JF21 – NC – Hobbes (1:00)
Permissibility negates:
[1] Semantics – Ought is defined as expressing obligation[footnoteRef:1] which means absent a proactive obligation you vote neg since there’s a trichotomy between prohibition, obligation, and permissibility and proving one disproves the other two. Semantics outweighs – A. it’s key to predictability since we prep based on the wording of the res B. It’s constitutive to the rules of debate since the judge is obligated to vote on the resolutional text. [1:  https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/ought
] 

[2] Safety – It’s ethically safer to presume the squo since we know what the squo is but we can’t know whether the aff will be good or not if ethics are incoherent.
[3] Logic – Propositions require positive justification before being accepted, otherwise one would be forced to accept the validity of logically contradictory propositions regarding subjects one knows nothing about, i.e if one knew nothing about P one would have to presume that both the “P” and “~P” are true.

The metaethic is perspectivism – truth is not absolute but rather created by individuals based on their own individual perspective. Prefer it
[1] Opacity – we can never access another person’s perspective because we can never fully understand who someone else is or what they think. Every truth I create cannot be universalized because I can’t guarantee that they will create the same truth because they do what they want
[2] Linguistics – Truth is constructed by language, which is completely arbitrary. Nothing tells me that a chair is a chair; I only assign it that name arbitrarily because I want to. Meaning can’t be contained within language if we make it up ourselves, and truth doesn’t exist absent language. 
But, the state of nature leads to infinite violence – competing truth claims means conflicts cannot be resolved. Two warrants:
[1] Ambiguity – everyone can assert their own claims to be true and refuse contestation – this means we always fight over who is correct. This is irresolvable because there is no mediator to adjudicate the dispute and tell who is correct – we just fight forever
[2] Self-Interest – everyone wants their truth claims to be true because it benefits them – this leads to conflict because we can’t divide limited resources and have to compete with each other – terminates in death because neither of us want to concede to the other 
This state of nature is brutish and has no conception of morality because we don’t have any unified truth to guide us, and thus outweighs on magnitude. The solution is the creation of the sovereign to mediate what is true and enforce the law; she is the ultimate ruler and arbitrator. It must eliminate all conflicts to bring peace to our violent natures. Thus, the standard is consistency with the will of the sovereign. Prefer it because it outweighs on bindingness: Only the sovereign is able to get everyone to follow her rule and enforce the law, it creates motivations for any moral rules we create. Otherwise, the framework collapses and truth becomes impossible.
Now negate: 
[1] Property Rights – States have control over all property rights to prevent regress into the state of nature – without property, we all just fight over everything because no one owns it. States have the right to LAWs because it’s their property, we can’t interfere with it
[2] Self Defense – States must protect the people from outside conditions – having LAWs is just an extension of the state’s right to pursue their own ends for protection. Banning LAWs interferes with the ability for states to enforce their own laws
[3] Restrictions – you can’t make the state do something that contradicts or restricts itself – the resolution tries to place a limit on what states can do, which limits the will of the sovereign and is bad

