
Topic Stem: The United States federal Government should substantially reduce domestic 

agriculture subsidies _____________________ 

In 2004 agriculture subsidies totaled upwards of eight billion USD in the United States 

(USDA). This trend has only increased, with the USDA indicating that subsidies are now closer 

to ten billion than eight. While subsidies have waned and gained in public opinion any analysis 

that takes into account the history of subsidies in the United States clearly indicates that 

subsidies have been consistently increasing (Ayres, 17). At the same time, however, numerous 

bodies of work exist decrying both the necessity of these subsidies and how these subsidies may 

be playing against the greater interest of the United States in the realm of National Security. The 

paper below will analyze why the United States appears to be taking consistent steps towards 

policies that are not in its best interest other a solution to this question.  

 It is without doubt that agriculture subsidies are incredibly proximal to United States 

foreign policy. Beginning first, with an analysis of multilateral trade deals such as the GATS, 

which occurred in the 90’s, indicate that the United States is relatively uncommitted to specific 

methods of broadening multilateral trade deals (Sjolander, 37). In fact, Sjolander indicates that 

these inconsistencies are unique to the field of agricultural subsidies and often times contradict 

with other states United States policies. For example, during the negotiation of the GATS, the 

United States both actively championed “unlocking” markets that were currently highly 

protectionist while also fiercely opposing any international mandates that would harm its ability 

to continue to protect its own markets with agricultural subsidies. This would seem to indicate 

that protecting United States agricultural subsidies and markets were a vested interest to the 

United States in terms of either economic viability or national security. Neither of these appear to 

be true. First, in regards to the question of national security, various quantitative studies seem to 



indicate that protectionism or high domestic subsidies can lead to surges in food prices, both 

abroad and domestically (Jensen). Jensen goes on to articulate that long term instability in the 

sector of food prices can lead to instability, again both domestically and abroad. These forms of 

instability can trigger countries to move towards agricultural practices such as food sovereignty 

which results in countries actually pulling out of international integration and attempting to 

become self-sufficient so that they can more accurately predict food prices (Ayres, 26). Another 

potential outcome of food instability has proven to be regime instability, as citizens are more 

likely to stage violent political protests, and even uprisings, in times where they ability to access 

food is cut off. Studies have gone as far as to indicate that United States agricultural policies had 

a marked effect on the instability in the Middle East that lead to the totalitarian regimes in Iraq 

under Saddam Hussain (Halewood, 14). More frighteningly is how these policies can deconstruct 

international economic integration. In a world where countries are moving towards policies of 

food sovereignty or cutting off ties abroad because of agricultural markets being perceived as 

unfair can massively affect international ties. This causes massive exogenous shocks to the 

international system as countries pull out of international ties. These shocks in the system can 

actually result in large scale conflict as states can react violently to decreased economic 

prosperity and viability (Royal, 11). More frighteningly is the fact that even small scale food 

shocks can cause this to occur because of how difficult it is to map which products are of critical 

necessity to whom (Royal, 11).  

 Looking at the above scholarship, it is quite clear that there is certainly quantifiable proof 

that United States domes agriculture subsidies directly trade off with the United States ability to 

protect itself, and make the world a safer place. Yet even so, the United States persists.  



 The United States, according once again to the USDA, has incredibly high agricultural 

subsidies. This accounts for a massive amount of agriculture based expenditure. The sugar 

industry serves as one such example of this. The sugar industry is made artificially competitive 

with other countries due to high subsidies and relatively large tariffs on foreign sugar (Vargas). 

To some extent, part of these policies can be described in context of various labor union 

movements that occurred during and before the great depression. This includes groups such as 

the CIO (Congress of Industrial Organizations) who fought for both equal access and equal 

wages. This resulted in various counter surges by wealthy landowners in attempts to stabilize 

their markets (Vargas, 117). These steps most commonly resulted in the government ensuring the 

stability of the producer, and even when sacrifices were made to ensure the worker's basic living 

rights, the producer still was able to get away with a relative increase to government backing 

(Vargas, 119). These policies helped shape the historical context that exists in current US 

policies. The government still takes steps to ensure that the growers and producers have access to 

the goods and supplies that they need in order to effectively continue to produce. This, coupled 

with the Grand Old Parties calls to bring labor back to the United States and increase 

protectionism also indicate that to some extent these policies of protectionism are popular within 

the United States on a base level of rhetoric. Despite their questionable efficacy, agriculture 

subsidies continue to increase to allow the United States to trundle along in ways similar to how 

it always has. The most recent iteration of the Farm Bill which lets forth a five-year legislative 

cycle seems to echo sentiments of the past. The Farm Bill authorizes policies of crop insurance, 

farm credits, rural economic development among other policies. These seem to indicate that the 

United States seems to have no interest in ending agricultural protections anytime soon, 

especially as most of these policies increase subsidies in one form of another, whether it be ear 



marking money to allow rural farmers access to the means to sustain themselves, or crop 

insurances to ensure that large companies will always be able to break even regardless of the 

amount of crop that they manage to sell. 

 These policies, however, seem to all be in contradiction with the United States stated 

intent to open up new markets abroad, and facilitate more effective and future forms of economic 

integration (Jensen, 7). In fact, this seems to be contradictory to the ability of the United States to 

effectively project its power as well; researcher Matthew Flynn indicates that United States 

“Subimperialism” is effectively spread through internationalizing markets capital. Yet, in a 

world where the United States is effectively following practices that don’t allow for this 

internationalization of foreign markets capital, the spread of the United States coercive power 

and ability to de-escalate conflict through the advent of its presence alone seems to be 

substantially hindered (Brooks, 18). Below are three potential policies that could both curry to 

United States popular opinion in one way or another, but simultaneously resolve the internal 

contradictions within United States foreign policy and domestic agricultural policies.  

 

Resolutions: 

 

The United States federal Government should substantially reduce domestic 

agriculture subsidies by ending subsidies for farms whose total land is upwards of 

1400 Acres. 

 

The United States federal Government should substantially reduce domestic 

agriculture subsidies by ending all rice subsidies 

 

The United States federal Government should substantially reduce domestic 

agriculture subsidies by ending all sugar beet and cotton subsidies 
 



The United States federal Government should substantially reduce domestic 

agriculture subsidies by eliminating the farm bill 
 

The United States federal Government should substantially reduce domestic 

agriculture subsidies by eliminating subsidies for Tobacco farms  
 

The United States federal Government should substantially reduce domestic 

agriculture subsidies by ending all subsidies for corn  
 

The United States federal Government should substantially reduce domestic 

agriculture subsidies by ending all cotton and tobacco subsidies in 1850.  
 

The United States federal Government should substantially reduce domestic 

agriculture subsidies by eliminating crop insurance policies. 

 

Aff and Neg Ground 
 The portions of the topic paper above outline how agriculture policies can spread 

outwards from the United States and effect interests abroad. This means that every topic has 

access to core pieces of stable offense in terms of United States production capacity, jobs and 

their effect on the economy, and balancing out short and long term consequences of shifting 

policy. This coupled with solid links to the Heg debate on both sides make for a quick and easily 

preppable arsenal with some surprisingly intricate links. In addition, each topic also accesses a 

different level of nuance that allows both the affirmative and the negative some unique 

flexibility. For example, the corn topic could call for a biofuel debate or a debate about how 

animals are raised via cornmeal, Cotton debates can focus more on the water usage of cotton and 

its environmental impacts and how this interacts with the substantial economic benefit that the 

Cotton market brings to the United States. Sugar beets and cotton, as well, both have an intricate 

relation with United States labor history, and still do, meaning that there’s actually germane 



critical ground on the majority of the affirmatives so you can still talk about the topic when fiat 

isn’t in your preferred wheelhouse. Attached is also a fairly expansive list of sources that I used 

to compile and create this topic paper, a bit of digging will certainly help you more than I can. 

The overall goal of this topic is to provide stable aff and neg ground while also allowing a 

substantial degree of strategic maneuverability; debates can be stale but don’t have to be. I think 

this is a critical component of allowing accessibility for teams that don’t have the resources to 

prep out a huge file per topic, while also ensuring that massive teams well backed with resources 

also won’t have the ability to win the round on default due to the amount of prep they were able 

to pump out.  
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