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Negative: Agricultural Research
By “Coach Vance” Trefethen
The AFF plan funds Agriculture Advanced Research and Development Authority (AGARDA). AGARDA is a pilot effort meant to enhance America’s agricultural sector, but failed to receive adequate funding.    The NEG will argue that we already have adequate Ag R&D and that federal R&D spending doesn’t accomplish anything. 
Note:  This brief has been updated to comply with the new Stoa evidence paragraph citation rule.
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[bookmark: _Toc241221294]1.   Insignificant reform

[bookmark: _Toc241221295]Link:   Existing Agriculture Research Service budget is $1.7 billion
US Dept of Agriculture 2026. “2026 USDA EXPLANATORY NOTES - AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH SERVICE” https://www.usda.gov/sites/default/files/documents/20-2026-CJ-ARS.pdf
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[bookmark: _Toc241221296]Link:  Plan adds $100 million to agricultural research
That’s their plan

[bookmark: _Toc241221297]Violation:   $100 million is 5.9% of $1.7 billion – not substantial reform
Increasing what we’re already doing by 5.9% isn’t substantial reform, it’s just doing a tiny bit more of what we already do.  “Substantial reform” requires a large change in direction from what the Status Quo is doing, not an endorsement and a little bit more of the Status Quo.

[bookmark: _Toc241221298]Impact:  Negative ballot because the resolution isn’t upheld
No one in this round is advocating for substantial reform of agriculture policy, so the resolution isn’t being upheld.   When that happens, the only decision is a Negative ballot.

[bookmark: _Toc241221299]INHERENCY

[bookmark: _Toc241221300]1.  The Research Facilities Act

[bookmark: _Toc241221301]Research Facilities Act spends even more than AFF Plan on agricultural research in Status Quo
US Dept of Agriculture 2026. “Secretary Rollins Announces Historic $125 Million Annual Investment in Agricultural Research Infrastructure Across America” 15 June 2026 (accessed 25 Sept 2026) https://www.usda.gov/about-usda/news/press-releases/2026/06/15/secretary-rollins-announces-historic-125-million-annual-investment-agricultural-research
U.S. Secretary of Agriculture Brooke L. Rollins and U.S. Secretary of Education Linda McMahon hosted several land-grant university leaders at USDA for a roundtable discussion and announced the opening of the FY2026 funding opportunity for the Research Facilities Act program. President Trump’s Working Families Tax Cuts provided $125 million annually for the Research Facilities Act program and this historic investment will help address decades of deferred maintenance and accelerate modernization of agricultural research facilities across the country.

[bookmark: _Toc241221302]2. A/T “Falling behind China”

[bookmark: _Toc241221303]Appears that way because AFF isn’t counting “private” US agriculture R&D spending, which brings total much higher
Dr Alejandro Plastina & Terry Townsend 2023 (Plastina – PhD in agricultural economics; associate professor at Iowa State Univ.  Townsend - Executive Director of International Cotton Advisory Committee) Winter 2023 AGRICULTURAL POLICY REVIEW “World Spending on Agricultural Research and Development” (accessed 25 Sept 2026) https://agpolicyreview.card.iastate.edu/winter-2023/world-spending-agricultural-research-and-development (typo of “in?ation” for “inflation” was in the original)
Private sector spending may offset the United States’ lower public spending on agricultural R&D (Fuglie and Nelson 2022). Between 1970 and 2008, the public sector funded about half of the agricultural R&D directly used by US agriculture. However, by 2013, the publicly funded share fell to 40%–45% because real (in?ation-adjusted) public agricultural R&D fell by about 20%, while real private R&D spending increased around 50%. Furthermore, if we exclude private sector expenditures on R&D for food manufacturing (figure 4), the average share of private agriculture input industries R&D increased from 38% between 1970 and 2010 to 55% between 2011 and 2014. 
END QUOTE. LATER THEY CONCLUE QUOTE:
US public sector spending on agricultural research and development has been declining since the early 2000’s. However, US private sector spending on agricultural R&D has been climbing, and total US agricultural R&D spending (public plus private) is probably still larger than in other countries.
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[bookmark: _Toc241221305]1.   Federal agriculture research unnecessary

[bookmark: _Toc241221306]Federal agriculture research has never been useful – it’s just to get votes from farmers
Prof. Terence Kealey 2025 (professor of clinical biochemistry at the University of Buckingham in the United Kingdom) 2 July 2025 “Trump, Harvard, and Federal Research Funding” https://www.cato.org/commentary/trump-harvard-federal-research-funding (accessed 25 Sept 2026)
The two largest U.S. research missions were defense and agriculture, but neither was of substantial economic impact. [END QUOTE] Defense research in peacetime was always small: The federal government did create research agencies during the Civil War and WWI, but they were defunded on the resumption of peace. Equally, the Office for Scientific Research and Development, which had been established in 1941 and had funded the Manhattan project, MIT’s Rad Lab, and other vast WWII research missions, was shuttered in 1947. [LATER HE CONTINUES QUOTE:] The other significant mission of the day was agriculture, yet agriculture’s problem was over-production, which impoverished the farmers. But trying to raise agricultural productivity would not solve their problem. The federal and state governments’ motives in funding agricultural research were, therefore, essentially political—the farmers were poor, there were many of them, they had votes, so it seemed wise for politicians to be seen to be doing something.

[bookmark: _Toc241221307]Don’t need to increase farm productivity:  They’re over-producing, with a “glut of unsold crops”
Scott Lincicome 2025 (JD; vice president of general economics at Cato Institute Stiefel Center for Trade Policy Studies) 10 Sept 2025 “America’s Latest Farmer Crisis Is Government-Grown” (accessed 25 Sept 2026) https://www.cato.org/commentary/americas-latest-farmer-crisis-government-grown
American farmers might be able to weather (pun!) these higher costs if they were able to charge even higher prices for the stuff they grow, but as of early August prices were down too: “A benchmark for corn, soybean and wheat prices has fallen to its lowest levels since the height of pandemic lockdowns amid ample supplies globally, cutting into farm revenues.” (Corn prices have rebounded a bit since then, but remain well below where they were in February.) Government policy again deserves much of the blame, and trade is again the place to start. Trump’s tariffs and related antagonism have caused buyers abroad to turn away from U.S. agricultural products, meaning fewer sales abroad for export-dependent farmers and, given the glut of unsold crops, lower prices at home. As Bloomberg recently reported, the biggest problem here is undoubtedly China: 
America’s farmers are expecting bumper crops this fall, but they’ve got little idea of where all the supplies will go. China, historically the biggest buyer of US soybeans, hasn’t inked a deal for a single cargo from this year’s harvest, which starts next month. Blowback from President Donald Trump’s trade war has served to further chill the administration’s already icy relationship with the Asian country.

[bookmark: _Toc241221308]2.  No agricultural threat from China

[bookmark: _Toc241221309]China’s agricultural research is systemically flawed and failing
Sihan Zhao and Yuxuan Jia 2025 (Zhao - MA in Translation Studies at China Foreign Affairs University. Intern at the Center for China and Globalization. Jia - Research Associate at Center for China and Globalization) 11 June 2025 “Government grip on crop breeding threatens both yield and innovation: research” (accessed 25 Sept 2026) https://www.eastisread.com/p/government-grip-on-crop-breeding
The report, written by a Huagu team led by Hu Ruifa, a Peking University scholar, argues that the dominant role of government agencies, public agricultural research institutions, and state-run universities in crop breeding is undermining China’s food security strategy and its ambitions in agricultural biotechnology. It identifies a fundamental disconnect between bureaucratic limitations and market forces as the core issue. Despite inherent shortcomings, public institutions remain deeply involved in commercial breeding and crowd out private enterprises. This stifles private sector participation and innovation. Startlingly, 79% of China’s nearly 9,000 seed companies invest less than $69,500 annually in R&D, with 44% reporting zero R&D spending at all. Meanwhile, the sprawling regulatory system is ineffective—an oversaturation of crop varieties has overwhelmed local regulators and fueled the proliferation of counterfeit products. The absence of exit mechanisms allows underperforming companies to persist, further hindering the growth of more innovative firms.

[bookmark: _Toc241221310]China’s agricultural research is out of step with latest methods and undermines Chinese competitiveness
Huagu Zhiyuan Biotech & Industry Institute 2025 (Chinese agricultural and life sciences research institute.It was founded by a consortium of major Chinese corporations) 26 May 2025 “China’s Seed Industry: Current Status, Challenges, and Reform Pathways — A Huagu Research Report” (accessed 25 Sept 2026) https://www.eastisread.com/p/government-grip-on-crop-breeding
Unlike multinational corporations, the vast majority of China’s breeding research institutions and enterprises still operate under a project-based R&D model, relying on traditional crossbreeding techniques. [END QUOTE] Research activities depend primarily on the experience of individual breeders, who select parents for hybridisation based on long-term observation and familiarity with plant genetic resources. Subsequent steps—such as progeny selection and the development of new lines and varieties—are carried out manually by project teams. For breeding research involving modern biotechnologies such as genetic transformation and gene editing, the work is not only handled by separate project teams but is also fragmented across them. For example, in transgenic breeding, researchers focused on upstream gene cloning are often reluctant to share high-value gene constructs with mid- and downstream teams. [LATER THEY CONTINUE QUOTE:] Meanwhile, midstream groups studying genetic transformation frequently omit a critical step: transformant screening. Once a cloned gene has been transformed, any offspring that express the gene are treated as new transformants and directly used in downstream breeding research. This stands in sharp contrast to the practices of multinational corporations, which generate thousands of transgenic offspring for each gene transformant. Then, through rigorous selection from these expression populations, they identify and advance the most competitive transformants for downstream variety development. The current system significantly undermines the competitiveness of China’s crop varieties (see Table 2).
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[bookmark: _Toc241221313]AGARDA uses models of DARPA (Defense Dept.), ARPA-E (Energy Dept.) and ARPA-H (Health & Human Services)
C3 Solutions 2023 (natural and economic environment research organization) 7 July 2023 “R&D Policy Explainer: The Agriculture Advanced Research and Development Authority (AgARDA)” (accessed 25 Sept 2026) https://c3solutions.org/policy-paper/rd-policy-explainer-the-agriculture-advanced-research-and-development-authority-agarda/
AgARDA functions using the ARPA model that has been successful with other research agencies, including the Department of Defense (DARPA), Department of Energy (ARPA-E), and Department of Health and Human Services (ARPA-H). This model has proven effective in meeting the specific needs and mission of the agency while spurring the commercial development of products and technologies. While the private sector is the primary hub of innovation, government research and development underpins many of the products families and households rely on today. 

[bookmark: _Toc241221314]DARPA model is bad:  Its “opacity” (lack of transparency) leads to bad decision-making
Rodney H. Yerger Jr. 2024 (Department of Economics, George Mason Univ.) MOONSHOTS AND THE NEW INDUSTRIAL POLICY “A Case Study on DARPA: An Exemplar for Government Strategic Structuring to Foster Innovation?” (accessed 25 Sept 2026) https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-49196-2_7
Furthermore, Ter Bogt’s (2003) framework considers additional political transaction costs associated with maximizing electoral support, the influence of special interest groups, and political opportunism with a focus on increasing political efficiency for inherently governmental organizations. Applying these considerations, DARPA’s independence as an organization could be jeopardized by two key sources. The first source consists of special interest groups working through the larger DoD and military services, who might desire to control the shape and direction of DARPA-related technology development efforts. This source includes large public-private partnership companies that perform a huge proportion of defense-related R&D. The second source are the taxpayers, who typically demand the very checks and balances that have been removed through “autonomization” to ensure their money is being spent wisely and competently. The higher the level of opacity within an inherently governmental organization, the more difficult the challenge to safeguard against abuses. Given that DARPA explicitly regards each program manager as filling the role of a technical subject matter expert, this high level of opacity can result in what Koppl (2018, pp. 189–200) refers to as a “rule of experts” scenario, where a monopoly of experts increases the likelihood of unreliability, which can lead to bad decision-making.

[bookmark: _Toc241221315]DARPA’s past achievements can’t be duplicated today due to political and social changes
Rodney H. Yerger Jr. 2024 (Department of Economics, George Mason Univ.) MOONSHOTS AND THE NEW INDUSTRIAL POLICY “A Case Study on DARPA: An Exemplar for Government Strategic Structuring to Foster Innovation?” (accessed 25 Sept 2026) https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-49196-2_7
My research reveals that the vast majority of DARPA’s architectural innovation occurred prior to the critical shift from ARPA to DARPA in 1972, which was a time characterized by much less external oversight and a much lower pay gap between government and private sector high-tech labor. It is important to note, however, that this correlation between ARPA’s greater autonomy and innovation success should not imply causation. Another factor at play could be the characteristics of the post World War II era, or perhaps more specifically, the height of the Cold War, which involved a level of crisis that dictated a demand for rapid and novel change and raised alertness to entrepreneurial opportunities. Indeed, DARPA’s founding is steeped in a collective mobilization across the public sector domain to counter the crisis of technological surprise. Since that time as the Cold War diminished, preparing for “system-level war” shifted toward a focus on responding to “shorter-term tactical missions.” Ruttan (2006, pp. 183–184) contends that the absence of a major war, or at least the threat of one, diminishes the probability that our political system could generate the willpower and resources “required to initiate and sustain the development of major military and defense-related general-purpose commercial technologies of the past.”

[bookmark: _Toc241221316]2.   Unproductive risk-taking

[bookmark: _Toc241221317]Excessive risk taking (as used at DARPA, AGARDA’s role model) doesn’t necessarily produce a good return on investment
Rodney H. Yerger Jr. 2024 (Department of Economics, George Mason Univ.) MOONSHOTS AND THE NEW INDUSTRIAL POLICY “A Case Study on DARPA: An Exemplar for Government Strategic Structuring to Foster Innovation?” (accessed 25 Sept 2026) https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-49196-2_7
As with the other key factors, there exist theoretical counterpoints to the purported benefits of DARPA’s limited tenure and flexible hiring policies. An obvious drawback to excessive risk taking is that associated failures are a cost to the taxpayer and moreover, could result in destructive entrepreneurial outcomes. While logic supports the need to tolerate failure when pioneering disruptive technology advancement, understanding the returns to such efforts via cost-benefit analysis remains an appropriate consideration. This includes taking into account the costs in revisiting or duplicating old ideas that simply will not work despite the fact that program manager turnover reinvigorates their appeal (Gallo 2021). Furthermore, while limited tenure may motivate risk-taking, it cannot completely displace familiarity bias, which influences agents to invest in and with those they trust (Reinhardt 2020). In the case of the DARPA program manager, this bias might result in allocating funding to those researchers with sound and stable reputations over less mature, smaller enterprises, which runs counter to Schumpeterian entrepreneurship.

[bookmark: _Toc241221318]3.   Competitiveness wears off 

[bookmark: _Toc241221319]Example from DARPA (AGARDA’s role model): Over time, they stopped working with the innovative startup companies and outsourced everything to large industry R&D performers
Rodney H. Yerger Jr. 2024 (Department of Economics, George Mason Univ.) MOONSHOTS AND THE NEW INDUSTRIAL POLICY “A Case Study on DARPA: An Exemplar for Government Strategic Structuring to Foster Innovation?” (accessed 25 Sept 2026) https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-49196-2_7
ports through the prime contractor (Fuchs 2010, p. 1138). Sound reasons exist for the shift in awarding prime awards to established vendors. Fuchs (2010) cites the decline of corporate R&D labs over time as responsible for raising the transactions costs. An established vendor can better perform the systems management necessary to see technology advancement through to production and thereby avoid “the Valley of Death.” Conversely, the relegation of start-ups to a supporting role in the DARPA process is concerning considering the view that newer entrepreneurial firms are the linchpin for breeding successful innovation because of ownership incentives and information advantages (Karlson et al. 2021). Furthermore, the dependence on larger, more mature companies to provide the hierarchal control mechanisms for the externalization of research increases DARPA’s vulnerability to rent seeking by special interests, which directly stunts productive entrepreneurial opportunities. In a sense, DARPA’s arrangement with established vendors might represent a transfer of expert power from the program managers to the large industry R&D performers. Koppl (2018) proffers an information choice theory model of an epistemic system utilizing a sender-receiver game construct. As applied to DARPA following the shift in awarding prime contracts to established vendors, the program manager now represents the receiver (or nonexpert) beholden to a monopoly of senders (or experts) as represented by the large defense contractors. The receiver grows more powerless as rivalry among senders is reduced. Not only does this lack of rivalry increase synecological bias, but the intentional relegation of start-up companies also restricts free entry, which Koppl cites as a key contributor to expert failure: “‘Potential competition’ is more important than the number of incumbent competitors” (Koppl 2018, p. 205; cf. Baumol 1982).

[bookmark: _Toc241221320]4.  Can’t attract qualified researchers
[bookmark: _Toc241221321]
DARPA (AGARDA role model) has trouble attracting talent because their salaries are so low compared to private sector
Rodney H. Yerger Jr. 2024 (Department of Economics, George Mason Univ.) MOONSHOTS AND THE NEW INDUSTRIAL POLICY “A Case Study on DARPA: An Exemplar for Government Strategic Structuring to Foster Innovation?” (accessed 25 Sept 2026) https://link.springer.com/chapter/10.1007/978-3-031-49196-2_7
In terms of the effectiveness of DARPA’s flexible hiring practices, compensation gaps between program managers’ salaries and their private sector counterparts loom as a significant concern. Reinhardt (2020) estimates that experienced scientists and engineers at large tech companies receive at least twice as much compensation, whereas this gap was much less severe (~20 percent) in the 1960s during the days of ARPA. The commercial high-tech sector promises to be even more competitive going forward, which may not bode well for attracting top talent to a position that entails no promotion and requires relocation to Washington, DC.

[bookmark: _Toc241221322]5.  Government-funded research fails to create economic progress

[bookmark: _Toc241221323]Governments that “don’t” fund research have better results than those that do
Prof. Terence Kealey 2025 (professor of clinical biochemistry at the University of Buckingham in the United Kingdom) 2 July 2025 “Trump, Harvard, and Federal Research Funding” https://www.cato.org/commentary/trump-harvard-federal-research-funding (accessed 25 Sept 2026)
The most important fact in science policy is that the United Kingdom led the world through the first industrial revolution in the absence of significant government money for research. By contrast, the French and German governments were then funding their nations’ research capaciously, yet their GDPs per capita failed to converge on the UK’s. Government funding for research is thus neither necessary nor sufficient for economic progress. The country that did converge on the UK—and in 1890 overtake it—was the U.S., whose government also did not fund research significantly. In those days, the British and U.S. federal governments then funded only “mission research,” which was research that was undertaken by government agencies such as the Library of Congress or the Coast Survey in the service of their missions. In comparison with the vast government labs funded in France and Germany, UK and U.S. mission research was always narrowly focused and modestly funded. All other research was done through private funding.

[bookmark: _Toc241221324]DISADVANTAGES
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1.  Counterproductive – displaces private research
[bookmark: _Toc241221326]
Government research funding crowds out private research and sets back the goal 
Prof. Terence Kealey 2025 (professor of clinical biochemistry at the University of Buckingham in the United Kingdom) 2 July 2025 “Trump, Harvard, and Federal Research Funding” https://www.cato.org/commentary/trump-harvard-federal-research-funding (accessed 25 Sept 2026)
Such fictitious arguments are, however, useful to lobbyists because, in empirical reality, there is no evidence that the government funding of research has ever stimulated economic growth, and there is a wealth of evidence to show it only crowds out private funding, as the best researchers leave industry to enter the universities and government research labs, leaving industry only with lesser, less profitable researchers who consequently achieve less in terms of economic, technological, or health growth. In other words, there are huge opportunity costs when government funds research.

[bookmark: _Toc241221327]2.  Duplication of effort
[bookmark: _Toc183512809][bookmark: _Toc241221328]
Link:  Status Quo already has programs that do what Affirmative is doing
Chris Edwards 2018 (occupies the Kilts Family Chair in Fiscal Studies at the Cato Institute; MA in economics from George Mason Univ) 16 Apr 2018 “Agricultural Subsidies” https://www.cato.org/downsizing-government-essay/agricultural-subsidies#eight-types-of-farm-subsidy (accessed 25 Sept 2026)
[bookmark: _Toc181915210][bookmark: _Toc182331186][bookmark: _Toc183512810]8. Research and Other Support. Most American industries fund their own research and development, but the government employs thousands of scientists and other experts to aid the agriculture industry. The USDA spends about $3 billion a year on agriculture and food research at more than 100 locations. The department also provides an array of other support services to farmers, such as statistical data and economic studies.

[bookmark: _Toc241221329]Impact: Duplication makes government less efficient.  Turn the AFF harms – things get worse post-plan
Candi Harrison 2012 (former Web Manager for the US Dept of Housing and Urban Development) 16 Apr 2012 “Rightdoing at GSA” (accessed 25 Sept 2026) https://www.govloop.com/community/blog/rightdoing-at-gsa/
One of the biggest money wasters in government is duplication of effort. You have no idea. The more we can share strategies and policies and operating procedures and job descriptions and statements of work and knowledge and resources, the less it costs the taxpayers. The more we consolidate and eliminate duplication, the more efficient (and effective) government is. GSA provides coordination and leadership to make that happen. They’ve got a great bunch of people there, working hard, and making a difference.
Well done, GSA. Keep up the good work. 

[bookmark: _Toc241221330]3.   China Cold War

[bookmark: _Toc233573568][bookmark: _Toc233573567][bookmark: _Toc241221331]China is not a US enemy, but falsely hyping the threat could turn them into one
Ben Armbruster 2023 (Managing Editor of Responsible Statecraft. He has more than a decade of experience working at the intersection of politics, foreign policy, and media) 2 June 2023 “NYT hypes China threat: They’re reading the internet” (accessed 25 Sept 2026) https://responsiblestatecraft.org/2023/06/02/nyt-hypes-china-threat-theyre-reading-publicly-available-info/
“Powerful countries collecting intelligence on other powerful countries (including their own allies) is a universal and banal feature of international relations, and it only becomes a danger to national security if the other country is a committed enemy,” said Jake Werner, who specializes in U.S.-China relations as a Research Fellow at the Quincy Institute. “China is not today a U.S. enemy, but feverishly hyping supposed threats from China is driving a confrontational approach to U.S.–China relations that risks turning China into such an enemy.” 

[bookmark: _Toc241221332]Over-reacting with a “Cold War” mindset sets back efforts to resolve issues where we disagree with China
Dr Andrew Latham & Dr Arta Moeini 2025 (Latham – PhD; professor of international relations and political theory at Macalester College.  Moeini -  PhD; Managing Director, U.S. Operations, The Institute for Peace & Diplomacy) 26 Feb 2025 “Unraveling China’s Grand Strategy” (accessed 25 Sept 2026) https://peacediplomacy.org/2025/02/26/unraveling-chinas-grand-strategy-its-aim-is-to-erode-u-s-global-hegemony-not-seek-world-domination/
Finally, a “Cold War II” narrative risks alienating U.S. allies and partners, many of whom have deep economic ties with China already and are reluctant to choose sides. These countries are more likely to support a U.S. strategy that emphasizes strategic balancing and pragmatic engagement rather than containment and confrontation — one that enables them to adopt multi-aligned strategies in pursuit of their own national interests. By avoiding the Cold War framework, the United States can work more effectively with its allies and partners to address shared concerns about China’s behavior while reducing the risk of unnecessary escalation or conflict.

[bookmark: _Toc233573569][bookmark: _Toc241221333]Framing China as the enemy increases the likelihood of provoking the outcome we’re trying to avoid
Prof. Jia Qingguo 2025 (Professor at the School of International Studies, Peking University) 3 Aug 2025 EAST ASIA FORUM “Is the ‘China threat’ real or trumped up?” (accessed 25 Sept 2026) https://eastasiaforum.org/2025/08/03/is-the-china-threat-real-or-trumped-up/
This framing reinforces coalitions like NATO and the Quadrilateral Security Dialogue while legitimising increased defence budgets. But this narrative is dangerous.  Framing China as a predetermined adversary risks transforming a complex but manageable relationship into an outright confrontation. History teaches us that perceived enemies often become real ones when consistently treated as threats. The more the United States positions China as a rival, the greater the likelihood of provoking the very behaviours it seeks to avoid. Is such an outcome in the United States’ interest? Absolutely not. Both China and the United States benefit immensely from the existing international order. Open trade, global stability and multilateral cooperation are necessary to address shared challenges like climate change, pandemics and nuclear proliferation.
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