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TOPIC OVERVIEW


Sin taxes are defined as an excise tax placed on any good or behavior deemed to be detrimental to individuals and society.  These include taxes on tobacco, alcohol, gambling, lotteries, prostitution, and pornography.  Recently this list is being expanded to include unhealthy foods and beverages and legalized drug use.  In the United States, they were first introduced during the Civil War, not as a way to deter sinful behavior but as a way to raise revenue for the war effort.  This strategy was used raise additional revenue in subsequent wars, always being repealed after the war had ended.  This changed after World War II when the Federal Government, in addition to individual states, saw sin taxes as a great way to raise revenue.  The public message was changed from temporary taxes to sin deterrence.  Many governments around the world have used this strategy.  


It must be remembered that the resolution does not look at the effectiveness of sin taxes.  Neither does it take into account the motivation or outcomes of such tax systems.  It simply asks the question if it is justified for taxes agents to use sin taxes as a policy or strategy.  Both the AFF and the NEG will need to keep this in mind.  It would do well for the NEG to use theory as an rebuttal strategy in this argument if the AFF presents a case that argues anything out of line with the resolution.


Sin taxes have been an issue of current events in the past decade.  In the United States, an active discussion amid governments revolves around the idea of expanding sin taxes to include unhealthy foods and beverages.  New York City recently tried to implement restrictions and taxes on “sugary beverages” over 32 oz.  The ordinance was challenged in court and ruled unconstitutional.  This is being interpreted by some that all sin taxes would be unconstitutional although the legal action resulting from this ruling has not gone past the attack on limiting beverages.  


The Philippines have recently implemented a strong tax on tobacco products.  This is a governmental reaction to a high number of young teens addicted to cigarettes.  The results for the tax seem to point to success in reducing the number of tobacco users in the Philippines.  

A common criticism to sin taxes is that they are regressive.  This means that the burden of the tax falls upon lower income populations disproportionately.  The fact that sin taxes are regressive is not controversial.  What is controversial is the justification that low-income populations are targeted because they are seen as heavy consumers of sinful behavior.  These behaviors include tobacco, alcohol, gambling, lotteries, and pornography, all actions deemed to be “sinful” by society.


Another criticism of the sin tax is that it promotes the growth of black-markets and low-quality products.  If the aim of such taxes is to reduce the consumption of sin, many would argue that consumers would not cease behaviors, instead opting to buy cheaper, more harmful products, either illegally or through cheaper outlets.  There are some opinions that these products are more harmful to the consumer and therefore any gain in public health through succession would be annulled through the increase risk of consuming an increasing detrimental product.  


The AFF in this debate will want to focus on the role of government.  Taxes are part of governments and the social contract.  The role of government in societies is going to be a strong argument in justifying any tax.  The AFF could focus on the decrease in harmful behaviors however there is a lack of empirical data showing such results.  This doesn’t mean that there are no reactive benefits.  Collecting such data is challenging at best.  Economists are constantly studying the outcomes of sin taxes.

The NEG must show that sin taxes are not a justified source of revenue for legitimate governments.  There are a few ways of doing this.  You could address the idea of taxes in general, the morality of regressive taxes in society, or the fact that the taxes are sold as one thing and produce another.  It will be the burden of the NEG to show that any sin tax is not justified.

AFF CASE
1AC

The fact that smoking is detrimental to your health is a widely accepted fact today in the United States.  If fact, there isn’t a place in this world that doesn’t understand that smoking is a bad thing.  But smoking is still a problem in this country and many countries around the world.  The facts speak for themselves.  According to the Center for Disease Control, in the United States alone, cigarette smoking results in more than 443,000 premature deaths each year.  This means that 1 out of every 5 deaths in the United States results from the negative effects of smoking.  In addition to the deaths, 8.6 million people suffer with serious illnesses linked to smoking.  Many of those suffering from smoking related diseases are not even smokers themselves.  The CDC states that 50,000 nonsmokers die each year from diseases linked to second-hand smoke exposure.  Yes, that means that 50,000 people, who do not smoke suffer from its ill affects.  Smoking needs to be stopped now.[All of these facts are published by the CDC, 2012]


It is for this reason that we must affirm the resolution “Sin taxes are just”.  


My value for this debate will be justice.  Justice, according to John Rawls must be viewed through the lens of the original position.  The original position states that we must view justice through non-biased, non-opinionated way.  Rawls challenges individuals to create a society in which they themselves will be a part of but it is unknown where that individual will fall within the social structure.  Justice is the idea that what is best for all is justice for all.  This justifies that act of paternalism.


“[The] growing support for paternalism is the consequence of having abandoned utilitarianism.  It could be, in principle, that ‘society’ wants people to be in better health than the individuals themselves appear to do, in which case the government is not maximizing the sum of individual utilities but instead pursuing some higher ideal.  [Society] may remain nominally utilitarian but they are gradually abandoning the conception of the individual as unitary and rational, implying that the revealed preference principle no longer applies.  And they do so on the basis of evidence accumulated by psychologists, neuroscientists and others regarding biases in human behavior.  These biases come in a variety of forms.” [Saint-Paul, 2013 A]

“Perhaps most importantly, reducing the effects of imperfect foresight vis-A-vis a sin tax should have the ultimate effect of increasing individual and aggregate welfare. This increase is largely because "[t]axes on items with short-run benefits and long-run costs tell our current selves to take into account the welfare of our future selves."  From a policy perspective, increasing the general welfare is a paramount duty of the government and should continue to be the prerogative of the government through policies such as sin taxes.


The obesity epidemic and the growing evidentiary correlation between sugary-beverage consumption and obesity indicate that American consumers lack perfect foresight in regard to the decision of how many sugary beverages to consume. Because consumers, in choosing to over consume sugary beverages, are likely not acting in their future best interest, policies that attempt to influence consumer choice in order to reduce sugary-beverage consumption, such as taxing at a high enough level to curb consumption, are a legitimate and even necessary response to this societal problem. Moreover, given effectiveness of sin taxes in deterring the overconsumption of products like tobacco," it can be expected that a similar tax on sugary beverages will also reduce consumption to healthier levels. [Cummings, 2011]


To help us measure the impacts of this broader view of justice, I would like to look at post-utilitarianism.  This criterion goes beyond simply looking at utilitarianism; it is the act of looking past what is best for the majority based on the contemporary opinion of society.  In a post-utilitarian society, revealed preferences are no longer significant because they do not guarantee the best for society.  What is good for the people must be measured as a whole.  We must look at the larger picture, free from selfish desires, in order to decide what is best for society.  Post-utilitarianism seeks to find what is best for the majority based on what is best for society.  This may require that some people’s freedoms to be limited because they are hurting themselves and society as a whole.

Observation #1:  


In order for the NEG to win this debate, my opponent must show that sin taxes are never beneficial for society and therefore do not meet the definition of justice.  If the AFF can show that sin taxes produce positive outcomes for society as a whole, then we must accept sin taxes promote justice.

Observation #2:  


The resolution does not discuss any specific plan or strategy for sin taxes.  Therefore, the tax itself must be the focus of argumentation.  We must look to the deterrence of the sin.  Where the revenue from sin taxes is spent is irrelevant in this debate. 

Contention #1: ADDICTION IS A PERSONAL CHOICE AND THEREFORE AVOIDABLE

SUBPOINT A:  COGNATIVE DISSONANCE PREVENTS PEOPLE FROM MAKING LOGICAL CHOICES ABOUT DESTRUCTIVE BEHAVIOR


Ask any addict of self-destructive behavior about their habits and you will most likely get tales of woe, words of warning, and negative rant about how their addictions affect the their lives and the lives of their loved ones.  So why do people become addicts?  With few exceptions, an addict’s path to addiction is a path of choice and free will.  


“For example, standard theory says that people should use all available information in order to make their best possible inference about the parameters that are relevant for their decisions. But it has been observed that people often process information so as to validate their past choices; that is, they give less weight to, or even ignore, signals which reveal that such choices might have been erroneous. That phenomenon is called ‘cognitive dissonance’.  Another form of cognitive dissonance is the ‘availability bias’, by which people tend to give excessive weight to their own experience. Thus, people who were mugged in a particular neighborhood will infer that it is generally a dangerous area, whereas those who were not attacked will believe that this very same neighborhood is quite safe.” [Saint-Paul, 2013 B]

SUBPOINT B:  THE BATTLE BETWEEN THE CONSCIOUS AND UNCOUSIOUS SELF PREVENTS PEOPLE FROM MAKING LOGICAL CHOICES ABOUT DESTRUCTIVE BEHAVIOR


“Other biases suggest that the individual may be thought of as consisting of multiple selves rather than a unique and consistent one. Brain scientists have shown that different mental processes – conscious and unconscious – compete in order to control the actions of the individual. Some of these processes are ‘cognitive’ (driven by reason) and others ‘affective’ (driven by emotions and instincts).  Therefore, different actions undertaken by the same individual are in fact driven by different mental processes. This means they are not mutually consistent and can be interpreted as being chosen by competing selves or incarnations of the individual.” [Saint-Paul, 2013 C]

SUBPOINT C:  JUST SOCIETIES ASSIST IN HELPING THEIR CITIZENS MAKE HEALTHY CHOICES


“All these biases imply that there is no longer a presumption that people act in their own best interest. Furthermore, if one adopts the view that people are made up of multiple selves, the basic decision unit is no longer the individual but a smaller unit: the incarnation.  Accordingly, utilitarian social welfare should now be defined as the sum of the welfare of all incarnations rather than individuals. This is what I label as ‘post-utilitarianism’. Furthermore, according to behavioral economics, there is no presumption that different incarnations within the same individual cooperate or, if they do, that the resulting allocation of resources is in agreement with that of a notional ‘social planner’. For example, this social planner may constrain the choices of your current incarnation (say, by restricting your alcohol consumption or forcing you to save part of your income) in order to increase the welfare of your future incarnation.” [Saint-Paul, 2013 D]

Contention #2: ADDICTIONS HARM SOCIETIES 

Addiction is certainly a cultural problem. To treat addiction at this level we must examine not only how society affects individuals, but also how addicted individuals affect society. The social costs of addiction are enormous. We all pay the price for addiction. Addiction contributes to higher healthcare costs, crime, premature deaths, destruction of property, lost productivity, and many other losses (to list of personal costs). [Horvath, 2004]

According to a 2010 survey conducted by the National Institute on Drug Abuse:

· Nearly one quarter (23.1%) of the U.S. population aged 12 or older participated in binge drinking during past 30 days. This is about 58.6 million people. The rate in 2010 is similar to the estimate in 2009. The survey defined binge drinking as having five or more drinks at least 1 day in the 30 days prior to the survey.

· 6.7% of the U.S. population aged 12 or older, or 16.9 million people reported heavy drinking. This rate was similar to the rate of heavy drinking in 2009. The survey defined heavy drinking as binge drinking on at least 5 days in the past 30 days.

· 40.6% of young adults in the U.S. (age18 to 25) participated in binge drinking and the rate of heavy drinking was 13.6%. These rates were similar to the rates in 2009.

· 12.0% of persons aged 12 or older drove under the influence of alcohol at least once in the past year. The rate of driving under the influence of alcohol was highest among persons aged 21 to 25 (23.4%).

· 27.4% of the U.S population aged 12 or older are current (past month) users of a tobacco product (and estimated 69.6 million).
· 8.9% of the U.S. population aged 12 or older would meet the diagnostic criteria for a drug or alcohol use disorder (substance use disorder). This was an estimated 22.1 million persons. Of these, 2.9 million were classified with a substance use disorder of both alcohol and illicit drugs. 4.2 million were classified with a substance use disorder for illicit drugs but not alcohol. 15.0 million were classified with a substance use disorder for alcohol but not illicit drugs.
Harms from addictions do not end at the individual level.  Governments have the obligation to protects citizens from harmful behaviors.  This is what justice mandates. 


Contention #3:  SIN TAXES DO DETER CITIZENS FROM CHOOSING ADDICTION


The University of Minnesota performed a study to determine the effectiveness of Minnesota’ sin tax on tobacco.   The results of the study show that there is a positive correlation between imposed sin taxes and the cessation of the harmful behavior of smoking.  These results are as follows:

Among the 609 participants who completed the follow-up, 282 (47.1%) had attempted to quit smoking in the past 12 months, 244 (40.2%) cut back their cigarette consumption, and 77 (12.6%) reported not smoking in the past 30 days. Agreeing that the cigarette tax increase helped think about quitting, cut down on cigarettes, and make a quit attempt at baseline were significantly associated with an increased likelihood of making a quit attempt at follow-up (p < 0.05; Table 2). [The] data also suggested positive associations between these perceptions and a reduction in cigarette consumption and smoking cessation, although these associations were not statistically significant (p > 0.05). [Choi & Boyle, 2013]


In the Philippines, Philip Morris International Incorporated (PMI) has revealed that the sales volume for Marlboro and Fortune cigarettes fell 21% in the first nine months of 2013 due to the Sin Tax Law implementation. PMI has labeled the excise tax increase on tobacco and alcohol products as disruptive and having an unfavorable impact.  “This revelation from PMI clearly demonstrates that increase in prices of tobacco products through higher taxes is effective in protecting health by reducing tobacco consumption,” says Dr. Ulysses Dorotheo, Project Director of the Southeast Asia Initiative on Tobacco Tax of the Southeast Asia Tobacco Control Alliance (SEATCA). “Smoking is a costly addiction that wastes lives and resources. It is an unnecessary expense and an added burden to poor families.”  

Contention #4:  THE HARM PRICIPLE DOES NOT APPLY TO ADDICTION SO JUST GOVERNMENTS MAY TARGET ADDICTIVE BEHAVIORS 


John Stewart Mill introduced the harm principle in the 18th century in an attempt to create a litmus test for justified laws.  Since it introduction it has become the standard measure for democracies any time a law is challenged for limiting freedom.  It states, “that no one should be forcibly prevented from acting in any way he chooses provided his acts are not invasive of the free acts of others”.  This is a key attribute of justice as I have defined it.  


So many addicts would argue, “It is my life and if I want to destroy it that is my choice.”  Believers in the harm principle would support a person’s right to this posture; however, addiction is not limited to the individual.  Addictions targeted by sin taxes such as tobacco, alcohol, and gambling, destroys the lives of those whom rely emotionally, financially, and physically on the addict.  


Families, employers, employees, healthcare workers, police officers and other first responders often are disadvantaged by the actions of addicts.  Children go hungry because money is spent on alcohol rather than food.  Employees suffer when an addict to gambling loses their payroll.  These are personal, and I’ll admit extreme examples, but they are common and these addictions negatively affect societies.  


We must remember that addictions almost exclusively start with a choice.  Any time a government has the power to deter the onset of these addictions it is a just action.  Governments must protect its citizens and at times do so by limiting personal freedoms.  Justice calls for government action to protect the innocent.

NEG CASE
1NC
“Justice is the first virtue of social institutions, as truth is of systems of thought. A theory however elegant and economical must be rejected or revised if it is untrue; likewise laws and institutions no matter how efficient and well-arranged must be reformed or abolished if they are unjust. Each person possesses an inviolability founded on justice that even the welfare of society as a whole cannot override. For this reason justice denies that the loss of freedom for some is made right by a greater good shared by others. It does not allow that the sacrifices imposed on a few are outweighed by the larger sum of advantages enjoyed by many. Therefore in a just society the liberties of equal citizenship are taken as settled; the rights secured by justice are not subject to political bargaining or to the calculus of social interests.”, as sated in John Rawls work,  A Theory of Justice.
My value for this debate is justice.  Justice must be defined as what is fair to everyone.  John Rawls teaches us that we must look to the motivation of a law to determine its justice.   If any law, such a tax, is seen as targeting a minority it is unjust.  Also, any law or tax that is implemented by a government must be used in accordance with its original intent to be considered just.  It would be unjust, for example, to tax gasoline as a “highway tax” and use the money for public education.  

This brings me to my chosen criterion for this debate.  I wish to focus on pragmatism.  Pragmatism is the practice of looking at the reality of intent and outcome to determine if an action is just and moral.  In other words, the intent of a law must match the outcomes produced when the law in enforced.

Contention #1: Sin taxes are Paternal and paternalism is unjust 

Reiter, 1996  (Jendi, Author, Citizens or Sinners - The Economic and Political Inequity of Sin Taxes on Tobacco and Alcohol Products, Columbia Journal of Law and Social Problems, 1995-1996)
One argument for paternalism, as described by Ronald Dworkin, contends that "in a genuine political community each citizen has a responsibility for the well-being of other members and should therefore use his political power to reform those whose defective practices will ruin their lives." Ruination of one's life, however, is a subjective concept. It is difficult to imagine whether a life could be called "good," in the sense of "beneficial" to the person living it, if she herself did not perceive it as such. Similarly, as Dworkin argues, if the person who is constrained to do what others think is best for him never comes to agree with their view, they have not really added anything of value to his life: "If he never endorses the life he leads as superior to the life he would otherwise have led, then his life has not been improved... by the paternalistic constraints he hates." 
Unfortunately, stated so absolutely, this subjectivist definition of "one's own good" is somewhat circular. If one's welfare is defined purely from the individual's own perspective, paternalism is defined as invalid from the outset, and even non-coercive advice seems inappropriate. There is some merit in the community-centered argument that citizens should improve each other's values instead of merely tolerating them. However, if that community centered argument is based on a social commitment to compassion and individual dignity, society deviates from that initial commitment when personal perceptions of the quality and goals of one's own life are given no weight, or when no effort is made to use persuasive and helpful methods before resorting to coercive and stigmatizing ones. If, on the other hand, the community-centered argument seeks to maximize overall social welfare regardless of the cost to some individuals, this approach is in tension with our political system's ideal of securing equal rights and liberties for all individuals and preventing the sacrifice of the minority to the majority. While some may disagree about the amount of weight to give to subjective value-choices, some measure of respect for them is ethically desirable, as will be shown in more detail later.

This objection should at least give potential regulators pause, especially since the regulatee's choice of a particular lifestyle would lead one to surmise that the imposition of a law making that lifestyle more difficult will cause a shift in behavior that is not accompanied by a shift in personal priorities. At least for some time, a discrepancy will exist between what the person values and what the new legal regime obliges her to do. The effectiveness of such paternalistic laws in realigning people's priorities and maximizing their subjective welfare depends on individual characteristics which generally applicable laws cannot take into account. These include the individual's positive or negative attitudes towards her risky behavior and whether government intervention makes her feel secure or resentful.61 Thus, there are serious flaws in the position that society should bring its political power to bear on individual lifestyles in order to confer on people the unchosen benefits of temperance, moderation, and good health. [Reiter, 1996]
Anytime a politician, or group of politicians, imposes their beliefs about “sin” on other individuals, regardless of the indented purpose, it is unjust.  The harm principle states that laws must not limit a private citizen’s right for destructive behavior.  Doing so limits equality with is not an intended purpose for sin taxes and therefore are unjust.
Contention #2: Governments are not honest in their implementation of sin taxes

Sub point A:  GOVERNMENTS DO NOT USE SIN TAXES FOR THEIR INTENDED PURPOSE

The ideological stance and moral argument for sin taxes is that the higher tax will: (A) deter people from participating in harmful behaviors and (B) provide funding for direct and indirect cost of the sin itself.  In the case of tobacco, governments often justify higher taxes on tobacco to help offset the medical cost of cancer and other smoking related diseases.

Utah, like any other state, taxes alcohol.  The tax rates vary depending on if the alcohol is beer or hard liquor.  The current tax rate for beer in the Utah is $11.00 per gallon.  Imagine milk being taxed at $11.00 per gallon.  It is obvious that beer is being taxed at a inflated rate compared to other consumable products in Utah.  According to the Utah Department of Alcoholic Beverage Control, all sales of alcohol in 2010 Utah created $42,610,268 in new tax revenue.  Of this $42.5 million, $27,921,042 went to school lunch programs around the state.  Only $4,350,000 went to alcohol cessation programs and other alcohol related projects as outlined in the Utah State Code, Title 59, Chapter 15.    The rest of the tax revenue, $10,369,226 goes into the General fund of the State of Utah to be spent as the legislature sees fit.  The majority of excised taxes on alcohol go to non-alcohol related funds.  Utah is not the only government caught in this trap. 

Sub point B:  STATE LEGILATURES TURN TO SIN TAXES TO SOLVE BUDGET PROBLEMS 
Phineas, B. Taxing Habits. Regional Review, 2003, 19-26. Retrieved July 9, 2014, from http://www.bostonfed.org/economic/nerr/rr2003/q1/taxhabits.htm
“Over the past several decades, with demands on state governments increasing and other taxes unpopular, state legislators once again looked to sin as a way to balance their budgets. State revenues from alcohol had been fairly stable in real terms since the mid 1980s. And while tax rates and revenues from cigarettes and tobacco were rising, their success in reducing smoking limited the proceeds going to state coffers.

States turned to gambling—excise taxes on gambling proceeds, revenue-sharing agreements with state-sanctioned casinos, riverboats, and restaurant slot machines—and especially state lotteries to raise new revenues.”
If governments become reliant on sin tax revenue, than governments must support the sin itself.  Imagine the state of Utah losing $27,000,000 for their school lunch program.  The program itself would have to be cut, funding must come from another program, or other taxes would have to be raised.  Politicians, regardless of political ideology, know that tax increases are bad and taboo.  Passing the taxes on to “sinners” becomes a political advantage.  This outcome is unfair to minority groups of society.  It is unjust for governments to leach from one group of people because these people end up unequivocally support needed governmental programs.  The unequal sources of income are just as unjust as giving one group a substantial amount of benefits over another.

AFF CARDS

AFF – JUSTICE REQUIRES GOVERNMENTS TO DO WHAT IS BEST FOR ALL IN SOCIETY
SAINT-PAUL, 2013 (Gilles, Professor of Economics, University of Toulouse, Liberty and the Post-Utilitarian Society, Economic Affairs, Volume 33, Issue1, Pages 119-126)

Yet economists now routinely advocate policies that restrict individual behavior, such as ‘sin taxes’ on smoking, gambling or eating, or the requirement to participate in compulsory savings scheme such as public pensions. Their growing support for paternalism is the consequence of having abandoned utilitarianism. It could be, in principle, that ‘society’ wants people to be in better health than the individuals themselves appear to do, in which case the government is not maximizing the sum of individual utilities but instead pursuing some higher ideal (not unlike the partisans of eugenics in the not-so-distant past). Economists may remain nominally utilitarian but they are gradually abandoning the conception of the individual as unitary and rational, implying that the revealed preference principle no longer applies. And they do so on the basis of evidence accumulated by psychologists, neuroscientists and others regarding biases in human behavior. These biases come in a variety of forms.
AFF – ADDICTION IS A CULTURAL PROBLEM
HORVATH, 2004 (A.T., Psychologist and Professor, University of San Diego, Sex, Drugs, Gambling, & Chocolate: A Workbook for Overcoming Addictions, Book, Impact Publishers)

Addiction is certainly a cultural problem. To treat addiction at this level we must examine not only how society affects individuals, but also how addicted individuals affect society. The social costs of addiction are enormous. We all pay the price for addiction. Addiction contributes to higher healthcare costs, crime, premature deaths, destruction of property, lost productivity, and many other losses (to list of personal costs).
____________________________________________________________________________________

AFF – GOVERNEMENT MUST TRY TO CURB “SINFULL” BEHAVIORS
CUMMINGS, 2011 (Jonathan, J.D. Candidate, Seattle University Law School, Obesity and Unealthy Consumption: The Public-Policy Case for Placing a Federal Sin Ta on Sugary Beverages, Seattle University Law Review, Issue 273, Pg. 284)

“Perhaps most importantly, reducing the effects of imperfect foresight

vis-A-vis a sin tax should have the ultimate effect of increasing individual and aggregate welfare. This increase is largely because "[t]axes on items with short-run benefits and long-run costs tell our current selves to take into account the welfare of our future selves."  From a policy perspective, increasing the general welfare is a paramount duty of the government and should continue to be the prerogative of the government through policies such as sin taxes.


The obesity epidemic and the growing evidentiary correlation between sugary-beverage consumption and obesity indicate that American consumers lack perfect foresight in regard to the decision of how many sugary beverages to consume. Because consumers, in choosing to over consume sugary beverages, are likely not acting in their future best interest, policies that attempt to influence consumer choice in order to reduce sugary-beverage consumption, such as taxing at a high enough level to curb consumption, are a legitimate and even necessary response to this societal problem. Moreover, given effectiveness of sin taxes in deterring the overconsumption of products like tobacco," it can be expected that a similar tax on sugary beverages will also reduce consumption to healthier levels.
AFF – SIN TAXES ENCOURAGE THE CESSASTION OF TOBACCO USE
CHOI & BOYLE, 2013 (Professors of Heath, University of Minnesota, Minnesota Smokers’ Perceived Helpfulness of 2009 Federal Tobacco Tax Increase in Assisting Smoking Cessation: a Prospective Cohort Study, BMC Public Health, 2013)

Among the 609 participants who completed the follow-up, 282 (47.1%) had attempted to quit smoking in the past 12 months, 244 (40.2%) cut back their cigarette consumption, and 77 (12.6%) reported not smoking in the past 30 days. Agreeing that the cigarette tax increase helped think about quitting, cut down on cigarettes, and make a quit attempt at baseline were significantly associated with an increased likelihood of making a quit attempt at follow-up (p < 0.05; Table 2). [The] data also suggested positive associations between these perceptions and a reduction in cigarette consumption and smoking cessation, although these associations were not statistically significant (p > 0.05).
AFF – SIN TAXES ARE NOT ANY DIFFERENT THAN NORMAL TAXES
O’DONOGHUE & RABIN, 2006 (Professors of Economics, Optimal Sin Taxes, Journal of Public Economics, Vol. 90, Issue 10, Pages 1825-1849)

Economists (and others) often equate paternalism with restrictions on choices. We do not. By paternalism, we mean that we are concerned that people might not be behaving in their own best interests and we are designing policy with an eye towards how that policy might help people make better choices. The taxes that we discuss are no more a limit on choices than are any traditional taxes. Because the prescribed taxes change relative prices, they change choice sets relative to the no-tax case, but do not reduce choice sets. Moreover, the more sophisticated schemes we discuss below involve the expansion of choice sets - illustrating how in some instances the best way to help consumers make better choices is to make new options available.
AFF – PRIVATE ORGANIZATIONS AREN’T ABLE TO SOLVE FOR ADDICTION
O’DONOGHUE & RABIN, 2006 (Professors of Economics, Optimal Sin Taxes, Journal of Public Economics, Vol. 90, Issue 10, Pages 1825-1849)
To what extent should the government get involved in providing commitment devices to counteract self-control problems — after all, why couldn't the private market provide any needed commitment devices? There are reasons to believe that, in fact, the government may play a very special role. One reason to be cautious in presuming that the private market will solve self-control problems is that people may be unaware of their own need for commitment; it may be hard to sell people a service they do not think they need. It may also simply be impossible for the private market to provide the needed commitment devices. The same consumer who wants a commitment device to apply for some future decision may also want to get around that commitment device when that future decision arrives. If it is profitable for firms to provide ways to get around earlier commitments, then the earlier commitments will never be taken in the first place. Imagine if our example of taxes were left to the private market. In principle, a person might sign a contract with a firm that says the firm will charge her a price above cost for potato chips. When she is craving potato chips, however, nothing stops another firm from offering her potato chips at cost. The special role of the government is that a government-imposed per-unit tax requires all firms to charge the higher price.
NEG CARDS

NEG – Sin taxes affect the poor and middle-class than they do the wealthy 

Black & Mohomed, 2006 (Pa & Ali, Professors of economics, “Sin” Taxes and Poor Households: Unanticipated Effects, South African Journal of Economics, Vol. 74:1)
The excess burden of an excise tax does, of course, vary between different individuals and groups. Available evidence indicates that smokers and drinkers among low and middle-income groups are generally more sensitive to price increases than those from high-income groups. Whilst these findings imply that a given tax increase will be more effective in cutting down consumption among poor communities, and in reducing the extent of the externality, they do raise important welfare questions: the excess burden of a given tax increase will be higher for poor than for rich smokers and drinkers, while successive tax increases will hit poor smokers and drinkers proportionately harder than their rich counterparts. Like all uniform taxes, excise taxes on alcohol and tobacco discriminate between individuals and groups that have different demand and supply elasticities.
NEG – The availability of cheaper/black market goods counters money lost on quality “sin” products 

Black & Mohomed, 2006 (Pa & Ali, Professors of economics, “Sin” Taxes and Poor Households: Unanticipated Effects, South African Journal of Economics, Vol. 74:1)
There are at least two unintended effects here, one of which relates to the fact that the demand for (high quality) sin goods among poor households with addicted members may in fact be price elastic, giving rise to a relative loss of government revenue. Faced with a taxed induced increase in sin prices, an addicted household head may respond by spending his ‘sin good budget’ on cheaper (often smuggled and untaxed) substitutes. Such a strategy may enable him to reach a satiation point without having to dip into the budget allocations initially destined for other members of his household. Although he may prefer high quality to low quality sin goods, he can satisfy his addiction by consuming more low quality goods and, in the process, maintain the welfare of the rest of his household. Such a response may be true of a less influential patriarch who wants to avoid or minimize retaliation on the part of the rest of the household.
NEG – Sin taxes negatively affect poor communities 

Black & Mohomed, 2006 (Pa & Ali, Professors of economics, “Sin” Taxes and Poor Households: Unanticipated Effects, South African Journal of Economics, Vol. 74:1)

Our main point is simply that sin tax increases could have perverse effects in the sense of aggravating the negative externalities associated with tobacco and alcohol consumption. In the face of a sin tax hike, an egoistic or addictive head who controls the household budget may simply take money away from other members in order to maintain his own level of consumption and satisfy his addiction. Such a household head may also respond by substituting cheaper and lower quality sin goods for high quality ones, thus defeating the purpose of the sin tax increase. Yet another unanticipated effect relates to the health implications for persons consuming low quality sin goods. If the health status of such a consumer should be compromised, and health care expenses increase, other members of the household may suffer, especially if the consumer also has the power to maintain his own standard of living and satisfy his addiction.
NEG – Sin taxes encourage the smuggling and black markets 

Prall, 2013 (Derek, Journalist, Cigs, booze and sugar: the skinny on sin tax, American City and County, Vol. April 22, 2013)
New York’s tobacco excise tax is a notable case study. With an additional cost added in 2010, New York City smokers are paying $5.85 extra per pack in combined state and local taxes, the highest in the nation. The justification for the high tax rate is that it will reduce the number of smokers, and the revenue generated from those still buying cigarettes will help keep state projects funded. However, this high tax rate has caused unforeseen problems.

One unintended result is that New York now has the highest rate of cigarette smuggling in the country, according to the Mackinac Center for Public Policy, which estimates that three out of every five cigarettes smoked in New York come from neighboring states. The New York Association of Convenience Stores (NYACS) calculates that smuggling costs the state approximately $1.7 billion in lost tax dollars per year, a problem NYACS president Calvin James fears “...deprives tax-collecting retailers of legitimate business, and siphons away private-sector jobs.” He adds, “Moreover, it undermines the public health policy goal of deterring smoking.”
NEG – Governments tax sins because they are not as political as income/property taxes  

Lorenzi, 2010  (Peter, Professor of management, Taxing Antisocial Behavior for the Common Good, Symposium: The Common Good, 26 May 2010)
Augustine and Aquinas recognized that there is broad, gray area that separates just taxation and legalized plunder (Todd 2008). But tough economic times cause governments to seek new sources of revenue. This intensified search for revenue can cause politicians to explore areas previously outside their typical consideration. Tax increases on income have become widely unpopular. Consumption taxes have increased in popularity. The practical and moral issue is to find a politically satisfactory method of taxation that raises revenue without reducing the underlying economic activity.

NEG – Governments become reliant on sin tax and therefore don’t encourage cessation  

Reiter, 1996  (Jendi, Author, Citizens or Sinners - The Economic and Political Inequity of Sin Taxes on Tobacco and Alcohol Products, Columbia Journal of Law and Social Problems, 1995-1996)
In the 1950's, when the medical profession discovered the link between smoking and cancer, cigarette smoking was at its height, and the government's dependence on tax revenue from seventy million smokers" was an obstacle to health-oriented regulations such as warning labels. Government could hardly act as an impartial guardian of the public's interest in medical information when it was simultaneously aiding the tobacco industry through export promotion and price supports.
NEG – “Sinners” might not see the benefit of cessation and therefore don’t benefit from sin taxes
Reiter, 1996  (Jendi, Author, Citizens or Sinners - The Economic and Political Inequity of Sin Taxes on Tobacco and Alcohol Products, Columbia Journal of Law and Social Problems, 1995-1996)
One argument for paternalism, as described by Ronald Dworkin, contends that "in a genuine political community each citizen has a responsibility for the well-being of other members and should therefore use his political power to reform those whose defective practices will ruin their lives." Ruination of one's life, however, is a subjective concept. It is difficult to imagine whether a life could be called "good," in the sense of "beneficial" to the person living it, if she herself did not perceive it as such. Similarly, as Dworkin argues, if the person who is constrained to do what others think is best for him never comes to agree with their view, they have not really added anything of value to his life: "If he never endorses the life he leads as superior to the life he would otherwise have led, then his life has not been improved... by the paternalistic constraints he hates." 

Unfortunately, stated so absolutely, this subjectivist definition of "one's own good" is somewhat circular. If one's welfare is defined purely from the individual's own perspective, paternalism is defined as invalid from the outset, and even non-coercive advice seems inappropriate. There is some merit in the community-centered argument that citizens should improve each other's values instead of merely tolerating them. However, if that community centered argument is based on a social commitment to compassion and individual dignity, society deviates from that initial commitment when personal perceptions of the quality and goals of one's own life are given no weight, or when no effort is made to use persuasive and helpful methods before resorting to coercive and stigmatizing ones. If, on the other hand, the community-centered argument seeks to maximize overall social welfare regardless of the cost to some individuals, this approach is in tension with our political system's ideal of securing equal rights and liberties for all individuals and preventing the sacrifice of the minority to the majority. While some may disagree about the amount of weight to give to subjective value-choices, some measure of respect for them is ethically desirable, as will be shown in more detail later.

This objection should at least give potential regulators pause, especially since the regulatee's choice of a particular lifestyle would lead one to surmise that the imposition of a law making that lifestyle more difficult will cause a shift in behavior that is not accompanied by a shift in personal priorities. At least for some time, a discrepancy will exist between what the person values and what the new legal regime obliges her to do. The effectiveness of such paternalistic laws in realigning people's priorities and maximizing their subjective welfare depends on individual characteristics which generally applicable laws cannot take into account. These include the individual's positive or negative attitudes towards her risky behavior and whether government intervention makes her feel secure or resentful.61 Thus, there are serious flaws in the position that society should bring its political power to bear on individual lifestyles in order to confer on people the unchosen benefits of temperance, moderation, and good health.
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