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Oxford’s Law Dictionary
 defines juvenile as a person below the age at which ordinary criminal prosecution is possible.

The neg must defend an obligation to treat juveniles differently from adults. Otherwise, I have to prove an obligation while the neg can win by proving it is either permissible or obligatory to treat juveniles differently, giving him a 2-1 structural advantage. Reciprocity is key to fairness because it ensures equal advocacies. Prefer reasonable aff interp since I need interpretive leeway to set grounds and to counterbalance neg time skew and ability to select his advocacy based on the AC. Presume aff since I had to overcome structural skews. 

I value morality.  All moral obligations must derive from practical reason. Velleman
:

As we have seen, requirements that depend for their force on some external source[s] of authority [are] turn out to be escapable because the authority behind them can be questioned. We can ask, “Why should I act on this desire?” or “Why should I obey the U.S. Government?” or even “Why should I obey God?” And as we observed in the case of the desire to punch someone in the nose, this question demands a reason for acting. The authority we are questioning would be vindicated, in each case, by the production of a sufficient reason. What this observation suggests is that any purported source of practical authority depends on reasons for obeying it—and hence on the authority of reasons. Suppose, then, that we attempted to question the authority of reasons themselves, as we earlier questioned other authorities. Where we previously asked “Why should I act on my desire?” let us now ask “Why should I act for reasons?” Shouldn’t this question open up a route of escape from all requirements? As soon as we ask why we should act for reasons, however, we can hear something odd in our question. To ask “Why should I?” is to demand a reason; and so to ask “Why should I act for reasons?” is to demand a reason for acting for reasons. This demand implicitly concedes the very authority that it purports to question—namely, the authority of reasons. Why would we demand a reason if we didn’t envision acting for it? If we really didn’t feel required to act for reasons, then a reason for doing so certainly wouldn’t help. So there [It] is something self-defeating about [to] asking for a reason to act for reasons.
And, only practical reason can hold persons morally responsible. Furrow
:

This is because the source of human dignity is our capacity for freedom.  We are distinguished from all other beings by our capacity to rationally choose our actions.  If God, nature or other persons imposed moral requirements on us, against our will, our freedom would be fatally compromised.  What is more, if our moral decisions were not free but imposed on us, we would not be morally responsible for them, thus undermining the system of praise and blame that is central to our moral framework.  Thus, according to Kant, the basic condition for moral agency is moral autonomy – the capacity that each of us has to impose moral constraints on ourselves. Thus far, Kant’s thrilling praise of moral freedom seems compatible with ethical egoism. If moral decisions are up to me then it would seem that I am free to choose in accordance with my self-interest. However, Kant goes on to argue that I cannot achieve moral autonomy if desires, emotions and inclinations govern my moral judgements. Kant was convinced that nature is a mechanical system governed by deterministic, physical laws – causal relationships determine the behaviour of plants, animals and inanimate objects. They have no capacity to choose. But human desires, emotions and inclinations are also part of that deterministic universe, since they are a function of our bodily nature. When we act in accordance with desires, emotions and inclinations, we are simply responding to physical urges much as an animal does. How can human beings escape this deterministic physical world?  The only way we can exercise our freedom and autonomy is to rationally assess our actions independently of our desires. Moral reasoning will set us free – free from desires and emotions that chain us to nature.   In contexts where moral judgement is required, by reasoning independently of desires, I am imposing [impose] moral principles on [ourselves] myself.  My actions are self-directed rather than caused by external forces. Kant is not arguing that we should never act on our desires or inclinations.  In fact, most of the time we act on what he calls hypothetical imperatives, which involve desires.  ‘If you want to earn money, go to work.’ ‘If you are afraid of tigers, then stay out of the jungle.’  These are perfectly acceptable as a basis for action.  Actions based on these hypothetical imperatives have instrumental value – they get us something we want.  But such actions have no moral value.  When our actions reflect only our desires and inclinations, and not our capacity for moral reason, they are not free and thus they have no moral worth, since morality requires freedom.
Korsgaard
 defines the moral sense of the word rationality:

Rationality and intelligence are often confused. But at least as Kant understands rationality, they are not the same thing. Kant believed that human beings have developed [it is] a specific form of self-consciousness, namely, the ability to perceive, and therefore to think about, the grounds of our beliefs and actions as grounds. Here’s what I mean: an animal who acts from instinct is conscious of the object of its fear or desire, and conscious of it as fearful or desirable, and so as to-be-avoided or to-be-sought. That is the ground of its action. But a rational animal is, in addition, conscious that she fears or desires the object, and that she is inclined to act in a certain way as a result. That’s what I mean by being conscious of the ground as a ground. So as rational beings we are conscious of the principles on which we are inclined to act. Because of this, we have the ability to ask ourselves whether we should act in the way that we are instinctively inclined to. We can say to ourselves: “I am inclined to do act-A for the sake of end-E. But should I?” We [can] have the ability to question whether the responses our incentives present to us as appropriate really are so, and therefore whether we have reason for acting in the ways that they suggest.
Each has the capacity for practical reason, so moral rules must constrain both how I may act and how others may act towards me. Thus, in acting according to practical reason, I must universalize the maxim on which I act to all other instances where other agents act under the same relevant conditions. Thus, when a rational being acts in a certain way towards others, he authorizes similar action by others toward him. This warrants a general duty to punish—to act towards offenders as they have acted towards their victim—since only this respects their rational choice. 

And, crime violates principles of universality because the criminal asserts a right toward the victim that the victim does not possess toward the criminal. Punishment is the only universalizable maxim because it reasserts the victim’s reciprocal right toward the criminal. Ripstein
 concurs:
Second, Kant’s conception of coercion judges the legitimacy of any particular coercive act not in terms of its effects but against the background idea of a system of equal freedom. That is, unlike Bentham, he beings with the concept of a rule, but the rules in question govern the legitimate use of force in terms of reciprocal limits on freedom. Coercion is objectionable where it is a hindrance to a person’s right to freedom, but legitimate when it takes the form of hindering a hindrance to freedom. To stop you from interfering with another person upholds the other’s freedom. Using force to get the victim out of the kidnapper’s clutches involves coercion against the kidnapper, because it touches or threatens to touch him in order to advance a purpose, the freeing of the victim, to which he has not agreed. The use of force is rightful because an incident of the victim’s antecedent right to be free. The kidnapper hinders the victim’s freedom; forcibly freeing the victim hinders that hindrance, and in so doing upholds the victim’s freedom. In so doing, it also makes the kidnapper do what he should have done, that is, let the victim go, but its rationale is that it upholds the victim’s right to be free, not that it enforces the kidnapper’s obligation to release the victim. The use of force in this instance is an instance of the victim’s right to independence, and so is a consistent application of a system of equal freedom. If coercion is understood as justified if and only if it restricts a restriction on freedom, it does not need to be identified with a sanction. Aggression is coercive; defensive force is also coercive. The latter is not a further wrong that requires a special justification; it is just the protection of the defender’s freedom. The person using defensive force is neither sanctioning the aggressor nor carrying out a threat that was supposed to deter aggression. Kant’s claim that it is legitimate to use force to hinder hindrances to freedom thus incorporates his more general idea of a system of equal freedom. He does not start with the idea that it is always wrong to restrict the choice of another person, and then struggle to show that doing so is sometimes outweighed on balance, in the way that Bentham, for example, thinks that causing pain is always bad but legitimate when outweighed by a greater good produced. Instead, the initial hindrance of freedom is wrongful because [it is] inconsistent with a system of equal freedom; the act that cancels it is not a second wrong that mysteriously makes a right, because the use of force is only wrongful if inconsistent with reciprocal limits on freedom. So force that restores freedom is just the restoration of the original right. 
Thus, we have a general duty to punish crime. If we have a general duty, then we also have a duty to act in all particular instantiations of that general duty barring some other morally relevant factor. For instance, if there is a general duty not to kill, then we also have a duty not to kill in the particular case of me killing you or you killing me, unless there is a morally relevant difference, e.g. in the case of letting die. Thus, the neg has the positive burden to show that there is a morally relevant distinction between juveniles and adults which justifies distinct treatment. Further, even if there is not a general duty to punish, to treat means “to regard and deal with in a specified manner,” so there is still an obligation to treat juveniles as adults in the criminal justice system if they have the same moral status since that proves they still ought to be regarded the same.  
I contend that there are no morally relevant distinctions between juveniles and adults. First, the distinction between juveniles and adults is a legal one, and the standard for what constitutes a juvenile varies from state to state.  Legal Dictionary
:
In the law a juvenile is defined as a person who is not old enough to be held responsible for criminal acts. In most states and on the federal level, this age threshold is set at 18 years. In Wyoming a juvenile is a person under the age of 19. In some states a juvenile is a person under the age of 17, and in Connecticut, New York, and North Carolina, a juvenile is a person under the age of 16. These age definitions are significant because they determine whether a young person accused of criminal conduct will be charged with a crime in adult court or will be required to appear in juvenile court.
State boundaries hold no moral significance, so it is arbitrary to punish a 16 year old one way in New York but another in Wyoming. Moreover, legal distinctions are not morally relevant. Scott Schapiro
 writes:
It is sometimes thought that Wolff’s challenge to authority is merely a special case of a more general paradox, one that purports to show the incompatibility of authority and rationality. The general argument is familiar: Consider any directive issued by an authority and any action required by that directive. Either the balance of reasons supports that action or it does not. If the balance of reasons supports the action, an agent should conform to the directive, but not because conformity is required by the directive, rather because agents should always act according to the balance of reasons. On the other hand, if the balance of reasons does not support the action, then an agent should not conform to the directive because agents should never act against the balance of reasons. It would seem, therefore, that authoritative directives can never be reasons for action – if a directive gave the right result, the directive would be irrelevant; if the directive gave the wrong result, then the obedience to the directive would be unreasonable. Since authoritative directives can never be reasons for action, it follows that rational agents can never obey authority. The proof: Rational agents always aim to act on undefeated reasons and act in accordance with that aim. If an agent were to obey an authority, they would either have to believe that they had an undefeated reason to obey or believed that they didn’t have an undefeated reason but would have obeyed anyway. If the former were true, then the agent would have irrational beliefs, given that according to the first argument, authoritative directives can never be reasons for action. If the latter were true, then the agent would not be acting in accordance with the aim of acting on undefeated reasons.
For example, if a law says do not cross the street in the face of oncoming traffic and I stop and wait for cars to pass in order to prevent my death, I have not obeyed the law, but merely done the same thing as someone obeying the law would have done. 

Next, reject neuroscience—it would justify distinct treatment on the basis of non-moral factors like race or gender. Maroney
:

Just as developmental neuroscience might, if taken literally, counsel special treatment of the elderly, it might counsel differential treatment of girls and boys. Brain maturation is importantly linked to puberty, and girls tend to reach puberty significantly earlier than boys. Though physical and sexual maturity are poor proxies for either brain maturity or cognitive development, there is a clear gender differential, likely linked to pubertal onset. Girls, on average, experience early-adolescence neural exuberance—particularly in the frontal lobes—at least a year before boys, and possibly more. If structural brain maturity were the correct legal metric, it would counsel that boys and girls become subject to juvenile-court jurisdiction, and age out of it, at different times; indeed, one testifying expert has conceded as much. The behavioral implications of brain-level gender differences are largely unknown. Whatever they may be, law should not track them. Indeed, behavioral research already shows that boys and girls have markedly different propensities for violence and lawbreaking, and law rightly does not officially impose more severe punishment for girls’ violent acts because they are less normative. While the equality concern is most evident for gender, it is not confined to it. It would appl[ies]y to any group for whom a statistically significant developmental trend could be identified, including racial or socioeconomic groups. As race is strongly linked to age of pubertal onset—it is well documented, for example, that African American girls tend to begin puberty much earlier than white American girls—boys and girls of different races might be subject to different rules. Any argument that law’s treatment of children should track developmental neuroscience must demonstrate why such inequality is not its logical outcome, and the only way to do so is to concede that neuroscience (and, for that matter, developmental science generally) must sometimes give way to other values.
Even if neuroscience can yield morally relevant distinctions, that evidence goes aff. Morse
 1:

Many able scholars have reviewed the literature concerning potential legally relevant difference between adolescents and adults.  I shall make the simplifying assumption that near consensus of their findings represents the most accurate current assessment of those differences.  In brief, the literature indicates that the formal reasoning ability and level of cognitive moral development of mid adolescents differs little from adults.  Further, on narrowly conceived cognitive tasks performed under laboratory conditions that concern decisions about medical treatment, there is little difference in outcome between mid adolescents and adults.  
Bower
 concurs:

UCLA's Elizabeth Sowell, another prominent brain-development researcher, takes a dim view of the movement to apply neuroscience to the law. Delayed frontal-lobe maturation may eventually be shown to affect teenagers' capacity to make long-term plans and control their impulses, she says, but no current research connects specific brain traits of typical teenagers to any mental or behavioral problems. "The scientific data aren't ready to be used by the judicial system," she remarks. "The hardest thing [for neuroscientists to do] is to bring brain research into real-life contexts." The ambiguities of science don't mix with social and political causes, contends neuroscientist Bradley S. Peterson of the Columbia College of Physicians and Surgeons in New York City. For instance, it's impossible to say at what age teenagers become biologically mature because the brain continues to develop in crucial ways well into adulthood, he argues. A team led by Sowell and Peterson used an MRI scanner to probe the volume of white and gray matter throughout the brains of 176 healthy volunteers, ages 7 to 87. The researchers reported in the March 2003 Nature Neuroscience that myelin formation—measured by the total volume of white matter in the entire brain—doesn't reach its peak until around age 45. Although gray matter volume generally declines beginning around age 7, it steadily increases until age 30 in a temporal-lobe region associated with language comprehension. Such findings underscore the lack of any sharp transition in brain development that signals maturity, according to neuroscientist William T. Greenough of the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. Definitions of adulthood change depending on social circumstances, Greenough points out. Only 200 years ago, Western societies regarded 16-year-olds as adults.
Next, numerous empirical studies confirm that juveniles rationally respond to incentives. Yahya
 1: 
Returning to smoking juveniles, a study using experimental methodology that looked at juvenile smoking behavior also confirmed that price will negatively impact their consumption. Marijuana usage[,] by juveniles was also found to be price sensitive. Another study found that cocaine addiction by high school seniors also fit the rational addiction model, as the demand for cocaine was price sensitive, and alcohol consumption by [juveniles] the same group was also found to be price sensitive. Even non-consumption risky behavior was found to be responsive to incentives. Teenage pregnancies, for example, fell as welfare benefits fell (thereby reducing the payoff for an out of wedlock child), but even non-price variables affected risky teenage behavior, as teenage pregnancies declined [and] as the incidence of AIDS grew. Another study found that juveniles did respond to legal variables as minimum legal drinking ages reduced underage teenage drinking [and]. Similarly minimum smoking ages reduced underage teenage smoking, and mandatory seat belt laws reduced vehicle fatalities among youth. In contrast, those activities that did not have an age specific legal restriction, such as smoking marijuana, did not have an age specific pattern for youth. All in all, the econometric evidence points to the proposition that even youth are rational who respond to incentives in a consistent and measurable manner, thereby suggesting that juveniles can be deterred.
Prefer econometric evidence to psychological evidence about juvenile decision-making outcomes; whereas psychological evidence point to factors that may possibly influence decision-making outcomes, econometric evidence maps actual decisions that empirically demonstrates that the normative juvenile’s cost-benefit calculations outweigh the influences of psychosocial immaturity, showing that juvenile decisions like whether to smoke or drink that involve peer pressure and the ability to weigh risks are dominated by rational cost-benefit analysis. 

Further, deontic morality makes judgments about the inherent nature of a person. Codified universal distinctions should be made only on the basis of universal differences; for instance, certain ethnic groups may be more likely to commit crime, but that does not warrant categorically different treatment. Even if juveniles are more inclined to commit crime due to immaturity or criminogenic environments, they are equally rational agents since no developmental impediment can make refraining from crime literally impossible—many juveniles do refrain from crime. 

Even if the neg need not prove that these traits are inherent to juveniles, he must minimally show that such traits cause most juvenile crimes, else such distinctions would only justify mitigatory circumstances for a small minority of individuals, as opposed to a normative system of distinct treatment for an entire class of persons. Even authors who conclude that juveniles as a class are more psychosocially immature say that most differences disappear by mid-adolescence and large numbers of adults are indistinguishable from juveniles on measures of psychosocial immaturity.  Morse
 2 writes: 

Many able scholars have reviewed the literature concerning potential legally relevant difference between adolescents and adults.  I shall make the simplifying assumption that near consensus of their findings represents the most accurate current assessment of those differences.  In brief, the literature indicates that the formal reasoning ability and level of cognitive moral development of mid adolescents differs little from adults.  Further, on narrowly conceived cognitive tasks performed under laboratory conditions that concern decisions about medical treatment, there is little difference in outcome between mid adolescents and adults.  As a class, however, adolescents [are more psychosocially immature] (1) have a stronger preference for risk and novelty; (2) subjectively assess the potential negative consequences of risky conduct less unfavorably; (3) tend to be impulsive and more concerned with short-term than long-term consequences; (4) subjectively experience and assess the passage of time and time periods as longer; and (5) are more susceptible to peer pressure.  All five differences diminish with maturation throughout adolescence, with [However,] most [differences] disappearing by mid to late adolescence, but they do appear robust for adolescents as a class.  It is crucial to remember, however, that a finding of a statistically significant difference between groups does not mean that there is no overlap between them.  In fact, the adolescent and adults distributions on these variables overlap considerably; large numbers of adolescents and adults are indistinguishable on measures of these variables.    
And, the fact that a juvenile’s character is in flux is not morally relevant because it does not deny the agent’s rationality.  Even if juveniles have not determined a concrete practical identity by which to test actions against, all persons, regardless of age, can test actions against their practical identity as human beings.

Further, no ends-based concern can be morally relevant. Utilitarianism can never be derived from practical reason since it isolates the good in something external from the self, such as pleasure, and externally imposes an obligation to pursue that good, while practical reason functions a priori, before other experience. 
Moreover, the existence of a criminogenic environment does not distinguish juveniles from adults because either A. Adults can leave their environment, in which case parents can just transfer juveniles to different schools or move their families to different communities in the same way, or B. parents cannot do this because of resource constraints, which still warrants equal punishment since this means that resource constraints would equally prevent adults from escaping their environments. 
And, even if juveniles do not have the same moral status as adults, we still ought to treat them as practical agents. Tamar Schapiro
 explains:
Recall Kant’s principle that passive citizenship is to be regarded as a nonideal status, a temporary deviation from the norm of active citizen underclass. An analogous principle would seem to apply to the ethics of adult-child relations. Such a principle would require adults to think of childhood as a temporary deviation from the norm of adulthood. At first glance, this principle may not seem to have much revisionary force.  Our commonsense view of childhood is arguably that of a temporary deviation from adulthood. But we often fail to take this idea seriously enough or to appreciate its implications. If childhood really is a nonideal status, then we ought to regard the undeveloped nature of children's agency as an obstacle to morality, a condition which in principle ought to be eliminated. The idea here is not that children are an obstacle to morality, but that their predicament is an obstacle to morality. Being a practical agent is hard enough; being an undeveloped one is even harder. Our conduct toward children should express this attitude; it should reflect an appreciation of the additional challenge children face in deciding what to do and what to say. Accordingly, we should make it our end to do what is in our power as adults to help children work their way out of childhood. In order to see what this requires, we need to keep in mind what children have to do. Their task is to carve out a space between themselves and the forces within them. They are to do this by trying on principles in the hope of developing a perspective they can endorse as their own. Our negative obligation as adults must be to refrain from hindering them in this effort. We do this by not treating children as if they belonged to a distinct and permanent underclass. To say that we are not to treat children as if they belonged to a distinct class [This] means that we are not to treat them as anything other than practical agents, creatures who share with us the human problem of finding reasons for action. We are not to treat them as if they were mere objects to be possessed, manipulated, and exploited; nor may we treat them as if they were wild animals, creatures of instinct who have no potential for reason.
Juvenile courts view children as a distinct underclass. Hiller
:

Following the creation of the juvenile court system, under parens patriae, children in delinquency proceedings were not treated as criminals, but as children in need of guidance and nurturing in a non-adversarial system. This system was meant to nurture and ultimately rehabilitate juveniles. As originally planned, the juvenile court system was "to be a clinic, not a court; the judge and all of the attendants were visualized as white-coated experts there to supervise, enlighten, and cure, not to punish . . . and were surrogates, so to speak, of the natural parent."These experts were supposedly motivated by "love" and intended to use this love to transform troubled juveniles into normal children, saving them from careers as criminals. The early rehabilitative programs focused less on punishment and more on education and the prevention of juvenile delinquency. The rehabilitative goal aimed at mentally and morally preparing youths for productive roles in society upon their release. Although the juvenile court system has changed over the years, it has retained its essential goal of rehabilitation, and even today it encourages judges to use their discretion "to steer the errant child onto the right path." The ensuing struggle between this wide discretion and the need for rational procedure, however, prompted the Supreme Court to limit the juvenile court judge's discretion to provide the proper balance between the rehabilitative ideal and sufficient procedural protections under the U.S. Constitution. The proceedings in juvenile court differ in both form and substance from those in adult criminal trials.
Finally, juveniles are no less impulsive than adults. Yahya
 2:

Our discount rates, economists argue, are extremely high when we are concerned about the immediate present [and], whereas our discount rates are much lower when [about] the choice is between events in the future. Hyperbolic discounting has been cited as an explanation for why many procrastinate when they should be filling out their taxes, quit smoking, or schedule a medical checkup, why food-stamp recipients eat 10-15 per cent more at the beginning of the month than the end of the month, and why people may not save enough for retirement as they prefer present consumption over having income at retirement. Whether hyperbolic discounting explains much of our hastiness, what the reader should take from this is that any claim that juveniles are impulsive is an argument that could be made for all members of society, juvenile and adult. At best what distinguishes adults and juveniles might be the level of impatience, a point that Justice O’Connor repeatedly made regarding the immaturity of juveniles. If indeed juveniles are hasty and impulsive, the same is true of adults. Yet, no one would or could claim to excuse adults from any moral culpability if they committed a heinous crime. Pedophiles,  for example, are characterized, according to many psychiatrists, by impulse control disorders, and yet no one would claim that they should be less morally culpable than regular adults. In fact, the United States Supreme Court has upheld civil commitments of sexual offenders when their sentences have been served, because of the fear that such offenders can easily re-offend. Juveniles should therefore be no less culpable simply because they are impulsive, and the states should be allowed to set punishments high enough to deter them.
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A2 Duty to punish=maximize punishment

1. My argument references individuals, not collectives. The warrants for punishment indicate that we have a duty to punish each individual who commits a crime—we cannot sacrifice a duty in one case in order to achieve more punishment in others.  It is a question of the application of a general duty to individual cases, not a duty to maximize punishment.  
2. Even if my standard does devolve into maximization, affirming always has a net advantage to negating in terms of punishment because the neg rehabilitates an entire class of persons, whereas the aff punishes all offenders. So if his argument is true, you auto-affirm. 

A2 Character development is morally relevant
1. It does not matter if juveniles’ character is constantly in flux, because all particular practical identities gain their normative force from our practical identity as humans.  Korsgaard
 writes:
So we may begin by accepting something like the communitarian’s pinot. It is necessary to have some conception of your practical identity, for without it you cannot have reasons to act. We endorse or reject our impulses by determining whether they are consistent with the ways in which we identify ourselves. Yet most of the self-conceptions which govern us are contingent. You are born into a certain family and community, perhaps even into a certain profession or craft. You find a vocation, or ally yourself with a movement. You fall in love and make friends. You are a mother of some particular children, a citizen of a particular country, an adherent of a particular religion, because of the way your life has fallen out. And you act accordingly—caring for your children because they are your children, fighting for your country because you are its citizen, refusing to fight because you are a Quaker, and so on.

Because these conceptions are contingent, one or another of them may be shed. You may cease to think of yourself as a mother or a citizen or a Quaker, or, where the facts make that impossible, the conception may cease to have practical force: you may stop caring whether you live up to the demands of a particular role. This can happen in a variety of ways: it is the stuff of drama, and perfectly familiar to us all. Conflicts that arise between identities, if sufficiently pervasive or severe, may force you to give one of them up: loyalty to your country and its cause may turn you against a pacifist religion, or the reverse. Circumstances may cause you to call the practical importance of an identity into question: falling in love with a Montague may make you think that being a Capulet does not matter after all. Rational reflection may bring you to discard a way of thinking of your practical identity as silly or jejune. 

What is not contingent is that you must be governed by some conception of your practical identity. For unless you are committed to some conception of your practical identity, [else] you will lose your grip on yourself as having any reason to do one thing rather than another – and with it, your grip on yourself as having any reason to live and act at all. But this reason for conforming to your particular practical identities is not a reason that springs from one of those particular practical identities. It is a reason that springs from your humanity itself, from your identity simply as a human being, a reflective animal who needs reasons to act and to live. And so it is a reason you have only if you treat your humanity as a practical normative, form of identity, that is, if you value yourself as a human being. 
2. Character theory bad

A2 Contractarianism/Ability to engage in contracts is morally relevant
1. The normativity of contracts relies on an argument for moral relativism—that no objective statement of morality can exist prior to the formation of a contract. However, if I win that all moral obligations arise from a priori human reason, then this assumption is false because morals arise by virtue of our common humanity, not through a contractual agreement. 
A2 Lack of empathy is morally relevant
The extent to which adolescents lack empathy a) is not sufficient and b) should be considered for adults as well. Morse
: 
Assuming, then, that insufficient empathy undermines moral agency generally, it appears that morality and the law should treat adolescents and similarly situated adults alike. We cannot blame the adolescent for the lack, because it is a normal developmental characteristic. But we can hardly blame the adult either. The capacity for empathy is not the sort of characteristic one can easily work on and alter, like one's handwriting or manners.  It  is not  even  the type  of characteristic, like impatience or hot temper, that one can learn techniques to control, if not  remove.  Finally, we must ask how much lack of capacity for empathy is required to justify mitigation or excuse. Do adolescents lack it this much? Should not adults who do so also be entitled to make a mitigating claim similar to that made for adolescents? I  have  reached  no  conclusion about whether  mid  to  late  adolescents as a class should be treated as less  responsible than  adults.  My analysis  does  lead me  to  conclude, however, that we must very carefully identify  why  adolescents  might  be treated  differently,  and  if  fairness requires  differential  treatment  for the class, it also requires that adults with  the  same  responsibility-diminishing  characteristics  be treated equally.

Theory Frontlines
A2 Aff must defend an advocacy

1. I meet—the AC defends a moral obligation to punish. The “treat” definition is an argument that only kicks in if I choose not to extend the standard, but I’ve extended that the aff defends the action of trying and punishing juveniles. 
2. Counter-interpretation: The aff may choose not to defend an advocacy if he advocates a deontological standard throughout the entire debate. Reasons to prefer:
A. Key to logical consistency with deontology because deontology doesn’t compare worlds, it tests maxims. To force me to defend a world would be both unnecessary and illogical.
B. Solves 100% of his ground loss because he loses no ground under a deontological framework; his ground arguments assume that he’s winning the framework debate. Framework controls the internal link to this ground story. 
Additional Arguments/Cards
The neg must defend a positive burden.

Since there are an infinite number of possible differences between people, we assume that there is an obligation to treat people equally unless proven otherwise as a necessary starting point to determining which differences truly count.
Morality must be universal.

Further, morality would be non-functional if it were not universally applicable. Morals are about interpersonal obligations, but if we each have different obligations due to an arbitrary application of moral standards, then morality could render neither definitive nor appropriate judgments and would be meaningless as a guide to action.   

We have an obligation to punish. Reiman writes:

I call the second approach "Kantian" since Kant held (roughly) that, since reason (like justice) is no respecter of the sheer difference between individuals, when a rational being decides to act in a certain way toward his fellows, he implicitly authorizes similar action by his fellows toward him. A version of the golden rule, then, is a requirement of reason: acting rationally, one always acts as he would have others act toward him. Consequently, to act toward a person as he has acted toward others is to treat him as a rational being, that is, as if his act were the product of a rational decision. From this, it may be concluded that [Thus,] we have a duty to do to offenders what they have done, since this amounts to according them the respect due rational beings. Here too, however, the assertion of a duty to punish seems excessive, since, if this duty arises because doing to people what they have done to others is necessary to accord them the respect due rational beings, then we would have a duty to do to all rational persons everything-good, bad, or indifferent-that they do to others. The point rather is that, by his acts, a rational being authorizes others to do the same to him, he doesn't compel them to. Here too, then, the argument leads to a right, rather than a duty, to exact the lex talionis. And this is supported by the fact that we can conclude from Kant's argument that a rational being cannot validly complain of being treated in the way he has treated others, and where there is no valid complaint, there is no injustice, and where there is no injustice, others have acted within their rights. It should be clear that the Kantian argument also rests on the equality of persons, because a rational agent only implicitly authorizes having done to him action similar to what he has done to another, if he and the other are similar in the relevant ways.
Criminals are punished for choosing impermissible means, not ends. Ripstein
 1 writes:
Kant’s engagement with questions of crime and punishment must be understood as an answer to a different, individual challenge to the supremacy of public law. The criminal is punished because he has committed a crime. A crime, in turn, is a “transgression of public law that makes someone who commits it unfit to be a citizen.” In a footnote on his discussion of revolution, Kant explains that “any transgression of the law can and must be explained only as arising from the maxim of the criminal (to make such a crime his rule); for if it were to derive from a sensible impulse, he would not be committing it as a free being and it could not be imputed to him.” The criminal’s maxim is the rule on which he acts, and, like any maxim, must have the form “use these means in order to achieve this end.” The wrongfulness focuses on the means the criminal has used, because external wrongdoing always consists in using prohibited means: private wrongs against person and property involve either using means that belong to another or acting in ways that deprive another person of means to which he or she is entitled. Kant’s use of the vocabulary of maxims to make this point might suggest that something more than means is at issue. But Kant’s elucidation of the concept of right in the Introduction to the Doctrine of Right makes it clear that “no account at all is taken of the matter of choice, that is, the end each has in mind with the object he wants.” Thus a crime is objectionable from the standpoint of right purely on the basis of the means that are used, regardless of the end pursued. Kant’s examples of crime all turn on the use of wrongful means: theft, murder, burglary, rape, and counterfeiting; in each case, the wrongfulness of the crime is identified through the means used rather than the end pursued. In each case, the criminal uses means that he knows to be prohibited. The criminal’s ends are ordinary, and might be pursued in other contexts through acceptable means. The use of those prohibited means (with the exception of some instances of counterfeiting) also typically wrongs someone in particular, and the victims would also have a private right of action against the criminal. But the distinctively criminal aspect of the wrong is the use of publicly prohibited means. 
Korsgaard
 1 further warrants why external standards that do not arise from practical reason are not normative:
The difficulty here is plain.  The metaphysical view that intrinsically normative entities or properties exist must be supported by our confidence that we really do have obligations.  It is because we are confident that obligation is real that we are prepared to believe in the existence of some sort of objective values.  But for that very reason the appeal to the existence of objective values cannot be used to support our confidence.  And the normative question arises when our confidence has been shaken, whether by philosophy of by the exigencies of life.  So realism cannot answer the normative question.
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