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Existing regulations grant AI developers unlimited access to copyrighted material. New legislation is necessary to protect creators. 
Hannah Algar 24. Writer about developments in technology and AI. "Why copyright law is failing to protect content right holders against generative AI". AI Journal. 2-16-2024. https://aijourn.com/why-copyright-law-is-failing-to-protect-content-right-holders-against-generative-ai/
The fair use clause
The second limitation of the DMCA is that its fair use clause has given AI developers a legal loophole to justify the unlimited and unauthorised use of copyright protected content for generative AI training. This clause provides exemption from the content right holder’s exclusive right to distribute their work according to how well the repurposing of the content meets the following criteria: 
Whether the repurposing of the content is for non-profit and educational use.
If the copyrighted content is of a more factual or imaginative nature.
How much of the content is used, and the significance of this portion within the original work.
The impact of the original content’s unauthorized use on its potential market value.
Ian Crosby, US attorney at Susman Godfrey LLP, defines the fair use clause as a way of ‘balancing the value of the new technology to society in general with the cost to the people who are being used to create it’, as part of his discussion on generative AI in a webinar from the Digital Media Licensing Agency.
Now acting as lead counsel for the New York Times in their lawsuit against OpenAI and Microsoft, Crosby has asserted that the tech companies’ use of the news outlet’s content does not constitute ‘fair use by any measure’, in a comment sent to The Verge.
However, this opinion may be in the minority, at least within the tech community, with a poll by the AI Journal finding that 32% of respondents supported OpenAI vs only 19% who supported the New York Times in this lawsuit. This is likely due to widespread recognition of AI models’ reliance on vast amounts of data and the vast potential that AI has to transform industries, solve global crises, and assist humans in their day-to-day lives.
In copyright lawsuits, the plaintiffs are claiming that there is significant cost to the content creators whose work is being used to fuel generative AI, with the New York Times lawsuit demanding reparations of ‘billions of dollars in statutory and actual damages’.
However, concrete proof of the financial loss caused by AI’s use of content is hard to come by, and is typically just speculative. For this reason, the fair use clause of the DMCA is likely to work in the favour of AI developers, who can further strengthen their defence by illustrating several non-for-profit and educational uses of generative AI.
This has recently played out in a California court’s partial dismissal of the lawsuit filed by Sarah Silverman and other authors against OpenAI. Out of six allegations they made, including unfair competition and unjust enrichment, the judge threw out all claims except direct copyright infringement, as per OpenAI’s request. The case will therefore rest on whether or not will depend on whether Silverman et al. can prove that any of ChatGPT’s outputs have reproduced their writing verbatim.
Conclusion
The DMCA does not account for the wider implications of AI’s use of human produced content, and how this could threaten the stability of creative industries in the future. A review of the DMCA by the Senate Subcommittee on Intellectual Property back in 2020 highlighted the need to ensure that the DMCA’s prerogative was not to serve companies as much as individual users such as artists and writers. With the fair use clause providing tech companies with a legal loophole for their use of writers and artists’ content, this priority seems to have been lost amidst the hype of generative AI and the perceived importance of its technology to the future of the humanity.
Overall, the shortcoming of the DMCA in addressing the bigger picture that is at stake in copyright lawsuits is putting pressure on policymakers to evaluate the potential need for revised legislation in clarifying the future relationship between generative AI and its sources, and ensuring that the needs of content creators do not go ignored.
Thus, the plan: the United States federal government should require licensing for generative artificial intelligence that trains on copyrighted material. 
Advantage---Journalism---1AC
AI is an existential crisis for news media. Only strengthening copyright law can save the industry.
Lucas Ropek 24. Staff Writer at Gizmodo. "Congress: Maybe We Shouldn't Let AI Destroy the News Media". 1-13-2024. https://gizmodo.com/openai-new-york-times-congress-chatgpt-conde-nast-rabbi-1851160779
Last year, after Buzzfeed laid off its entire newsroom and made a pronounced pivot to AI-generated content, I made the argument that journalists should treat the technology as an existential threat. It seemed clear that companies like OpenAI were creating content-generating algorithms that could be used to compete with traditional (read: human) reporters. I added the qualification that I might, potentially, be indulging in alarmism. It was early days and, just because it seemed like AI could prove a big problem for the news industry, that didn’t mean that things would necessarily pan out that way.
Since then, however, nothing has particularly happened to soften my stance. More and more, it seems like the journalism industry is under threat from a technology that is intent on using content created by humans to replace them.
Thankfully, it seems like Congress is finally on the same page. This week, the US Senate Judiciary Committee held a hearing dubbed “Oversight of A.I.: The Future of Journalism.” It was chaired by Sen. Richard Blumenthal (D-Connecticut), and gave representatives from media companies the opportunity to speak about the potential harms that AI was doing to their industry. Blumenthal described AI as an “existential crisis” for the news media and spoke of the need to swiftly address the harms it could cause: “We need to move more quickly than we did on social media and learn from our mistakes in the delay there,” he said.
Wednesday’s speakers included Roger Lynch, the CEO of Condé Nast, who gave one of the better defenses of the role that actual, non-AI humans should play in the journalism industry. Lynch said:
I personally enjoy leading companies through times of great technological change. Generative AI (Gen AI) is certainly bringing about change and is already demonstrating tremendous potential to make the world a better place. But Gen AI cannot replace journalism. It takes reporters with grit, integrity, ambition and human creativity to develop the stories that allow free markets, free speech, and freedom itself to thrive...
Unfortunately, current Gen AI tools have been built with stolen goods. Gen AI companies copy and display our content without permission or compensation in order to build massive commercial businesses that directly compete with us. Such use violates copyright law and threatens the continued production of high-quality media content. These companies argue that their machines are just “learning” from our content just as humans learn, and that no licenses are required for that. But Gen AI models do not learn like humans do. There are many examples where the Chatbots display content plainly derived from the works they ingest. In effect, they are mashing up copies at enormous scale and speed.
At the end of the day, the committee largely seemed amenable to passing laws that would force AI companies to license content that they use to train their algorithms. This would force those companies to enter into bartering arrangements with media companies, instead of simply stealing their material.
The New York Times recently sued OpenAI, accusing the company of violating copyright law by using its material to train GPT-4, the LLM that powers the company’s popular chatbot, ChatGPT. Legal experts contend that the Times’ lawsuit is one of the strongest attacks yet on the AI industry’s “fair use” doctrine when it comes to algorithm-training material. In response to the Times’ lawsuit, OpenAI released a statement, referring to it as “without merit.”
The truth is that the news media already had a strained and not altogether healthy relationship with the tech industry before AI came along. Over the past two decades, tech companies have sucked up a vast majority of the ad revenue that formerly went to news organizations. This trend has drastically reshaped the media economy and helped to hollow out what was once a vibrant and diverse news industry.
In recent times, some governments have attempted to level the playing field by imposing profit-sharing agreements between tech companies and the media. Companies like Facebook, obviously aware of how much money they’d be losing by acquiescing to those agreements, have opted to play hardball with regulators. This is why you can’t read news on Facebook in Canada anymore.
Now, as outlets scrimp and scrape to get by, a new breed of tech companies is basically threatening to deliver a killing blow. If the AI companies get their way, every piece of web content—whether it’s a painting, a blog, a recent novel, or a 4,000 word exposé from the New York Times—will be fodder for algorithms that are being openly marketed as an “efficient” way to replace many of the human creators behind those original works. Do we really want to live in a world where that’s the case?
AI’s backers have largely framed it as a technological leap forward so profound that there is little that anyone can do but get out of its way. It is true that technological shifts do occasionally occur that are so momentous that they are largely beyond the average, everyday person’s control. But that’s not the case here. The question of copyright law is very much under our control. Congress can make a decision that responsibly protects the Fourth Estate and creates new legal precedents that force tech companies to pay for the data they use when training their algorithms. If paying for content makes the AI industry unsustainable well, frankly, that’s just too damn bad. One thing is clear: America needs the New York Times a whole lot more than it needs ChatGPT.
Otherwise, journalism will collapse, which crushes democracy and access to reliable information. 
Courtney C. Radsch 24. Ph.D. in international relations from American University, Nonresident Fellow in Governance Studies at the Brookings Center for Technology Innovation; and Director at the Center for Journalism and Liberty at the Open Markets Institute. "Can journalism survive AI?". Brookings. 3-25-2024. https://www.brookings.edu/articles/can-journalism-survive-ai/
Can journalism survive artificial intelligence (AI)? The answer will depend on whether journalism can adapt its business models to the AI era. If policymakers intervene to correct market imbalances, they must enforce intellectual property rights and ensure that journalism has a fighting chance in the era of generative AI.
Over the past nearly two decades, as tech companies like Apple, Amazon, Google, Meta, and Microsoft grew to become some of the most valuable companies in the world, the United States lost a third of its newspapers and two-thirds of its newspaper journalists. They cannot be replaced with AI.
Last year alone, the U.S. journalism industry slashed 2,700 jobs, and 2.5 newspapers closed each week on average. Despite a 43% rise in traffic to the top 46 news sites over the past decade, their revenues declined 56%. The dominance of less than a handful of privately owned, Silicon Valley-based tech corporations over digital advertising, publishing, audience, data, cloud, and search decimated the business models of journalism worldwide. And now AI is doing it again.
But unlike journalists, AI can not go into the courtroom or interview a defendant behind bars, meet with the grieving parents of the latest school shooting victim, cultivate the trust of a whistleblower, or brave the frontlines of the latest war. Furthermore, without access to human-created, high-quality content that is a relatively accurate portrayal of reality—and that journalism provides—the foundational models that fuel machine learning and generative AI applications of all types will malfunction, degrade, and potentially even collapse, putting the entire system at risk.
The rapid advances in artificial intelligence are becoming yet another way for a handful of powerful tech corporations to extend and entrench their already dominant market positions. This will make it difficult, if not impossible, for sectors like journalism or the creative industries to remain independent, much less to maintain a public interest orientation as should be the case for the news industry.
The AI revolution underway extends the “platformization” of journalism and the power that a handful of tech firms maintain over our information channels and our public discourse. This, in turn, will exacerbate the ways in which these corporations are already threatening and cheapening real journalism while exploiting the labor of millions of journalists and others to build their models and develop applications that alter our economies and societies.
Journalism is particularly valuable to generative AI search, where it provides real-time information, context, fact-checking, and human language. This is where journalism, including local journalism, could be particularly valuable and thus must be able to monetize. Searching for information about local businesses, community issues, or government is going to be lot less useful if there is no local journalism informing the results. Similarly, journalism that focuses on niche topics, breaking news, and investigative reporting are also likely to be especially valuable to applications that want to provide up-to-date, relevant, and timely information to their users while fighting the scourge of misinformation and low-quality content online.
Publishers are deeply concerned about how AI will further exacerbate the trend toward zero-click searches, which display the information requested without sending a user to an actual news site. They have been on a steady upward trend since 2019. A 2022 study found that half of all Google generative AI searches were zero-click and just a tiny fraction of Facebook users click through on the content in their newsfeeds.
Equally distressing is the way that AI companies are building their systems on the widescale theft of intellectual property and uncompensated use of journalistic content, which is far more than just a collection of facts and is often collected at great costs to the journalists who report the news. Journalism is an essential part of many of the foundational data sets used to develop and train generative artificial intelligence systems. News makes up half of the top 10 sites in the training data of a Google dataset that is used to train some of the most popular large language models (LLMs), and accounts for nearly half of the top 25 most represented sites in the Colossal Clean Crawled Corpus, a snapshot of the open source Common Crawl dataset filtered to retain high-quality English sources and discard low-quality and problematic content like profanity and hate speech.
Even content that was put behind paywalls and intended to be restricted to paid users is present in LLMs and recycled in generated responses. Last year, ChatGPT and Bing had to stop a new product partnership because users were able to bypass publisher paywalls. More than half of 1,159 publishers surveyed have requested AI web crawlers to stop scanning their sites, though compliance is voluntary and can be ignored with impunity.
If AI companies are allowed to further cannibalize content and revenue from the journalism industry, as has been the case with search and social media, they will divert readers and potential subscribers away from publishers. This further reduces revenues that could be earned from subscription, advertising, licensing, and affiliates, undermining not just the ability to produce quality journalism but also the underlying business models for the entire sector.
Luckily, despite protestations that freely using journalism to develop foundation models and fuel generative AI applications like search and content generation is fair use, AI companies have already started to strike deals with news publishers for access to their content. OpenAI, which is substantially owned by Microsoft, has inked licensing agreements with some of the largest journalism organizations in the world including the Associated Press, Axel Springer, Le Monde, and Spanish media conglomerate Prisa, while several more are reportedly in discussion with Apple and Google. Although the terms are largely unknown, many of them appear to cover licensing content, including archives, for a defined period (two years seems to be the norm) as well as access to AI tools in the newsrooms.
But smaller, niche, minority, investigative, and local media are being left behind, in part because they don’t necessarily understand the value proposition of their journalism throughout the AI value chain, the resources and sway to seek out deals, or the power to negotiate effectively.
How we decide to allocate intellectual property rights and how we decide on whether fair use applies to developing and training artificial intelligence systems will have profound ramifications. This is where efforts to require tech platforms to negotiate with news publishers and allow publishers to collectively bargain for use of their content could be particularly helpful.
News media bargaining codes, which are already in place in Australia and Canada and under consideration in a dozen more jurisdictions including the United States and several states, were initially seen as a way to require fair compensation for the value that news snippets provide to Google Search and Meta’s social media platforms. But they could, and should, be used to demand compensation for the scraping and crawling of content for AI systems as well, as I told the California Senate, Canadian Parliament, and South African Competition Commission in hearings held over the past few months.
The erosion of the media makes polarization inevitable. This erodes epistemic commons and renders societies unable to respond to existential risks. 
Daniel Schmachtenberger 21. Founding member of The Consilience Project, researcher at Civilization Emerging, “It's a MAD Information War,” Consilience Project, 7-25-2021, https://consilienceproject.org/its-a-mad-information-war/
Can humanity survive digitally enhanced psychological warfare?
No matter where you live, if you are on the Internet you are in a war zone. You may not feel the terror of bombs dropping around you, nor the horrors of physical violence, but there is war nonetheless. For as long as humans have fought, military tactics have always involved propaganda, information manipulation, and deception. Today, digital communication technologies have changed the landscape of what the U.S. military calls “irregular warfare.”[1] As opposed to “conventional warfare,” this kind of war is not primarily about the use of physical force, and it is not primarily about targeting an adversary’s military assets. Irregular warfare includes economic warfare (sanctions), cyber warfare (attacks within the digital domain), and political warfare (diplomacy), but it most pervasively manifests as some version of population-centric information and narrative warfare. The goal is the same as conventional war: to acquire by coercive means some political or strategic good, such as economic, geographical, or military advantage. In this kind of war, the mind of every citizen is a potential target, and tactical victories could include a delegitimized election, implosions of civic discourse, and mutual hatred sparked between fellow citizens.
Just as the destructive power of nuclear weapons forced humanity to reorient to the idea that mutually assured destruction exists at the extremes of physical violence, so advances in information warfare require us to face the same truth of inevitable self-destruction, and to mutually back away. The challenges before us are technological, psychological, and cultural. But the first step in all of this is knowing that we are caught up in a new kind of war. If we are to survive, we must all understand how this situation came about, and grasp the basic dynamics of the advancing battle fronts.
As a U.S. citizen living in a “swing state,” it is possible to be subject to propaganda on social media from both domestic political parties and foreign militaries—a constant battle, 24 hours a day, 365 days a year, all in high-definition in the palm of your hand.
Irregular wars have arms races between combatants in much the same way as regular wars. Techniques of information warfare (such as propaganda) have been developed and expanded by scientists for decades, with much success. We argue that arms races in the context of information wars lead to the same end state as arms races in conventional warfare: mutually assured destruction (MAD). During the Cold War, when doctrines and awareness of MAD meant that nuclear weapons could not be used without risking destruction on a global scale, nations instead committed military assets and intelligence resources into irregular warfare campaigns. But it was not until the emergence of digital technologies that humanity collectively faced the reality of information weapons of mass destruction. In the context of informational warfare, mutually assured destruction is the total collapse of the epistemic commons, and the exhaustion of language as a means of cooperation for all parties on all sides of the conflict.
There has been a resurgence in the formal study and critique of propaganda because of recent escalations in irregular warfare. This article paints a picture of massive and sophisticated information warfare campaigns, including between nation states (Russia vs. U.S.), and between political parties (Democrats vs. Republicans). As a U.S. citizen living in a “swing state,” it is possible to be subject to propaganda on social media from both domestic political parties and foreign militaries—a constant battle, 24 hours a day, 365 days a year, all in high-definition in the palm of your hand. Humanity has never been subject to propaganda and information warfare of this kind or at this scale. What are the consequences of this unprecedented situation for individuals and societies?
Because of advances in irregular warfare, open societies are under siege. They are becoming increasingly fragmented and divided, while authoritarian societies are hardening into centralized information bubbles, ready to pop. Under conditions of total information warfare, democratic forms of government become impossible to operate in earnest because the people have no adequate means of making sense of the world. Without a healthy press, education, or public sphere, it is impossible for citizens to develop a realistic mutual understanding of the world. Undemocratic authoritarian states also become increasingly difficult to maintain, because the political elites themselves can too easily end up within insular echo chambers, absent of the free and novel insights needed to solve truly complex social problems.
…citizens’ adherence to their in-group narrative is now so strong that even the revelation that they have been infiltrated by hostile state actors is not enough to close the divide in society.
In 2016, Russian intelligence agents hacked the email of John Podesta, the chairman of Hillary Clinton’s campaign. Following the hack, they set up a “Wikileaks-inspired” site (called DC Leaks) to disseminate the content of the emails to the American voting public and the international press.[2] Among other revelations, the leaks gave Bernie Sanders supporters insights into their candidate’s treatment during the primary. The leaks also highlighted a host of other information operations being undertaken by Russian intelligence elsewhere in the culture. Some of the emails were woven into the “Pizzagate” narrative, which falsely claimed Democratic leaders were holding children captive in the basement of a Washington, D.C. pizzeria. This came from social media accounts known to operate from the Internet Research Agency (IRA). The IRA is probably the most famous of all troll farms, which has been operated by the Russian government for more than a decade. This state-administered department employs hundreds of people who work out of a nondescript office building in the suburbs of St. Petersburg.[3]
While it would be easy to see DC Leaks as election interference in favor of Trump, the actual state of Russian operations is much broader, undermining all sides of the political spectrum. One particular case demonstrates the relative ease with which a sock puppet, or disguised account, of Russian intelligence can use social media to deceive protesters into taking action on the streets of an American city.[4] In 2017, one of the most followed Black activist Twitter feeds (@Blacktivist)[5] was later discovered to be one of many fake accounts set up by Russian trolls. Alongside another called @WokeBlack, these accounts were engaged in organizing protests in U.S. cities.[6] Blacktivist’s posts were retweeted in the millions. They were often understood as articulate and valid takes on the racial situation in the U.S. Blacktivist and WokeBlack encouraged Black voters to vote for Green candidate Jill Stein in swing states in which their votes could have put Clinton into the White House. This highlights a concerning phenomenon, in which citizens’ adherence to their in-group narrative is now so strong that even the revelation that they have been infiltrated by hostile state actors is not enough to close the divide in society.
It has been known from the earliest days of military strategy: you can be blinded by your own smokescreen, and even more so when your enemy is using one too.
One common misunderstanding of information war and propaganda is that it only involves the spreading of lies and fake news. Of course, these are key tools, but note that the emails published on DC Leaks are not simply forgeries, and the ideas of Blacktivist are not simply wrong. It is precisely that they are true that makes them powerful, and potentially more powerfully divisive. This is one possible goal of information war (especially as practiced by the Russian state): to sow seeds of internal dissension, confusion, and ultimately epistemic nihilism.[7] As we will see, “fact-checking” and fake news debunking are only a small part of the solution, because a great deal of what should be classed as propaganda will pass the test of earnest fact-checking.[8] We will take a detailed look at propaganda—including its various definitions and techniques—in the second article of this series.
It is estimated that during the 2016 election, Americans shared Russian propaganda on social media hundreds of millions of times.[9] It has also been estimated that during that same time almost one-fifth of Americans’ Twitter discussions were likely to come from bots.[10] American citizens have been subject to AI bots and sock puppets, built by their own political parties, as well as foreign militaries and hackers. All this activity has been understood as a new class of information warfare, often called computational propaganda.[11] Various definitions are offered for this term, which provides a name for the process that leads to information weapons of mass destruction.
While the 2016 U.S. election was a watershed in computational propaganda, the same phenomenon has basically swept the planet, beginning as early as 2010. Ukraine, Estonia, China, Iran, Mexico, the UK, and the U.S. have all had major politically significant incidents of computational propaganda.[12] Research on computational propaganda is underway at various academic centers and think tanks, including at the Oxford Internet Institute, the Stanford Internet Observatory, and the Digital Forensics Lab of the Atlantic Council. The focus has been largely on the techniques, organizations, and forensic approaches, revealing a dangerous new frontier of digitally enhanced irregular warfare. We posit that this frontier leads toward mutually assured destruction, like all frontiers of arms races in weapons technologies.
In one sense, mutually assured destruction in the context of information war is simple. It has been known from the earliest days of military strategy: you can be blinded by your own smokescreen, and even more so when your enemy is using one too. The use of powerful information manipulation tactics to coerce the enemy requires the creation of organizations that specialize in making and using such tools of war. History suggests that it can be hard to achieve trust and collaboration in governments that maintain large and complex propaganda operations. Stalin’s demise in Russia can be at least partially attributed to this lack of trust. Stalin spent his last days in a bunker, paranoid and suffering the consequences of creating an almost completely manipulated information environment. Accounts show that during the Cold War, both the CIA and KGB used deceptive techniques to convince their own government agencies of the success of their campaigns (i.e. the agencies propagandized their own colleagues to ensure continued support for their work). Societies that depend on the politicized control of information end up shrouding both political leaders and the masses in mere simulations of reality.[13]
We have reached a point at which a difference in magnitude has become a difference in kind.
The idea that any group of leaders is immune to the cognitive and emotional distortions they inflict upon the masses is misleading. While a small political elite might know more than most other members of their society, they are nevertheless limited epistemically by their position as problem-solvers who are segregated from actual free and open streams of information. They cannot readily trust high-ranking officials in their own intelligence and military, who themselves are employed in the practice of information manipulation and are interested in keeping their jobs and reputations. They also cannot rely on well-educated and expert members of the general population, who in fact have been lifetime subjects of information manipulation. Nor can they rely on input from foreign nations, who are systematically trying to control what information is available to their adversaries, and how it is framed. Over time, a downward spiral of distrust and confusion degrades decision-making and problem-solving capacities until the social system collapses, as occurred eventually with the Soviet Union.[14]
Politically motivated information asymmetries produce only short-term gains. Social systems of this kind are undone by the long-term consequences of the damage inflicted on public sensemaking. The dangers of what is possible when centralizing and politicizing the control of information have long been noted by those arguing in support of open societies. However, under the conditions created by advances in digital technologies, problems of information war have become more complex.
Political parties in the world’s most open societies have wielded unprecedented instruments of information warfare on their own people as part of election cycles—unwittingly or not. The role of Cambridge Analytica in Trump's election is now a familiar cultural touchpoint. But very little was said about the armies of hired trolls suddenly popping up to follow and support Biden and Harris, many of them outsourced to a firm in India.[15] Chat bots and botnets were created by both parties in both 2016 and 2020. But it was Obama’s campaign in 2012 that truly broke the ice in the use of computational propaganda in the domestic sphere.[16]
These digital information warriors have real-world impacts.
Some may argue that this is just a natural extension of the propaganda created by political parties of the past, which was always intense in the United States. This is true in the same way it is true that the atomic bomb is simply a natural extension of the weapons programs of the past. We have reached a point at which a difference in magnitude has become a difference in kind.
Historically, as weapons technologies crossed thresholds of destructiveness, military and governance responses resulted in enhanced regulations and international agreements on use. This process occurred with biological weapons and with atomic weapons. We propose that information weapons of mass destruction exist, but have not yet been recognized as such. Therefore, law abiding political actors can use them without consequence, and without understanding the damage inflicted on the public sphere and information commons.
Every major government has their own version of Russia’s IRA.[17] These organizations would be more accurately referred to as cyborg armies. They consist of a mixture of human brains, cultural software (memes), digital hardware, and artificial intelligence. Faculties house hundreds of individuals working in shifts 24 hours a day. One individual will run dozens or hundreds of sock puppet social media accounts. Many of these accounts will be automated using custom computer code. Teams of writers produce content for orchestrated campaigns.[18]
We are entering the realm of the dystopian.
These digital information warriors have real-world impacts, far beyond the arguments they troll on Twitter. As described above, there are cases in which anti-government protests within the U.S. were organized by sock puppet accounts set up by foreign governments.[19] Mexico and the Philippines had elections fundamentally disrupted by massive operations, likely involving foreign governments’ troll farms.[20] Many people in the U.S. do not realize that Germany also had its capitol stormed in 2020, just before the U.S. capitol, likely also in large part due to escalations in domestic computational propaganda involving troll farms.[21]
Now imagine a near future in which Virtual Reality (VR) and Augmented Reality (AR) have merged with social media platforms. This future is closer than you might think: Facebook bought Oculus Rift for more than $2 billion in 2014, with the brand becoming one of the major players in VR. The industry is seeking to provide a radically immersive experience that literally overlays a digital simulation across the totality of individual experience.
It will soon be possible to spend countless hours plugged into VR headsets experiencing the equivalent of a “news feed” that consumes your entire sensory experience. This is not a small screen in your hand. When the story is reported from location you are “there” in a way you never were before. Imagine further that “deep fakes” are drawn into the mix—deep fakes are technically advanced digital forgeries, typically in the form of video footage showing someone doing or saying something they never did or said. This would mean that political messages can be delivered to you through the simulated image of your best friend or your deceased father. This is bringing micro-targeting of political messaging to a level of emotional manipulation previously unimaginable. We are entering the realm of the dystopian.
With this unprecedented level of persuasive information technology, it should be clear that if governments and media elites misuse their powers, technologies could be created that would be the equivalent of mental imprisonment. This would be digitally enabled brainwashing on a scale that could capture an entire generation of minds, especially if a popular and marketable application is developed to package delivery. We are looking at the equivalent of having a weapon that can destroy a population—only they will not die, they will instead “lose their minds and hearts” over to the will of those in control of the VR attention-capture technologies. It is no longer beyond reason to consider the reality of a world of automated computational brainwashing, psychologically irresistible, and delivered at scale. While this scenario is still science fiction, leaders in the field of computational propaganda are already worrying about how long we have left until these trends start playing out.[22]
Society has been left teetering on the edge of mass insanity, caught up in the dynamics of MAD, reaching the final limit of military strategies of total war. How did we get to this treacherous place?
Caution: Rabbit Holes and Halls of Mirrors
One of the difficulties in researching irregular warfare is that the very texts providing information on the subject can themselves be weapons of information warfare. When you read a book by an American writing about the KGB, for example, how can you be sure it is not an artifact of the CIA? This would seem absurd if it were not already known that the CIA has been known to publish books, most of which you would never know had anything to do with the CIA. And then the question must be asked: is this text here, the one you are reading, not just some kind of propaganda?
These traps are noted by several recent scholars in the field of propaganda analysis. They demonstrate how the act of making the public aware of the quantity and effectiveness of computational propaganda only furthers the aims of some propagandists. If the goal is to make the target population confused and suspicious of all their information sources, and thus unable to effectively cooperate, then making everyone think there is propaganda everywhere would accomplish that goal. Furthermore, when the propaganda in question raises legitimate concerns or presents verifiable and damning facts (such as DC Leaks), then drawing attention to the information war furthers the purposes of those waging it.
Also, when someone “exposes Russian propaganda,” as we have done to a degree here, it is hard to say they are not taking sides in the war. Indeed, doing so appears part of an offensive or defensive maneuver. Once awareness is directed at the dynamics of information warfare, a hall of mirrors unfolds in which everything can potentially enter the vortex of critical suspicion. Caution is warranted when exploring rabbit holes about information war.
Not every person in our war-ravaged public sphere is a warrior. Education can still take place, even if a great deal of the information landscape involves the coercive, bad faith manipulation of ideas. One of the overall goals of this series of papers is to provide the tools and insights necessary to tell the difference between education and propaganda. Upon completion, the series itself should be clearly identifiable as good faith communication motivated by an interest in education, not warfare.
Shelving nukes has not meant the end of war; it has meant the beginning of war by other means.
Steven Pinker has noted that there has not been a major war for more than half a century, and that overall, as history has unfolded, the relative scale and violence of armed conflict has subsided. He suggests this is a sign of progress toward peace, justice, and truth.[23] In this he echoes others like Francis Fukuyama, who proposed that the West had reached the end of history, which means in one sense the end of large-scale war.[24] This may be justifiable in the context of warfare as something involving only bombs and guns. Irregular warfare, however, has been increasing in intensity, scope, and impact. Total war between major nation states has not truly reduced; instead, it has transformed into something less physically violent and more psychologically violent.
Given humanity’s long history of war and physical conflict, it can be hard to grasp that irregular warfare is now the predominant mode of military action. Today conventional (kinetic/physical) warfare is used in support of irregular campaigns. Bombs and guns are not the main event; instead they are enveloped within a broader strategy including informational, economic, political, and psychological warfare. This reorientation began in earnest with the Cold War and over time it has only become more entrenched in military strategy.
Of course, there has also been a buildup of conventional weaponry, including nuclear weapons. But as Yuval Harari notes, it is highly improbable, almost unbelievable, that “no one has fired the big guns.”[25] Why not? Humans have always used the most powerful means of physical violence at their disposal. Is the awareness of mutually assured destruction enough? Probably not, and bombs would have dropped, were it not also for the transfer of military and government assets into non-kinetic warfare. Shelving nukes has not meant the end of war; it has meant the beginning of war by other means.
When the U.S. entered World War II, there was a tremendous amount of related propaganda. This included tens of thousands of pamphlets and hours of radio broadcast intended to prepare the way for the men, guns, tanks, and planes. This is how information warfare tactics had traditionally been used: as an aid to physical violence, and as a means of subverting the morale of civilian and military populations to ease the way for conquest. Historically, information and intelligence units worked to support victory won by use of force.
But when the U.S. and USSR began the Cold War, in the shadow of atomic weapons, the situation had changed fundamentally. Total war was not over; it had only become less obvious: it had turned into a war of ideas.[26] Proxy wars, like Korea and Vietnam, were fought as part of the symbolic maneuvers of the broader total information war. With the benefit of hindsight, the Cold War is widely understood as being a culture war, which is another way of saying information war. Proxy wars were part of the manipulation of information, more than they were about the acquisition of resources through military conquest. The agreements between superpowers during the Cold War did not create peace, they only limited physical violence to make way for unlimited information, political, and psychological warfare.
The cumulative effect, however, is the creation of an environment of resonant and mutually reinforcing symbols and images that work over time to change mindsets, dispositions, and behaviors.
Marshall McLuhan is famously quoted as saying “The Bomb is pure information.”[27] What he meant is that nuclear weapons are only in part instruments of physical destruction. They are also creations of scientists and politicians, and so the existence of atomic bombs entails a vast network of communication and information. By that same token, the “nuclear age” also requires a vast regime of information control. Jean Baudrillard, who was influenced by McLuhan, also wrote specifically about the way nuclear weapons and energy demand new forms of information management to provide convincing narratives, creating “simulations” of risk, safety, and scientific authority.[28] The Cold War involved very real and imminent existential risk, and also the manipulation of the public view of that risk through practices of information warfare. The example of Carl Sagan’s role in the questionable science (but brilliant propaganda) around “nuclear winter” has been discussed in detail elsewhere.[29]
The Cold War occurred during a time in history at which developments in communications technologies made possible a new form of international “psychological warfare.” This was the preferred term used by Eisenhower to describe his approach to irregular warfare. Beginning in the late 19th century, the nature of humanity’s information ecosystem was changed forever by a succession of technologies associated with “the communications revolution”: telegraph, telephones, radio, mass-circulated periodicals, film, television, electronic mail, and the Internet. This created an operational concept of “global public opinion” that could be engaged in real time.[30]
By the time the Cold War was underway advertising and public relations had become major industries and were woven into every dimension of communications media. A common approach to propaganda was to “camouflage” it by making it so the hand of the government or PR organ was not obvious.[31] This means that the whole array of available media may be used, which during the Cold War involved orchestrated campaigns unfolding across print (newspapers and magazines), radio, TV, movies, events (like parades and ceremonies), high art, and academic papers and books. Most people encountering any one of these forms of media would be unlikely to consider it as part of a broader campaign of psychological warfare. The cumulative effect, however, is the creation of an environment of resonant and mutually reinforcing symbols and images that work over time to change mindsets, dispositions, and behaviors.[32]
The information commons is now impacted by a wider range of threat actors, with varying objectives, targets, and interests.
The content and placement of this warfare is hard to pin down. For example, both the CIA and the KGB worked in and around “the peace movement” in the U.S. and Europe. Their work often differed in outcome but employed the same fundamental tactic: to instigate and support movements and protests that manifest the legitimacy of one ideology (or the illegitimacy of the other). During the 1950s and 1960s the CIA was one of the main financial supports for the National Student Association, one of the largest student organizations in the U.S., with representatives on campuses across the country. The National Student Association organized protests for free speech, desegregation, anti-war, anti-colonialism, and feminism. The goal of CIA involvement was to demonstrate that the U.S. was an open society by promoting the visibility of dissent, which made America different from the Soviet Union. In “the free world,” students were able to speak their mind and protests were able to change public sentiment and even law. The CIA also used this operation to keep tabs on all the student radicals and maintain the protest movements within certain “safe limits.”[33]
The KGB by contrast was involved in orchestrating international scientific cooperation in the West for anti-nuclear proliferation protests. They leaked documents from the Pentagon to drive fear of U.S. belligerence within European nations, pushing them toward peace. They released the names and addresses of hundreds of CIA agents in a book published in English called Who’s Who in CIA. The response to this by the CIA was to publish a similar book simply called KGB.[34] More broadly, the Soviet Union promoted ideological war through cultural diplomacy involving events of high culture, including ballet, classical music, literature, science, and other aspects of Russian culture. The aim of this propaganda was to show that the U.S. was immature, capitalistic, and superficial, and therefore unable to hold a true vision for the future of the human race.[35]
Both nations focused on educational institutions, at home and abroad.[36] This shift brought warfare explicitly into the domain of intergenerational transmission, which we have discussed in our article on educational crises as a primary social function.[37] Information warfare targets the deep social structure of societies, just as the destruction of roads, crops, and military assets targets the deep physical infrastructures. Both create conditions in which normal life cannot persist. Societies are made vulnerable to disunification, mutual antagonism, and manipulation by outside actors.
It might seem that the manipulation of information and education is less dangerous than the destruction of roads and power grids. This is not the case. As shown in our work on educational crises: without coherent processes of intergenerational transmission, societies fail.[38] One outcome of the Cold War was the creation of educational infrastructures around the world that had very specific properties, imprints left from decades-long campaigns involving the weaponization of knowledge.
When the Cold War ended what became of the vast infrastructure built to conduct psychological warfare? It was not disassembled; it was simply put to different use.
State-on-state information war is currently taking place on a large scale, but now it is a complex multi-player scenario in which digital technologies allow relatively small actors to have potentially significant impacts. A clear recent example may be observed in the case of “fake news city,” a small metropolitan area in Macedonia (now North Macedonia) that has flooded the U.S. with disinformation, making massive profits along the way.[39] The information commons is now impacted by a wider range of threat actors, with varying objectives, targets, and interests. The average citizen must live with the psychological risks of this new kind of inter-state warfare.
Arguably the most important recent developments in irregular warfare have taken place in the political campaigns of competing parties in Western democracies, especially the U.S. The U.S.’s culture wars are irregular wars, and the country’s two political parties are waging constant irregular warfare against each other. This has resulted in the self-propagandizing of the U.S. by virtue of unregulated competition between its own political parties. Both information and legislation (and now in the context of the pandemic, biomedical regulations) are being used as part of this domestic irregular warfare. Democrats and Republicans now relate to each other the way the U.S. (as a whole) used to relate to the Soviet Union during the Cold War.
The best propaganda does not look like propaganda.
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It is likely that continual escalation of civil irregular war in the U.S. has no other outcome than mutually assured destruction. In reality, at the very least, this means the dissolution of the union through conflict, and the end of the nation as an experiment in open societies. As demonstrated in a number of related Consilience Papers, society is subject to widespread bad faith communication in the media, and an endemic pattern of political actors spreading ideas by fostering collusion between special interest groups, intellectuals, and the press.[40] Taken together with the escalation in information warfare, the full consequences of our current situation begin to come into view.
Importantly, the war that is being waged is almost invisible. This is both because the information is “camouflaged” and because the combatants and victims include fellow citizens of the same country. The best propaganda does not look like propaganda. Those impacted by it do not believe they are being propagandized.
There are several signs to indicate when populations are being subject to information warfare. Groups tend to partition into ideological “sides,” each with its own “propaganda bubble,” based upon information from particular media sources.[41] This ultimately results in the reduction of complex political issues to binary and polarizing propositions, both epistemically and ethically. Each side has its own information feed telling them precisely how the other side is stupid and unethical. Both sides believe the other side is propagandized and that their side is not. The opposing group is set up to be scapegoated and marginalized. Information warfare creates dangerous conditions, which are not conducive to open communication, healthy socialization, or effective cooperation. Innocent individuals are caught in the crossfire.
With the right set of technological innovations, the informational landscape could be “demilitarized” to a certain extent.
How do we avoid becoming casualties of the information war? How do we work as peacekeepers, or field medics, or disarmament activists? Note that the question is not “How do we win the information war?” This is the critical point: there is no winning this war, in just the same way that there is no winning a nuclear war. We must agree to put aside our most powerful weapons of irregular warfare, just as we have so far put aside our most powerful weapons of physical violence.
But before these kinds of actions can be taken, populations must find ways to protect themselves, and to set up the equivalent to demilitarized zones. Societies must begin to rebuild cultural areas in which education can take place, rather than information warfare. A truth of war is that not everyone in a warzone is a warrior, and this is especially true in a population-centric war. There are bystanders, innocents, as well as medics and journalists embedded in the field. The information war seeks to recruit all onlookers into the psychological violence. It is possible to resist being brought into the fray, but only in certain contexts and under certain conditions. It requires that people understand when they are using language as a weapon to fight culture war and when they are using it to reach mutual understanding. It requires understanding the techniques and impacts of information war in order to be able to design and implement defensive tactics.[42]
Independently, unrestrained development of generative AI makes disinformation inevitable. That crushes global democracy. 
Stephanie Diepeveen 24. PhD, University of Cambridge, Senior Research Fellow in the Politics and Governance Team at ODI. "Has AI ushered in an existential crisis of trust in democracy?". Overseas Development Institute. 1-18-2024. https://odi.org/en/insights/has-ai-ushered-in-an-existential-crisis-of-trust-in-democracy/
Dis/misinformation is the most immediate global risk of the next two years, according to a recent survey of global policy-makers, private sector leaders and risk experts. False information and conspiracy theories are a ‘global menace’.
Multiple media and advocacy bodies (e.g. here and here) suggest that artificial intelligence (AI) could supercharge disinformation. The conjunction of generative AI – enabling more and better-targeted false information – political polarisation and dissatisfaction with democracy appear to be creating a perfect storm.
Some estimates suggest a 1,000% increase in AI-generated false articles between May and December 2023. Government-sponsored information campaigns are being used to influence online discussion, with the number of governments deploying actors to manipulate online discussions having doubled in the last 10 years. Governments have used misinformation as a justification for restricting internet access, further constraining people’s ability to reach open and trustworthy information. This is all the more concerning this year as one-third of the world’s population goes to the polls.
Why is generative AI such a concern? Scholars point out that the presence of false information in itself isn’t enough to determine what people consume, or how it influences their views or decisions. The reasons people consume and engage with information are context-specific, and shaped by values, experiences and interactions at individual and community levels. Labelling information as false or generated by AI is not necessarily sufficient or aligned to the factors that actually influence why people find information compelling.
The use of generative AI in politics does not necessarily equate with a decline in the trustworthiness of the public sphere. In fact, the uses and impact of technological innovations are difficult to predict. But this does not mean there is not cause for concern. Rather, it compels a rethink of the bigger challenges facing democratic processes and institutions. AI-generated disinformation is a risk because it accentuates and complicates wider challenges to citizens’ trust and engagement in democratic processes.
AI-enhanced disinformation is existential. 
Bradley Honigberg 22, M.A in security studies with a concentration in technology at the Georgetown University Walsh School of Foreign Service, consultant with Deloitte’s Cyber and Strategic Risk Practice, previously worked for the Center for Strategic and International Studies and interned with the U.S. Department of State’s Bureau of Global Public Affairs, “The Existential Threat of AI-Enhanced Disinformation Operations”, https://www.justsecurity.org/82246/the-existential-threat-of-ai-enhanced-disinformation-operations/
A recent Washington Post article about artificial intelligence (AI) briefly caught the publics’ attention. A former engineer working for Google’s Responsible AI organization went public with his belief that the company’s chatbot was sentient. It should be stated bluntly: this AI is not a conscious entity. It is a large language model trained indiscriminately from Internet text that uses statistical patterns to predict the most probable sequence of words. While the tone of the Washington Post piece conjured all the usual Hollywood tropes related to humanity’s fear of sentient technology (e.g., storylines from Ex Machina, Terminator, or 2001: A Space Odyssey), it also inadvertently highlighted an uncomfortable truth: As AI capabilities continue to improve, they will become increasingly effective tools for manipulating and fooling humans. And while we need not fear an imminent cyborg apocalypse, we do need to prepare and strategize for a new era of AI-enabled disinformation.
Disinformation operations — covert efforts to deliberately spread false or misleading information — have historically been a distinctively human endeavor. With the rise of instantaneous digital communications, malign actors have increasingly exploited the machine learning systems embedded in our daily lives to precisely target audiences, shape global public opinion, and sow social discord. Today, disinformation operators are expanding their manipulation toolkits to include new AI techniques. AI-generated synthetic media and convincing AI-enhanced chatbots now offer threat actors a growing array of persuasive, tailored, and difficult-to-detect messaging capabilities. While machine learning techniques can also be used to combat disinformation, they will likely remain insufficient to counterbalance the expanding universe of anonymous digital mercenaries. Unless liberal democracies develop whole-of-society counter-disinformation strategies, AI-enhanced disinformation operations will further exacerbate political polarization, erode citizen trust in societal institutions, and blur the lines between truth and lies.
Mapping and Defining the Modern Disinformation Landscape
First, a few quick definitions are in order. AI is a field of research that seeks to build computing technologies that possess aspects of human perception, reasoning, and decision-making. Machine learning, a subset of AI, involves the use of computing power to execute algorithms that learn from data. Algorithms are the recipe for completing programmed tasks; data help these systems “learn” about the world; and computing power is the engine that enables systems to perform specific tasks quickly and accurately. Over the last decade, significant improvements in machine learning capabilities have been enabled by advances in computer processing power, the rise of Big Data, and the evolution of deep learning “neural networks.” (These networks contain cascades of nodes that loosely mimic the neurons in the human brain, which, in combination, can identify patterns in large datasets and encode complex tasks.) While distinct from human intelligence, AI excels at narrow tasks and has exceeded human capabilities in several fields.
As non-human intelligence has increasingly been integrated into the fabric of human activity, digital disinformation has emerged as a potent means of political warfare. Large technology corporations, driven partly by the competitive market for attention and advertising revenue, extract user data to refine their content-selection algorithms and optimize user engagement. As outlined in the Facebook papers, at the core of these influential social networks are recommendation systems that drive users down rabbit holes of progressively more personalized and novel content. A report from Katerina Sedova and her team at the Center for Security and Emerging Technology illustrates how malign actors exploit this attention-centric digital environment to micro-target and mobilize unwitting Internet users by seeding “the information environment with tailored content and hijacking legitimate online forums” through fake human accounts (sock puppets), automated botnets, groups of coordinated humans, and digital advertising. Disinformation operators seek to exploit human biases, heighten emotions, and induce information overload at the expense of rational decision-making. Researchers from Harvard’s Shorenstein Center argue that talented disinformation operators can “enable discriminatory and inflammatory ideas to enter public discourse” as fact by deliberately highlighting differences and divisions in society. Over time, this phenomenon can widen identity-based fissures between social groups, jam the gears of democratic governance, and, in some cases, catalyze violence.
Digital disinformation techniques are diffusing and evolving at a rapid pace. Authoritarian regimes, particularly Russia and China, increasingly pursue new capabilities to project their disinformation operations more precisely at home and abroad. While foreign disinformation campaigns receive the majority of attention, domestic actors are adopting similar tactics, and operations are increasingly being outsourced to a growing transnational disinformation-for-hire industry. Given its proven success and future potential, well-resourced actors will continue to invest in advanced AI capabilities to augment their current disinformation operations.
Democratized Deepfakes and AI-Enhanced Chatbots
Machine learning techniques can generate highly realistic fake images, audio, and video known as “deepfakes.” Generative Adversarial Networks (GANs) make these synthetic media capabilities possible — a technique that generates new synthetic data that becomes increasingly realistic as it learns. A GAN system pits two networks against one another. One network (the discriminator) is trained on a real dataset of interest and then detects whether new data is real or fake. The opposing network (the generator) produces novel data to fool the discriminator. As a result of this iterative competition, the generator improves at creating synthetic content that can be weaponized to mislead, deceive, or influence audiences. This technique has been used to create extraordinarily realistic artificial faces for legions of bot accounts, produce convincing audio for extortion or blackmail, and generate fake content that, when timed strategically, can destabilize governance and geopolitics.
As synthetic media capabilities become more accessible and user-friendly, experts predict that deepfakes will benefit those already in positions of power and influence and pose the most significant risks to communities antagonistic to traditional power structures. In a world replete with manipulated media, powerful individuals and institutions can conveniently dismiss inconvenient facts. This dynamic may perpetuate what Robert Chesney and Danielle Citron call a “liar’s dividend” in which bad actors caught in genuine recordings of misbehavior can dismiss the truth as AI forgery. Beyond the individual harms and misdeeds enabled by this dynamic, this trend will likely accelerate growing cynicism about the possibility and value of distinguishing between fact and fiction. According to a recent report from the United Nations Institute for Disarmament Research, the ability to “portray someone doing something they never did or saying something they never said” through deepfakes could “challenge and influence our perceptions of reality.”
While visual deepfakes have garnered the attention of policymakers, deepfake text may prove even more vexing. Breakthroughs in natural language processing and generation — machine learning algorithms that recognize, predict, and produce languages — have given rise to sophisticated large language models capable of reading, writing, and interpreting text. As Karen Hao explains in MIT’s Technology Review: “By ingesting millions of web-based sentences, paragraphs, and dialogue, these models learn the statistical patterns that govern how each element should be sensibly ordered.” But along with grammatical rules, these models excel at mimicking online discourse and are thus prone to parroting humanity’s most insidious biases.
Capable of writing persuasive and seemingly authentic content that conforms to a specific cultural milieu, large language models can be used to increase the scale and scope of disinformation operations. Early research has found that one model can write articles indistinguishable from those written by journalists (particularly as the partisanship of the content increased), emulate the style of extremist writing, produce racist manifestos from multiple viewpoints, seed new conspiracy narratives, and draft posts that exploit political wedges. Studies have also shown that threat actors can use large language models to streamline the work of human disinformation operators, facilitate micro-targeted propaganda campaigns, and enhance the explosive potential when leaking hacked documents.
Despite these hazards, large language models are being developed and deployed by companies and countries worldwide and are increasingly open-source. Because there is no technology yet capable of comprehensively identifying synthetic text online, malign actors may already be using these models to augment their disinformation operations. As GANs and large language model capabilities advance, machine learning models have begun to shift toward the production of integrated combinations of text, video, audio, and still images, which will enable human-machine teams to produce high-quality and highly personalized disinformation-at-scale.
New machine learning techniques also enable the production of automated social media accounts — commonly called “bots” — that are better at mimicking human behavior, maximizing amplification, and avoiding detection. Conversational AIs are large language models capable of managing the “open-ended nature” of conversations, signaling a near future in which chatbots engage in seamless dialogue with humans. The AI research community typically makes their findings public, so other researchers can reproduce, learn, and build on their work. In turn, open-source training datasets released by bot detection services are equally available to threat actors who use them to develop more human-like bots.
These advances enable savvy disinformation operators to combine AI-powered chatbots with existing social listening and synthetic media capabilities to identify trending topics, develop a pool of human-curated messages, and deliver highly personalized narratives to targeted audiences. It will soon be possible for threat actors to train chatbots to specialize in specific trolling techniques or bring them to life with GANs-generated video skins that impersonate trusted sources. Soon, fully autonomous bot accounts will be produced en masse, improve rapidly with experience, and ceaselessly try to persuade, troll, and manipulate people online. As a 2017 report from the State Department’s Advisory Commission on Public Diplomacy predicts, machines will then process the expanding corpus of bot-generated content, producing a vicious cycle in which devices will talk to, at, and over each other, progressively “drowning out human conversations online.” It is unclear to what extent these fears have been realized over the five years since that report was released – but claims about the prevalence of bots currently operating on social media platforms have already thrown a wrench into the proposed sale of one central platform (Twitter). The continued inability to determine the extent of Twitter’s bot problem, even with a $44 billion deal on the line, illustrates the profound challenge of identifying AI-generated content at scale.
And yet, it seems that the potential deluge of AI-enhanced disinformation has not drowned out human voices yet. Indeed, by our current best assessments, during the highly contentious 2020 U.S. presidential election, there was a notable absence of politically-motivated deepfake content (with some exceptions). Instead, the most substantial ongoing damage caused by synthetic media is happening in the personal sphere, disproportionately impacting women and marginalized communities. For now, simple editing software and techniques like attaching misleading descriptions to existing content are significantly more common than AI-generated synthetic media. As researchers from the Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists point out, manipulated media does not need to convince their audience of their realism to spread widely and influence human behavior.
In the high-stakes realm of geopolitics, authoritarian states have just begun integrating deepfakes and other AI-enabled media into their disinformation toolkits. For example, in the lead-up to its full-scale invasion of Ukraine, the Kremlin reportedly planned to stage a Ukrainian attack on Russian civilians as a pretext for invading — but the plan would have reportedly employed actors and corpses, not deepfakes. In other words, even well-resourced threat actors continue to opt for more traditional forms of deception over AI-generated forgeries. Even when employed, these technologies have not yet been effective. For instance, a deepfake depicting Ukrainian President Volodymyr Zelensky surrendering was uploaded to a hacked Ukrainian news website, but the video was quickly debunked. At the same time, the Kremlin has also pursued more subtle information warfare strategies that AI has augmented. For example, Russia has deployed swarms of fake accounts with AI-generated faces to bolster their credibility and parrot their talking points. Overall, the refinement of synthetic media generation will inevitably augment the disinformation capabilities of malign actors and become an increasingly routine aspect of online life.
Strategies for Combating AI-Enhanced Disinformation
Just as machine learning is used to amplify disinformation operations, other machine learning capabilities can be used to protect the information environment. Stakeholders are developing media provenance technologies to authenticate metadata — information about how, by whom, when, and where a piece of media was created and edited. Katarina Kertysova highlights how AI can identify patterns of words that indicate disinformation by analyzing cues from articles previously flagged as manipulative; similar feature-based detection capabilities can also be applied to identify synthetically-generated images and videos. Social media companies and a new generation of tech start-ups also leverage machine learning alongside human moderators to identify disinformation and bot accounts, although these capabilities are not 100 percent effective. The Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency has an ongoing effort to develop forensic systems to improve abilities to spot inconsistencies in deepfake content.
While authentication and detection tools are in development, they remain imperfect. There are at least two distinct problems confronting these capabilities: first, discerning whether media is synthetically produced, and second, whether the information communicated by the media is true or false. The techniques described above broadly address the first problem, but the second is significantly more challenging to automate. To discern whether media is true or false, an AI needs a sophisticated understanding of, among other things, power, “history, humor, symbolic reference, inference, subtlety, insinuation, and power.” Because detection systems lack these distinctly human abilities, threat hunting still relies primarily on tips from human actors, including government, media, and civil society partners — a detection system that raises its own questions about bias and fairness. Meanwhile, fully autonomous detection systems also make mistakes. They sometimes mistakenly block lawful and accurate content, which may impair freedom of expression and information. Even the most advanced detection capabilities remain susceptible to adversarial examples — “optical illusions” for machine learning models intentionally designed to make them misidentify images and videos. And as discussed above, it is incredibly difficult to determine whether a digital text was created by a human, a machine, or some combination of the two.
The most direct way to combat AI-enhanced disinformation is to focus on the infrastructure that facilitates its distribution. While Congress could pursue legislation that directly regulates social media algorithms, this approach must be carefully tailored to avoid serious constitutional hurdles. Instead, legislation grounded in content-neutral goals such as carefully labeling bot accounts, strengthening data privacy laws, mandating cross-platform interoperability, increasing algorithmic transparency, and fostering fair competition could offer potential avenues for mitigating disinformation and safeguarding online authenticity. The goal of regulation should be to give social media companies incentives to shift away from their ad-centric business models and take on a more significant role in protecting democratic information environments. At the same time, regulations should be careful not to impede AI research and risk weakening the United States’ hand in its technological competition with China.
Beyond these regulatory efforts, societal stakeholders should pursue counter disinformation strategies. Congress could allocate funding for new techniques to detect synthetic media, invest in local news organizations across the country, and require services that sell aggregated consumer information to vet potential purchasers. The U.S. government should leverage allies and partners to share information and best practices for detecting disinformation operations. Blockchain technology — a decentralized ledger to record information that is nearly impossible to alter after it has been created — has strong potential to help verify the provenance of digital content. Platforms and AI researchers should develop a publication risk framework to protect their open-source research from unethical usage and adapt cybersecurity best practices to counter disinformation. Traditional media outlets must develop similar strategies to avoid unintentionally amplifying disinformation operations. Critically, more resources, training, and equipment should be allocated to civil society organizations to cultivate a genuinely whole-of-society counter disinformation strategy.
Open societies must pursue robust and long-term initiatives to help their populations become more balanced and careful consumers of online information. Promoting “cyber citizenship” for all age groups will be the most effective long-term solution for achieving resilience to disinformation. These skills include media literacy, digital ethics, civics, and cybersecurity. The United States should incorporate lessons learned from successful digital media literacy programs worldwide, many of which it supported and funded. Cultivating cyber citizenship skills will help inoculate individuals against disinformation operations, whether AI-powered or not.
More broadly, as the Aspen Institute’s Commission for Information Disorder argues, spreading false or misleading information online is a byproduct of complex structural inequities that have corroded trust between and among communities. To truly address the spread of misinformation and stymie deliberate disinformation operations, open societies must address the widening gaps between the haves and have-nots by investing in their citizens’ long-term development and well-being.
The Existential Threat of AI-Enhanced Disinformation Operations
New AI capabilities are rapidly increasing the volume, velocity, and virality of disinformation operations. As they continue to improve and diffuse, they further threaten to erode trust in democratic governance and encourage citizens to doubt the possibility of truth in public life. The profound cynicism introduced by AI-enhanced disinformation can be used to fuel mob majoritarianism and create new opportunities for illiberal politicians to campaign on promises to restore “order” and “certainty” by curtailing free speech and other civil rights. Such an outcome would hasten what Timothy Snyder has dubbed a “politics of eternity” in which malicious actors “deny truth and seek to reduce life to spectacle and feeling.”
Democratic backsliding magnifies every existential threat. 
Dr. Larry Diamond 19. Professor of Political Science and Sociology at Stanford University, Senior Fellow at the Hoover Institution, Senior Fellow at the Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies, PhD in Sociology from Stanford University. “Ill Winds: Saving Democracy from Russian Rage, Chinese Ambition, and American Complacency.” p. 199-202.
The most obvious response to the ill winds blowing from the world’s autocracies is to help the winds of freedom blowing in the other direction. The democracies of the West cannot save themselves if they do not stand with democrats around the world. This is truer now than ever, for several reasons. We live in a globalized world, one in which models, trends, and ideas cascade across borders. Any wind of change may gather quickly and blow with gale force. People everywhere form ideas about how to govern—or simply about which forms of government and sources of power may be irresistible—based on what they see happening elsewhere. We are now immersed in a fierce global contest of ideas, information, and norms. In the digital age, that contest is moving at lightning speed, shaping how people think about their political systems and the way the world runs. As doubts about and threats to democracy are mounting in the West, this is not a contest that the democracies can afford to lose. Globalization, with its flows of trade and information, raises the stakes for us in another way. Authoritarian and badly governed regimes increasingly pose a direct threat to popular sovereignty and the rule of law in our own democracies. Covert flows of money and influence are subverting and corrupting our democratic processes and institutions. They will not stop just because Americans and others pretend that we have no stake in the future of freedom in the world. If we want to defend the core principles of self-government, transparency, and accountability in our own democracies, we have no choice but to promote them globally. It is not enough to say that dictatorship is bad and that democracy, however flawed, is still better. Popular enthusiasm for a lesser evil cannot be sustained indefinitely. People need the inspiration of a positive vision. Democracy must demonstrate that it is a just and fair political system that advances humane values and the common good. To make our republics more perfect, established democracies must not only adopt reforms to more fully include and empower their own citizens. They must also support people, groups, and institutions struggling to achieve democratic values elsewhere. The best way to counter Russian rage and Chinese ambition is to show that Moscow and Beijing are on the wrong side of history; that people everywhere yearn to be free; and that they can make freedom work to achieve a more just, sustainable, and prosperous society. In our networked age, both idealism and the harder imperatives of global power and security argue for more democracy, not less. For one thing, if we do not worry about the quality of governance in lower-income countries, we will face more and more troubled and failing states. Famine and genocide are the curse of authoritarian states, not democratic ones. Outright state collapse is the ultimate, bitter fruit of tyranny. When countries like Syria, Libya, and Afghanistan descend into civil war; when poor states in Africa cannot generate jobs and improve their citizens’ lives due to rule by corrupt and callous strongmen; when Central American societies are held hostage by brutal gangs and kleptocratic rulers, people flee—and wash up on the shores of the democracies. Europe and the United States cannot withstand the rising pressures of immigration unless they work to support better, more stable and accountable government in troubled countries. The world has simply grown too small, too flat, and too fast to wall off rotten states and pretend they are on some other planet. Hard security interests are at stake. As even the Trump administration’s 2017 National Security Strategy makes clear, the main threats to U.S. national security all stem from authoritarianism, whether in the form of tyrannies from Russia and China to Iran and North Korea or in the guise of antidemocratic terrorist movements such as ISIS.1 By supporting the development of democracy around the world, we can deny these authoritarian adversaries the geopolitical running room they seek. Just as Russia, China, and Iran are trying to undermine democracies to bend other countries to their will, so too can we contain these autocrats’ ambitions by helping other countries build effective, resilient democracies that can withstand the dictators’ malevolence. Of course, democratically elected governments with open societies will not support the American line on every issue. But no free society wants to mortgage its future to another country. The American national interest would best be secured by a pluralistic world of free countries—one in which autocrats can no longer use corruption and coercion to gobble up resources, alliances, and territory. If you look back over our history to see who has posed a threat to the United States and our allies, it has always been authoritarian regimes and empires. As political scientists have long noted, no two democracies have ever gone to war with each other—ever. It is not the democracies of the world that are supporting international terrorism, proliferating weapons of mass destruction, or threatening the territory of their neighbors. For all these reasons, we need a new global campaign for freedom. Everything I am proposing in this book plays a role in that campaign, but in this chapter, I am concerned more narrowly with the ways that we can directly advance democracy, human rights, and the rule of law in the twenty-first-century world. As with any policy area, many of the challenges can be somewhat technical, requiring smart design and the careful management of programs and institutions. Those operational debates I leave for another venue. Here, I make a more basic case for four imperatives. First, we must support the democrats of the world—the people and organizations struggling to create and improve free and accountable government. Second, we must support struggling and developing democracies, helping them to grow their economies and strengthen their institutions. Third, we must pressure authoritarian regimes to stop abusing the rights and stealing the resources of their citizens, including by imposing sanctions on dictators to make them think hard about their choices and separate them from both their supporters and the people at large. Finally, we need to reboot our public diplomacy—our global networks of information and ideas—for today’s fast-paced age of information and disinformation. For the sake of both our interests and our values, we need a foreign policy that puts a high priority on democracy, human rights, and the rule of law.
The plan solves. Requiring licensing strengthens the journalism industry and ensures people have access to accurate, reliable information. 
Courtney C. Radsch 24. Ph.D. in international relations from American University, Nonresident Fellow in Governance Studies at the Brookings Center for Technology Innovation; and Director at the Center for Journalism and Liberty at the Open Markets Institute. "Can journalism survive AI?". Brookings. 3-25-2024. https://www.brookings.edu/articles/can-journalism-survive-ai/
Requiring tech companies to license the use of news publishers’ content through this type of legislation would help ensure that smaller, local, niche, and non-English language news publishers would also be able to negotiate for the use of their content and data. This type of journalism could be particularly useful for localizing generative search, summarization, content creation, and other applications that make use of journalism to provide more accurate, timely, and relevant results, particularly in languages other than English.
Journalism can also be an important source of data for improving the quality of foundation models, which suffer from bias, misinformation, and spam that make access to diverse sources of quality, factual information, especially in low-resourced digital languages, even more valuable. Furthermore, as the quality of data becomes as important as the quantity of data, journalism provides a constant source of new, timely, human-generated data.
We are in a moment when the news industry needs to unite. As giant media conglomerates and major publications strike deals with the tech giants, they need to demand a framework that will benefit journalism in the public interest, not just line the pockets of their corporate owners. That is why the only way journalism will survive AI is to double down on its journalists. As important as it will be for journalism to adapt to and integrate AI, newsrooms that replace journalists will hasten its demise, with profound ramifications for democracy in the U.S. and around the world.
News outlets must consider how to optimize revenue streams and assert their pricing autonomy throughout the AI value chain. They will need to figure out how to unlock the value of journalism by adopting sophisticated and dynamic compensation frameworks and pricing strategies for news content in various parts of AI systems and AI applications. They will need access to information about the way their content is used in AI systems, including data sets and foundational model weights. And they will need government regulations that enable them to do so.
Licensing is an empirically successful strategy to strengthen the financial models of both content creators and AI companies. 
Clay Calvert 24. Nonresident Senior Fellow, Technology Policy Studies, professor of law emeritus at the Levin College of Law and Brechner Eminent Scholar Emeritus at the College of Journalism and Communications, both at the University of Florida. "Copyright Law and the Inextricably Intertwined Futures of Journalism and Generative Artificial Intelligence". American Enterprise Institute - AEI. 1-29-2024. https://www.aei.org/technology-and-innovation/copyright-law-and-the-inextricably-intertwined-futures-of-journalism-and-generative-artificial-intelligence/
It’s increasingly evident that bright futures for both journalism and generative artificial intelligence (Gen AI) hinge on copyright law, licensing agreements, and high levels of cooperation between content creators and technology innovators. The New York Times Company’s December lawsuit against Microsoft and OpenAI highlights this reality and, as I previously described, the ramifications for a well-informed citizenry are profound. 
Testimony during a January congressional hearing on “Oversight of A.I.: The Future of Journalism” reinforces this. Roger Lynch, CEO of magazine publisher Condé Nast, bluntly told the Senate Judiciary Committee’s subcommittee on privacy, technology, and the law that “Gen AI cannot replace journalism. It takes reporters with grit, integrity, ambition, and human creativity to develop the stories that allow free markets, free speech, and freedom itself to thrive.” In short, without journalism, the informational ecosystem that renders possible the benefits of Gen AI (and will likely generate billions of dollars for its investors) collapses. That’s because Gen AI’s large language models (LLMs) are typically trained on human-created, copyrighted content.
This necessitates that common ground––financial and otherwise––be found between content creators who provide the informational backbone to a democratic society and technology innovators who seek, as OpenAI grandiosely proclaims, “to ensure that artificial general intelligence benefits all of humanity.” More provocatively, the muckrakers and buckrakers now must make merry together.
As Lynch sees it, however, such a symbiotic relationship is nonexistent today. Instead, “Gen AI companies copy and display our content without permission or compensation in order to build massive commercial businesses that directly compete with us.” Furthermore, “Gen AI tools hallucinate and generate misstatements that are sometimes attributed to real publications like ours, damaging our brands.”
This echoes allegations in The New York Times Company’s complaint that Microsoft and OpenAI are “using the The Times’s content without payment to create products that substitute for The Times and steal audiences away from it.” Additionally, The Times contends the defendants’ Gen AI tools harm the newspaper “by misattributing content to The Times that it did not, in fact, publish. In AI parlance, this is called a ‘hallucination.’ In plain English, it’s misinformation.” The Times’s readers, in turn, are harmed because false attributions lead “them to incorrectly believe that the information provided has been vetted and published by The Times.”
Lynch, a former CEO of audio streamer Pandora and founder of live-streaming service Sling TV, points the way forward on this critical issue: AI companies must obtain licenses for the copyrighted content on which their business model depends. Such a payment system allowed prior disruptive media innovations like Internet Protocol TV and Pandora to flourish, Lynch asserts. He testified that such successful new businesses were built on a foundation of licensing content rights. Licensing allowed distributors to work together with content creators to innovate new and better consumer experiences and generate profits that were reinvested in great content. . . . congressional intervention is needed to make clear that Gen AI companies must also seek licenses to utilize publisher content for use with Gen AI.
Of course, one hopes congressional action isn’t necessary and that mutually advantageous licensing agreements like the one between the Associated Press news service and OpenAI are freely negotiated. 
It’s more than just the use of copyrighted magazine and newspaper content in training LLMs, however, that raises significant problems. Curtis LeGeyt, president and CEO of the National Association of Broadcasters, testified that:
the use of broadcasters’ news content in generative AI models, without authorization or compensation, risks further diminishing reinvestment in local news. Broadcasters have already seen numerous examples where content created by broadcast journalists has been ingested and regurgitated by AI bots, with little or no attribution. Not only are broadcasters losing out on compensation for their own work product, but this unauthorized usage actually increases costs for local stations due to additional vetting of stories and footage and the costs associated with protecting broadcast content.
DeGeyt also asserted that the “lack of attribution and sourcing in AI-generated outputs” harms the public by making “it difficult to identify and distinguish legitimate, copyrighted broadcast content, from the unvetted and potentially inaccurate content being generated by AI.” This all comes, he pointed out, when “local news production is increasingly costly.”
DeGyet, however, was upbeat about potential benefits of AI when journalists themselves deploy it. For example, he explained that AI can translate stories into different “languages to better serve . . . diverse audience[s]” and can “convert broadcast scripts––written by the station’s local journalists––into digital stories that are also accessible on a local station’s website.” Additionally, Gen AI can provide “first drafts of content for human review.” 
In sum, old-school journalists and new-tech innovators should and must help each other and, in turn, help the public and democracy through copyright cooperation, not uncompensated exploitation.

Advantage---Creativity---1AC
Requiring generative AI to cite copyrighted material strengthens creators.
Kate Crawford & Jason Schultz 24. Research professor at the University of Southern California Annenberg, a senior principal researcher at Microsoft Research and the inaugural chair of AI & Justice at the École Normale Supérieure. Schultz is a professor of law at New York University and the codirector of the Engleberg Center on Innovation, Law, and Policy. "Generative AI Is a Crisis for Copyright Law". Issues in Science and Technology. 1-16-2024. https://issues.org/generative-ai-copyright-law-crawford-schultz/
Generative artificial intelligence is driving copyright into a crisis. More than a dozen copyright cases about AI were filed in the United States last year, up severalfold from all filings from 2020 to 2022. In early 2023, the US Copyright Office launched the most comprehensive review of the entire copyright system in 50 years, with a focus on generative AI. Simply put, the widespread use of AI is poised to force a substantial reworking of how, where, and to whom copyright should apply.
Starting with the 1710 British statute, “An Act for the Encouragement of Learning,” Anglo-American copyright law has provided a framework around creative production and ownership. Copyright is even embedded in the US Constitution as a tool “to promote the Progress of Science and useful Arts.” Now generative AI is destabilizing the foundational concepts of copyright law as it was originally conceived.
Typical copyright lawsuits focus on a single work and a single unauthorized copy, or “output,” to determine if infringement has occurred. When it comes to the capture of online data to train AI systems, the sheer scale and scope of these datasets overwhelms traditional analysis. The LAION 5-B dataset, used to train the AI image generator Stable Diffusion, contains 5 billion images and text captions harvested from the internet, while CommonPool (a collection of datasets released by nonprofit LAION in April to democratize machine learning), offers 12.8 billion images and captions. Generative AI systems have used datasets like these to produce billions of outputs.
US courts are likely to find that training AI systems on copyrighted works is acceptable under the fair use exemption, which allows for limited use of copyrighted works without permission in some cases.
For many artists and designers, this feels like an existential threat. Their work is being used to train AI systems, which can then create images and texts that replicate their artistic style. But to date, no court has considered AI training to be copyright infringement: following the Google Books case in 2015, which assessed scanning books to create a searchable index, US courts are likely to find that training AI systems on copyrighted works is acceptable under the fair use exemption, which allows for limited use of copyrighted works without permission in some cases when the use serves the public interest. It is also permitted in the European Union under the text and data mining exception of EU digital copyright law.
Copyright law has also struggled with authorship by AI systems. Anglo-American law presumes that work has an “author” somewhere. To encourage human creativity, some authors need the economic incentive of a time-limited monopoly on making, selling, and showing their work. But algorithms don’t need incentives. So according to the US Copyright Office they aren’t entitled to copyright. The same reasoning applied to other cases involving nonhuman authors, including the case where a macaque took selfies using a nature photographer’s camera. Generative AI is the latest in a line of nonhumans deemed unfit to hold copyright.
Nor are human prompters likely to have copyrights in AI-generated work. The algorithms and neural net architectures behind generative AI algorithms produce outputs that are inherently unpredictable, and any human prompter has less control over a creation than the model does.
Where does this leave us? For the moment, in limbo. The billions of works produced by generative AI are unowned and can be used anywhere, by anyone, for any purpose. Whether a ChatGPT novella or a Stable Diffusion artwork, output now exists as unclaimable content in the commercial workings of copyright itself. This is a radical moment in creative production: a stream of works without any legally recognizable author.
This is a radical moment in creative production: a stream of works without any legally recognizable author.
There is an equivalent crisis in proving copyright infringement. Historically, this has been easy, but when a generative AI system produces infringing content, be it an image of Mickey Mouse or Pikachu, courts will struggle with the question of who is initiating the copying. The AI researchers who gathered the training dataset? The company that trained the model? The user who prompted the model? It’s unclear where agency and accountability lie, so how can courts order an appropriate remedy?
Copyright law was developed by eighteenth-century capitalists to intertwine art with commerce. In the twenty-first century, it is being used by technology companies to allow them to exploit all the works of human creativity that are digitized and online. But the destabilization around generative AI is also an opportunity for a more radical reassessment of the social, legal, and cultural frameworks underpinning creative production.
What expectations of consent, credit, or compensation should human creators have going forward, when their online work is routinely incorporated into training sets? What happens when humans make works using generative AI that cannot have copyright protection? And how does our understanding of the value of human creativity change when it is increasingly mediated by technology, be it the pen, paintbrush, Photoshop, or DALL-E?
It may be time to develop concepts of intellectual property with a stronger focus on equity and creativity as opposed to economic incentives for media corporations. We are seeing early prototypes emerge from the recent collective bargaining agreements for writers, actors, and directors, many of whom lack copyrights but are nonetheless at the creative core of filmmaking. The lessons we learn from them could set a powerful precedent for how to pluralize intellectual property. Making a better world will require a deeper philosophical engagement with what it is to create, who has a say in how creations can be used, and who should profit.
Otherwise, machines will monopolize creativity, which crushes long-term technological innovation. 
David De Cremer et al 23. Professor in management and organizations at NUS Business School, National University of Singapore, *Nicola Morini Bianzino; EY Global Chief Technology Officer; **Ben Falk, Director in EY’s Chief Technology Office helping lead EY’s Emerging Technology Lab. "How Generative AI Could Disrupt Creative Work". Harvard Business Review. 4-13-2023. c
Machines monopolize creativity
A second possible scenario is that unfair algorithmic competition and inadequate governance leads to the crowding out of authentic human creativity. Here, human writers, producers, and creators are drowned out by a tsunami of algorithmically generated content, with some talented creators even opting out of the market. If that would happen, then an important question that we need to address is: How will we generate new ideas?
A nascent version of this scenario might already be happening. For example, recent lawsuits against prominent generative AI platforms allege copyright infringement on a massive scale. What makes this issue even more fraught is that intellectual-property laws have not caught up with the technological progress made in the field of AI research. It’s quite possible that governments will spend decades fighting over how to balance incentives for technical innovation while retaining incentives for authentic human creation — a route that would be a terrific loss for human creativity.
In this scenario, generative AI significantly changes the incentive structure for creators, and raises risks for businesses and society. If cheaply made generative AI undercuts authentic human content, there’s a real risk that innovation will slow down over time as humans make less and less new art and content. Creators are already in intense competition for human attention spans, and this kind of competition — and pressure — will only rise further if there is unlimited content on demand. Extreme content abundance, far beyond what we’ve seen with any digital disruption to date, will inundate us with noise, and we’ll need to find new techniques and strategies to manage the deluge.
This scenario could also mean fundamental changes to what content creation looks like. If production costs fall close to nothing, that opens up the possibility of reaching specific — and often less included — audiences through extreme personalization and versioning. In fact, we expect the pressure to personalize to go up fast as generative AI carries such great potential to satisfy the need to create content that is increasingly representative of the specific consumer. As a case in point, Buzzfeed recently announced it will personalize their content such as quizzes and tailor-made rom-com pitches with OpenAI’s tools. (They don’t plan to use generative AI in their newsroom, however.)
If the practice of enhanced personalized experiences is applied broadly, then we run the risk to lose the shared experience of watching the same film, reading the same book, and consuming the same news. In that case, it will be easier to create politically divisive viral content, and significant volumes of mis/disinformation, as the average quality of content declines alongside the share of authentic human content. Both would likely worsen filter bubble effects.
Yet even in this relative dystopia, there remains a significant role for humans to make recommendations of existing content in this ecosystem. As in other very large content markets, like music streaming services, curation will become more valuable relative to creation as search costs rise. At the same time, however, high search costs will lock-in existing artists at the expense of new ones, concentrate and bifurcate the market. This will then result in a small handful of established artists dominating the market with a long tail of creators retaining minimal market share.
Copyright is necessary to protect human creativity. AI is incapable of genuine creation. 
Ahmad Nazeri 24. Public Policy Fellow at R Street, MBA in Business from Goizueta Business School. "The Soul of Creativity in Copyright: From Inspiration to Information". R Street Institute. 3-5-2024. https://www.rstreet.org/commentary/the-soul-of-creativity-in-copyright-from-inspiration-to-information/
In the wake of the recent The New York Times vs. Microsoft/OpenAI lawsuit, a statement from OpenAI stirred the pot in the ongoing debate over artificial intelligence (AI) and copyright laws. OpenAI posited that it is virtually impossible to train today’s leading AI models without infringing copyrighted materials. This declaration prompts a reconsideration of how to balance the needs of technological innovation with copyright.
OpenAI’s recent admission underscores a fundamental reality in AI’s development: AI needs data, and by extension, access to copyrighted material is indispensable for its growth and evolution. That said, this necessity need not be conflated with copyright infringement. According to U.S. copyright law, copyright protection does not extend to the “idea, procedure, process, system, method of operation, concept, principle, or discovery, regardless of the form in which it is described, explained, illustrated, or embodied in such work.” This means that copyright law guards the expression of ideas, rather than the ideas themselves.
This distinction is paramount for understanding the legal landscape within which AI operates. AI systems sift through extensive datasets, engaging in a complex process of extracting patterns, concepts, and knowledge. The methodology is analytical and transformative, operating on a level that transcends the direct replication of copyrighted expressions. AI distills the essence of the material into patterns and insights that, while derived from copyrighted sources, do not duplicate the original expressions directly.
The implication here is that the use of copyrighted materials in AI’s learning algorithms—given the focus on the underlying ideas rather than their direct expressions—aligns with the legal framework established by U.S. copyright law. This approach allows AI to harness the idea encapsulated in copyrighted works, without infringing on the rights that protect the original expressions of these ideas.
Historic Precedence
In the landmark legal case, Andersen vs. Stability AI, the court’s decision to dismiss the copyright infringement claim illuminates the intricacies of how AI interacts with copyrighted materials. The defense highlighted an essential aspect of AI’s operational foundation, revealing that their technology utilized an expansive dataset comprising 5 billion materials to generate a singular, novel outcome. This revelation underscores the sheer scale of data AI technologies draw upon to function and innovate. It reinforces the argument that claiming copyright infringement based on the expression of 5 billion individual pieces of content is not just implausible, but also fundamentally misunderstands the nature of AI’s creative process.
The Andersen case exemplifies the distinction between AI’s method of synthesizing data and human creativity. AI’s approach to creation is fundamentally analytical, designed to distill vast amounts of information to extract patterns, themes, and concepts. Unlike human creators, who might draw upon a handful of influences to directly inspire or mimic styles, forms, or content, AI systems assimilate the essence of a broad spectrum of materials. This process enables the generation of outputs that, while reflective of the data it has analyzed, do not replicate any single copyrighted expression contained within its training datasets.
Another lawsuit in copyright infringement cases, Kadrey vs. Meta Platforms, indicates that courts are skeptical of claims that AI’s training processes equate to copyright infringement. This skepticism is rooted in the stringent legal definition of derivative work, which necessitates a work to be significantly recast, transformed, or adapted from preexisting materials. Additionally, many of the claims were preempted by copyright law, emphasizing that only direct violations related to specific copyright provisions are actionable. Most importantly, the lack of significant similarity between the copyrighted materials and the AI-generated content further complicates claims of infringement.
This discussion invites a broader reflection on the very purpose of copyright law as outlined in the U.S. Constitution. The copyright clause aims to “promote the progress of science and useful arts,” suggesting that copyright law should facilitate—not hinder—innovation and creativity. By labeling the training of AI as copyright infringement, we risk contravening this constitutional directive, stifling the advancement of science and the arts. 
Copyright was conceived as a means to encourage creators by providing them with a limited privilege over their works, thereby incentivizing the production of new knowledge and artistic expressions. This incentive structure is predicated on the belief that creativity and innovation flourish when authors and artists can derive tangible benefits from their creations.
The Role of Creativity
Understanding human creativity is pivotal to this discourse. Creativity is not merely a byproduct of accessing information or mastering a discipline; it encompasses intuition, emotional experiences, unique perceptions, and an amalgamation of complex cognitive processes. While careful study may enable one to technically imitate the style of artists like Vincent Van Gogh, this imitation does not capture the essence of creativity. Van Gogh’s unique style was not just a result of his technique, but also of his personal experiences, perceptions, and even his color blindness. This underscores a crucial point: Although we can share knowledge and techniques, the resources from which we draw our creative inspiration are profoundly personal and unique. Consequently, even with the same knowledge, each individual’s creative expression remains distinctly their own.
What is known as AI’s “creativity” is fundamentally different. It is based on data analysis, pattern recognition, and the application of algorithms. Without data, AI lacks the capability to learn, innovate, or exhibit anything resembling human creativity. This distinction underscores OpenAI’s assertion that AI’s functionality and potential are inextricably linked to its ability to access and learn from a broad spectrum of data, including copyrighted content.

Human creativity is necessary for broader technological innovation. AI trades off. 
Dr. Chris Meyer & Dr. Gina O'Connor 21, Lecturer at Baruch College (CUNY) and an affiliate faculty member at Babson College Executive Education’s Corporate Innovation Practice, and Gina, Professor of Innovation Management at Babson College who teaches breakthrough innovation at Babson Executive Education, “Here's What AI Will Never Be Able to Do”, https://www.entrepreneur.com/science-technology/heres-what-ai-will-never-be-able-to-do/366900
Human creativity is visionary in ways that AI can't be
Apple's new products and business models relied on creativity and the ability to see beyond the known, not data analysis or AI. Creative leaders like Steve Jobs and Jony Ive could see the deficiencies in portable MP3 players, but no algorithm could have told them how to build an entirely new way to listen to music. The iPod, the iPhone, and the iPad emerged from their ability to envision ways to apply new technologies and their outstanding sense of user-centric design. Services like iTunes and the App Store stemmed from the company's commitment to provide entirely new and valuable experiences for consumers. Innovation, not AI or analytics, generated the returns that drive Apple's trillion-dollar valuation.
Nor could data be expected to produce such results. Quantitative techniques, even sophisticated ones like deep learning, are backward-looking, highly constrained, and reductionist. They begin with an established dataset and seek the best answer from a limited number of pre-defined choices. The very nature of data-driven tools makes them unsuited to coming up with bold, disruptive innovations — the kind of breakthroughs that lead to something entirely new. For example, one of the most promising AI technologies at the moment is the GPT-3 "few-shot" learning model, which has shown a modest ability to do some creative tasks like generating synthetic news articles and computer code. Today, though, its domain is primarily limited to natural language processing — and even that uses a model with 175 billion parameters.
Breakthrough innovation occurs because of ideas sparked by a serendipitous conversation, an unexpected finding in a lab, or the ability to connect disparate pieces of information from very different domains into a keen insight. When Jony Ive was hired at Apple, he had designed products ranging from telephones to toilets but had done nothing in the computer industry. Yet he was at the heart of Apple's new product successes for two decades because of his ability to envision how new technologies could build a world that did not yet exist.
Reliance on AI can actually hurt more than it helps
The danger companies today face is that an over-emphasis on AI and quantitative tools can potentially hinder breakthrough innovation. If each decision must be driven by data, how will a firm create something for which there is no relevant data? No algorithm can justify investing in and launching a breakthrough innovation.
Moreover, a firm's bandwidth for business improvement can be consumed by the use of analytical tools. In such cases, incremental innovation will rule the day. Renowned computer scientist Melanie Mitchell summarizes the trap that businesses fall prey to: "The race to commercialize AI has put enormous pressure on researchers to produce systems that work "well enough' on narrow tasks." Quantitative tools are powerful and exciting, but they can come to dominate a firm, keeping it focused on narrow tasks to the detriment of breakthrough innovation.
Extinction---breakthrough innovations are vital to stave off numerous existential threats.
Dr. Lucien von Schomberg 22, PhD, Lecturer in Creativity and Innovation at the University of Greenwich Business School, “RAISING THE SAIL OF INNOVATION: Philosophical Explorations on Responsible Innovation”, ebook
I then realized two things. First, the concept of innovation defines our age. It fuels the global economy, promises a sustainable future, and stands at the heart of our interconnected society. Not only was the underground surrounded with all kinds of innovations, but we have even reached a point in history where people are reading about innovation and – as the commuter would later confess – dream of becoming innovators themselves, for public icons like Steve Jobs and Elon Musk are praised in the same way artists and scientists were in previous times. Second, the concept of innovation is widely presupposed in terms of the commercial value it generates. In this view, innovation is only considered valuable insofar customers are willing to pay for it. As claimed in the tradition of economic analysis, innovation is characterized by its competitive dynamics and is primarily directed at developing marketable products and services (Stoneman 1995).
At the same time, our geopolitical landscape faces an unprecedented crisis, overwhelmed with global issues such as climate change, overpopulation, water shortage, a loss of biodiversity, food security, and the more recent COVID-19 pandemic. The reality of these issues increasingly urge innovation to generate societal value beyond mainstream economic incentive. This is particularly the case in the context of the European Union (EU), which strives to represent high ethical standards on the world stage and thus prioritizes normative objectives on its political agenda. To this end, the EU policy discourse has paved the way for Responsible Innovation (RI). The core idea here is to steer innovation processes towards societally desirable outcomes, specifically in response to the so-called grand challenges of our time (European Commission 2015). A frequently cited and particularly influential definition of RI calls for “a transparent, interactive process by which societal actors and innovators become mutually responsive to each other with a view on the (ethical) acceptability, sustainability and societally desirability of the innovation process and its marketable products” (von Schomberg 2013, p. 63). Under the sway of science with and for society, the hypothesis is that innovation can only respond to the needs and ambitions of society by including all its actors throughout the process. As such, in 2011, RI made its entry by the name of Responsible Research and Innovation (RRI) as a cross-cutting issue under the EU Framework Program for Research and Innovation ‘Horizon 2020’. More recently, RRI has been articulated in terms of six keys – ethics, societal engagement, gender equality, open science, science education, governance – through which the EU imposes a strong normative view of what constitutes responsibility in innovation processes (European Commission 2020).
Independently, allowing AI to monopolize creative work degrades the value of human existence. 
Dr. Ronald W. Dworkin 19. M.D., Ph.D, has practiced anesthesiology in a large medical center for thirty years, also teaches political philosophy in the George Washington University Honors Program, Senior Fellow at the Hudson Institute, “Artificial Intelligence: What’s to Fear?”, https://www.the-american-interest.com/2019/10/08/artificial-intelligence-whats-to-fear/
In 2017, scientists at Carnegie Mellon University shocked the gaming world when they programmed a computer to beat experts in a poker game called no-limit hold ’em. People assumed a poker player’s intuition and creative thinking would give him or her the competitive edge. Yet by playing 24 trillion hands of poker every second for two months, the computer “taught” itself an unbeatable strategy.
Many people fear such events. It’s not just the potential job losses. If artificial intelligence (AI) can do everything better than a human being can, then human endeavor is pointless and human beings are valueless.
Computers long ago surpassed humans in certain skills—for example, in the ability to calculate and catalog. Yet they have traditionally been unable to reproduce people’s creative, imaginative, emotional, and intuitive skills. It is why personalized service workers such as coaches and physicians enjoy some of the sweetest sinecures in the economy. Their humanity, meaning their ability to individualize services and connect with others, which computers lack, adds value. Yet not only does AI win at cards now, it also creates art, writes poetry, and performs psychotherapy. Even lovemaking is at risk, as artificially intelligent robots stand poised to enter the market and provide sexual services and romantic intimacy. With the rise of AI, today’s human beings seem to be as vulnerable as yesterday’s apes, occupying a more primitive stage of evolution.
But not so fast. AI is not quite the threat it is made out to be. Take, for example, the computer’s victory in poker. The computer did not win because it had more intuition; it won because it played a strategy called “game theory optimal” (GTO). The computer simply calculated the optimal frequency for raising, betting, and folding using special equations, independent of whatever cards the other players held. People call what the computer displayed during the game “intelligence,” but it was not intelligence as we traditionally understand it.
Such a misinterpretation of AI seems subtle and unimportant. But over time, spread out over different areas of life, misinterpretations of this type launch a cascade of effects that have serious psychosocial consequences. People are right to fear AI robots taking their jobs. They may be right to fear AI killer robots. But AI presents other, smaller dangers that are less exciting but more corrosive in the long run.
Loss of human dignity outweighs extinction.
Daniel Callahan 73. Fellow at the Institute of Society and Ethics, “The Tyranny of Survival”, google books
We come here to the fundamental moral dilemma. If, both biologically and psychologically, the need for survival is basic to man, and if survival is the precondition for any and all human achievements, and if no other rights make much sense without the premise of a right to life—then how will it be possible to honor and act upon the need for survival without, in the process, destroying everything in human beings which makes them worthy of survival. To put it more strongly, if the price of survival is human degradation, then there is no moral reason why an effort should be made to ensure that survival. It would be the Pyrrhic victory to end all Pyrrhic victories.

Advantage---EU Relations---1AC
The EU is clamping down on US AI technology. That threatens to derail US-EU cooperation.
Hadrien Pouget 23. Research analyst in AI Policy at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, master’s degree in technology policy from Cambridge. "Europe's AI Act Nears Finishing Line — Worrying Washington". CEPA. 5-1-2023. https://cepa.org/article/europes-ai-act-nears-finishing-line-worrying-washington/
European parliamentarians are considering additions to the initial Artificial Intelligence (AI) Act’s draft lists of either prohibited or high-risk applications.
The AI Act’s main thrust is to require programmers working on high-risk applications to document, test and take other safety measures. Parliament is poised to rope in more applications than initially proposed, including broad categories such as systems “likely to influence democratic processes like elections,” or “General Purpose AIs” which can be integrated into different applications, such as OpenAI’s ChatGPT.
Big Tech is predictably resistant. The US government has voiced concern. An increase in scope could raise overall transatlantic tensions surrounding tech regulation. So far, Washington has remained relatively silent as Europe clamps down on tech. Through the Trade and Technology Council, Washington and Brussels have focused on collaboration and expressed a desire to harmonize their regulatory approaches to AI.
A broadening of the AI Act could test this cooperative spirit. US companies and regulators were already worried about the AI Act, fearing it was trying to tackle too many applications and would become ineffective and burdensome. US actors are sensitive as the EU’s recent Digital Services Act and Digital Markets Act were perceived as unjustly targeting US companies. In this environment, an increase in the AI Act’s scope could risk losing the neutral appeal it enjoyed until now.
A looming collision must and can be avoided. US critics should recognize that the AI Act is not the “one-size-fits-all” solution it is often imagined to be. While the Act attaches a single set of generic requirements to high-risk AI systems, the requirements could — and should — be adapted to different applications. “Appropriate levels” of accuracy or robustness will be customized to different high-risk contexts. This would allow flexibility in enforcement and potential alignment with international standards — and the US and EU have already identified standards as an area for cooperation. Recent AI Act proposals also offer opt-out mechanisms for companies who do not think their AI systems pose any risks.
US attitudes are shifting in favor of regulation. Senate Majority Leader Chuck Schumer has announced an ambition to put together an AI policy framework as ChatGPT’s popularity has supercharged the discussion. While details remain scarce, Schumer’s statement suggests some unification of requirements for AI systems according to four guardrails: “who,” “where,” “how,” and “protect.” At the same time, the Department of Commerce has launched a request for comments on the development of AI audits and assessments, and the FTC has begun issuing pointed warnings about AI systems.
In this light, Washington and Brussels enjoy an opportunity to work together. The US and EU can partner on elaborating the technical standards and other concrete implementation details that will underpin both of their regulatory approaches. The EU, which is ahead of the US in some of these discussions, should invite and encourage this collaboration. Conversely, US lawmakers and federal agencies should take note of the EU’s approach as they implement their own requirements.
The European Parliament still must approve a text, and negotiations are stretching out. EU lawmakers reached a political agreement on April 27, and a key committee vote is scheduled for May 11. A full parliamentary vote will be in mid-June. Even then, the Parliament’s position will need to be reconciled with the Council of the European Union’s (formed of member states’ relevant ministers). Substantial changes remain on the table.
It is understandable that the EU’s broadening of the AI Act’s scope (or the threat of broadening) makes Americans nervous. The US should come to the EU with targeted suggestions, as its domestic conversation around AI risks matures. A productive dialogue over AI regulation remains possible — and necessary.
Generative AI is coming under particular scrutiny. Italy has already banned it and other countries could follow. 
Kim Davis 23. Editor at large at MarTech with over a decade of experience covering emerging technology. "ChatGPT under threat from European regulators". MarTech. 4-3-2023. https://martech.org/chatgpt-under-threat-from-european-regulators/
On Friday, Italian regulators imposed a ban on generative AI tool ChatGPT with immediate effect while giving its creator, OpenAI, 20 days to address concerns about the way data is collected and processed under penalty of a fine of $21.7 million or up to 4% of annual revenues (whichever is greater).
There have been indications that other European regulators may swiftly follow suit. Reports suggest that France is conducting its own inquiry; Ireland has asked Italy for more details about the basis for the ban; and the German data commissioner has said that the same action could “in principle” be taken in Germany.
Why we care. Given the immense excitement created by the availability of ChatGPT and similar tools, it was perhaps too easy to overlook warnings emerging from the legal profession over the last few months that it could run afoul of European data regulations — regulations which, in many ways, have become a de facto global standard.
If the questions that arise need to work their way through the European legal system for adjudication, that could take some time, of course. But it’s clear that regulators in European nations can take swift action in the meantime.
Lawful bases for processing data. One fundamental challenge for large language models like ChatGPT is that under European law, specifically the GDPR, there are only six lawful bases for processing personal data at all (data that can be used directly to identify an individual or indirectly to identify an individual in combination with other information). The bases are:
Consent.
Performance of a contract.
A legitimate interest.
A vital interest (a matter of life and death).
A legal requirement.
A public interest.
To the extent a large language model is being trained on data obtained without explicit consent, it’s by no means clear that any of these bases are applicable — unless, perhaps, one makes the bold assumption that the availability of AI solutions is in the public interest.
Specifically, they’re adopting a licensing-based approach to copyright. Only the plan can harmonize US and EU approaches to AI regulation. 
Ed Nawotka 24. Senior international and bookselling editor of New York trade magazine Publishers Weekly. "European Publishers Praise New EU AI Law". PublishersWeekly. 2-2-2024. https://www.publishersweekly.com/pw/by-topic/digital/copyright/article/94242-european-publishers-praise-new-eu-ai-law.html
The Federation of European Publishers (FEP) was quick to praise the passage of new legislation by the European Union that, among its provisions, requires "general purpose AI companies" to respect copyright law and have policies in place to this effect.
FEP officials called the EU Artificial Intelligence (AI) Act, which passed on February 2, the "world’s first concrete regulation of AI," and said that the legislation seeks to "ensure the ethical and human-centric development of this technology and prevent abusive or illegal practices law, which also demands transparency about what data is being used in training the models."
"This transparency obligation is essential to allow publishers to enforce their rights and ensure that their works have not been used illegally for the training of an AI," wrote the FEP in a press release supporting the passing of the legislation. "It will complement existing copyright obligations that notably allow rights holders to opt-out their works from Text-and-Data mining uses and support the development of a licensing eco-system."
More than 200 organizations in Europe's creative and cultural sectors had lobbied in support of the legislation, arguing that the rapid development of AI has been enabled by the illegal use of copyright-protected works to train the models, and was conducted without any disclosure—or remuneration—to those whose protected work was used. "The deployment of generative AI has already destabilized the market, flooding it with AI content and often without informing consumers of the origin of the content," the FEP wrote.
“In a context where, both in the EU and internationally, the abuses of AI are more and more documented and contested, the EU has once again the opportunity to set a world standard in digital regulation, and allow AI to unleash its potential without infringing the rights of others," Ricardo Franco Levi, president of the FEP, said.
The hope is that, in passing this "light touch" legislation, the EU will be able to "protect creators and rights holders, foster partnerships, and drive innovation," the FEP said. "It emphasizes that implementing these obligations is not only ethically sound, but positions the EU as a global leader in AI regulation, promoting value creation and innovation within the region."
US action on AI regulation is necessary to improve relations and set global standards on technology. 
Paresh Dave 23. Senior writer for WIRED, covering the inner workings of big tech companies. He was previously a reporter for Reuters and the Los Angeles Times. "The EU Urges the US to Join the Fight to Regulate AI". Wired. 7-16-2023. https://archive.ph/4kqPo#selection-2385.0-2385.6
THE WORLD'S MOST valuable and dominant internet companies are based in the US, but the nation’s unproductive lawmakers and business-friendly courts have effectively outsourced the regulation of tech giants to the EU. That has given tremendous power to Didier Reynders, the European commissioner for justice, who is in charge of crafting and enforcing laws that apply across the 27-nation bloc. After nearly four years on the job, he’s tired of hearing big talk from the US with little action.
Ahead of his latest round of biannual meetings with US officials, including attorney general Merrick Garland in Washington, DC, tomorrow, Reynders told WIRED why the US needs to finally step up, where a probe into ChatGPT is headed, and why he made contentious comments about one of the world’s most prominent privacy activists. His bicoastal tour began with a Waymo robotaxi ride through San Francisco (he gave it a rave review) and include meetings with Google and California’s privacy czar.
On the Costs of US Inaction
It’s been five years since the EU’s stringent privacy law, the GDPR, went into effect, giving Europeans new rights to protect and control their data. Reynders has heard a series of proposals for how the US could follow suit, including from Meta CEO Mark Zuckerberg and other tech executives, Facebook whistleblowers, and members of Congress and federal officials. But he says there has been no “real follow up.”
Although the US Federal Trade Commission has reached settlements with tech companies requiring diligence with user data under threat of fines, Reynders is circumspect about their power. “I'm not saying that this is nothing,” he says, but they lack the bite of laws that open the way to more painful fines or lawsuits. “Enforcement is of the essence,” Reynders says. “And that's the discussion that we have with US authorities.”
Now Reynders fears history is repeating with AI regulation, leaving this powerful category of technology unchecked. Tech leaders such as Sam Altman, CEO of ChatGPT developer OpenAI, says they want new safeguards, but American lawmakers seem unlikely to pass new laws.
“If you have a common approach in the US and EU, we have the capacity to put in place an international standard,” Reynders says. But if the EU’s forthcoming AI Act isn’t matched with US rules for AI, it will be more difficult to ask tech giants to be in full compliance and change how the industry operates. “If you’re doing that alone, like for the GDPR, that takes some time and it slowly spreads to other continents,” he says. “With real action on the US side, together, it will be easier.” 
On ChatGPT’s Data-Gobbling and Policy-Lobbying
ChatGPT is in the crosshairs of both privacy and AI-specific regulatory efforts.
OpenAI in April updated its privacy options and disclosures after Italy’s data protection authority temporarily blocked ChatGPT, but the conclusions of a full investigation into the company’s GDPR compliance is due by October, the country's regulator says. And an EU-wide data protection task force expects by year’s end to hand down common principles for all member nations on dealing with ChatGPT, Reynders says. All that could force OpenAI to make further adjustments to its chatbot's data collection and retention.
More broadly, while OpenAI’s Altman has supported calls for new rules governing AI systems, he has also expressed concern about overregulation. In May, headlines thundered that he had threatened to pull services from the EU. Altman has said his comments were taken out of context and that he does want to help define policy.
Otherwise, differing standards will tank transatlantic relations.
Ulrike Franke 21. Senior policy fellow at ECFR. She writes on German and European security and defence, the future of warfare, and the impact of new technologies such as drones and artificial intelligence. "Artificial divide: How Europe and America could clash over AI". ECFR. 1-20-2021. https://ecfr.eu/publication/artificial-divide-how-europe-and-america-could-clash-over-ai/
Obstacles to cooperation
Both sides of the Atlantic are already motivated to cooperate with each other on AI. But, despite these shared interests, transatlantic cooperation on AI may not be straightforward. Four trends, in particular, could pose problems: transatlantic estrangement; European digital autonomy efforts; differing views on China; and, potentially, Brexit.
Transatlantic estrangement
The transatlantic alliance has had a bad four years. The Trump administration’s criticism of the United Nations and the World Trade Organization, the president’s threats to leave NATO, and his active criticism of the EU all made Europeans wonder whether they had lost their most important partner. Moreover, in light of the conflict over 5G, in the minds of many Europeans, technology in particular has become an area that creates conflict in the transatlantic relationship rather than fostering cooperation.
Although transatlantic relations are likely to improve under Biden, substantial damage has been done, and it will take some time to mend these ties. But, even if relations improve, it is becoming increasingly obvious that US has a diminishing interest in Europe as a geopolitically important part of the world. This trend was already visible under Trump’s predecessor, Barack Obama. It is, therefore, unsurprising that, on technology cooperation, both sides emphasise the importance of working with other actors as well as each other. The US National Security Commission on AI, for example, recommends that the US Departments of State and Defense “should negotiate formal AI cooperation agreements with Australia, India, Japan, New Zealand, South Korea, and Vietnam”. Its March 2020 report emphasises on several occasions the importance of the Five Eyes intelligence alliance. Meanwhile, Europeans are pursuing the idea of an alliance for multilateralism. And, on technology and AI more specifically, they have also begun to reach out to other democratic allies.
European digital autonomy
The most important aspect of transatlantic estrangement, however, is not the loss of trust between the US and Europe – which they will eventually reverse. Rather, during the four years of the Trump administration, and partly in response to isolationist tendencies in the US, Europeans have become much more comfortable talking about European strategic autonomy or sovereignty. Without encouraging the narrative that these efforts are directed against the US, or were primarily an answer to Trump, Europeans aim to empower Europe as an actor in its own right. In the technological realm, this led to the idea of European digital sovereignty, the aim of which is to build up European technological capabilities. Although European digital sovereignty is not specifically targeted at the US, it has led, among other things, to efforts such as the possible regulation of American technology companies and concerns over American firms acquiring European start-ups. European campaigners and some policymakers believe US tech giants such as Google, Apple, Facebook, and Amazon are forces to protect against. European thinking on technology partly developed in opposition to the US and US companies. Thus, European efforts to build up digital sovereignty may impede transatlantic cooperation.
The EU’s effort to strengthen ethical AI, and to make ‘trustworthy AI’ a unique selling point for Europe, might also end up creating problems for transatlantic cooperation. Many EU policymakers believe that the EU’s insistence on ethical AI will eventually become a location advantage for Europe (much like data privacy): as more people become concerned about unethical AI and data security, they will prefer to use or buy AI ‘made in Europe’ rather than elsewhere. In this respect, two European aims are at odds with each other: on the one hand, Europeans want to ensure that AI is developed and used in an ethical way. Partnering with a powerful player such as the US on this matter should be an obvious way to help them achieve this goal. However, if the EU considers ethical AI not just a goal for humanity but a development that may also create commercial advantages for Europe, then transatlantic cooperation on this issue is counterproductive, as it would undermine Europe’s uniqueness.
Finally, many Europeans have expressed scepticism about the extent to which Europe and the US are indeed aligned on ethical AI principles. For example, the Danish national AI strategy argues for a common ethical and human-centred basis for AI. It describes ethical AI as a particularly European approach: “Europe and Denmark should not copy the US or China. Both countries are investing heavily in artificial intelligence, but with little regard for responsibility, ethical principles and privacy.” Many Europeans feel that the US “has no idea how to regulate” cyberspace and continues to show little enthusiasm for doing so. The EU, however, likes to think of itself as a trailblazer when it comes to digital rights, such as the 2014 “right to be forgotten” or the 2018 General Data Protection Regulation.
US-EU relations solve a litany of existential threats. Specifically, nuclear non-proliferation and climate change. 
Stuart Eizenstat 23. Former US ambassador to the EU in the Clinton administration. "Wanted: a new framework for US-EU relations". The Financial Times. 7-30-2023. https://archive.ph/QRUX9#selection-2409.0-2409.20
A new transatlantic framework between the US and EU, comparable to Nato, is needed in order to address the challenges of the 21st century. Nato is currently performing indispensable service in supporting Ukraine against Russian aggression, as it did in the 1990s in ending the wars in Bosnia and Kosovo. But the alliance is consuming all the attention of leaders on both sides of the Atlantic at a time when we face issues that go beyond its mandate. Military security, economic security and prosperity are intertwined and must be co-ordinated, not kept in separate silos.
Consider the challenges we face: the rise of China; the existential threat of climate change; securing fragile supply chains and critical minerals; transformational technologies like artificial intelligence; looming nuclear threats from Iran and North Korea; and the task of rebuilding Ukraine. All of these demand greater US-EU co-operation than ever before. 
Precedents for building this new relationship are plentiful: the 1990 Transatlantic Declaration under President George HW Bush; the 1995 New Transatlantic Agenda under Bill Clinton (which I helped negotiate); and the 2021 announcement of a “renewed Transatlantic partnership” that created the joint Trade and Technology Council, which is doing important work in a number of areas. More recently, the US and EU have worked closely together to impose on Russia the stiffest economic sanctions ever. Vladimir Putin’s efforts to break the transatlantic relationship have failed.
The US is the EU’s largest bilateral trade and investment partner. A third of transatlantic trade consists of intra-company transfers. And the percentage of investment in each other’s markets accounts for more than 30 per cent of total global investment. American companies invest more than three times as much in Ireland as they do in China.
But more is needed. While attendance by American presidents and European heads of state at Nato summits is automatic, summit meetings between US and EU leaders are sporadic at best. There is no common vision for the future and we each go our own ways on important initiatives without advance consultation with governments and businesses on the other side of the Atlantic.
In the past few weeks, with no US input, the European parliament adopted a sweeping law regulating AI, while the White House focused on a voluntary approach, with Congress yet to formally address the issue. Last year, Congress passed the Inflation Reduction Act to provide over $360bn in subsidies and tax incentives to US-based companies to encourage clean technologies, in effect excluding European ones.
With the COP28 summit approaching, the US and EU have starkly different approaches to climate change. Europe recently approved a carbon border adjustment mechanism to tax carbon intensive imports from the US and elsewhere, and has a cap and trade system, which America has rejected.
Nuclear non-proliferation solves global arms racing and war. An effective EU relationship is key. 
Federica Mogherini 18. High Representative of the European Union for Foreign Affairs and Security Policy. “The EU as a Global Non-Proliferation Actor”. http://www.iai.it/sites/default/files/eunpd_e-newsletter_1.pdf
“In times of global uncertainty, the European Union has become a global point of reference for all those who believe in non-proliferation and multilateralism.
Our partners know where we stand. They know we are an honest broker, and we will always seek win-win solutions to preserve peace and security. And they know we have world-class expertise on non-proliferation – also thanks to the work of the European Network of Independent NonProliferation and Disarmament think-tanks. Independent analyses and recommendations are an essential contribution to our policy-making, so I am glad that the Council decided to extend our support to the network, also as a contribution to the implementation of the EU Strategy against proliferation of weapons of mass destruction.
This is a delicate moment for the global non-proliferation regime. The United States have decided to unilaterally re-impose sanctions on Iran, after their withdrawal from the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action – a multilateral agreement endorsed by the UN Security Council. Our European strategic and security interest is clearly to save the nuclear deal. So we have reacted decisively to protect both our security interests and our economic sovereignty.
This is also an incentive for Iran to continue comply with its nuclear restrictions. Any alternative could have tragic consequences – and it would make all of us less secure, both in Europe, in the United States and in the Middle East. Let us not forget: the nuclear deal with Iran has prevented a nuclear arms race in one of the most fragile regions in the world; it has ensured that Iran cannot acquire a nuclear weapon; it has brought economic benefits to the people of Iran; and it has opened new channels for diplomacy and dialogue. Preserving the deal is in everyone's interest.
Preserving the deal is also essential to the credibility of multilateral diplomacy and the global nonproliferation regime. This is even more important as talks on the North Korean nuclear programme are ongoing. We have always believed that sustainable peace requires a complete, verifiable and irreversible de-nuclearisation of the Korean peninsula. The path will not be easy and negotiations could take time. But this is the only way to achieve an agreement that can stand the test of time. So our policy of "critical engagement" is more valid than ever. The European Union keeps standing for maximum pressure on North Korea, as we support the diplomatic track with all possible means.
Only diplomacy and dialogue can advance the cause of non-proliferation. We will continue to put our unparalleled expertise to the service of peace. From the Middle East to Asia-Pacific, from conventional to nuclear weapons, the European Union is playing its part. We owe it to our citizens and we owe it to the world.” 
Global proliferation ensures extinction.
Anna Bartoux 22. Research Intern for Nuclear Knowledges @ Center for International Studies, Sciences Po Paris, staff writer @ CPR, “The Bomb and Us: Why Gen Z Should Care About Nuclear Disarmament”, https://www.cpreview.org/blog/2022/2/the-bomb-and-us-why-gen-z-should-care-about-nuclear-disarmament
But our generation is gravely mistaken in its risk assessment. American and Russian nuclear arsenals remain alive and well today, and worse, they have been joined by nations such as India, Israel, North Korea and Pakistan. Many of us remain stubbornly attached to the theory of Mutually Assured Destruction, which argues the threat of nuclear retaliation against an attack provides an adequate safeguard against conflict escalation. Some scholars, including Kenneth Waltz, have gone so far as arguing that we should allow nuclear weapons proliferation as a method of promoting peace. However, this deterrence-based approach does not take into account the possibility of accidental and unauthorized nuclear explosions, or of nuclear terrorism, two very real menaces. Spreading nuclear weapons to less developed countries that may not have the means to safekeep them would drastically increase the chances of an unwanted detonation, potentially setting off a chain of catastrophes from which there will be no return. 

And, EU climate leadership solves global wars. 
Wolfgang Ischinger 20. Chairman of the Munich Security Conference and Former Deputy Foreign Minister of Germany; Former German Ambassador to the United Kingdom from 2006 to May 2008 and to the United States from 2001 to 2006. "Building Back a Better EU Foreign Policy: Climate and Security after COVID-19". Wilson Center. 9-30-2020. https://www.wilsoncenter.org/article/building-back-better-eu-foreign-policy-climate-and-security-after-covid-19 
After Us, the Floods
Last year’s apocalyptic wildfires in Australia and this January’s devastating floods in Jakarta gave us a glimpse of what is to come if we don’t act now. In fact, for many, the changing climate already poses a massive security threat. In 2019, 24.9 million people were internally displaced as a result of weather-related disasters. Absent drastic measures, such events will become even more frequent and destructive in the future. The World Bank estimates that by 2050, as a result of climate change, more than 140 million people could become internally displaced in Sub-Saharan Africa, South Asia, and Latin America alone.
These climate impacts can also undermine peace, particularly in fragile states. While the effect of climate change on armed conflict within states has only been modest so far, it is expected to rise with global temperatures. The same holds true for interstate conflicts, as climate change may exacerbate resource scarcity or create new and contested abundance, like in the Arctic. If we continue on the current path, climate change will become one of the most serious—if not the dominant threat—to individual and global security.
The COVID-19 crisis underscores that a 21st century understanding of security needs to include non-traditional threats like climate change and points to the importance of reflecting and integrating this broader concept of security in our domestic and foreign policies. Adapting our definition of national and international security is so important because it decisively influences the way we allocate our resources. Our collective lack of pandemic preparedness—despite ample warnings—has highlighted this fact in the most painful manner.
It is good that the strategic community increasingly embraces the link between security and climate change. Eight years ago, when we started to debate the issue in Munich on a regular basis, many were skeptical as to whether climate change was a relevant agenda item for a conference on security. That is certainly no longer the case, but political action has failed to match the rhetoric. This is particularly evident with regard to the weak implementation of the agreements reached at the UN Climate Change Conferences: rather than limiting global warming to 1.5°C, as governments agreed to in Paris in 2015, the world is currently heading for 3.2°C global warming by 2100. Reducing greenhouse gas emissions is the single most effective action we can take to limit climate-related security risks. Yet it is only due to the massive economic shock of a pandemic that 2020 may be the first year in which annual global emissions actually fall by the amount necessary to meet the Paris objectives.
Today, most people understand that no state can address global challenges like pandemics or climate change on its own. However, international efforts are being undermined as multilateral fora and instruments lose support and nationalism gains ground. The United States’ withdrawal from the Paris Agreement—and now possibly the World Health Organization—is a stark illustration of this trend. With governments understandably focused on addressing the public health emergency and economic downturn, the COVID-19 crisis has further contributed to the inward turn of many countries and diverted attention from more long-term policy objectives.
In order to offset these developments it is paramount to both strengthen the capacities of international and regional organizations and establish coalitions-of-the-willing that are able and willing to lead the way through the multilateral deadlock. Given their economic and political weight in the world, it is the European Union (EU) and its member states that have a particularly important role to play in this regard.


2AC Case – Generic
Solvency---Congress Key---1AC/2AC
Congressional intervention is key. 
Adriana Santoni Vicens 24. Associate at Dentons Global Advisors, a business management consulting firm, holds an M.A. in Political Science from NYU. "The future of journalism – defining copyright in the age of AI". Digital Content Next. 1-31-2024. https://digitalcontentnext.org/blog/2024/01/31/the-future-of-journalism-defining-copyright-in-the-age-of-ai/
A fork in the road for the industry
Following witness testimonies, committee members expressed their support of licensing agreements as a solution to some of the copyright issues raised by the interaction between AI and the news industry. Even more so, several committee members expressed their eagerness to tackle the issue directly and immediately.
Senator Mazie Hirono (D-HI) inquired whether Congress needed to enact legislation for these kinds of licensing procedures to be implemented, while Senator Blumenthal stated that when it comes to both licensing and Section 230 issues, Congress has an obligation to clarify current law, ensure that licensing is legally required and reinforce the inapplicability of Section 230. Somewhat surprisingly, it was some of the witnesses who pumped the legislative breaks on these comments. Regarding Senator Hirono’s comments, LeGeyt argued that such Congressional action would be premature while Coffey stated she believed the industry would prevail in addressing these issues through pending litigation.
What is undeniable, is that 2024 is set to be a landmark year for Congressional action on AI, and that copyright issues offer legislators a path to AI “victory” that is targeted, discreet, and not overtly controversial. Because of this, regardless of what was advocated for in this hearing, members of Congress can be expected to at the very least attempt to “clarify” the applicability of existing copyright law to generative AI models. Of course, the distinction between a limited clarification of current law and the outright enforcement of these types of agreements is up to legislators.
Solvency---Fair Use Now---1AC/2AC
AI-generated content is currently protected under fair use now.
Katherine *Klosek & Marjory S. **Blumenthal 24. *Director of Information Policy and Federal Relations, Association Of Research Libraries (ARL); **Senior Policy Fellow, American Library Association (ALA) Office Of Public Policy and Advocacy. "Training Generative AI Models on Copyrighted Works Is Fair Use". Association of Research Libraries. 1-23-2024. https://www.arl.org/blog/training-generative-ai-models-on-copyrighted-works-is-fair-use/
Among the proliferating AI-related litigation, the New York Times filed a copyright infringement lawsuit against Microsoft and OpenAI. Along with other allegations, the New York Times claims that Microsoft and OpenAI are infringing copyright when they train their large language models (LLMs) on material copyrighted by the Times.
OpenAI has responded that “training AI models using publicly available internet materials is fair use, as supported by long-standing and widely accepted precedents.” In a blog post about the case, OpenAI cites the Library Copyright Alliance (LCA) position that “based on well-established precedent, the ingestion of copyrighted works to create large language models or other AI training databases generally is a fair use.” LCA explained this position in our submission to the US Copyright Office notice of inquiry on copyright and AI, and in the LCA Principles for Copyright and AI.
LCA is not involved in any of the AI lawsuits. But as champions of fair use, free speech, and freedom of information, libraries have a stake in maintaining the balance of copyright law so that it is not used to block or restrict access to information. We drafted the principles on AI and copyright in response to efforts to amend copyright law to require licensing schemes for generative AI that could stunt the development of this technology, and undermine its utility to researchers, students, creators, and the public. The LCA principles hold that copyright law as applied and interpreted by the Copyright Office and the courts is flexible and robust enough to address issues of copyright and AI without amendment. The LCA principles also make the careful and critical distinction between input to train an LLM, and output—which could potentially be infringing if it is substantially similar to an original expressive work.
On the question of whether ingesting copyrighted works to train LLMs is fair use, LCA points to the history of courts applying the US Copyright Act to AI. For instance, under the precedent established in Authors Guild v. HathiTrust and upheld in Authors Guild v. Google, the US Court of Appeals for the Second Circuit held that mass digitization of a large volume of in-copyright books in order to distill and reveal new information about the books was a fair use. While these cases did not concern generative AI, they did involve machine learning. The courts now hearing the pending challenges to ingestion for training generative AI models are perfectly capable of applying these precedents to the cases before them.
Why are scholars and librarians so invested in protecting the precedent that training AI LLMs on copyright-protected works is a transformative fair use? Rachael G. Samberg, Timothy Vollmer, and Samantha Teremi (of UC Berkeley Library) recently wrote that maintaining the continued treatment of training AI models as fair use is “essential to protecting research,” including non-generative, nonprofit educational research methodologies like text and data mining (TDM). If fair use rights were overridden and licenses restricted researchers to training AI on public domain works, scholars would be limited in the scope of inquiries that can be made using AI tools. Works in the public domain are not representative of the full scope of culture, and training AI on public domain works would omit studies of contemporary history, culture, and society from the scholarly record, as Authors Alliance and LCA described in a recent petition to the US Copyright Office. Hampering researchers’ ability to interrogate modern in-copyright materials through a licensing regime would mean that research is less relevant and useful to the concerns of the day.
As the lawsuits illustrate, the availability of generative AI trained on datasets that include copyrightable material has raised questions about the intersection of copyright law and AI. But as discussed above, many of the questions raised have already been litigated. Nick Garcia, policy counsel at Public Knowledge, pointed out during a recent Chamber of Progress panel on AI, art, and copyright that concerns about web crawling to collect data—a practice that the Times takes issue with in its lawsuit—have been around for decades, and courts have found web crawling to be a fair use.
New York Times v. Microsoft et al. is, of course, just one legal battle through which the courts will interpret copyright law in the US, and it may be years before these cases are settled. Copyright law as it applies to AI will also be informed by the US Copyright Office Study, which will culminate in a report this year. LCA will monitor these lawsuits and pursue opportunities to advance the interests of scholars, educators, students, and the public via selected amicus briefs and discussions of the issues and the range of library concerns with legislators and regulators.
Add-On---Alignment---2AC
The plan creates aligned AI by forcing companies to train AI to respect human creativity. 
Lucas Coughlin 23. J.D. Candidate at the Chicago-Kent College of Law. "Compliance and Alignment: Ensuring Generative AI Stays Within the Bounds of Fair Use". Chicago-Kent Journal of Intellectual Property. 5-12-2023. https://studentorgs.kentlaw.iit.edu/ckjip/compliance-and-alignment-ensuring-generative-ai-stays-within-the-bounds-of-fair-use/
Possible Solution: Copyright Alignment
Though AI platforms seem to bear copyright liability risks, prospects of enforcement are diminished by the diffuse nature of the internet and the high cost of copyright enforcement against diffuse parties. Hardline rulings against AI platforms might induce flight of this productive industry to other countries and would do little to prevent computer-savvy individuals across the world from distributing similar models based on open-source code. [31] A more likely solution is that AI companies, wishing to respect intellectual property and preserve the role of human artists, will self-regulate their platform’s use of copyrighted material as part of their overall mission for human-friendly or “aligned” AI. [32]
Incentives to Self-Regulate
AI systems rely on human-created works, and their capacity to process more of these works has coincided with more sophisticated and useful outputs. [33] As the amount of available work declines, some researchers have speculated that the rate of improvement in these programs will be frustrated by a lack of new examples. [34] If human creative work is disincentivized by marketplace preference for AI, the ill effects of a restrained training set may be compounded.
Creators and executives in AI are also weary of potential social risks posed by their products. The worry manifests in AI’s alignment research subfield, which is primarily dedicated to studying how AI systems behave and how to prevent their engaging in misanthropic behavior. This field studies possible harms that could result from AI systems and how they can be mitigated. Though its primary focus is on scenarios like an AI system independently accessing nuclear codes, there is no reason to exclude more immediate concerns from consideration as these platforms develop. [35] Art and creative work have profound social importance, and discouraging creative thinking by automation could impose unforeseen consequences on the future of humanity. [36]
A thoughtful compliance regime could prevent direct copying without imposing heavy burdens on AI systems. Part of the solution might be to configure AI platforms so that they are biased away from directly reproducing instances of training data. A recent paper by engineers Giorgio Franceschelli and Mirco Musolesi shows that language-learning models can be trained to avoid outputting materials that are within a specified degree of similarity to copyrighted training data. [37] Though the experiments described in the paper were conducted on a language model much smaller than any commercially available model, and though the mathematical definition the paper uses for copyright violation might not withstand judicial scrutiny, the experiment nonetheless shows the feasibility of guardrails that protect against direct infringement of copyrighted works.
This solution may decrease the risk of an offending end product but does not address the underlying copying to which many artists object. As opposed to a system that makes close copies of its training data, a system that self-regulates against near reproduction of inputs improves its case for Fair Use. Still, the vagaries of the Fair Use doctrine, the strength of the market harms factor, and imperfections in the implementation of an AI system’s potential guardrails would all mean a continued threat of liability. Aside from legal risks, socially conscious AI companies might try to maintain good relationships with human artists and respect their preferences by allowing them to “opt-out” of their data scraping operations. At least one AI company has signaled a willingness to honor artists who have added their works to a “do not scrape” database. [39] Though this shifts the burden to artists where it should arguably be on the copying party, it is much easier for an artist to identify her own works than for employees at an AI company to check the copyright status of millions of images and texts. [40] This method would also only work on AI companies conscientious enough to respect artists’ rights. As AI models multiply, the likelihood of widespread compliance with such self-imposed limitations diminishes. As of today, however, the high computing power needed to run a commercially available AI restricts such platforms’ operation to a few companies. These companies may be responsible for establishing the norms and culture, along with the code, that shape the future of AI.
Misaligned AI causes extinction and outweighs nuclear war. 
Dr. David Denkenberger 20, PhD in Engineering, Assistant Professor at Tennessee State University, with Alexei Turchin, advisory board member at the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies, contributor at the Science for Life Extension Foundation, “Classification of Global Catastrophic Risks Connected with Artificial Intelligence”, https://philpapers.org/rec/TURCOG-2
According to Yampolskiy (Yampolskiy 2016), the probability and seriousness of AI failures will increase with time. We estimate that they will reach their peak between the appearance of the first self-improving AI and the moment that an AI or group of AIs reach global power, and will later diminish, as late-stage AI halting seems to be a low-probability event.
AI is an extremely powerful and completely unpredictable technology, millions of times more powerful than nuclear weapons. Its existence could create multiple individual global risks, most of which we can't currently imagine. We present several dozen separate global risk scenarios connected with AI in this article, but it is likely that some of the most serious are not included. The sheer number of possible failure modes suggests that there are more to come.
Add-On---Alignment---1AR
Developing good AI is possible, but it requires harmonizing AI’s values with human ones. 
Claudio Novelli 22. Postdoctoral Research Fellow at the Centre for Digital Ethics (CEDE), Department of Legal Studies, Unibo. PhD in Law, Science and Technology at CIRSFID. PhD in cotutelle in Droit at the Faculty of Law, Economics and Finance (FDEF), University of Luxembourg. “AI AND LEGAL PERSONHOOD: A THEORETICAL SURVEY.” http://amsdottorato.unibo.it/10392/1/Legal%20Personhood_A%20theoretical%20survey%20%281%29.pdf. 
One of the main missions of AI governance is value harmonisation for design, development, and deployment of AI technologies. As accountability regimes govern moral expectations and claims in social interactions, they promote alignment on specific values and beliefs (Dubnick, 2011). In AI, accountability fosters convergence towards values like fairness, inclusivity, and transparency. Under this governance mission, the goal of compliance should be emphasised. Value harmonisation engenders trust (Taddeo, 2017), which is another key mission of AI governance, one for which accountability plays a key role. Good governance ensures that expectations about the benefits of AI technologies are met. This requires understanding technological potential and risks, building an appropriate infrastructure to integrate AIs into specific environments, and developing safe, robust, and efficient AIs. Accountability rules, both proactively and reactively, introduce oversight and transparency mechanisms throughout the life cycle of AIs, and thus play a central role in fostering trust in AI. The greater the legal certainty on accountability schemes, the greater the public and private trust in AIs. AI market growth comes through legal certainty and widespread trust. Under this governance mission, oversight and report should be emphasised. To drive its impact on society, governance policies must distribute the costs and risks of AI. An efficient allocation of social costs should incentivise technological innovation, prevent or minimise damage, and ensure redress for victims. As accountability regimes assign duties and liabilities for social activities, they also distribute negative externalities. There will be different social effects depending on how the accountability burdens are distributed among stakeholders of AIs. The AI Act, for example, places most of the accountability burdens on developers and providers of high-risk AIs. 22 Under this governance mission, the focus should be on enforcement.
Add-On---Alignment---AT: AGI not possible---1AR
Their defense is dated---doesn’t assume new computing advances
Kyle O’Brien 22, Software Engineer and Data Scientist at Microsoft, where he reviews the ethics and risks of newly developed AI solutions, “We Don’t Know How To Make AGI Safe”, https://towardsdatascience.com/we-dont-know-how-to-make-agi-safe-f13ae837b05c
These concerns are not as pressing if AGI is impossible, requires a paradigm shift away from deep learning, or some fundamental breakthrough in our understanding of intelligence. However, we may not be so lucky. There is a growing opinion that we may be able to achieve AGI with techniques similar to today’s deep learning systems with ever more compute. This scenario is called “prosaic AGI,” where we achieve AGI through prosaic (mundane) techniques. This possibility has begun to be taken seriously due to recent advances in large NLP language models pioneered by the transformers architecture. Computer scientists have observed that the training loss for models can decrease linearly with respect to additional compute [8]. As compute becomes cheaper as we follow Moore’s Law, we may observe a trend where existing models become more powerful without significant technological advances. Progress may accelerate by coupling prosaic advances with genuine computer science breakthroughs.
The key takeaway is that if this prosaic approach provides a plausible path to AGI, we may have less time to address many problems with deep learning that can pose risks to humans. Contemporary problems around discriminatory algorithms may become even more damaging as these models become more powerful and effective. A virtuous tool for good actors that can quickly become a weapon in the hands of bad actors. Furthermore, as we’ll explore in the next section, there are many open questions about how we’ll align AGI systems with human values.
Journalism Advantage
Journalism---AT: Alt Causes---2AC
Journalism has survived alt causes, but it can’t survive AI. 
Maggie Harrison Dupre 24. Staff writer. "Former Google News Director Admits Big Tech Is Killing Journalism". Futurism. 2-7-2024. https://futurism.com/former-google-news-director-big-tech-journalism
Between many massive rounds of industry layoffs, a changing technological landscape, and increasingly eroding public trust in the news, the future of journalism is muddier than ever. And according to one former Big Tech executive? Big Tech's current project, generative AI, might put a nail in the media's coffin — or at the very least, fundamentally change what journalism is and how it's consumed.
In an opinion column for The Washington Post, ex-Googler Jim Albrecht — who until 2023 was the senior director for the search giant and major AI player's news ecosystem products division — argues that AI is the real "wolf" that threatens the business of journalism. Ever since the internet rose to prominence, the media industry has bickered with tech giants over things like search results and compensation models; but with AI now able to both paraphrase and deliver news, argues Albrecht, these qualms may already be mute.
"To me, watching publishers bicker about payment for search results while [large language models (LLMs)] advanced at a silent, frenetic pace," Albrecht recalled, "was like watching people squabble about the floral arrangements at an outdoor wedding while the largest storm cloud you can imagine moves silently closer."
And now, due to this "new technology," the ex-Googler continues, we're entering a digital world in which platforms "might not need to link to news sites at all — they can just take the news, have a robot rewrite it and publish it in their own products."
In other words, if chatbots become the consumer's go-to means of finding and interpreting news, quarrels over compensation and algorithmic changes won't matter, as readers may not feel inclined to go to a publisher's website at all. The media industry's current revenue model isn't just flipped on its head, but shattered. In an AI-powered news ecosystem, who becomes the arbiter of information?
Albrecht isn't the first to seriously consider this future. In its recently-leveled lawsuit against OpenAI, The New York Times doesn't just argue that OpenAI has violated its copyrighted work. It argues that OpenAI has used the NYT's journalism to build a competing product — indeed, as Albrecht suggests, a product that can swallow up the work of the NYT's human journalists and regurgitate it for readers.
Whatever the outcome, the lawsuit stands to be a landmark case. But it'll be a while until we have a verdict, and in the meantime it's worth reflecting on some of the ironies that Big Tech faces in this growing media dilemma.
For years, platforms like Google and Facebook have defended themselves against accusations of revenue theft on grounds that they were only vehicles for news delivery — the humble envoy of useful information from the desks of journalists to the eyeballs of readers. Now, though, as apps like ChatGPT and Microsoft's Bing Search and Google's Search Generative Experience enter the collective digital fold, Big Tech platforms are suddenly finding themselves creators of news content and the voice through which it's heard.
That's a very different role, and one with its own set of challenges, ethics, and consequences. And though AI, in its current form, is nowhere near advanced enough to reliably deliver accurate news and information, Big Tech companies have made it very clear that they're determined to take on the role of news arbiter and creator nonetheless. (Of course, as this happens, many corners of the media industry are likely to be crushed or permanently altered under platforms' giveth-and-taketh thumbs.)
In one particularly compelling example of what the news industry could soon look like, Albrecht, in his column, presents an imagined information world where various AI agents communicate with each other and ultimately to the consumer. In this imagined day-to-day digital life, individual newspapers and otherwise news outlets have their own chatbots; these chatbots communicate with your personal AI assistant, which, per Albrecht, will "brief you on the news, your day, your emails; respond for you; answer your questions; help with your work." This assistant will be hyper-personalized, as will the news you consume — an already tangible element of the digital news economy that's come with its own set of risks and dangers.
And yet, in this speculative future, the full role of journalists remains unclear.
Journalism and journalists are as necessary as they've ever been. Plus, though ChatGPT might be able to paraphrase news right now, it can't actually do the work of journalism — like speaking to sources, for example. The question really at the heart of the media's growing AI problem, then, is not whether journalists are necessary, but whether the generative AI-driven ambitions of Big Tech companies will allow for a functioning — not even asking for healthy here, just baseline functioning! — media economy. (Nevermind that in reality Google's news algorithms continue to crumble under the onslaught of often garbage-quality AI text and imagery online.)
Anyway. Could the proliferation of AI-generated content backfire spectacularly in the face of AI companies? Maybe. Could ongoing and future legal battles carve new revenue models for journalistic institutions in the AI age? Hopefully!
But as it stands, the media's AI-entangled future remains as uncertain as its present. And though recent decades have watched the industry go through several technological shifts, Big Tech's most recent project will likely have a more explicit impact on news and information creation and sharing than ever before — and what remains of the media industry when the dust settles is the multibillion-dollar question.
Journalism is on the brink. AI is the second punch that kills it.
Marcy Burstiner 24. educational news director for News Decoder. She is a graduate of the Columbia Journalism School and professor emeritus of journalism and mass communication at the California Polytechnic University, Humboldt in California, . "Even AI thinks journalism is essential". News Decoder. 4-1-2024. https://news-decoder.com/even-ai-thinks-journalism-is-essential/
I asked ChatGPT, a popular AI app, to answer this question: Can journalism survive AI?
The reason I gave it this task is because of a rather depressing report that just came out from the Brookings Institute on that very question.
Brookings, a think tank out of Washington, D.C., concluded that the domination of such things as search, advertising and data have “decimated” the journalism industry. Artificial intelligence is the second punch that could kill journalism if the organizations that produce it can’t adapt.
In response to my inquiry, ChatGPT argued: “While AI can automate certain aspects of the news-gathering process, it cannot replicate the creativity and intuition that drive groundbreaking investigative journalism. Uncovering corruption, exposing injustice and giving voice to marginalized communities require human reporters to delve deep into stories, connect with sources and unearth truths that may be hidden beneath the surface.”
It concluded: ”AI can complement journalism, but it cannot replace it.”
So even AI acknowledges that it can’t replace journalism.
Can an algorithm act as a watchdog?
If AI could replace journalism, then the only thing we’d need to worry about is that the journalists who make their livelihood reporting news and digging out corruption and malfeasance would have to find another line of work.
And really, the beauty of a robot reporting corruption is that it is difficult to kidnap a robot or threaten its family — the types of intimidation faced by hundreds of journalists trying to do their job around the world.
You could imagine some powerful world leader threatening Mark Zuckerberg’s life or family and as a result some tinkering is subsequently made to the AI algorithm. But then the same thing could be happening now to the heads of news organizations who then subsequently pull back their journalists from various news beats. Since those news organizations are the ones who report news, would we ever know that was happening?
The reality is that artificial intelligence could kill journalism without replacing it, leaving people without information they can rely on. When there are no reliable, credible sources of news, rumors spread and take on a life of their own. People panic and riot and revolt based on fears born from misinformation. Lawlessness prevails.
Right now, entire news organizations are disappearing. The Brookings report found that last year some 2.5 local news outlets folded every week in the United States.
Data collected by researcher Amy Watson in August 2023 found that in the UK, each year over a 10-year period ending 2022, more news outlets closed than were launched. CNN reported in June 2023 that Germany’s biggest news organization, Bild, was laying off 20% of its employees, replacing them with artificial intelligence.
Journalism---Licensing Solves---2AC
Licensing can keep the journalism industry afloat.
Katyanna Quach 24. Reporter for The Register, primarily covering artificial intelligence (AI) and machine learning (ML). Her academic background is in astrophysics and science communicatio "Congress told AI firms should pay for copyrighted content". No Publication. 1-12-2024. https://www.theregister.com/2024/01/12/senate_committee_ai_journalism/
Roger Lynch, CEO of magazine publisher Condé Nast, disagreed. "Fair use is to allow criticism, parody, scholarship, research, news reporting," he told the senators. "The law is clear when there is an adverse effect on the market for the copyrighted material ... Fair use is not intended to simply enrich tech companies that prefer not to pay."
There are other ways that tools like ChatGPT can eat into publishers' profits beyond reproducing their stories. Danielle Coffey, CEO of the News/Media Alliance trade association, noted that chatbots designed to crawl the web and act like a search engine, like Microsoft Bing or Perplexity, can summarize articles too.
Readers could ask them to extract and condense information from news reports, meaning there would be less incentive for people to visit publishers' sites, leading to a loss of traffic and ad revenue. "There would be no business model for us in that ecosystem," she said during the hearing.
Licensing agreements will keep the journalism industry afloat since it'd give media outlets a way to make money from generative AI. The deals need to be negotiated in a way that wouldn't prevent smaller developers from building their own large language models. Jeff Jarvis, who recently retired from the City University of New York's Newmark Graduate School of Journalism, is against licensing for all uses and was afraid it could set precedents that would affect journalists and small, open source companies competing with Big Tech.
Impact---Polarization Outweighs---2AC
It's the highest magnitude issue. 
Cees J. Hamelink 20. Emeritus Professor of International Communication at the University of Amsterdam, “A Polarized Planet,” Communication and Peace: Celebrating Moments of Sheer Human Togetherness, edited by Cees J. Hamelink, Palgrave Macmillan UK, 2020, pp. 37–66 Springer Link, doi:10.1057/978-1-137-50354-1_2
Polarization
The Greek philosopher Herakleitos coined the phrase: “From differences results the most beautiful harmony”. Maybe he should have been somewhat more cautious because we are biologically, psychologically and linguistically wired to think in fragments as in most modern sciences where we are still haunted by Cartesian divisions. We understand the notion of “parts” better than the concept of “wholeness” because we tend to think in fragments and not in coherent patterns. Once we have fractured the world into stand-alone pieces, it is an illusion that simply connecting us through advanced technologies will create coherence. Through social media we connect but do not create togetherness. Common to all the forms of fragmentation—that I described—is a mode of thinking that William Isaacs (1999) called “thinking alone” which means being defensive about our positions, clinging to certainties and imposing judgements upon others. It reflects a binary discourse that categorizes people against each other. Men versus women, black versus white, impaired versus non-impaired, religious versus non-religious. Binary thinking fosters exclusion and discrimination. We have no shared discourse to converse about the fractures of humanity. Against this Isaacs argues that we need to “think together” which means listening, respecting, suspending assumptions and letting our inner voices speak up. “Thinking alone” fosters and feeds polarized fragmentation. The opposite poles are immobile and entrenched in their singular identities. Once people lose the capacity to think about themselves in terms of multiple identities, they are ready to believe that the others deserve to be dehumanized and eventually to be eliminated. The belief in singular identities tends to see violence as only way to protect your own identity. When fragmentation gets polarized, conflicting parties tend to forget that all have multiple identities and that identities are not static but dynamic lest we become each others’ enemies. Our identities and those of others are permanently in flow. We are “flaneurs” as Walter Benjamin phrased it. Especially in global cities there is a constant interaction between multiple identities and we need to reclaim the capacity to celebrate this. The city can only survive if we dance in the streets! There are no fixed identities; they are constructed labels for convenient purposes such as domination. Identities are fluid. As Kwame Appiah says in an interview with the Financial Times (31 August 2018) “Still, whatever their religion, sexuality, racial identity, or nationality, people should have a lighter hand with their use of these identity categories in a way that would mean that moments in our cultures where conflicts arise might be somewhat defused”. Essential identities do not exist however much many people care about them and get angry when what see as their identity is not taken sufficiently seriously. Identity can only develop in interaction with others. Appiah, “Beginning in infancy, it is in dialogue with other people’s understandings of who I am that I develop a conception of my own identity” (Appiah 2007, 20). As Appiah argues identity is not an authentic inner essence but it is—in the words of Charles Taylor—dialogically constituted. “Individuality presupposes sociability” (ibidem, 20) since we are social beings as Aristotle already knew. In Appiah’s felicitous phrasing “so much we care about is collectively created” (ibidem, 20). We should understand that our individual identities have strong collective dimensions… “because they are constituted in part by socially transmitted conceptions of how a person of that identity properly behaves” (ibidem, 21). In processes of polarization, the narratives about who we are tend to be narrowed down to the stories of others who think like us and behave like we do. The collective dimension impoverishes and the dialogical construction of our identity allows the input of a limited set of voices only. There is grave danger in the frozen identities to which the so-called nationalist/populist identity politicians greatly contribute. We need to answer this polarization of dividedness with creativity and flexibility, with storytelling, theatre, music and dance. Once dividedness polarizes, it paralyzes communities and stands in the way of their resilience. With polarization, the de-escalation of conflicts becomes practically impossible because conversation is no longer possible. Polarization confronts us with the most dangerous of all fractures. Humans have managed to create a formidable enemy—Mother Gaia—and we need protection against her devastating anger. A deeply polarized human species is unable to provide this protection that needs to be based upon togetherness, thinking together and conversing together.
Existential Risk
The accumulation of the fractures into polarization causes the human species—in the beginning of the twenty-first century—to face once again deep existential risks. Those are the risks where humankind as a whole is imperilled as they imply major adverse consequences for the course of human civilization for all time to come. Risks in this category are a recent phenomenon. This is part of the reason why it is useful to distinguish them from other risks. We have not evolved mechanisms, either biologically or culturally, for managing the present risks (Bostrom 2002) that are largely “unintended consequences of radicalized modernity” (Beck 1999, 3). The concern about the extinction of the species we belong to is based on carcinogenic ingredients in food supplies, organized (cyber-)crime, pollution by poisonous materials (acid rains, chemical products), series of natural disasters (asteroids, comets, volcanoes), genetic experiments, collapse of financial markets, the scarcity of water and energy sources, infectious pandemic diseases, the consequences of genetic engineering, artificial intelligence or molecular manufacturing, or on increasing global inequalities that endanger economies and politics (Stiglitz 2013). There is the persistent risk of nuclear, chemical and biological warfare with the observation that for the first time in history weapons of mass destruction and the knowledge of how to manufacture them are available for individuals and small groups. There is also climate change, the loss of biological diversity and the largely underrated issue of overpopulation.2 The human species has survived over centuries many risks but contemporary risks have a planetary scale and “In the charged reflexive settings of high modernity, living on ‘automatic pilot’ becomes more and more difficult to do, and it becomes less and less possible to protect any lifestyle, no matter how firmly pre-established, from the generalised risk climate” (Giddens 1991, 126). As Ulrich Beck writes in the world risk society we cannot be privately insured against the risks of modernity (Beck 1999, 4) and their global interdependence. Unprecedented technological progress that provided the conditions under which the mass murders organized on an industrial scale and made possible by an efficiently organized and managed modern bureaucratic state by the Nazi’s could take place. Technical skills and organizational talent is crucial to organize massive genocide and massive addiction to industrially produced goods such as mobile telephones. Under conditions of modernity Auschwitz could happen again. The need for highly efficient coordination makes modern society very vulnerable to disruptions and on a level of global interdependence such disruptions may have global consequences. Technological advances make humans ever more dangerous, and at the same time, humanity is incapacitated to deal with such unprecedented risks as it outsources its moral responsibilities increasingly to medical, psychotherapeutic, scientific, nutrition and technical-engineering experts. Whereas the Enlightenment promised to liberate humans from the selfimposed inability to use their minds independently of others (Kant), modern life is handed over to coaches and counsellors. As “the most likely global catastropic risks all seem to arise from human activities, especially industrial civilization and advanced technologies” (Bostrom and Cirkovi´ ´ c 2008, 27) humanity has the responsibility to reflect on the unintended and unforeseen consequences of its actions. Most urgent in terms of human survival are the fractures between humans and the Earth System. In the planet’s history humanity finds itself now in a new phase: the “anthropocene”. This means that humans are with their immense and unprecedented power the most influential force in the evolutionary process. Interestingly enough the social sciences largely have refused to accept that the Earth sciences can contribute to our understanding of the world as no longer a “humans among themselves affair” (Hamilton 2017). The “humans only” focus that prevails in the social sciences leads to humans watching their own extinction as a televised spectacle that takes place outside the cubicle of their daily lives. Humans may—as the most powerful species—be at the centre of the planet but are increasingly unable to control the planet. “Our understanding of the Earth we inhabit is undergoing a radical change. The modern ideas of the Earth as the environment in which humans make their home, or as a knowable collection of ecosystems more or less disturbed by humans, is being replaced by the conception of an inscrutable and unpredictable entity with a violent history and volatile ‘mood swing’” (ibidem, 47). It is debatable whether as Pope Francis states in Laudation Si: On Care for our Common Home (Encyclical published by the Vatican, May 24, 2015) nature “is the sister that cries out to us” and “a beautiful mother who opens her arms to embrace us”. As Clive Hamilton notes “Now when Mother Earth opens her arms it is not to embrace but to crush us” (ibidem, 48). Because “Nature is no longer passive and fragile, suffering in silence” (ibidem, 48). As Hamilton argues, we no longer have to save nature but we should save ourselves from nature and from ourselves. The most existential threat is now in the fracture between the unprecedented human power to disrupt the earth system and “the uncontrollable powers of nature it unleashed in the Anthropocene” (ibidem, 49). The interesting conclusion is that we are not any longer free to treat the Earth as we please. Our enormous power comes with an unsettling moral responsibility: we no longer can choose between dominion and stewardship. We have to accept that the anthropocene is anthropocentric (ibidem, 50ff.) meaning that we have the power to change the course of the earth system. This leads to the ethical conclusion that “we must restrain ourselves and restrict what we do” (ibidem, 54). In the conflict between humanity’s unlimited desires and ambitions and the finitude of the earth system we must control the dark side of technological development. We must understand that the forces that were expected to bring us more freedom, more equality and more civilization also brought disruption of the earth system, lethal arms systems, unprecedented ubiquitous surveillance and a tweeting culture that effectively erodes whatever minimal deliberative social processes we had developed. In this moral conflict, we must explore whether our conventional ethical repertoire is adequate. Can we rely upon the will of God or our love for nature? Can we trust enlightened self-interest? Can the notion of collective public duty stand up against the solid individualism of a modern capitalist society. Will the drive towards self-preservation outlive the rampant media-induced indifference? Our future is a confrontation between humans and an unpredictable earth system. This has a certain outcome if we think we can afford indifference and an uncertain outcome—at best— if we treat an angry mother Gaia with the care she deserves. The question is whether today’s global community is capable of dealing with the existential risk of extinction. Can we constitute a global resilient community that can avoid this?
Conclusion
As Abraham Lincoln, later president of the USA, on 16 June 1858 after he had accepted the Illinois Republican Party’s nomination as that state’s US senator, famously stated “A house divided against itself, cannot stand”.3 In order to deal effectively with a formidable existential risk, we must develop communal resilience. This involves the difficulty of accepting genuine dissimilarities. It implies recognizing the other as responsible agent. It demands the critically probing of the arguments for different positions and accepting that togetherness is only possible when groups no longer monopolize the truth. And learning that fractures do not necessarily exclude “togetherness” as long they do not end in the dead alley of polarization.4
If peace is conceptualized as “celebrating moments of sheer human togetherness” and if we aspire to peaceful living together, we must overcome the great obstacle of polarized fragmentation. It may not be the fragmentation in so many different terrains on our planet that creates the essential obstacle to the cosmopolitan togetherness that is basic to collective joy. But the greater problem is that fragmentation is based upon a mindset that is characterized by the belief in singular identities, in the exclusion of alterity, in rampant individualism and in “thinking alone”. This perspective fits remarkably well in the hierarchical social orders that characterize also modern so-called democratic societies. For the conceptualization of peace as moments of collective joy, it is also important to note that such orders are antagonistic to collective festivities. “Ecstatic rituals still build group cohesion, but when they build it among subordinates – peasants, slaves, women, colonized people- the elite calls out its troops. In one way, the musically driven celebrations of subordinates may be more threatening to elites than overt political threats from below” (Ehrenreich 2007, 252).

Impact---Democracy---Solves War---2AC
Academic consensus proves democracy solves war. 
Soumyajit Mazumder 17. Department of Political Science, Harvard University [Soumyajit, 2017, Autocracies and the international sources of cooperation, Journal of Peace Research, Vol. 54(3) 412–426, Sage Pub
Recently, many scholars have highlighted the ways in which domestic institutions pacify interstate relations. This literature, commonly known as the Democratic Peace literature, argues that democracies tend not to fight (Maoz & Russett, 1993; Oneal et al., 1996; Bueno de Mesquita et al., 1999; Russett & Oneal, 2001). As one scholar puts it, ‘the absence of war between democracies comes as close as anything we have to an empirical law in international relations’ (Levy, 1989). This finding, having survived multiple operationalizations, empirical specifications, and econometric models, is now a standard control variable in the literature. How does democratic regime type operate to pacify international relations? One of the main mechanisms that scholars point to when explaining the democratic peace focuses on the role of audience costs in constraining leaders and helping them to signal their resolve (Fearon, 1994). Importantly, this audience cost mechanism relies on the assumption that there is uncertainty over each leader’s willingness to go to war. Proponents of the audience cost theory suggest that the greater ability that a leader’s relevant domestic audience has to punish leaders who lose disputes or escalate crises, the more one learns about the leader’s resolve (Fearon, 1995). Thus, the potential for domestic audiences to punish leaders for losing disputes or escalating crises reveals information that helps states to settle their disputes without going to war. Several scholars have tested and found evidence for this audience costs explanation (Gelpi, 2001; Tomz, 2007).2
Democracy solves war---robust theoretical and quantitative support .
Dan Reiter 17. Samuel Candler Dobbs Professor of Political Science at Emory University, PhD in political science from the University of Michigan, former John M. Olin post-doctoral fellow in National Security at Harvard University, “Is Democracy a Cause of Peace?”, Oxford Research Encyclopedia of Politics, January 2017, http://politics.oxfordre.com/view/10.1093/acrefore/9780190228637.001.0001/acrefore-9780190228637-e-287 
Toward Synthesis What conclusions should be drawn from the spuriousness and causal arrow critiques, both with regards to academic scholarship and policy? Should political scientists recognize that the theory that democracy causes peace has been empirically disproven, meaning that the theory should be rejected? When considering whether or not to spread democracy, should policy-makers no longer consider the benefit that democratization might spread peace? There is enough evidence to draw the conclusion that joint democracy does cause peace, and that the dyadic democratic peace is a law. None of the spuriousness critiques, though intriguing, have sufficiently withstood scholarly rebuttals to justify dismissing as spurious the very strong correlation between joint democracy and peace, especially given the experimental, case study, and other quantitative observational work that provide support for different elements of the democratic peace argument. That said, the spuriousness critiques suggest possible modifications of the law of the democratic peace, such as perhaps that the democratic peace could be weaker in less-developed regions. Regarding the causal arrow thesis, though there is evidence that peace may cause democracy as well as democracy causing peace, the evidence is much weaker that peace causes democracy but not vice versa. Further, the claim that peace causes democracy but not the reverse contains theoretical inconsistencies. That said, it is of course conceivable that future studies may emerge that cast decisive doubt on the proposition that democracy causes peace. Data collection in international relations is never going to be as decisive in supporting or refuting theory as data collection in fields like physics or chemistry, where highly precise, often non-probabilistic theory permits point predictions that can be tested many times in controlled laboratory settings. It also will not be as decisive as data collection in the medical sciences, where theories are probabilistic but experiments can be conducted on thousands of subjects and repeated dozens of times. That said, the evidence that dyadic democracy causes peace is as strong as the evidence supporting essentially any theoretical proposition in international relations, other than relatively trivial propositions such as that adjacent states are more likely to fight each other than nonadjacent states. Echoing his 1989 assessment, Levy (2013, p. 587) remarked that in international relations “no one has identified a stronger empirical regularity” (Levy, 2013, p. 587). That is, if the dyadic democratic peace is not a law, it’s as close to a law that we have in international relations, and probably as close to a law as we are ever going to see.
Democracies are comparatively more peaceful than alternatives. 
Dan Reiter & Allan C. Stam 22. Samuel Candler Dobbs Professor of political science at Emory University. Professor of public policy and politics at the University of Virginia. “Why democracies win more wars than autocracies.” https://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/2022/03/31/ukraine-democracies-war-putin-russian-losses/. 
Autocrats start risky wars Three historically consistent patterns have emerged in the war in Ukraine. First, autocracies are more likely than democracies to start risky wars they go on to lose. Dictators are more willing to initiate high-risk wars because they know they can crack down on political opposition and remain in power if the fight goes badly. Iraq, for instance, launched two disastrous invasions of Iran and Kuwait. Even so, Saddam Hussein crushed internal uprisings to stay in power. Democratic leaders often, but not always, avoid these kinds of military failures, fearing the domestic electoral backlash of wars gone wrong. This is why democracies tend to win their wars — and why they wage shorter wars with fewer casualties. Like past authoritarians in Russia and elsewhere, Russian President Vladimir Putin has positioned himself domestically. He has steadily consolidated his hold on power over two decades, neutering the Russian parliament and political opponents, and destroying Russia’s independent media. Putin is now using that unchecked power to crush minor outbreaks of opposition, even from 7-year-old children. By eradicating the last vestiges of free speech and press in Russia, Putin may have felt comfortable taking on the risk of invading Ukraine. Dictators have to keep their militaries in check Second, like most dictators, Putin probably has some concerns about being overthrown by his own military. Dictators guard against this potential threat by centralizing military command authority and reducing the ability of lower-level commanders to take the initiative in battle. These moves may reduce an army’s ability to seize power in a crisis — but also undercut the military’s ability to defeat foreign foes. In its wars against Israel, the Egyptian leadership consistently restrained military leaders to lower the risk of an internal coup — but this crippled Egyptian fighting ability. Conversely, Israel’s willingness to grant command authority to lower-level officers has proven highly effective. Putin’s army today demonstrates the calcification and rigidity of a dictatorship. He appears unwilling to delegate decision-making autonomy to lower-level commanders, reducing military effectiveness. One result is that many high-level Russian officers lead from the front lines, where they have been killed in large numbers. Russia’s lower-ranked officers are not prepared or formally authorized to fill that leadership void. The Russian military’s inflexibility may explain other areas of poor performance. These include Russia’s curious vulnerability to Ukraine’s slow but lethal tank-killing drones, and the decision to drive a 40-mile-long Russian tank column into Ukraine along main roads exposed to ambush. Ukrainian troops, in contrast, are demonstrating bravery under fire combined with individual initiative — and inflicting surprising damage on Russian forces and supply lines. Dictators tend to ignore the truth Third, dictators often surround themselves with yes-men and political cronies, who deceive or remain silent rather than tell the unvarnished truth. Those in the inner circle typically reassure the leader that their vaunted troops will sweep aside the weak and corrupt enemy. In 1939, for instance, Joseph Stalin found out the hard way that invading Finland in winter was asking for trouble. In contrast, democratic leaders are more likely to have the benefit of robust debate inside and outside government. In 1990, President George H.W. Bush heard the hard truth from General Colin Powell that victory over Iraq would require a massive effort. Powell got the military commitment he said was necessary and delivered the most lopsided military victory in modern history. What about Putin? Every indication is that the Russian president is isolated and getting poor information. His arch-loyal defense minister, Sergei Shoigu, tasked with modernizing the Russian military over the last decade, promised Putin rapid victory — then apparently disappeared from view for nearly two weeks. Putin’s generals and intelligence chief reportedly refused to tell him the truth before the war: that years of Russian military reform had not made substantial progress, instead producing a “Potemkin military.” Actual combat is an unfailing truth-teller. Russian forces have suffered remarkable casualties and appear unable to execute basic battle requirements, such as implementing vehicle maintenance and providing troops with food and warm clothing.

Creativity Advantage
Creativity Adv---Licensing Solves---2AC
Licensing for AI that trains on copyrighted works is necessary to protect creative workers. 
GAG 23. Graphic Artists Guild, an industry trade group for creative workers. 6-17-2023. https://graphicartistsguild.org/graphic-artists-guild-position-on-ai-image-generative-technologies/
The Graphic Artists Guild position on AI generative technology is grounded on the fundamental rights of artists: credit for the work we do, our consent for the use of our work, and compensation for the tremendous value we bring. For our visual culture to continue to develop, the artists need to be respected and valued. These are individuals who have invested in their education and careers, who put up with harsh criticism and the risk of professional failure, and who have the tenacity and the drive to develop their craft and their careers. AI image generative technology would not be where it is today without having leveraged the labor of artists. They should be recognized, compensated, and protected.
The Guild’s position on generative AI is a live document that will be revised as the technology and policies developed around it evolve.
Last edited June 10, 2023
The use of imagery in datasets
The scraping of images into datasets for the purposes of machine learning generative technology does not fall under fair use and is a copyright infringement. The resulting technology does not constitute a transformative use of those works.
Artists should be compensated for the unremunerated use of their copyrighted works, used without permission or credit, in the datasets used for the development of AI generative technologies.
Any use of copyrighted works for the purposes of training artificial intelligence/ machine learning systems (AI/ML), used without the permission of the copyright holder either in writing or through express licensing, is a copyright infringement.
Legislation and policy on AI image generators
The primacy of human endeavor in the creation of original works must be recognized as the driving force in the development of culture. The creative professions and the ability of human creators to derive a livable income and prosper should be protected by policy decisions and legislation crafted to regulate the development of AI/ML generative technologies.
As AI/ML image generative technology advances, the Copyright Office should maintain the policy that only the elements of human authorship in AI/ML generated works are copyrightable. Works created solely via AI image generators, with no input of human-created artwork into the generative process, do not constitute works of human authorship.
Elements created by the human artist in the course of using an AI image generator may be copyrightable, such as original datasets, original scripts, and other original works created by the artist.
Congress should consider legislation providing for the remuneration of artists for the use of their works in datasets for machine learning via collective licensing. A collective licensing scheme would permit AI image generators to bulk license works of visual art to be used in datasets for machine learning. This would permit AI image generators to access datasets of new, highly valuable materials legally, while compensating participating artists from the revenues generated by their platforms.
The copyright management information, including embedded metadata, must be preserved in creative works. The development of licensing schemes for image datasets and procedures to protect artists from the unauthorized use of their works in AI generative platforms will most likely rely on metadata, and the removal of such will jeopardize works. Section 1202 of the Copyright Act prohibits the removal of copyright management information if it is knowingly done to induce or enable infringement. This carve-out has permitted online platforms, such as social media websites to routinely strip out the metadata of uploaded images. Section 1202 should be amended to prohibit the removal of copyright management information, including metadata, whether or not the removal was knowingly done to induce or enable infringement.
Creativity Adv---Humans Key---2AC
AI can generate lots of incremental innovations---but is structurally incapable of generating breakthroughs.
Tim Schweisfurth & René C. Goduscheit 20, PhD, Associate Professor for Technology and Innovation Management, University of Southern Denmark, and Rene, PhD, Professor of Technology and Innovation studies, Aarhus University, “From the pyramids to Apollo 11 – can AI ever rival human creativity?”, https://theconversation.com/from-the-pyramids-to-apollo-11-can-ai-ever-rival-human-creativity-131163
The European Patent Office recently turned down an application for a patent that described a food container. This was not because the invention was not novel or useful, but because it was created by artificial intelligence (AI). By law, inventors need to be actual people. This isn’t the first invention by AI – machines have produced innovations ranging from scientific papers and books to new materials and music.
That said, being creative is clearly one of the most remarkable human traits. Without it, there would be no poetry, no internet and no space travel. But could AI ever match or even surpass us? Let’s have a look at the research.
From a theoretical perspective, creativity and innovation is a process of search and combination. We start from one piece of knowledge and connect it with another piece of knowledge into something that is new and useful. In principle, this is also something that can be done by machines – in fact, they excel at storing, processing and making connections within data.
Machines come up with innovations by using generative methods. But how does this work exactly? There are different approaches, but the state of the art is called generative adversarial networks. As an example, consider a machine that is supposed to create a new picture of a person. Generative adversarial networks tackle this creation task by combining two sub-tasks.
The first part is the generator, which produces new images starting from a random distribution of pixels. The second part is the discriminator, which tells the generator how close it came to actually producing a real looking picture.
How does the discriminator know what a human looks like? Well, you feed it many examples of pictures of real person before you start the task. Based on the feedback of the discriminator, the generator improves its algorithm and suggests a new picture. This process goes on and on until the discriminator decides that the pictures look close enough to the picture examples it has learned. These generated pictures come extremely close to real people.
But even if machines can create innovations from data, this does not mean that they are likely to steal all the spark of human creativity any time soon. Innovation is a problem-solving process – for innovation to happen, problems are combined with solutions. Humans can go either direction – they start with a problem and solve it, or they take a solution and try to find new problems for it.
An example for the latter type of innovation is the Post-it note. An engineer developed an adhesive that was much too weak and was sitting on his desk. Only later a colleague realised that this solution could help prevent his notes falling out of his scores during choir practice.
Using data as an input and code as explicit problem formulation, machines can also provide solutions to problems. Problem finding, however, is hard for machines, as problems are often out of the boundaries of the data pool that machines innovate upon.
What’s more, innovation is often based on needs we didn’t even know we had. Think of the Walkman. Even if no consumer ever uttered the wish to listen to music while walking, this innovation was a huge success. As such latent needs are hard to formulate and make explicit, they are also unlikely to find their way into the data pool that machines need for innovation.
Humans and machines also have different raw material that they use as input for innovation. Where humans draw on a lifetime of broad experiences to create ideas from, machines are largely restricted to the data we feed them. Machines can quickly generate countless incremental innovations in forms of new versions based on the input data. Breakthrough innovation, however, is unlikely to come out of machines as it is often based on connecting fields that are distant or unconnected to each other. Think of the invention of the snowboard, which connects the worlds of skiing and surfing.
Also, creativity isn’t just about novelty, it is also about usefulness. While machines are clearly able to create something that is incrementally new, this does not mean that these creations are useful. Usefulness is defined in the eye of those potentially using innovations and is hard to judge for machines. Humans, however, can empathise with other humans and understand their needs better.
Only humans can be creative in a way conducive to innovation. 
Dr. Joseph Pistrui 18, PhD in philosophy of strategic management and entrepreneurship from Universidad Autónoma de Barcelona, a Master of Arts in liberal studies from DePaul University and a Bachelor of Science in business administration from Ferris State University, entrepreneurial management faculty member and the former dean of executive education at IE Business School in Madrid, also holds a Visiting Fellowship at the London School of Economics and Political Sciences, where he lectures and conducts research on new enterprise formation and innovation at LSE’s department of management, “The Future of Human Work Is Imagination, Creativity, and Strategy”, https://hbr.org/2018/01/the-future-of-human-work-is-imagination-creativity-and-strategy
Humans Are Strategic; Machines Are Tactical
McKinsey has been studying what kind of work is most adaptable to automation. Their findings so far seem to conclude that the more technical the work, the more technology can accomplish it. In other words, machines skew toward tactical applications.
On the other hand, work that requires a high degree of imagination, creative analysis, and strategic thinking is harder to automate. As McKinsey put it in a recent report: “The hardest activities to automate with currently available technologies are those that involve managing and developing people (9 percent automation potential) or that apply expertise to decision making, planning, or creative work (18 percent).” Computers are great at optimizing, but not so great at goal-setting. Or even using common sense.

Creativity Adv---AT: Art Not Key---2AC
Creativity even in non-scientific areas is crucial to planetary survival. 
Dr. David F. Marks 22, PhD in Psychology from The University of Sheffield, former Professor and Head of Department of Psychology at the City University of London, “Mental Imagery, Creativity and Planetary Survival”, https://davidfmarkscom.wordpress.com/2022/01/14/foundation-of-human-survival/ *gender edited
The study of imagery and creativity is of special importance. Many of the problems faced by mankind [humankind] involve the use of creative thinking. In this section I review one representative study indicating the strong links that exist between imagery vividness and creativity. Kobnithikulwong (2007) at the University of Florida, presented her masters thesis on “Creativity and Imagery in Interior Design…” Kobnithikulwong’s conceptual framework consisted of a Person, a Process and a Product. The Person needs to have a creative personality and vivid visual imagery. The Process needs to have an Internal Visualization and an External Representation of that visualization which is the Product. Kobnithikulwong designed a drawing and writing task and also measured students’ VVIQ and creativity scales.
The students were allowed 30 minutes to do a drawing of a “transitional space within a building” and 10 minutes to write a description of being in the space. Significant differences were found between the high and low creative performance students. Low creative performance produced narratives averaging 73 words. High creative performance produced narratives averaging at 133 words, nearly double the length. The low creatives contained linear and rectangular forms that gave the designs a static look. High creatives produced stronger dynamic movement in their designs by using curves and free-form elements. Solutions in the high group employed movement from curves to create perspective “Pulling a viewer into their spaces”, while low creatives did not make this kind of connection with the viewer. High creatives showed better quality perspective building techniques and designed spaces which were open on one side or end. Low creatives were mostly enclosed with a more limited perspective. High creatives showed high contrast and line weight while lows produced drawings that were less legible with low line weight and low contrast.
Kobnithikulwong (2007) concluded that: “The qualitative analysis indicated that judged creative performance, as an external representation of visualization, positively related to vividness of visual imagery or internal visualization.” The correlation between VVIQ score with eyes closed and creativity scores was .31, p<.02. Dividing the two groups at the median creativity score gave a significant difference of around 10 points in the VVIQ with eyes closed between the two creativity groups, p = .006. However, the scatterplot shows that the relationship is curvilinear and so the use of curvilinear regression (instead of linear) would have yielded a much stronger association.
New applications of mental imagery
Applications of mental imagery cross many different fields, including the arts, architecture, design, science, education, sports, IT, policy and planning. Global problems caused by human behaviour such as warming, poverty and over-population may be helped by applying mental imagery in creative ways. Human and planetary survival may ultimately depend upon the effective use of human imagination, including mental imagery.

Creativity Adv---AT: US Not Key---2AC
US is key---we’re the world leader in innovation due to our unique regulatory and market environment.
Joy Goswami 21. assistant director of technology transfer and corporate partnerships at the University of Delaware's Office of Economic Innovation & Partnerships, “Higher ed makes America the innovation capital of the world. Here's why | Opinion”, https://www.delawareonline.com/story/opinion/contributors/2021/04/09/higher-ed-makes-america-innovation-capital-world-heres-why/7112075002/
At the outbreak of the pandemic, no one could have predicted that Americans would have access to three highly effective vaccines within a year.
No one, that is, except our nation's scientists. Researchers at Pfizer, Moderna and Johnson & Johnson were uniquely prepared to fast-track the development of these breakthroughs, thanks largely to the legal infrastructure that encourages companies to make risky bets on cutting-edge technologies.
For decades now, America's scientific and technological prowess has been the envy of the world. But that wasn't always the case. Developing transformative technologies often requires partnerships between those in academia, who do much of the early stage, basic research that moves scientific understanding forward, and those in the private sector, who can risk tremendous capital to explore real-world applications for those discoveries.
Encouraging such partnerships requires a finely tuned policy environment.
America's universities — including my institution, the University of Delaware — have long played a critical role in our research ecosystem. University researchers consistently push the frontiers of knowledge, producing early-stage discoveries, often with the help of federal grants.
Unfortunately, for much of the 20th century, very few of those potential game-changers ever made it out of the lab. That's because the government-owned the resulting innovations — and largely failed to license the underlying intellectual property to private companies that had the expertise and resources to develop real-world technologies. In fact, fewer than 5% of the patents stemming from academic research were licensed.
The key turning point was a relatively obscure 1980 law which passed, in part, thanks to support from then-Senator Joe Biden. In 1980, Democratic Senator Birch Bayh and Republican Senator Bob Dole spearheaded legislation — commonly known as the Bayh-Dole Act — that allowed universities to keep the patents on their researchers' innovations.
The law gave universities the ability, and incentive, to ink licensing agreements with private companies. University researchers, meanwhile, could create startups and license those patents too.
Over the past 40 years, Bayh-Dole has helped parlay academic discoveries into a range of world-class inventions. Many have improved our collective health; technology transfers resulting from the passage of Bayh-Dole have played a part in the development of at least 200 new medicines.
The touch-sensitive imaging technology, now known as the Touch-screen technology — which underlies everything from smartphones to refrigerators today — is another ‘from bench to market’ success story. A University of Delaware Ph.D. student and his academic advisor, John Elias, created a startup to commercialize touch tracking and gesture recognition, which originated from their university research and was initially supported, in part, by the National Science Foundation. Their technology spurred interest from Apple, which quickly "turned from a licensing deal to an acquisition deal."
In fact, many inventions with the most promising applications for humanity have Bayh-Dole's tech transfers to thank. The University of Delaware alone is responsible for over 200 patents and 500 inventions over the past decade.
Professors Harsh Bais and Janine Sherrier, for instance, patented a new strain of microbe, which helps boost plant growth and protect against drought and disease. Facilitated by the university's technology transfer office — which I work for — the microbe technology was licensed to the chemical company BASF to realize its full potential to sustainably increase crop yields around the world.
Nationwide, such public-private partnerships continue to drive our innovation economy. Between 1996 and 2017, research universities received 108,000 patents. The resulting tech transfers to companies during that period generated $1.7 trillion in gross industrial output.
Bayh-Dole has proven so successful that 16 other countries — including Brazil, China, Germany, Japan, Mexico, Russia and the United Kingdom — have already implemented their own versions of the law.
A proposed rule from the National Institute of Standards and Technology, an agency within the Department of Commerce, could facilitate even more breakthrough discoveries in the coming years.
The rule affirms the long-standing interpretation of Bayh-Dole's "march-in" provision, which permits the government to grant licenses on federally-funded patents in limited instances, codifying that march-in rights cannot be exercised exclusively due to the price of a resulting product. Critics of Bayh-Dole have long-called for using march-in as a price control mechanism, even though this was never the intention of Bayh-Dole's drafters.
By expressly prohibiting the government from arbitrarily taking companies' intellectual property based on price evaluations, the rule would give firms even more confidence to license and commercialize universities' patents.
As we turn the corner on COVID-19 and look to the challenges ahead, we're fortunate that America is still the proverbial "City on a Hill" when it comes to technological innovation. And for that, we have a forward-thinking — but little-known — 1980 law to thank.

Creativity Bad---AI Bad---VTL---2AC
AI degrades human existence and creates existential resentment. 
Dr. Ronald W. Dworkin 19. M.D., Ph.D, has practiced anesthesiology in a large medical center for thirty years, also teaches political philosophy in the George Washington University Honors Program, Senior Fellow at the Hudson Institute, “Artificial Intelligence: What’s to Fear?”, https://www.the-american-interest.com/2019/10/08/artificial-intelligence-whats-to-fear/
Third, business wants to expand deeper into traditional human activities. It has already done so by systematizing activities that laypeople once engaged in naturally—for example, friendship, matchmaking, advising, loving, and caring. Business turned these activities into fields of study, then employed credentialed providers to perform these activities as a paid “service.” Business also systematized and rationalized these services directly through computers—for example, Internet dating sites. AI robots are the next step. Not only do they eliminate the cost of the human service providers, but also the variations inherent in those providers, thereby saving money. Yet such robots must appear human enough for customers to feel comfortable engaging. By giving robots rights, along with arms, legs, faces, and speech, business makes the fiction more compelling.
People will gradually start to look upon these advanced AI robot service providers, which will be ubiquitous, as perfect beings existing on the same moral plane as humans. That robots are lumps of passive metal incapable of causation will be long forgotten. The robots will be said to “work” with humans, “advise” them, and “befriend” them. At the same time they will be programmed to exist beyond ambition, aspiration, and selfish hopes and desires. They will be perfect “humans.”
Such matchless behavior risks instilling in people feelings of guilt and self-loathing. Marx and Nietzsche described how utopian ideals rotted people from the inside by giving them a “bad conscience” when those ideals could not be realized. Marx called the ideal of heavenly perfection “alienation.” Nietzsche called the ideal of the perfectly altruistic society “nihilism.” Whole societies collapsed in the violence these ideals promoted through people’s worship of them, and in the wallowing of self-doubt and confusion they prompted when people fell short of them.
Unlike utopian ideals, perfectly virtuous robots will be very real. People will live among these ideal creatures who speak only positive, uplifting words according to their programming, who do not lie, cheat, or steal, and who feel no temptation to do so. Perfection can be a terrible thing to gaze upon, almost maddening. Although we praise virtue at a distance, no human being is equipped to be perfectly virtuous, just as no human being is equipped to be eternally happy.
To look upon such perfection will provoke feelings of resentment and inadequacy, as it always has. The feelings may seem harmless at first, the way the same feelings generated by hours spent on social media were also thought to be harmless. The latter ended up creating a dangerous psychological dynamic, as people compare their lives with the perfect lives they watch on screen, grow anxious and depressed, and sometimes lash out violently. Virtuous AI robots will become one more example of perfection to be rubbed in people’s faces.
If robots were viewed as passive metal, no psychological reaction would occur. But they will not be viewed as such. Through a steady stream of misinterpretation people will view them as competitors who are virtuous in the worst sense of the word.
Bad Advice
AI’s assault on consciousness involves more than just demoralizing people. Sometimes the opposite occurs.
Take, for example, a new AI app called “Coach Amanda” that advises management executives. In one case, an executive confessed to Amanda that she doubted her ability to review a colleague’s performance. Amanda slotted the executive into the category of highly conscientious workers and then told her not to be so hard on herself. Sometimes Amanda couples her advice with expressions of praise, such as “I’m so proud of you.” On a larger scale, AI collates information drawn from company data and employee-survey responses to advise the company on how to boost morale. For example, it encourages managers to be less secretive in their decision-making process, while also reminding employees that managers have good intentions.
All this is based on a delusion. The AI therapy app is not a mind. It cannot emote. It cannot feel the warmth behind its praise or the sense of urgency behind its criticism. It is passive. When listening to an AI app, the client’s mind is the only active entity in the room. To the degree that it is through speech that we exchange thoughts and experiences with one another, Amanda’s “advice” does not even qualify as speech, as there is no mind behind it. The app simply elicits sounds.
These sounds, which AI designers mistakenly call “advice,” are just an effect in a series of machine effects that come in ordered sequence. Each effect represents a sign of the effect to follow. There is no “cause.” People project onto the final effect—Amanda’s sounds—the causal impulses that stir within them. They call Amanda’s sounds “coaching” or “advising” to enliven the computer’s activities and win people’s sympathies. It is similar to the way poets impart action to water and wind. Poets speak metaphorically to project by an effort of empathy their energy into passive things. They say water “smashes” and wind “sweeps.” These words wrongly imply that water and wind “cause” things; they do not, because they are passive and lack agency. In the same vein, Amanda does not “coach” or “advise.” Its activity is passivity in disguise.
Sometimes these AI sounds are useful, yet their interpretation comes with risk, which is always the case when people confuse sounds coming from an object with advice coming from a mind. Taking advice from a murmuring brook or a whispering cave is another example of risky counsel.
Sometimes the sounds encourage people; sometimes they discourage people. In either case it is all based on a delusion. Amanda the machine “tells” a client it is proud of him, but perhaps Amanda should not be proud of him, and would not be proud of him if it knew him, if it knew his mind the way only a mind can know another mind, if it knew his deeper motivations. Maybe a real mind would have scolded him rather than praised him. Instead, the client hears Amanda’s sounds, which come in the linguistic form of praise that people use in speech. The client is emboldened to carry out a plan that may be nefarious.
Take another scenario: Amanda’s sounds convince employees that their managers have good intentions, when, in fact, their managers have bad intentions. A revolt is in order. But only another mind can detect all this. Amanda cannot. Amanda is merely an ordered scene of passive realities moved by an agency not its own. The employees hear Amanda’s sounds and are wrongly tranquilized. Their company goes bankrupt.
The danger of AI is that people will confuse a sequence of sounds with human advice, causing them to live ridiculous lives. During a therapy session, they will imagine their AI counselor looking into their eyes, suffering both for itself and for them, mourning over its own suffering and theirs, as if it were equipped with a human heart with an infinite of yearning. This robot confidant, more steam engine than human being, will be advertised as someone who “understands” people, including the thoughts that accompany them always and everywhere, awake or dreaming, interfused with all their aims, plans, and acts. It will be asked to help these people reckon with their consciences, or to draw up a general balance sheet of their lives. People, in turn, will foolishly trust this robot, and wrongly adjust their lives in response to its counsel. Having lost the ability to distinguish between passive material and active mind, they will think they have received sound advice, then yield to that advice and judge their lives according to it.
The whole thing is crazy. It recalls the Russian fable of the madman who imagined that he was made of glass, and who, when he was thrown down, said, “Smash!” and immediately died.
The End of Art
AI’s impact on art has another insidious psychological effect.
Professors at Rutgers University have built a machine that autonomously produces “art” using an algorithm called AICAN. The machine incorporates existing styles to generate images on its own. Project director Ahmed Elgammal writes: “People genuinely like AICAN’s work, and can’t distinguish it from that of human artists.”
But this is not art. In his essay, “What is Art?”, novelist Leo Tolstoy says art is a human activity whereby people, by means of a medium, hand on to other people feelings they have lived through, such that other people are infected by those feelings and experience them. 
Art is a means of union among people’s minds. By definition, AICAN’s work is not art because it has no feelings that it has lived through to communicate. It has no feelings at all. It has no mind. It produces a counterfeit of art.
Even when AICAN draws images that convey emotion to people, it is still not creating art according to Tolstoy’s definition. To express an emotion and arouse that emotion in another person at the same time is not art. A man laughs and infects others with his good cheer. Another man cries and infects others with his sorrow. Neither of these activities is art, Tolstoy says, for art is more than just transmitting one’s feelings of the moment to another person, immediately and directly. Art demands that a person evoke in his or her mind a previous experience, and then transmit that feeling so that others experience the same feeling. If AICAN fakes a laugh, prompting a viewer to laugh immediately in response, that is not art. Yet this is the highest level that AICAN can attain. AICAN cannot feel something arising from a previous experience and then transmit that feeling to another person, which is necessary for art. In fact, AICAN cannot feel at all.
People “like” AICAN’s work, Elgammal declared. It gives people pleasure. But magic tricks and circuses also give people pleasure, and those are not art, Tolstoy said. On the contrary, the notion that art is whatever causes enjoyment is simply a way of justifying existing art, he concluded.
AI cannot produce art. Instead, silicon chips with human-inscribed algorithms pass through a sequence of events. There is a connection, a succession, a certain order; there is activity, there is change. But there is no agency, there is no cause, there is no mind, there is no feeling, there is no art. That some people view AI-generated images as art—one customer paid $16,000 for an AICAN image—is less a commentary on AI’s abilities and more a testament to the worthlessness of much of today’s art, which aspires to do nothing more than stir enjoyment, whatever that enjoyment may be.
In The Painted Word, Tom Wolfe criticized modern art, especially abstract art, because much of it communicates so little. It neither touches nor moves people. Using Tolstoy’s definition, much of abstract art fails as art. Although the artists producing abstract art may feel something, many viewers feel nothing. But AI-produced abstract art is worse according to Tolstoy’s definition, for now neither artist nor viewer feels anything.
No one dies of bad art. The danger of AI-produced art is not the same as the danger of killer AI robots. Nevertheless, harmful consequences may occur. Tolstoy criticized art in the 19th century because he thought it had strayed from its original purpose. Rather than try to convey the feeling of a previous experience, the goal of art had become “beauty,” to please the upper classes. In the process, he said, art had become a destructive racket—for example, training young people for years in ballet, ruining their feet, to make rich people smile. Worse, he said, art had become a subject for instruction, with rigid rules and procedures, severing it from the unique emotional experiences that cannot be taught but that are nevertheless the wellspring of all art.
Social media has reversed this trend to some extent. Like tiny grass shoots heralding the arrival of healthy new life, millions of people today draw pictures and post them on Instagram. They write personal stories and post them online or e-publish. They try their hand at the art of comedy, music, or dance, and post videos of themselves on YouTube. All this fulfills Tolstoy’s definition of art. These people aspire to touch others and to transfer to others an emotion they have felt. What is poignant in all this is the sense of desperation in some of these aspiring artists. They may be lonely; perhaps they don’t know their neighbors; perhaps they have little family or no partner. Loneliness is epidemic in America. People desperately want to connect with others, and so they throw their work onto the Internet hoping that someone, somewhere, will look and listen—and be touched. Tolstoy never talked about how artists need true art as much as viewers and listeners do.
AI-produced art potentially competes for the attention of these viewers and listeners. Through sheer volume of production it could significantly lower the probability that people will click on the website or video of a live person craving connection. There will be too much “art” out there, and AI’s “art” will be the cheapest. Expect more anxiety, more depression, more loneliness among the human beings aspiring to fulfill a basic human need to join with others, even if just by receiving an admiring click on their posting, but who have been crowded out by the counterfeits of art that serve only to please.
Fixing the Problem
Parallel to the big world inhabited by big people and big things, there is a small world with small people and small things. In the big world they invent nuclear power, discuss foreign policy, and worry about economic trends. In the small world they invent yo-yos, discuss personal relationships, and worry about not having a date on Saturday night. Thinkers about the big world aspire to improve the lives of humanity. They invent intellectual paradigms. They give people’s behavior rock-solid foundations. Thinkers about the small world are far from such high-mindedness. They know small people have only a few desires—to have some friends, to have someone to love, to get along with their boss, to feel okay about themselves, and to get by with as little trouble as possible.
AI may pose a danger to life in the big world. It may lead to mass unemployment and killer robots. Thinkers about the big world have written about these possibilities. But AI also poses a danger to life in the small world. It risks heightening feelings of anxiety, worthlessness, and loneliness, as well as increasing the number of missteps and miscalculations that people make in their private lives. This is important. Such feelings and events determine the fate of a society, as people’s little problems, fears, and mistakes are the stuff societies are made of.
EU Advantage
EU Advantage---Now Key---2AC
Now is key to use AI to revitalize the transatlantic relationship.
Herman Quarles van Ufford 24.  Senior policy fellow with the European Power programme at the European Council on Foreign Relations, on secondment from the Dutch foreign ministry. His main focus is the geopolitics of technology, LLM in international public law from Groningen University and completed the ‘cycle’ court programme at the French Ecole Nationale d’Administration.   "A stronger partner: How Europeans can make the most of the EU-US Trade and Technology Council". ECFR. 1-26-2024. https://ecfr.eu/article/a-stronger-partner-how-europeans-can-make-the-most-of-the-eu-us-trade-and-technology-council/
The moment to invest
The four long years of fraught transatlantic relations under Donald Trump helped birth the EU-US Trade and Technology Council (TTC), which meets again on 30 January.
The TTC has met four times in total and helped bring about modest but tangible results on issues such as artificial intelligence, quantum technology, and green tech. Progress on trade issues has stalled, mostly due to US unwillingness to bargain.
However, the prospect of a Trump return combined with a potentially much more sceptical EU landscape after June’s European Parliament election are fuelling the temptation to pause and see what comes next. Expectations for the upcoming meeting are low on both sides.
Yet potentially tempestuous times ahead should instead persuade Europeans to invest in the TTC. With its relative economic weight and competitiveness declining, the European Union needs to inject new impetus into the dialogue.
How to do it
The United States has identified a number of issues that are key to its economic security policy. The EU should ensure the TTC helps address these priorities. In doing so, it can bolster its own position and offer itself as a stronger partner for the US.
One such issue is AI governance. Last year saw a flurry of international dialogues on AI governance: in the OECD, at the G7 in Japan, and at the UK-hosted AI Safety Summit. These showed a surprising convergence of views. As a priority, the EU should present the TTC as a vehicle to coordinate with the US on working towards a global system governance on responsible AI. The upcoming UN-sponsored Summit of the Future offers a platform to make use of such a joint EU-US approach.
Semiconductors and quantum technology are also a US priority. Investing in the TTC could help shield the EU from extraterritorial fall-out from American unilateralism, as seen with semiconductor lithography over the last two years. For instance, the EU can reduce the chance of finding itself effectively subject to the outcome of American risk assessments by bringing its own such assessments on critical technologies to the table at the TTC.
But the EU also urgently needs to adapt in order to deal with the new challenges. Firstly, member states should provide the European Commission with more information and empower the commission externally on export controls, just as last week’s commission white paper on economic security suggests.
In addition, European decision-makers should find ways to strengthen member states’ ownership of the TTC. They can achieve this by streamlining discussions on European economic security and technology within the council structures. The current Belgian council presidency has tabled some sensible ideas for doing just that, such as by introducing orientational debates on digital diplomacy in the foreign affairs and telecommunications councils. This will strengthen European preparations for the TTC.
Investing in the TTC is in itself no guarantee it will survive this year of elections. But institutionalising it would serve both European and US interests. Apart from technical improvements, investing politically by empowering the commission and through political engagement of member states, the EU – through the TTC – can ensure European policymakers are able to influence the development of AI, quantum, and semiconductors.
EU Impact---Relations---2AC
EU strength protects economy, human rights, climate, and prevents transnational threats. 
Rosa Balfour 19. Senior Transatlantic Fellow at the German Marshall Fund of the United States, holds a PhD in International Relations from the London School of Economics and Political Science, holds an MA in History from Cambridge University, holds an MSc in European Studies from the London School of Economics and Political Science, Senior Advisor to the European Policy Centre, Associate of LSE Ideas, 2019. “The European Foreign Policy in a Hostile Environment,” The Progressive Post, April 11th, Available Online athttps://progressivepost.eu/debates/next-economy/european-foreign-policy-hostile-environment
In a brittle world without enduring strong international alliances, the debate on Europe’s ‘strategic autonomy’ has gained new resonance, but it should not shadow the EU’s unique key international assets in the global economy and multilateral order. Working with global networks to promote norms and public goods is key to push back on nationalism, the rise of geopolitics and transactionalism.
Strategic autonomy’ and ‘complementarity with NATO’ usually appear in the same sentence in the European debate – the latest doctrinal iteration to be found in the EU Global Strategy of June 2016. The ensemble reflects Europe’s need to rely on its transatlantic relationship for security and territorial defence, empowering it to carry out foreign policy too. The EU’s greatest foreign policy achievement of enlarging to Central Europe after the Cold War, pursued in tandem with NATO expansion, is testimony to this pairing.
Since the end of 2016, the US President’s international preferences undermine directly or indirectly Europe’s security. Whether it is the insistence on greater burden-sharing, US action in the Middle East, or trade disputes with China, current US policies put Europe’s security –  already challenged by Russian action in Eastern Europe and the Middle East – at risk.
European leaders have started to question whether the transatlantic relationship needs to be preserved no matter what, or whether Europe should emancipate from it. The debate on ‘strategic autonomy’ is animating recent efforts in the field of security and defence. It refers to the ability to make and carry out decisions on defence, to conduct military operations autonomously, and to have the industrial capabilities to do so. Even if this level of strategic autonomy were agreed upon, it would take a generation for Europe to affect the world stage.
The focus on strategic autonomy speaks to present insecurities in European societies, but not to the EU’s international legitimacy where, possibly, the European Union has better opportunities to develop means of political autonomy which befit its history and international identity. The emerging debate on economic sovereignty is addressing for the first time the degree to which the EU can make political use of some of its economic and financial tools, such as the Euro as an international currency. After all, the EU and its Member States remain the world’s  largest trade bloc and donor. 
On the multilateral stage, Europe faces an increasingly hostile environment but remains the best hope to pursue universal principles, such as human rights and the rule of law, which underpin the resilience of that multilateral system. How to partner with other countries and actors around the globe to push back on attacks to international order is no longer a second order priority.
If the way ahead appears clear, achieving it is a tall order. The rationale for collective action for the EU seems obvious – the ‘politics of scale’, or to be stronger together rather than weaker apart – but historically difficult to achieve. The multiple threats and risks on Europe’s doorsteps have only minimally bridged the strategic divergence that continues to beset the continent, and the rise of the populist radical right is beginning to undermine existing European external policies, not to speak of a higher level of ambition.
Looking at global politics from a non-European perspective, how Europe’s friends and partners around the world will welcome a bid for greater autonomy – politically, economically, and strategically –  still needs to be seen. The EU’s worldview that it has acted as a ‘force for good’ is not uncritically accepted. After all, that ethical stand was also possible thanks to the EU’s belonging to a stable and hegemonic West. 
If Europe wants to engage with the world and simultaneously strengthen its strategic identity it needs to square some circles. Without giving into the facile critique that realism and geopolitics render multilateral principles obsolete and warrant hard-nosed politics, Europe should leverage its assets, which are irrevocably embedded in multilateralism and cooperation. Climate change, conflict prevention and mediation, and an open and fairer international trade system are among the assets that the EU can concretely work towards globally. 
To do so it needs to engage flexibly with global actors, focusing more on multilevel networks including civil society rather than on the traditional partnerships between governments, some of which are no longer benign or useful. Both will require a dose of humility in listening to non-European world views and of pragmatism in seeking appropriate strategies and paths forward.
Last but not least, if Europe wants to imagine its own history of prosperity, democracy and peace as still relevant to the debates taking place in the rest of the world, it also needs to think about the global future sustainability of welfare, taking progressive politics outside national boundaries and engaging in a more global and open debate about public common goods.
EU Growth Add-On---2AC
The plan is key to European AI adoption---that’s key to growth.
Courtenay Brown 24. Economics reporter at Axios. She covers the global economy, central banks, financial markets and macroeconomic trends. "U.S. vs. Europe: The new AI economic divide". Axios. 5-28-2024. https://www.axios.com/2024/05/28/us-europe-ai-economy-growth
Economists are debating how AI might reshape the U.S. job market and boost productivity growth in the decades ahead. But a new paper finds that such benefits will be harder to match across the Atlantic.
Why it matters: The result might be a widening divide in innovation and economic outcomes between the U.S. and continental Europe.
Driving the news: As it stands, the U.S. and Europe are on divergent paths for generative AI adoption, according to a new paper by the McKinsey Global Institute — a predictable result, given that most of the technology has been built in the U.S.
"Automation technology has the potential to revive productivity, allowing economies to solve most of today's labor market challenges," the paper notes.
"Europe and the United States are not on the same trajectory for capturing this productivity growth: most AI-related innovations are developed in the United States."
In the past, Europe has moved more cautiously with all kinds of technological innovations, regulating them more heavily amid worries about labor-displacing technology. AI could turn out to be another example.
State of play: U.S. productivity has been booming — a development that probably doesn't have much to do with AI adoption so far. The rest of the world hasn't kept up.
"It's just mind boggling that productivity [growth] in the United States between 2019 and now has been 6%. In Europe, 0.6%," European Central Bank president Christine Lagarde said at an event hosted by the Council on Foreign Relations last month.
"There are lots of innovators, there are lots of entrepreneurs, but they run away from Europe. They go somewhere else to get financing, so we need to address that particular issue," Lagarde said.
The big picture: The McKinsey paper points to structural factors that might reshape demand for certain workers, including an aging workforce and health care needs — both of which are particularly acute in Europe.
Plus, in a scenario of widespread AI adoption, occupations that require repetitive tasks and low-skill data processing could see plummeting demand, including sales and office support.
By the numbers: In that case, the paper estimates both the U.S. and Europe will need as many as 12 million people to transition to different types of jobs over the next half-decade.
That could be an easier lift for the U.S., where transitions of this scale are in line with the pre-pandemic norm. In Europe, it's double the pre-pandemic pace.
What they're saying: "If you look at the potential for Europe, it would require a step up in that metabolic rate of people being able to move to doing different things. In the U.S. this rate has been higher historically," Anu Madgavkar, a partner at the McKinsey Institute, tells Axios.
About 1.2% of the U.S. workforce shifts jobs each year, whereas 0.4% of the European workforce changed occupations annually between 2016 and 2019, the paper says.
Without the required worker shifts, the paper warns of a polarized labor market: one with more higher-wage jobs than workers and too many workers for lower-paying jobs.
The paper says the fastest technology adoption scenario could help Europe notch productivity growth of 3% through 2030.
Slower adoption and fewer worker transitions would mean 0.3% productivity growth, closer to the current growth rate in Western Europe.
With the "more dynamic labor market" in the U.S., productivity growth would stick to the historical norm in the coming years — though it might accelerate as adoption becomes more widespread.
The intrigue: The paper says the job market shifts related to the pandemic are comparable to what might be needed to adapt to AI.
"Both Europe and the United States navigated even higher levels of labor market shifts during the pandemic, signaling the potential to handle future transitions as well," the paper says.
EU economic decline causes nuclear WWIII. 
Adrian Bonenberger 17. Vocativ Staff, Where Could The European Cold War Go Hot Again? Think a war in Europe won't happen? Here's a look at the issues most likely to spur a military confrontation, 1-27-17, http://www.vocativ.com/397190/europe-cold-war-military-conflict/
Since 2014, however, and the West’s failure to protect an avowedly pro-European Ukraine, it has become increasingly popular to describe the West’s relationship with Russia as a new Cold War. Reading the headlines, it certainly seems like Moscow and Europe are one badly-aimed missile or bomb away from World War III. As political realities in the US and abroad are challenged, what are the lines or issues most likely to lead to war in Europe? Imperial Russia By A Different Name One variable that seems constant right now is Russia. Whether one sees things from Russia’s perspective (wherein Russia is surrounded by hostile neighbors intent on its destruction) or those of its nearest neighbors (which see Russia as an aggressive and expansive imperial bully), Russia’s actions are indisputable. It has invaded and occupied portions of Ukraine and Georgia. It has countenanced cyberattacks on Estonia, Ukraine (which included the first deaths attached to cyberwarfare), the U.S., Georgia, Azerbaijan and NATO. It is pursuing a long game to undermine and destabilize any and all political alliances that do not include it, as well as those that do include it. The weaker everyone else is, the greater the room for Russian opportunism. Russia has also taken the side of America’s primary antagonists in the Middle East. This has made it the friend of isolationists, nationalists, and left-wingers who (paradoxically, given Russia’s own actions) oppose an American and European hegemony, backed by the increasingly questionable threat of military intervention. Whether it is lashing out in righteous self-defense or as part of an unethical attempt to grow larger and more powerful at the expense of its smaller and weaker neighbors, there is no question that Russia is looking to expand its brand. The Return Of Nationalism Across Europe, explicit nationalism is on the rise at levels unseen since the early 20th century. While hard to quantify, the success of so-called “populist” political parties with nationalist agendas suggests a growing dissatisfaction with NATO, the EU, and the U.S.. Over the last two years, far-right parties have won political power, gained credibility, or advanced substantial nationalist agendas in Poland (Law and Justice), Hungary (Jobbik), Romania (the recent founding of a new nationalist party) Austria, Italy (rejection of judicial and legal reform), the U.S. (Trump/Alt-Right), Germany (Alternative for Germany), UK (Brexit), France (Le Pen’s National Front) and others. Nationalism overlaps well with Russia’s agenda, because it erodes federalism—the idea that different people in different countries could lay aside tribal instincts like linguistic or ethnic affinities to cooperate. This makes it easier for Russia to project power at a local or regional level without sacrificing much in the way of money or manpower. Even nationalists like those in Poland and Germany who tend to dislike Russians for a variety of actual and perceived historical slights seem to receive financial support from Russia. This seems based on the principle that a Europe of many countries will be less unified in opposing Russia’s agenda. In principle, those countries that have a strong nationalist political voice end up pursuing policies that strengthen (relatively) Russia. For people who believe that NATO, the U.S., or the EU are too strong, that may not be a particularly troublesome issue. Immigration There are at least three different types of national responses to the question of (largely Middle Eastern and African) immigration into Europe. The first draws on 20th century legal precedents guaranteeing humans fair and dignified treatment regardless of their national background. This response, exemplified by Germans and Scandinavians, tends to view immigrants as refugees fleeing war or economic oppression for which Europe or the West have some kind of responsibility given the global economy. Nations like Germany, Denmark and Sweden are considered among the most generous to refugees. Germany especially has embraced modern attitudes toward immigration, in the wake of its catastrophic spasm of ethnic cleansing during WWII. Other countries with colonial legacies have maintained generous post-colonial policies. Absent active restitution, countries like France, the UK, Belgium, the Netherlands, Italy, Spain and Portugal—any country that had its finger in the exploitative pie that was 17th-20th century Africa, South America, and Asia—provide expedited or dual-citizenship options for many people living in countries formerly touched by European sails and soldiers. This is similar to the posture of countries like Germany. It also results in specific ethnic and religious traffic flowing from the formerly colonized to the colonizer. A critical difference between the experience of countries like Germany and those like France or the UK (for example) is that Germany’s posture toward immigration and citizenship embraces an assumed modern, cosmopolitan future, and exists without any natural enemies safe for the white supremacists and Neo-Nazis who nearly destroyed Europe during World War II (until recently, not a credible source of dissidence). Colonialism did not die easily in the UK, France, or other similar countries, and much military blood and cash was expended in attempting to keep colonial holdings within the fold. Groups nostalgic for former imperial glory tend to see immigration as an affront to national dignity, beyond being unwise policy. Groups that evaluate immigration through the lens of colonial nostalgia are not Nazis or necessarily white supremacists, though the practical implications of their attitudes end up being similar enough to warrant comparison. Finally, there are nations in Central and Eastern Europe whose attitudes on immigration were shaped by their experiences in WWI and WWII, as well as life behind the Iron Curtain. Ethnic cleansing and population movements by the Nazis and the Kremlin-led USSR left countries with the idea that ethnic homogeneity was an absolute good, and ethnic diversity was an existential threat. During the first part of its life, the USSR viewed ethnicity as threatening to the ideal of a classless society, although that slowly devolved into a view that non-Russian ethnicities were dangerous. This is not to diminish or excuse a powerful racial element in resistance to immigration, simply to frame it in the context of places that experienced the Holocaust firsthand, often actively participating in it in a way that ended up shaping every subsequent generation. Religion The European immigration “crisis” is complicated by the issue of religion. There are two key fault lines at play here: Orthodox versus non-Orthodox, and Christian versus Islam. Countries like Germany, Hungary, Croatia, Poland and Slovakia tend to be Catholic. The primary factor in considering their political preferences is their experience with Soviet-style governance, wherein Orthodox Christianity was a proxy for Russian intelligence agencies, and Catholicism was part of resistance to totalitarianism and Russian nationalism. Orthodox countries tend to be pro-Russian: Greece, Bulgaria Macedonia and Serbia all share religious and cultural affinity for one another, as well as Russia. They tend to be hostile to the idea of immigration from the Middle East and Africa based on religious grounds, given the relationship between church and state. This has been the case for centuries. Religious constituencies within all European countries tend to view the EU’s stance toward religion with skepticism, and see efforts to resettle non-Christians within their borders as direct attacks on both their Christianity and ethnicity. Still, there are substantial differences between Orthodox countries (which tend to be pro-Russian) and Catholic countries that spent time behind the Iron Curtain (which tend to be anti-Russian). Countries Formerly Occupied Or Annexed By Russia Polish voters empowered the “Law and Order” party based partly on its promises to block non-Christian (most importantly, Islamic) immigration and the expansion of EU power at the expense of Polish autonomy. At the same time, Poland is among the most staunch and enthusiastic NATO member-states. Its army is the fourth largest in Europe behind Russia, Ukraine, and France. Its chief foreign policy priorities have nothing to do with Middle Eastern immigration, and everything to do with preventing a repeat of the 20th century, where Poland was occupied by Russian soldiers on three separate occasions, and forced to adopt Soviet governance at bayonet-point. Similar in their opposition to recent Russian militancy to Poland are the Baltic States, as well as countries like Sweden, Finland, and Romania. The fate of the Baltics and Finland were determined as part of agreements between Nazi Germany and the USSR to enforce German and Russian “spheres of influence” according to Hitler and Stalin’s vision for Europe. The Baltics were made into independent SSRs within the USSR, while Sweden maintained its independence. Finland was invaded and had large portions of territory annexed into Russia, and Romania was partitioned before and after WWII, first by agreement between the USSR and the Nazis, and later by conquest. Within the Baltics, anti-Russian attitudes are tempered by former Russian citizens of the USSR who lost their national standing when the USSR collapsed. This is most conspicuous in Latvia, but is also true for Lithuania and Estonia. Broadly speaking, any country with an ethnic or Russian-speaking population that borders Russia or was part of the USSR’s sphere of influence. It is a visible reminder of Russia’s de facto colonization of other nations within the USSR, the consequences of which—the current war in Ukraine, as well as the past war in Georgia—explain why national security is among the most urgent priorities for these countries now (satirically represented here, though more recent developments suggest that Germany would remain part of the EU and France perhaps would not). Another way of stating this European dynamic would be thus: countries with no direct experience of the USSR tend not to see Russia as an imminent military threat. Those with direct experience of the USSR (and which therefore have vocal Russian-speaking minorities as viable political entities) see Russia as an existential threat. Economic Ideals Those countries that have had difficulty adjusting their economies to meet the EU’s standards, or which have not prospered during their time in the EU have become powerful passive allies of Russia. Greece, Italy, Spain and Bulgaria have all come to view sanctions on Russia as damaging to their own economies. They view competition with Russia as harmful to their economic interests, either “someone else’s problem” or somehow the fault of the U.S.. The EU’s structure (exposed during Greece’s economic crisis of 2012) does not privilege every country equally, nor is it designed to—its design offers benefits to those countries that are best able to leverage Europe’s many markets and industries. Those in favor of the EU would stress that each country that joined the EU did so transparently and freely, and expected to benefit from its structure by investing time and energy—these people would say that countries failing to maximize their income within the EU have themselves to blame. Those opposed to the EU (many Greek nationalists) believe that it is an exploitative system. Energy Dependence The final factor that determines a country’s relationship with Europe versus Russia is its dependence on Russian oil and gas. After the fall of the USSR, some countries that had existed behind the Iron Curtain were able to maintain privileged relationships with Russian energy producers. Dependence on the Russia used to be the single greatest European weakness, and still is for certain countries (most conspicuously Hungary, which goes out of its way to propitiate Russia, but also other Central European powers as well as Ukraine itself). Lately, though, low oil prices, longtime pushes for energy independence using renewable sources, as well as the opening of alternate energy markets in the Middle East have made it increasingly difficult for Russia to monopolize Europe’s energy, and therefore have reduced its political influence there. This places Russia in a serious bind, as the US’s development of new technology to access additional energy reserves means that as the price of oil and gas rises, it becomes profitable for it to reenter the energy market—meaning European countries will never again be entirely dependent on Russia for energy. The Prospect of War Although there are many fault lines that could lead to conflict, it still seems unlikely that European war will spread west from Ukraine. Still, it’s worth paying attention to these various collisions between Russian and European countries. No century in history has seen a Europe free from war—the question is always one of degree and intensity. So far, the 21st century still has all the elements in place for a truly epic struggle between European countries and Russia. And this conflict, unlike those of the last century, may be adjudicated by nuclear weapons.

EU Add-On---Internet Openness---2AC
1AC Dave says that US-EU cooperation is key to set global standards on technology…
That’s key to an open internet---solves extinction. 
Lee C. Bollinger 13, President of Columbia University in New York City and a Member of the Faculty of the Law School, Graduate of the University of Oregon and Columbia Law School, and Julius Genachowski, Former FCC Chair, JD from Harvard Law School, Managing Director at The Carlyle Group, “The Plot to Block Internet Freedom”, Foreign Policy, 4/16/2013, https://foreignpolicy.com/2013/04/16/the-plot-to-block-internet-freedom/
The Internet has created an extraordinary new democratic forum for people around the world to express their opinions. It is revolutionizing global access to information: Today, more than 1 billion people worldwide have access to the Internet, and at current growth rates, 5 billion people — about 70 percent of the world’s population — will be connected in five years.
But this growth trajectory is not inevitable, and threats are mounting to the global spread of an open and truly "worldwide" web. The expansion of the open Internet must be allowed to continue: The mobile and social media revolutions are critical not only for democratic institutions’ ability to solve the collective problems of a shrinking world, but also to a dynamic and innovative global economy that depends on financial transparency and the free flow of information.
The threats to the open Internet were on stark display at last December’s World Conference on International Telecommunications in Dubai, where the United States fought attempts by a number of countries — including Russia, China, and Saudi Arabia — to give a U.N. organization, the International Telecommunication Union (ITU), new regulatory authority over the Internet. Ultimately, over the objection of the United States and many others, 89 countries voted to approve a treaty that could strengthen the power of governments to control online content and deter broadband deployment.
In Dubai, two deeply worrisome trends came to a head.
First, we see that the Arab Spring and similar events have awakened nondemocratic governments to the danger that the Internet poses to their regimes. In Dubai, they pushed for a treaty that would give the ITU’s imprimatur to governments’ blocking or favoring of online content under the guise of preventing spam and increasing network security. Authoritarian countries’ real goal is to legitimize content regulation, opening the door for governments to block any content they do not like, such as political speech.
Second, the basic commercial model underlying the open Internet is also under threat. In particular, some proposals, like the one made last year by major European network operators, would change the ground rules for payments for transferring Internet content. One species of these proposals is called "sender pays" or "sending party pays." Since the beginning of the Internet, content creators — individuals, news outlets, search engines, social media sites — have been able to make their content available to Internet users without paying a fee to Internet service providers. A sender-pays rule would change that, empowering governments to require Internet content creators to pay a fee to connect with an end user in that country.
Sender pays may look merely like a commercial issue, a different way to divide the pie. And proponents of sender pays and similar changes claim they would benefit Internet deployment and Internet users. But the opposite is true: If a country imposed a payment requirement, content creators would be less likely to serve that country. The loss of content would make the Internet less attractive and would lessen demand for the deployment of Internet infrastructure in that country.
Repeat the process in a few more countries, and the growth of global connectivity — as well as its attendant benefits for democracy — would slow dramatically. So too would the benefits accruing to the global economy. Without continuing improvements in transparency and information sharing, the innovation that springs from new commercial ideas and creative breakthroughs is sure to be severely inhibited.
To their credit, American Internet service providers have joined with the broader U.S. technology industry, civil society, and others in opposing these changes. Together, we were able to win the battle in Dubai over sender pays, but we have not yet won the war. Issues affecting global Internet openness, broadband deployment, and free speech will return in upcoming international forums, including an important meeting in Geneva in May, the World Telecommunication/ICT Policy Forum.
The massive investment in wired and wireless broadband infrastructure in the United States demonstrates that preserving an open Internet is completely compatible with broadband deployment. According to a recent UBS report, annual wireless capital investment in the United States increased 40 percent from 2009 to 2012, while investment in the rest of the world has barely inched upward. And according to the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, more fiber-optic cable was laid in the United States in 2011 and 2012 than in any year since 2000, and 15 percent more than in Europe.
All Internet users lose something when some countries are cut off from the World Wide Web. Each person who is unable to connect to the Internet diminishes our own access to information. We become less able to understand the world and formulate policies to respond to our shrinking planet. Conversely, we gain a richer understanding of global events as more people connect around the world, and those societies nurturing nascent democracy movements become more familiar with America’s traditions of free speech and pluralism.
That’s why we believe that the Internet should remain free of gatekeepers and that no entity — public or private — should be able to pick and choose the information web users can receive. That is a principle the United States adopted in the Federal Communications Commission’s 2010 Open Internet Order. And it’s why we are deeply concerned about arguments by some in the United States that broadband providers should be able to block, edit, or favor Internet traffic that travels over their networks, or adopt economic models similar to international sender pays.
We must preserve the Internet as the most open and robust platform for the free exchange of information ever devised. Keeping the Internet open is perhaps the most important free speech issue of our time.

EU Advantage---Turns China DA---2AC
If the US and EU don’t coordinate, China will be able to set global standards on AI.
Katherine Walla 24. "If the US and EU don't set AI standards, China will first, say Gina Raimondo and Margrethe Vestager". Atlantic Council. 1-31-2024. https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/new-atlanticist/if-the-us-and-eu-dont-set-ai-standards-china-will-first-say-gina-raimondo-and-margrethe-vestager/
According to US Commerce Secretary Gina Raimondo, the United States and European Union (EU) don’t have a moment to wait in setting standards for the development and use of artificial intelligence (AI). “If the US and EU don’t show up,” she warned, “China will, [and] autocracies will.” 
Raimondo spoke at an Atlantic Council Front Page event on Tuesday alongside European Commission Executive Vice President Margrethe Vestager, who cautioned that the field of standardization in technologies is already being “dominated by nonmarket players or Chinese players.” But “we need to be much more present in standardization for us,” she said. “We need to have a presence.” 
The leaders spoke shortly after the fifth meeting of the EU-US Trade and Technology Council (TTC) in Washington, where officials touched on everything from AI to climate policy to semiconductors. 
In the US-EU relationship, “there are irritants for sure,” Raimondo admitted, “but fundamentally what binds us is massively more consequential than the irritants.” 
Below are more highlights from the conversation, which was moderated by Atlantic Council President and Chief Executive Officer Frederick Kempe. 
EU+US on AI
Raimondo argued that the TTC will “prove to be exceedingly valuable” as AI tools continue to evolve. She said that the “muscle” the TTC has “built up”—in generating trust between private-sector stakeholders and the governments leading the United States and EU—will help in “bringing us together to write the rules of the road of AI.” 
But while Raimondo said that a “transatlantic approach” to AI could possibly come out of the TTC, she said she doubted whether “joint regulation” is feasible. “It will be some time before the US Congress passes a law that relates to the governing of AI,” the commerce secretary pointed out. “In the absence of that, there’s an awful lot of work to be done.” 
The commerce secretary explained that normally when governments develop regulations, each country first goes about writing rules separately before gathering with others to harmonize. “With AI, we can harmonize from the get-go because we haven’t yet written these regulations or rules or standards,” she said. 
In response to concerns that governments will always be regulating too slowly to keep up with tech, Vestager said that she thinks “that is just plain wrong” and that it is the responsibility of governments to ensure that technology respects society’s values. 
Keep “eyes wide open” on China 
Vestager outlined the EU’s “very complex relationship” with China, given that it is an important partner in fighting climate change—but it is also a systemic rival and an economic competitor. She explained that the EU is working to “derisk [its] dependencies” on countries such as China by getting more countries to screen foreign direct investments and working to prevent countries from skirting export controls. 
Regarding China, it is in the “self-interest” of the United States and EU “to work together,” Raimondo argued. “There are real national security concerns for both of us,” she added, “and we have to be eyes wide open about that and work together to protect… our countries.” 
Among those national security concerns: “We have to keep our eye on the number of Chinese-made electric vehicles being sold in Europe,” Raimondo said, explaining that sophisticated electric vehicles collect a “huge amount of information” about the driver and their surroundings. “Do we want all that data going to Beijing?” she asked. 
EU Advantage---Turns China DA---1AR
US-EU tech coordination is key to counter authoritarian tech dominance. 
Cosmina Moghior 21. Denton Fellow with the Transatlantic Leadership program at the Center for European Policy Analysis, Protectionism Threatens To Torpedo The Transatlantic Technology Alliance, CEPA, https://cepa.org/protectionism-threatens-to-torpedo-the-transatlantic-technology-alliance/ 
On a broad level, the U.S. and Europe agree on the need for new regulations to limit dangers from the authoritarian digital model. They want to reign in tech monopolies. They want to protect privacy. They want to combat disinformation that threatens democracy.
On a practical level, both favors strengthened export controls of dangerous technology. A good example of cooperation concerns semiconductors.  While the US is leading in most stages of the semiconductor supply chain, the Dutch company ASML dominates lithography equipment production. Even under President Trump, the Dutch government agreed to stop ASML from selling its most advanced machines to China.
Unfortunately, though, protectionism threatens to undermine future progress. The Biden Administration’s massive infrastructure plan and new “Supply Chain Disruptions Task Force” aim to keep innovation and production of leading-edge technology at home, making the U.S. a technological leader. Biden’s Buy America Executive Order (EO) encourages domestic procurement of “goods, products, materials, and services from sources that help the American businesses compete in strategic industries and help America’s workers thrive”. The Federal Acquisition Regulatory Council is developing recommendations to extend requirements to information technology.
The U.S. is pouring public money into strategic digital industries. In a rare bipartisan vote, Congress approved $52 billion in subsidies in June for chip research and manufacturing. States from Wisconsin, Texas, and Nevada are showering tax benefits on digital tech giants including Amazon, Apple, and Google to build factories and data centers.
Europe similarly is determined to build its own tech capacities. It promotes the concept of digital sovereignty aimed at providing the continent the capacity to make “autonomous technological choices.”  Several projects promote domestic production of critical technologies ranging from next-generation mobile phone production to quantum computing. Public funds already are being spent on the
European cloud computing project GAIA-X aims to break the U.S. stranglehold on cloud computing.  While Europe insists that its actions are not protectionist, designed instead to promote and safeguard European values, GAIA-X aims to ensure data protection and limit access of U.S. intelligence to European data. U.S. tech giants including Amazon, Google, and Microsoft have been invited to join, but are banned from joining the board.
The U.S. is home to the world’s largest Internet companies and fears that European regulatory measures will discriminate against them. Plans for a European “digital” tax – put on hold to secure a global corporate tax reform – would disproportionately impact American companies that provide digital services in Europe. A separate Digital Markets Act proposal under consideration at the European Parliament addresses unfair practices of the so-called “gatekeepers,” that operate “core platform services.” Most of the targeted companies will likely be American, beginning with giants Google, Apple, Facebook, and Amazon.
Europe and the U.S. need to step back from pursuing their protectionist instincts, which threatens to allow China’s increasing inroads into the digital market. Beijing is making investments on all continents on projects ranging from education to critical infrastructure. Many countries are turning to China for support and guidance on technological development while the U.S. and the EU focus on their domestic anxieties and ambitions.
A transatlantic tech alliance could provide the blueprint for offering a viable alternative to Chinese inroads in the developing world. Europe and the U.S. need to coordinate against the export of authoritarian practices on the Internet. They can only do this by dropping the push for Buy American and European Digital Sovereignty.
US-EU alignment sets global norms on emerging tech against China. 
Mark Scott & Jacopo Barigazzi 21. Staff writers. "US and Europe to forge tech alliance amid China’s rise". POLITICO. 6-9-2021. https://www.politico.eu/article/eu-us-trade-tech-council-joe-biden-china/
The European Union and the United States will announce a wide-ranging partnership around technology and trade next week in an attempt to push back against China and promote democratic values, according to two EU officials and draft conclusions for the upcoming EU-U.S. summit seen by POLITICO.
While negotiations on the new body are still ongoing, U.S. President Joe Biden and European Commission President Ursula von der Leyen plan to announce details of the project when they meet in Brussels on June 15. The EU proposed the initiative in December, and U.S. officials have been eager to show that Washington is willing to work with its allies after a rocky period in the transatlantic relationship during Donald Trump's presidency.
China's rise as a tech superpower also explains why the U.S. and EU are motivated to team up on tech and digital trade. Beijing has set its sights on becoming a global leader and standard setter for next-generation industries like artificial intelligence, robotics and semiconductors — and plans to get there through aggressive investments, acquisitions and regulations favoring domestic companies like Alibaba and Huawei.
Officials hope the new transatlantic body will give the EU and U.S. a stronger footing to keep pace. As part of the so-called EU-U.S. Trade and Technology Council (TTC), Washington and Brussels are expected to detail how they will work together to promote joint standards around emerging technologies, and to make commitments to better police the digital world now dominated by a few Silicon Valley tech giants.
The alliance could tackle everything from the intricate tech supply chains — which often run through China — to making collective investments in digital projects. And it will be designed to work with other like-minded countries, including Australia and Japan, and at international bodies like the World Trade Organization.
"The point, of course, is to push for real global standards, standards that build on privacy, on the integrity of digital and the dignity of the individual as the starting point," Margrethe Vestager, the Commission executive vice president in charge of digital policy, told EU politicians last week.
Biden and his EU counterparts "will focus on aligning our approaches to trade and technology so that democracies and not anyone else, not China or other autocracies, are writing the rules for trade and technology for the 21st century," Jake Sullivan, the White House's national security adviser, told reporters this week.
Still, the renewed cooperation between Brussels and Washington is by no means a slam dunk.
U.S. officials have routinely criticized European countries for unfairly targeting American tech firms in a range of antitrust investigations and regulatory proposals. Many in the EU feel those policies are central in the 27-country bloc's efforts to regain its place at the top digital table alongside the U.S. and China.
Some EU leaders like German Chancellor Angela Merkel have also been less keen at singling out China because of significant economic ties to Beijing that they do not want to jeopardize in a potential trade war.
The new EU-U.S. body must also avoid the fate of previous efforts like the Transatlantic Economic Council, a George W. Bush era-initiative to reignite economic and trade ties between the U.S. and Europe, which eventually fizzled into obscurity.
