1AR – AT: Kant Turns

AT – Promises (Higgins)

Goes aff and we hinder that hindrance
Tucker Higgins, 08-06-22, “Biden says coronavirus’ impact on health system hasn’t changed his mind on single-payer,” CNBC, https://www.cnbc.com/2020/03/30/biden-says-coronavirus-hasnt-changed-his-mind-on-single-payer.html pg 1, DOA 8/25/2022, Tucker Higgins covered politics and the U.S. Supreme Court for CNBC.com. Follow him on Twitter @tuckerhiggins.CHO
Former Vice President Joe Biden said Monday that he was not reconsidering his opposition to single-payer health care despite the strain that the coronavirus pandemic has put on the existing health-care system. “Single-payer will not solve that at all,” Biden said during an interview on MSNBC. Biden is running against Sen. Bernie Sanders for the Democratic presidential nomination. Biden is ahead in delegates, 1,181 to 871, out of 1,991 needed to win, according to an NBC News tracker. Sanders’ “Medicare-for-all” proposal to overhaul the health-care system and implement a single-payer, government-run system was a focus of the race even before the public health crisis erupted in the U.S. and essentially knocked both men off the campaign trail. Biden has opposed the proposal, citing its costs, and suggested earlier in March that as president he might veto it, though his campaign later seemed to walk back the comments. 

AT – Coercion (Barlow)

Not coercive – A) Even if healthcare is hard to define, it’s a sliding scale – you can obviously tell when some conditions are immoral and we’ve outline this exists in healthcare B) Duty falls on the state because the social contract proves that it has to serve the people and private fails. 

AT – Autonomy (Peikoff)

Doesn’t violate autonomy – our offense proves that healthcare is a negative right derived from hindering dependency, which is a state of coercion. It’s not that you have to provide extra services, but that we should prevent private companies from violating rights.

AT – Private Healthcare Not Bad

Private is bad – that’s our offense. They put people under dependency by leaving their choices to another. 

AT – Freeloading

Not freeloading – A) Doesn’t disprove the aff – the state should still ban murder even if some people don’t follow that rule B) Proves that taxes should be more enforced

AT – No Options

Yes options – A) Non-essential private healthcare solves – they can choose between them B) Government must shut down coercive options – for example people can’t choose to hire an assassin even if they have freedom because that action would violate rights.

AT – Expanding Government Bad

Expanding government is good when we prove it gives people more rights and no warrant to this argument.

AT – Insurance Dehumanizing

Insurance dehumanizing is an aff argument – A) Proves that for-profit private companies are bad while the government which acts out of duty doesn’t do this B) Our offense is about equal access, not equal outcome. People would still be offered the same treatmemts.

AT – Paternalism

Paternalism is answered by negative rights – the state has an obligation to protect people from falling into dependency – a person is poverty is not being paternalized by the state when they are given welfare. People are free to not use the services of the state, but they must exist.

AT – Positive/Negative Rights

Yes negative rights – our offense is about resolving dependency, which is an active instance of coercion – not just providing a service for free. The government has a negative duty to not violate its social contract with the people so it must provide alternatives 

AT – Taxation

Taxation is consistent with the omnilateral will. It is a necessary part of state action to hinder a hindrance
Ripstein (Arthur Ripstein, Arthur Ripstein is the coolest dude ever and happens to also be a Canadian philosopher and Professor of Law and Philosophy and University Professor at the University of Toronto where he is Howard Beck QC Chair in law. He is known for his works on Kantian philosophy and is a winner of Izaak Walton Killam Memorial Prize., 10-15-2009, accessed on 9-3-2022, Hup.harvard, "Force and Freedom — Arthur Ripstein", https://www.hup.harvard.edu/catalog.php?isbn=9780674035065) //phs st
The public solution is taxation to provide for those in need. Taxation by the state is consistent with the freedom of those who are taxed because they “owe their existence to an act of submitting to its protection and care.”24 The sense in which they “owe their existence” to the state is for- mal rather than material: their wealth consists entirely in their entitlement to exclude others from their goods, which in turn is consistent with equal freedom only when consistent with formal conditions of the general will.
This argument for economic redistribution is internal to the idea that acquisition must be authorized and disputes resolved through public procedures that can be accepted by all. Absent institutions of public jus- tice, the rich person’s claim to exclude the poor one from his or her prop- erty would just be a unilateral imposition of force. Those who have prop- erty have the right to exclude provided that their holdings of property are consistent with a united will shared by all—that the system of private rights really is part of a system of equal independence of free persons. Where that system turns into a system of dependence, it fails to be an om- nilateral will because its citizens could not agree to an enforceable system inconsistent with their innate right of humanity.

AT – Private Good

[1] Hindering a hindrance – if we win our offense then we can override the rights of people who are doing wrong
[2] Private still possible in the non-essential sector but everyone needs to use public
Ripstein (Arthur Ripstein, Arthur Ripstein is the coolest dude ever and happens to also be a Canadian philosopher and Professor of Law and Philosophy and University Professor at the University of Toronto where he is Howard Beck QC Chair in law. He is known for his works on Kantian philosophy and is a winner of Izaak Walton Killam Memorial Prize., 10-15-2009, accessed on 9-3-2022, Hup.harvard, "Force and Freedom — Arthur Ripstein", https://www.hup.harvard.edu/catalog.php?isbn=9780674035065) //phs st
Kant’s antipathy to private charity might be thought to stand in ten- sion with his claim in the Doctrine of Virtue that each human being has a duty to make others happy. Yet his claim about how needs must be met through public rather than private action leaves plenty of scope for pri- vate actions. One person can make the happiness of another his or her end in circumstances where the other is not in fact in need. Charitable support for arts and culture, sports and recreation, and countless other activities to make other people happy is consistent with Kantian right, and so an appropriate exercise of Kantian virtue. Indeed, virtuous people could even make it their maxim to contribute to public schemes of provi-sion. What would not be an appropriate exercise of Kantian virtue would be to scale back programs of public provision, so as to create more needy people to whom others, in more comfortable circumstances, might re- spond charitably. To do so would treat those abandoned to the generosity of others as a mere means toward the moral improvement of other, more fortunate people. To fail to set up institutions to care for those in need would do the same thing by omission. Where an individual fails to act on another’s behalf, no wrong is committed. Where the state fails to do so in this sort of situation, however, no general will can be formed.

AT But State!!

Public solves
Tobis (Jacob R. Tobis, Claremont McKenna College; Degree in philosophy, 5-9-2011, accessed on 8-28-2022, Scholarship @ Claremont, "Theories of Justice to Health Care", https://scholarship.claremont.edu/cmc_theses/181/) //phs st
At first, it seems as though Ripstein is contradicting himself in claiming that no one should be dependent on any other person and that nobody‟s means should be used for someone else‟s ends. There is no doubt that those who receive a public education or are provided with health care are dependent on such handouts. Further, if the state forces me to give up my resources that will be used by someone less fortunate than myself, my means are being used for another‟s ends. Ripstein justifies his role of the state by explaining that by each contributing to the state, independence and freedom is increased28. Further, Ripstein sees his rightful condition as ultimately ensuring true freedom to all, which Nozick‟s rightful condition does not supply. Being dependent on the public entity is not losing ones independence because each is required to contribute to the public whole. If you rely on a private person for the provision of health care, you are subject to their whims because you need that health care. If you rely on the public state for the provision of health care, you have no whims of the state to be subject to besides contributing to the state and refraining from violating the rights of others in the state.

AT Nozick

Our framework is not libertarian – Nozick’s justice in holdings theory is incorrect since injustices can still occur in unbalanced trades.
Tobis (Jacob R. Tobis, Claremont McKenna College; Degree in philosophy, 5-9-2011, accessed on 8-28-2022, Scholarship @ Claremont, "Theories of Justice to Health Care", https://scholarship.claremont.edu/cmc_theses/181/) //phs st
Where I differ from Nozick is in his application of voluntary transactions. I do not think that the transaction in Nozick‟s example is the same as many other transactions in society. For example, a poor father may decide to sell his house and clothes in order to have enough money to buy food to feed his children. Although the father does complete the transaction voluntarily in a technical sense, the distribution that results from the transaction does not seem just. Is the transaction really voluntary? Without food, one cannot survive. It seems that the father had no choice in whether to sell his house and is forced to choose between shelter and nourishment. In this case, Nozick‟s argument that any distribution resulting from a voluntary transaction is just is not correct. In my example, the father technically completes a voluntary transaction but in my view, the transaction is not voluntary at all and the resulting distribution is not just24.

Ripstein ev also answers this – even if the transactions themselves are fair, if they put someone in dependency then they are unjust

1AR – DD Kant Turns

[1] Yes single-payer is key – A) our offense establishes that the government’s use of insurance is omnilateral and resolves dependency in a way that no private entity can – since single payer is he only form of public health insurance it logically justifies this mechanism B) doesn’t disprove the aff – not stealing doesn’t mean you can murder – we can have alternative actions to take but we should still take this one
[2] Yes dependency – when you are subject to the prices of another person who controls what you can access that’s like if someone controlled your life itself – even if the aff is a little supererogatory we should err on the side of safety because while we don’t know exactly what is dependency we can still tell that it will exist
[3] A public option can’t solve – c/a this to the counterplan – it is not on the burden of someone who is coerced to relieve themselves of coercion, it is the burden of the coercer to stop. That’s like saying we should never care about someone who is economically exploited because they could get a job – we can do both but need to fix the employer
[4] Ripstein says that public charity can only exist if it covers non essential things e.g. the benefits that single payer would NOT cover but we’re winning that what single payer covers counts as a MINIMUM living standard too



