Charity Affirmative♥

Resolution: Individuals have a moral obligation to assist people in need. 

Definitions:

Obligation- an act or course of action to which a person is morally or legally bound; a duty or commitment. (Merriam-Webster Dictionary)

Moral- of or relating to principles of right and wrong in behavior. (Merriam-Webster Dictionary)
Justice- the quality of being fair and reasonable. (Merriam-Webster Dictionary)

Framework: 

1) We must look through a Veil of Ignorance, to achieve justice.

Lita Furby states, “Justice is defined by those standards that would be adopted by people if they were behind a ‘veil of ignorance’ as to their particular situation in society.” (Justice, 1986.) John Rawls states, “Among the essential features of this situation is that no one knows his place in society, his class position or social status, nor does anyone know his fortune in the distribution of natural assets and abilities, his intelligence, strength and the like. I shall even assume that the parties do not know their conceptions of the good or their special psychological propensities. The principles of justice are chosen behind a veil of ignorance…since all are similarly situated and no one is able to design principles to favor his particular condition, the principles of justice are the result of a fair agreement or bargain.” (A Theory of Justice, 1971.) The “veil of ignorance” states that what is just for one is just for all mankind. There is no standard for what is just for different people. No matter your social standing, intelligence, strength, gender, etc., mankind has the same standard for justice. 

My value for the round is Morality. This is the highest and ultimate value, in that the resolution is asking for a moral obligation, and without Morality we render the resolution impossible. My Criterion for the round, is Rawls Theory of Justice, Rawls states, “All social primary goods - liberty and opportunity, income and wealth, and the bases of self-respect - are to be distributed equally unless an unequal distribution of any or all of these goods is to the advantage of the least favored.” (John Rawls – Theory of Justice)  Rawls advocates that in order to achieve justice, and thus morality, we must look out for each other, and that creates a moral obligation. 

Contention 1: It is just that individuals do all they can for society’s least advantaged members
As Rawls states, justice is derived from morality. It is just to give to those in need; therefore, it is a moral obligation. John Kilcullen states, “Under the head of obligations, the chief principle is what he calls 'fair play', which he formulates thus: If you have voluntarily accepted benefits under a certain social practice, then when under this practice you ought to benefit others, you must play your part even at some cost to yourself.” (Macquarie University,-http://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:rUQxwPR2y8J:www.humanities.mq.edu.au/Ockham/y64l15.html+rawls+liberty&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=us&client=firefox-a, 1996) In order to have a more just society, assistance to the poor is necessary. By “voluntarily accepted benefits under a certain social practice,” Rawls means participated in and accepted benefits of society. All members of society have done this, things such as used public roads and using things paid for by tax dollars. Under Rawls principle of “fair play,” members of society must give back to what has benefitted them. 
Contention 2: Liberty is First and Most Important Need

The most important moral obligation we have is to assist in assuring each other’s liberty. John Rawls states, “All social primary goods-liberty and opportunity, income and wealth, and the bases of self-respect- are to be distributed equally unless an unequal distribution of these goods is to the advantage of the least favored.” (A Theory of Justice, 1971.) People cannot solely operate by themselves. We must assure that each individual has liberty, in order to assure that we ourselves have liberty and to assure justice. When people do not assist those in need and only think only of themselves, they are not assuring liberty and this results in a loss of liberty and justice. 

Contention 3: It is not necessary to sacrifice yourself to help others.

Peter Singer states “if it is in our power to prevent something very bad from happening, without thereby sacrificing anything morally significant, we ought, morally, to do it.” (http://www.utilitarian.net/singer/by/1972----.html)  Peter Singer states, “People do not feel in any way ashamed or guilty about spending money on new clothes or a new car instead of giving it to famine relief. (Indeed, the alternative does not occur to them.) This way of looking at the matter cannot be justified. When we buy new clothes not to keep ourselves warm but to look "well-dressed" we are not providing for any important need. We would not be sacrificing anything significant if we were to continue to wear our old clothes, and give the money to famine relief. By doing so, we would be preventing another person from starving.” If you have to give up something of moral importance to you in order to assist the person in need, then it is not necessary that you do it. However, if you are not sacrificing anything of significance, than you ought to do it. 
Contention 4: Personal Selfishness is Destructive
If we do not help those in need, when we have the means, we are being personally selfish, and this kind of behavior is completely destructive. Elder Neal A. Maxwell claims that “Destructive personal selfishness leads to a selfish society, without order, without mercy, without love, perverted and past feeling.” (http://www.ldschurchnews.com/articles/35574/Elder-Neal-A-Maxwell-Destructive-selfishness-leads-to-societys-decline.html) This is absolutely true, saying that without cooperation and in extreme cases compassion, we will destroy society and our moral ties to each other. We must consider the moral implications of selfishness, and where it will lead us, our world would turn into a cut throat, immoral place, full of traitors and various other immoral actors. This impact alone should show you that our obligation to give to charity is no less than a societal need.

Because assisting those in need is a moral obligation, I strongly encourage an Affirmative vote.


