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Multilateralism CP---BEJJP
1NC
The United States federal government should propose a multilateral agreement over [xxxx] and advocate [xxxx]. 
The counterplan reorients international institutions to be globally inclusive---that’s the only way to solve numerous existential threats.
Tharman Shanmugaratnam 22, senior minister of Singapore and member of the UN Secretary-General’s High-Level Advisory Board on Effective Multilateralism, “Confronting a Perfect Long Storm,” June 2022, The International Monetary Fund, Geo-economic Puzzle: Policymaking in a More Fragmented World, pp. 6-9, ajs
The pandemic, war in Ukraine, the threat to food security, and the resurgence of global poverty. Heatwaves, droughts, and other extreme weather events. These are not random shocks. Nor are they a perfect storm in the conventional sense, a one-off conjuncture of bad events. We face instead a confluence of lasting structural insecurities—geopolitical, economic, and existential—each reinforcing the other. We have entered a perfect long storm.
We cannot wish away these insecurities or hope that problems that occupy one part of the world will not rebound on others. COVID-19 and its repeated mutations have brought that reality home, at immense human and economic cost everywhere. We can only restore optimism by recognizing the gravity and collective nature of the threats we face and organizing ourselves more effectively to address them.
First, the risk of escalating geopolitical conflict is greater than it has been in over three decades. The system of global rules and norms aimed at preserving peace and the territorial integrity of nation states was always fragile. But the unprovoked invasion of Ukraine is not just another rupture in the system. Its ramifications go beyond any other, and in ways that could be catastrophic.
Second, we face the prospect of stagflation, with higher inflation and stalled growth for a period of time. What was seen by many as an improbable “tail risk” a year ago is now a likely scenario. Advanced economies’ central banks have a more complex task than any time in living memory, and their chances of taming inflation while achieving a soft landing in economic growth are getting slimmer. The task is made more difficult by the war in Ukraine and the disruptions it has brought to energy, food, and other critical commodity markets.
When the history of the decade is written, inflation in the advanced economies is unlikely to be viewed as its most serious problem—certainly not compared with the implications of distress in the developing world or a weakened international order. But prolonged high inflation will seriously erode the political capital needed for nations to respond to our larger challenges, domestically and globally, including the climate crisis. It can set the world back in ways that economic models cannot predict. Notably, an escalating cost of living will demoralize populations that are now much older than they were in the 1970s, when the advanced economies saw their last episode of high inflation.
Flying Blind
Third, the existential commons are deteriorating at an accelerating pace. Climate change, shrinking biodiversity, water scarcity, polluted oceans, a dangerously congested outer space, and the spread of infectious diseases will pose growing threats to life and livelihoods everywhere. We must address these threats in parallel because the science is clear on how they interact. Global warming and a degraded biosphere are leading to major shifts in animal life, with countless new and re-emergent pathogens hopping between species and into human communities. Recurring pandemics are already baked into the system. Yet two years into COVID-19, the world is still flying blind into the next pandemic. Scientists warn that it could come at any time and be even more lethal.
The unpalatable short-term reality is that the world will have to rely more on fossil fuels, including even coal, to ensure energy security and prevent sharply higher energy prices. But it also means we must redouble efforts to make the long-term transition to a low-carbon energy future. We need clear policy frameworks—including predictable schedules for carbon pricing and fossil fuel subsidy phase-outs, and direct assistance to vulnerable groups—to achieve this critical transition while preserving energy security.
Fourth, we must confront the risk of growing divergences, within and especially across countries. Higher prices of basic foods, livestock feed, fertilizer, and energy are taking the biggest toll on poorer countries, which are already the hardest hit by extreme weather events—and especially on the poorest in their populations. Their governments have little fiscal capacity to offset these shocks. More than half of them are already in or near debt distress. Faced with these immediate constraints, we risk continued neglect of education and healthcare improvements, with dangerous longer-term and global consequences. Even before COVID-19, more than half of the children in low- and middle-income countries had not achieved basic literacy by age 10; the figure is now estimated to be as high as 70 percent. Girls especially have suffered large learning losses during the pandemic, with many not returning to school and millions being pushed into early marriage.
There is now a real prospect of rollback of the hard-earned economic and social gains that many of these developing countries made in the last two decades. It will risk permanent scarring of the young, further disempowerment of women, civil wars, and conflicts between neighboring states. Each of these would make it harder to address the world’s most pressing challenges.
Financing global public goods
We must address these threats, not on the basis of scenarios that reflect our hopes but through a realistic appraisal of what could plausibly go wrong. COVID-19 and the Ukraine war were not black swan events. The full scale of these tragedies may not have been foreseen, but the risks had been blinking visibly on the radar for some time.
We must bring preparedness for threats, known or unknown, into the mainstream of public policy and collective thinking, just as regulators learned from the global financial crisis and sought to fortify financial buffers in advance of the next crisis.
We have to invest at significantly higher levels, over a sustained period, in the public goods needed to address the world’s most pressing problems. We must make up for many years of underinvestment in a wide range of critical areas—from clean water and trained teachers in developing economies to upgrades of an aging logistics infrastructure in some of the most advanced economies. But we also have the opportunity now to spur a new wave of innovations to tackle the challenges of the global commons, from low-carbon construction materials, to advanced batteries and hydrogen electrolyzers, to combination vaccines aimed at protecting simultaneously against a range of pathogens.
To fund these investments we must embark on public-private collaboration on a scale never before adopted. Public sector finances will not be able to meet these needs on their own. As it is, debt-servicing costs will take an increasing share of government revenues. Governments in the advanced world have also declared the end of the “peace dividend” that had prompted many of them to spend less on defense over several decades.
We must now reorient public finance, in partnership with philanthropic capital where possible, toward mobilizing private investment to meet the needs of the global commons. The world will need to invest an estimated $100 to $150 trillion over the next 30 years to achieve net zero carbon emissions. That may sound daunting. But the $3 to $5 trillion annual cost is not a large percentage of the world’s $100 trillion capital markets, which grow by about that amount each year.
There is no lack of private and market finance. But channeling it to meet the needs of the commons requires a proactive public sector and well-designed frameworks for risk-sharing with the private sector. Policies and standards to rapidly scale up the deployment of clean energy technologies that are already proven, and to incentivize large scale infrastructural investments such as in smart transmission and distribution grids, will be critical to achieving significant cuts in emissions by 2030. However, almost half the technologies needed to reach net zero by mid-century are still being prototyped. Governments must put skin in the game to leverage private sector R&D, and promote demonstration projects, to accelerate the development of these technologies and bring them to market. Besides getting to net zero on time, they should aim to spur major new industries and job opportunities.
The social returns to protecting the global commons will typically be far in excess of the private returns, which makes a strong case for the public sector to share risks with private investors. Developing and producing vaccines at scale for the next pandemic is a strong illustration of the point. A project to immunize the world’s population even six months earlier will save trillions of dollars and countless lives.
Making multilateralism work
However, we cannot address the challenges of this new era without a more effective multilateralism. UN Secretary-General António Guterres’ report, Our Common Agenda, sets out a bold and credible vision of multilateralism: one that is more inclusive of different voices, more tightly networked, as well as more effective in delivering outcomes and hence more trusted.
It does not require a root and branch reconstruction of multilateralism or building entirely new institutions. But we have to move with urgency to reorient existing institutions for a new era, devise new mechanisms for networked cooperation among the multilaterals and other institutions including non-state players, and pool resources in ways that can meet both nations’ collective interests and self-interests more effectively.
First, we need new thinking on the global commons. We must view money spent on strengthening them not as aid to the rest of the world but as an investment that benefits nations both rich and poor many times over. As the G20 High Level Independent Panel on financing pandemic security showed, the additional international investment required to plug major global gaps in preparedness, with contributions fairly distributed across countries, will not only be affordable for all but also enable us to avoid costs that would be several hundred times larger if we fail to act together to prevent another pandemic. The longstanding aversion to collective investment in pandemic preparedness reflects political myopia and financial imprudence, which we must overcome urgently.
Solvency
Solvency---2NC
CP uniquely avoids profit shifting, tax competition, and insufficient social expenditures
IMF 22, alliance between 188 member countries to ensure stability of the international monetary system, 4/2022, “Coordinating Taxation Across Borders,” https://www.imf.org/-/media/Files/Publications/fiscal-monitor/2022/April/English/ch2.ashx //ST
From a global perspective, uncoordinated tax interactions among independent jurisdictions, with their different objectives, often lead to unsatisfactory outcomes. To illustrate, if a country lowers its tax on capital, it attracts tax bases from other countries in the form of real capital or “paper” profits, even without real capital movement (that is, profit shifting). The corresponding contraction in the other countries’ tax base lowers those countries’ tax revenues. Also, spillovers do not end with profit and capital movements. The other countries are under pressure to lower their capital taxes, too, with further repercussions. A similar interaction can occur in the context of taxing the rich. This “race to the bottom”—which can result in inefficiently low taxation and hence insufficient public investments and social expenditures (Keen and Konrad 2013)—has been reflected in the downward trends of corporate and top personal income tax rates (Figure 2.1). 
Depending on context and specifics, international coordination on the level or location of taxation can improve global outcomes with or without disadvantaging some countries. In federations, tax competition can be alleviated, and compensation can take place through fiscal transfers between subnational governments or through central policies. However, countries need to find common ground in coordination and be guided by economic assessment to understand global and country-specific effects. The ideal assessment entails comparing coordination options not only with the status quo, but also with counterfactuals of futures, with and without coordination. For example, unchanged policies may be more beneficial now but less beneficial in the future relative to coordinated outcomes.
Only CP accesses unique framework for international taxation to avoid shortcomings
Aaron Junge 19, worked on Tax Counsel of US House of Representatives and is currently an International Tax Partner of the second largest professional services network in the world, et al., 9/2/2019, “Design Choices for Unilateral and Multilateral Foreign Minimum Taxes,” https://www.taxnotes.com/special-reports/international-taxation/design-choices-unilateral-and-multilateral-foreign-minimum-taxes/2019/08/30/29wp3#sec-5 //ST
1. Ultimate Shareholder Approach
Under an ultimate shareholder approach, a country imposing a foreign minimum tax (the ceding country) would not impose that tax if a higher-tier shareholder is subject to a foreign minimum tax substantially similar to that of the ceding country. Under a multilateral foreign minimum tax, this approach ensures that an item of income is subject to only one foreign minimum tax: the one imposed on the ultimate shareholder. If the ultimate shareholder is not subject to a foreign minimum tax (for example, it is tax resident in a country that declines to adopt the multilateral foreign minimum tax), the first lower-tier holding company that is subject to a foreign minimum tax would serve the role of the ultimate shareholder. This approach operates similarly for branches, meaning that the country in which the branch owner is tax resident may be a ceding country.
Example 2: Assume Parent, a Country A company, wholly owns Regional HoldCo, a Country B company, which wholly owns Target, a Country C company, which wholly owns OpCo, a Country D company. Assume that OpCo earns $200 of income subject to a uniform Country D tax of 5 percent and thus pays $10 of Country D tax. Assume further that countries A and C impose foreign minimum taxes that follow an ultimate shareholder approach and with minimum tax rates of 12 percent and 10 percent, respectively.
Under Country A’s foreign minimum tax, the minimum tax base for OpCo’s income is $200. Under Country C’s foreign minimum tax, the minimum tax base for OpCo’s income is $210.95 In this case, if Country A’s foreign minimum tax is substantially similar to that of Country C, Country C is the ceding country. Consequently, Target is not subject to the Country C foreign minimum tax, and Country A imposes $14 of residual tax (that is, $200 * 12 percent - $10) on Parent. See Table 1.
For most multinational enterprises, an ultimate shareholder approach results in the enterprise being subject to only the parent jurisdiction’s foreign minimum tax. Often (but not always) an MNE has more compliance expertise and resources for its parent jurisdiction than for others. Moreover, applying only one foreign minimum tax reduces complexity and compliance burdens. Both of these factors facilitate compliance and enforcement.
Solvency---IMF/Say Yes---2NC
IMF changed its goals to advise countries on how to reduce income inequality
Anna Yukhananov 14, experience foreign policy reporter on foreign monetary policy, 3/13/2014, “IMF economists offer countries tools to shrink inequality,” https://www.reuters.com/article/imf-fiscal-inequality/imf-economists-offer-countries-tools-to-shrink-inequality-idINDEEA2C0NY20140313 //ST
WASHINGTON (Reuters) - Raising the retirement age and scrapping regressive taxes such as deducting the interest on mortgages can help richer governments address income inequality without straining their pocketbooks, IMF staff said in a paper on Thursday.
In recent months, the International Monetary Fund has taken an increasingly vocal stance on the widening gaps between rich and poor nations. IMF staff say they have focused more on inequality due to interest from the Fund’s 188 member countries.
From Asia to the United States, the richest one percent of earners have taken home a growing share of the economic pie, leading to pressure on policymakers to do something about it.
In a wide-ranging paper, IMF officials offer cash-strapped governments a menu of options on how to customize their social protection programs to get the biggest bang for their buck.
“The key message that I want to convey today is that when it comes to fiscal redistribution, design matters,” David Lipton, the IMF’s first deputy managing director, said in a speech. He presented the paper at the Peterson Institute for International Economics in Washington.
Richer countries with aging populations may consider raising the retirement age to preserve pensions while saving money, the IMF staff said.
Developing economies could focus on better targeting social programs and raising property taxes, among other policies, the economists said. For other advice, see the paper:
Lipton noted that in most developing countries, the poorest 40 percent of the population ends up receiving less than 20 percent of the benefits from social spending.
The IMF analyzes the economies of each of its 188 member countries and offers advice on government budget and monetary policies. Lipton said the IMF has always assessed the impact of countries’ tax and spending policies on “distributional goals.”
“There are many cases where we will express our view if we think that policies are likely to undermine growth ... by having adverse consequences upon the poor,” Lipton told reporters.
IMF economists also point out that 50 percent of IMF programs include a requirement that authorities not reduce social spending below a certain level.
But the Fund had not traditionally focused on income inequality until recent years. IMF Managing Director Christine Lagarde sounded the trumpet on rising income disparities in two major speeches last month.
And another IMF study two weeks ago said income inequality can lead to slower or less sustainable economic growth, while redistribution can actually help an economy.
“We hope this signals a long term change in IMF policy advice to countries - to invest in health and education and more progressive fiscal policies,” said Nicolas Mombrial, a spokesman for the development advocacy group Oxfam.
IMF has experience advising economies – advised Britain to carbon tax
David Milliken 23, experience journalist reporting on economic and political news, 7/11/2023, “Bank of England may need to keep rates higher for longer, IMF says,” https://www.reuters.com/markets/rates-bonds/bank-england-may-need-keep-rates-higher-longer-imf-says-2023-07-11/ //ST
LONDON, July 11 (Reuters) - The Bank of England may have to keep interest rates high for an extended period if inflation pressures persist, and it was right to raise them by half a percentage point last month, the International Monetary Fund's directors said on Tuesday.
British inflation was the highest of any major economy in May at 8.7%, and financial markets have priced in increasingly high peaks for BoE rates as wage and price data have come in hotter than expected in recent months.
Markets see a roughly 50% chance that BoE rates will peak at 6.5% early next year, up from 5% now - a greater degree of tightening than is expected for the U.S. Federal Reserve or the European Central Bank.
"A continuous review of the pace and magnitude of monetary tightening is warranted," IMF directors said after an annual review of Britain's economy.
"Should inflationary pressures show signs of further persistence, the policy rate may have to be raised further and would need to remain higher for longer to durably lower inflation and keep inflation expectations anchored."
BoE Governor Andrew Bailey on Monday vowed to "see the job through" on returning inflation to its 2% target.
The IMF's latest comment is similar to language by staff in a preliminary version of its annual report on the British economy in May.
The agency also repeated the forecast it made in May that Britain would avoid recession this year and that the economy would grow by 0.4%.
Inflation will slow to "around 5.25%" by the end of the year, it said. May's forecast said inflation at the end of 2023 would be "around 5%". Both forecasts suggested inflation would be below the BoE's 2% target by the middle of 2025.
The IMF's directors discouraged finance minister Jeremy Hunt from spending any unexpected fiscal windfalls.
Instead, Britain should raise more money over the medium term from carbon and property taxes, and by removing loopholes in wealth and income taxation, in order to fund public services better and stop government debt rising, they said.
Also seen in Argentina – IMF bailouts and negotiations enforce smart fiscal decisions
Jorge Otaola 23, project developer in democracy and freedom focusing on legal system that will guarantee and protects all National and international investors, 7/7/2023, “Argentina delegation set to travel to US next week for IMF talks,” https://www.reuters.com/world/americas/argentina-delegation-set-to-travel-us-next-week-imf-talks-source-2023-07-07/ //ST
BUENOS AIRES, July 7 (Reuters) - The Argentine government will send a delegation next week to Washington in a bid to finalize the renegotiation of its $44 billion loan with the International Monetary Fund (IMF), a source involved in the talks told Reuters on Friday.
The delegation had initially planned to travel as early as June.
The third-largest economy in Latin America intends to change the scheduling of disbursements set for the rest of the year amid soaring inflation, a weakening peso, and a historic drought that has hindered agriculture exports and diminished central bank dollar reserves.
"The negotiation is fine, next week our team will be there (in Washington) all week. We are very close (to an agreement)," the source said on the condition of anonymity.
The fund said through a spokesperson that current discussions are focused on support for reserves accumulation and improving fiscal stability "while recognizing the impact of the drought."
Grupo SBS said in a note that the renegotiation with the IMF rests on changing the exchange rate through a currency devaluation, but that "the government continues to refuse."
In June, Argentina was forced to pay the IMF $2.7 billion in debt using the last reserves of its Special Drawing Rights (SDRs) and a Chinese yuan currency swap so as not to weaken its U.S. dollar reserves.
The government also this week postponed its $2.6 billion loan repayments for July until the end of the month, which include $1.3 billion that were due Friday.
Argentines in August will vote in a primary nominating contest, ahead of the general election in October.
Sri Lanka proves IMF bailouts incentivize fiscal reforms – a UBI would be implemented the same way
Uditha Jayasinghe 23, Former Central Banker who spent a decade specializing in Public Finance, with the Public Debt Management and Fund Management and with the National Superannuation Fund, 7/1/2023, “Sri Lanka parliament approves domestic debt restructuring plan,” https://www.reuters.com/world/asia-pacific/sri-lanka-parliament-approves-domestic-debt-restructuring-plan-2023-07-01/ //ST
COLOMBO, July 1 (Reuters) - Sri Lanka's parliament approved a domestic debt restructuring plan on Saturday that is crucial to continue a $2.9 billion bailout from the International Monetary Fund (IMF).
The plan passed with a majority of 122 votes in the 225-member parliament.
Sri Lanka tumbled into its worst financial crisis in more than seven decades last year after the country's dollar reserves shrank to record lows, triggering mass protests, a foreign debt default and the resignation of its former president.
To put its debt on a sustainable footing and pass an IMF review, Sri Lanka unveiled a much-anticipated domestic debt restructuring framework last Thursday that seeks to rework part of the island nation's $42 billion domestic debt.
"This debt restructuring plan is essential for Sri Lanka to meet the target set by the IMF agreement to reduce debt from the current 128% of GDP to 95% of GDP by 2023," State Minister of Finance Shehan Semasinghe told parliament.
"We are doing this while protecting banks, depositors and pensions."
Opposition parties called for more transparency in implementing the plan and stronger protection for pension fund holders.
"This restructuring will disproportionately affect pensioners and that is an extremely unfair move by the government," said opposition leader Sajith Premadasa.
The island's economy improved it secured the$2.9 billion bailout from the IMF in March, which helped tame inflation, improve dollar inflows and appreciate its currency.
Sri Lanka is asking international bondholders to take a 30% haircut and is seeking similar concessions from investors in its domestic dollar-denominated notes.
Implementing the domestic debt plan is also crucial to push forward negotiations with bondholders and key bilateral creditors China, Japan and India.
Sri Lanka aims to finalise debt restructuring talks by September.
Current IMF surveillance allows best solvency tailored to each country – Lebanon proves
Maya Gebeily 23, Reuters bureau chief and reporter in Middle Eastern socioeconomic developments, 6/29/2023, “Lebanon economic crisis worsened by vested interests, IMF says,” https://www.reuters.com/world/middle-east/lebanon-economic-crisis-worsened-by-vested-interests-imf-says-2023-06-29/ //ST
BEIRUT, June 29 (Reuters) - Lebanon's financial crisis has been aggravated by vested interests resisting crucial reforms, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) said on Thursday, warning that no action could lead the country "down an unpredictable road".
The nearly four-year economic meltdown has cost the local currency roughly 98% of its value, seen GDP contract by 40%, pushed inflation into triple-digits and drained two-thirds of the central bank's foreign currency reserves, the IMF said.
The figures came as part of its Article IV report, a comprehensive assessment of Lebanon's finances.
The IMF said the crisis had been compounded "by a failure to take much needed policy action, hampered by a lasting political crisis and resistance from vested interests to reforms."
Lebanon signed an agreement with the IMF in April 2022 but has not met the conditions to secure a full $3 billion financing programme, seen as crucial to a recovery from one of the worst economic collapses in modern history.
The IMF said the steps Lebanon had tried so far, including the 2022 budget and a banking secrecy law fell short of the advice given by IMF staff or the expectations discussed.
Mission chief Ernesto Rigo told reporters that Lebanon's leaders may face a "temptation" to avoid difficult political decisions and may hope the economy stabilises without reforms, but that it would come at a "very high cost."
"The situation is very dire," he said.
The report said delayed reforms had led to a decrease in the foreign currency deposits that could eventually be recovered when the banking sector is restructured, with depositors effectively having lost $10 billion compared to 2020.
Lebanese politicians often say depositors' rights must be preserved in any plan to address losses of some $70 billion in the financial system.
The IMF said that without reforms, public debt could reach 547% of GDP by 2027. It said current debt levels, above 280% of GDP, were already "unsustainable."
"The continuation of the status quo presents the largest risk to Lebanon's economic and social stability, taking the country down an unpredictable road," the report said, adding the central bank needed new policies on conflicts of interest, more autonomy from government and more accountability.
Solvency---US Influence---2NC
IMF policy advisement solves and solves better
Congressional Research Service 22, public policy research institute of the United States Congress, 3/7/2022, “The International Monetary Fund,” https://sgp.fas.org/crs/misc/IF10676.pdf //ST
The International Monetary Fund (IMF, the Fund), founded in 1945, is an international organization that works to ensure the stability of the international monetary system. The United States is a founding member of the IMF and the largest financial contributor. Congress helps shape the U.S. participation in the IMF through oversight, appropriations, and other legislation. Key issues for Congress include IMF support for Ukraine, possible IMF sanctions on Russia, China’s role at the IMF, and COVID-19 response efforts.
The IMF has reinvented itself several times since its creation. From 1946 to 1971, during the so-called Bretton Woods era, the IMF oversaw a system of fixed exchange rates pegged to the U.S. dollar, which was itself convertible into gold. When non-U.S. currencies suffered payments imbalances arising from their normal trading and financial relationships, the IMF provided short-term financing to cover temporary hard currency shortfalls. After the collapse of the Bretton Woods system of fixed exchange rates in 1971, IMF members enacted a comprehensive reform of the organization and its operations in 1975. The IMF transformed itself from being an organization focused exclusively on issues of foreign exchange convertibility and global monetary stability to one having a broader mandate: lending for a range of financial crises, including debt, currency, and banking crises, and engaging on a wide range of issues including capital flows, financial regulation, and surveillance of the global economy.
Key Functions Since the 1970s, the IMF’s mandate of promoting international monetary stability includes three main functions:  Surveillance. The IMF regularly monitors the economic and financial policies of its member countries. Through surveillance at the global level and in individual countries, the IMF highlights possible risks to domestic and external stability and advises member governments on needed policy adjustments. The implementation of IMF recommendations is enforced through pressure exercised by other IMF members and the global financial sector, which have access to most IMF analysis of global economic risks. 
Loans. The IMF makes loans to countries experiencing balance-of-payments difficulties, which generally means they are facing problems paying for necessary imports or servicing their debt payments. The temporary financial assistance enables countries to stabilize their economies, while implementing economic reforms. The IMF disburses its loans in phases (“tranches”) after verifying that specified economic conditions and reforms have been met (“conditionality”). 
Capacity Development. The IMF provides technical assistance and training to help member countries strengthen their capacity to design and implement effective policies. The IMF provides technical assistance in monetary and financial policies; fiscal policy and management; statistical data complication; and economic and financial legislation. 
US has high stake in IMF decisions – plan passes
Congressional Research Service 22, public policy research institute of the United States Congress, 3/7/2022, “The International Monetary Fund,” https://sgp.fas.org/crs/misc/IF10676.pdf //ST
Organization and Structure The IMF’s governing document, the Articles of Agreement, provides for a three-tiered governance structure with a board of governors, an executive board, and a managing director. The board of governors is the highest policymaking authority of the IMF. All member countries are represented on the board of governors, usually at the finance minister or central bank governor level. Day-to-day authority over operational policy, lending, and other matters is vested in the board of executive directors, a 24-member body that meets three or more times a week to oversee and supervise the activities of the IMF.  As the largest shareholder, the United States has its own seat on the executive board. The executive board or board of governors of the IMF can approve loans, policy decisions, and many other matters by a simple majority vote; however, a supermajority vote is required to approve major IMF decisions. The supermajority may require a 70% or 85% vote, depending on the issue. At 17.43% of total voting power, the United States has veto over major policy decisions. The primary source of IMF lending resources is the financial contributions or quota subscriptions of its member nations. A country’s proportion of quota, or quota share, broadly reflects its weight in the global economy; larger economies have larger quotas. A member’s quota also impacts the country’s voting power at the IMF. Countries with larger quotas, and thus larger financial commitments to the institution, have a greater say in how the IMF is run. The United States contributes $117 billion to the IMF quota (17.46%). In addition, the United States has contributed $44 billion to funds at the IMF that supplement quota resources.
Solvency---Warming---2NC
Multilat is the only way to solve global emissions reduction – can’t be restrained by national borders
IMF 22, alliance between 188 member countries to ensure stability of the international monetary system, 4/2022, “Coordinating Taxation Across Borders,” https://www.imf.org/-/media/Files/Publications/fiscal-monitor/2022/April/English/ch2.ashx //ST
International coordination on tax matters is needed now more than ever. National governments share challenges in securing revenues, addressing inequalities, and curbing greenhouse gas emissions. Succeeding in these efforts increasingly requires dealing with pressures that cannot be stopped by national borders. These cross-border spillovers—the effects of one country’s actions on other countries—necessitate international coordination. The most pressing areas for coordination are the taxation of multinational enterprises (multinationals) and individuals, as well as carbon pricing. 
Recent achievements toward international tax coordination include the agreement in October 2021 under the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)/Group of Twenty (G20) Inclusive Framework to reform the taxation of multinationals (OECD 2021d), international agreements to exchange information led by the Global Forum, and countries’ pledges under the Paris Agreement and the UN Climate Change Conference at Glasgow (COP26) to reduce emissions.1 However, much more should be done.
Multilateralism key to solve diverging approaches to emissions reduction – only IMF can solve smaller countries’ capacity constraints
IMF 22, alliance between 188 member countries to ensure stability of the international monetary system, 4/2022, “Coordinating Taxation Across Borders,” https://www.imf.org/-/media/Files/Publications/fiscal-monitor/2022/April/English/ch2.ashx //ST
In analogy to income tax competition, uncoordinated attempts to discourage greenhouse gas emissions face national hurdles. Higher carbon pricing in one country, for instance, increases the costs for its domestic producers, posing competitiveness concerns and potentially motivating production and emissions to move to other countries (that is, carbon leakage). Even if some countries begin implementing domestic mitigation policies, others may wait to benefit from avoiding the costs of reducing emissions. This “free-riding” issue, together with competitiveness concerns, hampers global progress on emission reduction.
In contrast with the vital role of small countries in hosting global income and wealth, a handful of large economic regions account for the majority of global emissions. International coordination could therefore generate significant progress—at least initially—in a setting with fewer participants. For example, China, the European Union, India, and the United States together are responsible for 64 percent of global emissions (Parry, Black, and Roaf 2021).
Differences among countries’ incomes raise further challenges to coordination. Whereas high-tax advanced economies and developing countries face similar tax base erosion challenges, the latter countries tend to import capital, have far fewer multinational headquarters, and face harder capacity constraints in tax enforcement. An agreement must reconcile the interests of developing countries and advanced economies. Within each set, countries are different, for example, in the relative importance of specific sectors such as digital-heavy companies, natural resources, and financial firms.
The form of coordination can facilitate agreement. For example, regarding corporate income taxation, combining zero-sum reallocation of revenues with a revenue raiser facilitates agreement (as discussed in the “Corporate Income Tax Coordination” section). Coordination of mitigation policies among key large emitters could be effective in the immediate term and would constitute an important start (as discussed in the “Carbon-Pricing Coordination” section).
Solvency---AT: Unilateralism---2NC
Unilateralism creates inefficiency – gives some a competitive advantage
Aaron Junge 19, worked on Tax Counsel of US House of Representatives and is currently an International Tax Partner of the second largest professional services network in the world, et al., 9/2/2019, “Design Choices for Unilateral and Multilateral Foreign Minimum Taxes,” https://www.taxnotes.com/special-reports/international-taxation/design-choices-unilateral-and-multilateral-foreign-minimum-taxes/2019/08/30/29wp3#sec-5 //ST
B. Concurrent Application of Multiple FMTs
The concurrent application of multiple foreign minimum taxes without coordination may be detrimental for foreign trade and investment, and the accumulation of multiple residual taxes may result in an effective tax rate above the minimum tax rate.
Example 1: Assume Canada and Germany both implemented unilateral foreign minimum taxes that disregarded any other foreign minimum taxes and Australia implemented a unilateral foreign minimum tax designed to take into account other foreign minimum taxes. Assume further that a Canadian business has invested in a subsidiary tax resident in a low-tax country, resulting in the Canadian foreign minimum tax applying to some or all of the subsidiary’s income.
If a German company and an Australian company both sought to acquire the Canadian company, the Australian company would hold a competitive advantage because the Australian foreign minimum tax would not double tax the subsidiary’s income, whereas the German foreign minimum tax would. If the Australian foreign minimum tax also was not designed to take into account the Canadian foreign minimum tax, there would not be competitive disadvantages between the two potential acquirers in this respect, but there would be an equally applicable barrier to invest in the Canadian company because of the multiple foreign minimum taxes.
There are at least three mechanisms available to coordinate the concurrent application of multiple foreign minimum taxes to an item of income: (1) conditioning the application of the foreign minimum tax on no higher-tier shareholder’s jurisdiction imposing a foreign minimum tax (an ultimate shareholder approach), (2) conditioning the application of the foreign minimum tax on no lower-tier shareholder’s jurisdiction imposing a foreign minimum tax (an immediate shareholder approach), or (3) providing an FTC for residual tax imposed on the relevant item of income because of another foreign minimum tax (a credit approach).
Unilateralism fails – just displaces the problem rather than solving it
OECD 98, an intergovernmental organization founded to stimulate economic progress and world trade, 4/9/1998, “Harmful Tax Competition: An Emerging Global Issue,” https://www.oecd.org/ctp/harmful/1904176.pdf //ST
IV. Recommendations to intensify international co-operation in response to harmful tax competition 
138.Although one country’s actions can be influential in curbing harmful tax practices, it is difficult for the actions of any single country to eliminate harmful tax practices.  In fact, for many reasons, individual countries may not have a strong incentive to take action against harmful tax practices since, by so doing, they can worsen their position relative to where they would have been if they had not acted at all.  For example, as a result of some of the defensive measures an individual country takes to counteract harmful tax practices, the targeted activity may simply move to another location that is not taking measures to combat such practices.  Thus, individual actions do not completely solve the problem; they may merely displace it.  For this reason, a multilateral approach is required and the OECD is the most appropriate forum to undertake this task. 
139.The present Report provides a useful starting point for improving international co-operation to counter harmful tax competition.  The effectiveness of many of the Recommendations concerning domestic legislation and tax treaties described in sections II and III will depend to a large extent on whether the measures concerned can be taken in a co-ordinated fashion.  As explained in the introduction to this Chapter, a co-ordinated response to the problem of harmful tax competition will greatly reinforce the effectiveness of unilateral measures.  Such a response will involve a number of elements, the most important of which are: 
− The adoption of a set of Guidelines (reproduced in Box III) intended to ensure that Member countries refrain from adopting preferential tax regimes constituting harmful tax competition and gradually eliminate those harmful preferential tax regimes that currently exist; 
− The creation of a subsidiary body of the Committee, the Forum on Harmful Tax Practices, to allow, among other things, for an ongoing discussion of experiences with the problems posed by tax havens and harmful preferential tax regimes and of the effectiveness of measures taken in response to such practices.  The Forum will monitor the implementation of the Recommendations set out in the earlier sections of this Chapter and the accompanying Guidelines as well as; 
− The preparation of a list of jurisdictions constituting tax havens; and 
− The development and active promotion of principles of Good Tax Administration relevant to counteracting harmful tax practices.
International solvency is key. 
OECD 08, an intergovernmental organization founded to stimulate economic progress and world trade, 11/17/2008, “World of Work Report 2008: Income Inequalities in the Age of Financial Globalization,” https://one.oecd.org/document/ECO/WKP(2017)85/En/pdf#:~:text=Redistribution%20is%20quantified%20as%20the,on%20household%2Dlevel%20micro%20data //ST
Taxes and social transfers can be important tools for redistribution. Yet, despite their potential, they have not been used to the extent needed to keep pace with increasing inequality. To the extent that policy makers consider rising income inequality problematic, several policy options can be considered. The purpose of these policy options is to address increasing income inequality without adversely affecting economic growth. First, there may be a case for increasing the progressivity of the tax system. To this end, governments could ensure that tax rates on high incomes are not further reduced – an international trend highlighted in this chapter – and limit regressive tax exceptions. In certain countries there may be a case for refraining from further increase in VAT and other indirect taxes (often regressive), introduced to compensate for reductions in government revenue arising from lowered income taxes and trade tariff reductions. Second, in order to avoid the risk of harmful international tax competition, multilateral action may be needed. Indeed there are many countries that cannot enhance the progressivity of their tax system, because doing so may encourage mobile, high-income groups to leave. Of course, any efforts to curb harmful tax competition must give consideration to cases where countries have legitimately reduced taxes to improve economic efficiency. Third, tax and social policy need to support employment –a key redistribution mechanism. This means removing tax distortions that affect labour market participation.
International coordination accesses the best enforcement to avoid harmful tax competition
OECD 98, an intergovernmental organization founded to stimulate economic progress and world trade, 4/9/1998, “Harmful Tax Competition: An Emerging Global Issue,” https://www.oecd.org/ctp/harmful/1904176.pdf //ST and slow
13.Recommendation concerning co-ordinated enforcement regimes (joint audits; co-ordinated training programmes, etc.): that countries consider undertaking co-ordinated enforcement programs (such as simultaneous examinations, specific exchange of information projects or joint training activities) in relation to income or taxpayers benefiting from practices constituting harmful tax competition. 
133.Since the late 1970s, a number of countries have developed simultaneous or joint audit programs under which the tax authorities of both countries audit the tax returns of affiliated corporations for the same taxation year.  This form of co-operation should be intensified since such audit programmes can help achieve the objectives of this Report. 
134.Other types of co-operation between tax authorities are also likely to be effective in improving international tax compliance.  For example, the international features of a country’s tax system are among its most technical and complex aspects.  It is often difficult for tax departments to ensure that their international audit staff have the proper training to deal with the issues adequately.  Joint training activities on topics such as audit strategies, transfer pricing, treaty issues, sophisticated transactions, the design and implementation of CFC and FIF rules etc. could improve compliance by disseminating successful audit practices and by promoting closer contacts between tax inspectors dealing with international transactions.  These could take place under the auspices of the Committee and its subsidiary bodies. 
135.The Recommendation is aimed at further developing collaboration in that respect.  The efforts that will be taken under this Recommendation will typically result in countries combining their information and audit powers in order to better apply domestic tax rules vis-à-vis income from, or entities of, other countries from which such information cannot be obtained.  Simultaneous examinations based upon the 1992 OECD Model Agreement should be encouraged.
Solvency---AT: Unilateralism---Ext---Taxes
Cheaper tax incentives drive the exploitation of poorer countries’ land and resources 
Michael Littlewood 04, Law Professor at the University of Auckland and has a doctorate in tax from the University of Hong Kong, 1/15/2004, “Tax Competition: Harmful to Whom?” https://repository.law.umich.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1227&context=mjil //ST
One problem with this strategy is that it might lead to a "race to the bottom." If one country seeks to attract foreign investment by offering preferential tax treatment (that is, by taxing foreign investors less heavily than it taxes resident investors), other countries might be more generous still. The ultimate consequence might be that countries go on cutting the taxes they impose on foreign investors until the benefit they derive is reduced to zero. Thus, tax competition, rather than facilitating growth in poor countries, might merely enable firms from rich countries to go on exploiting the resources of poor ones (land, labor, minerals, and so on). Indeed, perhaps the principal effect of such incentives is to make such exploitation more profitable than before. In other words, tax incentives targeted at foreign investors, far from alleviating poverty, might perpetuate and even exacerbate it.' If developing countries succeed in attracting foreign investment, this could entail negative consequences for the country of residence of the foreign investor. For example, a firm might close down a factory in a high-tax rich country and establish a new one in a low-tax poor country. From the rich country's point of view, the consequences might include both (a) a decrease in economic activity generally (manifesting itself in job losses, in particular) and (b) a fall in government revenue. It is not surprising, then, that the rich countries have watched with some discomfort the efforts of the developing countries to attract foreign investment by means of tax incentives.
Tax havens deck the global economy – trillions lost in tax revenue from US companies alone
Nicholas Shaxson 19, cofounder of the Balanced Economy Project, an anti-monopoly organization, and writes regularly for the Financial Times, The Economist, and African Energy, 9/2019, “The billions attracted by tax havens do harm to sending and receiving nations alike,” https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/fandd/issues/2019/09/tackling-global-tax-havens-shaxon#:~:text=Tax%20havens%20collectively%20cost%20governments,not%2Dso%2Dlegal%20means //ST
Until the 2008 financial crisis, tax havens were generally seen as exotic sideshows to the global economy, Caribbean islands or Alpine financial fortresses frequented by celebrities, gangsters, and wealthy aristocrats. Since then, the world has woken up to two sobering facts: first, the phenomenon is far bigger and more central to the global economy than nearly anyone had imagined; and second, the biggest havens aren’t where we thought they were.
Tax havens collectively cost governments between $500 billion and $600 billion a year in lost corporate tax revenue, depending on the estimate (Crivelli, de Mooij, and Keen 2015; Cobham and Janský 2018), through legal and not-so-legal means. Of that lost revenue, low-income economies account for some $200 billion—a larger hit as a percentage of GDP than advanced economies and more than the $150 billion or so they receive each year in foreign development assistance. American Fortune 500 companies alone held an estimated $2.6 trillion offshore in 2017, though a small portion of that has been repatriated following US tax reforms in 2018.
Corporations aren’t the only beneficiaries. Individuals have stashed $8.7 trillion in tax havens, estimates Gabriel Zucman (2017), an economist at the University of California at Berkeley. Economist and lawyer James S. Henry’s (2016) more comprehensive estimates yield an astonishing total of up to $36 trillion. Both, assuming very different rates of return, put global individual income tax losses at around $200 billion a year, which must be added to the corporate total.
Tax havens are the driving factor in illicit politics and huge tax losses – problem lies overseas
Nicholas Shaxson 19, cofounder of the Balanced Economy Project, an anti-monopoly organization, and writes regularly for the Financial Times, The Economist, and African Energy, 9/2019, “The billions attracted by tax havens do harm to sending and receiving nations alike,” https://www.imf.org/en/Publications/fandd/issues/2019/09/tackling-global-tax-havens-shaxon#:~:text=Tax%20havens%20collectively%20cost%20governments,not%2Dso%2Dlegal%20means //ST
Political damage, while unquantifiable, must be added to the charge sheet: most centrally, tax havens provide hiding places for the illicit activities of elites who use them, at the expense of the less powerful majority. Tax havens defend themselves as “tax neutral” conduits helping international finance and investment flow smoothly. But while the benefits for the private players involved are evident, the same may not be true for the world as a whole; it is now widely accepted that in addition to tax losses, allowing capital to flow freely across borders carries risks, including the danger of financial instability in emerging market economies.
As a general rule, the wealthier the individual and the larger the multinational corporation—some have hundreds of subsidiaries offshore—the more deeply they are embedded in the offshore system and the more vigorously they defend it. Powerful governments also have a stake; most major havens are located in advanced economies or their territories. The Tax Justice Network’s Corporate Tax Haven Index ranks the top three as the British Virgin Islands, Bermuda, and the Cayman Islands—all British overseas territories. The organization’s Financial Secrecy Index ranks Switzerland, the United States, and the Cayman Islands as the top three jurisdictions for private wealth.
Solvency---AT: US Says No---2NC
AUDIENCE COSTS---advocating the agreement creates them. Those determine U.S. policy AND flip domestic support.
Janusch ’21 [Dr. Holger; 2021; PhD in International Relations from the University of Wuppertal, Associate Professor in the North American Studies Program at the Rheinische Friedrich Wilhelms University; Cooperation and Conflict, “Audience, Agenda Setting, and Issue Salience in International Negotiations,” Sage]
Audience cost is based on the theory that the audience cares more about consistency between a government’s words and deeds than the substance or results of foreign policy. Thus, the argument works independently of interest group the preferences or those of the public. Of course, it is important for decision makers to determine the extent to which the interests of the political leadership and those of interest groups and the public coincide or disagree on policy issues, but it is not germane to the audience cost argument per se. Audience cost is an additional factor that affects decisions of the political leadership, independently of the policy preferences of social groups. The domestic audience punishes its government for backing down from a public threat even if this drawback would be in its interest if the threat had not taken place in the first instance (Clare, 2007; Snyder and Borghard, 2011). One reason for this reaction can be that the audience cares about a government’s competence or a nation’s reputation or honor (Clare, 2007; Smith, 1998; Tomz, 2007). When a government backs down from a public threat, the audience could see a government’s inconsistency between words and deeds as incompetence or damaging for the national honor. Because it stands to reason that voters tend to evaluate the national honor more than interest groups and an attentive public that already have well-defined and specific interests, audience cost tend to be higher when the audience comprises more voters of the general public. This argument is supplemented by Chaudoin (2014) who proves that if the audience has strong preferences over policy choices themselves, they care less about the consistency of the leadership’s words and deeds but more about the final policy. Thus, the less clear the audience’s policy preferences are, the higher the audience costs. Yet, Levy (2012: 286) criticizes that public concerns about national honor are more affected when the adversary has initiated a threat. In this case, a government would tie the hands of the adversary more than its own by threatening publicly. Furthermore, Baum (2004: 608) emphasizes that rational voters would recognize that backing down is a wise decision in some situations and therefore a loss of national reputation is acceptable. It could also be argued that the audience sees threats just as cheap talk. Snyder and Borghard (2011: 440) emphasize that there is evidence that domestic audiences care about national honor, but little evidence that they care independently about empty threats. In the US-South Korea beef dispute, for instance, concerns about national honor seemed to play a minor role compared to the substance of the policy issue, namely, the concerns about public health.
Alternative explanation
These critiques raise the question of whether audience costs can be explained without referring to national honor. The following proposed explanation provides an alternative causal mechanism for audience costs and thus avoids the aforementioned criticism. Instead of referring to the audience’s focus on possible damage to the national honor, the following causal mechanism is based on agenda setting, issue framing, and asymmetric information (for interaction effects of audience costs with other forms of bargaining power see Janusch, 2018). Governments can shape public opinion by setting the agenda and framing issues in favorable ways, inter alia because they have an informational advantage in foreign policy over their domestic audiences (Shapiro and Jacobs, 2002). This is valid especially when international negotiations lack transparency and access to reliable information is limited to governmental actors. The executive branch, in particular, has a special informational advantage, because it is often the only actor that participates in negotiations at the international and domestic level (Shapiro and Jacobs, 2002). Thus, a government can influence the audience’s preferences by defining the conditions under which international cooperation seems to be in the national interest or not (see also Chaudoin, 2016). Should the foreign counterpart not fulfill these conditions, a government can declare an international cooperation to be counter to national interest and threaten to break off the negotiations. To back down from such a threat and to accept the demands of the foreign country would be to approve an agreement that has just been rejected as counter to the national interest, which would invite punishment from the audience.
Because interest groups and (to a lesser extent) the attentive public usually have more information and better-defined interests than the general public (Saunders, 2015), audience costs will tend to be higher, the more the audience consists of the general public rather than just interest groups and the attentive public. A government can affect the size of audience costs in two ways: agenda setting and issue framing.
First, it can increase or decrease the salience of an issue on the public agenda, for example, by going public or private (Baum, 2004; Dijkstra, 2012; Hill, 1998). A government can shape the public agenda by introducing new issues, emphasizing or de-emphasizing existing issues, or discarding issues (Tallberg, 2003). Public threats on the part of a government transmitted by the mass media can make an issue more salient (see also Baum, 2004; Slantchev, 2006). This so-called first-level agenda setting will increase the potential size of audience costs because the audience comprises more voters of the general public. Potential size means the maximum size of audience costs a government can generate when issue salience remains stable. It does not describe the audience costs that a government would suffer if it should back down, but rather the maximum audience costs a government could potentially incur by making public threats or demands, assuming a given composition of the audience. Thus, the greater a government’s ability to set the public agenda, the more it can increase the issue salience and thus affect the audience composition and the potential size of the audience costs (see Figure 2).
They’ll follow through. 
Manne ’13 [Geoffrey A; 2013; Lecturer in Law at Lewis & Clark Law School, Executive Director of the International Center for Law & Economics, JD from the University of Chicago Law School; The Antitrust Bulletin, “International Signals: The Political Dimension of International Competition Law,” p. 488-489]
The United States’ resistance to the multilateral effort to harmonize or internationalize antitrust laws is somewhat puzzling. It is presumably in the interests of U.S. companies and U.S. enforcement agencies to have a single international antitrust standard: for companies, a single standard would reduce the transaction costs of engaging in multinational business, and for enforcement agencies, a single standard would ensure uniform and effective enforcement of antitrust laws extraterritorially. Moreover, from the point of view of the government, required adherence to an international enforcement norm could serve as a “hands-tying” mechanism that would commit the government to a preferred long-term course of action and discourage defection caused by short-term, domestic political incentives.5 
[FOOTNOTE] 5 For example, the WTO commits the United States to a particular level of tariffs and deters it from sacrificing the long-term benefits of open trade for a short-term response to domestic demands for protection. The deterrence is not perfect—as evidenced by the steel tariff kerfuffle during George W. Bush’s presidency and the Chinese tire dust-up more recently during the Obama presidency—but it substantially raises the political costs of such defections. See Dan Ackman, Bush Cuts Steel Tariffs, Declares Victory, FORBES (Dec. 5, 2003), http://www.forbes.com/2003/12/05/cx_da_1205topnews .html; Peter Whoriskey & Anne Komblut, U.S. to Impose Tariff on Tires from China, WASH. POST (Sept. 12, 2009), http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp -dyn /content/article/2009/09/11/AR2009091103957.html. [END FOOTNOTE]
Biden will support multilat---especially on economics.
Patrick ’21 [Dr. Stewart; 2021; James H. Binger Senior Fellow in Global Governance at the Council on Foreign Relations, PhD in International Relations and MSt in Modern European History from Oxford University, MA from Stanford University; Observer Research Foundation, “Global Competition: Law, Markets, and Globalization,” https://www.orfonline.org/expert-speak/biden-administration-future-multilateralism/]
International observers of US foreign policy can be excused for feeling disoriented. Just four years ago, Donald Trump entered the White House promising to put “America First” and repudiated seven decades of US internationalism. Since January, his successor, Joe Biden, has reasserted American global leadership and rededicated the United States to multilateral cooperation, including at the United Nations and other major international bodies. This new orientation is most obvious in global health, climate change, nuclear weapons, the Western alliance, and the defence of democracy. Although things are more complicated when it comes to trade, even here the president’s instinct is to work with others.
Competition
Perm: Do Both---2NC
Unilateral redistribution dooms the international order to social and economic crisis---only multilateral governance solves.
UN 20, The United Nations, “Development Policy and Multilateralism after COVID-19,” July 2020, https://www.un.org/development/desa/dpad/wp-content/uploads/sites/45/CDP-Covid-19-and-Multilateralism.pdf, ajs
The global COVID-19 pandemic is plunging the world into a socio-economic and financial crisis of an unprecedented scale, in addition to the acute health crisis. Many of the gains achieved under the banner of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) are under threat. The crisis has exposed and exacerbated vulnerabilities and inequalities in both developing and developed countries, deepening poverty and exclusion and pushing the most vulnerable even further behind. This is a watershed moment. A sustainable, equitable and peaceful future hinges on the right national and international policy decisions.
For many, the impacts of this crisis are more tangible—given their immediacy and proximity—than the similarly severe damage and threats of climate change or the persistent plight of poverty, hunger and insecurity from which large numbers of people suffer chronically. Even before the pandemic, inequalities in income and multiple other dimensions of well-being, including security of employment and exposure to violence and crime, were rising. The abundant scientific evidence of the catastrophic potential of climate change contrasted sharply with the weak global response. Failure to address these mutually reinforcing problems was pushing people behind and threatening to reverse the already insufficient advances on the 2030 Agenda.1
COVID-19 forces a collective lucidity on the depth of global inter-dependence; on the fact that the world is only as resilient as the least resilient country and person; and that in a context of widespread vulnerability, we are reaching tipping points in different dimensions—social, economic and environmental.2,3 This moment of clarity must be taken advantage of to effectively reboot development towards the people-centric, inclusive, rights-based, participatory development envisioned in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. 
There could be an inclination in the current context to use the COVID-19 crisis as a justification for failing to meet the SDGs and not implementing the Paris Agreement on climate change. The response must instead be to put the SDGs first and foremost, building equal and inclusive societies that are resilient in the face of future pandemics, climate-related disasters and other acute and chronic challenges the world will face within our lifetimes and those of the next generations’. Now is the time to step up international cooperation and strengthen mechanisms that will enable the poorest countries to address the immediate health crisis, stem its social and economic impacts and accelerate SDG implementation.
COVID-19’s ruthless sweep across the world demands a bold multilateral response. There are immense inequalities in the capacities of governments to respond both to the health emergency and to the social and economic fallout. The social and economic damages of COVID-19 will be particularly pronounced in countries with weaker health systems, higher levels of debt, less fiscal space to organize stimulus packages, less easy access to international liquidity, and weak productive capacity and associated low incomes. A strong commitment is needed to maintain open and free trade; to keep open borders, with restrictions only for clear health reasons; and to help the poorest countries, particularly least developed countries (LDCs), weather the economic shock they are facing.4 Measures already under way are encouraging. These include those under the United Nations health response, the COVID-19 Global Humanitarian Response Plan, the United Nations global framework for the immediate socioeconomic response to COVID-19, and the G20 debt moratorium. The response should also include an issuance of the International Monetary Fund’s (IMF) Special Drawing Rights by at least $500 billion, and for the advanced economies to put their shares into a trust fund to finance programs in emerging market and developing economies;5 the establishment of a multilateral currency swap facility within the IMF; debt restructuring and greater debt relief for developing countries; and coordinated use of capital controls. Critically, in the direct response to the pandemic, rapid universal access to quality-assured vaccines, treatments and diagnostics must be ensured in all countries, with need prioritized over the ability to pay, in line with the 2030 Agenda pledges of leaving no one behind and reaching the furthest behind first.6
The COVID-19 crisis only strengthens the call for a new multilateralism in which global rules are calibrated towards the overarching goals of social and economic stability, shared prosperity and environmental sustainability (see the box on “A new multilateralism” on page 5) and where chronic risks are recognized and addressed, for example, through the risk pooling reserve fund proposed further in this document, enabling the protection of the most vulnerable countries.7
At the national level, the COVID-19 crisis gives governments a unique opportunity to set the terms of public, private and third sector interaction, making the SDGs the missions to achieve and adopt innovative approaches to policy, regulation and partnerships. Fundamentally, the COVID-19 crisis is an opportunity to re-evaluate how public and private sectors collaborate to shape a better kind of capitalism.8
Beyond the immediate crisis and the need to strengthen social protection systems and provide specific support for the poor and vulnerable during the crisis, governments must reclaim their role in supporting the development of productive capacities to ensure structural transformation and resilience. The COVID-19 crisis is laying bare how too many countries cannot take care of the basic needs of their own citizens (e.g., medicines, personal protective equipment, ventilators) and how export-oriented economies cannot rely on other countries to supply basic medical supplies or roll-over finance when they need it the most. Strategic industrial strategy can help build structural resilience and capacity in manufacturing food, health services, energy and financial services. The more than 400 national, regional and multilateral development banks around the world can play a vital role not only in minimizing economic decline and supporting recovery but also in financing structural transformation, helping to lay the foundations for a financial model that is conducive to an equitable and greener economy.9 The benefits of globalization will be enhanced in the longer run if the multilateral system and national industrial policies support the development of productive structures that address the great challenges faced by the global community.10
Nationally and internationally, action to address both the COVID-19 health crisis and its social and economic implications must be guided by the principles of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development and respect the pledge to leave no one behind and safeguard human rights. Approaches that establish economic recovery and the protection of health in opposition to each other can create additional challenges to formulating effective responses by distorting policy discussions and leading to polarization. 
The response must include special measures to address the particularly high burden of the crisis on women and girls. Women compose the vast majority of health and care workers, paid or unpaid; are subject to domestic violence that has been reported to have increased over periods of lockdown; and, are overrepresented in informal, more vulnerable and low-paying jobs. The crisis risks halting and even reversing progress on gender equality. Response to the crisis needs to include women in decision-making.11
Just over a decade ago, in the context of the economic and financial crisis that began in 2008, there were efforts towards what former United Nations Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon referred to as a global green new deal. The relaunching of the global economy was an opportunity to redirect investment towards a greener and more equitable future. Efforts were insufficient then, and business-as-usual prevailed in the response. An opportunity was lost to set the world on a sustainable and more equitable development path. Having learned from that failure, now is the time for strong, concerted multilateral and domestic action towards a profound change in the direction of green and equitable global development. The articles in this Policy Note show pathways in that direction.
A new multilateralism
The CDP supports five principles to guide the design of a new multilateralism. Formulated before the COVID-19 crisis, these principles remain relevant:
I. Global rules should be calibrated towards the overarching goals of social and economic stability, shared prosperity and environmental sustainability and protected against capture by the most powerful players; 
II. States share common but differentiated responsibilities in a multilateral system built to advance global public goods and protect the global commons; 
III. The right of States to policy space to pursue national development strategies should be enshrined in global rules; 
IV. Global regulations should be designed both to strengthen a dynamic international division of labour and to prevent destructive unilateral economic actions that prevent other nations from realizing common goals; 
V. Global public institutions must be accountable to their full membership, open to a diversity of viewpoints, cognizant of new voices and have balanced dispute resolution systems. 
Net Benefit---Multilat
Multilat---U---2NC
Multilateralism is failing---remedying international imbalances is key to solve.
Andrew Sheng 22, distinguished bellow at the Asia Global Institute at the University of Hong Kong, "Multilateralism isn’t dying – just the version led by the US," 10/8/2022, https://www.scmp.com/comment/opinion/article/3195090/multilateralism-isnt-dying-just-version-led-us, ajs
Since reconstruction of the world economy was the priority, the rest of the world was happy with the unipolar multilateralism, focusing on trade, finance and development. Geopolitics was constrained during the Cold War since the Soviet bloc was strong militarily but weak economically. Development went reasonably well under Pax Americana.
Ironically, the success of this system gave rise to new population powers that now threaten its viability. China, Russia, India and other players began to challenge the order.
With the outbreak of the Ukraine war, the division is sharper than before. The real issue is whether we continue with a unipolar-led multilateralism or change to a multipolar multilateralism – for which the rules are yet to be revised.
We saw this after the 2008 global financial crisis, when the G7 recognised that they must accommodate new powers and the G20 was formed, to include China, Russia, India, Indonesia, Brazil, South Africa, Saudi Arabia, Türkiye, Argentina, Mexico, South Korea, Australia and the European Union.
Today, the G20 annual summit, to be hosted this year in Bali, covers a wide range of topics from money and finance to foreign affairs and agriculture. But since the G7 will not talk to Russian President Vladimir Putin, whether the Bali summit can achieve global consensus on climate action and peace remains to be seen.
Now, all three pillars of the existing structure are in trouble. The WTO’s progress in trade dispute resolution stalled when the US disagreed with rulings against its interests. Tariffs have returned and sanctions threaten to decouple global supply and payment chains.
In finance, the US dollar remains dominant. But even though the IMF had an injection last year of US$650 billion in special drawing rights, the combined resources of the World Bank and multilateral development banks remain small relative to the need to deal with climate change, global debt distress and other global public good issues.
Polarisation has stemmed from a seismic shift from diplomacy and negotiations towards the weaponisation of finance, sanctioning of media, individuals, corporations and country, and military clashes.
Global inequality thought leader Branko Milanovic asked recently: “Does the United Nations still exist?” Development occurred with peace, but the UN was unable to keep the peace when its rules were openly violated.
After the Cold War, he noted, the US and its allies attacked five countries on four continents without UN authorisation: Panama, the former Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Iraq and Libya (in Libya’s case, the overthrow of the regime exceeded the UN Security Council resolution mandate). In other words, if permanent members of the UN Security Council do not obey the rules, who else will?
Milanovic cited two other reasons the UN is failing – a broadening of its goals into areas that could be handled by national and local governments, and a clear lack of resources to deal with key issues such as climate change and social inequality.
After the Covid-19 pandemic and Ukraine war, the world has been divided into at least three blocs, with the G7 dismissing the challengers as “revisionist”. But others, such as China, are not against the Bretton Woods institutions, United Nations or WTO. They only demand further discussion on how these can be reformed, funded and perhaps with more of a voice given to non-G7 members.
At the heart of the multilateralism debate is who ultimately funds global public goods, such as security, health, climate action and the addressing of local imbalances. No taxation without representation.
Multilat---U---Ext---Redistribution
International redistribution is declining---that exacerbates inequality.
Orsetta Causa 17, senior economist at the OECD Economics Department; Mikkel Hermansen, Economist at the Economics Department of the OECD, “Income redistribution through taxes and transfers across OECD countries,” OECD Economics Department Working Papers, No. 1453, 12/21/2017, https://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/docserver/bc7569c6-en.pdf?expires=1689121543&id=id&accname=guest&checksum=0214273C5D6A91FBCFEAAD9F10E49F0D, ajs 
- Cash transfers, personal income taxes and social security contributions mitigate slightly more than one quarter of market income inequality among the working-age population, on average across the OECD. Yet this average figure masks a great deal of heterogeneity even among advanced economies: from around 40 per cent of market income inequality reduction in Ireland to around 5 per cent in Chile.
- In all OECD countries, cash transfers account for the largest proportion of redistribution. Personal income taxes play a relatively large role in reducing income inequality in countries that achieve comparatively little redistribution overall like Japan, Korea, Israel and the United States. Social security contributions have a weak yet non-negligible disequalising effect in a number of countries.
- The redistributive effect of transfers is strongly associated with their size and less so with their targeting. Insurance transfers play the largest role in reducing overall inequality because of their large size. Assistance transfers are usually targeted and smaller in size by design, so that their impact on overall inequality is limited in most countries. Still, such transfers can play a key role in ensuring income adequacy and securing minimum living standards among vulnerable groups.
- Across OECD countries over the last two decades, redistribution through taxes and transfers has gone down both on average and in the majority of countries for which data going back to the mid-1990s are available. The bulk of the decline took place from the mid-1990s to the mid2000s. The initial phase of the 2008-09 crisis halted this declining trend, reflecting the cushioning impact of automatic stabilisers and fiscal discretionary measures to address the labour market and social crisis.
- The widespread decline in overall redistribution since the mid-1990s has been primarily associated with a decline in cash transfers redistribution while personal income taxes played a less important and more heterogeneous role across countries. However, extending the transfer coverage to include in-kind transfers may imply a lesser decline in redistribution insofar as part of the rise in public spending on in-kind support, foremost on healthcare, has accrued to workingage households.
Multilat---U---AT: Squo Solves---2NC
Multilateralism is failing to address emerging challenges---resolving global inequality and economic issues is key.
Sarah Cliffe 23, Executive Director at New York University’s Center on International Cooperation, "Multilateralism in Uncertain Times," 5-16-2023, https://www.oecd-forum.org/posts/multilateralism-in-uncertain-times, ajs
The multilateral system has never been more needed. Conflict, pandemics, and international economic coordination were all concerns of the founders of the post-World War II multilateral system – and climate change is a classic global public good that they would have recognised as needing collective action. The UN and some other international organisations continue to garner quite high levels of trust around the world. Yet the multilateral system is failing to act. Why?
First, public opinion in different regions trends in the same direction on some challenges, but varies greatly on others: similar patterns on climate, quite different on the war on Ukraine. This affects how people see the problems the multilateral system should resolve. As a Western diplomat at the UN put it to me: “We say to developing countries that Ukraine is a global problem; but when they put issues of debt or food security on the table, we say that these are national problems.”
Second, double standards are undermining multilateralism. Many developing countries see hypocrisy in the West’s approach to the Ukraine crisis, on human rights and refugees. Developing countries were deeply disappointed by “vaccine nationalism” during COVID-19 when Western countries broke ranks and competed to hoard vaccines. They also see double standards in climate change, for example, entreaties to abandon coal, when Western countries have slowed their own plans to do so.
Third, diverging national interests require a greater compromise than major powers seem willing to give. COVID-19 spending, inflation and rising interest rates are sending more countries into debt distress, which limits their ability to spend on climate mitigation and adaptation, stimulus programs, social protection, and services. Low-income countries could spend only 2 per cent of GDP on COVID-19 response and middle-income countries 6 per cent, while high-income countries spent 24 per cent. The impasse between borrowing countries, China, the West, and large private sector actors in resolving the rising debt crisis represents a failure to put long-term interests over short-term advantages.
Fourth, state capture and divisive political narratives are on the rise. Recently we have seen institutions undermined in many countries, from the US to Brazil to South Africa (which to its credit established a commission to act upon it). This phenomenon, called “state capture” to distinguish it from outright corruption, has almost certainly affected why it is so difficult to adopt multilateral policies that favour climate change or address inequality (such as a broader international corporate tax agreement, building on the basis established by the OECD in October 2021). Divisive political narratives have also been used by many political leaders to distract attention from rising economic inequality.
What can be done?
The solutions at a multilateral level are political rather than technical.
First, we need to address rising inequality within countries in order to address rising inequality and tensions between countries. The Global South is puzzled why “rich countries” do not put more financing on the table for global public goods. Yet the reality is that most people in “rich countries” do not feel rich: working and lower middle-class people (often the majority of voters) have seen their real incomes decline. Countries in the Global North need to address domestic inequalities in order to foster more cohesive international responses, just as countries in the Global South need to ensure that their own elites contribute their fair share. 
Second, developing countries need to put stronger joint demands in multilateral fora, striking a hard bargain for their contribution to reducing global instability, which they had little role in making. In turn, Western countries, China, and the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) need to agree on urgent action to provide grant-based financing, recapitalise the multilateral development banks, address rising debt distress, and meet climate financing targets. Instructions to ministries in the various multilateral institutions need to be coordinated from Heads of State and Government offices, in this period when the economic is so political and the political so economic. G20 political leaders need the courage to lead in explaining to their own populations why this is in their long-term interest.
Third, the multilateral system needs some “guardrails” to minimise the degree to which rising geopolitical contestation causes economic and social harms. The contestation is inevitable, as it has been in other periods in history which went through significant reordering of major powers. The problem is that many of these periods led to major conflicts and the development of rival trading blocs which beggared all the actors involved. Modern guardrails are needed to keep communication flowing between countries that are at odds politically in order to avoid this turning into geo-economic fragmentation—on knowledge, technology, and trade.
International governance failures result in existential risks---addressing global inequality is a prerequisite to solving.
Viola Gienger 21, editor on U.S. foreign and defense policy for the New York University School of Law, et al.,  "Shaping the future of multilateralism: An overview on inclusive pathways to a just and crisis-resilient global order," 8-1-2021, https://eu.boell.org/en/2021/08/25/future-of-multilateralism-summary, ajs
A series of policy papers published by the Heinrich-Böll-Stiftung's European Union and Washington, DC offices that gives voice to civil society experts from countries with developing economies and the most vulnerable people and communities suggests the answer is a worrisome no. From trade to climate finance to digital governance – and the human rights, equality, and equity breakdowns that run through all of those global issues – the authors paint a troubling picture. They argue that the world’s richest nations have not only sidelined their poorer counterparts and profited from their resources with little return, but that they have failed to deliver on repeated pledges to remedy even their acknowledged wrongs and shortcomings, whether at home or abroad. At the same time, poorer countries have often been caught in the vice of geopolitical and geo-economic competition.
The result is growing frustration, even outrage, among ordinary citizens over the mounting injustices and cascading calamities of the pandemic. The spread of Covid-19 quickly disrupted global supply chains and bred labor rights violations as economies grew to rely even more heavily on the service sector, with delivery services, for example. The pandemic also has increased everyone’s exposure to a monopolistic, Big Tech-led economy with all its negative consequences for societies and individuals, such as rampant disinformation on social media and privacy violations even in Covid-tracing efforts. Climate change and the difficulties of rescue efforts amid pandemic precautions exacerbated the impacts of an array of natural disasters and extreme weather.
A crescendo of mutually reinforcing crises seems to be building the world over. These unprecedented catastrophes are being met by unprecedented mass protests – over pandemic-inflamed economic hardships and inequality in Colombia, Georgia, Lebanon, and most recently Cuba, for example. The latest Global Peace Index from the Institute for Economics and Peace reported in June that civil unrest rose 10 percent across the globe in 2020, to a count of 14,871 violent demonstrations, protests, and riots.
These trends show that not only are national governments not coping, but the international systems established to serve as backup solution-generators seem broken. And when these mechanisms – the G7, for example – are limited to the richest nations, they risk making earth-rocking decisions in an undemocratic and exclusionary vacuum. The undercurrent in many – if not all – of these developments is the cold brutality of persistent and structural inequality.
The 20 authors of the 15 papers in this series illuminate the depth of the problems in the three specific fields of international trade, digital governance, and climate finance, with special attention to human rights and gender equality. The researchers illustrate the profound failures of national governments and international mechanisms, and often reflect the frustrations of populations or countries that feel the rich and powerful are running roughshod over the poor, marginalized, and vulnerable for their own outsized benefit, and are doing so with impunity. The “rules” in the rules-based international order, often touted as the basis of what global peace, shared prosperity, and stability remains or can be recovered, too often are manipulated to the detriment of those who lack bargaining power and thus don’t have the agency and voice – as countries, communities, or individuals – to push back.
Far from just deploring the failing and shortcomings, the authors in this series – scholars, human rights defenders, lawyers, economists, feminists, and combinations thereof – also offer solutions. Some are admittedly ambitious, asking for no less than bold systemic change. Emilia Reyes, a program director at the feminist NGO Equidad de Género in Mexico, says the way forward “would combine rejuvenation of the United Nations system, cancellation of debt, a focus on tax justice, reform of the financial sector, and elimination of extraterritoriality that shields public and private actors from accountability for human rights violations and environmental degradation.” Any viable emergence from the Covid-19 pandemic “puts addressing climate change at its core and grounds all actions in human rights and gender equality,” says feminist economist Mariama Williams. Harjeet Singh and Indrajit Bose call for the international community to “focus on ‘climate-proofing’ development projects, frameworks, and systems; respect and protect human rights; encourage participation; and account for the disproportionate effects of climate change on women and girls.” Journalist and researcher Kim Arora says, “The countries involved must look beyond immediate geo-political or economic gains, to build a secure and enduring legacy in an increasingly interconnected and fragile world.”
High standards, perhaps, but the authors make clear that the degree and depth of today’s global challenges demands such sweeping and revolutionary solutions. In meetings from the recent G7 summit to preparations for the annual convening of the U.N. General Assembly in September, and the U.N. climate talks, COP 26, in November in Glasgow, Scotland, multilateral mechanisms are struggling to address the range and extent of risks and do so with the urgency needed. While the United States is finally re-engaging constructively and the European Union is working on legislation to implement the European Green Deal that it introduced in late 2019 with the goal of making the EU climate neutral by 2050, more action is needed and more quickly. That includes adequate climate finance, fair trade in goods and digital services, and a global economic and financial system that promotes and protects diversity, human rights, and gender equality.
The authors in our series call for the wealthiest countries to acknowledge responsibility for the world’s existential threats, and take urgent action to address the consequences and reduce future risks. These experts outline solutions and provide useful models, especially from the Global South. Besma Soudani Belhaj and Najla Abbes, co-founders of the League of Tunisian Women Voters, cite, for example, the 2017 Organic Law Related to the Elimination of Violence against Women that made their country the first in the Arab world “to incorporate into its laws the notion of political violence based on gender, one of 19 countries that have criminalized this form of violence.” Researcher Arina Muresan of the Institute for Global Dialogue and policy analyst Sanusha Naidu offer the example of South Africa’s leadership in pushing in the past for accessibility of HIV/AIDS medicines and more recently for “rights-based initiatives to pursue more licensing agreements for domestic industries to manufacture a Covid-19 vaccine.”
The research and thinking by this distinguished group of authors provides an essential reference point for the kinds of sweeping global efforts that will be needed to exit the devastating Covid-19 pandemic, reduce the destructive effects of climate change, and establish rights-respecting global systems that truly work for people and planet.
Multilat---U---AT: Squo Solves---Ext
Multilateralism is failing---only reinventing institutions to be more inclusive solves.
Amrita Narlikar 20, President of the German Institute for Global and Area Studies, "The malaise of multilateralism and how to manage it," 1-23-2020, https://www.orfonline.org/expert-speak/the-malaise-of-multilateralism-and-how-to-manage-it/, ajs
Ups and downs in the lives of individual international institutions are not new, but the malaise that now afflicts multilateralism is unprecedented in range and depth. It transcends issue-areas, and occurs at a time when the need for sensible rules of international cooperation has greater urgency than ever before. Even as trade wars rage outside, the Dispute Settlement Body of the World Trade Organization (WTO) finds itself paralysed due to the blocked appointments/re-appointments of judges in its Appellate Body. Public awareness of climate change as a global emergency may have increased, but the United States has at the same time delivered a serious blow to the mitigation regime by moving to withdraw from the Paris Agreement. In his remarkable interview with The Economist in November this year, French President Macron declared the “brain-death” of the NATO and pointed to the fragility of Europe. Impending Brexit is one thorn in the side of the European project; the rise of the Alternative for Deutschland (AfD) party in Germany is another. Multilateralism, in both its universal and non-universal versions, and across economic and security issues, is under severe strain.
Explaining the malaise
It is commonplace — especially by those with liberal and/or centrist inclinations in politics — to attribute the crisis of multilateralism to two factors. First, many observers point the finger at President Trump and his “America first” agenda. Is it surprising then, they ask, that others follow suit when the world’s largest economy behaves with such great irresponsibility and chooses to turn its back on the very system that it had once led the way in creating? Second, some see Trump’s politics as part of a broader phenomenon involving the rise of strongmen leaders with populist inclinations who fan nationalist sentiment, framing the rights and interests of local populations as pitted against those of a “global elite.” Both explanations, however, are deeply misguided. Nor is the wrong-headedness of such applications purely an academic matter. Rather, the knee-jerk solutions that they result in are likely to worsen the malaise of multilateralism. Reacting to Trump’s message of “Make America great again,” Macron countered with “Make our planet great again.” This was not a bad response per se, especially given the crudeness of Trump’s pledge. Yet, the Yellow Vests protests showed that Macron’s (probably well-meant) moral high-horsiness did not find many takers.
The problems of multilateralism predate the arrival of Trump on the international scene; failure to recognise this will keep taking us down the same cul-de-sac as Macron’s “Make our planet great again.” Take the case of trade multilateralism. True, Trump may have called the WTO “the single worst deal ever made” and severely dented the system by launching his supposedly “good, and easy to win” trade wars. But amidst this drama, it is too often forgotten that dissatisfaction with WTO functioning has been brewing for years. The recurrence of deadlocks in the Doha Round for over the last 15 years is a clear sign of discontent from multiple stakeholders (and not just the US). Similarly, it is worth recalling that although many blame the Trump administration for the wreckage that is the WTO’s Appellate Body today, the practice of actually blocking appointments and re-appointments of judges in fact goes back to the Obama administration (although admittedly not on the same scale as practiced by the current US administration). It was also under President Obama that the US dabbled in the rhetoric of protecting American workers, showed great reluctance to make concessions during Doha negotiations. And again, it was the Obama administration that precipitated a turn away from the multilateralism of WTO and towards the (mega-) regionalism of the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership and Trans-Pacific Partnership. Trump’s angry and public pronouncements against various multilateral institutions, or the rhetoric of some populist movements against the global order, have certainly multiplied the problems facing multilateralism. But they are not the root cause.
Why multilateralism is in such a mess today boils down to three reasons: disillusionment with globalisation, lacklustre narratives in support of multilateralism, and the inadequacy of existing multilateral rules to meet new challenges.
First, backing Trump’s narrative of “America First” or the Brexiters’ slogan of “Take back control” is the fact that significant proportions of the electorates of these countries believe that the gains of globalisation have passed them by. They attribute increasing inequality within their society, and the job losses and declining wages that they personally endure, to the costs of international trade. The hardships that these groups suffer have several causes, which range from technological change to inadequate welfare mechanisms that could allow for better wealth distribution. But trade is often the easy scapegoat, especially as blame can be all too conveniently attributed to international deal-making. The current US administration is an example of a government that has effectively harnessed this discontent — perhaps even stirred it further by building a narrative that links domestic inequalities and poverty within the US to multilateral governance. But this disillusionment with the system is a real and potent force, which will survive irrespective of what happens in the upcoming US elections.
Second, a solid and convincing counter-narrative has been missing. Telling the malcontents and the disillusioned — especially if they face personal economic hardships amidst increasing inequality — that they should think about the planet first will not reassure them. If anything, such narratives will only exacerbate the backlash against those increasingly seen as part of a “global elite” and the values of internationalism that they represent. The takeaway for many parts of the electorate (in different countries) from such cavalier attitudes will likely be along the lines of ‘only Mr Trump understands my pain, only the AfD is willing to stand up for my rights.’
Third, the liberal fixation on Trump as the root cause for the decline of multilateralism diverts attention from another equally serious cause: the rise of an increasingly assertive China. One reason for this blind spot may be that China itself has been doing an impressive job — at least until recently [1] — in presenting itself as a guardian of globalisation and multilateralism. Declarations of support for the system, for example at the World Economic Forum by President Xi, stand out in stark contrast to the havoc wreaked on the system via President Trump’s angry tweets and trade wars. But recent scholarship by Henry Farrell and Abe Newman on “weaponized interdependence” has begun to highlight the use of global economic networks for geostrategic purposes.[2] Combine these insights with China’s meteoric rise and controversial expansionism in its region and beyond (e.g., via the Belt and Road Initiative), and it is clear that the underlying premises of the postwar multilateral system are being put into question. Much of the post-war order was built on an assumption of the virtues of economic interdependence, which were supposed to bring nations together and promote peace. But if multilateral rules to promote economic interdependence have been used — or could be used in the future — by “systemic rivals” to gain geo-economic advantage, then a backlash against these rules is bound to come sooner or later. While the US has voiced these concerns most vociferously, others too have been raising them in different settings as they argue in favour of institutional reform and updating.
Finding sustainable solutions
To fix the malaise of multilateralism, technical solutions — for example, improving the WTO’s Dispute Settlement Mechanism — will of course be important. But given the deep-rooted nature of the challenge, a purely technocratic response will not suffice. Four sets of additional measures will be crucial.
First, the only way that we will be able to bring the discontented many on board (and bring them on board we must, if we are to restore trust in the system) is by taking their concerns seriously. This means reconsidering past trade-offs and developing a new bargain on globalisation with better distributive mechanisms, both domestically and internationally. Trump-bashing — and its equivalent in other countries — on its own and ridiculing populist supporters will only exacerbate polarisation.
Second, multilateralism will need a brand new narrative. This narrative will have to convey clearly why reformed multilateralism is of direct benefit to citizens across the board, and not only tomorrow but also today. Appealing to global public goods and the welfare of future generations are likely to prove insufficient as rationales, especially to those who feel shortchanged and are enduring economic hardships. This new narrative will need to have individual and group appeal. It will also need to work across different levels of politics — local, regional, national, and global. [3]
Third, a fundamental renegotiation of multilateral institutions is essential. To do this effectively, it would be wise to tap into ongoing efforts of the global South (e.g., UN Security Council reform). Additionally, however, given the risks that weaponised interdependence and economic statecraft pose today, multilateral rules will have to be updated to prevent their misuse and abuse. A reformed system may still be able to include China. But frankly, it is difficult to see how we can return towards robust multilateralism — universal and far-reaching in ambition — without seeing some clear signals that direct competitors and rivals are also willing to rein in their own power.
Multilat---CP Key---2NC
Coordinating international economic priorities revitalizes lagging multilateral cooperation.
Paul Gallagher 21, Secretary for Relations with States at the 15th Ministerial Conference of UNCTAD, “From inequality and vulnerability to prosperity for all,” 10/5/2021, https://unctad.org/system/files/non-official-document/u15-gd-30-hs_en.pdf, ajs
First, fighting rampant inequality cannot be achieved without fiscal redistribution and increasing the progressiveness of income taxation schedules. Adequate enforcement of corporate taxation, especially multinational enterprises (MNEs), is equally important. Better taxation can redistribute a portion of the rents accruing to big corporations and help build up tax bases, especially in developing countries. Nonetheless, this does not solve structural problems, such as the persistent productivity gap between small and medium enterprises (SMEs) and large firms, which is an important driver of the observed rise in inequality, including wage inequality.
The COVID-19 pandemic not only has increased inequality within countries, but it has also upended public budgets in many developing economies, exposing their sovereign debts to global financial instability. These economies have faced more limitations than developed countries in their efforts to mobilize domestic fiscal resources to respond to the pandemic. This, too, is one more example of the dangerous global divide between the haves and the have-nots. One first step in overcoming this divide was made by the decision of the G20 and the Paris Club to suspend bilateral debt service repayments for a select number of vulnerable developing countries. A much more ambitious multilateral approach to debt restructuring and relief is needed. This should aim at substantial redemption schedules for public external debts of developing economies, along with expanding the use of Special Drawing Rights (SDRs) and Overseas Development Assistance (ODA) to support national development strategies. As stated by Pope Francis, “it is important that ethics once again play its due part in the world of finance and that markets serve the interests of peoples and the common good of humanity2 ”. In fact, we should reaffirm that facilitating good global governance is an essential ingredient for an international environment capable of promoting sustainable development. 
A more ambitious approach and rebalancing of the multilateral system are also needed to enable developing countries to harness policy space for structural transformation and convergence. Inequality, in fact, further blocks their successful integration into the global economy. Strengthening international cooperation and providing every country with the adequate means to cope with the current challenges would represent an investment in systemic resilience.
Health and access to medications and vaccines is yet another area characterized by significant inequalities that could pose significant repercussions in the future and dangerous risks for systemic resilience. In the rapidly evolving pandemic scenario, a waiver on World Trade Organization (WTO) intellectual property rules, as proposed by South Africa and India, and supported from the very beginning by the Holy See, would be a vital and necessary step to end this pandemic, by enabling adequate and rapid access to vaccines, diagnostics and treatments for all countries. In particular, given the different technologies and challenges related to COVID-19 vaccines, such a waiver should be combined with ensuring the open sharing of vaccine know-how and technology.
Finally, in the quest for climate stabilization and climate justice, necessary investment in decarbonization of our economies and making sufficient funds available to achieve this end, represent an opportunity to channel resources toward those areas in greater need of industrial restructuring. In addition, it is crucial that we find ways to reconcile climate, industrial and social policy within a strategic and integral perspective. In view of the current climate trends, transformation to a more sustainable economy requires enhancing the ability of countries and economies to adapt to higher temperatures, thus necessitating a better understanding of how trade and development will be affected by a warmer world. Mitigation and adaptation are two sides of the same coin in the fight against global warming, and they need to be complemented by facilitating adequate implementation in developing countries.2
Conclusion
The extreme inequality that has emerged in recent decades is underpinned by an individualistic ideology that has abandoned the notion of the common good in a common home with common horizons. Investment and prosperity have been delinked from notions of a social contract and a commitment to a caring society; rather, today they are perceived merely from the perspective of sources of profit. Pope Francis warned that “[r]adical individualism is a virus that is extremely difficult to eliminate, for it is clever. It makes us believe that everything consists in giving free rein to our own ambitions, as if by pursuing ever greater ambitions and creating safety nets we would somehow be serving the common good” (Fratelli tutti, 105).
In this context, mutual debt has become the glue that holds our increasingly segmented and anxious communities together. However, as more and more households, firms and governments have become dependent on borrowing against a backdrop of slow productivity growth, stagnant wages, and precarious employment, debt has turned into a solvent, corroding the trust and solidarity on which a fair and healthy society depends.
A new ethics of the common good is necessary. It forms the basis for policymaking capable of both tackling the structural inequalities behind our deeply divided and increasingly fragile world and unleashing the spirit of human ingenuity and creativity, which is urgently needed to build back better from the devastation of the Covid-19 pandemic.
Such an ethical approach to development has to be embodied in a new multilateral architecture that would allow us to turn the page on years of selfishness and loss of civic values and culture. Over the last four decades, hyper-globalization has represented the guiding narrative of international relations, in which the territorial power of strong States has become intertwined with the extra-territorial power of large footloose corporations. As a consequence, the international community has been completely unable (or, even worse, unwilling) to put forward comprehensive proposals to alleviate the difficulties of poorer countries and, in particular, of the poorest communities. 
Given the overwhelming impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, the call for a global partnership for sustainable development goes well beyond the moral commitment to “leave no one behind”. In an increasingly interconnected world, it also must be rooted in long-term consideration and action related to global public goods, potential spillovers across nations, and, ultimately, to the world’s systemic resilience. In line with this, it is now time to recover the notion of interdependence and to re-build multilateralism around the ideals of social justice and mutual responsibility among and within nations. Only in this way can we hope to calibrate the global economy toward a twenty-first century vision of stability, shared prosperity, and environmental sustainability, and ensure a resilient and prosperous future for all.
The counterplan boosts multilateralism---focus on human rights and development is key.
Viola Gienger 21, editor on U.S. foreign and defense policy for the New York University School of Law, et al.,  "Shaping the future of multilateralism: An overview on inclusive pathways to a just and crisis-resilient global order," 8-1-2021, https://eu.boell.org/en/2021/08/25/future-of-multilateralism-summary, ajs
Recommendations for wealthy countries:
Acknowledge the power differentials that affect perspectives, communication, and cooperation across political, social, and economic divides, and accept the responsibilities stemming from the related history of colonialism, extractivism, and racism that have disproportionately benefited industrialized countries. On climate change issues, that requires taking seriously the principle of “common but differentiated responsibilities” (CBDR), which requires all countries to address climate change, but differentiates the burden based on their capacity and their historic responsibility.
Take extra steps commensurate with those historic responsibilities to level the decision-making playing field, both at home and globally. That means ensuring those less powerful, who represent the vast majority of the planet’s population and are most negatively affected by today’s crises, are accepted as equals at the negotiating tables and in institutions determining global structures and frameworks. Moreover, make certain they receive the technical, financial, and political support they need to ensure their voices are heard and their votes are counted.
Strengthen and empower multilateral mechanisms that have broader representation to ensure a comprehensive range of voices and the greatest possible participation, including through support to ensure such mechanisms have the needed human and financial capacity to take on greater responsibilities.
Deliver on unfulfilled financing commitments and obligations, such as for development assistance; for climate finance, especially for adaptation; and for digital infrastructure.
Support fair-trade rules, such as TRIPS waivers for vaccine patents; regulation to ensure equal access to technology; and legislation that requires companies to do due diligence on environmental and social issues and on human rights at each step of the supply chain.
Walk the talk on government transparency and accountability, respect for human rights, and increased public participation in decision-making by improving on those counts at home and in joint efforts with more vulnerable countries.
Put human rights and equity – especially, but not only, gender equity – at the forefront of decision-making, for more durable solutions that will meet climate, technology, and trade goals that ultimately benefit far more people than short-term fixes that ultimately collapse under the weight of corrupt and abusive governance and other structural weaknesses.
Multilat---CP Key---Ext---Economy
International redistribution efforts boost the global economy and build resilience to economic shocks.
UNCTAD 20, United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, "Raising wages and squeezing corporate rents the way to recover better from the COVID-19 shock, UNCTAD says," 9-22-2020, https://unctad.org/press-material/raising-wages-and-squeezing-corporate-rents-way-recover-better-covid-19-shock-unctad, ajs
The policy cornerstone of a better recovery is income redistribution, which can be achieved by putting full employment and real wage growth at the centre of both macroeconomic and sectoral policies.
While this is already the case in some developed and developing economies, fiscal austerity continues to repress aggregate demand in many countries while the limits of monetary policy as an expansionary instrument have become evident after a decade of record credit creation.
The report argues that public work programmes have a fundamental role to play to secure household incomes while improving ailing infrastructures and public services. Cash transfers such as universal basic income are also important to sustain demand and reduce inequality, especially in developing countries. 
But while full employment should be a target of public policy, it is not sufficient to reduce inequality in developed or developing countries. Countries can experience fast job creation, weak growth of demand and sluggish productivity.
To reverse these trends, governments should liberate industrial policy from its constraints in order to expand employment in high-productivity activities and make sure that investment in strategic sectors, including those instrumental to the green transition, takes place at necessary level.
Related, trade policy must be used to favour this effort, encouraging competition at the higher end of the productivity ladder rather than serve as a weapon aimed at labour’s bargaining power.
Public investment critical
Complementing industrial and trade policies, states should return to public investment, a major source of infrastructure spending in most countries. Such investment is particularly important in developing countries, for higher value-added activities to flourish.
It is precisely by limiting public investment that fiscal austerity has hampered structural transformation and sometimes led to its reversal.
In all countries the rules of the economy need to ensure that workers gain a fairer share of value added, the report says. This can be tackled head-on through labour market regulation that supports employees’ compensation.	
Raising minimum wages, strengthening collective bargaining institutions and increasing employers’ social security contributions are obvious instruments.
While such measures will need to be tailored to national circumstances, increases in the labour income share can drive up GDP growth by supporting household spending and, indirectly, business investment.
But this will not happen unless better multilateral governance promotes and coordinates a global programme of redistribution and recovery.
Raise wages
Employment and real wages will have to rise significantly to correct the distributional imbalances that have built up under hyperglobalization, but building more inclusive economies post-COVID-19 will also require directly tackling various forms of discrimination, including by race and gender, that continue to segment societies and have a detrimental impact on future development prospects.

Combating workplace stereotypes and otherwise fostering and facilitating access to core sector employment, especially through social infrastructure investments that better enable women to combine paid work and their responsibilities for care, will need to be directly addressed.
Given the employment challenges post-COVID-19, part of gender inclusion for growth and development must be about transforming paid care work into decent work with the wage levels, benefits and security typically associated with industrial jobs in the core sector of the labour market.
More generally, proactive social policy must go beyond offering safety nets or floors designed to pick up (or stop from falling) those pushed behind.
Early data on the unequal health impact of the COVID-19 pandemic adds to existing evidence suggesting that only universal social protection, as opposed to targeted policies, is effective in reducing inequalities.
It can also accelerate and help manage structural transformation, helping to foster technological upgrading and productivity gains, underscoring the interdependence between an economy’s income distribution and its growth performance.
The policies necessary to generate a recovery and make sure it leads to sustainable growth and development are the components of what UNCTAD has been calling a “Global Green New Deal”.
As a policy programme to revive and rebalance the global economy, this strategy would also help establish economic security and generate overall resilience in the face of future shocks.
Multilat---CP Key---Ext---Inequality
The counterplan’s international cooperation stops inequality.
Paul von Chamier 19, Fellow at New York University’s Center on International Cooperation and Master in public administration in international development from Harvard, “Creating political space for fiscal compromises: How to build consensus around progressive taxation and spending,” June 2019, https://cic.nyu.edu/wp-content/uploads/1662/65/paulvonchamier_final_june_25.pdf, ajs
The dynamics of socio-economic inequality and technical solutions geared toward addressing it have been well identified. The inability of many societies to deploy those solutions nonetheless is of a political nature. The focus of the debate should therefore be to understand the political dynamics around the subject and to learn to navigate the interests of key stakeholders. Throughout modern history, countries would transition back and forth between progressive, income-neutral, and sometimes even regressive fiscal systems. In doing so, they responded to shifting global and domestic contexts. This policy paper demonstrates that the decision on the progressivity of a tax system and fiscal spending is at its core a political rather than an economic or a technical one.4 When there is enough political momentum to address economic inequality, appropriate policies are usually found.
Classical arguments of political economy do not properly capture the essence of inequality dynamics. When confronted with evidence, many standard assumptions around what political developments exacerbate or curb inequality do not hold water. Counterintuitively, democracy does not seamlessly translate to less inequality. Moreover, even when a democratic society is free of elite capture and has a left-leaning government at its helm, it might still be not enough to achieve sizeable and lasting changes in socio-economic distribution. Assumptions about the inevitability of inequality under certain circumstances are also often wrong. Globalization, while driving countries to enter the race to the bottom in terms of corporate taxes, does not create pressure to slash personal income taxes.
Forward-looking political arguments for progressive fiscal spending can be based on three different foundations: fairness, fear of instability, and external-internal interactions. Evidence from a diverse pool of developing and developed countries shows that rationale that compels decision makers to actually enact fiscal progressivity can be grouped into three main categories. Demand for economic fairness is a strong driver of human behavior. People will enact to erase what is seen as unearned privilege, especially when a situation arises that serves as a lightning rod for their frustration. Another strong catalyst for fiscal progression is fear of instability. When inequalities threaten a state’s survival, appropriate policies are likely to be enacted. Finally, interactions with external actors such as the World Bank or the International Monetary Fund (IMF) might reinforce local reformist voices, leading to more progressivity.
Multilat---CP Key---Ext---Wealth Tax
International tax reform develops a sustainable, resilient, and equal global economy.
UN 21, The United Nations, "Reform on the Multilateral Tax Debate is Needed in the Framework of the United Nations: Alicia Bárcena," 6-1-2021, https://www.cepal.org/en/pressreleases/reform-multilateral-tax-debate-needed-framework-united-nations-alicia-barcena, ajs
The Executive Secretary of the Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC), Alicia Bárcena, advocated today for reform of the multilateral tax system in the framework of the United Nations, during the Jobs Reset Summit, organized by the World Economic Forum (WEF).
ECLAC’s highest authority participated in a session entitled “A New Global Tax Agenda,” debating how a reform of the international tax system can contribute to a sustainable and egalitarian economic recovery, along with Alex Cobham, Chief Executive of the Tax Justice Network, and Stephen Carroll, Business Editor at France 24.
In her remarks, Bárcena highlighted that “a new global tax agenda gains more relevance upon recognizing the importance of fiscal policy for promoting sustainable and inclusive development. The crisis prompted by the COVID-19 pandemic has demanded significant fiscal efforts to mitigate its effects, which will probably have to be sustained in the coming years. Likewise, achieving a recovery that moves towards development models that are compatible with climate change requires public policies that promote investment in those sectors. Also, the fight against inequality requires more progressive tax structures that help with income redistribution.”
“For a reform of the global tax system to incorporate the needs of developing nations and emerging economies – especially Small Island Developing States (SIDS), for example – the United Nations should be the main space for that discussion,” she emphasized.
With regard to the tax situation, Alicia Bárcena stressed that in a globalized world, reducing evasion and avoidance necessitates global agreements that would keep multinationals and individuals from evading through tax havens and transfers of benefits. In Latin America and the Caribbean, ECLAC estimates that evasion of income tax and the value-added tax generated a loss of $325 billion dollars in 2018, equivalent to 6.1% of the region’s GDP. Furthermore, ECLAC’s estimates of illicit financial flows derived from fraudulent billing in the region suggest that many of these flows are linked to products that form part of global value chains, which points to possible abuses related to transfer pricing.
In this sense, she expressed support for a proposed multilateral agreement that would establish a minimum global rate for corporate income tax that would ensure taxes are paid where the value is added and that would help close spaces for tax evasion and avoidance by multinational corporations, improving the equity and transparency of the global tax system.
Multilat---Impact---2NC
The counterplan reorients international institutions to be globally inclusive---that’s the only way to solve numerous existential threats.
Tharman Shanmugaratnam 22, senior minister of Singapore and member of the UN Secretary-General’s High-Level Advisory Board on Effective Multilateralism, “Confronting a Perfect Long Storm,” June 2022, The International Monetary Fund, Geo-economic Puzzle: Policymaking in a More Fragmented World, pp. 6-9, ajs
The pandemic, war in Ukraine, the threat to food security, and the resurgence of global poverty. Heatwaves, droughts, and other extreme weather events. These are not random shocks. Nor are they a perfect storm in the conventional sense, a one-off conjuncture of bad events. We face instead a confluence of lasting structural insecurities—geopolitical, economic, and existential—each reinforcing the other. We have entered a perfect long storm.
We cannot wish away these insecurities or hope that problems that occupy one part of the world will not rebound on others. COVID-19 and its repeated mutations have brought that reality home, at immense human and economic cost everywhere. We can only restore optimism by recognizing the gravity and collective nature of the threats we face and organizing ourselves more effectively to address them.
First, the risk of escalating geopolitical conflict is greater than it has been in over three decades. The system of global rules and norms aimed at preserving peace and the territorial integrity of nation states was always fragile. But the unprovoked invasion of Ukraine is not just another rupture in the system. Its ramifications go beyond any other, and in ways that could be catastrophic.
Second, we face the prospect of stagflation, with higher inflation and stalled growth for a period of time. What was seen by many as an improbable “tail risk” a year ago is now a likely scenario. Advanced economies’ central banks have a more complex task than any time in living memory, and their chances of taming inflation while achieving a soft landing in economic growth are getting slimmer. The task is made more difficult by the war in Ukraine and the disruptions it has brought to energy, food, and other critical commodity markets.
When the history of the decade is written, inflation in the advanced economies is unlikely to be viewed as its most serious problem—certainly not compared with the implications of distress in the developing world or a weakened international order. But prolonged high inflation will seriously erode the political capital needed for nations to respond to our larger challenges, domestically and globally, including the climate crisis. It can set the world back in ways that economic models cannot predict. Notably, an escalating cost of living will demoralize populations that are now much older than they were in the 1970s, when the advanced economies saw their last episode of high inflation.
Flying Blind
Third, the existential commons are deteriorating at an accelerating pace. Climate change, shrinking biodiversity, water scarcity, polluted oceans, a dangerously congested outer space, and the spread of infectious diseases will pose growing threats to life and livelihoods everywhere. We must address these threats in parallel because the science is clear on how they interact. Global warming and a degraded biosphere are leading to major shifts in animal life, with countless new and re-emergent pathogens hopping between species and into human communities. Recurring pandemics are already baked into the system. Yet two years into COVID-19, the world is still flying blind into the next pandemic. Scientists warn that it could come at any time and be even more lethal.
The unpalatable short-term reality is that the world will have to rely more on fossil fuels, including even coal, to ensure energy security and prevent sharply higher energy prices. But it also means we must redouble efforts to make the long-term transition to a low-carbon energy future. We need clear policy frameworks—including predictable schedules for carbon pricing and fossil fuel subsidy phase-outs, and direct assistance to vulnerable groups—to achieve this critical transition while preserving energy security.
Fourth, we must confront the risk of growing divergences, within and especially across countries. Higher prices of basic foods, livestock feed, fertilizer, and energy are taking the biggest toll on poorer countries, which are already the hardest hit by extreme weather events—and especially on the poorest in their populations. Their governments have little fiscal capacity to offset these shocks. More than half of them are already in or near debt distress. Faced with these immediate constraints, we risk continued neglect of education and healthcare improvements, with dangerous longer-term and global consequences. Even before COVID-19, more than half of the children in low- and middle-income countries had not achieved basic literacy by age 10; the figure is now estimated to be as high as 70 percent. Girls especially have suffered large learning losses during the pandemic, with many not returning to school and millions being pushed into early marriage.
There is now a real prospect of rollback of the hard-earned economic and social gains that many of these developing countries made in the last two decades. It will risk permanent scarring of the young, further disempowerment of women, civil wars, and conflicts between neighboring states. Each of these would make it harder to address the world’s most pressing challenges.
Financing global public goods
We must address these threats, not on the basis of scenarios that reflect our hopes but through a realistic appraisal of what could plausibly go wrong. COVID-19 and the Ukraine war were not black swan events. The full scale of these tragedies may not have been foreseen, but the risks had been blinking visibly on the radar for some time.
We must bring preparedness for threats, known or unknown, into the mainstream of public policy and collective thinking, just as regulators learned from the global financial crisis and sought to fortify financial buffers in advance of the next crisis.
We have to invest at significantly higher levels, over a sustained period, in the public goods needed to address the world’s most pressing problems. We must make up for many years of underinvestment in a wide range of critical areas—from clean water and trained teachers in developing economies to upgrades of an aging logistics infrastructure in some of the most advanced economies. But we also have the opportunity now to spur a new wave of innovations to tackle the challenges of the global commons, from low-carbon construction materials, to advanced batteries and hydrogen electrolyzers, to combination vaccines aimed at protecting simultaneously against a range of pathogens.
To fund these investments we must embark on public-private collaboration on a scale never before adopted. Public sector finances will not be able to meet these needs on their own. As it is, debt-servicing costs will take an increasing share of government revenues. Governments in the advanced world have also declared the end of the “peace dividend” that had prompted many of them to spend less on defense over several decades.
We must now reorient public finance, in partnership with philanthropic capital where possible, toward mobilizing private investment to meet the needs of the global commons. The world will need to invest an estimated $100 to $150 trillion over the next 30 years to achieve net zero carbon emissions. That may sound daunting. But the $3 to $5 trillion annual cost is not a large percentage of the world’s $100 trillion capital markets, which grow by about that amount each year.
There is no lack of private and market finance. But channeling it to meet the needs of the commons requires a proactive public sector and well-designed frameworks for risk-sharing with the private sector. Policies and standards to rapidly scale up the deployment of clean energy technologies that are already proven, and to incentivize large scale infrastructural investments such as in smart transmission and distribution grids, will be critical to achieving significant cuts in emissions by 2030. However, almost half the technologies needed to reach net zero by mid-century are still being prototyped. Governments must put skin in the game to leverage private sector R&D, and promote demonstration projects, to accelerate the development of these technologies and bring them to market. Besides getting to net zero on time, they should aim to spur major new industries and job opportunities.
The social returns to protecting the global commons will typically be far in excess of the private returns, which makes a strong case for the public sector to share risks with private investors. Developing and producing vaccines at scale for the next pandemic is a strong illustration of the point. A project to immunize the world’s population even six months earlier will save trillions of dollars and countless lives.
Making multilateralism work
However, we cannot address the challenges of this new era without a more effective multilateralism. UN Secretary-General António Guterres’ report, Our Common Agenda, sets out a bold and credible vision of multilateralism: one that is more inclusive of different voices, more tightly networked, as well as more effective in delivering outcomes and hence more trusted.
It does not require a root and branch reconstruction of multilateralism or building entirely new institutions. But we have to move with urgency to reorient existing institutions for a new era, devise new mechanisms for networked cooperation among the multilaterals and other institutions including non-state players, and pool resources in ways that can meet both nations’ collective interests and self-interests more effectively.
First, we need new thinking on the global commons. We must view money spent on strengthening them not as aid to the rest of the world but as an investment that benefits nations both rich and poor many times over. As the G20 High Level Independent Panel on financing pandemic security showed, the additional international investment required to plug major global gaps in preparedness, with contributions fairly distributed across countries, will not only be affordable for all but also enable us to avoid costs that would be several hundred times larger if we fail to act together to prevent another pandemic. The longstanding aversion to collective investment in pandemic preparedness reflects political myopia and financial imprudence, which we must overcome urgently.
Multilateralism solves extinction.
Patrycja Sasnal 20, Head of Research, Polish Institute of International Affairs, “Mistaking Panacea for Pathogens: The Case for Existential Multilateralism,” 5/21/2020, https://www.cfr.org/sites/default/files/pdf/Mistaking%20Panacea%20for%20Pathogens%2C%20The%20Case%20for%20Existential%20Multilateralism.pdf, ajs
The public narrative has become so saturated with these general terms that there is often no reflection on what they actually mean. Multilateralism is a method of coordinating national policies in groups of three or more states through ad hoc arrangements or institutions. It relates to globalization as does a method to a process. Multilateralism is the sine qua non of globalization, as it is of the UN convention on genocide or the European Parliament, but not vice versa.
Blaming multilateral approaches for the deficiencies of globalization or the spread of the pandemic is politically dangerous because it diminishes social trust in international cooperation, the only tool capable of addressing a special category of threats: the global existential ones.
The majority of the global population only fears a handful of international threats. According to a Eurobarometer poll, the greatest EU concerns are immigration (34 percent), climate change (24 percent), the economic situation (18 percent), and terrorism (15 percent). According to a Pew survey, the top three concerns in Asia-Pacific and Latin America are cyberattacks, climate change, and terrorism. In most polls, Africans fear economic hardship the most, but the 2019 Afrobarometer also found that a majority think climate change is making their lives worse. According to an early Pew survey after the pandemic in the United States, Americans feared infectious diseases the most (79 percent) followed by terrorism (73 percent), nuclear weapons (73 percent), cyberattacks (72 percent), a rising China (62 percent), and climate change (60 percent).
These first-tier global challenges—climate change, terrorism, mass migration, infectious diseases, nuclear weapons, economic hardship, and cyberattacks—are not only substantively but also qualitatively different. That quality rests neither on the number of victims nor on the kind of perpetrator (state, individual, or natural) but instead on the potential to threaten the existence of humanity. Three threats have this potential: climate change, highly infectious diseases, and nuclear weapons. Of course, abstract scenarios are easily imagined in which human existence is endangered because of a massive cyberattack, mass migration, or vicious artificial intelligence that leads to a conflict in which nuclear weapons are used and humanity kills itself. Such potential futures, though, require a chain of events, whereas the three existential menaces are present and direct. Unlike other threats, they are all global and equal. No community is immune from them or their aftermath. All three can reach a tipping point, after which the danger spirals out of control. 
This set of existential threats is not conventionally recognized. The term existential threat has proliferated in political debates to mean anything across a spectrum of minor and major challenges: the opiate crisis to the policies of the Donald J. Trump administration. In twentieth-century politics, the expression was barely used despite the omnipresent danger of the nuclear bomb. For the past two decades, it has been mostly associated with terrorism. Terrorism, however, is not a threat to human existence—not even to Middle Easterners, where 95 percent of deaths from terrorist attacks occur. Classing mass migration as an existential threat is even more preposterous given how little insecurity migrants have brought to already stable host countries. Similarly, little suggests that inequality or economic hardship are existential threats, though their complex forms and far-reaching consequences render them categories of their own.
The distinction between existential and other international threats matters for multilateralism and global governance in light of the functional difference in the roles of the state in fighting them. The former can be taken on only by international efforts. Other concerns can be fought in other ways: a unilateral national decision to act internally or on another state; or a national bottom-up societal effort to reduce terrorism, disrupt cyber capabilities, or influence local migration patterns. Climate change, nuclear weapons, and infectious diseases, however, require global multilateral efforts to prevent their destructive potential from manifesting itself. 
Multilat---Impact---Dispute Resolution---2NC
Renewed cooperation with the global south is key to multilateral forums---that’s the only way to stop numerous threats.
UN 22, The United Nations, "Today’s Challenges Require More Effective and Inclusive Global Cooperation, Secretary-General Tells Security Council Debate on Multilateralism," 12-14-2022, https://press.un.org/en/2022/sc15140.doc.htm, ajs
Today’s global challenges require a revitalized international cooperation that is effective, representative and inclusive, Secretary-General António Guterres told the Security Council today during a day-long open debate on a new orientation for reformed multilateralism.
Calling strengthening multilateralism his highest priority since assuming office, he said that his report Our Common Agenda and the process it initiated are aimed at reinvigorating multilateralism to deal with today’s interconnected threats.  Despite an imperfect system of collective security, United Nations peacemaking and peacekeeping has helped to end conflicts, saving millions of lives, he added.
“Notwithstanding this important progress, we are still grappling with many of the same challenges we have faced for 76 years:  inter-State wars, limits to our peacekeeping ability, terrorism, and a divided collective security system,” he said.  His proposed New Agenda for Peace will speak to all Member States and call for new norms, regulations and accountability mechanisms to strengthen the multilateral system in areas where gaps have emerged, he explained.
“We have the opportunity and the obligation to remember the promise of the United Nations Charter:  To save succeeding generations from the scourge of war.  We must keep this promise with the help of a revitalized, effective, representative and inclusive multilateralism,” he said.  Most Member States now recognize that the Council should be reformed to reflect contemporary geopolitical realities, he pointed out, voicing hope that regional groups and Member States can achieve greater consensus on the way forward.
Csaba Kőrösi (Hungary), President of the General Assembly, noting that 193 Member States have placed their trust in the 15-member Council, pointed out that 10 months into the war in Ukraine, not a single Council resolution has been adopted to mitigate the exact type of crisis the Organization was created to prevent.  The veto initiative has opened an important door for a new form of collaboration and accountability, he said, as the Assembly now is obliged to step up when Council decisions are blocked by permanent member wielding their veto.
For the United Nations to prove its relevance, and for it to survive, it must deliver solutions for its 8 billion end-users, he continued, adding that collaboration across bodies, organs and processes is needed to respond to that complexity.  Spotlighting the intergovernmental negotiations on a Council reform framework, he emphasized that deadlock among Member States means a dead end for the millions of people who suffer the consequences. 
In the ensuing debate, over 60 ministers, senior officials and representatives voiced broad support for Council reform.  Many speakers called for limited use of the veto power, as well as greater representation for underrepresented regions, with the representatives of France and the United Kingdom voicing support for permanent seats for Brazil, Germany, India and Japan.  Delegates differed, however, on the way forward for membership expansion and intergovernmental negotiations on Council reform.
Subrahmanyam Jaishankar, Minister for External Affairs of India, Council President for December, speaking in his national capacity, said that those negotiations are being conducted with no time frame, text or record-keeping.  This moment of crisis must “capture the sense of change and not remain the prisoner of past,” he said, noting that Member States from Latin America and Asia, as well as small island developing States, should have ongoing representation in the Council.
Brazil’s representative, in a similar vein, said the Council cannot be effective if Latin America and Africa are not represented as permanent members. Noting that intergovernmental negotiations have run their course, he said that Member States must negotiate reform in good faith and with a sense of urgency.  Underscoring the deadlock in the Council resulting from the conflict in Ukraine and its destabilizing effects on the world, he voiced support for initiatives to regulate the use of the veto, which should only be used once diplomacy has failed.
China’s representative also touched on the Council’s working methods and suggested the creation of co-penholder systems with a regular rotation among permanent and non-permanent members, thus enhancing the voice of small and medium-sized countries.  Underscoring the need to correct the imbalance of the Council’s composition, he said that increasing the number of members from developing and independent countries must be a priority.
The Russian Federation’s representative, pointing to exclusively Western-controlled partnerships in the United Nations, said the Council can be democratized exclusively through expanded representation for African, Asian and Latin American countries. Western States’ desire to preserve their monopolistic, privileged position in the world is undermining confidence in international institutions and international law, he said.
Yamada Kenji, State Minister for Foreign Affairs of Japan, countering that claim, said the credibility of the United Nations is in jeopardy due to the Russian Federation’s aggression, which the 15-member organ has not been able yet to stop.  Reform is achievable, and the time is ripe, he emphasized, adding that negotiations can be immediately launched, with a text on the table, in the intergovernmental negotiations for Member States to narrow the differences in their positions.
Bilawal Bhutto Zardari, Minister for Foreign Affairs of Pakistan, said States must turn their attention away from pursuing national ambitions and the Council must seek to resolve conflicts and disputes, and not merely manage them.  On Council expansion, he warned that adding new permanent members would numerically reduce the opportunities for States to be represented and contribute to the paralysis of the Council.
Multilat---Impact---G20---2NC
Aligning economic policy with the G20 revitalizes broader international policy to combat numerous existential threats.
Matthew Burrows 23, Program Lead of the Stimson Center’s Strategic Foresight Hub; Robert A. Manning, former senior fellow with the Atlantic Council’s Scowcroft Center for Strategy and Security, "Red Cell: Is the US getting multilateralism wrong?," 4-11-2023, https://www.stimson.org/2023/red-cell-is-the-us-getting-multilateralism-wrong/, ajs
The Biden administration has ditched Trumpian unilateralism and embraced a contradictory multilateralism based on the foreign policy organizing principle of democracies versus autocracies — more a recycled logic of the Cold War than a guide for navigating U.S. interests in a complex global situation where regime types may not necessarily be the determining factor of many foreign policy choices.
This state of affairs is most dramatically evident in U.S.-led support for Ukraine against the Russian invasion, where much of the Global South remains neutral, as seen in the February 2023 G-20 meeting where finance chiefs failed to agree on a joint communiqué criticizing Russia. The recent Saudi-Iranian rapprochement brokered by China shows that today even a traditional U.S. partner like Saudi Arabia does not feel bound to work with Washington.
At a time when wealth, power, and technology are increasingly diffused from West to East and North to South, can such a limited democracy-versus-authoritarianism approach fashion a stable and prosperous world order as that which evolved after World War II?
The Biden administration’s like-minded “clubbist” redefinition of multilateralism — an alliance of democracies — has limited appeal beyond the West. The Global South does not want to be aligned with either the United States or the China-Russia camp but seeks good relations with all major powers to increase its leverage. This explains the Global South’s rejection of isolating Russia despite its condemnation of Russian President Vladimir Putin’s invasion, as well as Riyadh’s dealing with Beijing to renew ties with Tehran.
The very success of the post-World-War-II liberal rules-based order has created new dilemmas. The rise of China, India, and broadly, a new middle class in the Global South; the ubiquitous digital economy amid an unprecedented technology revolution; a substantial governance deficit; and a backlash against globalization all pose new challenges. These developments, embedded in a new dynamic of great-power competition, have contributed to the fraying global order.
The US National Security Strategy released last October reflects these contradictory impulses: there’s a “competition between the major powers to shape what comes next;” but addressing global problems such as climate change, pandemics, nuclear proliferation, terrorism, food insecurity, and global financial instability requires global cooperation and these “are not marginal issues that are secondary to geopolitics;” rather, they are of equal importance. As seen with China’s reluctance to cooperate on climate change and Russia’s suspension of the New START nuclear arms control treaty, a tension is apparent: global challenges end up being sacrificed on the altar of major-power competition. 
Although Biden’s democracy/authoritarianism framework may have served a good purpose in rallying Western allies and partners on Ukraine, on issues like trade or tech rules and standards, allies do not always agree, and, in cases like Ukraine, this framework has proved divisive with much of the non-Western world. 
Clubbism: Not the Answer
In a thoughtful paper, the Carnegie Endowment’s Stewart Patrick describes the upsides and downsides of various types of multilateralism — charter (UN), club, concert, and coalition. Patrick defines the Biden administration’s emphasis on democratic solidarity as “clubbism.” The problem with clubbism is that an alliance of democracies excludes the world’s top trading and capital exporter and second-largest military power with nuclear weapons (China), and Russia, a large nuclear weapons state and energy provider, as well as a huge number of countries in the Global South that prefer to be non-aligned.

Patrick explains that clubbism undermines “prospects for pragmatic cooperation with authoritarian powers including on crucial issues of peace and security, climate change, and the global economy. In practice, global problems do not coincide with ideological boundaries, and managing them requires cooperation with adversaries as well as like-minded fellow travelers.” 
China and Russia, both of which have been excluded by the United States, have resorted to their own clubbism, such as the Shanghai Cooperation Organization and the BRICS, fragmenting the global order into competing blocs and undermining the inclusive multilateral architecture. In the current competitive climate, could the UN Security Council (UNSC) enable something akin to the Iran nuclear talks or six-party talks on North Korea? Western efforts to exclude Russia from the G-20, however justified by Russia’s behavior, could set a bad precedent along with being divisive with other members that consider Russia an important partner. The League of Nations failed partly because the major powers were absent (the United States) or had left (WWI’s Triple Alliance of Germany, Austria and Italy.)

Like many 70 year-olds, the institutions of the post-World War II system are in need of surgery and therapy. Given what Fareed Zakaria called “the Rise of the Rest,” it is imperative to give more weight to the Global South in order to make global institutions more representative if the multilateral system has any chance to survive the growing fragmentation. Reform that makes operational sense will be difficult because it would come at the expense of U.S. and EU weight. But a collective Western-led effort that engages the countries of the Global South on issues disproportionately affecting them — such as debt and climate change — will at least demonstrate that Western capitals are eager to reshape global institutions to factor in developing countries’ interests.

The gap between the Global South and the West is much deeper than understood, as a recent survey of major Western and Global South publics has shown. The countries of the Global South distrust Washington’s democracy/authoritarianism division of the world. To them, the world is already multipolar and the United States and Europe are just two of the poles. Western publics, instead, see the world as dividing into two — a Western bloc and a Russia-China one — and believe the moral duty of the Rest is to back the West.
A Few Easy Options
The United States has recently been more sensitive to Global South concerns. Treasury Secretary Janet Yellen, for example, has been pushing for World Bank reform, particularly to focus more on climate change and health needs — including pandemic preparedness — that many in the developing world have clamored for.
She said that the “current model of multilateral development banks lets countries borrow for investments at home, but that was ‘insufficient’ for challenges such as pandemics and climate change, which often hit the world’s poorest countries hardest. The climate focus needs to be balanced with the World Bank and other development banks’ focus on eradicating poverty, which has grown worse since the pandemic.”
Recently Trump-appointee David Malpass announced his intention to resign as World Bank head. World Bank presidents have traditionally been U.S. citizens, and the Biden administration has quickly nominated an American of Indian descent, Ajay Banga, the former Mastercard CEO. It would have been better to have waited for other executive directors to make nominations of citizens from the developing world and back one of their qualified nominees. In the future, the United States should back more developing world candidates, which would send a message that Washington does not consider the World Bank as its preserve and is open to other qualified candidates.
The G-20, accounting for about 75% of the global economy and 80% of the world’s population, is the closest thing to a forum for addressing pressing global problems. It was revived in the heat of the 2008 financial crisis and helped save the world from a potential Great Depression. Some Global South states will see an empowered G-20 as elitist, but its membership is much broader than that of the UNSC.
Although it has often been a talk shop, the G-20’s role in mitigating the recent less-developed countries’ debt crisis hints at its potential utility. If thoughtfully reformed and invested in by major powers and regional groupings like the East Asia Summit, Arab League, and Organization of American States, the G-20 could be a modern version of an economic Concert of Europe, enabling Western cooperation with China, if not Russia. The G-20 should not deal with security — where it lacks the legal powers of the UNSC and divisions are deepest — but rather concentrate on policy coordination on transnational economic and environmental issues where an equivalent body is lacking.
Multilat---Impact---HR Cred---2NC
Reduction of inequality in Latin America stops rising inequality and instability, bolstering human rights credibility.
CESR 20, Center for Economic and Social Rights, "A Comprehensive Response to COVID-19 Demands Redistributive Fiscal Policies," 4-23-2020, https://www.cesr.org/comprehensive-response-covid-19-demands-redistributive-fiscal-policies/, ajs
A regional civil society Initiative for Human Rights in Fiscal Policy in Latin America calls on States to undertake broad fiscal redistribution, and on multilateral institutions to free up fiscal space, in order to avoid dire human rights consequences.  
Bogotá/New York/Buenos Aires/Mexico/Brasilia, April 23—If countries in Latin America and the Caribbean do not undertake an unprecedented redistributive effort to respond to COVID-19, they may face a profound human rights crisis, says the Initiative for Human Rights Principles in Fiscal Policy (comprised of six human rights organizations and the regional fiscal justice network).
Fiscal policy is a key tool to strengthen healthcare systems and tackle COVID-19, after years of deterioration due to austerity measures. Fiscal policy is also essential to provide economic and social safeguards to make social distancing and quarantine measures viable and humane, and to prevent a deep economic recession.
The Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC) estimates that the region will face its worst economic contraction in history and that, without adequate responses, the number of people living below the poverty line could increase from 185 to 220 million, and people living in extreme poverty from 67.4 to 90 million. The International Labour Organization (ILO) estimates that around 14 million jobs could be lost. Human rights such as the right to housing, education and social security—among others—will also be seriously impacted. 
These devastating consequences could be mitigated through the adoption of redistributive and participatory fiscal policies to fund basic elements of welfare states. Such measures should have been adopted long ago in the region, but the pandemic—and similar potential emergencies in the future—make further delays unconscionable. While some measures have already been taken (with substantial differences among countries, ranging from an equivalent of 0.5% to 15% of their GDPs), more robust responses that prioritize the protection of rights are needed. This will require unprecedented investments to strengthen healthcare systems, the adoption of subsidies for small and medium companies to protect jobs, and the implementation of rights-based social protection floors (prioritizing the adoption of a permanent basic income). The measures should also benefit the informal sector, the unemployed, and care providers, and consider the differential impacts along gender, ethnic and racial lines with an intersectional lens.
Measures should also be taken to protect other rights that could be threatened in the current context, such as the rights to housing and to food, through subsidies for utilities, debt reliefs, suspension of evictions, and in-kind transfers. Measures should be designed and implemented considering the situation of specific groups (such as women, who are exposed to higher risk of gender-based violence), and of disadvantaged populations (such as older people and seniors, Indigenous peoples, Afro-descendant communities, peasants, transgender people, migrants, persons with disabilities, and people experiencing homelessness, among others). 
It is crucial that all measures are consistent with the human rights framework and with States’ constitutional obligations. Given the disparate impact of the crisis on different groups, and the heavy income restrictions faced by the most affected sectors of the population, measures should be financed through the following sources:
· Taxes on wealth and corporate revenues from sectors making extra profits due to the pandemic (such as the digital economy, the financial sector in general, pharmaceuticals, and insurance companies with extraordinary returns).
· Budgetary reallocations (for example, from military and other non-priority expenditures to sectors such as health and social security), and the suspension of unnecessary tax exemptions not yet in force.
· Coordinated funding by central banks, based on future tax reforms that eliminate preferential tax privileges, correct the weaknesses of tax collection, and make tax systems more progressive, especially through increasing income tax for top earners and through wealth taxes.
· Coordinated actions at the international level to expand fiscal space, including by restructuring or cancelling foreign debt, a major issuance of Special Drawing Rights by the IMF, increased amounts of financing from development finance institutions for supporting key investments in health and social protection and the strengthening of fiscal, tax and financial cooperation in the region.
· Effective policies against tax avoidance and evasion, which have deprived States of valuable resources that are more needed than ever; and refraining from granting benefits of any kind to corporations that do not comply with their tax duties and/or make use of tax havens. Latin American countries should consider assuming a coordinated position in international negotiations on tax issues, to end the race to the bottom in corporate taxation.
· Reform of restrictive fiscal rules, through escape clauses and prioritization of expenditures to respond to the emergency.
· Limited use of international reserves as a last-resort measure, especially in “dollarized” economies.
Confronted with the false dilemma of choosing between saving lives and saving the economy, the Initiative for Human Rights Principles in Fiscal Policy argues that the human rights crisis cannot be avoided by relaxing existing containment measures in order to “reopen” the economy; especially if the relaxation of measures is made carelessly and without adequate conditions in place, as is being demanded by some sectors in some countries. Rights protection depends on undertaking deep and structural social protection, financed through progressive reforms to tax systems that leave behind the orthodox views and fiscal dogmas that have worsened the ability of the region to weather the current crisis. No person should be deprived of dignified living conditions while containment measures continue, nor when restrictions are lifted. Economic and social rights must serve as a central tool to tackle a fundamental injustice: the unequal forms in which wealth is appropriated and distributed.
For all these reasons, the organizations that make up the Initiative call on the States of the region to use human rights standards as the basis for their interventions. The organizations call on international and regional financial institutions and other economic actors—such as private and public creditors—to adopt immediate measures to increase fiscal space in Latin America, in order to confront the emergency and achieve a transformative recovery that reduces external vulnerabilities and allows the region to build more sustainable and solidarity-based economies. The Initiative also calls on human rights institutions to monitor the financing and use of resources allocated for this purpose.
Human rights credibility solves nuclear war.
William Burke-White 4, Lecturer in Public and International Affairs and Senior Special Assistant to the Dean at the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, Princeton University and Ph.D. at Cambridge, “Human Rights and National Security: The Strategic Correlation,” The Harvard Human Rights Journal, 17
For most of the past fifty years, U.S. foreign policymakers have largely viewed the promotion of human rights and the protection of national security as in inherent tension. Almost without exception, each administration has treated the two goals as mutually exclusive: promote human rights at the expense of national security or protect national security while overlooking international human rights. While U.S. policymakers have been motivated at times by human rights concerns, such concerns have generally been subordinate to national security. For example, President Bush’s 2002 U.S. National Security Strategy speaks of a “commitment to protecting basic human rights.” In the same document, President Bush makes it clear that “defending our Nation against its enemies is the first and fundamental commitment of the Federal Government.”1 This subordination of human rights to national security is both unnecessary and strategically questionable. A more effective U.S. foreign policy would view human rights and national security as correlated and complementary goals. Better protection of human rights around the world would make the United States safer and more secure. The United States needs to restructure its foreign policy accordingly. 
This Article presents a strategic--as opposed to ideological or normative--argument that the promotion of human rights should be given a more prominent place in U.S. foreign policy. It does so by suggesting a correlation between the domestic human rights practices of states and their propensity to engage in aggressive international conduct. Among the chief threats to U.S. national security are acts of aggression by other states. Aggressive acts of war may directly endanger the United States, as did the Japanese bombing of Pearl Harbor in 1941, or they may require U.S. military action overseas, as in Kuwait fifty years later. Evidence from the post-Cold War period [*250] indicates that states that systematically abuse their own citizens' human rights are also those most likely to engage in aggression. To the degree that improvements in various states' human rights records decrease the likelihood of aggressive war, a foreign policy informed by human rights can significantly enhance U.S. and global security.
Since 1990, a state's domestic human rights policy appears to be a telling indicator of that state's propensity to engage in international aggression. A central element of U.S. foreign policy has long been the preservation of peace and the prevention of such acts of aggression. 2 If the correlation discussed herein is accurate, it provides U.S. policymakers with a powerful new tool to enhance national security through the promotion of human rights. A strategic linkage between national security and human rights would result in a number of important policy modifications. First, it changes the prioritization of those countries U.S. policymakers have identified as presenting the greatest concern. Second, it alters some of the policy prescriptions for such states. Third, it offers states a means of signaling benign international intent through the improvement of their domestic human rights records. Fourth, it provides a way for a current government to prevent future governments from aggressive international behavior through the institutionalization of human rights protections. Fifth, it addresses the particular threat of human rights abusing states obtaining weapons of mass destruction (WMD). Finally, it offers a mechanism for U.S.-U.N. cooperation on human rights issues.
Multilat---Impact---Populism---2NC
Multilateralism stops populism and nationalism from cascading to global chaos.
Andrés Ortega 20, senior research fellow at the Elcano Royal Institute, "Multilateralism has lost its way," 7/7/2020, https://www.realinstitutoelcano.org/en/blog/multilateralism-has-lost-its-way/, ajs
The current coronavirus crisis –the most synchronous and global crisis– could make the illness afflicting multilateralism more acute (due not only to Trump, although it has much to do with the pre-existing loss of US leadership, and with the rise of China) or overcome it, with more international cooperation beyond global health. It is not yet clear. So far, the crisis has not strengthened multilateralism, which seems exhausted. But it is one of the major subjects of international debate, for example in the T20 (the G20’s network of think tanks, this year under Saudi presidency), and various other forums and institutions, some of which Elcano contributes to.
Multilateralism is the alliance of powers in search of common goals. It is opposed to unilateralism (acting alone), to a-lateralism, which can lead to global anarchy and chaos, and to ‘Every man for himself!’. It involves agreements where failure to agree would leave everyone worse off. It is usually linked to a set of international institutions that emerged from the Second World War, some of which, the Bretton Woods economic institutions, served to lay the foundations for what is known as the liberal multilateral order, although it was later followed by other, more global, steps. Multilateralism, while requiring leadership, needs collective intelligence. In some respects, in the midst of confrontation between blocs during the Cold War, there were major doses of multilateralism. It tends to be that more multilateralism is proposed because more problems are global and because it enables conflicts of interest to be managed and overcome peacefully. Multilateralism had, and has, its goals and champions certain values, which are now being cast in doubt. The race to stockpile Remdesivir, a drug used to treat COVID-19, is a clear example of the failure of multilateralism, and does not bode at all well for the management of an eventual vaccine.
Modern multilateralism has come to be associated with the globalisation experienced in recent decades, particularly since the end of the Cold War. Hence, as Dani Rodrik argues, many people –including Trump and his followers– reject both as part of the same package. Now we have entered a period of deglobalisation. But, as Kemal Dervis at Brookings argues, precisely in order to manage this relative deglobalisation in an orderly and peaceful way –for the moment more characterised by restrictions on exports than on imports and by the shortening of global supply and value chains– perhaps more multilateralism is required. This may seem contradictory, but it is not.
The COVID-19 calamity has highlighted a series of vulnerabilities that were already present: a hyper-globalisation that minimised transaction and production costs and maximised efficiency. It is true that it helped to lift billions of people out of poverty, but by dint of generating more inequalities within and between societies. The title, and the content, of a new book by Matthew Klein and Michael Pettis is revealing: Trade wars are class wars. This gives a geopolitical slant to the US politician’s famous dictum that ‘all politics is local’. Just ask Trump for confirmation.
In order to recover, multilateralism needs to be representative, inclusive, effective, and have one, or many, systems of governance and a vision whereby national interests are perceived as better served than in its absence or under other systems, something that is by no means evident.
China is erecting a parallel multilateralism, with basically regional institutions, while at the same time trying to penetrate and shape those that already exist and drive what has been termed ‘global bilateralism’ with the policy/programme of the New Silk Road and other initiatives. Owing to the geopolitical and other rivalries between the US, China and Russia, the UN, particularly its Security Council, has vanished; the General Assembly has fared better, although the same cannot be said of some UN components that have failed to measure up (such as the World Health Organisation). The World Trade Organisation awaits reactivation and in-depth reform. The representation of the International Monetary Fund needs to reflect the new global reality. The G20 has also experienced a loss of solidity and solidarity. And meanwhile there are new aspects, from the governance of the Internet to the regulation of artificial intelligence, ethically and otherwise, that require –in fact work is already under way– a new type of global governance, with many more public and private actors. This is what we refer to as ‘inductive governance’, which needs to empower citizens, something that subsidiarity has not achieved. This new multilateralism and global governance needs to rely much more on cities, which have played a central role in this crisis, have a much more public-private emphasis and be much more multi-level.
In a world that in the best of cases is polycentric, or lacking a centre (the famous G-0), the prospects are not good. According to Fukuyama, ‘national and international institutions will be weak and reeling after years of abuse, and it will take years to rebuild them—if it is still possible at all’.
These days multilateralism is more important than ever, because it provides a way of countering nationalism and populism. Collective intelligence is needed to build a new multilateralism for the 21st century, for COVID-19 (a pandemic that may persist) and post-COVID-19, and to prevent and manage other calamities that may be on the horizon. It has to address better ways of managing major problems, even though they may have unknown solutions, and the global commons,  such as the environment, but also services that have become indispensable global assets –as evident during lockdown– such as the Internet and cybersecurity, and the COVID-19 vaccine and treatments currently being investigated. The role of large corporations is already fundamental in this new multilateralism, as is reflected in countries’ interoperable apps for tracking and tracing infected cases, many of them based on a system jointly provided by Google and Apple (a case of private multilateralism?).
Renewing multilateralism requires that it should focus on wellbeing and equality; that it embraces diversity; that it has solidity, legitimacy and causes no harm; that it respects subsidiarity (often confused with best practice) and has systematic coherence. In other words, it needs a whole-of-policy approach, a focus that encompasses all aspects of policies.
Extinction.
Belfield 23, Research Associate and Academic Project Manager at the University of Cambridge's Centre for the Study of Existential Risk (Haydn, “Collapse, Recovery, and Existential Risk,” in How Worlds Collapse: What History, Systems, and Complexity Can Teach Us About Our Modern World and Fragile Future, p. 74-76)
A world dominated by totalitarian states would be more incompetent, more war-prone, less cooperative, and more inhibitive of progress than one dominated by democratic states. Our current world is not particularly competent, peaceful, cooperative, or progressive—a totalitarian-dominated world would be worse. It would increase the risk of another collapse and extinction and could shape the future toward less desirable trajectories (Beckstead, 2013). Totalitarian states are incompetent. They are bad at forecasting and dealing with disasters (Caplan, 2008).16 This can be seen most clearly in the great famines of Communist China and the USSR, in which millions died (Applebaum, 2017; Becker, 1996; Dikotter, 2010; Snyder, 2010). In comparison, functioning multiparty democracies rarely, if ever, experience famines (Sen, 2010). “Established autocracies” (or “personal”/“sultanist”) are particularly bad, as there are few checks or restraints on arbitrary rule and the whims and ideology of the single individual, even from other elites (Svolik, 2012). From the inside, the “inner circle” around Mao, Stalin, and Hitler seems incredibly chaotic, with elites strongly incentivized to conceal information and encouraged by the autocrat to squabble and feud—so they are divided (Conquest, 1992; Kershaw, 2008; Zhang & Halliday, 2006). If totalitarian states are worse at addressing social, environmental, and technological problems, then a world dominated by them would likely be worse at responding to risks of collapse and extinction. A world dominated by totalitarian states is more likely to have major wars. States with near-universal adult suffrage rarely (if ever) go to war with one another (Barnhart et al., 2020), so a world dominated by democracies has fewer wars. Miscalculation might be a particular problem for totalitarian states due to personalization and disincentives for accurate information, leading to well-known strategic disasters such as Hitler and Stalin’s blunders in World War II (Bialer, 1970; Noakes & Pridham, 2001), or at a smaller level, Saddam Hussein’s rejection of diplomacy (Atkinson, 1993). War makes collapse and extinction more likely, by raising the chance of weapons of mass destruction being used. Linked to this, totalitarian states are less cooperative than democratic states. While cooperation is possible (Ginsburg, 2020), their internal norms are characterized by paranoia and treachery, and their lack of transparency limits their ability to credibly commit to agreements. This is bad for all risks that require cooperation such as pandemics or climate change (Tomasik, 2015). Finally, continued social and scientific progress is likely to reduce risks of collapse and extinction. Social progress could reduce global inequality and other risk factors. Scientific progress could help address natural risks and climate change (Sandberg, 2018), differentially increase defensive rather than offensive power (Garfinkel & Dafoe, 2019), and solve safety challenges in AI or biotechnology (Russell, 2019). However, as we will now discuss totalitarian states would likely inhibit social progress. A central question from a longtermist perspective is: Which values should shape the future? I would argue that we should prefer it to be shaped by liberal democratic values. This is not to say that the current democracy-dominated world is perfect—far from it. The fate of billions of factory-farmed animals or hundreds of millions of people in extreme poverty makes that abundantly clear. However, democracies have two advantages. First, democracies have space for cosmopolitan values such as human rights, plurality, freedom, and equality. These are better than those that characterize life under totalitarianism: Fear, terror, subjection, and secrecy. Second, they have within themselves the mechanism to allow progress. In the last 100 (or even 50) years, the lives of women, LGBT people, religious minorities, and non-white people have dramatically improved. Our “moral circle” has expanded, and could continue to expand (Singer, 1981). The arc of the moral universe is long, but given the right conditions, it might just bend toward justice (King, 1968). A global society dominated by these values, and with the possibility of improving more, has a better longterm potential. A totalitarian-dominated world, on the other hand, would reduce the space for resistance and progress—distorting the human trajectory. We should be particularly concerned about “bottlenecks” at which values are particularly important—where there is a risk of “locking-in” some particular set of (possibly far from optimal) values. While they are currently far-off, future technologies such as artificial general intelligence, space settlement, life extension (of autocrats), or much better surveillance could enable lock-in (Caplan, 2008).17 Conditional on them avoiding new catastrophes, world orders dominated by totalitarians could be quite long-lasting (Caplan, 2008). Democracies can undermine authoritarian and totalitarian regimes through the following ways: Control, including conquest; contagion through proximity; and consent, promoting receptivity toward democratization (Whitehead, 2001). Democracies can actively undermine these regimes through war, sanctions, hosting rebellious exiles, or sponsoring internal movements. Passively, through contagion, they offer a demonstration that a better, more prosperous life is possible. For example, in the final years of the USSR, ordinary Soviet citizens were able to see that the West had a higher standard of living—more innovation, more choice, and more consumer goods. The elites were able to read books from the outside, and travel—Gorbachev’s contacts and friendships with European politicians may have made him more favorable to social democracy (Brown, 1996). Democracies can undermine the will and capacity of the coercive apparatus (Bellin, 2004). However, in a world not dominated by democracies, all these pressures would be far less. A world in which, say, totalitarian regimes emerged as dominant after World War II (for example if the USA was defeated) could be self-reinforcing and long-lasting, like the self-reinforcing relationship of Oceania, Eurasia, and Eastasia (Orwell, 1949). Orwell’s fictional world is characterized by constant low-grade warfare to justify emergency powers and secure elites, and with shifting alliances of convenience as states bandwagon and balance, thereby preventing any resolution. A totalitarian-dominated world order could be rather robust, perhaps for decades or even centuries. A long-lasting totalitarian-dominated world would extend the period of time humanity would spend with a heightened risk of collapse or extinction, as well as increased potential for distortion of the human trajectory and the possibility that a “lock-in” event may occur. This example illustrates the possibility of a “negative recovery,” resulting in a trajectory with less or no scientific and social progress and a less favorable geopolitical situation, which would threaten the destruction of humanity’s longterm potential.
Multilat---Impact---AT: Defense---2NC
Multilateralism caps conflict.
Will Moreland 19, research analyst with Foreign Policy at Brookings, “The Purpose Of Multilateralism: A Framework For Democracies In A Geopolitically Competitive World,” September 2019, https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/FP_20190923_purpose_of_multilateralism_moreland.pdf, ajs
1. Multilateralism as facilitating cooperation
The resurgence of great-power competition does not extinguish the real transnational challenges confronting the world. Issues such as counterterrorism, combatting infectious disease, poverty alleviation, and — most importantly of all — climate change will still bedevil humanity. Any sufficient response to these transnational threats, as Jake Sullivan writes, “needs to be global, bringing the U.S. together with its rivals — including China — to face shared challenges” as “none of [these threats] can be effectively confronted by the United States alone.”67 The need persists for vehicles to catalyze that cooperation.
This cooperation will be difficult, but not impossible. The American strategic community is in the midst of reshaping its views of China and Russia along significantly more competitive lines.68 Yet, even in articulating a U.S. strategy that would divide the world between “positive-sum logic” among “America’s allies, close partners, and fellow democracies” and “something nearer to zero-sum” for rivals, Hal Brands urges Americans to “remember that cooperation can occur even amid the bitterest rivalries.”69 Competition, at least for the moment, is not so all-encompassing as to preclude any cooperation.
There should be no illusion that these areas of cooperation are fully hived off from the influences of great-power politics. Transnational challenges may threaten all, but they do not exist in a geopolitical vacuum. Chinese and Russian pursuit of political dissidents through INTERPOL illustrates that even an issue as “shared and neutral” as combatting international crime retains a geopolitical vector.70 Similarly, one need look no further than Russian behavior in the Organization for the Prohibition of Chemical Weapons surrounding chemical weapons attacks in Syria or the ability of Russian leadership in the U.N. Counterterrorism Office to stymie investigations into Chinese repression of Uighur minorities in Xinjiang styled as counterterror efforts.71 Even negotiations on climate change have the potential to be intertwined in great power dynamics between Beijing and Washington.72 Policymakers should approach such issues ready to collaborate, but never forgetful that these challenges exist in a geopolitical context shaped by the interests and values of involved states. 
Though complete insulation from these dynamics is likely impossible, space for cooperation does remain. In forging a path forward, many institutions can benefit from learning, or relearning, the lessons of their older counterparts born in the Cold War era. From the prosaic matter of delivering mail (the Universal Postal Union) to the hazardous issues of nuclear proliferation (the International Atomic Energy Agency — IAEA), cooperation could still occur. Domains such as health and, later, space, also developed a degree of shielding from geopolitical winds. Consequently, the study of open archives and accounts of organizational histories can help current policymakers see how past leaders charted those currents. As Elisabeth Roehrlich notes, the IAEA successfully “created a transnational community of experts to build the foundations of nuclear technology exchange, safety measures, and safeguards,” despite nuclear issues being core to the U.S.-Soviet rivalry. 73 Similar action today could stake out as much cooperative space as possible to address the serious range of “problems without passports.”74
Nor is recent history devoid of relevant experiences on which to draw. Cooperative aspects currently have continued despite the deteriorating geopolitical environment. Tensions earlier in the decade did not preclude the United States and China from working with the U.N. and an array of other actors to respond to the 2014 Ebola outbreak in West Africa. Similarly, the case of American and Russian coordination around the Global Coalition to Defeat ISIS offers insights into maintaining a measure of coordination and conflict avoidance despite distinct aims and contentious relations.75
Through proactive engagement by those within relevant institutions, combined with forward-leaning diplomacy from the great powers, democracies may be able to chart a course to preserve select domains of multilateral cooperation. Democratic vigilance against potential geopolitical machinations will remain essential. Nonetheless, as Ngaire Woods argues, “creative thinking and perhaps a series of narrower agreements,” may be able to “breathe life back into the system” where multilateral cooperation is needed.76
2. Multilateralism as supporting conflict prevention
Looking to more contentious situations, if used adroitly, multilateral institutions can remain a significant force in conflict prevention. This is particularly true vis-à-vis prevention’s original form: Among the major powers. While rarely sufficient on their own, multilateral fora historically have served as tools to assist key states in deescalating and containing spiraling crises. 
Deconfliction of serious conflict among the great powers receded for much of the post-Cold War era — with a few exceptions, such as the 1999 confrontation between NATO and Russia over the Pristina Airport in Kosovo. During these decades, conflict prevention was more a cooperative aspect of multilateralism. Salient countries engaged with — and argued against — the United States in forums like the U.N. Security Council on methods of managing regional challengers from North Korea to Libya. Beyond this more immediate experience, however, rests a deeper tradition. Throughout the Cold War, despite the formulation of alliance blocs, the U.N. architecture, alongside regional institutions, served as channels for responding to rising geopolitical tensions and creating off-ramps from crises.
At the prompting of the great powers, international organizations served at critical moments as tools to help walk the superpowers back from the brink. These cases ranged from proxy wars in the Middle East, where the U.N. Security Council “was used by the United States and the Soviets to avoid having wars between their proxies spiral into direct clashes between the superpowers,” to the lesser known efforts of U.N. Secretary General U Thant’s good offices during the Cuban Missile Crisis.77 A resuscitation of these cases, married to the lessons from a few post-Cold War instances, such as the joint U.N. and OSCE monitoring mission in Georgia, can offer insights into how to stabilize crises in a fractious international environment. Such lessons would not only help provide vehicles for the largest powers — the United States, China, and Russia — but also to those escalating regional rivalries with substantial global impacts — such as India and Pakistan.
Multilateralism is uniquely key to avoiding existential threats and great power war.
Alex Pascal 19, adjunct faculty member at New York University and former Senior Policy Advisor to the US Ambassador to the UN, "Against Washington’s ‘Great Power’ Obsession," 9-23-2019, https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2019/09/multilateralism-nearly-dead-s-terrible-news/598615/, ajs
Though Trump’s rhetoric and actions in office have accelerated and exacerbated the fraying of the multilateral system, the crisis of multilateralism has much deeper roots as the UN and Bretton Woods Institutions approach or embark on their 75th years. Richard Gowan, an expert on the UN, sees three crises in particular: first, a crisis of power in which the shift of power from the U.S. to China has diminished America’s ability to shape the international agenda and drive collective action; second, a crisis of relevance in which antiquated and sometimes sclerotic international institutions struggle to tackle the critical global challenges, from Syria to cybersecurity; and, third, a crisis of legitimacy as frustrated regional powers and nationalist leaders withdraw from multilateral organizations or erode them from within. In this depressing brew, Gowan, who is with the International Crisis Group, sees an opportunity for the EU to become a third pole in geopolitics (along with the U.S. and China) as the practical champion of multilateralism. Considerable thinking has gone into how middle powers from the Americas to Europe to Asia can bolster the so-called rules-based order. The €64,000 question, however, is whether any of this has a prayer without the United States. Almost certainly not.
If you listen to Trump-administration officials, 2020 candidates, members of Congress, and pundits, there seems to be only one bipartisan consensus in Washington: We are living in a new era of great power competition. For the United States to win (whatever that means), it must compete—economically, militarily, technologically, and politically. Yet this paradigm, fed by President Trump’s zero-sum worldview and the anti-China hysteria sweeping Washington, has buried a key to America’s once and future success in the global arena: cooperation.
After the devastation of the Second World War, U.S. policy makers looked for a different way to reconstruct global order and drew on America’s own political culture of consultation and compromise, economic openness, and the rule of law as a model. A multilateral spasm ensued, and the UN, the World Bank, the IMF, the GATT (later the WTO), NATO, and eventually the European Union were born.
These institutions and America’s multilateral leadership style were essential to winning the Cold War—the last great power competition. Why? Because Washington attracted countries and people to it by convincing them that America was out for more than itself. How? By (mostly) upholding its commitments, following global rules, defending friends and allies, finding common ground with foes, and practicing painstaking consultative diplomacy.
This produced an unprecedented era of relative global peace and prosperity, but not without some costs and constraints. The United States had to follow the same rules as everyone else, even though it was the most powerful country. Washington shouldered a substantial, perhaps disproportionate load, politically and financially, for supporting international organizations and alliances; and allies and partners did free-ride on occasion. And while many Americans prospered, many also lost their jobs, and sometimes their communities, as an open global economy enabled companies to find cheaper labor and less regulation overseas. Trump has used these downsides to drive a wedge around multilateralism and make America isolationist again. His administration has denigrated international cooperation as weakness and deliberately damaged the multilateral system America built. It has done so at great peril.
Since 1945, the world has largely played America’s game, by America’s rules. But now Washington is deciding to play its rivals’ geopolitical game. Competitive zero-sum thinking comes naturally to Moscow and Beijing (and Trump), less so to Americans. As George Kennan warned in his Long Telegram from Moscow in 1946, at the dawn of the Cold War: “The greatest danger that can befall us in coping with this problem of Soviet communism, is that we shall allow ourselves to become like those with whom we are coping.”
Kennan also advised, “We must formulate and put forward for other nations a much more positive and constructive picture of the sort of world we would like to see than we have put forward in the past.” That America has always stood for and believed in more than itself—and consistently articulated an affirmative, optimistic vision for the world—has been the secret sauce in its global leadership for the past 75 years. What and who will bound and buffer this new competition? An affirmative American vision with robust engagement in international organizations that can provide a diplomatic arena for great power politics to play out nonviolently would certainly help.
But even more problematic is the fact that an obsession with great power competition complicates international cooperation on shared global threats. Will great power competition prevent the most destructive weapons from falling into the most dangerous hands? Keep deadly pandemics from ravishing the world? Protect U.S. workers from races to the bottom? Mitigate the worst effects of new technologies? These severe, urgent, and potentially existential threats demand cooperation among the great powers. They also happen to be the ones that Americans care most about, much more than China and Russia. As UN Secretary-General António Guterres put it recently, “Multilateralism is under fire precisely when we need it most.” Creating the political will and space to cooperate with rivals and even enemies on such threats, as the U.S. and the U.S.S.R. did on arms control during the Cold War, may be the most critical geopolitical challenge of our time. And it is exponentially harder in a world of defunct multilateral institutions from which America is disengaged.
Multilateralism Answers---BEJJP
Deficits
Multilat Fails---2AC
Multilateralism is failing---only reinventing institutions to be more inclusive solves.
Amrita Narlikar 20, President of the German Institute for Global and Area Studies, "The malaise of multilateralism and how to manage it," 1-23-2020, https://www.orfonline.org/expert-speak/the-malaise-of-multilateralism-and-how-to-manage-it/, ajs
Ups and downs in the lives of individual international institutions are not new, but the malaise that now afflicts multilateralism is unprecedented in range and depth. It transcends issue-areas, and occurs at a time when the need for sensible rules of international cooperation has greater urgency than ever before. Even as trade wars rage outside, the Dispute Settlement Body of the World Trade Organization (WTO) finds itself paralysed due to the blocked appointments/re-appointments of judges in its Appellate Body. Public awareness of climate change as a global emergency may have increased, but the United States has at the same time delivered a serious blow to the mitigation regime by moving to withdraw from the Paris Agreement. In his remarkable interview with The Economist in November this year, French President Macron declared the “brain-death” of the NATO and pointed to the fragility of Europe. Impending Brexit is one thorn in the side of the European project; the rise of the Alternative for Deutschland (AfD) party in Germany is another. Multilateralism, in both its universal and non-universal versions, and across economic and security issues, is under severe strain.
Explaining the malaise
It is commonplace — especially by those with liberal and/or centrist inclinations in politics — to attribute the crisis of multilateralism to two factors. First, many observers point the finger at President Trump and his “America first” agenda. Is it surprising then, they ask, that others follow suit when the world’s largest economy behaves with such great irresponsibility and chooses to turn its back on the very system that it had once led the way in creating? Second, some see Trump’s politics as part of a broader phenomenon involving the rise of strongmen leaders with populist inclinations who fan nationalist sentiment, framing the rights and interests of local populations as pitted against those of a “global elite.” Both explanations, however, are deeply misguided. Nor is the wrong-headedness of such applications purely an academic matter. Rather, the knee-jerk solutions that they result in are likely to worsen the malaise of multilateralism. Reacting to Trump’s message of “Make America great again,” Macron countered with “Make our planet great again.” This was not a bad response per se, especially given the crudeness of Trump’s pledge. Yet, the Yellow Vests protests showed that Macron’s (probably well-meant) moral high-horsiness did not find many takers.
The problems of multilateralism predate the arrival of Trump on the international scene; failure to recognise this will keep taking us down the same cul-de-sac as Macron’s “Make our planet great again.” Take the case of trade multilateralism. True, Trump may have called the WTO “the single worst deal ever made” and severely dented the system by launching his supposedly “good, and easy to win” trade wars. But amidst this drama, it is too often forgotten that dissatisfaction with WTO functioning has been brewing for years. The recurrence of deadlocks in the Doha Round for over the last 15 years is a clear sign of discontent from multiple stakeholders (and not just the US). Similarly, it is worth recalling that although many blame the Trump administration for the wreckage that is the WTO’s Appellate Body today, the practice of actually blocking appointments and re-appointments of judges in fact goes back to the Obama administration (although admittedly not on the same scale as practiced by the current US administration). It was also under President Obama that the US dabbled in the rhetoric of protecting American workers, showed great reluctance to make concessions during Doha negotiations. And again, it was the Obama administration that precipitated a turn away from the multilateralism of WTO and towards the (mega-) regionalism of the Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership and Trans-Pacific Partnership. Trump’s angry and public pronouncements against various multilateral institutions, or the rhetoric of some populist movements against the global order, have certainly multiplied the problems facing multilateralism. But they are not the root cause.
Why multilateralism is in such a mess today boils down to three reasons: disillusionment with globalisation, lacklustre narratives in support of multilateralism, and the inadequacy of existing multilateral rules to meet new challenges.
First, backing Trump’s narrative of “America First” or the Brexiters’ slogan of “Take back control” is the fact that significant proportions of the electorates of these countries believe that the gains of globalisation have passed them by. They attribute increasing inequality within their society, and the job losses and declining wages that they personally endure, to the costs of international trade. The hardships that these groups suffer have several causes, which range from technological change to inadequate welfare mechanisms that could allow for better wealth distribution. But trade is often the easy scapegoat, especially as blame can be all too conveniently attributed to international deal-making. The current US administration is an example of a government that has effectively harnessed this discontent — perhaps even stirred it further by building a narrative that links domestic inequalities and poverty within the US to multilateral governance. But this disillusionment with the system is a real and potent force, which will survive irrespective of what happens in the upcoming US elections.
Second, a solid and convincing counter-narrative has been missing. Telling the malcontents and the disillusioned — especially if they face personal economic hardships amidst increasing inequality — that they should think about the planet first will not reassure them. If anything, such narratives will only exacerbate the backlash against those increasingly seen as part of a “global elite” and the values of internationalism that they represent. The takeaway for many parts of the electorate (in different countries) from such cavalier attitudes will likely be along the lines of ‘only Mr Trump understands my pain, only the AfD is willing to stand up for my rights.’
Third, the liberal fixation on Trump as the root cause for the decline of multilateralism diverts attention from another equally serious cause: the rise of an increasingly assertive China. One reason for this blind spot may be that China itself has been doing an impressive job — at least until recently [1] — in presenting itself as a guardian of globalisation and multilateralism. Declarations of support for the system, for example at the World Economic Forum by President Xi, stand out in stark contrast to the havoc wreaked on the system via President Trump’s angry tweets and trade wars. But recent scholarship by Henry Farrell and Abe Newman on “weaponized interdependence” has begun to highlight the use of global economic networks for geostrategic purposes.[2] Combine these insights with China’s meteoric rise and controversial expansionism in its region and beyond (e.g., via the Belt and Road Initiative), and it is clear that the underlying premises of the postwar multilateral system are being put into question. Much of the post-war order was built on an assumption of the virtues of economic interdependence, which were supposed to bring nations together and promote peace. But if multilateral rules to promote economic interdependence have been used — or could be used in the future — by “systemic rivals” to gain geo-economic advantage, then a backlash against these rules is bound to come sooner or later. While the US has voiced these concerns most vociferously, others too have been raising them in different settings as they argue in favour of institutional reform and updating.

Finding sustainable solutions
To fix the malaise of multilateralism, technical solutions — for example, improving the WTO’s Dispute Settlement Mechanism — will of course be important. But given the deep-rooted nature of the challenge, a purely technocratic response will not suffice. Four sets of additional measures will be crucial.
First, the only way that we will be able to bring the discontented many on board (and bring them on board we must, if we are to restore trust in the system) is by taking their concerns seriously. This means reconsidering past trade-offs and developing a new bargain on globalisation with better distributive mechanisms, both domestically and internationally. Trump-bashing — and its equivalent in other countries — on its own and ridiculing populist supporters will only exacerbate polarisation.
Second, multilateralism will need a brand new narrative. This narrative will have to convey clearly why reformed multilateralism is of direct benefit to citizens across the board, and not only tomorrow but also today. Appealing to global public goods and the welfare of future generations are likely to prove insufficient as rationales, especially to those who feel shortchanged and are enduring economic hardships. This new narrative will need to have individual and group appeal. It will also need to work across different levels of politics — local, regional, national, and global. [3]
Third, a fundamental renegotiation of multilateral institutions is essential. To do this effectively, it would be wise to tap into ongoing efforts of the global South (e.g., UN Security Council reform). Additionally, however, given the risks that weaponised interdependence and economic statecraft pose today, multilateral rules will have to be updated to prevent their misuse and abuse. A reformed system may still be able to include China. But frankly, it is difficult to see how we can return towards robust multilateralism — universal and far-reaching in ambition — without seeing some clear signals that direct competitors and rivals are also willing to rein in their own power.
Multilat Fails---1AR
Even ‘effective’ multilateralism fails to resolve rivalries---great power dynamics outweigh.
Will Moreland 19, research analyst with Foreign Policy at Brookings, “The Purpose Of Multilateralism: A Framework For Democracies In A Geopolitically Competitive World,” September 2019, https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/FP_20190923_purpose_of_multilateralism_moreland.pdf, ajs
Some hope that multilateral institutions can subdue geopolitical rivalries. Le Drian and Maas hint at this potential in asserting that “some [international] players are increasingly engaging in power politics, thus undermining the idea of a rules-based order with a view to enforcing the law of the strong.”33 If the return of geopolitical competition is a choice made by states, then investing in multilateral systems could stymie power politics — it just requires rallying the determination to collectively will our way out of the adversarial mindset.34
Unfortunately, this is a misdiagnosis. Great-power politics, particularly their relative absence, always have been the foundation underlying the multilateral order. If great-power competition is returning, reshaping states’ baseline assumptions, then it is a driving, structural force in international politics to which nations must respond. Multilateral tools must adapt to function within those parameters, not try to master them. A danger, therefore, lurks for those advocates of multilateralism who try to preserve the post-Cold War multilateral order in amber. Relying on multilateralism defined by the hallmarks of the post-Cold War era — universal in membership, focused on existing institutions, and centered primarily on maintaining broad cooperation on shared challenges — falsely assumes the past quarter-century as the historical norm, rather than an aberration. 35
Faith in the capacity of multilateral institutions to tame geopolitics is not new. Such a belief was once distinctly American. As Stewart Patrick details, U.S. post-war planning during the 1940s drew on an optimism that “just as the New Deal innovations had helped to stabilize the U.S. domestic political economy by bolstering democracy and market capitalism, so new international agencies could assist nations in managing practical social, economic, and political problems and avoiding the descent into political extremism, geopolitical rivalry, and zero-sum economic competition.”36 The hope that “functional agencies” in international organizations could “help de-politicize controversial issues by treating these as neutral, technical challenges” was not entirely unfounded; but nor could it eliminate the frictions of international high politics.37 As Bruce Jones and I recount in “The Marshall Plan and the Shaping of American Strategy,” rising tensions between the Soviet Union and Western nations soon scuttled this universalist, cooperative vision.38 Similarly today, seemingly “neutral technical challenges,” such as the spread and advancement of telecommunications standards and technologies, are proving to harbor deeply politicized questions — ones with considerable consequences for the future of the liberal democratic model.39
This argument for neutralizing geopolitics by reframing challenges as “technical issues” retains understandable currency in Europe. For many, the heart of the European Union project has been just that. As former European Commission President Romano Prodi once highlighted, the “genius of the [EU] founding fathers lay in translating extremely high political ambitions…into a series of more specific, almost technical decisions.40 Presently, Maas speaks of a multilateralism that “is not directed against anyone, but instead strives to reach joint solutions to global problems.”41 However, such rhetoric should be employed cautiously. While preserving space for multilateral cooperation is a worthy, and necessary, objective, any suggestion that multilateralism can overcome great-power rivalry risks fueling a perception that multilateral advocates are falling prey to the same illusions that confounded post-war statesmen. 
Multilateralism’s failure is inevitable---structural issues and informal coalitions guarantee splintering.
Rafiq Dossani 22, director of the RAND Center for Asia-Pacific Policy and a senior economist at the RAND Corporation, "Is There a Future for Multilateralism?," 4/4/2022, https://www.rand.org/blog/2022/04/is-there-a-future-for-multilateralism.html, ajs
The failure of the United Nations to act on the Russian invasion of Ukraine should not surprise anyone. This appears to be merely the latest demonstration of a two-decade-long trend of the growing ineffectiveness of global multilateral institutions in addressing the world's diplomatic, security, and socioeconomic challenges.
In its place, two competing forces seem to be at play. First, there has been a rise in the use of informal arrangements, such as the Quadrilateral Security Dialogue (Quad). Second, there has been a proliferation in the use of regional arrangements.
Both have weakened multilateral institutions and could mark a return to the decades of Cold War confrontation and raise questions about the long-term viability of multilateral institutions.
After the Cold War ended, multilateralism revealed its strengths in the more-united world order that emerged.
Important successes since 1992 include the U.N. Security Council's pivotal role in resolving the Balkan region conflicts in Bosnia and Herzegovina after the 1992–95 Bosnian war and the Kosovo conflict of 1998–99; the International Atomic Energy Agency's role in implementing the October 1994 Agreed Framework on North Korea; the establishment of the World Trade Organization in 1995; and, the World Health Organization's management of the 2003 severe acute respiratory syndrome (SARS) pandemic.
The weakening of multilateralism began with differences over Iraq in 2002 in the U.N. Security Council. The United States, having failed to persuade France and Russia—both permanent members—to authorize the invasion of Iraq, created an ad hoc coalition of the willing for the purpose. In 2013, the United States again failed to gain Security Council approval for a military intervention in Syria, and again created an ad hoc coalition for the purpose.
The above examples show a causal line from a failed attempt at multilateralism to an informal global coalition. In other cases, regionalism emerged as a preferred alternative. Such thinking motivated the six-party talks on North Korea's denuclearization in 2003.
In 2009, when a dormant dispute over maritime rights in the South China Sea resurfaced, the failure of the U.N. Convention on the Law of the Sea to resolve the issue was followed by a shift in negotiations to ASEAN, which has since been negotiating a code of conduct on the matter with China.
Similarly, the WTO's failures on dispute resolution and services trade have meant that it is no longer at the centre of international trade coordination, with regional bodies such as the Asia-focused Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership increasingly coordinating trade.
The above discussion illustrates that the alternatives to multilateralism have a mixed record. But at least alternatives exist. For some types of public services, such as food aid, refugee support, health care, and climate change, the alternatives to multilateral institutions are limited. In such cases, a turn away from multilateralism usually adversely affects outcomes.
For instance, the U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees (UNHCR) reports ever larger funding gaps each year. Its programs for refugees from Yemen are only 12 per cent funded for this year, leading to the closure of several aid programs. Afghanistan's refugee programs are only 30 per cent funded for the year. As the UNHCR has shrunk, no viable alternatives have appeared.
On climate change, in the past decade, the lack of trust between developed and developing countries has significantly widened, leading to several stalemates.
At the most recent COP26 U.N. conference on climate change in Glasgow, held last October–November, the weak commitments by nations led one observer to note that “as regards all the most important pledges to phase out coal, reduce subsidies, and protect forests, Glasgow failed”.
Why does multilateralism seem to be losing out? There do not seem to be any clear-cut answers. It may be that multilateralism does not do well in today's multipolar world, a period that began with China's rise and Russia's resurgence in the 2000–2010 period.
It may be no coincidence, then, that multilateralism was successful only during the unipolar decade that followed the Cold War.
The problems may also lie within multilateralism. Many multilateral institutions need reform, due to their dated rules. Reforms are often politically difficult to accomplish, leading to the creation of regional or informal alternatives that can take concerted and quick action.
Will the decline continue? Today's two great powers, the United States and China, seem to have different views, making the outcome hard to predict. The former seems to be less interested in multilateralism these days. Donald Trump accelerated the shift away from multilateralism that began with president George W. Bush in 2001.
Even the Biden administration, while reclaiming some participation in the multilateral institutions that Trump had rejected (such as the WHO), has preferred informal and regional approaches (as illustrated by the Quad and the AUKUS alliance, a trilateral security pact between Australia, Britain, and the United States) over multilateralism.
China, on the other hand, is expanding its commitment to formal and global institutions, albeit those aligned with its norms and objectives, and has even created a major multilateral initiative of its own, the Belt and Road Initiative.
Multilateralism's failure, if it happens, could raise significant challenges on how to address global public issues. Whether its replacement will be rules-based regionalism, or informal, global “coalitions of the willing,” is hard to say. Either way, the collapse of multilateralism may be a distinct and unwelcome possibility.
Multilat Fails---Ext---Institutions
IMF fails – Can’t enforce rules
Bryan Johnson 97, Visiting fellow at the Heritage Foundation, 5/6/97, “The International Monetary Fund: Outdated, Ineffective, andUnnecessary”, https://www.heritage.org/report/the-international-monetary-fund-outdated-ineffective-andunnecessary, DOA 7/13/23/Bwitkov
The IMF fails to enforce the requirements it imposes. Even when the IMF is specific and actually manages to recommend economic policies that might encourage long-term growth, it is ineffective in holding countries accountable for violating these agreements. The IMF repeatedly has entered into agreements with countries that have a history of violating their contracts. Even when the Fund has established that a country violated reforms outlined in the loan agreement, it often will negotiate with that same country for a new or altered contract, and the loans continue.
For example, Peru entered into 17 different arrangements with the IMF between 1971 and 1977, and continues to receive money from the IMF today.21 During the same period, Peru failed to meet the conditions for most of these agreements. Instead, the government continued its self-destructive economic policies. For example, in 1971, Peru's external debt was $2.7 billion; by 1977, Peru had signed 17 agreements with the IMF, yet its external debt had soared to over $9 billion.22 Even though Peru failed to meet the conditions for these agreements, it continued to receive IMF funding.
IMF is disastrous for inequality reduction
Thomas Stubbs 21, Senior Lecturer in International Relations at Royal Holloway, et al, 4/Unk/21, “Poverty, Inequality, and the International Monetary Fund How Austerity Hurts the Poor and Widens Inequality”, https://www.bu.edu/gdp/files/2021/04/GEGI_WP_046_FIN.pdf , DOA 7/17/Bwitkov
Following this, we re-run analyses on our original set of controls but using the same four variations of our selection equations described in robustness checks for inequality (Table A8). Results are substantively unchanged. Lastly, findings are robust to the inclusion of IMF fiscal adjustment outliers for all poverty headcount measures from GCIP, but not for headcount and gap measures from the World Bank (Table A9). 
Discussion and Conclusions This article incorporated new data on the intensity of fiscal adjustment to examine the effects of IMF austerity on poverty and inequality. In so doing, we overcame limitations of earlier studies that treat the extent of fiscal consolidation required from programs as homogenous. We used a dataset of up to 79 countries observed in the period 2002 to 2018 and deployed an appropriate econometric strategy to find that greater austerity leads to greater income inequality and higher poverty. Probing this relationship further, we found that the effect on inequality is exerted for up to two years, and is driven by concentrating income into the top ten percent of earners. For poverty, the effect is apparent across multiple poverty headcount measures—on the World Bank’s $1.44 and GCIP’s $1.86, $1.90, and $2.50 measures—and one of our two poverty gap measures—at $3.20. Confidence in our findings was bolstered by the fact that our results were consistent across a range of different models estimated in robustness checks. These findings call into question the flattering results of the IMF’s own studies on the impact of its programs on vulnerable populations (Gupta et al., 2020).
IMF advisement relies on false assumptions which create catastrophic consequences 
Mark Weisbrot 19, co-director of the Center for Economic and Policy Research in Washington. He is the author of Failed: What the ‘Experts’ Got Wrong About the Global Economy,  8/27/19, “The IMF is hurting countries it claims to help”, https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2019/aug/27/imf-economics-inequality-trump-ecuador, DOA 7/17/23/Bwitkov
To see what the problem looks like, consider a recent IMF loan. In March, Ecuador signed an agreement to borrow $4.2bn from the IMF over three years, provided that the government would adhere to a certain economic program spelled out in the arrangement. In the words of Christine Lagarde – then the IMF chief – this was “a comprehensive reform program aimed at modernizing the economy and paving the way for strong, sustained, and equitable growth”.
But is it? The program calls for an enormous tightening of the country’s national budget – about 6% of GDP over the next three years. (For comparison, imagine tightening the US federal budget by $1.4 trillion, through some combination of cutting spending and raising taxes). In Ecuador, this will include firing tens of thousands of public sector employees, raising taxes that fall disproportionately on poor people, and making cuts to public investment.
The overall impact of this large fiscal tightening will be to push the economy into recession. The IMF’s projections are for a relatively mild recession until next year, but it will likely be much deeper and longer – as often happens with IMF programs. Unemployment will rise – even the IMF program projections acknowledge that – and so will poverty.
One reason that it will likely turn out much worse than the IMF projects is that the program relies on assumptions that are not believable. For example, the IMF projects that there will be a net foreign private sector inflow into the economy of $5.4bn (about 5% of GDP) for 2019–2022. But if we look at the last three years, there was an outflow of $16.5bn (17% of GDP). What would make foreign investors suddenly so much more excited about bringing their money to Ecuador? Certainly not the recession that even the IMF is projecting.
There are other implausible assumptions and even some that result from accounting errors, and sadly they all go in the same direction. It seems that the program’s “expansionary austerity” – something that almost never happens – is unlikely to make Ecuador into a world-famous exception, where the economy grows as aggregate demand is slashed.
The program also seeks to reshape the economy in ways that, to many Ecuadorians, would appear to be political. The central bank will be made more autonomous; public assets will be privatized; and labor law will be changed in ways that give employers more unbridled power over workers. Some of these changes – for example, the separation of the central bank from other government decision-making – will make economic recovery even more difficult.
IMF policies reinforce inequality 
Glen Biglaiser 22, assistant professor of political science at Bowling Green State University, and Ronald J. McGauvran, Researcher at Tennessee Technological University, 6/7/22, “The effects of IMF loan conditions on poverty in the developing world”, https://link.springer.com/article/10.1057/s41268-022-00263-1, DOA 7/17/23/Bwitkov
Although studies have investigated the impact of IMF loans on poverty in borrower states, no works have attempted to unpack the multiple different conditions of Fund arrangements on poverty in debtor countries. In this paper, we have developed the first study to distinguish between the effects of structural and stabilisation conditionality on poverty and found that countries under IMF structural conditions tend to experience increases in poverty while countries under stabilisation conditions tend to see fairly minimal changes in poverty. Consistent with much of the literature (Easterly 2003; Garuda 2000; Oberdabernig 2013; Pastor 1987; Vreeland 2002), we also note that countries under IMF arrangements are more prone to observe an increase in poverty. However, this study moves beyond earlier research (e.g. Oberdabernig 2013) by showing the IMF conditions that are most likely to produce increased poverty.
All told, the findings presented here hold important policy implications and substantive meaning, given that 1.28 billion people (or 32.7% of the cases in our sample) live in poverty. First, most studies in the IMF literature have lumped together loans with all types of conditions, and treated them equally, as if fund programmes are all the same. By showing that variations exist among programmes in terms of the conditions imposed upon borrower countries, our study helps explain differences in poverty outcomes among borrower countries. Focusing on the specific IMF conditions and how they fit under structuralism or stabilisation also provides possible clues as to why scholars in the literature have reached disparate conclusions regarding the impact of the fund on economic development in the developing world.
Second, the findings advance theoretical debates in the globalisation literature. Many studies inform us that globalisation, as measured by trade (Ha 2012; Reuveny and Li 2003; Rudra 2002) and foreign direct investment (Ha 2012; Huber et al. 2006; Reuveny and Li 2003), worsens poverty. Scholars long have argued that economic integration and increased foreign competition causes domestic job losses especially in developing countries who tend to provide inadequate social safety nets (Kaufman and Segura-Ubiergo 2001). The globalisation debate also has targeted the IMF for its one-size-fits-all approach to conditionality and policies that favour the interests of its wealthiest donor countries (Stiglitz 2002). Our research suggests that specific fund conditions affect poverty in borrower countries.
Third, the work also offers more information about the politics of IMF lending. There is a large body of literature that considers how powerful member-states and politics influence conditionality (e.g. Thacker 1999; Copelovitch 2010). The IMF and its staff are aware that many developing countries hold negative perceptions about the fund’s policy recommendations. In response, the IMF and its staff have tried to improve their reputation by providing concessional financial support through the Poverty Reduction and Growth Trust (IMF 2021), supporting fiscal stimulus measures during COVID-19 (Fiscal Monitor 2020), and placing less emphasis on financial austerity since the Great Recession (Ban 2015; Ostry et al. 2016), giving borrowers added policy discretion. However, as long as the IMF and its staff continue to require structural conditions, the likelihood is that borrower countries will see increased poverty, regardless of whether the fund and its staff imposed the policies to further the interests of powerful member-states or they are truly unintended effects of the policies.
Multilat Fails---Ext---Say No
No global follow-on – US clubbist policy ensures only the west follows on 
Matthew Burrows 23, the Program Lead of the Stimson Center’s Strategic Foresight Hub and a Distinguished Fellow with the Reimagining US Grand Strategy program, 4/11/23, and Robert A. Manning, a distinguished senior fellow with the Reimagining US Grand Strategy project, “Red Cell: Is the US getting multilateralism wrong?”, https://www.stimson.org/2023/red-cell-is-the-us-getting-multilateralism-wrong/, DOA 7/13/23/Bwitkov 
Although Biden’s democracy/authoritarianism framework may have served a good purpose in rallying Western allies and partners on Ukraine, on issues like trade or tech rules and standards, allies do not always agree, and, in cases like Ukraine, this framework has proved divisive with much of the non-Western world. 
Clubbism: Not the Answer
In a thoughtful paper, the Carnegie Endowment’s Stewart Patrick describes the upsides and downsides of various types of multilateralism — charter (UN), club, concert, and coalition. Patrick defines the Biden administration’s emphasis on democratic solidarity as “clubbism.” The problem with clubbism is that an alliance of democracies excludes the world’s top trading and capital exporter and second-largest military power with nuclear weapons (China), and Russia, a large nuclear weapons state and energy provider, as well as a huge number of countries in the Global South that prefer to be non-aligned.
Patrick explains that clubbism undermines “prospects for pragmatic cooperation with authoritarian powers including on crucial issues of peace and security, climate change, and the global economy. In practice, global problems do not coincide with ideological boundaries, and managing them requires cooperation with adversaries as well as like-minded fellow travelers.” 
China and Russia, both of which have been excluded by the United States, have resorted to their own clubbism, such as the Shanghai Cooperation Organization and the BRICS, fragmenting the global order into competing blocs and undermining the inclusive multilateral architecture. In the current competitive climate, could the UN Security Council (UNSC) enable something akin to the Iran nuclear talks or six-party talks on North Korea? Western efforts to exclude Russia from the G-20, however justified by Russia’s behavior, could set a bad precedent along with being divisive with other members that consider Russia an important partner. The League of Nations failed partly because the major powers were absent (the United States) or had left (WWI’s Triple Alliance of Germany, Austria and Italy.)
Like many 70 year-olds, the institutions of the post-World War II system are in need of surgery and therapy. Given what Fareed Zakaria called “the Rise of the Rest,” it is imperative to give more weight to the Global South in order to make global institutions more representative if the multilateral system has any chance to survive the growing fragmentation. Reform that makes operational sense will be difficult because it would come at the expense of U.S. and EU weight. But a collective Western-led effort that engages the countries of the Global South on issues disproportionately affecting them — such as debt and climate change — will at least demonstrate that Western capitals are eager to reshape global institutions to factor in developing countries’ interests.
The gap between the Global South and the West is much deeper than understood, as a recent survey of major Western and Global South publics has shown. The countries of the Global South distrust Washington’s democracy/authoritarianism division of the world. To them, the world is already multipolar and the United States and Europe are just two of the poles. Western publics, instead, see the world as dividing into two — a Western bloc and a Russia-China one — and believe the moral duty of the Rest is to back the West.
IMF Says no – They’ll reject expansionary fiscal policy during high inflation  
Kristalina Georgieva 23, Bulgarian economist serving as the 12th managing director of the International Monetary Fund since 2019, 6/13/23, “Weak Global Economy, High Inflation, and Rising Fragmentation Demand Strong G20 Action”, https://www.imf.org/en/Blogs/Articles/2023/07/13/weak-global-economy-high-inflation-and-rising-fragmentation-demand-strong-g20-action, DOA 7/17/23/Bwitkov
Tackling inflation and boosting growth
In the fight against inflation there are some early signs of monetary policy transmitting to activity, with bank lending standards tightening in the euro area and the United States. That said, policymakers should avoid “premature celebrations”: lessons from previous inflationary episodes show that easing policy too early can undo progress on inflation.
That’s why it is vital to stay the course on monetary policy until inflation is durably brought down to target, while closely monitoring financial sector risks. Here, clear central bank communication and financial sector oversight are needed to reduce the risk of disruptive shifts in financial conditions.
Fiscal policy must also play its part. Tightening the purse strings after a period of pandemic-related exceptional support can support disinflation, rebuild buffers, and enhance debt sustainability, while temporary and targeted measures may be needed to help vulnerable people cope with the immediate cost-of-living crisis.
At the same time, consolidation efforts should protect growth-enhancing investments where space allows. Why? Because while prospects are mixed in the near term, the medium-term outlook for the global economy remains bleak.
Squo Solves---2AC
Squo solves---the global south has worked and will continue to work to solve inequality.
Arnulf Becker 23, lecturer in Public International Law at the Center for Transnational Legal Studies, "Contesting global justice from the South: redistribution in the international order," 1-9-2023, https://academic.oup.com/ia/article/99/1/41/6967334, ajs
However, those frustrated with the world’s response to COVID-19 or climate change may find hope in the international legal tradition explored here. The times of Third World activism have long passed, but as we have seen, the international tradition that conceives of global problems as problems of inequality, and has amassed a set of legal and diplomatic tools to achieve interstate redistribution, persists. COVID-19 is a difficult case to test the tools. The job has been done at UNGA, calling for international solidarity in the fight against the pandemic. When viral sovereignty is not an option, as the pandemic has spread globally, what can be done to force equitable solutions?
We have seen developing countries linking their demands across regimes. Could they press for equitable solutions in global public health, demanding redistribution for their uncompensated contributions to global public goods in other areas? How could the humanitarian, environmental, cultural or security contributions of the global South be invoked across international regimes to demand equitable solutions to the COVID-19 pandemic?
Although the spotlight has shifted away from combative solidarity; it is for international lawyers today to find the answers to these questions in the legal tradition explored in this article. They start from a tradition that regards a fair allocation of goods, benefits and burdens between states as the central rationale or purpose behind the international order. For the South, the international order is both a site where material inequalities dividing rich and poor nations have been produced and reproduced, and a site where they can be contested. The international order, for the South, is a primary site for distributive justice.
Tax Havens Good---2AC
Tax havens are good for economic growth and inevitable 
Pascalis Raimondos 17, a researcher for Queensland University of Technology, and Sara L. McGaughey, professor of international business at Griffith University .Technology, 12/6/17, “Tax havens may actually be good for the global economy”, https://www.abc.net.au/news/2017-12-07/tax-havens-may-actually-be-good-for-the-global-economy-qut/9216244, DOA 7/17/23/Bwitkov
The immediate reaction by some was that we should regulate and close these loopholes. That is the traditional regulatory way of dealing with distortions.
Economists, however, tend to believe in the power of incentives and the invisible hand of markets: closing down existent tax havens and loopholes will only open new ones somewhere else in the system.
As long as there is demand for such services, the supply of these services will take place. Cracking down on small islands that offer tax services may even have unwanted side effects.
Why? Let us explain.
Tax havens curb competition among nations
One argument gaining credence is that the existence of small island tax havens makes it less attractive for larger countries to engage in tax competition.
The widespread use of tax havens alleviates what would otherwise be aggressive competition between big countries to reduce taxes as a way of attracting and maintaining real investment.
Such real investments matter for big countries as, for example, they create jobs where people live. When firms are able to shift their profits to low-tax jurisdictions through financial transactions: for example, thin capitalisation, the location choices for real investments become less responsive to tax rate differentials.
Hence, closing down tax haven islands, without removing the demand for their services, may shift tax competition among large countries with even more adverse effects for the world economy.
Such arguments are part of a new literature on tax havens that tries to make sense of the empirical data that show the high demand by global firms for tax haven services.
