means that a government has a responsibility to protect the rights of ITS OWN people because ITS OWN people give up the rights not other people.


Even if the United States chooses to intervene it will be disadvantageous in many situations.  First of all the US government in and of itself has no grounds to judge morality, our government is a tool of the people, so asking it to judge morals is like asking a robot to judge morals.  Also the US has to let other countries make their own mistakes because it is only through mistakes that we learn who we truly are.  Had we not made the mistake of dropping the atomic bomb in Hiroshima we might have dropped a nuclear weapon later on causing far more devastation.  I’m not saying that Hiroshima and Nagasaki were good but more that they served the good purpose of teaching us a lesson for the future.
To summarize, it is imperative that you negate this resolution because affirming it would be detrimental on an international scale.
And Now I would like to move on to my opponent’s case
