According to Wikipedia
,

A vigilante is a person who violates the law in order to exact what they believe to be justice from criminals, because they think that the criminal will not be caught or will not be sufficiently punished by the legal system.
The resolution asks us to justify an act of an individual.  Justified is a term that is socially constructed.  The way we "justify" actions in our society is through laws and social agreements. Inevitably, the law defines justice. The resolution asks us to justify an act of an individual.  Justified is a term that is socially constructed.  The way we "justify" actions in our society is through laws and social agreements. 

WJ Waluchow explains how laws are first and foremost marked by legitimate authority, meaning that we ought to judge the application of law in relation to its justness to the system set up by lawmakers:
Waluchow, 1998 [WJ, Professor of Philosophy, McMasters University.
“The Many Faces of Legal Positivism” University of Toronto Law Journal Issue 48 – 1998 p. 387]
Since at least the time of Bentham and Austin, positivism was the theory held, in one form or another, by most legal scholars. It was also arguably the working theory of most legal practitioners. It makes a good deal of sense to distinguish, both in theory and in practice, the law and what we think it ought to be, the reality and the ideal. Such a division, usually called the separation thesis, accords with our sense that: the law is morally fallible; that we can sometimes be under obligation (moral or legal) to obey or apply an unjust law but never under obligation to obey or apply an unjust moral principle (whatever that might be); that the legal reasoning in which lawyers and judges engage is different in crucial respects from moral reasoning; and finally, that unlike our moral principles for which each of us must be prepared to offer justification, legal rules and principles can often be discovered in authoritative sources which we can just look up and apply without considering whether or not they are justified. Legality is marked by a claim to authority, morality by autonomy.
 

Thus The value I will uphold is Justice.  The standard by which justice is measured in a society is the law and procedure. As the only thing that defines justice are the self-defined rules. If two acts violate the law they are both unjust.

My sole contention is vigilante justice is not justified, because it clearly violated the law although it is morally excusable:

First Mitchell N. Berman, explains the difference between what’s justified and what’s excusable: Justification and Excuse, Law and Morality, (2003) 
Col. 53, No. 1 Duke Law Journal 


"Drawing on the well-known distinction between conduct [*pg 2] rules and decision rules, it argues that the distinction between  justification and excuse, for purposes of a criminal law taxonomy, is  only this: A justified action is not criminal, whereas an excused  defendant has committed a criminal act but is not punishable." 

The affirmative must prove that the is not only excusable, but is not at all criminal.  Indeed, while the resolution supplies context for the act of the vigilantism, we ought to evaluate the act in itself.  The resolution asks us to evaluate the ACT of the use of deadly force.  Ends or motivation-based 
arguments are speculative at best, but do not evaluate the act itself. 
For example, the act of quarantining all individuals with HIV/AIDS is unjust even though a likely outcome is that it reduces the risk of the AIDS epidemic.  The implication, then, is only arguments that evaluate the act of the use of deadly force ought to be evaluated.  The 
affirmative must justify the ACT IN ITSELF, not its motivation. 

Indeed, allowing for the use of deadly force-without trial puts us down the road of allowing the killing of individuals who anyone would believe "forfeited" their right to life.  Dressler, previously cited, argues, "Please notice the implications of this moral view. We have decided that a human life is expendable. We can swat him like a fly and toss him in the garbage without guilt feelings. If we follow the logic of this position, imagine -- as has occurred -- a battered  woman hires a contract killer to take her husband's life, and then  seeks to justify her conduct. No court has allowed such a claim. But, if the death of an abuser is equivalent to throwing out the garbage or  swatting a fly -- if he is not recognized as a human being deserving of  the law's protection -- what basis do we have for prosecuting the woman  or, for that matter, the contract killer or, let's assume, the abused  woman's brother, who acts for reasons of love and not greed) who swats  the fly or (switching metaphors) kills the vermin? 

� http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Vigilantism





