1998 TEAM DEBATE TOPIC

ATOPIC THAT CRIESOUT FOR COUNTERPLANS

In this artide we will discussthe ma
jor types of counterplans on the Russia
topic for 1998-1999. The simplest way to
think of counterplans was the way it was
taughtto me, viaa child'srhyme "Anything
you can do, | can do better." Counterplans
would be areason to vote againgd the &ffir-
maive plan, since there are other options
more desirable, more effective, less expen-
sive than the affirmetive plan while accom-
plishing the same gods. Counterplans can
take many forms, but the counterplans |
envision on this topic would modify the
agent of change from the United States (as
mandated by the topic) and instead indude
a group of retions dways known by ther
acronyms, such as NATO (North Atlantic
Treaty Organization), EEU (European Eco-
nomic Union) or the UN (United Nations).

Presently, American foreign policy is
largdy defined by Presidentid leadership
styles. President Clinton favors a style of
foregn policy cdled Neo-Internationdism,
which is also known as "assertive
multilaterdism." It hasbeen highy promoted
by Madeleine Albright, the Clinton
Administration's Secretary of State and
former U.S. representetive to the United
Nations. Neo-Internationalism seeks to
build institutionsthat are more than the sum
of their condituent pats. It argues thet the
United Saes should reman invdved but
at a substantially reduced cost. One as-
sumption of this ideology is the potentid
for international cooperaion. If they ae
cooperative, we should work with forma
dliances and internatiord organizations in
dmost dl ingances. Clearly, this ideology
would favor a grong United Nations.

Examples of Neo-Internationalism
abound in recent higory. In the Gulf War,
President Bush sought an dliance of our
dliesprior to taking adirect military action
against Irag. Even though many of the coun-
tries of the dliance gave little monetary or
military support for the dliance, their con
sent was deemed to bevitd to prevent the
conflict from spreading. President Clinton
has dore the same type of digomeacy in re-
gads to Bosnia (NATO involvement) and
Somdia (UN involvement), dways seeking
dliances whenever possble prior tothe use
of military force.

Thepolicy debatetapicfor 1998-1999
does not advocate Neo-Internationalism,
since a policy topic could never advocae
the stetus quo. Instead, the policy resolu-
tion advocates aforeign policy ideology of
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Unilaterdism, America acting first, acting
donein maters of foreign afairs.

A proponent of Unilateralism mini-
mi zes (and when poss bl e excl udes) the par-
ticipation of other governments and orga:
nizetions. Unilaterdists are uncomf ortable
with dliances. They are strictly opposed to
any transfer of sovereign authority to inter-
national organizations. In this way,
unilaterdists share the views of isolation-
ists and minimdists in being criticd of the
United Nations, and similar organizations.

Unilaerdism maximizes freedom of
decision-making and implementation since
one woud not consult with any other coun
try prior to acting. This dlowsfor rgpid de-
cisions and improves the chances for se-
crecy. This woud be a strategic advantage
of unilaterdism over any pdicy involving
multiple natiors.

Unilateralism is a unique ideol ogy,
sinceitisfaddly neutrd. It doesnot imply
what should or should not be done with
our rdations with Russia Russia may be
our best friend or our worst enemy. It only
argues tha any actions should be done by
America done, and not by the permission
or consent of our dlies.

Unilaterdism diminates problems of
guessing the intentions of others, snce the
intentions of others are irrdevant. It isthe
best gotion when narrow interests a sake
and the involvement of othersis nat neces-
sary. However, as the energy topic showed,
America acting dore cannot lve dl prob-
lems. Americas use of fossil fuds is but
one cause. Other retions using fossil fuds
must follow suit, or the actionswill be inef-
fective The same can be said for many po-
tentid areas of thistopic. Conventiond arms
sdes, nudear weapons/technology trans-
fers, nuclear waste disposal, bans on
landmines, importing/exporting of ciga
rettes-al cohol-drugs, and many others are
problems for dl naions not just Russia &
Ameica. In other words, if America and
Russia agree not to transfer nudear tech-
nology, thet is fine. However, if Chinaand
Indiatransfer that informetion to dl thewill-
ing buyers, there is no advantage to an
American and Russian agreement to pro-
hibit transfers.

Another analogy can be seen in
American/Cuban rdaions. America has an
import prohibition on Cuban goods, largdy
to bankrupt the Cuban regime. However,
while America will not impart Cuban goodks,
and this hurts Cuba gresatly, Cuba has other

options. Cuban cigars are reedily available
in Canada. Cuban sugar is essily sold in
South Americaand Africa Cuba sdls their
goods, perhgps with additiond transporta-
tioncosts but they aresold. Theonly people
denied Cuban products are American citi-
zens. America's foreign policy, intent on
bankrupting the Cuban regime, is a com-
pletefalue

Like the prohibition on nuclear tech-
nology, and the prohibition of Cuban ex-
ports, such policies only work if they are
worl d-wide or lesst fairly widespread. Ded -
ing with internationa rdations severd ac-
tors exist to hdp meke uniform policies.
NATO and the EEU are pefect choice for
most probl ems eci fi c to Europe. For worl ¢
wide implementaion, the only possbled-
ternaive is the United Nations.

Many in politics, and many debate
coaches put little faith in the United Na
tions scoffing a it both in the red world
and in applying it to debate topics. | thirk,
however, in many areas of foreign policy
the United Naions isavery viable dterna
tive | will hriefly address the three mgjor
criticians of the United Nationsand explain
why, under a far assessment, we ae far
better by having the United Nations than
beng without it.

F irst, minimdistswill argue tha for
al the peacekesping efforts of the United
Nations, wars have not stopped. True
enou but this misses the point. While
wars have occurred since the founding of
the United Nations following World Wer |1,
such as Korea, Vietnam, Desert Storm, and
ahost of others not invdving America, this
is not a proper tod for measuring SUCCeSS.
We cannot messure the number of wers that
were PREVENTED because of diplomecy
and negotiations at the United Nations.
Those cannot be counted, but they are car-
tainly important.

We would not cdl police force afal-
ure because crimes still occur. Prevented
crimescannot be measured, but they obvioudy
exist, as the presence of the palice seemto sup-
press anti-ocia behavior by their presence, and
they also serve afunction of catchingthose who
dowrong (obvioudy after thefact) sothet they
can be punished by society. By analogy, the
United Nations serves a similar purpose, pre-
venting conflict when possible through (nego-
tiaion and diplomacy), trying to prevent con-
flict by more dragtic means when imminent (use
of peacekeeping forces), and when force isin-
valvel, trying to localize the conflict (by ali-



ances) and trying to end the conflict (through
negoti ati ons).

While the Korean War was tragic, the
events would have been much worse had the
UN not existed, since many in the American
padlitical scene wanted a military confrontation
with the Soviet Union, includingif necessary a
nuclear attack. Negotiations at the United Na-
tions (then in itsinfancy) hel ped prevent apo-
tential nucl ear exchange betweenthe superpow-
ers whichwould have cost millions of lives far
greater thanthe | asses from the entire conflict.

Had the United Nations not been pres
auring the Bushregime into a gqui ck end the Gulf
War, how many casual i eswould have occurred?
What other partiesmight have gotteninvolved?
What if Iraq (sensing the overwhelming military
might of America) thought that their only means
of conti nuing the conflict wasthrough terrorism
onAmerican soi|? Woul d that have been better?
When we compare the relati ve benefits of politi-
cal schemessuch asthe UN, the faults areobvi-
ous, and the benefits are more difficult to see.
However, that does not mean that the benefits
donot exist.

S econd, minimalists will arguethat the
United Nati ons isasocial policy snkhole. There
is aways aproblemto be solved, and alwaysa
UN b crat wanting to set up aprogram to
solve it. True enough, | suppose. There are
plenty of prablems out there, and many of the
problems are eadly within the means of those
outd dethe areato solve. Would the worldreally
be abetter place if we turned our backsto prob-

lemsthat are within our ability to sove?

The United Nations has vaccinated mil-
lionsfrom disease, preventable di ssaseswhich
save courtless livesand a great deal of suffering.
The UN has kept millionsmore from starvéaion
dueto droughts, floods, civil unrest, and ahaost
of ather problems. Does the constant need for
humanitarian relief really indicate a fail ure for
thoseoffering relief? Would we be preparedto
call the International Red Cross afailure, dnceit
still responds to disasters. We would not. But
theUN getscriticized for the ssame actionsdone
for the same purposes Obviously thisisa prob-
lem of image, notarea problem of the UN and
itsbehavior.

T hird, isolationists will argue that the
United Nationsis "spending my hard earned
money" or other such language. Not quite. While
the Ufiitled States does pay a disproportionate
shae of the UN expenses, we do not pay al of
them. In fact, unless | have missed something,
Ted Tuner is personally giving more to the
United Nations than the U.S. government. In
fact, we (America) are over abillion dollarsbe-
hind in our duesto the United Nations. If this
were any other club, we would be thrown out.
Of course, we are not thrown out, because we
constantly make claims that "we are about to"
pay off that debt.

The United Nations does agrea deal of
good. It isnot perfect by any means butitis
better than the aternative, no international ac-
tion. Itisimportant to reali zethat the reasonwe
need and therefore have a United Nationsisbe-

cause of afailure of individua states to take
action and effecti vel y deal with these problems
Question?

Would Peru have gepped in to sop
Saddam Husse n?
Question?

Would Greecehave paid for foodguffs
for the starvingin Somalia?
Question?

WouldPanama snd itstrogpstostap
the fighting in former Yogoslavia?

The answer to al of theseis"no." They
represent afailure of individual statesto act in
matters that do not directly concern them. Even-
tudly, however, the conflicts cross gate lines
and the starving masses move to areas outs de
thedrought or flee from areasof civil unrest. If
life tellsus anything it is that our neighbor's
problems, if ignored, may grow into being our
problems. Best to deal withthem whilethey are
small problems

The United Nations is a benefit both to
thereal world, and to our analyd sin debate.

Beg of luck onthe Russiatopic for 1998
199!
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