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Black's Law Dictionary
 defines criminal-justice system as, “The collective institutions through which an accused offender passes until the accusations have been disposed of or the assessed punishment [has been] concluded. The system typically has three components: Law enforcement (police, sheriffs, marshals), the judicial process (judges, prosecutors, defense lawyers), and corrections (prison officials, probation officers, and parole officers).”  The word charged indicates the starting point for topical arguments, but the term criminal justice system indicates the scope of the resolution. Thus, the aff defends trying and punishing juveniles as adults.  

The neg must defend the status quo. AC arguments identify flaws with the status quo, so allowing the neg to defend other options explodes his ground since he can just choose an advocacy to which the AC doesn’t link, nullifying the whole AC. And, 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. Also, this promotes clash because it forces the neg to form an explicit advocacy in comparison to mine instead of taking non-opposing positions like treating juveniles as adults plus or minus a small portion of my advocacy.  Clash is key to education since it is the foundation of substantive debate. 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. When we pass moral judgments, we make objective truth-claims. Tannsjo
 writes:

Now, the semantic aspect of this question seems to me simple. It is obvious, that when we pass moral judgements to the effect that certain actions are right, other actions wrong, and so forth, then we intend to make objective judgements capable of being true or false. It is also clear, I think, that we make judgements that are not merely descriptive of empirical realities. For example, moral judgements are not elliptical, saying things like, according to the norms existing in my society, this action is right or wrong or, this action is liked, or disliked, by me. It is noteworthy that even a philosopher like John Mackie, who thought that there are no objective moral facts, thought that, in issuing moral judgements, we imply (wrongly) that such facts exist. Why should we draw the conclusion that our moral judgements are objective (in intent)? Well, it is sufficient to observe carefully how we make these judgements, and how we react to moral phenomena such as moral disagreement, and (putative) moral mistakes. When we run upon conflicting moral judgements we believe that both parties cannot be right. Why don’t we believe that they can? The best explanation is that we take them to make objective and contradictory judgements. But, if we run upon inconsistent judgements, at least one judgement must be false. And we often feel that we come to the conclusion [conclude] that what we once believed was a proper moral judgement was, upon closer inspection, not a proper one. We then tend to believe, not only that we judged the case differently before, but that, before, we judged it wrongly. This means that we assume that there is a fact of the matter to be right or wrong about.
Utilitarianism is a moral fact, a truth that we ought to acknowledge. Tannsjo
 2 writes:

Deontological ethics takes our gut feelings seriously. Utilitarianism takes them into account too, but gives them a different, secondary place, in a two level approach to ethics. In my opinion, this means that utilitarianism makes a theoretical advance over deontology. It explains the content of our considered intuitions better than deontology, it contradicts deontology, and it explains the relative success of deontology. In moral philosophy we are used to focus on disagreement, but there exists a growing common moral understanding, exemplified with the growing understanding that non-human sentient beings have a moral standing. I would even go so far as to claim that there is something close to a general recognition, that there must be some truth in utilitarianism, if utilitarianism is seen as more of a research program than a definite doctrine, and if it is acknowledged that there may be circumstances where utilitarianism may give the wrong answer (such as situations where its demands are overly demanding, where they mean that there is conflict with deontological constraints and individual rights, and so forth). In those cases where there are no such problematic aspects few would have any problems with adhering to the utilitarian[ism] solution of the moral problem. Few are prepared to argue that it is right to make the world a less happy place, unless there are any pressing reasons to do so. Those who are prepared to do so are simply wrong.
Thus, the standard is consequentialism. Policy-making must be consequentialist since absolute constraints make it impossible to weigh the tradeoffs inherent to decisions involving opportunity costs, as some constraint will always be violated, so even if consequentialism is flawed, still prefer it to deontology since absolute constraints paralyze state action. And, even respect for the rationality of persons mandates consequentialism. Cummiskey
:
If I sacrifice some for the sake of others, I do not use them arbitrarily, and I do not deny the unconditional value of rational beings. Persons may have “dignity, that is, an unconditional and incomparable worth” that transcends any market value (GMM 436), but persons also have a fundamental equality that dictates that some must sometimes give way for the sake of others (chapters 5 and 7). The concept of the end-in-itself thus does not support the view that we may never force another to bear some cost in order to benefit others. If one focuses on the equal value of all rational beings, then equal consideration dictates that one may sacrifice some to save many.
Thus, consequentialism recognizes the moral truth that there is no morally relevant distinction between persons.

I defend the abolition of juvenile court jurisdiction over violent felonies. All juveniles who commit violent felonies are subject to trial in adult court and do not undergo the waiver process. The resolution mandates a nation-wide change in which all violent felons, regardless of age, will be tried as adults. Transfer laws are less known in the status quo because the nuances of the law varies between states while criminal court jurisdiction is nationally consistent—it is common knowledge that once one reaches the age of majority, he becomes eligible for adult punishment. The topic, however, applies a consistent, well-known standard for punishing violent crime. Thus, I contend that punishing juveniles as adults in the criminal justice system deters future crime.
First, multiple studies confirm that juveniles rationally respond to incentives and can be deterred. 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 any potential 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. 

Second, general deterrence. The adult criminal justice system empirically deters crime while rehabilitation fails; the increase in juvenile crime is directly attributable to a decrease in punishment.  Yahya
 2 cites Levitt:
Professor Levitt also investigated another aspect of juvenile crime. He looked at the impact of the relative harshness of adult punishment to juvenile punishment on crimes committed by juveniles who have reached the age of majority. Given that for some states the age of majority is 18 while for others it is 17, this statistical investigation provides us with a look at whether juveniles are rational and able to conduct cost-benefit analysis regardless of whether they are 17 or 18 years of age. In fact, he found that as juveniles transitioned into adulthood, no matter what the age of majority, crimes committed by the new adults were negatively influenced by the relative harshness of adult punishment. In states where adults were punished far more severely than juveniles, when a juvenile reached the age of majority violent and property crimes dropped. In states where a juvenile reaches the age of majority at 17, the new adults committed less violent and property crimes than their 17 year old counterparts in those states where the age of majority was 18. These results belie the claim that juveniles below the age of eighteen are undeterrable and hence less culpable. It also points to the futility of establishing an arbitrary age of eighteen as the age when a person may be sentenced to death. Juveniles react just as rationally to the incentives of punishment as adults do. Juveniles do not lack rationality. What is lacking is punishment as severe as that meted out to adults. Levitt concluded that the decline in the severity of juvenile punishment explains the relative increase in juvenile crime. In fact, he estimated that 60% of the increase in juvenile crime could be attributed to the drop in juvenile punishment. These results show that, by prohibiting the use of the death penalty against juveniles, Roper will be a further hindrance to states in their efforts to combat juvenile crime.
The age distinction between juveniles and adults is thus arbitrary. There is no morally relevant distinction between a 17 year old in one state and an 18 year old in another, as both show the ability to understand the consequences of criminal acts. Affirming is the only way to respect rational choice. Levitt
 ’98 quantifies the drop in violent crime:
This paper presents some of the first rigorous empirical estimates of the effect of the criminal justice system on juvenile crime. The evidence suggests that juvenile crime is responsive to harsher sanctions. The estimated decrease in crime associated with incarcerating an additional juvenile is at least as large as the corresponding reduction in crime for adults. In addition, there are sharp changes in crime rates associated with the transition from the juvenile to the adult court. In the year following attainment of the age of majority, states that punish adults particularly harshly relative to juveniles see violent crime rates fall by almost 25 percent and property crime 10-15 percent relative to states in which adult punishments are relatively lenient.
Higher incarceration rates decrease crime. Yahya
 3:
The economist Steven Levitt conducted the most direct study of juvenile crime. In his ground-breaking study, Professor Levitt examined the relationship between punishment and crime committed by juveniles for the period 1978-1993. In his study, he found that juveniles are deterred by punishment. He also found that similar punishments had similar effects on deterring juveniles and adults. During his study, he observed that juvenile crime rates, especially violent [juvenile] crime rates, had been rising faster than adult crime rates. He also noted that juvenile punishment had fallen in severity by half during this time period, while the severity of adult punishment had risen by over 60%. Using data from across the United States, Levitt was able to study the relationship between the variation in punishment across states and the rate of juvenile crime in those states. Levitt looked at the impact of the incarceration rate on the number of crimes committed by juveniles. He found that there was a statistically significant negative relationship between the two variables. He estimated that for each extra delinquent incarcerated, there was a reduction of between 0.49 and 0.66 violent crimes. For property crimes, the reduction was between three and four crimes. The adult custody rate was also negatively associated with the juvenile violent crime rate (although it was positively associated with property crimes). This suggests that since adults were being punished quite harshly for violent crime, a juvenile realized a lower return from engaging in violent crimes, perhaps since juveniles who commit violent crimes tend to continue committing such crimes in their adult life. If adults are being harshly punished, this lowers the return from committing such crimes today. Property crimes, on the other hand, do not seem to have this continuity effect; and hence if adults are being incarcerated longer for property crimes, there are more property crime opportunities for juveniles.
Levitt
 2 identifies the causal warrant:
Evidence that a substantial fraction of the crime reduction results from deterrence (and not simply incapacitation) comes from analysis of changes in crime rates around the age of majority. States in which juvenile punishments are lenient relative to adult punishments see much greater declines (or smaller increases) in crime as a cohort passes to the adult court. For example, in states in which the juvenile courts are most lenient vis-a`-vis the adult courts, violent crimes committed by a cohort fall by 3.8 percent on average when the age of majority is reached. In contrast, violent crimes rise 23.1 percent with passage to the adult criminal justice system in those states in which the juvenile courts are relatively harsh compared to the adult court. Similar but less extreme patterns are observed for property crimes. The immediacy with which criminal behavior responds to this transition suggests that deterrence is the operative force.
Thus, this immediate effect suggests deterrence, not incapacitation. Even if incapacitation contributes to the decrease in crime, incapacitation is still aff ground because the adult system’s longer prison sentences prevent criminals from recidivating. 
Prefer Levitt. First—longest time frame; it’s a 15 year study from 1978-1993, making it the most reliable indicator of causality. Second—broadest data set. Levitt is the only author who collects data from all 50 states. Other authors who collect data from specific states reach different conclusions because the scope of their studies is narrower. Nationwide studies are the only studies which prove the resolution on-balance because the results of state-specific studies are not applicable outside of that particular state. Hjalmarsson
 gives the example of Washington: 

It may even be the case that these exacerbating forces dominate for certain subpopulations. It is also important to keep in mind that this analysis is based on a single state that has been a leader in juvenile justice reform. It is certainly feasible that incarceration has an exacerbating effect in [other] states other than Washington, which have, for instance, worse prison conditions or educational programs.
Thus, deterrence outweighs recidivism because deterrence is inherent to human behavior, while recidivism is not—Hjalmarsson studied recidivism rates in the state of Washington and found that the adult court made individuals 13% less likely to recidivate after 1.5 years
 because of Washington’s phenomenal prison conditions and education programs. The fact that there are more studies that conclude in favor of recidivism doesn’t matter because most neg recidivism studies evaluate the same three or four areas like Florida, New York and New Jersey, states which could simply have awful criminal justice systems. Even if Levitt is an outlier in the literature, his conclusions must be valid if his methodology is valid. Third—panel data. Levitt uses a specific type of regression analysis that best controls for individual heterogeneity. It allows the researcher to survey observations in a cross-section two or more times, while normal studies only look at an observation once. And, other studies confirm Levitt’s results. Yahya
 4:
Other studies seem to confirm Levitt's results. For example, one study looked at a sample of 16,478 high school children surveyed in 1995. This study had the advantage of looking at individual behavior as opposed to aggregate crime rates, as in Levitt's article. The dataset contained individual data on youth aged thirteen to seventeen from a wide cross section of society. The juveniles were asked a set of questions as to whether they had committed certain crimes and how frequently they had done so. The authors of the study then matched this data with data on crime rates and arrest rates for violent crimes and property crimes, for both adults and youth, in the county of residence of the juveniles. The crime categories included selling marijuana, assault, robbery, and burglary. The authors found that the arrest rates negatively impacted the probability of juveniles selling drugs. Specifically, they found that one additional arrest for a violent crime reduced by 3.6% the probability that male juveniles would sell drugs. In addition, for each violent crime arrest, [and] the probability that male juveniles would commit an [of] assault was reduced by 6.6 % for each arrest. However, robbery and burglary rates by males were not responsive to violent crime arrest rates. On the other hand, the number of thefts and drug sales among female juveniles fell in response to violent crime arrests. Given that the death penalty is a tool aimed primarily at the most violent of crimes, namely murder, the fact that male juveniles committing assaults or selling drugs were responsive to violent crime arrest rates suggests that a fortiori they would be very responsive to the presence of the death penalty as a punishment.
And, deterrence outweighs recidivism since one cannot recidivate if he does not commit crime in the first place—affirming prevents numerous future second crimes by deterring potential criminals from offending in the first place. Moreover, deterrence outweighs prison violence on scope because deterrence prevents long-term societal harms whereas prison violence only affects individuals in an isolated prison community.  Further, treating juveniles as adults does not require placing them in adult prisons. Feld
:
Questions about young offenders' criminal responsibility and length of sentence differ from issues about appropriate places of confinement or the services or resources the state should provide to them. Even explicitly punitive sentences do not require judges or correctional authorities to confine young people with adults in jails and prisons, as is the current practice for waived youths, or to consign them to custodial warehouses or "punk prisons." States should maintain separate age-segregated youth correctional facilities to protect both younger offenders and older inmates. Even though youths may be somewhat responsible for their criminal conduct, they may not be the physical or psychological equals of adults in prison. While some youths may be vulnerable to victimization or exploitation by more physically developed adults, other youths may pose a threat to older inmates. Younger offenders have not learned to "do easy time," pose more management problems for correctional administrators, and commit more disciplinary in-fractions while they serve their sentences. Existing juvenile detention facilities, training schools, and institutions provide the option to segregate inmates on the basis of age or other risk factors. Some research indicates that youths sentenced to juvenile correctional facilities may recidivate somewhat less often, seriously, or rapidly than comparable youths sentenced to adult facilities. However, these findings provide modest support for a separate youth correctional system rather than for an entirely separate juvenile justice system.
Next, the juvenile justice system does not deter. Levitt
 3:

The current punitiveness of the juvenile justice system—which should not have a direct effect on the behavior of adults—yields larger estimated impacts in most columns, although in no case are these coefficients statistically significant at the .05 level. These results suggest that the punitiveness of juvenile sanctions does not have a first-order impact on later criminal involvement. This finding is consistent with longer-term deterrent effects and criminal human capital/stigma effects roughly offsetting one another, or both simply being small in magnitude.'
Rehabilitation fails—recidivism rates for juvenile institutions are sky-high. Wilson
:
The American juvenile justice system desperately needs reform. Some 2.4 million juveniles are charged with offenses annually. An appalling 55 percent of juveniles released from incarceration nationwide are rearrested within one year. In urban centers, that percentage—referred to as the rate of recidivism—reaches up to 76 percent. High recidivism is associated with increases in crime, victimization, homelessness, family destabilization, and public health risks. Government-sponsored correctional programs cost sixty billion dollars annually. Most tragically, high recidivism indicates a failure to provide meaningful rehabilitation for offenders. Reducing recidivism specifically among juveniles should be of primary importance to the U.S. Department of Justice and the Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Our government’s current approach to lowering recidivism emphasizes the creation and funding of rehabilitative programs. While these initiatives have made marginal gains, efforts have been insufficient. Substantial progress will only come by eliminating recidivism-fostering features of the juvenile justice system itself.
Increased recidivism has four impacts. Wilson
 2:

The effects of recidivism in the United States fall into four general categories. First, recidivism imposes tremendous public safety costs on American communities; high recidivism rates indicate additional victimizations (assuming that the crime for which the juvenile was arrested was in fact committed). Second, increased recidivism results in extremely destructive social costs; increases in violence, crime, homelessness, family destabilization, and public health risks are all associated with high recidivism rates. Third, recidivism imposes a considerable financial burden on the U.S. Department of Justice and, more generally, on American society; our government spends an annual sixty billion dollars on correctional programs. Fourth, high recidivism indicates a failure to provide meaningful rehabilitation for inmates reentering the community; recidivist juveniles lose out on crucial educational, social, and personal developments that can rarely be regained. Additionally, studies show that recurrent offenses during teenage years can provide a dangerous inculcation leading to adult criminality. The tragedy of this cycle of criminality cannot be understated. 
Finally, academic consensus finds no scientific connection between age and rationality. Morse
:

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.  
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**Frontlines**
*Causality Debate*
A2 Doob and Webster—Levitt is selective in literature selection

1. Not responsive—I never claim to use Levitt as a comprehensive review of the literature, only that his study concludes aff. Doob and Webster do not deny the soundness of Levitt’s methodology. 
A2 Doob and Webster—Levitt does not identify causality

1. This argument reduces to “Levitt can’t know for sure whether the juveniles knew about the law or not” but he has conceded that the observational evidence suggests that juveniles did—Levitt 2 indicates that the immediacy of response suggests that juveniles knew about the law and responded accordingly.  His argument holds research to an absurd standard because no observational study can possibly 100% confirm causality. Doob and Webster offer no possible alternate causalities; this is just poor defense.  
*Causality Debate*

A2 Redding—Five Causal Reasons

1. This evidence is not specific to the other empirical studies he reads—there’s no warrant for why the empirical data support these specific causal arguments. This is just the abstract from the Redding article where he lists off a series of possible causes, but Redding doesn’t actually defend or flesh out any of these arguments. 
*Causality Debate*

A2 Tonry—Harsher Punishment Doesn’t Yield Deterrence

1. Even if harshness of punishment does not deter, Tonry concedes that swiftness and certainty do. Punishment is far more certain in adult court than juvenile court because juvenile courts are rehabilitative—there’s always significantly higher probability of punishment in adult courts, so his argument doesn’t take out the AC.

2. Harsher penalties do deter—empirically proven with the death penalty, which also deters crimes of passion. Shepherd
 ‘7:
Panel data are data from several units like the 50 States or all U.S. counties over several years. Panel data techniques fix many of the problems associated with the data that early studies used. Now let's talk about the modern studies. 13 economic studies on capital punishment's deterrent effect have been conducted in the past decade. Most use new improved panel data and modern statistical techniques. They all use multivariate regression analysis to separate the effect on murder, of executions, demographics, economic factors, et cetera.  All categories of murder are deterred by the death penalty, even so-called crimes of passion. The studies are unanimous. All 13 of them find a deterrent effect. I have conducted three of these studies. My first study used 20 years of data from all U.S. counties to measure the effect of county differences on murder. My second paper used monthly data from all U.S. States for 22 years to  measure the short-term effect of capital punishment. This paper also looks at different categories  of murder to determine which kinds of murder are deterred by executions. The third study looks at the effect on murders of the 1970's Supreme Court moratorium on executions. All of my papers find a deterrent effect.  Moreover, I find that all categories of murder are deterred by the death penalty, even so-called crimes of passion. My results predict that each execution deters somewhere between 3 and 18 murders. The other 10 modern economics papers used different methods and different data than my own, but all find a significant deterrent effect.
Prefer Shepherd to Tonry because Tonry’s empirics only address “increases in punishments for particular offenses and mandatory minimum sentence (including "three-strikes") laws.”
 This is not my advocacy—I defend a complete shift from rehabilitation to adult punishment for violent crime, including the possibility of the death penalty and life without parole. 
*Causality Debate*

A2 Alternate Causality—Incapacitation

1. Extend Levitt 2 which indicates that the evidence suggests deterrence because of the immediacy with which juveniles respond to the change in age. Incapacitation takes longer, so it’s unlikely that incapacitation is the causal mechanism.

2. Extend the argument below Levitt 2 that even if incapacitation contributes to the decrease in crime, incapacitation is still aff ground because the adult system’s longer prison sentences prevent criminals from recidivating.
A2 Levitt Admits Complicating Factors
1. No authors conclude that their study is absolutely perfect—Levitt admits there could be possible problems, but as per Levitt 2, all the empirical evidence still points towards deterrence, not incapacitation. 
*Empirics/Studies Debate*
**Deterrence**

A2 Fagan/Jensen and Metsger/Singer and McDowall/Lee and McCrary
1. These studies evaluate transfer laws, not criminal court jurisdiction. The warrant for why these studies conclude the opposite way is that transfer laws are less well known and that juveniles do not understand that new laws have been legislated. Redding
 ‘6:
Levitt’s (1998) aggregate analysis of crime rates across states differs substantially from the methodology used by [unlike] Jensen and Metsger (1994) and Singer and McDowall (1988), which used careful offender case comparisons and quasi-experimental controls to study crime rates in a particular state. In addition, the Levitt study specifically examined the effects of criminal court jurisdiction (when youth reached the age of majority), rather than the effects of transfer laws per se. Unlike knowing that one could be tried as an adult for crimes committed while a juvenile, which most juveniles do not seem to realize (as discussed below), “it is probably well known that dramatically greater penalties for all offenses are imposed once a juvenile reaches the age of majority”(Robinson & Darley, 2004, p. 177).
Thus, this does not apply to the AC:

A. I defend extension of the current criminal court jurisdiction and abolition of juvenile court jurisdiction. His evidence does not apply to this advocacy, which would apply a consistent, well-known standard that would function in the same way as the current juvenile/adult distinction, which Redding says that juveniles do understand. 
B. Even if he wins that I must defend automatic transfer, extend the argument below my plan text which says that the nature of the resolution mandates a consistent, nation-wide standard, which differs from how the nuanced, state-specific laws cited in his evidence have been legislated.  
**Recidivism**

A2 Redding—Seven Large-Scale Studies

1. Redding cites evidence from two counties in New Jersey, two counties in New York, Minnesota, Pennsylvania, and Florida. <Evidence comparison>. 
A2 Fagan—New York/New Jersey Study
1. “Researcher Jeffrey Fagan compared offenders processed in criminal court in two counties in southeastern New York with those processed in juvenile court in two adjacent counties in northern New Jersey in 1981-82. No significant differences were found for the transferred and nontransferred burglary offenders.” While “a seven year study comparing recidivism rates of juvenile robbery and burglary offenders found that the robbery offenders who were transferred to adult court consistently had a higher rate of recidivism than those processed as juveniles,”
 the burglary offenders did not, meaning the Fagan study does not identify causality because two nearly identical offenses produced opposite results. 
Levitt is better because it’s a nation-wide study that spans for fifteen years as opposed to Fagan’s state-specific seven year study, producing more reliable results that are duplicated over time. 

A2 Bishop—Florida Study

1. Bishop  compared 2,738 transferred offenders to a matched sample who were retained in the juvenile system in 1987
 in the state of Florida. Prefer AC studies on deterrence to his recidivism studies: 

(__) Levitt is a nationwide comparison study over fifteen years compared to Bishop’s one year study in the state of Florida. 
(__) The study Yahya 4 cites used a sample size of 16, 478 juveniles from a wide cross-section of society, a sample size over six times larger than Bishop’s. It indicates that juveniles are empirically deterred by additional arrests. Prefer larger sample size studies because they produce both more reliable results and results replicable across a broader spectrum of individuals. 

 (__) Wilson 1 cites very recent nationwide statistics indicating that up to 76% of those who go through the juvenile system recidivate, as opposed to results from just four counties in one small area from the northeast in 1981-82 and the state of Florida alone from 1987. 

*Impact Debate*

A2 Myers—Reconcile Levitt With Contrary Studies(Small Deterrent Effect
1. No warrant—this is a blatant appeal to authority.

2. Myers’ conclusion is faulty because it ignores that Levitt studied a different empirical question from previous studies on deterrence. Levitt studied criminal court jurisdiction, which is the aff advocacy, while previous studies like Jensen and Metsger and Singer and McDowall evaluated transfer laws.

A2 Criminal Court Jurisdiction Different From Transfer Laws
1. Turn: My advocacy is expansion of criminal court jurisdiction. As per the AC plan text, this is aff evidence. 

A2 Redding—Recidivism Outweighs Deterrence Because Academic Consensus
1. Extend that deterrence outweighs recidivism because deterrence is inherent to human behavior, while increased recidivism is not—Hjalmarsson studied recidivism rates in the state of Washington and found that the adult court made individuals 13% less likely to recidivate after 1.5 years
 because of Washington’s phenomenal prison conditions and education programs. The fact that there are more studies that conclude in favor of recidivism doesn’t matter because all the studies evaluate the same three or four areas like Florida, New York and New Jersey, states which could simply have awful criminal justice systems. 

2. Quality vs. quantity—the fact that he has more studies doesn’t deny that Levitt’s conclusions are better than any individual study he cites. 
Additional Warrant for Neg Must Defend Status Quo

The status quo is most predictable since it is impossible to foresee all future changes, and the core of the topic literature discusses the status quo.
1AR Causality Expansion Overview
Even if the neg wins the empirics debate, affirm if I win the causal arguments for why juveniles are capable of being deterred. First, the empirical data will be misinterpreted without adequate explanation of the causes—the empirics may simply explain some unrelated phenomena, rather than the question of recidivism and deterrence. Second, even if the current empirical data does not suggest deterrence, if juveniles are capable of being deterred, aff authors like Yahya would just say this means we are not currently punishing them harshly enough and that we should simply increase punishment. His empirical arguments merely beg the question. 
Generic Evidence Inflation

Prefer Levitt:

1. LONGEST TIME FRAME. Yahya 4 says it is the most DIRECT study on juvenile deterrence and it is a 15 year study from 1978-1993, making it the most reliable indicator of causality.

2. BROADEST DATA SET. Levitt is the only author who collects data from all 50 states; your authors only collect data from <…>. 
3. PANEL DATA. Levitt uses panel data, a specific type of regression analysis that best controls for individual heterogeneity. It allows the researcher to survey observations in a cross-sectional two or more times, while normal studies only look at an observation once.

4. CONTROLS. The study controls for race, economic status, employment, location, and household characteristics.
Prefer Hjalmarsson:

1. Hjalmarsson is most specific on the question of prison violence—he admits that these are possible impacts but the overall deterrent effect overwhelms that exacerbating effect on criminality. 

2. Hjalmarsson controls for the most variables—age, ethnicity, gender, and other socioeconomic factors, and finds his results consistent across the spectrum.
Impact Comparison—Poverty Outweighs Nuclear War
Poverty outweighs nuclear war—only my ev is comparative. Spina
 2k:
This sad fact is not limited to the United States.  Globally, 18 million deaths a year are caused by structural violence, compared to 100,000 deaths per year from armed conflict. That is, approximately every five years, as many people die because of relative poverty as would be killed in a nuclear war that caused 232 million deaths, and every single year, two to three times as many people die from poverty throughout the world as were killed by the Nazi genocide of the Jews over a six-year period. This is, in effect, the equivalent of an ongoing, unending, in fact accelerating, thermonuclear war or genocide, perpetuated on the weak and the poor every year of every decade, throughout the world. 

Additional Cards

Recidivism rates for juvenile institutions are sky-high. Elrod and Ryder
 ‘11: 
Despite the long history of juvenile correctional institutions and their increasing popularity, little research on their effectiveness has been done. Moreover, what is known is not encouraging. Although some institutional programs for juveniles appear to be effective, the bulk of the evidence indicates that many juvenile institutions have little impact on recidivism. (Not surprising, perhaps, considering the quality of life characteristic of many juvenile institutions and the woeful lack of good treatment programs in many facilities.) One review of rearrest rates in states that rely heavily on juvenile institutions found that the percentage of youths rearrested ranged from 51% to more than 70%. Another study, which followed up with almost 450 youths released from state training schools, discovered that the recidivism rate increased each year after discharge, reaching 54% in the fourth year. An examination of the re-arrest rates of youths discharged from correctional facilities in New York state found that 51% were picked up by the police within a year of release. Still more recent data collected by the Virginia Department of Juvenile Justice found that 55% of youths released from placements in Virginia, Florida, and New York were rearrested within 12 months. Furthermore, a number of literature reviews have found that institutional placements and correctional treatments in general have little positive effect on recidivism. 

(__) Elrod and Ryder A) provides meta-analysis of the literature, referencing multiple studies. They say a “number of literature reviews” and “the bulk of the evidence” goes aff. B) The studies Elrod and Ryder cite are broader—one study finds that juvenile recidivism stats ranged from 51% to 70% in multiple states, especially those most reliant on juvenile institutions, and another found that 55% of youths placed in juvenile facilities in Virginia, Florida and New York recidivate within a year. This study post-dates Bishop’s study of Florida youths in 1987, and finds that juveniles placed in the juvenile justice system promptly and consistently recidivate.
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