Affirmative: Justice
Affirmative: A Little Respect for Liberty
By Coach Vaughan
Resolved: Liberty ought to be prioritized over order.This is a case that considers what upholds Justice in a society. This happens when Liberty and Order are in conflict, and argues that governments need to treat people as an end in themselves and not a means to an end. The definition of Liberty is important here as it states being free from “arbitrary” control, not all control. This becomes important esp. in answering possible refutations. 

I also have some strategy notes at the end on how to respond to Negative refutations. 







Introduction
In The Declaration of Independence it says, “Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed... whenever any Form of Government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or abolish it.”
It is because I agree with this statement I stand Resolved that Liberty ought to be prioritized over order.

Before we get into the main arguments, let’s look at a few, 
Definitions
Liberty 
Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary. Merriam-Webster. "Liberty," (https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/liberty). Accessed September 9, 2026.
"freedom from arbitrary or despotic control"
Order 
Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary. Merriam-Webster. "Order," (https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/order). Accessed September 9, 2026.
" a particular sphere or aspect of a sociopolitical system"
Priority / Prioritized
Merriam-Webster.com Dictionary. Merriam-Webster. "Priority," (https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/priority). Accessed September 9, 2026.
"something given or meriting attention before competing alternatives"

Let’s now take a look a few points of
Resolution Analysis
RA1 – In Conflict
The resolution only makes sense if there is conflict between the two sides. The debate is therefore deciding which side should be prioritized when these two conflict. As such, I am not defending anarchy. I am defending the idea that order is legitimate only insofar as it respects liberty, not the reverse.
RA2 – Moral Obligation
The use of the word “ought” implies that there is a moral obligation to prioritize one over the other.
Value: Justice
Justice, or giving to each one their due, is the highest value in the round because it looks at what the government truly owes their citizens and not merely what produces the most efficient outcome. Governments rooted in pragmatism instead of justice runs the risk of justifying oppression as long as it “works.”
Criterion: Respect for Natural Rights
Justice is achieved when a government treats individuals as ends in themselves rather than as instruments of collective stability. When they respect and protect the natural rights of life, liberty and property, justice is served.
Contention 1: Order Without Liberty Enables Injustice
Order is pragmatically valuable in that it serves to protect the citizens and allows them to flourish. However, when order is prioritized over liberty, it stops serving persons and begins using them. Regimes that make order the highest good will ultimately justify silencing dissent, controlling belief, and suppressing conscience, because allowing any liberty can be redefined as a threat to stability. A government that is empowered to suspend liberty because they desire order loses respect for Natural Rights and their protection becomes arbitrary which is the very definition of injustice. Liberty is what keeps order accountable to the citizenry. Without that priority, “order” becomes merely a euphemism for control. One needs only to look at any dictatorship as evidence for this claim.




Contention 2: Liberty Necessary for Moral Agency
A just system must respect persons as moral agents, that is as persons responsible for their choices. This respect requires freedom. A coerced, orderly society may look peaceful, but it strips people of the very agency that makes them morally accountable. If perfect order were the highest priority, humans would have been created incapable of making wrong choices. The fact that freedom was part of human nature even at the risk of disorder shows liberty is the higher good. Therefore, any political system that sacrifices individual conscience and moral agency for the sake of control fails the basic test of justice, because it no longer treats people as responsible moral agents at all. Again, look at any dictatorship as an example.
Contention 3: Liberty-First Systems Produce True Order
Constitutional systems that prioritize liberty tend to produce more stable long-term order than authoritarian systems. And the best of these has built-in mechanisms for peaceful change. Order-first systems will suppress grievances and petitions rather than resolve them, which is why they tend to collapse suddenly and violently. The fall of the USSR, and the Arab Spring uprisings are great examples of people battling against authoritarian “stability” regimes. This type of chaos is not the result of prioritizing liberty, but the result of prioritizing order. Liberty isn’t what threatens order, but the suppression of liberty will eventually destroy order.
Conclusion
Because justice requires treating persons as ends in themselves, because moral agency requires freedom, and because liberty-respecting systems produce the only durable form of order, I affirm the resolution that liberty ought to be prioritized over order.











Responses to Possible Neg Arguments
r/t “Liberty without order is anarchy / license, not real freedom”
Their argument: Unrestrained liberty collapses into chaos; true freedom requires a stable structure which is what order brings.
Response:
1. You can concede that liberty is not license. Liberty is freedom exercised within a framework that respects the natural rights of others. It is not freedom from all constraint, only freedom from arbitrary constraint.
1. The resolution doesn't ask the affirmative to defend a world with zero order, it asks which side should be prioritized when the two conflict. The affirmative certainly grants that some foundational order (protecting rights, preventing violence) is necessary, but that this minimal order is itself justified by liberty (it exists to protect people's rights), which proves liberty is doing the prioritizing, not order.
r/t Hobbesian State-of-Nature Argument (“life without strong order is nasty, brutish, and short”)
The Negative may argue more from a Hobbesian idea of the Social Contract where a monarch or dictator is necessary to create order. That in the “state of nature” life would devolve into chaos without strong order. 

Their argument: Humans are fundamentally self-interested; without a strong government to impose order, society will collapse into a war of all against all.
Response:
1. Hobbes's argument assumes a purely self-interested view of human nature. A better framework holds humans as both fallen and made in the image of God. All humans are capable of real virtue, conscience, and voluntary cooperation, and are not merely restrained by fear of punishment.
1. Even granting some Hobbesian concern, this does not justify prioritizing order generally over liberty generally. It, in fact, proves the opposite of their claim: that even the “order” Hobbes describes is only justified instrumentally, in service of protecting people.
1. Turn: Hobbesian sovereigns with unchecked power to impose “order” are exactly the kind of unaccountable authority Contention 1 warns about.




r/t the Utilitarian idea that “order produces the greatest good for the greatest number”
Their argument: Even if liberty has value, to get overall welfare/stability justifies restricting individual liberty when it produces better overall outcomes.
Response:
1. This is precisely the framework clash the affirmative should win: utilitarianism can justify sacrificing individuals' rights whenever the math favors the majority. This is a violation of justice, not an adherence to it. A just system doesn't treat people as means to “desired” ends. A just system respects Natural Rights and Human Dignity.
r/t “Order is what makes liberty possible in the first place so to prioritize order means it must come first”
Their argument: You can't have true functional liberty without a stable, orderly state maintaining rule of law, courts, and security.
Response:
1. This confuses the idea of necessary conditions with what it means to prioritize. Oxygen is necessary for human life, but that doesn't mean “oxygen ought to be prioritized over human life.” Oxygen serves life. Likewise, some baseline order is a necessary condition for liberty to be exercised, but that only proves order is instrumental to liberty, which is exactly the affirmative's position.
1. The resolution is about what should be prioritized in cases of conflict, and not about which one has to exist chronologically first.







Key Works
John Locke, Second Treatise of Government (1689)
Locke argues that legitimate government exists only to protect the natural rights (life, liberty, property) that individuals already possess. Government's authority is always conditioned on and limited by those rights, not the other way around. Use this to support the criterion: order derives its legitimacy from liberty, not vice versa.
John Locke’s Second Treatise of Government, Chapter IX, §124:
“The great and chief end, therefore, of Mens uniting into Commonwealths, and putting themselves under Government, is the Preservation of their Property.”
Locke uses the term “property” broadly to include lives, liberties and estates. In Chapter VII, §87 he says,
“Men, being, as has been said, by Nature, all free, equal, and independent, no one can be put out of this Estate, and subjected to the Political Power of another, without his own Consent. The only way whereby any one divests himself of his Natural Liberty, and puts on the Bonds of Civil Society, is by agreeing with other Men to join and unite into a Community, for their comfortable, safe, and peaceable living one amongst another, in a secure Enjoyment of their Properties, and a greater Security against any that are not of it.”
Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologica, Treatise on Law
In Summa Theologiae, I–II, q. 96, a. 4, Aquinas writes:
“Laws may be unjust in two ways. First, by being contrary to human good, in respect of their end, as when an authority imposes burdensome laws on its subjects, not conducive to the common good; or in respect of their author, as when a man makes a law that goes beyond the power committed to him; or in respect of their form, as when burdens are imposed unequally on the community, even though with a view to the common good. Such laws are acts of violence rather than laws; because, as Augustine says, ‘an unjust law seems to be no law at all.’ Wherefore such laws do not bind in conscience, except perhaps in order to avoid scandal or disturbance.”
Declaration of Independence (1776)
“Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed... whenever any Form of Government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or abolish it.” Useful as a real-world articulation of liberty constraining the legitimacy of order.


C.S. Lewis, The Abolition of Man / Mere Christianity (general free-will argument)
Lewis argues that a world of automatons who could only do right would not be worth creating — real love and goodness require the possibility of choosing wrong. This is strong secondary support for Contention 2's free-will point, and Lewis is a very safe, well-respected citation in Christian homeschool circles.
Mere Christianity, Book II, Chapter 3, “The Shocking Alternative”:
“God created things which had free will. That means creatures which can go either wrong or right. Some people think they can imagine a creature which was free but had no possibility of going wrong; I cannot. If a thing is free to be good it is also free to be bad. And free will is what has made evil possible. Why, then, did God give them free will? Because free will, though it makes evil possible, is also the only thing that makes possible any love or goodness or joy worth having.”
Lewis then adds:
“A world of automata—of creatures that worked like machines—would hardly be worth creating.”
Empirical/Historical Support for Contention 3
https://origins.osu.edu/article/soviet-collapse-yeltsin-putin-gorbachev-russia
and
https://gsdrc.org/publications/analysis-of-the-arab-spring/
The Soviet Union's collapse (1991) following decades of enforced “order,” and the authoritarian regimes destabilized in the 2010–2012 Arab Spring, both illustrate suppressed liberty producing delayed but severe disorder rather than genuine stability.
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