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Farm bill passes now – and is at the top of the docket.
Dandes 7-12-23 (Rick, is an experienced writer for Task & Purpose, covering topics around military news, culture, analysis and product. 07-12-2023 “Thompson: $1.2 trillion farm bill on track to finish by mid-September” https://www.dailyitem.com/news/thompson-1-2-trillion-farm-bill-on-track-to-finish-by-mid-september/article_3922bdfc-20f2-11ee-b9ff-970c93c665a0.html)//BH-NB//
Stakeholders continue to provide testimony on the $1.2 trillion Farm Bill being considered by the U.S. House Committee on Agriculture on a daily basis. The ultimate goal is releasing the bill to the full House for a vote in mid-September, said Committee Chair Glenn Thompson, R-15, Bellefonte. Thompson is the first chairman of the Agriculture Committee from Pennsylvania in nearly 170 years. He said he wants the Farm Bill to be bipartisan, bicameral and highly effective. The Farm Bill touches the lives of every American family, multiple times a day, and provides resources and safety-net programs for farm families “that are in Congressional District 15, which has 18 counties, including Union and Snyder. And throughout Pennsylvania,” Thompson said. “The programs we have are not handouts. The modern Farm Bill is based on public-private partnerships,” he said. The bill is important for farmers because it includes things like crop insurance and conservation programs. But overall it addresses issues common in rural America. The bill has 12 Titles, some miscellaneous, or categories, that include everything from rural broadband and rural utilities to helping municipalities with water and sewage projects. Other Titles address workforce development, and access to food through the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, or SNAP, as well as funding food banks and food pantries. Title four of the Farm Bill is nutrition. Forty-two million people in America are eligible for SNAP, Thompson said. The Central Pennsylvania Food Bank CEO and Executive Director Joe Arthur said he has been “keeping close watch on this year’s funding of title four.” “Where we are now is that we are having hearings and roundtables every day in Washington,” Thompson said. “And we will continue to do that right up until we pass this bill out of committee. I am shooting for having this done by mid-September, before the deadline, and having it on the House floor. That’s my goal and I am sticking to it.” Thompson is now meeting with the freshmen members of Congress and has formed groups with expertise in different areas such as content, and Farm Bill processes.
Biden’s political capital is key.
Jim Weisemeyer, reporter for Drovers, "Lawmakers Meet with Biden to Discuss Farm Bill 2023," 5/11/23 https://www.drovers.com/news/ag-policy/lawmakers-meet-biden-discuss-farm-bill-2023)
President Biden invited a bipartisan group of lawmakers to the White House this afternoon to discuss the upcoming farm bill reauthorization. Invitees include Rep. G.T. Thompson (R-Pa.), Sen. John Boozman (R-Ark.), Sen. Debbie Stabenow (D-Mich.), Rep. David Scott (D-Ga.), and USDA Secretary Tom Vilsack. Stabenow labeled the session as a chance to “have a broader discussion about the farm bill and all the implications for it,” and that it will show “we are working together in a bipartisan way.” She also noted it was a chance for both sides to share their priorities for the bill. Thompson signaled he wants to hear a “commitment from everyone including the president that we will get this done and done in the manner I've been speaking about. Bipartisan, bicameral, on time and highly effective." Boozman said the session is a “step in the right direction” and he wants to see the discussion focus on “the fastest path forward” for the omnibus legislation. Farm Bill Meeting Perspective It’s always good to have a president’s attention on a big topic like the farm bill. It will be interesting to see if Biden/Vilsack detail any must-haves in a new farm bill. Food stamp funding and implementation flexibility, conservation and climate-smart programs are key possible administration topics. History has a lot of examples of how some White House officials wanted to take a more active role in a farm bill only to find that lawmakers write it, not the executive branch. However, a president must sign the omnibus bill and if it is vetoed, override votes are needed--a situation that has occurred before.

******Insert link******

Passing the Farm Bill is key to global food security.
(Grace Yarrow, reporter for the Hill, "How the farm bill could alleviate food insecurity fueled by Ukraine war," 5/25/23 https://thehill.com/policy/international/4021371-how-the-farm-bill-could-alleviate-food-insecurity-fueled-by-ukraine-war/)
The war raging in Ukraine has exacerbated food insecurity across the world — and food aid experts are looking to the 2023 farm bill for solutions. Ukraine’s massive grain supplies typically feed 400 million people per year, but the war has “drastically cut supplies” and driven up food costs for consumers in rich and poor countries alike, according to the World Food Program (WFP). U.S. legislators are currently drafting the farm bill, an omnibus agriculture act passed every five years, which includes provisions for international food assistance. The farm bill authorizes a number of domestic and international food aid programs. The legislation doesn’t fully authorize funding for this aid, which must be decided in separate appropriations, but it outlines how each program runs and how it can use future funds. Lawmakers can use the must-pass farm bill draft to amend these programs as needed. Experts like Rebecca Middleton, chief advocacy and engagement officer for World Food Program USA, are hoping to see “robust authorization” for food aid support in the 2023 farm bill — especially the Bill Emerson Humanitarian Trust, Middleton said. The Bill Emerson Humanitarian Trust builds up over time and then can be cashed out at the authorization of the secretary of Agriculture. In April 2022, $282 million was withdrawn from the Emerson Trust to support countries in need after the start of the Russia-Ukraine conflict threatened food supplies in six major countries facing food insecurity: Ethiopia, Kenya, Somalia, Sudan, South Sudan and Yemen. The withdrawn money was used to obtain U.S. commodities and bolster existing aid in those countries, according to a U.S. Agency for International Development spokesperson. The Emerson Trust was renamed to honor former Mississippi Rep. Bill Emerson in 1998 but was originally established in 1980 as a wheat reserve. Because of rising food prices, in 2008, the Department of Agriculture converted the trust into a cash reserve that can be used to purchase U.S. commodities in times of need. The trust was most recently reauthorized in the 2018 farm bill, and Congress must reauthorize the Emerson Trust in the 2023 legislation. Congress also has the authority to replenish funds after they are withdrawn. “For all of those accounts [in the farm bill], the one that we’re really interested in is the Emerson Trust because it’s an account that’s not very well known, but is absolutely vital in situations like the one that we found ourselves in in 2022,” Middleton said. “It’s really absolutely vital assistance that the U.S. was able to provide because of that emergency account in this time of historic need.” The 2018 farm bill did not account for such crises like the COVID-19 pandemic or the Russia-Ukraine conflict, both which have had severe effects on supply and triggered more aid from the federal government, so the Emerson Trust was an essential resource in recent years. “I mean, the need was extraordinary and then just compounded with the shock to the global food supply chain with the Ukrainian crisis,” Middleton said. Rep. Jim McGovern (D-Mass.), the former ranking member of the House Agriculture Committee’s subcommittee on nutrition, said in a statement that he supports keeping international food aid well-funded in the new legislation. “The FY 2023 farm bill reauthorization needs to continue to build on the trajectory of the past two decades and ensure that the U.S., in partnership with American farmers and non-profits, can respond swiftly and comprehensively to global humanitarian emergencies and invest in longer-term resilience and sustainability, especially for small farmers, so that they may more successfully withstand future economic and climate shocks,” McGovern said in a statement to The Hill. In addition to the Emerson Trust withdrawal, the Biden administration committed $2.76 billion toward global food security last summer, on top of Biden and other G7 leaders’ contributing $4.5 billion to the issue in 2022. High prices for fuel and fertilizer, theft of farm equipment, destruction of agricultural facilities, and the blockade of Black Sea ports all threatened to push millions of people internationally into poverty, hunger and malnutrition starting in 2022, according to the White House. The Horn of Africa faced a particularly acute crisis due to prolonged drought and famine. Dalton Henry, vice president of policy for U.S. Wheat Associates, is hoping to see solutions in the 2023 farm bill that prioritize using U.S. commodities as a “cornerstone” of donations to regions in need. “We have a tremendous priority placed on making sure that hungry people around the world get fed and the farm bill programs do such a good job at doing that with commodities,” Henry said. He added that it’s “hard to say” how much farm bill policies will change from past years, but that the Russia-Ukraine war has inflamed existing hunger and food insecurity due to global conflicts like those in Ethiopia and Yemen. Henry said the war in Ukraine has made the need for international food aid more prominent. “I think that, if anything, one of the big impacts is that the war has put global food security much more front of mind for a lot of folks,” Henry said, “and probably shone a little bit more of a light on some of these programs that normally kind of fly under the radar.”

Food insecurity goes nuclear. 
Julian Cribb 22. Fellow of the Royal Society for the Arts, the Australian Academy of Technological Science (ATSE) and the Australian National University Emeritus Faculty, “How food can end wars, repair climate and restore the Earth”, https://juliancribb.blog/2022/05/25/how-food-can-end-wars-repair-climate-and-restore-the-earth/
Humans have fought over food and the means of producing it for 20,000 years, as rock art in Australia shows. Food, water and land scarcity are primary drivers in two thirds of modern conflicts today. Indeed, many people seem to have forgotten that the primary German war aim in World War II was to take farmland from the Soviets and put German farmers on it. It is very likely that controlling the Ukraine’s bountiful and reliable food bowl is among Putin’s main aims also. In the short run this is imposing hunger and even starvation on hundreds of millions of people far beyond Europe. Spreading hunger in turn snowballs into government failures, civil wars and refugee tsunamis around the world – as it did in 2008 when a shortfall in Ukrainian grain exports led to revolutions in three Arab countries. Already, a third of a billion people – equal to the entire population of Europe – leave their homes each year, either as refugees or economic migrants, to seek better lives in countries which seem more stable and food secure. War will add to the flood. Thus, in developing a new food system for the world of the 21st Century, we also have to find a way to curb the human appetite for war. In Food or War, I trace the links between food and conflict through human history, explore the role of food in recent conflicts and examine nine regions of the world which are at high risk of food failure and conflict in the foreseeable future – conflicts ranging from riots and government failure to nuclear war. My aim is to show that the link between food and war is inexorable – but that it can be broken. And that having enough good food is the most under-rated, under-recognised and precious ‘weapon of peace’ in the world today.
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Will Pass---2NC
Farm bill passes now---BUT, it’s not guaranteed. 
Schlecht 7-10-23 (Jenny, is the Agweek's director of ag content and she graduated from the University of Mary with a bachelor's degree in communications. 07-10-2023 “Collin Peterson says farm bill discussions are in good shape” https://www.agweek.com/news/policy/collin-peterson-says-farm-bill-discussions-are-in-good-shape)//BH-NB//
With Congress raising the debt ceiling and dealing with concerns about work requirements for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program in June, some common sticking points that historically have kept a farm bill from timely passage appear to have been cleared up, a former long-time agriculture policymaker says. “Everything has been positive so far as far as the obstacles,” explained Collin Peterson. The current farm bill expires on Sept. 30, though it’s far from unusual for a new bill to be in place on the deadline. In fact, Peterson said there is no particular reason to have a new bill passed when the old version expires. Instead, if the House and Senate can’t reach an agreement by the end of the year, they could vote to extend the existing bill. “Nothing becomes critical on Oct. 1,” he said. Peterson served 15 terms in the U.S. House, representing Minnesota’s 7th District, and much of that time was spent in leadership on the House Agriculture Committee. He played a major role in crafting five farm bills during those years. After losing a re-election bid in 2020 , he helped form the Midwest Council on Agriculture , of which Northarvest Bean Growers Association is a member. The Midwest Council on Agriculture is a coalition of members from across the agriculture industry in 12 states: Iowa, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Michigan, Missouri, Minnesota, Nebraska, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota and Wisconsin. The purpose of the council is to provide a united voice for agriculture out of the region to policymakers. Peterson and former USDA Undersecretary Bill Northey, of Iowa, modeled the council after Southwest Council on Agribusiness and the Delta Council, which helped propel the needs of their members to Congress. In mid-June, Peterson was gearing up for a trip to Washington, D.C., later in the month to meet with ag committee leaders and offer his advice. Being out of Congress has freed him up to give his “legitimate advice” rather than worrying as much about getting people from across the country on board with a unified plan. “I think I’m almost doing more good on the outside,” he said. A money problem Peterson said a few obstacles remain in getting a bipartisan farm bill completed. While the SNAP issues and debt ceiling conversations should be cleared up, he said there remain House members “agitating” for change. But he doesn’t think they have as much power as they act like. “People in charge of committees say SNAP and work requirements are settled and won’t be brought up again,” he said. But even with that major hurdle cleared, others remain. The big one is a lack of money. “Every day, another group is looking for additional money,” Peterson said. “Right now, there is no additional money.” It’s unlikely that Republicans would agree to a tax increase and equally unlikely that lawmakers would cut spending in another area to put more into the farm bill, he said. That means putting more money into programs in one part of the farm bill likely would come at the expense of other parts of the farm bill. A substantial amount of funding went into conservation programs through the Inflation Reduction Act, and the Biden administration’s Climate Smart programs were put in place through the Commodity Credit Corporation. Some opponents of the increased funding would like to see cuts in those areas to fund other things in the farm bill, Peterson said, but he said that doesn’t seem like something Sen. Debbie Stabenow, who chairs the Senate Ag Committee, would support. “Stabenow is not going to stand for that,” Peterson said, noting that millions of dollars already have gone out in grants for the conservation programs, and canceling those would “set off alarms” in agriculture. “Anybody that’s anybody in agriculture has gotten a grant.” That lack of money means farm groups might not get all of the things they want out of the new bill. But that doesn’t mean they shouldn’t still advocate for themselves and their needs. “They should maintain their relationship with their elected officials,” he said. It’s not the job of farm groups to figure out how to come up with the money; it’s their job to say what they need for their members to be successful, even if they know the money might not be there right now. “The people on the committee can sort that out,” he said. He recommends farmers and farm groups engage at town hall meetings with lawmakers and reach out to members on the House and Senate Ag Committees. The Northarvest Bean Growers Association was among a number of farm groups that sponsored farm bill listening sessions across North Dakota in the spring. The sessions were an opportunity for farmers to tell farm groups what mattered to them, including the kinds of issues they are having on their farms that might be helped by policy changes. Protecting the farm bill From the overall perspective of the Midwest Council on Agriculture, Peterson said the existing farm bill is a good framework. “We want to protect what’s there. That works pretty well for Midwest agriculture,” he said, noting agriculture in other areas, including the South and West, have legitimate concerns about things like low reference prices for prominent crops. Crop insurance is the most important thing to protect, in his perspective. Ideas that could undermine the existing crop insurance program include payment limitations on subsidies and tying crop insurance to things like conservation. But Peterson said the program could use some help in the area of affordability for places with regular weather instability — including North Dakota and northern Minnesota. Somewhere like Iowa, farmers can buy 95% protection on corn at a “pretty reasonable amount.” “But in North Dakota, you really can’t afford to go above 75%,” he said. Improving the ability to buy coverage in the Dakotas and Minnesota, as well as places like west Texas and Oklahoma, without undermining the overall structure of the program, would be welcome changes, Peterson said. “If we did this, it would maybe eliminate the need for ad hoc disaster (programs),” he said, noting that it’s unlikely that such programs would ever completely end because of unexpected situations. However, Peterson said flexibility remains key. “We’re not locking ourselves into anything until we see what we’re working with here. Is there more money? Is there not more money?” he said. And then, as ever with the farm bill, it’s a matter of getting everyone on the same page.
“This bill is not going to get done if it’s not bipartisan,” he said.


The Farm Bill is on track
Allen 6-20 (Jesse, is a Farm and Ranch Director for the American Ag Radio Network.  06-20-2023 "Lucas Optimistic for on-time Farm Bill" https://americanagnetwork.com/2023/06/lucas-optimistic-for-on-time-farm-bill/)//BH-NB//
A former chair of the House Agriculture Committee is optimistic that Congress will pass the next farm bill on-time. Representative Frank Lucas, an Oklahoma Republican, says he believes it is possible to finish the 2023 Farm Bill in 2023. Lucas; “One of the most important things we had to do was pass a piece of legislation dealing not only with the debt ceiling but setting spending levels for the next few years. The allocation process in the House and Senate is going on. As we wait for those final numbers in the House, Chairman Thompson is now moving us in the direction of not just hearing here in D.C., but also field hearings around the country laying the groundwork.” Lucas says there are just a few weeks left to legislate in the current fiscal year, but says the Farm Bill is on track. “I’m an international optimist, but we only have a few weeks left in June to legislate, there’s a few weeks in July, the traditional August work period back home, and that brings us around to September, and we are starting to get down towards the end of the year,” according to Lucas. “So, don’t be surprised, as has been the case in almost all the farm bills in recent history, if we wind up with an extension, but we are now on track.”
Will Pass---Climate---2NC
Republicans are getting on board to climate provisions.
Grecko 3/23 (Luca, is a law student in the HLS Food Law & Policy Clinic. 03-21-2023 “Agroforestry And The 2023 Farm Bill” https://www.farmbilllaw.org/2023/03/21/agroforestry-and-the-2023-farm-bill/)//BH-NB//
As Congress turns its attention to the 2023 Farm Bill, climate and conservation are among the top issues. Republicans who have generally opposed provisions aimed at addressing climate change have signaled their concern over new mandatory programs, but have signaled openness to voluntary programs. The 2023 Farm Bill should look to bolster existing incentive programs that currently lack necessary funding and adequate support for farmers. An obvious answer for both addressing climate concerns and promoting the growth of American farms is the USDA’s agroforestry program.
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Basic Income Link---2NC
BI Support Takes From Other Political Projects - Counterproductive
Noguera et. al 15 (Jurgen De Wispelaere and José Antonio Noguera. Jurgen De Wispelaere taught political philosophy, moral philosophy and applied ethics at Trinity College Dublin and University College Dublin, has held several visiting fellowships at international institutions, including the Department of Sociology (GSADI), Autonomous University of Barcelona and research fellowships at the Centre for the Study of Social Justice (CSSJ), Oxford University, the TCD Policy Institute and the Chaire Hoover d’éthique économique et sociale, Université Catholique de Louvain. José A. Noguera is an Associate Professor in the Department of Sociology at the Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona, and Director of the Analytical Sociology and Institutional Design Group (GSADI). His empirical research is currently focused on tax compliance, social influence dynamics, prosocial motivations, and the feasibility of universal welfare policies such as basic income. He is also an editorial board member of Basic Income Studies, and has served on the editorial board of Revista Española de Investigaciones Sociológicas. He is a member of the Board of the Spanish Basic Income Network. “On the Political Feasibility of Universal Basic Income: An Analytic Framework” McGill University. May 21, 2015.  Accessed 7/12/23)//EKW
One might object to this overly pessimistic analysis on the grounds that expressed support from currently marginalized individuals or groups should not be so lightly dismissed. After all, those groups may one day be in a position to genuinely effectuate policy influence, at which point BI support pays off in real terms. However, this argument hinges on the view  that political support is sticky, and that political factions who have once expressly supported BI would continue doing so when their power position improves. Unfortunately, there is little reason to think that groups that move up on the political ladder will necessarily sustain their support for BI. For, in the absence of policy responsibility, one’s support for BI is cheap in a second relevant sense: there are few political costs associated with supporting BI in an environment in which one is never put in the position of having to defend one’s support against a skeptical—at times even hostile—political base, let alone the electorate. This is even more the case when we consider that furthering the case for BI means precious political capital must be spent at the expense of other political objectives. The political opportunity cost of supporting BI once one has achieved a position of policy responsibility may simply prove too high to be politically sustainable. Thus, we likely find the very same parties or politicians who support BI while in opposition suddenly ditching their support when achieving office, typically as part of a governing coalition. In addition, we may plausibly expect a similar scenario in relation to trade unions who become more powerful, in particular given their internal division about BI because of the strong laborist philosophy inherent to most unions. The fact that cheap political support for BI may not be sufficiently robust to survive a move of its supporters into a position of policy responsibility is not the only problem, however. Worse still, some instances of political support for BI may even be counterproductive as support from one particular faction or group may prevent others from endorsing the same policy. Because political factions generally use identification with policy positions as an instrument to differentiate themselves from their (internal or external) political competitors, support for BI from faction X may prevent faction Y from endorsing a policy that would otherwise naturally fit their political profile. There exists a “first mover disadvantage” to BI being associated with a political faction that is unable to move it up on the policy agenda, when precisely this association prevents more powerful individuals or groups from offering valuable support. In this case, expressed support is not just cheap but represents a real cost in terms of advancing the case for BI. In many countries (e.g., Ireland, Namibia) BI is promoted by groups with a strong religious affiliation, which may well prevent nonconfessional social movements or associations from expressing support. Similarly, BI advocates who adopt a liberal entrepreneurial perspective (e.g., Vivant in Belgium or Götz Werner in Germany) may find it difficult to curry favor with factions endorsing strong socialist values. Initial effects of the identification of BI with one specific faction, combined with the “reactive reluctance” of other factions to support the policy because of such political identification, may produce a form of path dependency that causes BI to be marginalized by association.
Politicians Unwilling to Use Resources to Support BI
Noguera et. al 15 (Jurgen De Wispelaere and José Antonio Noguera. Jurgen De Wispelaere taught political philosophy, moral philosophy and applied ethics at Trinity College Dublin and University College Dublin, has held several visiting fellowships at international institutions, including the Department of Sociology (GSADI), Autonomous University of Barcelona and research fellowships at the Centre for the Study of Social Justice (CSSJ), Oxford University, the TCD Policy Institute and the Chaire Hoover d’éthique économique et sociale, Université Catholique de Louvain. José A. Noguera is an Associate Professor in the Department of Sociology at the Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona, and Director of the Analytical Sociology and Institutional Design Group (GSADI). His empirical research is currently focused on tax compliance, social influence dynamics, prosocial motivations, and the feasibility of universal welfare policies such as basic income. He is also an editorial board member of Basic Income Studies, and has served on the editorial board of Revista Española de Investigaciones Sociológicas. He is a member of the Board of the Spanish Basic Income Network. “On the Political Feasibility of Universal Basic Income: An Analytic Framework” McGill University. May 21, 2015.  Accessed 7/11/23)//EKW
Strategic Feasibility: The Search for a Robust BI Coalition. When thinking about political feasibility, we customarily have some form of strategic feasibility in mind. Political entrepreneurs engaging in all sorts of strategic interventions to build a political coalition enabling the legislation and subsequent implementation of a policy proposal has indeed become one of the hallmarks of modern politics (Sabbatier and Jenkins-Smith 1993). In a very real sense, coalition building constitutes the building block of successful policy advocacy in present-day democracy. Despite this centrality of coalition building, the literature on BI is surprisingly void of systematic discussion of the political strategies required to securing an enduring BI coalition. In this section, we briefly examine a key challenge affecting the strategic feasibility of BI. 2 When challenged about the political feasibility of BI, its advocates typically refer to numerous instances of individual politicians, political Table 2.1 Typology of political feasibility Prospective constraints (“achievability”) Retrospective constraints (“viability”) Discrete agency A. Strategic feasibility B. Institutional feasibility Diffuse agency C. Psychological feasibility D. Behavioral feasibility parties, social movements, or interest groups (e.g., trade unions) on record as supportive of BI. This response rapidly takes the form of a simple numbers game, in which the level of support for BI can be read— more or less directly—off the instances of expressed support elicited from such individuals, associations, or organizations. The idea that increased expressed support for BI from a variety of social and political actors is directly conducive to building a sustained political coalition is flawed, however. The reason is that not all instances of expressed support for a policy imply a sustained commitment to promoting this policy. It is one thing for a social or political agent to vocally express a preference in favor of BI, quite a different matter to actively canvass support amongst constituents, party members, or like-minded associations and groups; build a shared platform across political factions; utilize scarce political resources (money, time, and above all political capital) to further the cause; bargain and possibly compromise on other political goals; and so on. Expressed support without either the commitment or the capacity to engage in the necessary political action to build a sustainable coalition around the policy of granting each citizen an unconditional BI is “cheap”: it seems of little practical worth to BI advocates. 
Carbon Tax Link---2NC
A carbon tax is a partisan nightmare.
Dunphey 12/22 (Kyle, is a reporter on the Utah InDepth team, covering a mix of topics including politics, the environment and breaking news. 12-08-2022 “Is a carbon tax possible in a divided Congress? Sen. Mitt Romney is hopeful” https://www.deseret.com/utah/2022/12/8/23499872/will-congress-pass-carbon-tax-mitt-romney)//BH-NB//
Utah Sen. Mitt Romney reaffirmed his support for a carbon tax, calling it the “No. 1 thing” that will help curb global emissions and rising temperatures, an idea that is slow to gain traction in the Republican Party. Romney spoke during a Washington Post webinar on Thursday morning, taking the stage after President Joe Biden’s climate envoy, John Kerry, to talk about ways to curb climate change. Salt Lake City Mayor Erin Mendenhall also spoke earlier in the week, touting steps taken to combat air pollution and ways she hopes to juggle population growth and water conservation. “They could have done it. It was an opportunity that was missed and we’ll be very sorry about that for a long time,” While Romney acknowledged a carbon tax likely wouldn’t get majority support among Senate Republicans, he placed the blame on Democrats for not passing some kind of tax through reconciliation while they enjoyed control over the U.S. House, Senate and White House. Romney told Washington Post political reporter Leigh Ann Caldwell, suggesting the Democrats were concerned they might lose support among their own ranks during negotiations. Romney said the carbon tax is sometimes framed as just a way for the government to make money, an assertion he pushed back on Tuesday, calling the policy a “massive incentive for the private sector to innovate.” A carbon tax is typically defined as a government fee that companies must pay for each ton of greenhouse gas they emit. A number of carbon tax or cap-and-trade bills have been introduced at the federal level in recent years, but support has been hard to come by in the Republican Party, especially among free-market conservatives. Some Republicans have suggested they could be on board, including North Dakota Sen. Kevin Cramer. Earlier this year, Cramer tried to pick up support among his GOP colleagues for taxing carbon-intensive goods from China and Russia, rebranding it as an “America First energy policy.” Romney thinks he can find some conservatives to back a carbon tax — but not a lot. “I don’t need a lot, because I think we can get a lot of Democrats and I think we can get some Republicans,” he said. “But we got to be honest with people because my colleagues correctly point out that a lot of what we’re doing sounds good, but won’t make a difference.” In the meantime, Romney says it’s not realistic to expect the U.S. to immediately phase out fossil fuels, and in the interim he wants to see more investments in nuclear power and natural gas. The Utah Republican voted against the Inflation Reduction Act, which passed along party lines with a tie-breaking vote from Vice President Kamala Harris. Proponents of the bill say it’s the single largest step toward combating climate change in U.S. history, though Romney called it a “reckless taxing-and-spending spree” in the wake of its passage. On Thursday, he said there were parts of the Inflation Reduction Act he supported, but he ultimately voted no because of the bill’s “long list of Democratic hopes.” “A good portion of the Inflation Reduction Act is associated with investments in new technology — I’m all in favor of those things. We could have done those on a bipartisan basis,” he said. When asked how he plans to address climate change heading into a divided Congress, Romney said more Republicans will be on board with measures that are targeted and take a global and prudent approach. The GOP’s skepticism over climate legislation often stems from spending, Romney says. “We often spend vast amounts of money to do things that make us feel good, and make the public think we’re really solving the problem, when in fact we’re not because the problem is global,” he said. What does Romney mean by thinking global? Investing in “low emitting and low cost” technologies that other countries with high emissions like Brazil, Indonesia, India and even China, can adopt, he says. Tackling the Great Salt Lake’s woes, at the local and federal level Thursday marked one week since the Senate unanimously passed the Saline Lake Ecosystems in the Great Basin States Program Act, which greenlights a study by the U.S. Geological Survey and a number of other federal, state and tribal entities, universities and environmental groups. Introduced by Romney and Sen. Jeff Merkley, D-Ore., the study seeks an action plan to assess, monitor and conserve saline lake ecosystems. During the webinar, Romney said saving the Great Salt Lake will require help at the federal and state level, and the first place government should look to incentivize change is agriculture. “We’re going to have to have technologies that are available to dramatically reduce the amount of water that goes into raising crops in our state and in surrounding states as well. Romney also said individuals should take some responsibility — “We have a lot of lawns in Utah, I have a big lawn in Utah, I shouldn’t.” He didn’t rule out the idea of building a pipeline from the ocean, a proposal that took a step closer to reality this summer with the Great Salt Lake Recovery Act. The bill would set aside $10 million to authorize the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to study the feasibility of a 700-plus-mile pipeline from Utah to the Pacific Ocean. The proposal has already received pushback from some scientists and environmental groups. On Tuesday, Mendenhall called Utah’s capital city the “tip of the spear” in the state and much of the West, for water conservation efforts. “Taking on the challenge isn’t new to us ... that was already part of our culture here locally in Salt Lake City,” she said. Mendenhall said the Utah Legislature’s focus on the Great Salt Lake during the last session was commendable, and she hopes to see that momentum continue this February. “I think it’s an issue that they’re going to take up in about 42 days when their session begins again, because the solution simply isn’t found yet,” she said.
A Carbon Tax decks political capital.
Aldy 20 (Joseph, is Fellow at Resources for the Future in Washington, DC. He also served on the staff of the President's Council of Economic Advisers, where he was responsible for climate change policy from 1997 to 2000. Winter 2020 “Carbon Tax Review and Updating: Institutionalizing an Act-Learn-Act Approach to U.S. Climate Policy” https://www.journals.uchicago.edu/doi/full/10.1093/reep/rez019)//BH-NB//
The updating of a carbon tax would require a congressional vote and thus the mobilization of political capital for a potential legislative battle every 5 years. For reasons unrelated to climate policy, the president may opt not to initiate such a battle and thus decide against proposing a tax update. Moreover, future Congresses may be more or less inclined to vote for a change in the carbon tax in response to a given change in information. This means that political factors—which are distinct from the results of the environmental, economic, and multilateral reviews—may determine the evolution of carbon tax rates over time. In such cases, the resulting carbon tax rates may be inconsistent with the objective of maximizing social welfare and/or inadequate to achieve long-term climate change goals.

The GOP won’t change there minds – they hate the tax
Hewett 20 (Frederick, is a Cambridge-based freelance climate and energy writer. 08-03-2020 “Putting A Price On Carbon: It Was Hot, Now It's Not” https://www.wbur.org/cognoscenti/2020/08/03/carbon-pricing-tax-climate-change-policy-frederick-hewett)//BH-NB//
In 2018, Congressman Carlos Curbelo, a Florida Republican, introduced a carbon tax bill that foresaw a reduction of emissions to 40% below the 2005 level by 2050. Once again, intransigence killed the legislation. Subsequently, the GOP-controlled House passed a resolution deeming a carbon tax detrimental to the national economy. And more recent attempts to implement a national carbon fee were non-starters.
A Carbon tax cost political capital and external interest ensure politicians wouldn’t budge.
Meyer 21 (Robinson, was previously a technology and climate writer for The Atlantic. 07-20-2021 “Carbon Tax, Beloved Policy to Fix Climate Change, Is Dead at 47” https://www.theatlantic.com/science/archive/2021/07/obituary-carbon-tax-beloved-climate-policy-dies-47/619507/)//BH-NB//
Carbon prices save dollars, these researchers admit. But they expend an even scarcer resource: political capital. Because a carbon price affects all of society, it increases costs for every energy consumer, without providing an immediate alternative. Because most industries interact with the energy system only as consumers, that takes a cohort that wouldn’t care about climate policy in the abstract and turns it into a foe.
Democrats won’t put a price on carbon they feel it’s overrated
Osaka 20 (Shannon, is a climate reporter covering policy, culture, and science for The Washington Post and has a BA in environmental science and environmental studies from Princeton University. “Both parties used to love the carbon tax. So why are they giving up on it?” https://grist.org/politics/who-killed-the-carbon-tax-republicans-or-democrats/)//BH-NB//
Meanwhile, the insurgent left wing of the Democratic Party has cast carbon pricing aside in favor of more ambitious, large-scale ideas. “For far too long, ideas like a carbon tax or cap-and-trade were touted as the premier solutions to climate change,” Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez, the popular Democratic congresswoman from the Bronx, wrote on Twitter last year. “They are inadequate.” The party’s presidential nominee, Joe Biden, has proposed a massive, $2 trillion package that would eliminate emissions from the electricity sector by 2035 — but stopped short of recommending a carbon tax. Similarly, a 538-page climate plan, released in June by Democratic members of the House, included only two caveat-filled pages on the idea. “Congress should consider a carbon price as only one tool,” the authors warned. “Carbon pricing is not a silver bullet.”
The plan is politically unpopular – past attempts prove
Bokat-Lindell 22 (Spencer, is a staff editor in the Opinion section.07-20-2022 “Biden’s Climate Change ‘Revolution’ Isn’t Coming” https://www.nytimes.com/2022/07/20/opinion/biden-climate-change-heat-manchin.html)//BH-NB//
As my colleagues have reported, experts generally agree that there are two ways of reducing greenhouse gas emissions at the speed and scale required. The first is making fossil fuels more expensive by ensuring that their environmental costs — global warming, for one, but also the staggering harms of air pollution — are reflected in their price. While widely championed by economists, carbon taxes have proved politically unpopular: A carbon tax by ballot referendum in Washington State has failed twice.
Degrowth Link---2NC
Politicians are afraid of backlash from voters – they wouldn’t do plan
Elliot 22 (Larry, is the Guardian's economics editor. 11-17-2022 “Kicking our growth addiction is the way out of the climate crisis. This is how to do it” https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2022/nov/17/growth-addiction-climate-crisis-economic-policies)//BH-NB//
That’s because over many decades, people – especially the most vulnerable – have found that degrowth has not been good for them. Recessions are a form of degrowth, and they result in unemployment, bankruptcy, homelessness and hardship. Recessions also mean politicians tend to double down on growth, fearful of a backlash from voters if living standards are falling. Faced with the choice between higher use of fossil fuels or having the lights go out, governments have opted for the former.
GND Link---2NC
The green new deal has no congressional support and would cost massive political capital.
Davis 19 (Susan, is a political correspondent for NPR and has covered Congress, elections, and national politics since 2002. 03-26-2019 “Senate Blocks Green New Deal, But Climate Change Emerges As Key 2020 Issue” https://www.npr.org/2019/03/26/705897344/green-new-deal-vote-sets-up-climate-change-as-key-2020-issue)//BH-NB//

The Senate failed to move forward with Democrats' "Green New Deal," but the partisan clash over the controversial environmental plan is likely to be a continuing theme ahead of the 2020 election. The measure needed 60 votes to advance but was blocked when all Senate Republicans and four Senate Democrats opposed it. The rest of the chamber's Democrats voted "present." Senate Republicans forced a vote on the proposal Tuesday as part of an ongoing effort to turn the provocative climate change resolution into a wedge issue in the 2020 elections. Democrats say the GOP gambit carried its own political risk of mocking an issue that is a priority for ag number of Americans.
Jobs Guarantee Link---2NC
[bookmark: _Hlk139965089]A Job Guarantee decks PC
Palley 18 (Thomas, is an American economist who has served as the chief economist for the United States-China Economic and Security Review Commission. 09-14-2018 “Job Guarantee Programs: Careful What You Wish For” https://www.socialeurope.eu/job-guarantee-programs-careful-what-you-wish-for)//BH-NB//
In sum, the debate over JGPs is fraught. Even those who support the aims of a JGP, and are favourably inclined to activist public policy, may still be wary of a JGP for economic and political economy reasons. Implementing a JGP will require political capital and the right political conditions. It might be better to use that favorable moment to introduce new policies (e.g. a UBI) and upgrade a collection of existing different policy modalities that together deliver the same or more benefits without the political economy risks.
Past efforts prove a Job Guarantee pilot couldn’t even get out of congress
Porter 21 (Eduardo, is an economics reporter for the business section of The New York Times. 02-18-2021 “Should the Feds Guarantee You a Job?” https://www.nytimes.com/2021/02/18/business/economy/job-guarantee.html)//BH-NB//
On the surface, the politics seem as stuck as ever. Senator Cory Booker, the New Jersey Democrat, introduced bills in 2018 and 2019 to set up pilot programs in 15 cities and regions that would offer training and a guaranteed job to all who sought one, at federal expense. Both efforts failed.

[bookmark: _Hlk139965071]JG MMT Link---2NC
Republicans hate MMT and Job Guarantees
Moller 19 (Zach,  earned a Bachelor’s degree in Economics from the University of Florida and a Master’s degree in Economics from the University of Virginia. 07-18-2019 “What Is MMT, and Why Isn’t It Practical?” https://www.thirdway.org/memo/what-is-mmt-and-why-isnt-it-practical)//BH-NB//
Enter a new far-flung theory, this time from the far left. Modern Monetary Theory (MMT) promises that we should stop obsessing over how to pay for policies such as Medicare for All, a federal jobs guarantee, a universal basic income, free college—anything really. Imagining a world without federal budget constraints is politically attractive to some progressives because they’ve rightfully felt short-changed by blatant Republican hypocrisy. Republicans screamed about the national debt when Obama was in office trying to save the economy from the great recession, and then passed a huge tax cut for high-income and wealthy individuals and corporations in the midst of an economic expansion.
[bookmark: _Hlk139965054]MMT would alienate republicans
Wray 21 (Larry, is a professor of Economics at Bard College and Senior Scholar at the Levy Economics Institute. 08-2021 “What Is MMT’s State of Play in Washington?” https://www.levyinstitute.org/pubs/e_pamphlet_2.pdf pg.3)//BH-NB//
Yet there is some evidence that leads to a more optimistic assessment of MMT’s success. In the fall 2019 I was invited by Representative John Yarmuth’s (D, KY-03) office to testify on budget deficits before the House Budget Committee.5 Previous to and after the hearing I was told by the congressman as well as his staff that at least the Democrat side of the committee was genuinely interested in and actively considering the MMT approach to fiscal policy. It turned out that was true on the Democrat side, but the Republican side merely parroted talking points proclaiming that the US federal government ought to balance its books just like any household or firm and that MMT’s prescriptions would lead to rack and ruin.
Social Security Link---2NC
Republican leaders like McCarthy want the programs gone they’ll fight the plan.
Gleckman 22 (Howard,  is a senior fellow in the Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center at the Urban Institute, where he edits the fiscal policy blog TaxVox and the daily news summary The Daily Deduction. 10-26-2022 “Politicians Are Arguing Again About Social Security. That’s Good” https://www.taxpolicycenter.org/taxvox/politicians-are-arguing-again-about-social-security-thats-good)//BH-NB//
GOP plans This year’s debate started when several influential Republicans urged big Social Security changes as part of broader government reform. In February, Sen. Rick Scott (R-FL), who chairs the GOP’s Senate campaign committee, proposed a wide-ranging plan to sunset all federal programs, including Social Security and Medicare, after five years. Many Senate Republicans, including GOP leader Mitch McConnell (R-KY) disavowed Scott’s plan. But others, such as Sen. Ron Johnson (R-WI), embraced it. Last June, the Republican Study Committee (RSC), which represents about 150 House Republicans, proposed tying the age at which people could collect full Social Security benefits to life expectancy, increasing the minimum benefit for those who work 40 years or more, and reducing initial benefits for high-income earners. House Republican leaders, including Rep. Kevin McCarthy (R-CA), who hopes to become Speaker next year, hint they may refuse to increase the nation’s debt limit unless Democrats agree to their Social Security and Medicare changes. Social Security’s recent announcement that it will increase benefits by 8.7 percent in 2023 only raised public attention on the program.
Republicans have been trying decades to cut social security – GOP leaders hate the plan.
Kruman 23 (Paul,  is an American economist who is the Distinguished Professor of Economics at the Graduate Center of the City University of New York and a columnist for The New York Times. 02-13-2023 “The G.O.P.’s Long War Against Medicare and Social Security”  https://www.nytimes.com/2023/02/13/opinion/columnists/republicans-medicare-social-security.html)//BH-NB//
Politically, the most crucial moment in President Biden’s State of the Union address was his declaration that “some Republicans want Medicare and Social Security to sunset every five years.” Why did he say that? Maybe because Senator Rick Scott, when he was the chairman of the National Republican Senatorial Committee, released a fiscal plan last year with the bullet point “All federal legislation sunsets in five years.” Seems straightforward, doesn’t it, despite cries of “lies” from the floor? But right-wing news media — well aware that Biden hit a nerve — has gone into overdrive insisting that his claim was false. Even some mainstream media figures have claimed that Biden was “over the top.” The basis for these denunciations, as far as I can tell, is the idea that calling a plan to sunset legislation a plan to sunset legislation is somehow misleading, because voters don’t know what “sunset” means. Indeed, just because the legislation authorizing a program comes to an end needn’t mean that the program will die; Congress can always vote to reinstate it. But, of course, many Republicans do want to eviscerate these programs. To believe otherwise requires both willful naïveté and amnesia about 40 years of political history. First of all, if Republicans had absolutely no desire to make major cuts to America’s main social insurance programs, why would they sunset them — and thus create the risk that they wouldn’t be renewed? As Biden might say, c’mon, man. And then there’s that historical record. Two things have been true ever since 1980. First, Republicans have tried to make deep cuts to Social Security and Medicare every time they thought there might be a political window of opportunity. Second, on each occasion they’ve done exactly what they’re doing now: claiming that Democrats are engaged in smear tactics when they describe G.O.P. plans using exactly the same words Republicans themselves used. So, about that history. It has been widely forgotten, but soon after taking office Ronald Reagan proposed major cuts to Social Security. But he backed down in the face of a political backlash, leading analysts at the Cato Institute to call for a “Leninist” strategy — their word — creating a coalition ready to exploit a future crisis if and when one arrived. To that end, Cato created the Project on Social Security Privatization, calling for replacing Social Security with individual accounts — which George W. Bush tried to do in 2005. By then, however, Cato had quietly renamed its project; “privatization” polled badly, and Bush insisted that it was a “trick word” used to “scare people.” So there’s a history here, and there’s a similar history for Medicare. Many people probably recall that Newt Gingrich shut down the federal government in 1995. I don’t know how many people realize that Gingrich’s key demand was that President Bill Clinton agree to large cuts in Medicare and Medicaid. After Republicans gained control of the House in 2010, Paul Ryan began pushing for major cuts in spending. One key element was converting Medicare from a system that pays medical bills to a system offering people fixed sums of money to be applied to the purchase of private insurance — that is, vouchers. But many though not all supporters of the Ryan plan insisted that calling vouchers “vouchers” was a left-wing smear. So are people who claim that Biden was over the top unaware of this track record? Do they really not know that Republicans have spent more than four decades trying to find ways to undermine Medicare and Social Security? Are they unaware that there’s a long history of Republicans whining that Democrats are engaged in smear tactics when they describe Republican policies using exactly the same words Republicans used themselves until political consultants urged them to find euphemisms? Well, I don’t think Biden is going to let up. He knows (as do his hysterical opponents) that his attacks are effective, and he has the facts on his side. Oh, and one Republican who might be especially vulnerable to Democratic attacks over social insurance programs is Ron DeSantis. Before becoming Florida’s governor, DeSantis enthusiastically endorsed Ryan’s Medicare voucher proposal and declared that allowing seniors to retire in their late 60s was “unsustainable.” As governor, DeSantis has made headlines with culture-war attacks on education and his opposition to public-health measures. But in some ways his biggest achievement, if you might call it that, has been blocking the expansion of Medicaid in his state under the Affordable Care Act; in so doing he’s leaving hundreds of thousands of Floridians with no realistic way to get health insurance and is leaving billions in federal funds on the table. True, Medicaid, unlike Medicare and Social Security, is means-tested. But it’s also extremely popular; DeSantis’s actions suggest that he’s an ideologue who hates social programs on principle. So to go back to our original premise, when Biden suggests that “some Republicans” want to eviscerate key programs, he’s right; and Ron DeSantis is almost surely one of the Republicans he’s right about.

UBI Link---2NC
Lack of Congressional Agreement Necessitates Vast PC Expenses
Matthews 16 (Chris Matthews, Writer at Fortune, frequently investigates issues regarding the economy and politics. “Comrade Bill Gross Says the Federal Reserve Should Pay Your Rent”. Fortune. May 5, 2016. https://fortune.com/2016/05/05/bill-gross-universal-income/. Accessed 7/12/2023)//EKW
“Money for free! Well not exactly,” he writes. “The Piper that has to be paid will likely be paid for in the form of higher inflation, but that of course is what the central banks claim they want.” This is pretty surprising stuff coming from a guy who bet the farm back in 2010 on the idea that Federal Reserve bond buying would spark excessive inflation and cause interest rates to soar. Gross was wrong, and now, I guess, he’s admitting that his economic framework was flawed. And he should be commended for changing his mind as the evidence changes, as he should be commended for looking outside the box for solutions to anger that the 2016 election cycle has clearly showed are festering just beneath the surface of middle-class America. This is in stark contrast to what many of the experts who spoke at this week’s Milken Institute Global Conference were saying. At the conference, which draws the elite of the world of finance as well as many politicians, many seemed to be in denial, dismissing the idea that 2016 presidential primaries say anything about the problems ordinary Americans are facing. Of course, the chances of something like UBI passing in a political climate like we have today aren’t all that great. UBI boosters like to say that it’s an idea that both sides of the aisle can get behind, but the reasons why they can get behind it are so diametrically opposed as to make this agreement moot. The Democratic Party is getting pulled to the left on issues of entitlement spending and the minimum wage. The Republican Party (outside of Donald Trump) believes that we must cut or at least cap transfer spending. And neither party seems particularly interested in compromising, which makes the idea that they will set aside their differences to focus instead on the delivery method of these transfer payments a bit far fetched. Wonks like to talk about issues like UBI, because it allows them to discuss policy without taking political stand on what level of redistribution is fair. But politicians and voters care much more about big moral issues like what level of wealth inequality is just. And Congress isn’t going to waste the political capital on a major reform that may be palatable for everyone but doesn’t address these larger questions.

UBI Requires Substantial Political Capital
Whitney 21 (Rich Whitney, Attorney from Carbondale, Illinois, now working as an appellate public defender. "How Universal Basic Income Can Help Build a Solidarity Economy". Non Profit News September 9, 2021https://nonprofitquarterly.org/how-universal-basic-income-can-help-build-a-solidarity-economy. Accessed 7/11/23)
Because it would be universal, UBI would allow government to eliminate a great deal of the wasteful bureaucracy and the time-consuming and often humiliating means-testing practices that accompany most current welfare programs. This is something of a double-edged sword. Some critics raise the specter of UBI being used as an opportunity for right-wing or rightward-leaning legislators to cut existing social-welfare programs.36 Here again, though, the same criticism could be leveled against any proposed social-welfare reform. Yes, reactionary elites will always have the inclination to intentionally underfund or otherwise undermine a beneficial reform, but that is not a legitimate objection to advocating for the reform in the first place. This criticism fails to recognize that the benefits of any such reform measure always depend(s) upon political will. For example, just because public funding of higher education in the United States has been inadequate for decades, this does not make higher education a bad idea. The public housing system in the United States is horrible, but that does not make public housing a bad idea. The success of any reform always depends, in the final analysis, on sufficient mobilization to not only win the gain but also maintain it over time. Therefore, the only legitimate aspect of this criticism of reforms like UBI is that the political mobilization needed to obtain it and sustain it over time will divert time and energy from other projects that may more directly advance us toward a solidarity economy. In short, it comes down to a judgment call on whether work on this reform merits the expenditure of time, effort, and political capital needed to secure it versus other projects that would advance the ball. 
Massive Amounts of Opposition Necessitate PC Spending
Suddha 21 (Suddha Marketing. “Universal Basic Income: Understanding the Debate” DebateUS. 2021. https://new.debateus.org/universal-basic-income-understanding-the-debate/ Accessed 7/11/23)//EKW
A second set of disadvantages concerns the political consequences. Putting a new policy into place can take a lot of political capital, which is the money and support that politicians and policymakers have at their disposal. The political disadvantage argument argues that implementing a UBI could use up political capital that would be better spent on other policy priorities This opposition is likely to emerge from many corners. First, Fiscal conservatives. Fiscal conservatives are concerned about the potential cost of implementing a UBI. They argue that providing a regular income to all individuals would be too expensive and could lead to a significant increase in government spending, deficits, and debt. Second, Corporations and the wealthy. Some corporations and wealthy individuals oppose UBI because it could lead to higher taxes or reduce the power and influence of the wealthy elite. They argue that UBI is a form of redistribution that would discourage hard work and entrepreneurship. Third, ideological opponents. People who don’t believe in social welfare or want the government to stay out of the economy could be against UBI for ideological reasons. They argue that UBI is a form of socialism that would lead to a nanny state and undermine individual responsibility and initiative. Fourth, labor unions. Some labor unions are opposed to UBI because they fear it could lead to a reduction in wages and benefits for workers. They argue that UBI could give employers greater bargaining power and could lead to a reduction in the social safety net for workers. Fifth, social conservatives. Social conservatives may oppose UBI because they believe that it would undermine traditional family structures and work ethics. They say that giving everyone a basic income would make people lazy and dependent, and it could lead to a loss of social values. A big program like this could cost the Democrats some political capital, but it could also have effects on the election that could make or break their chances of keeping the presidency.
UBI is not popular enough to garner natural support — aff requires PC. 
Nova 18 — Annie Nova, reporter on the personal finance team at CNBC, covering education, 2018 (“More Americans now support a universal basic income,” CNBC, February 26th, Available Online at https://www.cnbc.com/2018/02/26/roughly-half-of-americans-now-support-universal-basic-income.html, Accessed 07-12-2023 T)
Still, the survey found that 52 percent of Americans do not support a basic income.
The chances of a universal basic income coming to pass are highly unlikely, said Robert Greenstein, president of the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities. By his estimates, a program providing everyone with $10,000 annually could cost more $3 trillion a year.
That big of a bill is more likely to increase poverty than reduce it, he said, because other programs like Social Security and Medicare would need to be cut.
“To me, universal basic income is a beautiful, pie-in-the-sky idea,” Greenstein told CNBC. “But I don’t ever see it getting beyond pie-in-the sky.”
The idea of universal basic income is more popular with certain groups.
For example, 65 percent of Democrats want to see a universal basic income and 54 percent of people between the ages of 18 and 35 do. In comparison, just 28 percent of Republicans support universal basic income.
“Anything that sounds like welfare gets a much more negative reaction from Republicans,” said Frank Newport, editor-in-chief of Gallup.
Newport said he found it interesting that the public doesn’t necessarily wants the government to pay for universal basic income. Instead, 80 percent of supporters say that the companies that benefit from artificial intelligence should pay the higher taxes to fund a basic income.
Standing said Americans might be receiving those checks sooner than previously thought, thanks to the realization of what could follow if they never came.
“You can’t have a free market economy if people are constantly insecure,” Standing said. “You can’t expect them to be rational.”
Modern conservatives reject UBI — research and empirics prove. 
McQuarrie 22 — Colin McQuarrie, University of Louisville studying Political Science and Economics, 2022 (“Progressives Support the Universal Basic Income, and Conservatives Should Too,” Louisville Political Review, October 28th, Available Online at https://loupolitical.org/2022/10/28/progressives-support-the-universal-basic-income-and-conservatives-should-too/, Accessed 07-12-2023 TC)
Optics of UBI
Research has shown that a majority of conservatives do not support UBI. It also shows the correlation between conservatives in America and similar nations that think differently about the potential effects of UBI. One of the main objections of American conservatives to UBI is that they consider it a deterrent to work, and that essentially “free” income would disparage individuals from working. This is not the case. Going back to Mathematica’s New Jersey Experiment, we see that recipients exhibited little to no withdrawal from the workforce, and in fact, actually benefit their local economies by moving into private housing instead of government assisted, as well as purchasing more goods and services on average.
In the United States, where conservative behemoths like James Baker, Milton Friedman, and Richard Nixon once championed the basic income, modern Republican leaders now fight tooth and nail to kill this policy. But the reality is clear: the waning health of the United States’ welfare system is in dire need of a fix, and the UBI champions the individualist, entrepreneurial, and self-determinist ideals of the quintessential conservative.
Republicans vehemently reject UBI for a variety of reasons even during times of global crises — there is no hope for now.
Brufke 20 — Juliegrace Brufke, capitol hill correspondent and writer for several news organizations, 2020 (“GOP lawmakers slam proposals for guaranteed income amid pandemic,” The Hill, April 29th, Available Online at https://thehill.com/homenews/house/495392-gop-lawmaker-slam-proposals-for-guaranteed-income-amid-pandemic/, Accessed 07-12-2023 TC)
House Republicans are pushing back on the idea of providing a minimum guaranteed income to Americans amid the financial fallout of the coronavirus pandemic. 
Speaker Nancy Pelosi (D-Calif.) expressed an openness to the concept on Monday during an interview with MSNBC while discussing the financial aid recently approved by Congress to help bolster the economy. 
“Let’s see what works, what is operational and what needs attention,” she said.
“Others have suggested a minimum income, a guaranteed income for people. Is that worthy of attention now? Perhaps so,” Pelosi continued. “Because there are many more people than just in small business and hired by small business … that may need some assistance as well.”
While Congress previously passed coronavirus relief measures that included provisions to provide up to $1,200 to individuals and forgivable loans to small businesses, proponents of a universal basic income have argued that Congress needs to do more to help Americans stay afloat. 
However, top GOP lawmakers are accusing Democrats of attempting to use the pandemic to move policy to the left, blasting the proposal as fiscally irresponsible and opportunistic. 
“It’s incredibly tone-deaf of Speaker Pelosi to continue using this crisis to push these radical socialist ideas that have been consistently rejected,” House Minority Whip Steve Scalise (R-La.) said. “What we should be focused on is responsibly implementing the relief packages we passed to get trillions of dollars directly into the hands of families and businesses so the American people have jobs and an economy to come back to when we finally reopen.”
Rep. Jim Banks (R-Ind.) echoed Scalise’s sentiments, arguing that Congress should be working on a plan to get the economy back on track after the pandemic. 
“Congressional Democrats already told us they’re taking advantage of a crisis to turn America into a socialist country. They admitted this pandemic is a ‘tremendous opportunity to restructure things to fit [their] vision,’ ” Banks said, referring to a comment made by House Majority Whip James Clyburn (D-S.C.). “Republicans, on the other hand, are trying to provide temporary relief to preserve the strong Trump economy we had before the pandemic.” 
Rep. Matt Gaetz (R-Fla.) also blasted Democrats for considering the idea.
“The Speaker’s comments reaffirm that Republicans are the party of working Americans while Democrats prefer diminished productivity, hundreds of millions for illegal aliens, upgrades to the Kennedy Center and bailouts for states that made bad decisions before COVID-19 ever escaped the Wuhan Institute of Virology,” Gaetz told The Hill.
There has been no evidence that the coronavirus outbreak originated from a research lab in Wuhan.
Meanwhile, others have argued that they don’t believe creating another safety net is necessary, pointing out that there are already programs in place that can be utilized to help those struggling financially. 
“We already have a universal basic income — it’s called work. We also have [Social Security Disability Insurance] SSDI for people who are unable to work physically or due to disabilities. We have security if you’re older, they’ve earned it,” Rep. Paul Mitchell (R-Mich.) told The Hill.  
“We have a variety of forms of support for people like unemployment compensation and public assistance for purely short-term assistance,” Mitchell continued, “so I’m trying to understand exactly what [Pelosi] wants to do besides throw more money at people.”
While the idea of a standard income has faced strong opposition from the GOP, members of both parties have floated proposals for additional federal assistance to be provided to individuals and businesses amid the pandemic. 
Sen. Josh Hawley (R-Mo.) has proposed for the federal government to pay 80 percent of workers’ wages through the end of the pandemic. And Reps. Tim Ryan (D-Ohio) and Ro Khanna (D-Calif.) have proposed for those making less than $130,000 a year to receive a monthly payment of at least $2,000.  
Rep. Pramila Jayapal (D-Wash.), a co-chair of the Congressional Progressive Caucus, introduced a measure that would create a program to provide a federal guarantee for 100 percent of workers’ salaries up to $100,000 for up to three months. 

There is strong opposition to UBI.
Times Editorial 21 — Los Angeles Times Editorial Board, 2021 (“Editorial: America is taking baby steps towards universal basic income,” Los Angeles Times, March 14th, Available Online at https://www.latimes.com/opinion/story/2021-03-14/stockton-biden-child-tax-credit-universal-basic-income, Accessed 07-12-2023 TC)
The $1.9-trillion COVID-19 relief bill that President Biden signed into law Thursday includes an initiative that looks a lot like guaranteed income for families. Starting in July, parents of children ages 17 and younger will get monthly cash grants of up to $300 per child, to spend however they please.
Could this be the start of a broader effort to combat poverty with bigger monthly checks? Some signs point to yes. Although no Republicans voted for the COVID bill, there has been bipartisan support in Congress for increasing the child tax credit and for turning it into a monthly payment, rather than a once-a-year reduction in one’s income taxes.
But once the extreme circumstances of the pandemic are behind us, the high political hurdles to guaranteed-income programs will remain. More data from more trials would help overcome those hurdles and show that such programs are sustainable, scalable and more effective than other approaches.
Consider, for example, how Republican Sens. Marco Rubio of Florida and Mike Lee of Utah, two proponents of much larger child tax credits, blasted the increase in the COVID relief bill because it made the money available to the indigent as well as the comfortable. “That is not tax relief for working parents; it is welfare assistance,” they complained in a statement last month.
Herein lies the biggest challenge for anti-poverty programs in general, and guaranteed income programs (or “universal basic income”) in particular. Like Rubio and Lee, many Republicans — and many Americans — argue that government aid should flow only to people who have earned it somehow, and that it should be temporary. It’s the flip side to the myth that government handouts breed dependence and indolence, rather than lifting people up to the point where they can escape poverty’s gravitational force.
Proponents of guaranteed income argue that the aid enables people to surmount the many obstacles they face to earning a decent living — something that the existing collection of safety-net programs often fails to do. By providing cash with no restrictions on how it’s spent, the programs are not only far cheaper to administer, they allow recipients to use the dollars to meet their own unique needs, which may be child care for some, tuition for others.

Reject any evidence that claims general support for UBI — the aff needs cards to prove specific support for its specific policy design. 
Chrisp and Martinelli 22 — Joe Chrisp, Public Policy, Master in Science, University of Bristol, Philosophy, Politics and Economics, Bachelor of Arts, University of Oxford, Social Policy, Doctor of Philosophy, Political feasibility of a universal basic income in advanced welfare states, University of Bath, Post-doctoral research fellow, University of Bergen, Luke Martinelli, Visiting Lecturer at Bath Spa University, 2022 (“The Case for a Basic Income in the Emergent Digitalized Economy', in Marius R. Busemeyer and others (eds), Digitalization and the Welfare State (Oxford, 2022; online edn, Oxford Academic, 21 Apr. 2022), Available Online at https://doi.org/10.1093/oso/9780192848369.003.0010, Accessed 07-12-2023 TC)
The pertinence of the preceding analysis of basic income attitudes to basic income’s practical political feasibility does have limits. Asking respondents for their position on abstract welfare preferences is limiting because we do not know whether they would be willing to expend real political capital, the strength of their preferences vis-à-vis alternatives, and/or if they are fully aware of the implications and trade-offs their choice involves. It is very likely that people might favor basic income in abstract terms, but that support would fall substantially in the context of budgetary constraints. Although the ESS question does state that the policy would be financed through a combination of tax rises and benefit cuts, the full implications of the trade-off are not apparent. More generally, then, we have concerns that questions regarding such a specific (and rather hypothetical) welfare policy reform as basic income would be subject to high levels of “non-attitudes” (Converse 1974), particularly without a response option for “neither support or oppose.”
The “hypothetical” nature of the basic income question—and the related issue that respondents do not have a concrete example of the policy in mind—ties in with an issue that is quite specific to basic income. In light of a myriad alternative “modes of implementation” regarding payment levels, funding options, and interactions with the wider system of welfare benefits, attitudes to basic income are likely to depend on which specific policy design features are envisaged by the respondent. As we mentioned previously, Martinelli (2020) shows that basic income policy design is subject to a three-way trade-off between fiscal, distributional, and bureaucratic goals. Alternative forms of basic income give rise to a specific pattern of winners and losers and are likely to appeal to (or dissuade) different coalitions of political actors. Thus, it is likely that apparently broad-based support will not survive the specification of a concrete direction for reform.


Universal Health Care Link---2NC
Implementing a UHC would require massive political capital from Biden.
Brundtland 17 (Gro Harlem, is a Norwegian politician, who served three terms as the 29th Prime Minister of Norway and as the director-general of the World Health Organization from 1998 to 2003. 07-10-2017 “Political commitment is the key to Universal Health Coverage” https://theelders.org/news/political-commitment-key-universal-health-coverage)//BH-NB//
Writing in the British Medical Journal, Gro Harlem Brundtland explains how Universal Health Coverage is a matter of political commitment since it consists of a political process ensuring the creation of an equitable health financing system. "Universal health coverage is not just desirable, but eminently achievable"- Gro Harlem Brundtland The new Director-General of the World Health Organization, Dr Tedros Adhamon, has made his priority clear: to work tirelessly to fulfil the promise of Universal Health Coverage (UHC). This was his message throughout his successful election campaign, which he reiterated during May’s World Health Assembly. As one of his predecessors at WHO, I applaud his vision and ambition. There is a growing political consensus that UHC is not just desirable, but eminently achievable. At The Elders, where I am the deputy chair, we see UHC as the best strategy to achieve the overall health sustainable development goal. Dr Tedros also made another very significant statement during his speech, that: “Universal Health Coverage is a matter of political commitment and we have to ensure political commitment if we are going to achieve it.” "Universal Health Coverage is a matter of political commitment." This is an extremely important message for the global health community, which often tends to overlook the politics of health reforms in preferring to focus on technical solutions. But across the world we know that in every country, extending health coverage is an inherently political process, especially when it comes to creating an equitable health financing system. This is because UHC can only be achieved by the state compelling healthy and wealthy members of society to subsidise services for the sick and the poor. In effect, UHC can only be reached through public financing where the state has a big role in raising revenues fairly, according to people’s ability to pay and allocating pooled resources according to health needs. "UHC can only be reached through public financing where the state compels healthy and wealthy members of society to subsidise services for the sick and poor." Not surprisingly, this transition to a publicly financed health system is often challenged by interest groups that tend to benefit from a fragmented privately financed system—for example private insurance companies, private hospitals, and those who are ideologically opposed to a welfare state. This opposition can be extremely well organised and powerful as we are seeing in the United States and South Africa. Overcoming this opposition and launching successful UHC reforms therefore requires a large investment of public financing and political capital by the government. In fact, given the huge political costs and benefits involved, it is usually the case that UHC reforms must be led by the head of state, as ministries of health lack the power to raise sufficient funding and tackle UHC opponents effectively.
Republicans hate the plan – multiple warrants
Lisa 2/23 (Kate, is a graduate from Auburn University's School of Journalism and hit the ground running reporting and editing for several Capital Region newspapers since. 02-09-2023 “Lawmakers, labor unions negotiating single-payer health care bill” https://spectrumlocalnews.com/nys/central-ny/politics/2023/02/10/lawmakers--labor-unions-negotiating-single-payer-health-care-bill)//BH-NB// 
Lawmakers and labor unions are working to amend a longtime bill that would establish a single-payer health care system in New York as budget talks get under way.  About 1 million New York adults, or about 1 in 6, lack health insurance, according to the New York City Health Department. Lawmakers have debated the best way to ensure every New Yorker has access to health coverage for decades, including replacing existing coverage through private insurance companies and implementing socialized health care in the state. Legislation nicknamed the New York Health Act would create a universal health care system and cover all primary, preventive and specialized medical care for all New Yorkers, regardless of immigration status. The system would be funded through an income-based graduated tax based on a person's ability to pay. "If we allow insurance companies to remain at the center of the health care endeavor, then we're never going to be able to get out of it," said sponsor Sen. Gustavo Rivera, who chairs the Senate Health Committee. The proposed universal health plan for the state would differ from the federal Affordable Care Act in eliminating insurance companies as the core of the system. "...Ultimately, what Obamacare did was to provide some standards for a marketplace of insurance plans," said Rivera, a Bronx Democrat. "We want to move away from that completely. The notion of premiums, the notion of out-of-pocket costs, the notion of networks, these are all the things that insurance companies rely on and want to continue to push on us."  Lawmakers will not provide details on potential changes to the legislation as they work to amend the measure, which has continued to gain support from Democrats in the state Senate and Assembly signing on as co-sponsors over the last few years. Assembly Health Committee Chair Amy Paulin is new to sponsor the bill, taking the reins from original sponsor Assemblyman Richard Gottfried who retired last year. Many of the state's public employment unions have long opposed a universal health system in New York, wanting to ensure their workers will retain the same level and quality of coverage they secured in contract negotiations.  "They have not been enamored with the bill," said Paulin, a Democrat from Scarsdale. "I know that Dick had proposed some language to address their concerns. I'm waiting to see what those reactions to that language are before I go forward." Republicans blast the idea of New York creating and implementing a universal health system in the state. Sen. Patrick Gallivan, a Republican from Elma, stresses the No. 1 obstacle is the exorbitant, unknown cost of the change — estimated to be billions of dollars — and impact on higher tax rates for New Yorkers and businesses.  "The bill leaves a lot to speculation and simply says, 'we're going to go and do this and then we'll figure it out after we pass the law,'" Gallivan said Thursday. "That's not acceptable." Gallivan also expressed the concern a single-payer health system would impact the quality of health care available to New Yorkers. Bill Hammond, senior fellow for Health Policy with right-leaning think tank the Empire Center, says the Health Act would completely dismantle the state's current health system when most of the 1 million uninsured people could get coverage through expanding existing programs or better advertising. Opponents are also skeptical the state could handle overhauling its health system, citing examples of problematic government programs or corrupt entities. "This is not a state that's known for efficient management of programs," Hammond said. "And this would be the mother of all programs to manage." Meanwhile, conversations between lawmakers and labor unions remain ongoing.  The new version of the Health Act is expected to be reintroduced in the coming weeks as the Senate and Assembly prepare to release their one-house budget proposals next month. But the specific timeline and priority for this legislative session remains unclear. "Whether it's this year, I don't know, but I am planning on trying to push forward," Paulin said. Several labor unions that have been publicly opposed to a single-payer health care system didn't respond to requests for comment or declined to be interviewed Friday. Those in support of the Health Act argue a single-payer system would cost less by cutting out private insurance companies, out-of-pocket costs and county Medicaid expenses. "Single-payer is a way to actually have a system that we pay less money for and that produces better results," Rivera said, adding, "...The idea that health care is a human right is something that everyone can agree on. Not everyone can agree the same that there's one way to get there." Rivera has had discussions with Hochul's staffers about a single-payer health system in the state and said some people in her administration are on board with universal medical coverage for New Yorkers. Representatives with Hochul's office did not respond to questions Friday about the governor's stance on the need for socialized health care in New York. It was not something she included in her executive budget proposal released last week or her State of the State address on Jan. 10.
Internal Link
PC Key---2NC
[bookmark: _Hlk140230934]Political Capital is key for the farm bill to have SNAP, climate smart ag and reduce inequalities.
Fatka 7-14-23 (Jacqui, is the current policy editor for Farm Progress  where she covers the ongoing developments in ag policy, trade, regulations and court rulings – She also has a bachelor's degree in journalism and mass communications, with a minor in agriculture education, from Iowa State University. 07-14-2023 “Democrats want to wield power on farm bill” https://www.agri-pulse.com/articles/19698-democrats-want-to-wield-power-on-farm-bill)//BH-NB//
Members of a House Democratic task force on the farm bill say they should use their power to protect their interests during negotiations on the legislation or else hold out until there is a change in the makeup of Congress. During a roundtable discussion hosted by the task force Thursday in the Capitol, the group's chairman, Bennie Thompson, D-Miss, was joined by Reps. Jahana Hayes, D-Conn., and Jim McGovern, D-Mass., to hear stakeholders’ insight on how to formulate the caucus’ farm bill priorities.  Thompson said the goal is to finish the task force’s recommendations by the end of the month. Hayes and McGovern are members of the House Ag Committee. Thompson is not. McGovern also is the top Democrat on the House Rules Committee. Thompson encouraged commodity and other groups to stay united, noting they “can’t be too territorial if we’re going to get a compromise farm bill.” McGovern said cutting nutrition programs was a non-starter for Democrat support. If that’s the path Republicans plan to take, “let’s not do a farm bill. Let’s buy some time until we get a Congress that will actually do the right thing. We have some power here,” McGovern said. The lawmakers said the farm bill reauthorization offers a chance to address issues that are prioritized by Democrats and to capitalize on the need to pass a bill. Hayes said in attempting to achieve bipartisanship, Democrats should not give up their desire to tackle systemic inequities. “I think so many times that we concede ... ‘this is the best we can get,’ and we live to fight another day. But there’s no reason to even do that. We should be able to come to the table on these issues and do things that are advantageous for everyone,” she said. “I hope that we produce a farm bill that is forward thinking, that builds capacity and infuses the pipeline and really thinks about the next steps so that we are not just putting Band-aids on generational problems that we have,” Hayes added. One of the issues is funding for climate-smart agriculture, which Hayes said “should not be a fight.” She said she’s hearing many farmers in her district are already doing these practices but need government assistance to help with startup costs. Leaders from the Environmental Defense Fund and the Environmental Working Group called on the Democrats to protect the new conservation funding provided in the Inflation Reduction Act, which Thompson called a “godsend” to address the shortfalls in funds for farmers who wanted to adopt climate-smart actions on their farm. Thompson said Democrats will need McGovern’s help to protect those funds from an attempt by Republicans to reallocate those dollars elsewhere in the farm bill. “If we want that money to continue, we will have to somehow get it included,” Thompson said into the farm bill baseline, but it should remain allocated for conservation. “If those various programs have made a difference, the goal is to get that difference infused in the farm bill so we can go forward.” Cathy Burns, president and CEO of the International Fresh Produce Association, reminded the task force that the White House held its "historic" conference on hunger, nutrition and health last fall with the goal of ending hunger and reducing diet related disease by 2030. “Simply put, we cannot achieve these targets without a farm bill this cycle that deliberately put policies in place that aligns with those very goals,” Burns said. “Domestically, specialty crops accounted for 44% of the farm gate value. Despite this, and the fact that the Dietary Guidelines for Americans recommends that 50% of our plate is fruits and vegetables, only about 3.5% of the farm bill expenditures target fruits and vegetables.” Aaron Shier, director of government relations at the National Farmers Union, caught Hayes’ attention with what she called a “strikingly low statistic.” He noted that farmers and ranchers on average only receive 14 cents of every dollar that consumers spend on food. Shier said the lower percentage of the food dollar going to farmers is why NFU is advocating for a competition title in the farm bill. “We think we need to focus on fair and competitive markets and build additional market opportunities for farmers,” Shier said. Andrew Walmsley, a senior director of government affairs for the American Farm Bureau Federation, said the farm bill presents an “important opportunity for us to rise above partisanship." He urged Democrats to work together to pass legislation that protects food security and ensures future success for farmers.
Democrats need PC to protect SNAP.
Goldstein 23 — Luke Goldstein, writing fellow at The American Project, 2023 (“How Washington Bargained Away Rural America,” The American Prospect, May 24th, Available Online at https://prospect.org/power/2023-05-24-how-washington-bargained-away-rural-america/, Accessed 07-12-2023 TC)
Food stamp legislation all but certainly had enough support to pass on a floor vote if the Ag Committee would have allowed it; President Johnson was even able to get a pilot “surplus commodities” program instituted administratively in 1962. Finally, to save the farm bill, the Southerners struck an agreement to build on the surplus commodities demonstration and include food stamps in the package. This arrangement was permanently enshrined in the 1977 farm bill.
“That historical contingency forever changed the politics of the farm and thus the direction of our country’s ag policy,” said Jonathan Coppess, the author of The Fault Lines of Farm Policy and the former administrator of the Farm Service Agency at the Department of Agriculture under President Barack Obama.
Republicans dominate rural America today, and Democrats the urban core. This polarization set up a recurrent political dynamic, which began after Republicans took the House in 1994. Republicans wage war on the poor by threatening cuts to SNAP in order to gain political leverage, even though rural areas are increasingly signing up for SNAP as poverty rises. This allows the GOP to extract as many pounds of flesh as they can for their Big Ag benefactors. In recent years, that’s meant loopholes for a cap on payments that a single farm can receive and also allowing the extended family of farmers to acquire subsidies even if they don’t actually work on the farm.
For their part, Democrats expend their political capital to protect SNAP, and cede most decision-making about agricultural programs to Republicans. To the extent that Democrats push for changes to the agriculture titles, they often broker compromises to expand programs that suit the parochial interests of the states they represent. For example, Michigan Sen. Debbie Stabenow, the current Democratic chair of the Senate Agriculture Committee, championed the Local Agriculture Market Program (LAMP) in the 2018 farm bill, which delivers grants to help farmers markets.
“It’s a lot like a hostage negotiation between both parties to jam their priorities through,” said policy adviser Ferd Hoefner.
By the end of the bipartisan back-scratching, hardly any lawmakers understand the full scope of the bill they’re voting for. Usually checking in at nearly 1,000 pages, the legislative boondoggle is so long and convoluted that you’d have better odds finding lawmakers who’d read the entirety of a Thomas Pynchon novel than the full text.
Most of the programs Republicans fight for in the farm bill would not be able to pass in their current form on a straight floor vote. SNAP, on the other hand, carries much higher popularity among voters in polling. The welfare side of the bill is what makes the package politically possible. But the ag subsidies are what keeps rural America in a perpetual state of crisis.
Debates over SNAP and Debt Ceiling cause further delays. PC K2 reaching a national consensus.
Abbott, Chuck. 2023. Master's in Public Affairs Reporting, Sangamon State University Bachelor's in political science, Western Illinois University. “Summer Is near but Farm Bill May Be Months Away.” Successful Farming, 5 June 2023, www.agriculture.com/news/business/summer-is-near-but-farm-bill-may-be-months-away. Accessed 13 July 2023. ID.ELC
The Senate and House Agriculture committees are weeks or even months away from drafting the 2023 farm bill, a remarkably late start for what is always a detailed and time-consuming process. The new farm bill would be the most expensive ever and is likely to be completed after the Sept. 30 expiration of the current farm law, if recent history is a guide. Neither of the committees has set a timeline for assembling the broad-spectrum legislation. SNAP could be a sticking point, notwithstanding arguments that the debt ceiling bill, enacted over the weekend, was the last word on work requirements. "Budget issues are part of the story," said Pat Westhoff, director of the FAPRI think tank, pointing to the lengthy negotiations over the debt ceiling. In addition, the CBO updated its 10-year projections in mid-May, marginally increasing the farm bill baseline to roughly $1.5 trillion. "The debt limit debate and the delayed CBO scoring created a lot of uncertainty that may have discouraged parties from putting forward concrete proposals," said Westhoff. "At least some of that uncertainty has been resolved but I'm not sure there is consensus even now about what the budget target for the bill as a whole should be, let alone the targets for particular titles of the bill." The 2014 and 2018 farm bills were completed behind schedule, with food stamps as the major hurdle each time. The 2018 midterm elections effectively ended the standoff over Republican-proposed SNAP cuts, with Democrats gaining control of the House. President Trump signed the bill into law on Dec. 20, 2018. three months after the nominal expiration date of the 2014 farm law. The 2008 farm bill was supposed to be replaced in fall 2012 but Congress fought over food stamps until early 2014.
SNAP negotiations prove the farm bill passing will be all about political capital.
Coppess 23 (Johnathan, is a Associate Professor at University of Illinois who has experience in federal policymaking guides his research, extension, and teaching in agricultural policy and law. 04-27-2023 “The House Debt Ceiling Bill and the 2023 Farm Bill Reauthorization Debate” https://farmdocdaily.illinois.edu/2023/04/the-house-debt-ceiling-bill-and-the-2023-farm-bill-reauthorization-debate.html)//BH-NB//
The budget-driven political playbook may be an effective political strategy that is relatively easy to execute; it has been honed since 1981 (see e.g., Stockman 1986; Greider, December 1981). The policy accomplishments are much more difficult to discern, but this strategy has certainly accomplished little in terms of reducing federal spending, deficits or debt. The most recent House debt limit bill is a rather striking proposal, largely devoid of major substantive policy changes and would modestly reduce annual deficits or the national debt. The changes to SNAP stand as an exemplar, recycling work requirements at a time of historic unemployment achieves little actual savings while likely harming hundreds of thousands of low-income Americans. The point, however, is not policy substance or actual spending reductions; it is negotiating leverage and politics. The effectiveness of this latest iteration of the strategy remains very much in doubt, more so the consequences and impacts of either success or failure. The same can be said for the prospects of reauthorizing a farm bill in 2023. An optimist might see a proposal and an opening negotiating position less extreme than in the past, or that might have been expected; a pessimist might see a relatively transparent attempt at positioning for shifting the blame of pending catastrophe. The deadline for taking action is rapidly approaching.
PC is key to gaining political will – which is necessary to pass.
FWW 23 (Food & Water Watch is a Washington, D.C.-based non-governmental organization group hich focuses on corporate and government accountability relating to food, water, and corporate overreach. 01-19-2023 “A Fair Farm Bill For All” https://www.foodandwaterwatch.org/2023/01/19/a-fair-farm-bill-for-all/)//BH-NB//
Rebuilding our regional food infrastructure will not happen overnight; it requires public investment and political will. Farm Bill funding should invest in programs that connect local farms to the grocery stores and restaurants where consumers spend their food dollars.69 This includes increasing funding for regional food hubs that help smaller farms distribute and sell their products in new markets that would otherwise be difficult to enter.70

End Game PC IL---2NC
Tensions High Surrounding SNAP 
Hill 23 (Meredith Lee Hill, Meredith Lee is a food and agriculture policy reporter for POLITICO. She previously spent six years at NewsHour covering the 2016 and 2020 campaigns, the Trump and Biden administrations, Congress and economic policy. Her work included supply chain and food insecurity issues, the Trump and Biden Covid-19 responses in rural communities and efforts to overhaul immigration for migrant agriculture workers. “The Next SNAP Battle”. Politico. June 5, 2023. https://www.politico.com/newsletters/weekly-agriculture/2023/06/05/the-next-snap-battle-00100057. Accessed 7/13/2023)//EKW
IT BEGINS: On Wednesday, the full House Agriculture committee is holding its first hearing on nutrition programs — following the contentious fight over SNAP in the debt talks. As we’ve reported, Democrats have complained that the committee has yet to hold any hearings on the matter — while they argue some Republicans spread false claims about SNAP and program recipients during the debt talks. The hearing will set up a major fight between Republicans and Democrats in the House during the upcoming farm bill reauthorization later this summer. UPCOMING FIGHT: But the Senate and House are on an even bigger collision course over the topic of SNAP. Senate Agriculture Chair Debbie Stabenow (D-Mich.) last week told MA that, from her perspective, Congress is “done” with any discussion around SNAP changes. “What’s clear to me is once this is done we are not revisiting it in the farm bill. This is it,” Stabenow said in an interview. But Speaker Kevin McCarthy, in his speech last Wednesday night celebrating the House’s passage of the debt bill, appeared to gear his caucus up for a bruising farm bill battle over SNAP. “Let’s get the rest of the work requirements,” McCarthy said. Remember: Some House Republican hardliners are even more eager to push stricter SNAP work requirements in the farm bill after they felt the debt agreement between Biden and McCarthy “watered down” what was in their original bill. A wide swath of House Republicans were also not pleased that CBO projected all the SNAP work requirement changes in the debt bill will actually increase spending and enrollment for the program — which Republicans have been trying to cut. McCarthy had originally pitched the new work requirements as a way to keep the U.S. from borrowing more money from China to pay able-bodied people not to work, but the CBO projection directly undermines that claim. Senior Republicans dispute that projection. But regardless, three House GOP hardliners told MA the CBO analysis just proved how “embarrassing” the Republican-led negotiations were.

Horsetrading IL---2NC
Hard-Right Republicans Threaten to Hold House Hostage Unless Concessions are Made
Hill 23 (Meredith Lee Hill, Meredith Lee is a food and agriculture policy reporter for POLITICO. She previously spent six years at NewsHour covering the 2016 and 2020 campaigns, the Trump and Biden administrations, Congress and economic policy. Her work included supply chain and food insecurity issues, the Trump and Biden Covid-19 responses in rural communities and efforts to overhaul immigration for migrant agriculture workers. “Far-right Republicans threaten to derail another House priority”. Politico. June 15, 2023. https://www.politico.com/news/2023/06/14/mccarthy-house-gop-farm-bill-00101968. Accessed 7/13/2023)//EKW
The recent far-right rebellion that brought the House floor to a halt is a bad omen for another rapidly approaching legislative fight: the 2023 farm bill. Major battle lines are forming within the House Republican caucus over the $1 trillion farm bill reauthorization expected to hit the full House this fall — just as Washington is set to descend into another all-consuming battle to fund the government. GOP hardliners are still fuming over the deal House Speaker Kevin McCarthy struck with President Joe Biden to raise the debt limit earlier this month, especially a provision that could expand the number of people on federal food aid. And they are keen to take another swing at limiting that anti-hunger program, the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, up for reauthorization in the farm bill — which promises to be politically polarizing. Republican lawmakers from agriculture-heavy districts, however, want to move as quickly as possible to pass the legislative package — which contains billions of dollars for agriculture and rural development programs their constituents rely on. And they worry their far-right colleagues will snarl up those plans, pushing farm bill passage into the new year. That’s presenting McCarthy with one of his biggest legislative tests yet: Fending off yet another revolt from the right flank of his caucus while securing the bipartisan support that will be necessary to approve the must-pass legislation. At the rate it’s going, Congress may have to resort to extending the existing farm bill authorizations as programs begin to expire this fall — a practical and political headache for the agriculture sector and ag-state Republicans as they gear up for the 2024 election. It’s not just moderate Republicans raising alarms about the potential fall-out if the GOP-led House fails to pass a farm bill this year. “I don’t have a lot of confidence of anything passing the House anymore under the current environment,” said Rep. Scott DesJarlais (R-Tenn.). DesJarlais, one of the few Republicans who is a member of both the Freedom Caucus and the Agriculture Committee, said he plans to reach out to all the fellow hard-right members he can in order to pass a farm bill with minimal delays. But he noted “there’s certain members … that I don’t think anybody can change their opinions.” The notoriously complex farm bill reauthorization process, by design, requires similar bipartisan compromises to those that enraged conservative Republicans during the debt limit negotiations. GOP aides are already assuming that a swathe of far-right Republicans will not vote for the farm bill, and they’ll need at least four to five dozen Democratic votes to pass it in the narrowly-divided House. Far-right Republicans are arguing that Kevin McCarthy and fellow GOP leaders “watered down” new SNAP work requirements in their deal to raise the debt limit. But after taking a beating over that deal with the White House, and straining to defuse the Freedom Caucus’ rebellion on the House floor last week, McCarthy has signaled it will likely be politically necessary to offer up some concessions to the hard right in the farm bill. In addition to further cuts to SNAP, GOP hardliners are targeting some of the farm safety net programs that are a third rail for the agriculture sector. A House Republican, who spoke of the condition of anonymity to discuss internal matters, said any concessions from McCarthy to House GOP hardliners on the farm bill would be “a really dangerous pin to pull out of the grenade,” given the swift and bitter backlash it would stoke from the rest of the caucus. The farm bill came up only in passing during McCarthy’s meeting with the leaders of the so-called “five families” GOP caucus factions earlier this week, as one of the many legislative items Republicans need to get done this fall, according to two House Republicans who were granted anonymity to discuss private conversations. House Agriculture Committee staff have started compiling a 2023 draft of the farm bill as the panel races to complete a series of farm bill hearings. Negotiations on the text are expected to heat up later this month, with aides and lawmakers pushing for a committee markup by early September. The House-passed legislation will have to be reconciled with the version approved by the Senate. According to Senate Agriculture Chair and No. 3 Democrat Debbie Stabenow of Michigan, Congress is “done” discussing SNAP work requirements in the wake of the debt limit talks. Many lawmakers are beginning to worry that given the current trajectory, the reauthorization process could drag into 2024, which would put additional pressure on a U.S. agriculture sector already reeling from high inflation and, in turn, become a political headache for lawmakers in agriculture-heavy districts and states ahead of the 2024 election. Senate Minority Leader Mitch McConnell recently took to the floor to warn(ed) that “time is running out” to pass a farm bill this year. McCarthy has experienced a similar farm bill scenario in the past. He was the No. 2 Republican in the House in 2018 when Freedom Caucus members helped to sink a partisan House GOP farm bill on the floor. It took another seven months for Congress to get the final bill to then-President Donald Trump’s desk, giving Democrats ammunition to go after rural-district Republicans in the meantime. The Republican-majority Senate eventually stripped the House GOP’s steep SNAP restrictions from the final legislation, despite months of toil by McCarthy and then-Speaker Paul Ryan. This time around, congressional leaders are facing even more of a time crunch and far-right Republicans are taking an even harder line, arguing McCarthy and fellow GOP leaders “watered down” new SNAP work requirements in their deal to raise the debt limit. Although he hails from an agriculture-heavy district in California’s Central Valley, McCarthy is still not heavily involved, personally, in the farm bill policy talks. In private, however, the speaker has told fellow Republicans that in order to appease hardliners, the party will need to at least push for stricter work requirements and other restrictions on federal food assistance for low-income Americans beyond the debt deal provisions, according to three other GOP lawmakers who were granted anonymity to discuss internal matters. “I think what the Speaker is saying is that let’s not just let that be the end of the conversation. Let’s have a good conversation, a bipartisan conversation about how we can have the most integrity and serve the most people with the dollars that we have,” said Rep. Brad Finstad (R-Minn.), chair of the House Agriculture subcommittee that oversees the country’s leading anti-hunger program. Many moderate House Republicans, however, are done having that conversation for now — especially those who delivered their party the House majority in 2020 by flipping districts Biden won over Trump. Democrats are already attacking many of those vulnerable Republicans for their support of the debt deal and the new SNAP restrictions in it. Rep. McGovern mocks House GOP rebellion: 'Boy, what an achievement' “We’ve negotiated a new level of requirements on SNAP and I think it’s time to move forward from there,” said Rep. John Duarte (R-Calif.), who represents an agriculture-heavy California region that Biden carried by double digits in 2020. Nebraska Rep. Don Bacon, another Republican in a Biden district, warned that pushing for SNAP restrictions beyond what Biden and McCarthy agreed to in the debt limit law would threaten the viability of the entire farm bill. “You can’t just have an agreement and then say we’re gonna change it,” Bacon said. “In the end, if we get a bipartisan bill, you’ll get enough Democrats on board where [opposition from some far-right House Republicans] won’t be an issue.” “I think that’s the goal,” Bacon added. We don’t want this to be a partisan bill.” Some of the more centrist House Democrats who McCarthy will need to vote for the farm bill have also publicly warned him against attempting to include further restrictions on SNAP in the farm bill. “SNAP is certainly one of the best tools we have for reducing poverty,” said Rep. Marie Gluesenkamp Pérez (D-Wash.) during a recent hearing, who noted rural communities like hers are more likely to be enrolled in the program than their urban counterparts. Like Bacon, Rep. Sanford Bishop, a moderate Democrat who represents a rural stretch of Georgia, warned that additional GOP efforts to pare back nutrition spending in the farm bill threatens the future of the entire legislation — which includes key farm safety net programs moderate Democrats and Republicans need in their districts. “It’s inextricably tied together,” said Bishop.
Solves Inequality---2NC
SNAP Effective Now – GOP Farm Bill Proposal Looking to Change That
Cox 23 (Ty Jones Cox, Vice President for Food Assistance Policy, Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, Before the Senate Agriculture Committee’s Subcommittee on Food and Nutrition, Specialty Crops, Organics, and Research. “Building on SNAP’s Effectiveness in the Farm Bill”. Center on Budget and policy Priorities. April 19, 2023. https://www.cbpp.org/research/food-assistance/building-on-snaps-effectiveness-in-the-farm-bill. Accessed 7/13/23)//EKW
Research shows that SNAP is one of our most effective tools in reducing hunger and food insecurity. Much of SNAP’s success is due to its structure: it is designed so that everyone who is eligible can get benefits; it expands automatically to meet needs during tough times; and it focuses its benefits to the households with the least resources available to purchase groceries, assisting families with low incomes to obtain adequate nutrition, regardless of where they live. As of December 2022, SNAP was helping more than 42 million low-income people in the U.S. to afford a nutritionally adequate diet by providing them with benefits on a debit card that can be used only to purchase food at about 254,000 retailers across the country. On average, SNAP recipients receive about $6 per person per day in food benefits, now that the temporary additional benefits during the COVID-19 public health emergency have ended. SNAP’s reach shows the extensive need for nutrition assistance and SNAP’s critical role in addressing it. FIGURE 1 Food Insecurity by Race and Ethnicity Reveals Stark Disparities Despite SNAP’s success in reaching people with low incomes, large numbers of households across all backgrounds still struggle to afford food each month. Given this ongoing need, as I will discuss below, I urge you to protect SNAP from efforts to cut it and make it less responsive to people’s needs and to take opportunities to strengthen the program, particularly for racial and ethnic groups that continue to face far higher levels of food hardship than white households, often due to a long history of racism and discrimination that has resulted in less opportunity in education, housing, and employment. (See Figure 1.) SNAP reaches about 80 percent of eligible households. It delivers the largest benefits to those least able to afford an adequate diet. About 92 percent of SNAP benefits go to households with incomes at or below the poverty line, and 54 percent go to households at or below half of the poverty line (about $12,430 for a family of three in 2023). Families with the greatest need receive the largest benefits; these households, particularly households with children, also have higher rates of participation in the program. Nearly 90 percent of SNAP participants are in households that contain a child under age 18, an older adult 60 years or older, or an individual with a disability. SNAP is also an important support for workers who are paid low wages. Millions of people in the U.S. work in jobs with low wages, unpredictable schedules, and no benefits such as paid sick leave — all of which contribute to high turnover and spells of unemployment. SNAP provides monthly benefits that help fill gaps for workers with low and inconsistent pay and can help workers afford food during periods when they are looking for work. The majority of SNAP participants who can work do so, either while receiving SNAP or before and after. Among SNAP participants who are working-age, non-disabled adults, more than half work while receiving SNAP — and 74 percent work in the year prior to or the year after receiving SNAP. For families with children and at least one working-age, non-disabled adult the work rates are even higher: 75 percent of households with children include someone who works while receiving SNAP and nearly 90 percent of such households include someone who works in the year prior to or the year after receiving SNAP. This shows that joblessness is often temporary for SNAP participants. SNAP is also highly responsive to the economy. When more households are out of work or see their earnings fall, SNAP automatically expands to serve everyone who is eligible and applies. This mitigates hardship during a recession and gets money into the economy quickly, acting as stimulus for the economy overall. At the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, SNAP responded quickly to deteriorating economic conditions, pushed back against food insecurity and other forms of hardship, and supported families during periods of unemployment, earnings loss, and uncertainty. Moreover, Congress acted expeditiously to temporarily modify and expand SNAP ― changes that states implemented quickly and effectively ― to deliver additional food assistance to households in communities across the country. Those temporary pandemic measures have now ended, or will soon end. SNAP and other forms of economic support prevented food insecurity from surging during the pandemic. But annual measures of food insecurity did rise for households with children and for households headed by Black adults; people of color have faced higher levels of food insecurity for decades. SNAP is a powerful anti-poverty tool, keeping nearly 8 million people above the poverty line in the years before the COVID-19 pandemic, including 3.6 million children. SNAP not only alleviates near-term hardship, but it is also an investment in the future, as participation is associated with improved long-term outcomes in health, education, and labor market outcomes. Participants are more likely to report excellent or very good health than low-income non-participants and studies have linked SNAP to improved educational attainment, higher rates of high school completion, and improved labor market outcomes in adulthood. Older SNAP participants are less likely than similar non-participants to forgo their full prescribed dosage of medicine due to cost. SNAP may also help low-income seniors live independently in their communities and avoid hospitalization. The program’s effectiveness has been boosted by the recent update to the Thrifty Food Plan (TFP) to better reflect the modern cost of a healthy diet, as directed by the bipartisan 2018 farm bill. The TFP update, which took effect at the start of fiscal year 2022, raises the average benefit per person per day by about $1.35 in fiscal year 2023, which is boosting millions of families’ ability to add a greater variety of fruits, vegetables, and other healthy foods to their diet. Going forward, the statutorily required reevaluation every five years will ensure that SNAP’s benefit amounts reflect the latest research evidence and stay up to date as these factors continue to evolve. While the SNAP program is strong, some elements of its program design make it less effective in combatting food hardship than it could be. For example, SNAP’s harsh three-month time limit for many unemployed adults not raising children cuts off benefits for participants who may be looking for work, who face barriers to work, or who should have been exempted but the state did not correctly screen them, creating hardship with no significant impact on employment among those affected. Policymakers could also improve SNAP’s effectiveness by expanding access to food assistance for groups such as low-income seniors, people in Puerto Rico and certain other U.S. Territories, college students, people who are immigrants, and people with prior drug felony convictions; improving performance metrics so they measure program accessibility; and ensuring that SNAP operations keep pace with emerging technology. The farm bill should seek to address some of these shortcomings in the program to ensure that more people are able to access the food assistance they need. Unfortunately, rather than focus on these areas for improvement, some Republican members are calling for cuts to SNAP as part of budget negotiations on the farm bill, and have put forward proposals that would undercut SNAP’s effectiveness. A bill from House Agriculture Committee member Dusty Johnson and more than 20 other House Republicans would dramatically expand SNAP’s three-month time limit, including by applying it to additional groups of people, such as parents of school-age children and older adults, and severely restricting or eliminating states’ flexibility to waive the time limit in areas where there are insufficient jobs. This would double down on a policy that has been studied and shown to be highly ineffective. Two peer-reviewed papers published in the last two months (whose findings are consistent with other SNAP time limit studies) showed that SNAP’s harsh time limit reduced participation in the program by as much as 53 percent among those subject to the time limit, but achieved no effects on employment. Evidence both from the existing SNAP time limit and work requirement experiments in Medicaid show that these policies often hurt people who have disabilities who the state should have exempted but didn’t, and can even take away SNAP from people who are working but can’t navigate the bureaucratic reporting requirements. The proposals in the Johnson legislation would put more than 10 million people, about 1 in 4 SNAP participants, at risk of losing some or all of their food assistance. This includes 6 million people who would be newly subject to the time limit and at risk of losing eligibility for SNAP, and about 4 million children who live in families that could have their SNAP benefits reduced, harming the entire household. House Budget Committee Chair Jodey Arrington has similarly called for stricter work requirements in SNAP, and Senator John Kennedy introduced an even harsher bill in the Senate. In addition, budget plans put forward by the Republican Study Committee and by Trump-era Office of Management and Budget Director Russell Vought propose to take food assistance away through harmful work requirements while, respectively, turning SNAP into a strict block grant (often used to promote large, unspecified cuts) and radically restructuring SNAP by capping program spending. Ironically, some have also put forward proposals to deny SNAP to working households whose income is modestly about the standard income limit but whose high expenses for things like housing, child care, or health care strain their food budgets. Some 37 states have recognized the benefit to allowing these households to receive modest SNAP benefits to supplement their low earnings and have used flexibility in the SNAP law to do so, but some want to take away this state flexibility and cut food assistance to working households even as they insist that more SNAP recipients should be working. SNAP is a highly effective program that alleviates hunger and poverty, has positive impacts on the long-term outcomes of those who receive its benefits, and supports people in low-paid jobs and those between jobs. This effectiveness is threatened, however, by proposals that would impose harsh new policies that take benefits away from people not meeting work-reporting requirements and other possible cuts or structural changes. Indeed, SNAP proposals should be evaluated on whether they are likely to reduce food insecurity overall and, in particular, among Black, Indigenous, and Latino households, who face unconscionably high levels of food hardship. I discuss these issues in more depth in the remainder of my testimony.

Solves Climate---2NC
The farm bill is key to prevent climate change
Greenfield 22 (Nicole, is a writer in NRDC’s Communications department. 10-18-2022 “If You Care about Climate Change, Then You Care about the Farm Bill” https://www.nrdc.org/stories/if-you-care-about-climate-change-then-you-care-about-farm-bill)//BH-NB//
About every five years, Congress revises and reauthorizes a legislative package that sets food and farming policy in the United States. The farm bill helps determine what we grow and how we grow it, funds programs for farmers as well as food access for low-income families, and establishes environmental protections for natural resources like soil and water. There have been 18 farm bills since the first one passed in 1933, and its last iteration in 2018 was a $428 billion investment. The bill has 12 categories, called titles, and they cover everything from agricultural conservation and rural utilities to nutrition and crop insurance. The nutrition title is the largest, receiving more than 75 percent of the bill’s total dollars to fund programs like the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP). Some may not immediately see the environmental and health connection, but Allison Johnson, a senior attorney in NRDC’s People & Communities program who works on food and health, says, “The Farm Bill is one of the most critical pieces of legislation that shapes our food system and its environmental impacts, such as air and water pollution. So it's something that every environmentalist should be paying attention to and engaging their representatives on.” Senate and House agriculture committee hearings for the 2023 update are already underway, with officials gathering input from the public, including from environmental organizations. For instance, in recent months, NRDC submitted testimony in Michigan on job growth and economic opportunity, and, in Minnesota, on a wide range of issues, including regenerative and organic agriculture, water infrastructure, and Farm to School programs. Climate change, of course, is an issue that runs through them all. Agriculture is responsible for about 11 percent of U.S. greenhouse gas emissions—an amount higher than the total emissions from all but the 12 most polluting countries in the world. Some big sources of those emissions are concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFOs), with their huge manure lagoons, ruminant livestock like cattle and sheep that literally belch methane (and they do this a lot), and synthetic fertilizers and pesticides, which take large amounts of fossil fuels to produce and then release nitrous oxide once used. Peter Lehner, a former NRDC executive director and now director of Earthjustice’s sustainable food and farming program, says the stakes are too high to let industry call the shots any longer. “We have to get onto the playing field—and we have to get on the playing field with a 30-year perspective.” Indeed, the $369 billion Inflation Reduction Act, which President Joe Biden signed into law in August, recognizes the relationship between agriculture and climate change. Among other provisions, the act includes $20 billion for climate-friendly agriculture—the largest investment in agricultural conservation funding since the federal response to the Dust Bowl in the 1930s—and $6 billion in relief for farmers and ranchers burdened by debt or discrimination. The upcoming farm bill can build on the momentum set into motion by these investments. Here’s how. Climate-friendly farming “The connection between climate and agriculture is really beginning to crystalize, and there are many opportunities for our agricultural system to shift from being a climate problem to a climate solution,” says Matthew Kaplan, a senior attorney in NRDC’s Nature program. Some of the greatest natural climate solutions lie right under our feet: regenerative and organic farming. The country’s agricultural soils have the potential to store 250 million metric tons of carbon dioxide or its equivalent every year—if we tend to them in the right ways. With the farm bill, Congress could incentivize regenerative practices, such as cover cropping, or planting specific crops like rye and peas with the intention of building soil health. One way to do that is through the COVER Act, which would offer farmers who plant cover crops a $5-per-acre savings on their crop insurance. The farm bill could also expand programs such as the Soil Health Demonstration Trial, a 2018 farm bill addition that tracks and compensates farmers’ efforts to improve their soil. Lastly, next year’s legislative package could establish programs to help farmers and ranchers incorporate agroforestry into their operations in order to help make crops—and surrounding lands and waterways—more resilient to climate impacts. To boot, a 2011 study found that growing trees around crops and pastureland, an Indigenous land management practice, could offset up to a third of United States’ carbon emissions each year. In addition, more support for organic farming could help reduce the use of fossil fuel–intensive fertilizers and pesticides that emit nitrous oxide, a potent greenhouse gas that also harms the ozone layer. NRDC began advocating for the farm bill to include support for organic agriculture more than three decades ago, after it exposed the risks that the residues of pesticides like Alar pose to children. Partly in response, the 1990 farm bill introduced the national standards for the production and labeling of organic produce that we know today. Now Congress has the chance to build on a new U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) initiative that will expand organic agriculture by providing flexible support for farmers and ranchers during the challenging three-year transition to organic. Organic transition programs help put organic farming and ranching within reach for many who wouldn’t otherwise be able to afford it, and some existing successful programs that train farmers and make organic certification easier could be a helpful model for the next farm bill.
Revitalizing the farm bill is key to mitigating Climate Change
Merrigan 22 (Kathleen, is an American politician who served as the United States Deputy Secretary of Agriculture.  11-01-2022 “The 2023 Farm Bill: FBLE Recommendations Overview” https://www.farmbilllaw.org/wp-content/uploads/2022/11/FBLE-Recommendations-Overview.pdf pg.3)//BH-NB//
While many conventional agricultural practices contribute to greenhouse gas emissions—such as nitrous oxide from fertilizer application and methane from livestock production—and pollute our soil, air, and waterways, many farms have adopted and many more can transition to more sustainable practices and can, instead of contributing to climate change, actually mitigate it. Indeed, many existing programs can be refined and optimized to ensure that the U.S. agricultural and forestry sectors protect and enhance our shared environment for generations to come. Through USDA’s conservation programs and incentives, forest management and reforestation programs, investments in research and development on carbon sequestration, and stronger stewardship of public investments in farm support programs, Congress can help U.S. agriculture realize its potential to reach net zero, or even negative, carbon emissions.
The farm bill is uniquely key to funding conservation programs that prevent climate change.
Nebeker 23 (Ryan, is the Research and Policy Analyst for FoodPrint. 4-10-2023 “Farmers and Advocates See Opportunity for Climate Action and Racial Equity in the Upcoming Farm Bill” https://foodprint.org/blog/farm-bill-climate-action-racial-equity/)//BH-NB//
Some of the farm bill’s funds also go towards conservation programs, which have traditionally paid farmers not to farm. Many farms contain land near waterways or on steep slopes that are highly vulnerable to erosion, for example, and giving farmers funds in exchange for an agreement that they won’t farm them helps stabilize soils. Similar programs exist for protecting grassland and wetland habitat. There are also a number of “working lands” conservation programs that help farmers fund projects that reduce their environmental footprint, like cover cropping, adopting no-till or putting better manure management plans into place. Many of these programs have benefits to climate: leaving land undisturbed helps sequester carbon in soil, and the list of approved projects under working lands conservation programs has expanded to include more climate-oriented projects in recent years. But these are financially small programs that focus most explicitly on soil retention and water quality; by and large, climate change adaptation and mitigation have been largely ignored in the farm bill. As climate advocates argue, many of the bill’s usual provisions actually double down on emissions intensive farming methods, adding incentives for producers to get even bigger whether they’re growing row crops or raising animals in a factory farm setting. But beyond the opportunity to correct some of these incentives, advocates for sustainable agriculture say a new approach to the farm bill could have big benefits for climate-smart agriculture and the people who practice it. Doing so, however, would require some major policy shifts away from big agribusiness interests and towards small farmers, farmworkers and other more marginalized voices within the food system.

Solves Economy---2NC
SNAP benefits stabilize and multiply throughout the economy — solves aff. 
Canning and Morrison 19 — Patrick Canning, Bachelors and Masters degrees in agricultural and resource economics from the University of Maryland, Ph.D. in economics from George Washington University, Agricultural Economist in the Food Markets Branch of the Food Economics Division, Rosanna Mentzer Morrison, Assistant Director for Product Coordination and Dissemination for ERS' Food Economics Division, Associate Editor for ERS' flagship magazine, Amber Waves, 2019 (“Quantifying the Impact of SNAP Benefits on the U.S. Economy and Jobs,” Amber Waves, Available Online at https://www.ers.usda.gov/amber-waves/2019/july/quantifying-the-impact-of-snap-benefits-on-the-u-s-economy-and-jobs/, Accessed 07-15-2023) 
USDA’s Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) is the Nation’s largest food assistance program. In fiscal year 2018, SNAP served an average 40.3 million people per month and issued $60.9 billion in benefits to be spent in food stores authorized to accept SNAP benefits. The primary goal of SNAP is to provide low-income households with additional rCaesources for buying food.
But SNAP also serves as an automatic stabilizer for the economy. For example, during an economic downturn, when unemployment increases and wages fall, more individuals become eligible for SNAP and enroll in the program. As SNAP participants spend this increased Federal assistance, income is generated for those involved in producing, transporting, and marketing the food and other goods purchased by SNAP recipients. The impact of this increased spending by SNAP households “multiplies” throughout the economy as the businesses supplying the food and other goods—and their employees—have additional funds to make purchases of their own. This multiplier effect on the economy may extend well beyond the initial money provided to SNAP participants.
Although the multiplier theory is well known, the size of the multiplier from increased SNAP benefits is less clear. A recent ERS study examined the multiplier impact of a hypothetical $1 billion increase in SNAP benefits and found that this expansion of benefits during a slowing economy would increase Gross Domestic Product (GDP) by $1.54 billion and support 13,560 jobs, including nearly 500 agricultural jobs (farming, forestry, fishing, and hunting). The expanded benefits would also boost income in the agriculture industries by $32 million.

SNAP Provides the Most Economic Stimulus – Program is Key to Local Econ and Job Growth
SNAP to Health 23 (Snap to Health. “The Real Benefits of SNAP”. SNAP to Health. 2023. https://www.snaptohealth.org/snap/the-real-benefits-of-the-snap-program/#:~:text=Economic%20Benefit,effective%20forms%20of%20economic%20stimulus. Accessed 7/14/23)//EKW
Economic Benefit SNAP participation correlates with economic cycles. SNAP benefits are considered one of the fastest and most effective forms of economic stimulus. An additional $5 of SNAP benefits generates $9 in total economic activity According to the USDA’s Economic Research Service, each $1 billion of retail generated by SNAP creates $340 million in farm production, $110 million in farm value-added, and 3,300 farm jobs Every $1 billion of SNAP benefits also creates 8,900-17,900 full-time jobs For every $1 billion in cuts to SNAP funding, 11,437 jobs would be destroyed. 83% of SNAP benefits, equal to $53.4 billion, were spent at 36,500 supermarkets around the U.S.; the remaining 17% was spent at 180,000 small retail stores (including grocery stores, farmers’ markets, wholesalers, and meal services), for a total of $11 billion SNAP beneficiaries spend more dollars on food in local stores than eligible non-participants An increase in SNAP participation by 5% would result in 2.2 million low-income Americans receiving $859 million in SNAP benefits, generating $1.5 billion in nationwide economic activity Measured as a share of the economy (gross domestic product or GDP), SNAP spending fell by 7 percent in 2016 and another 8 percent in 2017, and the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) projects that it will return to the 1995 level in the next few years. As it is now, SNAP is not contributing to long-term budgetary pressures SNAP and the Recession SNAP is considered the most effective and responsive federal program to provide assistance during economic downturns Participation in the SNAP program correlates with periods of economic expansion and retraction; so when the economy suffers, SNAP can provide an immediate and temporary safety net for individuals who lose their jobs (and sustain consumer spending at the same time) SNAP provided $4.3 billion in additional economic stimulus in 2009. Every $1 increase in SNAP benefits during 2009 generated an estimated $1.79-$1.84 in economic activity SNAP delivered more than $40 billion in economic stimulus through the Recovery Act benefit increases
SNAP is Tailored to the Economy- it’s a Powerful Tool
Jones 21 (Jordan Jones, a research agricultural economist in the Food Assistance Branch of the Food Economics Division. His research focuses on the workings and various impacts of federal food assistance programs, especially SNAP. Jordan’s recent work involves measuring the extent of State SNAP eligibility expansions for use in instrumental variables estimation, estimating SNAP’s impacts on food retailers, and estimating how SNAP participation affects the health and food security outcomes of senior-led households. “Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) Linkages with the General Economy”. Economic Research Service U.S. Department of Agriculture. November 9, 2021. https://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/food-nutrition-assistance/supplemental-nutrition-assistance-program-snap/economic-linkages/. Accessed 7/14/23.)//EKW
SNAP Stimulates Economic Activity During an Economic Downturn SNAP is one of the Nation's primary counter-cyclical government assistance programs. It provides assistance to more low-income households during an economic downturn or recession and to fewer households during an economic expansion, serving as an automatic stabilizer to the economy. The rise in SNAP participation during an economic downturn results in greater SNAP expenditures which, in turn, stimulate the economy. During a recession, some households that lose part or all of their incomes become eligible and participate in SNAP. Moreover, for households that were already participating before the recession, SNAP benefits increase if their income falls. Not only do SNAP benefits support a household’s food purchasing needs, benefits also augment the incomes and spending of others (such as farmers, retailers, food processors, and food distributors, as well as their employees); this, in turn, has ripple effects for other parties. Thus, SNAP benefits start a multiplier process that supports macroeconomic spending and production. SNAP participation and benefits can automatically expand when the economy weakens and contract when it strengthens. ERS research has estimated a multiplier of SNAP benefits on Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of 1.54; that is, an increase of $1 billion in SNAP benefits in a slowing economy increases GDP by $1.54 billion and supports 13,560 additional jobs, including nearly 500 agricultural jobs (farming, forestry, fishing, and hunting). See: The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) and the Economy: New Estimates of the SNAP Multiplier

SNAP benefits boost the economy and improve health. 
NCOA 22 — National Council on Aging, 2022 (“4 Surprising Financial Benefits of SNAP,” NCOA, July 16th, Available Online at https://ncoa.org/article/4-surprising-financial-benefits-of-the-supplemental-nutrition-assistance-program, Accessed 07-14-2023)
The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) empowers millions of older Americans to eat healthier—which in turn helps them feel better, prevent chronic disease, and stay independent for longer. Beyond these good-health perks, SNAP makes financial—check out these four surprising beneifts.
1. The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) helps you save money and stretch your budget.
Living on a tight fixed income can be stressful. You may feel anxious on a regular basis, wondering if you’ll have enough each month to cover your expenses. By supplementing your income, monthly SNAP benefits allow you to spend less of your own money on groceries. These savings can then be reallocated to other essential living expenses—such as rent, mortgage, utility bills, vehicle and household repairs, and more.
The average SNAP benefit for an older adult living alone is currently $104 per month.1 However, even if you qualify for only the minimum monthly program benefit of $20, that’s still extra money in your pocket. Every dollar of SNAP assistance can help you afford healthier food and put a bit of additional wiggle room in your budget. Learn what you can buy for $23 in SNAP benefits.
Qualifying for SNAP can also automatically qualify you for other government benefit programs. These include the Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP) and the Lifeline program, which offers no-cost cell phones to older adults in need.
BenefitsCheckUp, NCOA's free benefits search tool, connects you with more than 2,500 benefit programs (including SNAP) that can help you save money on food, utilities, taxes, healthcare, and more. Visit BenefitsCheckUp.org and enter your ZIP code to see which programs you qualify for.
2. SNAP helps boost the local and national economy.
SNAP accounts for roughly 8% of the food American families buy for their households2 and generates revenue for businesses of all sizes. People purchase groceries with their SNAP benefits at about 248,000 retailers across the country, from superstores like Walmart to small "mom and pop" shops. While many of these businesses are large retail chains, approximately 80% of SNAP retailers are small establishments such as convenience stores and bakeries. These stores are often locally owned, which pumps money back into the local economy. SNAP is also widely accepted at farmers markets and farm stands, which helps support local agriculture.
Another way in which SNAP helps the economy is by increasing spending power for beneficiary households. This expands the economic benefit beyond food retailers to include retailers that sell non-food items.
3. SNAP makes it easier to afford healthy food.
Adults aged 60 and older have unique nutrition needs. The latest federal guidance recommends eating a variety of foods to ward off chronic diseases and promote healthy aging—including fruits and vegetables. The problem for people on a limited income is that fresh produce is expensive. And with grocery prices on the rise everywhere, fruits and vegetables become even more cost prohibitive.
The monthly funds provided by SNAP can help soften the blow of skyrocketing food costs. With a little extra in your budget, you can buy fewer packaged and processed foods and more healthy, wholesome fare. What can SNAP benefits be used for? You can use your SNAP electronic bank transfer (EBT) card at grocery and other stores to buy nourishing staples such as:
Fruits and vegetables (fresh, frozen, or canned)
Meat, poultry, and fish (fresh, frozen, or canned)
Dairy (fresh or shelf-stable)
Bread and cereal
Since many farmers markets accept SNAP, too, you’ll also have access to farm-fresh food you might not otherwise have been able to afford. Jackie Smith, age 64, recently expressed to us how grateful she is for SNAP assistance.
4. SNAP lowers healthcare costs—which benefits all of us.
High healthcare costs affect everyone, especially people with low incomes. One culprit behind these high costs is poor nutrition. Unhealthy diets are responsible for nearly 20% of U.S. healthcare expenditures stemming from chronic conditions like heart disease and diabetes. This translates to approximately $50 billion each year.3
Older adults with SNAP, however, are more likely to eat a well-balanced, nourishing diet that keeps them in good health. Additionally, people with SNAP may be more inclined to visit the doctor when they need to—since they have more money to spend on out-of-pocket healthcare costs (e.g., deductibles and coinsurance). It’s no surprise, then, that SNAP enrollment has been associated with fewer emergency room visits, hospital stays, and long-term care admissions.4
Another important way in which SNAP affects healthcare costs is reducing medication nonadherence by making prescription medications more affordable. One study showed that SNAP participants were 5.3% less likely to skip or stop medications, delay refills, and take smaller doses due to cost.5 Higher rates of medication adherence lower healthcare costs by reducing hospitalizations and emergency department use, particularly for older adults with chronic disease.6
Exactly how much does SNAP impact the costs of healthcare? One study showed that older adults with SNAP incur $1,400 (nearly 25%) less in annual medical care costs compared to adults without it.7 A North Carolina study found that the better healthcare outcomes resulting from SNAP translated into an estimated $2,360 reduction in Medicaid spending per person annually.4
SNAP programs benefit the economy and prevent food insecurity — rollbacks hurt food security.
FRAC ND — Food Research and Action Center (“The Positive Effect of SNAP Benefits on Participants and Communities,” Food Research and Action Center, no date, Available Online at https://frac.org/programs/supplemental-nutrition-assistance-program-snap/positive-effect-snap-benefits-participants-communities, Accessed 07-15-2023)
Economic Impacts
For struggling families and communities, SNAP is making a huge difference in their economic well-being and health. For example, SNAP is good for local economies – each dollar in federally funded SNAP benefits generates $1.79 in economic activity.
Census Bureau data also show the crucial importance of federal nutrition programs and other supports for low-income families. When looking at the Census Bureau’s Supplemental Poverty Measure, which serves as an indicator of economic well-being, SNAP lifted 4.6 million people out of poverty in 2015.
Health Impacts
Numerous studies demonstrate that SNAP participation and the amounts of monthly SNAP benefits received by households affect the health and well-being of families and children. For instance, a Children’s HealthWatch brief (pdf) documents health improvements for young children who live in households that received increased SNAP benefits provided by the 2009 American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). Following the increase, “children in families receiving SNAP were significantly more likely to be classified as ‘well’ than young children whose families were eligible but did not receive SNAP.”
The same study also found that the ARRA SNAP boost also had a positive impact on Medicaid costs. “Medicaid cost growth fell in Massachusetts after SNAP benefits increased, especially for people with chronic illnesses with high sensitivity to food insecurity.”
Food Security Impacts
There is strong evidence of SNAP’s effectiveness in alleviating food insecurity. Two studies included in the recent “Long-Term Benefits of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program” White House Report demonstrate this point. Mabli and Ohls (2015) compared households’ state of food security before and after receiving SNAP benefits and found that “SNAP participation reduced the overall fraction of households that were food insecure and the fraction that were very low food secure by around 17 percent and 19 percent, respectively. Mabli and Worthington (2014) find even larger impacts on children’s food security in low-income households with children, showing that food insecurity among children fell by roughly 33 percent after their families had been receiving benefits for about six months.”
Furthermore, the ARRA SNAP benefit boost was terminated effective November 2013 with negative impacts on families. In the wake of that cut, new research from Children’s HealthWatch finds that low monthly SNAP benefit levels and the November 2013 rollback in SNAP benefits have had “a measurable, negative effect on household and child food insecurity.”

SNAP is a unique boost to the economy.
Rosenbaum et. al 20 — Dottie Rosenbaum, Senior Fellow and Director of Federal SNAP Policy, Stacy Dean, former staff member for the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities ,Zoë Neuberger, Senior Policy Analyst at the Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 2020 (“The Case for Boosting SNAP Benefits in Next Major Economic Response Package,” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, May 22nd, Available Online at https://www.cbpp.org/research/food-assistance/the-case-for-boosting-snap-benefits-in-next-major-economic-response, Accessed 07-15-2023)
SNAP benefits are one of the fastest, most effective forms of economic stimulus because they quickly inject money into the economy — and a SNAP benefit increase can be implemented virtually immediately. Low-income individuals generally spend all of their income to meet daily needs such as shelter, food, and transportation; every SNAP dollar that a low-income family receives enables the family to spend an additional dollar on food or other items. Some 80 percent of SNAP benefits are redeemed within two weeks of receipt; 97 percent are spent within a month. That’s why the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) and Moody’s Analytics rate SNAP expenditures as one of the most effective and efficient supports for the economy during downturns, measured on a “bang-for-the-buck” basis. Every dollar in new SNAP benefits increases Gross Domestic Product by about $1.50 during a weak economy, according to a recent Department of Agriculture (USDA) study.

Solves Food---2NC
SNAP is key to food security for millions of people, but its under attack from Republicans. 
Held 23 — Lisa Held, master's degree from Columbia University's School of Journalism, Civil Eats’ senior staff reporter, appeared in publications including The Guardian, The Washington Post, and Mother Jones, 2023 (“This Farm Bill Really Matters. We Explain Why,” Civil Eats, March 20th, Available Online at https://civileats.com/2023/03/20/farm-bill-explainer-2023-bill-snap-nutrition-climate-smart-farming-commodities-insurance-congress/, Accessed 07-13-2023 TC)
Will the Farm Bill’s Hunger Provisions Meet the Growing Need?
For the past month, food pantries in many parts of the country have been rushing to prepare for what they anticipate will be a surge in demand. After a dip in 2021, the number of families who reported “sometimes” or “often” not having enough to eat rose gradually throughout 2022. Now, pandemic-related bumps in SNAP benefits have officially ended, with food prices still much higher than normal.
Meanwhile, in Washington, Senator John Boozman (R-Arkansas), the highest-ranking Republican on the Senate Agriculture Committee, began the first hearing on nutrition programs in the 2023 Farm Bill by chiding the USDA for its 2021 update to the Thrifty Food Plan, which increased benefits based on the rise in food prices over time. It’s the one recent increase that won’t expire, but Boozman said it brought SNAP spending up to “levels that are unsustainable.”
In the coming months, that tension between not enough and too much aid for hungry Americans will almost certainly resurface: Hunger groups will be fighting for expansions to SNAP that Democrats generally support, while many Republicans will sound alarms about the current cost and push for stricter eligibility requirements. Last week, House Republicans introduced their first bill which would make more SNAP recipients subject to work requirements.
SNAP is the largest program authorized by the farm bill, and it is expensive: In 2018, it accounted for 75 percent of the projected $428 billion in farm bill spending between 2019 and 2023, and the Congressional Budget Office recently estimated costs will rise 8.4 percent over the next 10 years. But SNAP’s proportion of the farm bill pie is so large because 40 million people participate annually.
By comparison, commodity programs receive 7 percent of funding, but over the past five years only served an average of 850,000 farmers each year. Average commodity payments are in the tens of thousands of dollars, and some farms get them continuously for decades. A recent EWG analysis found one subset of larger farms had each received tens of millions of dollars since 1985.
In the last few farm bill cycles, hunger groups focused on defending against cuts to SNAP, said Gina Plata-Nino, deputy director of SNAP at the Food Research Action Center (FRAC). This time around, especially since the pandemic exposed how close many people were living to the edge, she said, they want to do more. “This isn’t 2018. Our economy is not the same, and there are ways that people were impacted. We need to do better.”
At the end of February, a coalition of 500 hunger and nutrition groups, including the American Academy of Pediatrics, the Center for Science in the Public Interest, and the American Heart Association, released its 2023 farm bill priorities. Its members say lawmakers should protect the Thrifty Food Plan update and expand eligibility for college students, veterans, and seniors.

SNAP alleviates Food insecurity, ANY setbacks of the program reinforce insecurity.
FRAC. 17. “The Positive Effect of SNAP Benefits on Participants and Communities.” Food Research & Action Center, 8 Mar. 2017, frac.org/programs/supplemental-nutrition-assistance-program-snap/positive-effect-snap-benefits-participants-communities. Accessed 15 July 2023. ID.ELC

Food Security Impacts There is strong evidence of SNAP’s effectiveness in alleviating food insecurity. Two studies included in the recent “Long-Term Benefits of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program” White House Report demonstrate this point. Mabli and Ohls (2015) compared households’ state of food security before and after receiving SNAP benefits and found that “SNAP participation reduced the overall fraction of households that were food insecure and the fraction that were very low food secure by around 17 percent and 19 percent, respectively. Mabli and Worthington (2014) find even larger impacts on children’s food security in low-income households with children, showing that food insecurity among children fell by roughly 33 percent after their families had been receiving benefits for about six months.” Furthermore, the ARRA SNAP benefit boost was terminated effective November 2013 with negative impacts on families. In the wake of that cut, new research from Children’s HealthWatch finds that low monthly SNAP benefit levels and the November 2013 rollback in SNAP benefits have had “a measurable, negative effect on household and child food insecurity.”

Impact
AFF Cards
Won’t Pass---2AC
It won’t pass for another year and a half – past negotiations prove
Chase 7-12-23 (Spencer, is the managing editor for Agri-Pulse which is a trusted source in Washington, D.C., with the largest editorial team focused on food and farm policy coverage. 7-12-23 “Every farm bill is unique. So is the process to pass it.” https://www.agri-pulse.com/articles/19614-every-farm-bill-is-unique-so-is-the-process-to-pass-it)//BH-NB//
Congress is taking so long to start writing a new farm bill that the legislation won't be enacted until well into 2024, or even later, if the timelines for the four most recent farm bills are any guide.  If President Joe Biden were to sign a farm bill by the end of this September — when authorization for many of the programs in the 2018 farm bill is set to expire — Congress would have achieved in less than 80 days what has previously taken an average of about 18 months. How Congress ultimately approaches the reauthorization of the 2018 farm bill is yet to be determined, but it's certainly not going to happen in 2023, based on how long the process has taken in the past.  “I don't know if I can compare [the current process] to anything else because I can't remember any of the farm bills that I've been involved with that we haven't done a markup in full committee — in either committee — before Labor Day,” Randy Russell, who has worked on farm bills as a congressional staffer, USDA official, and lobbyist over his four-decade-long tenure in farm policy, told Agri-Pulse. The last time a farm bill was enacted into law in an odd-numbered year — the first year of a new Congress — was 1985. The last time the farm bill passed without an extension — or following the expiration of many of its authorized programs, as was the case with the 2018 law — was in 2002. The reauthorization process for the last four farm bills has averaged just over 550 days from start to finish; the shortest of those timelines was the 252-day process for the 2018 bill.



Won’t Pass-1AR
Congressional Disagreements Push Back Farm Bill Productivity
Hill 23 (Meredith Lee Hill, Meredith Lee is a food and agriculture policy reporter for POLITICO. She previously spent six years at NewsHour covering the 2016 and 2020 campaigns, the Trump and Biden administrations, Congress and economic policy. Her work included supply chain and food insecurity issues, the Trump and Biden Covid-19 responses in rural communities and efforts to overhaul immigration for migrant agriculture workers. Biden invites lawmakers to White House to discuss farm bill amid looming debt limit crisis. Politico. May 10, 2023. https://www.politico.com/news/2023/05/10/biden-farm-bill-debt-limits-00096190#:~:text=President%20Joe%20Biden%20is%20wading,piece%20of%20legislation%20off%20track. Accessed 7/12/2023)//EW
President Joe Biden is wading into the high-stakes negotiations over the farm bill, amid growing concerns the debt limit stand-off could knock that must-pass piece of legislation off track. Biden has invited a small, bipartisan group of lawmakers to the White House Thursday to discuss the upcoming farm bill reauthorization, according to four people familiar with the plans who were granted anonymity to discuss internal conversations. Congress is aiming to write and pass what is expected to be a $1 trillion-plus bill, which will authorize U.S. food and agriculture spending for the next decade, by this fall. But even senior Senate Republicans are increasingly wary that the mounting debt crisis could derail the traditionally bipartisan farm bill. The group of invitees include House Agriculture Committee Chair G.T. Thompson (R-Pa.) and John Boozman (Ark.), the top Republican on the Senate Agriculture Committee, Senate Agriculture Chair Debbie Stabenow (D-Mich.), who is a member of Democratic leadership, and Rep. David Scott (Ga.), the top Democrat on the House Agriculture Committee. Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack is also expected to attend, according to the people. Stabenow confirmed she was planning to attend the meeting with Biden, which she described as a “general overview” of the farm bill process. “The President’s very interested in getting a bipartisan farm bill and just wants to have an opportunity to touch base,” Stabenow said. The Thursday afternoon meeting, which the president is expected to attend, could be somewhat tense given Democrats’ strong objections to the House GOP’s push to restrict federal food aid and slash other spending as part of their proposal to raise the debt limit. Specifically, House Speaker Kevin McCarthy’s plan would expand work requirements for beneficiaries of the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, the country’s leading anti-hunger program, which is part of the farm bill. A spokesperson for Thompson, the only invitee who has voted for the House GOP debt limit bill, said he plans to attend the White House meeting
Farm bill won’t pass.
Douglas 22 (Leah Douglas, Washington-based award-winning journalist covering agriculture and energy including competition, regulation, federal agencies, corporate consolidation, environment and climate, racial discrimination and labour. “Analysis: U.S. House Republican farm bill approach may test Biden hunger, climate goals”. Reuters. November 18, 2022. https://www.reuters.com/world/us/us-house-republican-farm-bill-approach-may-test-biden-hunger-climate-goals-2022-11-18/. Accessed 7/12/23.)//EKW
WASHINGTON, Nov 18, (Reuters) - U.S. President Joe Biden's pledges to slash emissions from farming and to end American hunger by 2030 may be harder to realize now that Republicans flipped the House of Representatives with a thin majority. Biden's Democrats, who retain control of the Senate, will start negotiating in the coming months with Republican House leaders over a massive farm spending bill passed every five years that funds U.S. public food benefits and farm commodity programs. The current $428 billion bill expires on Sept. 30, 2023. “We know the Republicans will be less excited about innovation and will probably want to protect the status quo,” said Vanessa García Polanco, policy campaigns co-director of the National Young Farmers Coalition, a nonprofit group. The House and Senate agriculture committees draft the bill, and both parties typically make concessions in negotiations. Biden's With Republicans about to control the House, policy advocates said anti-hunger and environment groups may have to scale back policy proposals they had hoped to get included in the bill such as rewarding farmers for climate-friendly practices and expanding food benefits. The House agriculture committee will likely be led starting in January by Glenn "GT" Thompson of Pennsylvania. A staffer for Thompson said his main goal is to get the bill passed and he does not yet have clear policy priorities. In past remarks, he has criticized U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) spending on climate programs, and supported restrictions on hunger benefits. The farm bill has a historical reputation of bipartisanship, so some advocates told Reuters they are warily optimistic. Still, growing polarization in Congress could hinder strong hunger and climate goals. Passage of the 2014 farm bill was held up more than a year as conservative House Republicans tried unsuccessfully to strip the bill of nutrition programs. About 80% of Republicans on the House Agriculture Committee are members of the conservative Republican Study Committee, whose 2023 budget recommendations similarly proposed dramatic changes such as separating nutrition and farm programs. Democratic Senator Debbie Stabenow, chairwoman of the Senate Agriculture Committee, said she planned to lead a bipartisan negotiation process and that the bill would ultimately align with Biden’s priorities. “Make no mistake: we cannot, and will not, go backwards,” she told Reuters in an email. “The climate crisis is real. Millions of Americans, including millions of children, are food insecure.” ‘HUNGER CLIFF’ About 75% of farm bill funds go toward anti-hunger programs including the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), also called food stamps. USDA data shows about 41 million people have received SNAP benefits this year. In previous farm bills, Republicans on the House Agriculture Committee have sought tighter nutrition spending. The issue could be particularly contentious this time because emergency pandemic-era boosts to SNAP could expire as soon as January, said Ellen Vollinger of the Food Research & Action Center, an anti-hunger group. “Whenever it does end, most SNAP recipients are going to lose about $82 a person a month,” she said, calling the looming expiration a “hunger cliff.” Surging food price inflation also has strained household budgets. At an April agriculture committee hearing on the SNAP program, Thompson expressed support for tightening work requirements for benefit recipients. But Jim McGovern, a Democrat on the House farm committee, told Reuters any cuts to SNAP or changes to work requirements "will result in a farm bill not getting done, period." In September, at the first hunger conference of its kind in half a century, Biden pledged to end hunger by 2030. Many of the strategies he laid out would require Congressional action, but there was little Republican participation in the conference, which Thompson called a "political stunt". NOT A 'CLIMATE BILL' Republicans have also protested efforts by U.S. Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack to reduce farming’s 10% contribution to U.S. emissions of climate-warming gases. In September, USDA announced a $3 billion investment for “climate-smart” farm projects like planting cover crops and using sustainable grazing practices. Every Republican member of the House agriculture committee signed a letter calling the funding “abusive and troublesome." Thompson's aide said he took issue with spending that money without Congressional input. At an August farm conference in Iowa, Thompson said if he led the agriculture committee, he would "ensure that the farm bill doesn't become a climate bill." Vilsack told Reuters in an email that the agency was committed to its climate goals. “At the request of farmers, ranchers and producers, we will find ways to increase their production and profits though climate-smart agriculture,” he said. Hearings discussing the farm bill are underway, but negotiations are behind where they typically would be at this point in the farm bill cycle, in part because of Congressional priorities on other legislation, said Mike Lavender, interim policy director at the National Sustainable Agriculture Coalition, a farm policy group. “It’s going to be a crunch,” he said.
No Link---Trump---2AC
Trump Favors UBI – Others Will Follow His Lead
Rahn 17 (Will Rahn, Georgetown University graduate, has written about politics and economics at CBS and the Daily Beast. “Would Trump ever propose a universal basic income?” CBS News. February 13, 2017. https://www.cbsnews.com/news/commentary-would-trump-ever-propose-a-universal-basic-income/. Accessed 7/11/23)//EW 
Pet theory: Not today, and not tomorrow, but somewhere down the line, Donald Trump might set out on a radical economic reform. In short, it wouldn’t be surprising to see him try and give Americans, whether they’re employed or not, a monthly infusion of free money in the form of a universal basic income (UBI). A UBI is an idea that the left loves and conservatives, predictably enough, have mixed feelings about. The central (and very simplified) gist of the idea involves giving people taxpayer dollars, either in lieu of, or more usually in addition to, whatever benefits they might already receive from the federal government. And they can do what they please with that money: save it, spend it, waste it, whatever. There are various UBI proposals that have been kicked around by wonks, and there are many disagreements about how such a policy should be implemented. The UBI has been getting more attention recently, however, due to a Finnish pilot program that’s giving money to a select group of Finns in order to see how it would work in practice. The merits of a UBI program can be debated, and indeed have already been debated, at great length. Some on the left see it as a great way to severely reduce poverty. Critics on the right, meanwhile, worry that it would remove more people from the work force, which they argue would produce negative social effects. Putting all that aside, there’s something about a UBI that seems rather Trumpian. The president is not exactly a policy wonk, but the idea of just giving Americans cash, with little bureaucratic oversight or interference, would mesh well with his populist message. Looking ahead to 2020, it also would allow Trump to visit the downwardly-mobile Americans who voted for him and remind them that he literally put cash in their bank accounts. Or at least will have tried to. There is probably a way to get congressional Republicans to sign onto a UBI proposal assuming a) the White House was all for it and b) it was coupled with a slash in benefits. Then again, those cuts to programs they’d demand in exchange might be unpopular enough to doom the whole effort from getting off the ground. But let’s take a step back and remember that Trump’s top strategic advisor, Steve Bannon, has made it abundantly clear that he’s a big-government guy. Last week, Mike Flynn described his ideas as “more left than right.” Bannon himself doesn’t make much effort to hide this: “The conservatives are going to go crazy. I’m the guy pushing a trillion-dollar infrastructure plan,” he told Michael Wolff just after the election. The UBI would seem to fit snugly in a worldview like that, particularly as we start to see more and more jobs losses due to automation in the coming years. And there’s an easy social conservative argument for UBI, which is that it would allow parents, particularly mothers, to spend more time raising their children. It has the potential to reduce the great atomizing of society, increasingly a fixation of conservative intellectuals.
[bookmark: _Hlk139965125]No Link---MMT---2AC
Republicans like Spending on infrastructure like the plan 
Wray 21 (Larry, is a professor of Economics at Bard College and Senior Scholar at the Levy Economics Institute. 08-2021 “What Is MMT’s State of Play in Washington?” https://www.levyinstitute.org/pubs/e_pamphlet_2.pdf pg.9)//BH-NB//
While it is too early to tell if Congressman Yarmuth is overly optimistic, there has been some progress made on the “hard” infrastructure programs, with many Republicans breaking ranks and supporting a significant amount of spending. There has been, however, pushback on the pay-fors, with Republicans refusing to even close the loopholes that wealthy individuals and corporations use to avoid taxes.
Internal Link Turn---Food---2NC
Farm bill causes Food Insecurity.
Bolen, Ed, et al. 18 “House Farm Bill Would Increase Food Insecurity and Hardship.” Center on Budget and Policy Priorities, 30 July 2018, www.cbpp.org/research/food-assistance/house-farm-bill-would-increase-food-insecurity-and-hardship. 
[bookmark: _ftnref1][bookmark: _ftnref2][bookmark: _ftnref3]On June 21, the House passed the Agriculture Committee’s (the Committee) farm bill,[1] which includes nutrition provisions that would increase food insecurity and hardship. By adopting harmful amendments during floor debate in May, the House made the bill that ultimately passed even worse than the version the Committee originally introduced (see Appendix I). The proposed changes to the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP, formerly known as food stamps) would end or cut benefits for a substantial number of low-income people. SNAP is the country’s most effective anti-hunger program, helping 1 in 8 Americans afford a basic diet, with most SNAP participants being children, seniors, or people with disabilities. Despite providing modest benefits — averaging about $1.40 per person per meal — the program combats food insecurity, alleviates poverty, and has long-term positive impacts on health as well as on children’s educational attainment. The bill would reduce SNAP’s effectiveness and put large numbers of families and individuals at increased risk of hardship. The bill contains changes that would cause more than 1 million low-income households with more than 2 million people — particularly low-income working families with children — to lose their benefits altogether or have them reduced. The House would use these benefit cuts, in part, to pay for a few modest benefit enhancements. But the net effect of all these provisions on SNAP benefits would still be a significant cut overall, and a substantial number of people would lose their SNAP benefits altogether. The remaining savings from the eligibility and benefit cuts would go to expanding state and federal bureaucracies and financing various grant programs outside of SNAP, at the expense of low-income families and individuals whose basic food assistance would end or shrink. In particular, the plan includes sweeping, aggressive new work requirements that would likely prove unworkable and do substantially more harm than good, fueling increases in hunger and poverty. These provisions would force states to develop large new bureaucracies, but research suggests that these requirements would do little to increase employment. This expensive and risky approach runs counter to evidence-based policy making, particularly since the results from work pilots for SNAP recipients that the 2014 farm bill established, which are well underway, aren’t yet available. Moreover, experience suggests that the bill’s proposed work requirements would leave substantial numbers of low-income people who have various barriers to employment — such as very limited skills or mental health issues like depression — with neither earnings nor food assistance. The plan would also impose significant new state mandates and roll back numerous areas of state flexibility that were designed on a bipartisan basis in prior farm bills to streamline and modernize program operations and make the program easier for states to administer and for eligible households, particularly working families, to navigate. [2] The American Public Human Services Administration has raised significant concerns with multiple provisions of the bill, including those that would reinstate a benefit cliff, limit state flexibility, and introduce significant administrative burden. The organization states, “[E]stimates [that] up to two million current individual SNAP recipients, many of them children, in one million mostly working SNAP households could either lose benefits or eligibility altogether under this bill because of often unwise policy proposals [are] disturbing to us.”[3]


