I negate, NEG gets presumption and permissibility because, to affirm mean to state as a fact
, so AFF has the proactive burden  to prove the resolution true Text comes first because it constrains other theory standards.  For example, to claim that you have lost X ground begs why you deserved that ground in the first place.  Other theory standards resolve ambiguities in the text, but when the resolution unambiguously means X, claiming that Y creates better ground is merely a reason why we should debate a different topic.  Text also precedes education: it may be more “real-world and educational” for us to talk about U.S. history but a) there’s no way for me to predict that I should have been ready for that debate since the text of the resolution is the only basis for pre-round prep and b) it’s just a reason why we should be debating U.S. history, not a reason why my interpretation of the topic is bad. I value is morality. Morality cannot be predicated upon objective moral values because objective values do not exist Mackie 77
.
Even more important and certainly more generally applicable is the argument from queerness. If there were objective values, then they would be entities or qualities or relations of a very strange sort, utterly different from everything else in the universe. Correspondingly, if we were aware of them, it would have to be by some special faculty or moral perception or intuition, utterly different from our ordinary ways of knowing everything else. When we ask the awkward question, how we can be aware of the truth of values, none of our ordinary accounts of sensory perception or introspection or the framing and confirming of explanatory hypotheses or inference or logical construction or conceptual analysis, or any combination of these, will provide a satisfactory answer; ‘a special sort of intuition’ is a lame answer, but it is the one to which the clear-headed objectivist is compelled to resort.
Moreover, the possibility of objective value is empirically disproven by the fact that no one can agree on what it is Mackie 77
.
The argument from relativity has as its premises the well-known variation of moral codes from one society to another and from one period to another, and also the differences between different groups and classes within a complex community. Such variation is in itself merely a truth of descriptive morality, a fact of anthropology which entails neither first order nor second order ethical views. Yet it may indirectly support subjectivism: radical differences between first order moral judgments make it difficult to treat those judgments as apprehensions of objective truths…In short, the argument from relativity has some force simply because the actual variations in the moral codes are more readily explained by the hypothesis that they reflect different ways of life than by the hypothesis that they express perceptions, most of them seriously inadequate and badly distorted, of objective values. 
Therefore, morality cannot be grounded in any objective sense of right and wrong. This creates a dilemma because any moral system not grounded in moral truths would seem to be arbitrary and give persons no reason to adhere to it. Additionally, when generating norms regarding agents' actions, reasons for action must appeal to internally motivating principles. Katsafanas 11
,

“While externalism captures the non-optional status of moral claims, it faces several challenges. I will just mention two of them. First, there is the much-discussed problem of practicality. Moral claims are supposed to [should] be capable of moving us. Recognizing that something is wrong is supposed to be capable of [should] motivat[e]ing the agent not to [take that [act]ion]. But how could a claim that bears no relation to any of our motives possibly move us? As Williams puts it, ‘‘the whole point of external reasons statements is that they can be true independently of an agent’s motivations. But nothing can explain an agent’s (intentional) actions except something that motivates him so to act’’ (1981, 107). Williams’ point is this: if the fact that murder is wrong is to play a role in the explanation of a person’s decision not to murder, then [it] the fact that murder is wrong must somehow ﬁgure in the etiology of the agent’s action. But this suggests that, if the fact that murder is wrong is to exert a motivational inﬂuence upon the person’s action, then the agent must have some motive that is suitably connected to not murdering. And this pushes us back in the direction of internalism. Second, externalism seems susceptible to a version of Mackie’s argument from queerness. Desires and aims are familiar things, so it seems easy enough to imagine that claims about reasons are claims about relations between actions and desires or aims. But what would the relatain an external reasons statement be? Are we to imagine that a claim about reasons is a claim about a relation between an action and some independently existing value?.”
Contractarianism solves both of these problems it is driven by mutual agreement, which means it is in our self-interest, and not based on arbitrary objective values. we follow moral rules because it is in our mutual self-interest to do so. Gauthier 86
 
Morals by agreement begin from an initial presumption against morality, as a constraint on each person's pursuit of his own interest. A person is conceived as an independent centre of activity, endeavoring to direct his capacities and resources to the fulfillment of his interests. He considers what he can do, but initially draws no distinction between what he may and may not do. How then does he come to acknowledge the distinction? How does a person come to recognize a moral dimension to choice, if morality is not initially present? Morals by agreement offer a contractarian rationale for distinguishing what one may and may not do. Moral principles are introduced as the objects of fully voluntary ex ante agreement among rational persons .Such agreement is hypothetical, in supposing a pre-moral context for the adoption of moral rules and practices. But the parties to agreement are real, determinate individuals, distinguished by their capacities, situations, and concerns. In so far as they would agree to constraints on their choices, restraining their pursuit of their own interests, they acknowledge a distinction between what they may and may not do.As rational persons understanding the structure of their interaction, they recognize a place for mutual constraint, and so for a moral dimension in their affairs. That there is a contractarian rationale for morality must of course be shown. That is the task of our theory. Here our immediate concern is to relate the idea of such a rationale to the introduction of fundamental moral distinctions. This is not a magical process. Morality does not emerge as the rabbit from the empty hat. Rather, as we shall argue, it emerges quite simply from the application of the maximizing conception of rationality to certain structures of interaction: Agreed mutual constraint is the rational response to these structures. Reason overrides the presumption against morality. 
Therefore, the standard is adhering to mutually self-interested agreements. I contend that no contractarian principle can be justified that requires that adolescents be given the right to make autonomous medical decisions. First, the parents of adolescents would reject the principle because it limits their ability to prevent their child from making decisions that they do not approve of. Even if some parents want their kids to make autonomous decisions they can still do that by just agreeing with whatever decision that they make. Second, As non-rational agents, juveniles cannot enter in contracts. Vopat 03
:
What few accounts of children’s rights there are in the philosophical literature fall into one of three general categories, namely, property, liberationist or protectionist. The property account of children is exemplified by Jan Narveson in his The Libertarian Idea, in which he holds that the lack of rationality [in] on the part of children precludes them from being rights bearers. On Narveson’s libertarian account, the derivation of rights is contractarian. Legitimate contracts require a particular type of contractor, or what he terms a practical agent, A practical agent is defined as “anything with a rational will to act, and enough inthe way of a physical body to be at least inherently capable of putting that will into effect. Practical agents have their own intentions and interests which they desire to have fulfilled. Further, such agents are viewed as capable of deciding in accordance with these interests. Since children lack some, if not all, of the requisite abilities of a practical agent, they cannot be participants in the “social contract,” and are thus ruled out as rights bearers. Since they do not have fundamental rights, they may be treated as the property of their parents.
And adolescents are irrational, they lack full restraint over impulsive behavior. Beckman
 04: 

The defense is focusing on the "culpability of juveniles and whether their brains are as capable of impulse control, decision-making, and reasoning as adult brains are," says law professor Steven Drizin of Northwestern University in Chicago. And some brain researchers answer with a resounding "no." The brain's frontal lobe, which exercises restraint over impulsive behavior, "doesn't begin to mature until 17 years of age," says neuroscientist Ruben Gur of the University of Pennsylvania in Philadelphia. "The very part of the brain that is judged by the legal system process comes on board late."  But other researchers hesitate to apply scientists' opinions to settle moral and legal questions. Although brain research should probably take a part in policy debate, it's damaging to use science to support essentially moral stances, says neuroscientist Paul Thompson of the University of California, Los Angeles (UCLA). Structurally, the brain is still growing and maturing during adolescence, beginning its final push around 16 or 17, many brain-imaging researchers agree. Some say that growth maxes out at age 20. Others, such as Jay Giedd of the National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) in Bethesda, Maryland, consider 25 the age at which brain maturation peaks.  Various types of brain scans and anatomic dissections show that as teens age, disordered-lookingneuron cell bodies known as gray matter recede, and neuron projections covered in a protective fatty sheath, called white matter, take over. In 1999, Giedd and colleagues showed that just before puberty, children have a growth spurt of gray matter. This is followed by massive "pruning" in which about 1% of gray matter is pared down each year during the teen years, while the total volume of white matter ramps up. This process is thought to shape the brain's neural connections for adulthood, based on experience.In arguing for leniency, Simmons's supporters cite some of the latest research that points to the immaturity of youthful brains, such as a May study of children and teens, led by NIMH's NitinGogtay. The team followed 13 individuals between the ages of 4 and 21, performing magnetic resonance imaging (MRI) every 2 years to track changes in the physical structure of brain tissue. As previous research had suggested, the frontal lobes matured last. Starting from the back of the head, "we see a wave of brain change moving forward into the front of the brain like a forest fire," says UCLA's Thompson, a co-author. The brain changes continued up to age 21, the oldest person they examined. "It's quite possible that the brain maturation peaks after age 21," he adds. 
Third, Even if children are able to recognize “self-interest,” treating them differently from adults still best protects their overall self-interest. Vopat 03:

According to Purdy, a child’s welfare is best served by denying them an equal status with competent adults. Rights, according to Purdy, are important insofar as they protect the interests of the individual. On this account of rights, the liberationist argument fails because treating children as full fledged rights bearers is not in their best interest. Children will be much better off if we accept a protectionist position and place the responsibility for children in the hands of adult decision makers. Purdy argues for placing decisions regarding a child’s welfare in the hands of adult decision makers by claiming that adults [who] have the required background knowledge and reasoning skills necessary to make informed choices. Further, good parents and teachers know and care for individual children, and so are in the best position to make the decisions which will positively impact on a child’s life. Also, children need to acquire the virtue of self-control, which Purdy believes is necessary for success later in life. Parents help children acquire this virtue by setting rules and disciplining children when they fail to observe the rules. Parental control of children is justifiable based on the considerations of children’s welfare. It is also justified because it has the added effect of benefitting society as a whole. Parents who raise children with the proper dispositions prepare children for their place within the given society. While the positive effects of parents having control does not necessarily explain why they have the control, it does suggest a means of viewing the relationship between parents and children.
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