
The United States federal government should significantly increase taxes on one or more 
of the following: soda, tobacco, alcohol.  
 
Background: 
 
 In response to perceived public health problems, sin taxes have increasingly been 
used at the city, state, and federal levels. Philadelphia, Berkeley, Cook County, and other 
regions have experimented with taxes on sugary drinks. Starting with Iowa in 1921, most 
states have imposed taxes on cigarettes. Since Prohibition, alcohol and liquor taxes have 
played a key role in contributing federal, state, and local revenue. They generated $29.8 
billion in revenue in 2013. However, many states have relatively low rates of taxation. 
Thus, this resolution asks whether taxes should be significantly increased at a federal 
level on soda, tobacco, or alcohol. This topic allows for a robust debate about the impact 
of sin taxes. 
 
Aff Arguments: 
 
The aff can argue that soda, alcohol use, and tobacco consumption are all potential threats 
to public health and that taxes are necessary to reduce their use. Additionally, the aff can 
argue that these taxes would raise necessary revenue for the federal government. Also, 
the aff can defend why federal action is specifically necessary as opposed to state or local 
action. 
 
Neg Arguments: 
 
The neg can offer arguments why soda, alcohol, and tobacco taxes are uniquely 
regressive. Because these goods would be taxed based on consumption rather than based 
on the income of the purchaser, these taxes would consume a larger percentage of the 
income of lower-income individuals. Additionally, the neg can argue that these taxes 
would undermine the economy by undermining the contributions of the alcohol, soda, 
and tobacco companies to it.  Also, the neg can criticize the aff’s conception of addiction 
and demonstrate that taxes would not reduce usage for individuals that already use them.  
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