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AT: Counterfeiting
1NC---Solvency---General
The plan can’t solve microelectronics – their author says that contributory liability must be applied beyond e-commerce AND that criminal persecution is more important.
Patricia E. Campbell, 2023 - Law School Professor and Director of the Intellectual Property Law Program at the University of Maryland Carey School of Law “Debugging the Trademark Laws: The Lanham Act and Counterfeit Microelectronics,” 31 TEX. INTELL. PROP. L.J. 211 (2023). Hein Online. Accessed via University of Michigan //ER
Counterfeit microelectronics have been a persistent threat for the last twenty years. Counterfeit electronic parts pose serious risks to human health and safety, harm the economy, and jeopardize national security. Although the Lanham Act provides potent civil remedies for trademark counterfeiting, an analysis of trademark filings from 2009 through 2022 reveals that manufacturers of electronic parts almost never pursue civil actions against counterfeiters. The ”material alteration theory” encompasses many types of activity engaged in by counterfeiters, including the sale of used, refurbished, and remarked parts. As a result, the lack of civil enforcement must be attributed to factors such as the cost of filing suit, concerns about the impact on stock values, and the inability to reach anonymous counterfeiters (often in other countries) who sell fake products through online marketplaces. Congress must amend the Lanham Act to recognize contributory liability by intermediaries, including ecommerce platforms and others, that facilitate infringement when they have actual or constructive knowledge that infringing activities are taking place on their sites. Ultimately, however, an enhanced enforcement of criminal penalties may be an even more essential part of the solution to counterfeit microelectronics. Debugging the Trademark Laws II: Criminal Penalties for Trafficking in Counterfeit Microelectronics will explore the apparent underutilization of criminal sanctions against counterfeiters, and it will propose amendments to the federal criminal code that intend to circumscribe their activities.
1NC---Alt Causes---DOD
Alt causes to DoD counterfeiting – Chinese shell companies contract with the DoD to sneak in counterfeit.
Sibley 19, Nate Sibley is a research fellow and director of Hudson Institute’s Kleptocracy Initiative (Nate Sibley, 12/18/2019, "Countering Chinese Communist Party Threats with Corporate Transparency," Hudson Institute, accessed 7/25/2024, https://www.hudson.org/national-security-defense/countering-chinese-communist-party-threats-with-corporate-transparency) ER
The IP Theft Commission further notes that Chinese entities rely on shell companies both to obscure their involvement in IP theft and to shield themselves from potential US sanctions.7 As the China Economic and Security Review Commission has warned, even a strengthened Committee on Foreign Investment in the United States will be unable to detect and properly scrutinize Chinese investments in US technology firms if their ownership is masked by shell companies.8 Chinese entities have also acquired valuable American IP and technology by using shell companies to conceal their participation in US bankruptcy proceedings.9 
A Government Accountability Office (GAO) study of 1,406 high-security US federal leases could not identify the owners in about one-third of cases because many of them were shell companies. In cases where the GAO did identify the owners, nine out of fourteen government agencies working on sensitive national security issues were unaware that the buildings in which they were housed were ultimately owned by companies in China and elsewhere.10 
A recent NBC investigation found that thousands of Chinese nationals have used US-registered shell companies as phony employers to remain in the United States illegally after their student visas expire. Many go on to work for US firms dealing with sensitive information, and at least one is now being prosecuted for espionage.11 
Nearly 90 percent of counterfeit products entering the United States originate in China.12 This poses a unique challenge for defense procurement, where substandard equipment jeopardizes the safety of military personnel and compromised technology provides a window for espionage. 
Another recent GAO study found that shell companies are routinely used to facilitate fraud and circumvent restrictions barring foreign contractors, including one whose faulty parts caused the grounding of forty-seven US combat aircraft.13 GAO also noted that “contractors fraudulently misrepresenting themselves to [the Department of Defense] could actually be operated by... adversarial foreign governments [to conduct] sabotage or surveillance.”
Shell company secrecy also incentivizes American importers of counterfeit goods. A New York company currently faces charges of illegally importing Chinese surveillance technology and selling it to US government agencies before laundering the proceeds through shell companies.14
2NC---Alt Causes---DOD
Plan can’t solve – DoD counterfeiting available in both physical and online marketplaces.
Sullivan and Wilson 17, Brandon Sullivan is a Criminal Justice PhD, Eagle Scout, educator and researcher, Jeremy Wilson is a Professor of the School of Criminal Justice and Founding Director of the Police Staffing Observatory at Michigan State University (MSU), where he also founded and directed the Center for Anti-Counterfeiting and Product Protection and the Program on Police Consolidation and Shared Services, (Brandon Sullivan and Jeremy Wilson, 05/23/2017, "An empirical examination of product counterfeiting crime impacting the U.S. military," Trends in Organized Crime, Volume 20, accessed 7/25/2024, https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s12117-017-9306-7) ER
Product counterfeiting is a serious transnational crime with staggering impacts on public health and safety, economic stability, innovation, and national security. Hundreds of billions of dollars are lost from consumers, companies, and governments on an annual basis. Recent estimates have identified the international trade in counterfeit goods to be high as $461 billion USD, or 2.5% of world trade (OECD and EUIPO 2016). Although the extent of the problem is notoriously difficult to measure (Wilson et al. 2016; Chaudhry and Zimmerman 2009; U.S. GAO 2010b), a variety of factors indicate that product counterfeiting is a growing global problem, including the emergence of counterfeits in a broader range of industries (UNICRI 2007; OECD 2008) and the persistent widespread availability of counterfeit goods in both physical and online marketplaces (Satchwell 2004; Phillips 2005; Heinonen et al. 2012; Wilson and Fenoff 2014). Another important factor is an upward trend in seizures by customs agencies, as the number of border seizures has increased dramatically from 3586 in 2000 to 19,959 in 2010 to 31,560 in 2016 (U.S. CBP 2017).
Counterfeiting in the DoD has been happening long before the explosion of e-commerce, and it’s unrelated to e-commerce.
Sullivan and Wilson 16, Brandon Sullivan is a Criminal Justice PhD, Eagle Scout, educator and researcher, Jeremy Wilson is a Professor of the School of Criminal Justice and Founding Director of the Police Staffing Observatory at Michigan State University (MSU), where he also founded and directed the Center for Anti-Counterfeiting and Product Protection and the Program on Police Consolidation and Shared Services, (Brandon Sullivan and Jeremy Wilson, 2016, "Counterfeit Parts in the U.S. Department of Defense Supply Chain,", Michigan State University, accessed 7/26/2024, https://a-capp.msu.edu/article/counterfeit-parts-in-the-u-s-department-of-defense-supply-chain/) ER
Several attempts have been made to qualify and quantify the risk. Hearings held by the U.S. Senate Committee on Armed Services in 2011 and 2012 identified more than 1800 cases of counterfeit electronic parts and one million individual suspect parts in 2009 and 2010 (U.S. Senate, 2012). A U.S. Department of Commerce (DOC) survey of counterfeit parts in the electronics industry noted an increase in incidents from 3,369 in 2005 to 8,644 in 2008 (U.S. DOC, 2010). 
Of course, counterfeiting is not limited to electronics. Various counterfeit parts have been identified involving various weapon systems and other equipment. The Defense Logistics Agency (DLA) cited 19 different counterfeit parts used in over 100 different military systems, including aircraft and missile defense (U.S. Senate, 2012). Other examples include fasteners, titanium used in engine mounts, Kevlar® used in body armor plates, seatbelt clasps, oscillators for navigation systems, and part packaging (U.S. GAO, 2010).
Undoubtedly, the true extent of the risk is far greater. No products are immune from counterfeiting and the vast scale and complexity of the DOD global supply chain opens up various opportunities for their introduction, making those identified likely a lower-bound estimate. These counterfeit products pose a direct threat to military service members and the operations in which they are engaged.
One way of further understanding how counterfeits make their way into the DOD supply chain is to identify what product counterfeiting schemes have been identified, investigated, and charged in criminal courts. This is difficult given the limited access to data. Therefore, our approach to identifying these schemes is to collect open-source information on known cases of product counterfeiting and evaluate several key characteristics of those cases, including how, where, and by whom the schemes are conducted and how they are handled by the legal system. To illustrate how we set out to accomplish this task, we next outline the data collection, searching, and coding criteria for the A-CAPP Center Product Counterfeiting Database (PCD), then describe three criminal cases identified through these efforts.
Product Counterfeiting Database
The PCD assembles information on product counterfeiting using an open-source methodology to gather evidence pertaining to product counterfeiting schemes, offenders, and victims. The database serves as a foundation for developing evidence-based lessons on preventing, detecting, investigating, and responding to product counterfeiting.
To identify these product counterfeiting schemes, we searched the websites of various government agencies and industry organizations that monitor product counterfeiting. From these websites, we reviewed all reports, case studies, press releases, speeches and other documents related to product counterfeiting. We also conducted keyword searches at these websites as well as online databases and news outlets. 
After developing an initial list of schemes, we utilized two web-based meta-search engines to capture as much open-source information as possible on each scheme and determine the number of offenders involved. The source of information uncovered originates from court and government records, industry reports, news media, videos, blogs, books, and scholarly accounts. We also uncovered additional schemes during these searches which were then subjected to additional searching and evaluation to determine if they met our inclusion criteria. 
Once the schemes were fully searched, we created unique databases for the schemes, offenders, and victims. These databases describe the characteristics and processes associated with the chemistry of these crimes, establishing the basic parameters of the problem (e.g., the number and attributes of suspects and the quantification of harm in terms of seized goods and victims) as well as the response to it (e.g., which agencies identified and investigated the offenses and for what the suspects were charged, convicted, or sentenced). These data provide empirical insights into the counterfeiting of parts and equipment in the DOD supply chain.
To date, we have identified a number of schemes that have been indicted in U.S. courts. While we are at the initial stages of the coding process, these three cases provide an overview of the broad scope of the problem, including the different types of parts that have been counterfeited and those who have been criminally charged.
Counterfeit Helicopter Parts
One major criminal case from the early 2000s involved counterfeit helicopter parts. A California man sold flight-critical rubber seals intended for the H-60A (Black Hawk) and H-60 (Sea Hawk) helicopters to the Air Force, Army, Navy, and NASA. He was required by contract to purchase the parts from a DOD-approved Chicago-based supplier, but instead, purchased them from a Taiwanese company for roughly $1 each and mislabeled them, giving the appearance that the parts came from the approved supplier. These substandard quality parts may have failed when installed, placing the lives of U.S. military service members at risk. The perpetrator pled guilty in 2004 and was sentenced to two and half years in prison along with three years of supervised release, and ordered to pay nearly $55,000 in restitution to DOD. A similar scheme occurred from 2005 to 2008 involving counterfeit helicopter parts, where the perpetrator sold microprocessor chips with fake markings to an aerospace contractor.
Counterfeit Integrated Circuits Intended for Nuclear Submarines
As noted above, counterfeit electronics represent a substantial risk. One example of this was the scheme perpetrated by a Massachusetts man who imported thousands of counterfeit integrated circuits (ICs) from China and Hong Kong. From 2007 to 2012 he sold these counterfeits to U.S. customers, one of which was the U.S. Navy, who unknowingly purchased the counterfeits for use in nuclear submarines stationed in Groton, Connecticut. These ICs contained counterfeit marks from major electronics manufacturers, including Motorola, Xilinx, and National Semiconductor. While he specifically stated the ICs were new products manufactured in Europe, product testing by the U.S. Navy revealed the data code had been altered to hide the fact that they were refurbished and branded with counterfeit marks. The perpetrator pled guilty in 2014 and was sentenced to 37 months in prison. In addition, he was ordered to pay $352,076 in restitution to the 31 companies whose products he counterfeited and forfeit $70,050 in currency and over $35,870 worth of counterfeit ICs. In addition to this case, several others involving counterfeit ICs have been identified in recent years.
AT: Money-Laundering
1NC---Alt Causes---Funding
Tax evasion funds illicit economies and global terror more widely than e-commerce
Kemsley and Morgan 20 (Tulane University - A.B. Freeman School of Business, University of Texas at Austin - Department of Accounting,11/17/2020, “Tax Evasion and Money Laundering: A Complete Framework,” DA: 7/24/2024, https://www.bvagroup.com/files/files/Tax%20Evasion%20and%20Money%20Laundering%20-%20A%20Complete%20Framework%20-%20Journal%20of%20Financial%20Crime.pdf)
Income tax evasion and money laundering are both widespread and costly. Feige and Cebula (2011) estimate that tax evasion costs the US Treasury approximately US$500bn in lost revenue per year. Murphy (2012) and Schneider et al. (2015) estimate the cost approaches US$1tn per year in the European Union alone. This lost tax revenue strangles services, swells budget deficits, places an unfair burden on honest taxpayers and hurts the general welfare by distorting economic competition. In regard to money laundering, the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (2011) estimates that approximately US$1.6tn in criminal gains were laundered in 2009, equal to 2.7% of global gross domestic product (GDP). These illicit funds distort resource allocation by crowding out licit sectors, while successful money laundering foments more criminal enterprise.
Policymakers have long recognized that an overlap exists between tax evasion and money laundering. Both crimes are often concurrently committed and both crimes often rely upon similar techniques. Corporate shell companies and fraudulent business records/ accounting journal entries are often the tools of both offenses. Further, both tax evasion and money laundering commonly use opaque offshore tax havens where offenders hide assets, estimated at 10% of global GDP (Alstadsaeter et al., 2018). Given the interrelated nature of tax evasion and money laundering, prosecutors in many nations frequently initiate legal action by levying both charges (as well as fraud) for a single offense. To some degree, this array of charges reflects the ill-defined judicial boundaries between tax evasion and money laundering, which is at least partly because of an uncertain understanding of the fundamental nexus between the two crimes.
2NC---Alt Causes---Funding
The lack of regulations around art and antiquities creates loopholes for money laundering and kleptocracies 
Gottlieb 23 (Ariane Gottlieb is CIMA’s Assistant Program Officer. In this capacity, she is responsible for coordinating convenings, overseeing communications, and providing analytical and administrative support. She previously worked with NED’s International Forum for Democratic Studies, supporting the Forum’s portfolios on countering authoritarian influence and combatting transnational kleptocracy. Prior to joining NED, she completed internships with the Gilder Lehrman Institute of American History, the American Iranian Council, the office of former U.S. Representative Nita Lowey, and J Street. She also worked as a student mentor at Mount Holyoke College’s Speaking, Arguing, and Writing Center. She graduated Phi Beta Kappa and magna cum laude with a B.A. in international relations and history from Mount Holyoke College., 10/31/2023, “Kleptocracy in the Arts and Antiquities Trade,” DA: 7/26/24, https://www.ned.org/countering-kleptocracy-october-2023/)
In “Ode on a Grecian Urn,” the poet John Keats asserts “Beauty is truth, truth beauty, — that is all / Ye know on Earth, and all ye need to know.” Indeed, the enormous popularity of the arts and antiquities market speak to its ability to immortalize beauty and impart knowledge. Yet, underneath its ornate paintings and gilded treasures, the art world hides an ugly secret. Global kleptocrats have leveraged portions of the art and antiquities trade to launder money, subvert sanctions, and fund their malign activities. Transactions can be conducted amid high levels of secrecy. Due to a lack of rigorous safeguards, the true identity of buyers and sellers (i.e. beneficial ownership) is often difficult to discern, and oligarchs often rely upon shell companies or intermediaries to conduct transactions. Despite this weak link within rule-of-law frameworks, democracies can respond by closing loopholes within counter-kleptocracy safeguards, empowering law enforcement to combat this challenge, and supporting civil society to address knowledge gaps.
Despite its artistic and historical value, the arts and antiquities trade has emerged as a veritable playground for malign actors. In 2021, the market was valued at $65 billion. Its enormous potential and a lack of sufficient anti-money laundering (AML) requirements incentivize kleptocrats to launder money by purchasing, storing, or selling art and antiquities. For example, financier Jho Lo—who siphoned billions of dollars from Malaysia’s state investment fund to enrich himself and his cronies—used his ill-gotten gains to buy $200 million worth of artwork. Even transactions at prominent auction houses can be conducted via intermediaries who do not disclose beneficial ownership, enabling sanctioned individuals to access the market. Russian oligarchs Arkady and Boris Rotenberg were able to circumvent sanctions enacted in 2014 by purchasing art via a U.S. intermediary and a network of shell companies. The funds generated from such activities are often used to bolster repressive actors via elite capture, SLAPP suits, and other kleptocratic activities.
 This market has emerged as a loophole within democracies’ counter-kleptocracy efforts. It has historically been excluded from policies mandating transparency within alternative sectors, allowing kleptocrats to conduct high-value transactions and launder money with impunity. Instead, AML, beneficial ownership, and other transparency requirements are often levied at the discretion of auction houses or private dealers. Although the four largest auction houses abide by AML regulations voluntarily, employees do not always discern the true identity of their buyers. Many museums have similarly failed to conduct due diligence on the origins of their collections. In one example, the art collector Douglas Latchford used secret offshore companies on the Island of Jersey in the British Isles to launder stolen Cambodian antiquities and sell them to institutions such as the Metropolitan Museum of Art.
In recent years, transatlantic policymakers have taken steps to curb illegal activity. In 2021, the U.S. Congress passed legislation to bring the arts and antiquities trade under the same AML regulations as other industries. This measure helps ensure transparent beneficial ownership, outlines clear recordkeeping and reporting obligations, imposes compliance policies, and more. The European Union also moved to close AML loopholes in 2020, aiming to mitigate the threat of money laundering.
Despite these steps, democracy practitioners can do more to encourage AML and rule-of-law safeguards. Loopholes in sanctions enforcement can be closed by imposing similar measures on the family members of targeted individuals. The ownership threshold for blocking companies linked to sanctioned individuals can be reduced or eliminated, so that oligarchs cannot derive profit from entities of which they hold minority ownership. Law enforcement must be equipped with specialized knowledge and resources to combat illegal transactions. Support for civil society and independent media—whether through providing funding and resources or by giving a platform to leading experts—will also help address knowledge gaps that persist across borders. Kleptocrats’ exploitation of this industry proves that there is more to art than meets the eye. The international community must shore up this critical vulnerability to help stem opportunities for kleptocrats to launder their wealth and evade counter-kleptocracy strategies.

1NC---Alt Causes---Markets
The dark web is host to hundreds of counterfeit markets the plan doesn’t solve for 
Soldner & Kleinberg 23 (Department of Security and Crime Science & Dawes Centre for Future Crime, University College London, London, UK, Department of Security and Crime Science & Dawes Centre for Future Crime, University College London, London, UK, 10/17/2023, “Counterfeits on dark markets: a measurement between Jan-2014 and Sep-2015,” DA: 7/25/2024,https://crimesciencejournal.biomedcentral.com/articles/10.1186/s40163-023-00195-2)
Counterfeits harm consumers, governments, and intellectual property holders. They accounted for 3.3% of worldwide trades in 2016, having an estimated value of $509 billion in the same year. Estimations in the literature are mostly based on border seizures, but in this paper, we examined openly labeled counterfeits on darknet markets, which allowed us to gather and analyze information from a different perspective. Here, we analyzed data from 11 darknet markets for the period Jan-2014 and Sep-2015. The findings suggest that darknet markets harbor similar counterfeit product types to those found in seizures but that the share of watches is higher while the share of electronics, clothes, shoes, and Tobacco is lower on darknet markets. Also, darknet market counterfeits seem to have similar shipping origins as seized goods, with some exceptions, such as a relatively high share (5%) of dark market counterfeits originating from the US. Lastly, counterfeits on dark markets tend to have a relatively low price and sales volume. However, based on preliminary estimations, the equivalent products on the surface web appear to be advertised for a multiple of the prices found for darknet markets. We provide some suggestions on how information about darknet market counterfeits could be used by companies and authorities for preventative purposes, showing that insight gathering from the dark web is valuable and could be a cost-effective alternative (or compliment) to border seizures. Thus, monitoring darknet markets can help us understand the counterfeit landscape better.
Introduction Counterfeits are illicit goods that violate intellectual property (IP) rights such as copyrights, trademarks, design rights, or patents, and they can exist physically or digitally (OECD/EUIPO, 2019; WTO, 1994). The purpose of a deceptive counterfeit is to make a monetary profit by deceiving a customer that the product is of a higher value than it is (e.g., by selling it as being genuine) (OECD/EUIPO, 2019). Deceptive counterfeits can be sold directly to consumers or mixed within supply chains of genuine products to reduce costs and increase profits (Hollis & Wilson, 2014). Counterfeits can cause a variety of problems, such as physical (e.g., through foods or pharmaceuticals) and monetary harms to the consumer, the IP holder (e.g., through damages to the brand value, loss of sales), or the government (e.g., through the loss of tax income) (EMCDDA-Europol, 2017; OECD/EUIPO, 2019). In turn, the sales of counterfeits can support organized crime groups financially and facilitate other illegal activities, such as money laundering (EMCDDA-Europol, 2017; UNICRI & ICC BASCAP, 2013; UNODC, 2014). OECD/EUIPO (2019) estimated that counterfeits made up 3.3% of worldwide trades in 2016, worth USD 509 billion. Furthermore, the proportion of counterfeits seems to be elevated within developed regions, such as the European Union (EU). However, estimating counterfeit goods' trade (value) is difficult and is mostly achieved through auditing goods seized at borders (OECD, 2018; OECD/EUIPO, 2019). Thus, current estimates often exclude domestically traded counterfeits or digital products, and since not all counterfeits will be seized at ports, estimates of what is traded may be incomplete. For example, the number of routinely checked containers at major ports in Genoa (Italy), Melbourne (Australia), Montreal (Canada), New York (USA), and Liverpool (UK) together only account for 2–5% of all traffic (Sergi, 2022). Since only a limited number of containers can be checked, the selection procedure can strongly impact possible finds. A theoretical and empirical understanding of how counterfeiting occurs is currently not well developed, perhaps due to the complex involvement of various stakeholders, which results in difficulties for researchers to obtain reliable data (Sullivan et al., 2017). For example, many companies affected by counterfeiting operate across nations, affecting the ease with which authorities can monitor and combat counterfeits. Moreover, the definition of counterfeits varies across nations, further complicating how counterfeiting is measured. However, theories provide perspectives as to why counterfeiting occurs and how it might be addressed. The Rational Choice perspective considers the offender's choice to commit a crime (e.g., counterfeiting a product) and influencing factors of the offenders' decisions, such as the perceived risks and rewards (Clarke & Cornish, 1985). The perspective informs us that while changing the perceived risks and rewards of the offender, the likelihood of offending can be altered and reduced, for example, by increasing the perceived risks of detection or by increasing the general efforts needed to commit a crime. Within the context of counterfeits facilitating the traceability of genuine products within a supply chain (e.g., through watermarks) seems to be a possible approach to increasing the efforts to counterfeit (Gayialis et al., 2022). Another perspective, such as the Routine Activity Approach (RAA), discussed by Spink et al., (2013, 2014), states that crime is more likely when a suitable target (e.g., a product that can be counterfeited) and a motivated offender converge absent a capable guardian (Cohen & Felson, 1979). Capable guardians can include those involved in security at country borders or those involved in inspecting goods at other stages of the supply chain (Marucheck et al., 2011; Tang, 2006). For example, when manufactured products are transported, transport personnel and employees could also act as guardians (Hollis & Wilson, 2014). However, effective guardianship requires a clear understanding of the problem and processes to monitor it, such as reporting procedures. Absent this understanding, guardianship will be less effective. With this in mind, risk assessments are often conducted to aid decisions made by authorities at borders based on intelligence from federal and local authorities and custom officer experiences (Sergi, 2022). However, these are likely to be imperfect. Furthermore, border checks can be random or may only be informed by the country of origin, or how the delivery is labeled, as in the case of parcel shipments (Männistö et al., 2021). Another source of possible bias present in check-selection procedures are large differences in the estimates of counterfeit product types produced by different agencies (IP Crime Group, 2015; OECD/EUIPO, 2019). For example, estimates strongly differ across agencies for footwear (20 percentage points) or for electronics (11%) and clothing (10%). For other products, estimations may be missing entirely, as in the case of Tobacco, which was estimated to make up 28% of all counterfeits by the IP Crime Group (2015) but was not identified as a counterfeited product by OECD/EUIPO (2019). Since different agencies use different data sources (e.g., border or inland seizures), some measurement differences are to be expected, but they also illustrate how inconsistently seizures reflect the true prevalence of counterfeits. Thus, additional data sources to estimate counterfeit affected products would be helpful to better understand the counterfeit landscape and aid efforts at prevention.
With the emergence of dark markets which do not have formal guardians in the same way that open web platforms do, new ways of trading illicit goods, including counterfeits, have appeared (Christin, 2013; van Wegberg et al., 2018), which may serve as an additional data source to measure counterfeit prevalence. Dark markets are online shopping platforms on the deep web—a highly anonymized part of the internet that is not indexed by traditional search engines—which operate like their surface web counterparts, eBay or Amazon. Vendors on dark markets offer a range of illegal products and services, mainly consisting of drugs, but also including hacking services, weapons, guides on how to defraud people, and counterfeits (Baravalle & Lee, 2018; Roberts & Hernandez-Castro, 2017; Soska & Christin, 2015; van Wegberg et al., 2018). During the COVID-19 pandemic, dark markets also started to offer a mix of genuine and fake protective gear (masks, gloves, etc.), medicines, and COVID-19 vaccines (Bracci et al., 2021a, 2021b; Broadhurst & Ball, 2020). Even with successful disruptions and the closing of markets by law enforcement, dark markets increasingly trade in such products and services (Décary-Hétu & Giommoni, 2017; ElBahrawy et al., 2020; EMCDDA-Europol, 2017). On dark markets, vendors openly sell counterfeits and forgeries, which provides an interesting opportunity to gain insight into the counterfeit market from a new angle. Since some dark markets also register the number of goods sold and buyers leave reviews, we can use such information to generate estimates of sales volumes and the monetary value of counterfeits over time. By comparing counterfeit listings and their sales on dark markets to border seizures, we can also see if they differ and provide a more comprehensive picture, which would be of value to law enforcement, companies that are affected by counterfeits of their products, and policymakers.
Therefore, to better understand the counterfeit economy on the dark web, we examined the prevalence and sales of counterfeits sold on 89 dark markets for the 3-year period January 2014–January 2017. Specifically, we quantified the price, volume, type, and origins of advertised counterfeits and estimated their sales volume and the value the same counterfeits would attract on the surface web. We then compare the results to measures and estimations from border seizures conducted by law enforcement over the same period. By highlighting differences, we can identify product groups for which counterfeiting appears to be a problem and would be overlooked based on an analysis of seizures alone. Fraud and counterfeits on dark markets
Studies that have investigated the types of products listed and sold on the dark web mostly cover illegal drugs, which often account for 60–80% of all listings on a dark market (Baravalle & Lee, 2018; EMCDDA-Europol, 2017). However, some studies have examined less frequently listed products, such as art, wildlife, and plane tickets (Hutchings, 2018; Paul, 2018; Roberts & Hernandez-Castro, 2017). Others focus on fraud-related products or services, such as credit card information, online accounts (e.g., e-bay), social engineering guides and tutorials, or financial malware (e.g., ransomware) (Garg et al., 2015; Marin et al., 2016; Schafer et al., 2019; van Wegberg et al., 2018). Although some of these studies have considered the sale of forged documents (e.g., passports, licenses, diplomas), none have investigated or quantified the sales of counterfeits in a systematic way, such as differentiating between clothing, shoes, electronics, or jewelry; product types which can also be found on surface web markets (e.g., eBay, Amazon). Europol (2017) draws attention to IP crime on the dark web and estimates that solely counterfeit goods make up around 1.5–2.5% of all listings on such markets. The report lists some of the types of counterfeits sold on darknet markets (e.g., clothes, accessories, electronics, jewelry, pirated goods), and discusses the presence of wholesalers, which seem to account for the minority of transactions but most of the sales volume. In contrast, they report that most of the transactions are through the sales of individual items but seem to account for the minority of sales volume. According to this report, counterfeits seem to be sold for 1/3 of the price of the equivalent genuine product, and digital goods for around 1/6 of their original price (Europol, 2017). The report concludes that while the sale of IP goods is limited, there is potential for growth on darknet markets, and IP goods on dark markets should be monitored and investigated in more detail. However, the report does not explain how the mentioned statics were obtained nor which darknet markets were included in the analyses, making it difficult to assess the extent of counterfeits on the dark web. Furthermore, the lack of granularity prevents us from understanding which product types are offered, how frequently, how much they are sold, and where they originate. Lastly, the Europol (2017) report does not differentiate between counterfeits that could be sold on the surface web (e.g., shoes, clothes, electronics) and counterfeits that are limited to the dark web (e.g., fake banknotes or IDs), which is important if we want to inform authorities or companies on potentially affected product types that could be sold on the surface web.

K Links
Coloniality
L---Trademarks
Trademarks are entrenched in the pretext of indigenous exploitation – the aff ignores the suffering and torment embedded in the civilization and commodification of the society of the Other while facilitating the dismemberment of the Other in surrogating the corporate violators. The alt is to engage the Other as the righteous owner and the reclaimant of property.
Coombe 96, (Rosemary J Coombe, May 1996, Canadian anthropologist and lawyer, professor in the Department of Anthropology at York University and Tier 1 Canada Research Chair in Law, Communication and Cultural Studies. Full professor in the Faculty of Law at the University of Toronto at time of publishing. B.A. Stanford University. ‘Marking Difference in American Commerce: Trademarks and Alterity at Century’s End’ University of Toronto, accessed 7-24-2024, pg. 105-115). gbs-il
In other work (1995), I move forward through a century--to contemporary fields in which embodied distinctions are established and contested on frontiers on which the boundaries of the nation are still very much at stake. Struggles over publicity engaging the trademark "take place" in hybrid sites of national contention. Given the historical focus upon the "frontier" as defining the space and the possibility of American democracy, I focus on the frontier as liminal spaces in which nations, citizens, and their differential embodiments are negotiated. The trademark, I suggest, functions as one idiom in which such negotiations are expressed. 
Owners of trademarks must always cope with the presence of the Other in the cultural spaces they attempt to colonize. Allegiances to Indian nations, other nation-states, and transnational migrant communities often provoke resistance by capitalism's Others to the bodily imagery by which they are othered in contemporary consumer society. One area of recent activism will suffice to illustrate. In the late twentieth century, we witness renewed struggles in the spaces where mimesis and alterity occupy the commercial terrain. Today, many Indian peoples find that Americans are primarily aware of their presence as the stereotyped images that circulate in sports team mascots, tomahawk chops, and old cartoons. The contemporary conditions of their lives and their political struggles are totally obscured by representations of them that are owned by others. The ubiquity of "Trader Vic's,,R Hawaii in North American commerce makes the contemporary realities of indigenous Hawaiian peoples invisible, so completely have their identities been subsumed (and consumed) by this mythic imagery. 
Long after the Frito BanditoTM has been laid to rest, and Black Mammy's and Little Black Sambo's have ceased to signify on a American commercial terrain, Indians are still a privileged form of alterity in advertising. From Red ManR chewing tobacco, Indian SpiritR air RR freshener, Indian styleTM popcorn, Braves and RedskinsR, the body of the Indian marks the privileges of disembodied bourgeois subjects, those corporations that claim these marks of corporeal alterity as their own. Ironically, it appears that the most successful way for Indian peoples to challenge these stereotypical representations of themselves is to claim them—to claim the misrecognitions of others as their own property. From publicity rights suits through trademark expungement proceedings, Indian peoples are now using the proprietary forms of the bourgeois public sphere to assert a differential embodiment that is alter to or other than the fetishes of capitalist enchantment. They are likely to be most successful when claiming the signs of their own nations--Cherokees, Seminoles--for the law is most likely to show deference to these as markers of differential propriety. 
The Indian body of mass media advertising will be much harder to remove--so ubiquitous has it become--and so invisible and unheard its real referents. If the mimetic faculty is the power to copy, imitate, yield into and become Other--and certainly any football, baseball or basketball game involving an "Indian" named team will provoke the activities of any number of cultural cross-dressers--it is also the case that the copy draws power from and influences the Original; the representation gains the power of the represented and the image affects what it is an image of. For Indian peoples, this means that their contemporary social needs and political claims are not recognized; they are so fully identified with (or subsumed by) the warbonnetted caricatures first mass produced in Buffalo Bill's Wild West Show and reproduced ever since in commerce. Victims of the frontier and symbols of its loss in the nation's imaginary, they have figured for so long as an absence that their contemporary presence struggles to find visibility and voice in American public spheres. Commercial imitations of their embodied alterity--prosthetic selves that belong to others--mark their continuing colonization in mass mediated culture, precluding full political engagement in the public sphere. 
The mimesis and alterity embodied by the commodity sign attest to the difficulties of drawing the boundaries of nations and marking inclusion and exclusion on historic and emergent frontiers. They also testify to the politics of mass publicity in a consumer society. The bourgeois public sphere presupposes a universality and singularity of the human body that denies the ways history has written different bodies differentially, inscriptions that have often taken place in advertising itself. The bodily incorporation of the advertising image is different when the image one consumes is a stereotyped version of one's self. 
For those whose bodies are marked by a history of commodification (blacks in America) and those whose bodies are marked by alternative histories of fetishism (women and native peoples), the mimesis of mass advertising must be altered in ever new and more imaginative ways. The mass commodity form characteristic of late capitalism offers and compels a transformation of the magic of mimesis and its relation to alterity, presenting possibilities for a new body politic of publicity. Ultimately Others must interrogate the cultural mimicry of alterity upon which capital thrives--altering the differences law makes.
The American culture surrounding the trademark and the aff’s reforms represent the prohibitive and disgustingly exploitative nature of intellectual property. Vote neg to endorse a public sphere transformation of trademarks that provides a medium for the challenging of social exclusions and the revolutionization of the transcension of the given realities of the bodily status of the Other
Coombe 96, (Rosemary J Coombe, May 1996, Canadian anthropologist and lawyer, professor in the Department of Anthropology at York University and Tier 1 Canada Research Chair in Law, Communication and Cultural Studies. Full professor in the Faculty of Law at the University of Toronto at time of publishing. B.A. Stanford University. ‘Marking Difference in American Commerce: Trademarks and Alterity at Century’s End’ University of Toronto, accessed 7-24-2024, pg. 105-115). gbs-il
This anecdote attracts both our cultural and legal attention. Capturing the central role of trademarks in national culture, it also points to a politics of ownership and protest. Accounting for its significance theoretically, however, is no easy task. Somehow, it resists easy accomodation in any of the dominant approaches towards the commodified imagery of late capitalism. Neither Jameson's (1991) modernist nostalgia for our "real" history (now lost in the proliferation of media imagery), nor cultural studies celebration of consumption as a potential practice of resistance and self-affirmation (Ross 1988; Mercer 1989), nor Walter Benjamin's optimism for the transcendant potential of the commodity's fetishism (see Taussig 1993), do justice to the dilemma posed by the GollyR. Even the postcolonial remains somehow inadequate to characterize contemporary challenges to the circulation of those commodified signs that continue to embody colonialism's Others in conditions of mass commerce. 
Scholars developing the concept of the "public sphere" (Calhoun 1993; Garnham 1993; Polan 1993) advocate increased attention to the cultural politics that engage the commodified signs of mass media culture because of their significance in making contemporary politics and producing subjectivities. Mass media defines and codes desire: as Michael Warner puts it, "we have brand names all over us" (1993:242). Trademarks, he suggests, are constitutive parts of a public sphere--constructing a common discourse to bind the subject to the nation and to its markets (243). I would hasten to add that some of "us" and our ancestors are, in fact, legally brand names: Cherokees, Oneida, Seminoles, Winnebago, Crazy Horse, Aunt Jemima, and Uncle Ben. Some of "us" may have trademarks all over our bodies, others of "us" have bodies that are all over the commercial landscape as trademarks.
My recent work (Coombe 1991a; 1991b; 1992a; 1992b; 1993a; 1994; 1995; Coombe and Stoller 1994) addresses the significance of intellectual properties in the public sphere--how they are used by subaltern groups to construct identities and communities, to challenge social exclusions, and to assert difference. Their ubiquity in commercial culture makes them particularly available for the signifying activities of others, and the fact that they are everywhere the same seems to invite others to use them to inscribe social difference. The law of trademark provides both a generative condition and a prohibitive boundary, thereby managing mimesis (authorizing true copies) while it polices alterity (the resignifications of others). Laws of intellectual property--copyright, trademark, publicity rights--constitute a political economy of mimesis in capitalist societies, constructing authors, regulating the activities of reproduction, authorizing and licensing copying and imitation--in the service of maintaining the exchange value of texts. 
Such legal forms always invite encounters with alterity: the Other that always haunts the proper name and the difference that always already occupies the space of the signature that attempts to keep it at bay. Laws that construct the concept of the unitary and self-contained work (copyright) or the mark of origin for the commodity (trademark) simultaneously prohibit intertextuality as they deny it, and in their denial give voice to the anxiety that authorship always embodies. The trademark might well be seen as the organized control of mimesis in capitalist societies; the channeling of the cultural energy of mimesis into the form of the signature--the attempt to appropriate it under the proper name. A commercial surrogate identity--prosthetic, if you will (Berlant 1993)--the trademark maintains and garners exchange value in the market. 
Theorists of the "public sphere" suggest that to "think the nation" we consider the emergence of new forms of "publicness"--forms of public subjectivity constructed to interrelate collectivities and imagined national communities (Lee 1993). We need to look at the historical emergence of particular forms of mass subjectivity over the last two centuries. If, in the eighteenth century, a bourgeois public sphere was created through print, and a disembodied and universalised subject was created, it is appropriate to ask what new forms of subjectivity have been constructed in the face of new forms of media. Mass-mediated consumer capitalism creates a consuming subject with a more visual orientation and a fully mediated, but nonetheless particularized set of desires--perceived as choices, which are linked to the body through mass-mediated forms of publicity. 
Lauren Berlant (1993) and Michael Warner (1993) both point to some of the differences between the bourgeois public and the mass public, and the liberal subject and the mass subject, by emphasizing their status with respect to the body. The subject of the bourgeois public sphere is disincorporated and disembodied. Embedded in the possibility of a public is a promise--"a utopian universality that would allow people to transcend the given realities of their bodies and their status" (Warner 1993:239). It is, of course, a promise that has never been fulfilled: 
For the ability to abstract oneself in public discussion has always been an unequally available resource.... The subject who could master this rhetoric of self-abstracting disinterest ... was implicitly--even explicitly--white, male, literate and propertied. These traits could go unmarked, while other features of bodies could only be acknowledged as the humiliating positivity of the particular (Id.). 
Access to the public sphere came in the whiteness and maleness that were denied as forms of positivity; "the white male qua public person was only abstract rather than white and male" (Id.: 239). 
Asymmetries of embodiment and demarcation are argued by political theorists to be constitutive of the liberal public sphere itself (Fraser 1993): 
Differences in the social world [always] come coded as the difference between the unmarked and the marked.... The bourgeois public sphere employs a logic of abstraction that provides a privilege for unmarked identities.... (Warner 1993:240). 
Difference in the public sphere will usually be enunciated as mere positivity; the particular body cannot project itself in the bourgeois public sphere without ceasing to exist (later, I will suggest that in law, one can maintain a privilege for a marked identity, providing one marks that privilege with the bodies of identifiable Others). We have witnessed this time and time again, especially when it comes to the disabled, the pregnant, and others who cannot cease to occupy particular bodies in order to make public claims, and whose claims are often dismissed as "special interests." The "mass subject," as opposed to the subject of the bourgeois public sphere, has a more ambivalent relation to the body. If the public sphere offered only self-abstraction and disincorporation, the mass-mediated sphere of consumption provides opportunities for subjects to reclaim bodies, without either surrendering privilege or suppressing difference. The realm of consumer choice allegedly creates conditions for a variety of identifications and an inexhaustible supply of bodily images offered for consumption, seizure, and occupation. But if such images are private properties, protected by intellectual property laws, then the politics of such identifications take on a different configuration. If trademarks are constitutive in the commerce of mass markets, and bodily connection, representation, and desire are paramount in the construction of contemporary subjectivities, what political difference does law make when the bodily images of historical and cultural Others figure predominantly as marks of private commercial distinction? 
I shall focus upon two moments, the ends of two centuries, to explore the politics of difference in the mass-mediated spheres of commerce and the sense of belonging to an "imagined community" (Anderson 1991) of "American consumers" that advertising produced. I also focus on contemporary' challenges to the imagined community. These two examples are drawn from my ongoing study of the cultural politics of trademark laws in American society (Coombe 1995). In the late nineteenth century trademark laws became for the first time federal ones in markets recognized as national, and in the United States a particularly "American" consumer needed to be constructed. In precisely the same period we see preoccupations with the frontiers of civilization and the containment of the primitive. In the late twentieth century, we witness the politicized responses of those "othered" by those late nineteenth-century processes; they assert the right to control their own representations in the public sphere. Indigenous peoples in Hawaii, for example, seek to rescue such indicia of their traditional culture as the hula and the luau from their commercial distortions in the tourist industry (see Merry, this issue). The problem, as we shall see, is that for many peoples, "their own" representations are often legally owned by others, as properties protected by laws of intellectual property.
In the late nineteenth century, we see the rise of mass manufacturing, mass communications and mass immigration. I am attempting to demonstrate that the nominal disembodiment of the American citizen (Berlant 1993) was created, in part, by a realm of national signification-- mass-advertised trademarks--that denied or downplayed the cultural and ethnic differences of some "Americans," while it emphasized the cultural differences of Others. It did so through the medium of the consuming body and the embodiment, on a national scale, of Others whose claims to an American subjectivity were complicated by contemporary relations of subjugation. The "incorporation of America" was integrally related to the corporeality of Others. 
Late nineteenth century American culture was preoccupied with the nature of civilization and its alters. The discourse of commerce projected images of barbarism, conquest, and servitude to construct the subject positions of mass consumer and American citizen. Images, descriptions, and indicia that made reference to African-Americans, Indian peoples, Hispanic and mestizo subjects, as well as the perceived "tribal" groups colonized by American imperial expansion (e.g. Filipinos, Hawaiians, "Eskimos") were mass-reproduced and projected on a national scale through the medium of trademarks (hula dancers, pineapples, igloos, fur parka bonnets etc.). Through magazine and streetcar advertising, trade cards, billboards, packaging, and premium concepts of savagery and civilization, primitivism and progress were legitimated. 
In early American trademark law, a mark had to be distinctive; it could not be confusing, and it could not be the name of the product itself. It had to be a mark that differentiated your wares from the goods of someone else--it distinguished your product in the market. As American markets became national and culturally diverse, the mark had to be recognizable to millions of people, many of whom were illiterate. The use of images to mark products was an early development, and manufacturers were taught the semiotics of marketing quite explicitly. One marketing manual, intriguingly titled Trademark Power: An Expedition into an Unprobed and Inviting Wilderness (1916), by one Glen Buck, lists a series of equivalences that consumers could be expected to know; one of them is a figure of an Indian with an equal sign followed by a picture of a cigar. 
Manufacturers were advised to choose marks that were as distant as possible from the nature of the goods they were actually selling. Indeed, an early article in the Albany Law Journal (Anonymous 1875) suggested that foreign words, words in dead languages, and terms and images from areas of the world not known in the local market promised to be the best markers for a manufacturer's wares, precisely because their exoticism rendered them "merely arbitrary designations for the sake of distinction." Those with perceived mimetic capacities--Indians, Eskimos, children (especially twins), talking birds, animals, and "savages" of every stripe-- figured prominently as trademarks. Creatures deemed by a dominant culture to have a "sixth sense," they served to judge similitude, while simultaneously marking difference. 
Businesses were advised to establish a "strong mark" that was not "descriptive," nor "suggestive," but "distinctive." In their quests for distinction, it is not at all surprising that producers turned to bodily signs of social difference--those indicia that Americans, via World's Fairs, were coming to recognize as the signs of the primitive Other that marked their own civilization. Robert Rydell (1984) demonstrates that the midway imposed an evolutionary framework upon the world's peoples in American World's Fairs between 1876 and 1916 through which Americans measured their own collective progress. Certainly, the proliferation of Indian, African, and Polynesian imagery and the ubiquity of black servants in the advertising and marketing of consumer goods at the turn of the century is quite remarkable.
Thus, social difference created a pool of cultural resources within which manufacturers fished for their own distinction--that is, the distinction they could claim as their. own. The legal basis of this claim is the old mercantile notion of goodwill. The mark that accompanies all of one's goods, and makes them recognizable, attracts the "loyalty" of consumers and, this loyalty is a valuable asset--goodwill. The positive value of one's trade is congealed in the exchange value of the sign. The trademark marks the point of origin of the good--and serves as a surrogate identity for the manufacturer--in a national market in which the distances between points of production and points of consumption might be vast. 
Given what Taussig (1993) claims to be the "alleged primitivism of mimeticism," it is not surprising that manufacturers should capture the perceived mimetic abilities of the Other in the magic of the commodity's own mimetic circulation. Moreover, such advertising was often "internally refererential, an image of the miming of miming" (1993:213), for example in the ubiquitous imagery of black servants on boxes holding up boxes marked with their image holding up another box, marked with yet another black servant holding a box ... ad infinitum (e.g.: Cream of Wheat ads). In short, the bodies a mass manufacturer might claim were not likely to be his own, but legally they were recognized as embodying his distinct place in national commerce--the difference that law makes. 
L---Harmonization
The harmonization of E-Commerce law ensures the neoliberal exploitation of developing nations globally, creating new forms of neocolonialism.
Arora and Thapliyal 19 (Pallavi Arora and Sukanya Thapliyal, Legal Consultant at the Centre for WTO Studies, Tech Policy & AI Researcher, "Digital Colonialism and the World Trade Organization", TWAILR, https://twailr.com/digital-colonialism-and-the-world-trade-organization/, 11-20-2019, Accessed 7-24-2024)//ILake-AW
Fallacies in the Neoliberal E-Commerce Vision
The neoliberal friends of e-commerce premise their argument on the twin logic of economic growth and human rights protection. This vision is aptly summarized in the US submission to the WTO General Council:
‘Meaningful trade rules can support the role of the digital economy in promoting global economic growth and development while also allowing governments to address the growing concerns of internet users about the security and privacy of their personal data.‘
Wedding the benefits of economic liberalization to the protection of human rights has been a longstanding argument of scholars that view the WTO as ‘a linkage machine’, where the protection of civil liberties is inextricably linked with trade liberalization. 
Proponents argue that a liberal e-commerce regime would economically benefit developed and developing states alike. They contend that an unregulated digital space would, inter alia: (i) enable e-commerce platforms to innovate and render better services; (ii) allow micro, small and medium enterprises (MSMEs) from developing countries to participate in the global market; and (iii) encourage digitally challenged states to embrace the path to digitalization.
The neoliberal e-commerce regime also situates itself as the custodian of democratic values holding back the Orwellian tendencies of states. Proponents contend that, by minimizing governmental control over data, instances of state surveillance can be mitigated. Furthermore, the CPTPP chapter on e-commerce permits restrictions on cross-border data flows on the grounds of privacy, data protection, and cybersecurity.5  Therefore, states can in theory deny data access to other states that are violating international norms on privacy for the sake of state surveillance. Overall, proponents assert that economic freedoms guaranteed by the liberalization of e-commerce would go arm in arm with political freedoms. However, their argument is fundamentally flawed for two reasons. First, the neoliberal promise of economic development is never quite realized in the case of developing countries. And second, in the name of securing the right to privacy, e-commerce liberalization deprives the Third World peoples of their socio-economic right to a prosperous digital economy. 
The foremost argument of the proponents is that e-commerce liberalization would by encourage digitalization itself in developing countries. It is hard for such an argument to stand given vast asymmetries within the digital ecosystem. As discussed earlier, the lack of infrastructure in developing countries has curtailed their pace of digital industrialization. If data moves freely across borders, Big Tech will oligopolize developing country markets and further dismantle fledgling domestic e-commerce platforms. The problem is exacerbated by prohibitions on states incentivising local e-commerce through measures such as data localization. This ˗ coupled with feigned aspirations for technology transfer and technical assistance (as in the case of TRIPS) ˗ ensures that developing countries remain lucrative markets for Big Tech with no hopes for digital industrialization on their own terms. The promise of expanding the market reach of MSMEs is unfounded as most MSMEs in developing countries do not have adequate access to digital infrastructure and would likely be eliminated by the highly competitive digital market. 
The privacy argument of the proponents is also flawed insofar as it does not concede that a free flow of data and the resultant advancement of Big Tech have also been accompanied by surveillance on a mass scale for policing, military, and commercial purposes. Thus, what is required is not a complete prohibition of governmental control over data, but to make governments and corporations accountable for privacy violations under international human rights law. To this end, the provision of data localization and other developmental flexibilities could be conditioned on adherence to domestic and international norms on privacy and data protection. This would enable the state in developing countries to incentivise its domestic e-commerce industry while also being legally responsible for privacy violations; thereby, ensuring a parallel pursuit of both privacy protection and economic development of the Third World peoples. 
With the demise of the Doha Development Agenda, we are at a moment when powerful states are again rewriting global trade rules to push for neoliberal globalization. Developing countries must resist and arrest the concerted efforts of the transnational capitalist class, the WTO, and powerful states to form an imperial global state. In the context of e-commerce, resistance must be registered at the ongoing Exploratory Work on Electronic Commerce, which seeks to galvanize support for an e-commerce agreement modelled on the TPP. Under a pretext of democratic participation, the Exploratory Work is attempting to codify the interests of Big Tech and digitally advanced states into WTO law. Developing countries must resist rules that erode their regulatory autonomy over e-commerce. They must oppose proposals that prevent them from realizing the economic value of their data and incentivizing their domestic e-commerce industries. Only then can developing countries partake in Fourth Industrial the Revolution as equal beneficiaries and not neo-colonies of digitally dominant corporations and states.
L---Kleptocracy
Claims of corruption have turned into political weapons, the same logic which justifies colonial rule of a geographic other.
Kroeze et. al 21 (Ronald Kroeze, Pol Dalmau, Frédéric Monier, "Introduction: Corruption, Empire and Colonialism in the Modern Era: Towards a Global Perspective", SpringerLink, https://link.springer.com/book/10.1007/978-981-16-0255-9, Accessed 7-24-2024)//ILake-AW
Recent years have also seen a series of new publications on the history of corruption in Europe. These studies have shown that corruption as an idea and discourse, as well as a practice, played an important role in the history of modern politics and state-building processes. These works have highlighted the complexity of corruption in the modern era, for example, that corrupt practices continued to exist even though “modern” elites proclaimed they had freed their regimes from them. Moreover, in the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, accusations and debates about corruption served to initiate reform or, simply, as a pretext to undermine old structures and representatives of the so-called “Ancien Régime”.4 Therefore, anticorruption campaigns could and were also used as political weapons, to get rid of opponents and to promote politicised institutional reforms.5 Additionally, several historians have argued that the understanding of corruption as well as the link between corruption and political reform entered a new phase somewhere towards the end of the eighteenth century. From that moment onwards, instead of simply being a word to be used for a great variety of deviations (sexual, moral, religious, administrative), corruption became more often defined in political terms as the misuse of public office or the general interest for private gain. Moreover, it became an absolutely non-tolerable phenomenon in the public arena. This does not mean, of course, that corruption ceased to exist; rather, corruption became a more serious and challenging problem in terms of political legitimacy.6 As a result, a new political discourse developed in which corruption was portrayed as a remnant of “traditional” societies—in which “Ancien Régime” practices such as patronage and clientelism were rampant—that could be eliminated if the appropriate “modern” reforms were adopted.
Although, there is still debate among historians about how sharp the break with the past really was7—see also the contribution to this volume by Jens Ivo Engels and Frédéric Monier—these insights that have been framed in the context of European history can bring valuable perspectives to the history of colonialism and empire. For example, it can help us to locate the development and consequences of the idea that corruption was a problem of traditional regimes and that it belonged to a geographical “Other”: the colony and its local culture and inhabitants. This argument was used by European colonial elites in the nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries to justify colonial rule: it was legitimate as it would end corruption and bring modernity, so it was argued. Indeed, if corruption had already been present in the Enlightenment’s idea of “Oriental despotism”, it now became part of the civilising discourse of nineteenth-century European colonialism.8 As such, the study of colonial corruption allows the tackling of historiographical debates about the ideological fundaments of civilising discourses, modernisation programs and the legitimacy of colonial rule, which is an important theme in the history of colonialism (as well as in postcolonial and decolonisation studies, too).9 
Fem
L---Trademarks
Trademark litigation is underlined by a feminine/masculine dichotomy that legally and systemically rewards paternalistic intervention 
Bartow 4, Assistant Professor of Law @ University of South Carolina School of Law, Columbia, South Carolina; “Likelihood of Confusion,” San Diego Law Review, vol. 41, p. 776 – 778, https://digital.sandiego.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=3011&context=sdlr ) MR
E. Gendered Confusion [footnoteRef:1]195 [1: 195  Trademark law might not strike the casual observer as having particularly compelling gender-related dimensions, at least in comparison to areas such as family law and employment law, but neither should gender neutrality be presumed. The Author strongly recommends to the reader a rather astonishing and compelling article: Elizabeth Warren, What Is a Women's Issue? Bankruptcy, Commercial Law, and Other Gender-Neutral Topics, 25 Harv. Women's L.J. 19 (2002). Warren persuasively asserts that politically active women tend to ignore supposedly gender-neutral business issues that, in fact, profoundly affect many women. Her particular focus is on bankruptcy law, but her more general observations and critiques would apply to trademark law as well. Given the fluid and extraordinarily subjective nature of trademark infringement determinations as discussed herein, a court could take the opportunity to advance its vision of social justice and gender equality when resolving trademark disputes. This was attempted in 1979 when a federal district court found a limited right for the Philadelphia Jaycees to continue to call themselves the "Jaycees" even after the national organization revoked its charter because it had begun admitting women as members, as the long as the prefix "Philadelphia" was always used and the group made clear in the printed material that it disseminated that it was not affiliated with the national Jaycees. U.S. Jaycees v. Phila. Jaycees, 490 F. Supp. 688, 693 (E.D. Pa. 1979), vacated, 639 F.2d 134 (3d Cir. 1981). However, after referencing "the halcyon days of the 1920s" in which "the United States Jaycees limited membership to young men," the Third Circuit Court of Appeals reversed, concluding:
This case … centers on the infringement of trademark rights. The exclusion of women is wholly independent of the protection provided by the Lanham Act to trademarks. The action terminating the Philadelphia charter for admitting women to membership was not dependent on the Lanham Act. Nor would a decision in this Lanham Act case favorable to the Philadelphia Jaycees alter the fact of the discrimination; it would not restore the Philadelphia chapter's affiliation or change the National's membership policy.
 U.S. Jaycees v. Phila. Jaycees, 639 F.2d 134, 145 (3d Cir. 1981). The appellate court appeared ignorant of, though probably affirmatively chose to ignore, the impact that allowing the Philadelphia club to continue calling itself Jaycees might have had on the national organization's willingness to compromise on the gender segregation issue and accept female members. In 1986, a similar trademark dispute arose involving the Kiwanis, provoking a federal district court judge to write:
It is somewhat astonishing in the year 1985 to hear an officer of a well-known international organization (boasting more than 300,000 members) say that it is fine for women "to help make the pancakes" but not for them to be members of the organization sponsoring the sale of those pancakes. The issue squarely presented by this case is whether such a blatant and admitted sexist attitude, and the discriminatory membership policy arising from it, are entitled to the protection of a United States District Court. For Kiwanis International asks this court to enjoin a local chapter from using the Kiwanis name and logo solely because that local has admitted a woman into its ranks.
 Kiwanis Int'l v. Ridgewood Kiwanis Club, 627 F. Supp. 1381, 1382 (D.N.J. 1986) (emphasis in original), rev'd, 806 F.2d 468 (3d Cir. 1986) (footnote omitted). The Kiwanis Ridgewood had accepted a female member and despite pointed instructions by the national organization, refused to revoke her membership. Kiwanis International then filed suit in federal court under the Lanham Act, claiming that Kiwanis Ridgewood had forfeited its license to use the Kiwanis marks, and sought preliminary and permanent injunctions prohibiting Ridgewood's continued use of the mark. In response, Kiwanis Ridgewood filed suit in New Jersey Superior Court seeking an injunction against International's license revocation and a declaration that the woman at issue was a bona fide member of the Ridgewood club. Kiwanis Ridgewood asserted in its complaint that the revocation would violate the New Jersey Law Against Discrimination. Id. at 1381. After removal to federal court, the district court held that Kiwanis Ridgewood was a place of public accommodation and therefore prohibited from restricting membership on the basis of sex under the New Jersey Law Against Discrimination. Id. at 1387-90. The court further held that Kiwanis International was precluded from enforcing its illegal discriminatory membership restrictions against Ridgewood, concluding:
To suggest that this case involves solely the right of Kiwanis to protect its name and logo because of a violation of its constitution or bylaws is to ignore reality. What is truly at issue here is whether Kiwanis can, directly or indirectly, enforce its policy of discrimination against women with the imprimatur of this court. This opinion concludes that it cannot. Kiwanis' trademark rights are subject to the right of women to be free of discrimination, as indeed they should be.
 Id. at 1395. However, as with the district court opinion in the Jaycees case, this too was reversed by an appellate court; in this case, it was reversed on the grounds that Kiwanis Ridgewood did not constitute a place of public accommodation. Kiwanis Int'l v. Ridgewood Kiwanis Club, 806 F.2d 468 (3d Cir. 1986).  ] 

 In pondering the curious tendency of judges to disparage purchasers,  [*777]  one notices that many of the most demeaning conceptions of consumers, and of their intelligence and discriminatory powers (or lack thereof), tend to be articulated in trademark cases in which the underlying goods and services are primarily designed for, marketed to, or purchased by women. Women are perceived to do most of the shopping, and this perception is accurate.  [footnoteRef:2]196 While court-made trademark law often presumes  [*778]  that all consumers of a particular class of goods or services require protection from deceptive or confusing trademarks,  [footnoteRef:3]197 it is when the consumers are likely to be female that paternalistic intervention, supposedly on the consumers' behalf, is often considered most necessary and appropriate. [2: 196  See, e.g., "Radical Change" Hits Supermarket Industry, Chain Drug Rev., July 2, 2001, at 37 ("Supermarket shoppers are overwhelmingly female, 77%, according to the 2001 edition of Chain Drug Review's "Where Consumers Shop - and Why' survey. Average shoppers range in age from 35 to 65, with 75% matching that profile, and they visit a supermarket once a week."); Cele Otnes & Mary Ann McGrath, Perceptions and Realities of Male Shopping Behavior, J. Retailing, Spring 2001, at 111, 112.
Long associated with the domestic sphere, shopping primarily has been regarded as a feminine activity. Witkowski (1999) observes that "as early as 200 years ago, American society already had begun to concede that the acquisition and use of domestic goods was within a woman's sphere of responsibility." Nava (1997) notes that when department stores opened in the early 20th century, it was women who patronized them and "decoded and encoded the changing images of class" symbolized in store merchandise. Reekie (1992) argues that even on the more "sexually ambiguous" floors of early department stores, women constituted the majority of customers.
 Id. (citations omitted).
According to a January 2001 study by MarketResearch.com, women's footwear and sports apparel sales will hit $ 39 billion by 2005. And, because women buy athletic wear for boyfriends, husbands and kids, as well as for themselves, they account for 81% of all athletic apparel purchases, according to the Sporting Goods Manufacturers Association.
 David Sokol, Where the Boys Aren't, Shopping Center World, Nov. 1, 2002, available at 2002 WL 8859009. See generally Thomas Hine, I Want That!: How We All Became Shoppers (2002) (describing why people shop and how people use shopping to gain acceptance and establish their place in society). ]  [3: 197  The original justification for recognizing enforceable rights in trademarks was premised on the idea that trademarks could simultaneously profit both consumers and producers of goods and services. See Leaffer, supra note 19, at 5-6.
A reliable, stable, and efficiently structured trademark system benefits consumer and business interests alike. Trademarks serve the interests of consumers because they reduce search costs and allow buyers to make rational purchasing and repurchasing decisions with speed and assurance. Just as important, a strong trademark system creates incentives for firms to create and market products of desirable qualities, particularly when these qualities are not observable before purchase.
 Id. (footnote omitted). ] 

This Author's strong impressionistic reaction, provoked by exposure to numerous written opinions in the context of teaching courses in trademark law, is that judges will more readily find sufficient consumer confusion likely where the underlying products or services are female oriented in some manner. As a consequence, trademark holders seeking broad protections may be more willing to litigate infringement cases involving goods and services with feminine aspects as straightforward confusion issues because they would have a greater expectation of success in convincing a court that female consumers are more likely to be confused by allegedly similar trademarks. Where the product or service is more male identified, trademark holders may either adopt a more attenuated or nuanced theory of confusion (for example, initial interest confusion, or the possibility of confusion) or strategically focus their energies on trademark dilution claims, which can be supported by, but do not require proof (or even argument) that the challenged mark or use creates confusion among consumers.
L---E-Commerce
E-commerce companies enforce the patriarchal system and separate women’s work into profit-earning work and at-home work
Faiz et al. 19, Magister Management Department, Universitas Pembangunan Nasional “Veteran” Jawa Timur (Tara Boyhan [Health Management, University of Notre Dame], Wilma Cordelia Izaak [Management Department, Universitas Pembangunan Nasional “Veteran” Jawa Timur], Indrawati Yuhertiana [Management Department, Universitas Pembangunan Nasional “Veteran” Jawa Timur], and Tri Kartika [Accounting Department, Universitas Pembangunan Nasional “Veteran” Jawa Timur], “A Literature Review: Women's Equality in the ECommerce Information Technology Industry in the Digital Age in Developing Countries,” Proceedings of the 2nd International Conference on Economics, Business, and Government Challenges, p. 3-4, https://eudl.eu/pdf/10.4108/eai.3-10-2019.2291828) MR
According to Hou, (2014) online media have not touched the balance between men and women in accessing technology. Indonesia has a female population that is still below men but with a figure that is not too far away, but the percentage of gender gap in technology is still greater than the percentage ratio of population based on gender. This is supported by data owned by the Indonesian Information and Communication Technology Creative Industry Society or Masyarakat Industri Kreatif Teknologi Informasi dan Komunikasi Indonesia (MIKTI) together with BeKraf, it appears that the majority of start-up companies in Indonesia were founded by men (91.18%), while women only accounted for 8.82% of the total founding. According to Hilbert (2011), there is a tendency for women to experience technophobia compared to men. Existing stereotypes also help shape this phobia pattern. One of the stereotypes in Indonesia related to the role of women in the world of work, women still portrayed as being gentle and unable to handle the various roles and tasks that have been dominated by men. Gender stereotypes about the information technology industry also create the myth that men are better at dealing with "hardware" technological problems that require logic and mathematical concepts. This stereotype assumes that women are better at human skills about "nurturing, emotional expression, and communication activities" while men are better at "instrumental and task-oriented jobs" (Widjajani, 2013). 
Taken from Business Insider Singapore, shows that men occupy 65% of management positions in the e-commerce industry and the rest are only filling by women. In the head-level position, the number of women is almost equivalent to men, which is 55% for men and 45% for women. In the VP-level position, the number of men is 61%, while women must be satisfied with the number of 39%. The higher the level, the further the woman lags, conical upwards. In SVP-level, men reach 80% and women occupy the rest. Then in the C-level position which becomes the top position in a company, women only reach 17% and men so dominate up to 83%. In addition there is a description of the way women work as dualism: home vs. work, IT vs. work emotion, intuition vs. analysis, and so on (Nielsen in (Widjajani, 2013). These stereotypes because the hierarchical structure in the IT world to be dominating by men at the top level, while women occupy low-level positions. 
Race
L---Trademarks
Trademark law perpetuates racial hierarchies through racial scripts that dehumanize people of color and commodify forms of “otherness”. 
Vats 20 – Assistant Professor of Communication and African and African Diaspora Studies and Assistant Professor of Law at Boston College, Anjali Vats, “The Color of Creatorship”, Stanford University Press, Pages 55-57, 2020)// recut Ilake-EO
Trademark law, which existed at only a state level until the mid-1900s,139 both amplified and quelled national desires and anxieties associated with race, national identity, citizenship, and economic prosperity. Passed in 1946, the nation’s first federal trademark statute, the Lanham Act,140 played a central role in perpetuating and reinforcing the whiteness of U.S. citizenship as well as racial hierarchies from the Antebellum Era that Emancipation disrupted.141 Yet unlike copyright and patent law, trademark law did not explicitly exclude certain groups from protection. Instead, it produced a legal framework through which racial hierarchies could be normalized and managed visually, in consumer spaces
Along with a precipitous rise in U.S. trademark registrations in the 1900s, “product consciousness had become so crucial a part of national history and popular self-identity that the public’s relation to business took on a patriotic value.”142 Rosemary Coombe, citing Michael Warner, notes that trademarks are “constitutive parts of a public sphere—constructing a common discourse to bind the subject to the nation and to its markets,”143 while Richard Schur comments that “[c]irculation of racial imagery is not simply an accidental effect of the current trademark system but a fundamental element of its logic.”144
America’s trademarks effectively and affectively traded on nostalgia and desire for particular racial orders, thereby simultaneously managing white fears about the end of slavery and offering reassurances about racial futures. They did so by structurally and doctrinally affirming particular subject positions, specifically those of the white, heterosexual male. Trademark law developed around a largely white and male consumer gaze that, through legal doctrine and images, objectified and commodified women and people of color, often through the invocation of familiar racial scripts. Because the consumer gaze operated both legally and culturally, it is traceable through legal cases and trademarks themselves, as both explicitly and implicitly reified the consumer authority of white heterosexual masculinity.
Trademarks entrenched a flexible but nonetheless consistent triangular relationship among individual, product, and nation, which played an important role in the construction of a sentimental and anxious national identity in two important respects.145 First, they represented race and racialized labor in ways that offered a soothing balm for whites after the national trauma of the Civil War. Exaggerated, sexualized, and mocking trademarks from Little Black Sambo to Chiquita Banana promoted the ideas that people of color were nonpersons, who were incapable of producing valuable knowledge, best suited for unskilled and service labor, and were not full and participating members of the national body politic. These representations built upon familiar racial scripts of people of color as unintelligent, lazy, incapable, devious, and primitive. Perhaps more importantly, these representational practices demarcated white Americans—with white, heterosexual men having particular authority—as producers and consumers of people of color instead of as persons existing in equal relationality with them. The white male consumer gaze dictated the language and trajectories of legal doctrine and specified which visual images had value.
Second, these ideas and values came to be embedded within trademark doctrine, by empowering some to consume and marking others for consumption. That distinction, of course, humanized some individuals and dehumanized others. The Doctrine of Consumer Confusion, the test for determining whether and when the “reasonable consumer”146 is duped by a “confusingly similar”147 trademark, embraced racial scripts and racial feelings that prevailed at the time. Defined by an implicit male consumer gaze grounded in the structural realities of a white male judiciary and white male property holders, consumer confusion naturalized white masculinity as the default legal standard for seeing and judging trademark infringement.148 In doing so, the Doctrine of Consumer Confusion created a form of particularly American emotional racial capitalism in which racial identity, citizenship, and personhood collided in the marketplace, in the specific forms of trademarks and trademark doctrine.
The pervasive use of derogatory images of people of color as trademarks created a “scopic regime,”149 an unspoken but accepted visual order of things, which reflected white, male, settler colonialist understandings of the world. In Judith Butler’s definition of the term, “[t]he visual field is not neutral to the question of race; it is itself a racial formation.”150 Seeing unfolds within a set of ideological constraints, which limit the very possibilities of radical seeing. Trademark’s racialized scopic regime resulted from the creation and reproduction of a white male consumer gaze,151 that was produced by and reproduced white men as consumers. In a nation in which white men held most positions of power and most economic assets—including property rights, lawmaking authority, permission to govern, and industrial production—trademarks visually reflected and constituted their understandings of the world, even when women and people of color were doing the producing/consuming.
Put differently, a scopic regime shaped by the male consumer gaze in the late 1800s and early 1900s was one that necessarily objectified people of color and presented them as commodified trophies of colonial conquest. Conceptually speaking, those individuals who were afforded political, cultural, and economic authority made the world in their image, as a means of retaining power.152 Moreover, they created conditions that produced more white male consumers like themselves, who validated the racial hierarchies that trademarks imagined in a self-reproducing cycle.
Returning to Berlant, trademarks identified communities of belonging and non-belonging, particularly by unifying whites around their objectification and consumption of people of color. (White) consumers were implicitly joined together by the joy of purchasing commodified forms of Otherness, of “eating the Other.”153 Imagistic representations of racial scripts transformed racial common sense into visual vernacular while simultaneously calling upon (white) American citizens to come together to form strong and resilient capitalist markets. These images, in turn, normalized the feelings of antipathy toward non-white citizens that continued to circulate. While some racially exaggerated, sexualized, and mocking images of white persons—for instance, the Fighting Irish—certainly exist, they are relatively more rare and considerably less damaging than analogous images of people of color.154 For a young nation articulating its racial hierarchies, understandings of labor, and economic investments, demeaning images of people of color served as potent vehicles for entrenching a range of racial scripts and racial feelings as well as shaping understandings of nation and citizenship. Indeed, they ensured that whiteness and power were intertwined.
Trademark protections are made for the white creators and reinforce the image of white expertise. 
Vats, 22 – Associate Professor of Law at the University of Pittsburgh School of Law (Anjali Vats, “INTRODUCTION: Creating Intellectual Property, Creating Americans,” The Color of Creatorship: Intellectual Property, Race, and the Making of Americans, ISBN: 9781503610965, 1-11-2022, Accessed:7-24-24)//ILake-EO
Other moves toward trademark maximalism—for instance the passage of the Trademark Counterfeiting Act of 1984—operated to set up and parallel dilution law by criminalizing trademark infringement and reinforcing racial ized constructions of counterfeiters. Together with the racialized rhetorics of the Sampling Wars—and even evolving linkages between whiteness and expertise—intellectual property law in this era replicated its racial invest ments through the language of morality and criminality. The collision of numerous social wars reflected and constructed an increasingly militarized and racialized way of thinking about racial capitalism and consumer goods while maintaining an appearance of race neutrality. 
In short, intellectual property law, a site for the simultaneous projection and creation of anxieties about race, national identity, economic prosperity, personhood, and morality, continued to invoke racial scripts and racial feel ings that denigrated creatorship by people of color and elevated creatorship by whites in the race liberal era. In the postracial era, intellectual properties continued to operate as deeply racialized spaces, increasingly through the revival of rhetorics of individual self-determination.
Cap
L---E-commerce
E-commerce websites cement the neoliberal order with increased material excess from production and no seller accountability. 
Claudia Davey ’20, Journalist at Varsity News with a focus on the economy and capitalism (Claudia Davey, 12/20/20, “How the rise of online shopping will accelerate capitalism’s contradictions”, Varsity. Accessed 7/24/24. https://www.varsity.co.uk/opinion/20347.) RM 
However, the fact that we can even name and shame Green and Amoruso is a privilege which we must fight to keep in the online age. The labyrinthian nature of the online world makes it increasingly hard to understand who is behind, and therefore responsible for, online businesses. Recently, the brands that ousted Topshop and the like from the top of the market have faced competition from a new host of online stores. Sites such as SHEIN, Romwe and Rose Gal sell a cornucopia of clothes at cut-throat prices. The legitimacy of such sites has been repeatedly called into question. Customers complain about clothes being far different to how they are advertised, or orders never showing up. Perhaps what is most concerning is the seeming lack of real people behind these businesses. There is little insight into who actually owns or runs such companies; in 2019, El Mundo reported that the supposed founder of SHEIN may not even exist. Although poor performance and customer dissatisfaction are serious issues, a lack of clarity on ownership and control is the most dangerous aspect of e-commerce. With the ghostliness of online business revealed, any promise of true accountability disappears.
“A commitment to unrestrained capitalism and an increasingly deregulated system has bred a financial culture of concealment and evasion”
A long view must be taken on the aftermath of a purely online retail world. Online, the worst excesses of capitalism will only escalate. There may be more convenience, competitive pricing and choice, but there is also more confusion around where, and to whom, our money is going to. It seems that the internet is finishing the job that neoliberalism started several decades ago. A commitment to unrestrained capitalism and an increasingly deregulated system has bred a financial culture of concealment and evasion. This culture has created a world in which Philip Green’s wife can receive a $1.2 billion dividend from Arcadia, tax-free thanks to her Monaco residency. It has created a world in which the same Philip Green can be appointed as a government advisor, asked to examine state spending. Under the anonymity and opacity of the internet, this culture can only fester. In an online world, will we be able to criticise the next Philip Green? We will most likely not know who he is, or where he lives, or what else he owns. We may not even know that he exists. In the age of e-commerce, dreams of holding corporations to account grow increasingly distant.

Their focus on anticounterfeiting measures and the expansion of trademark protection turns a blind eye to the bigger system of intellectual property which upholds and entrenches a capitalist reality. 
Mariano Zukerfeld ’17, Researcher at the National Scientific and Technical Research Council, Argentina, Lecturer in Sociology of ICTs at Buenos Aires University (UBA) and Head of the Technology, Capitalism and Society team (e-TCS) at the Science Technology and Society Center, Maimonides University. (Mariano Zukerfeld, 8/03/17, “The tale of the snake and the elephant: Intellectual property expansion under informational capitalism”, The Information Society 2017, Volume 33 Number 5, page 244. Accessed 7/26/24. https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/01972243.2017.1354107?casa_token=MNwaKk-foRcAAAAA%3AtgnqKwav_9EdQ063C0El247bTS5jG2IYzD8omVDsB8nGGgA7dDvS1YA268_R8zWDeNWjNlga8Q#abstract.) RM
When scholars come to the recent changes in intellectual property law, unfortunately, more often than not they are overly concerned with one part of the elephant, that in which they have become highly specialized. For instance, those who are focused on copyright issues discuss the Copyright Acts of 1976 and 1998, and the threats that copyright expansion poses to Internet users with regard to the fair use doctrine, freedom of speech, and even access to culture (Lessig 2004; Vaidhyanathan 2001; Gordon 1989; Netanel 1996). In contrast, authors who are occupied with patents debate the patenting of living organisms, the role of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit, created in 1982,1 the changes in the markets for technical knowledge, and so on (Merges 1987; Mazzoleni and Nelson 1998; Cockburn, Kortum, and Stern 2002). In turn, authors interested in trademarks focus on anticounterfeiting measures, the expansion of the scope of trademarks, and so on (Port 1993). Among international scholars who focus on the Global South, there are concerns about costs for the less developed countries of the international IP order established by the TRIPS agreement (Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights) (Richards 2004; Correa 2000a; Correa 2000b; Sell 2004; Drahos and Braithwaite 2002). The list could be continued ad nauseam. 
So what is wrong with the existing research? Nothing, except that it misses the big picture, and therefore the relationship of intellectual property with the totality of capitalism. Each one of these approaches is right when it points to a pillar, a rope, or a solid pipe. But that does not tell us what the elephant looks like nowadays: Intellectual property now is a totality, a system. 
There was a time when patents and copyrights could be understood separately from each other. A time when talking about pillars, ropes, and solid pipes was good enough. That was the era of industrial capitalism. During that period, there was no such thing as an “intellectual property system”; there was no elephant: only an assortment of almost independent rights, evolving in their own ways. But now things are quite different, as shown in the following. Intellectual property institutions are no longer supporting actors, but protagonists in the capitalist theatre.
L---Counterfeiting 
Capitalism is the root cause of counterfeit commerce – it leads to a race to the bottom for the lowest production costs through illegal methods, which fuels the market. 
Chris Rojek ‘16, Professor of Sociology at City University with a Professorships since 1994 at the University of Staffordshire (Chris Rojek, 6/12/16, “Counterfeit Commerce: Relations of Production, Distribution and Exchange”, British Sociological Association, Volume 11 Issue 1, page 31-32. Accessed 7/26/24. https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/1749975516650233) RM
The parasitic nature of counterfeit commerce is the chief impediment to mitigating or erasing it. The key to understanding the dynamics of counterfeit commerce correctly lies in this. The imperative of capitalism is to extract surplus value in ever more inventive ways. It aims to accomplish this by dual, interrelated means. Firstly, driving down the costs of production in order to build a margin realized at point of exchange; and secondly, driving up hierarchies of positive status differentiation that make the propensity to consume so intoxicating as to be irresistible. Counterfeit commerce is the parasitic counter culture of this. It deploys illegal means to accomplish precisely the same ends. When all is said and done their market position derives from offering acceptable duplicates at affordable prices. The moral objections to the trade need to be tempered by a sociological understanding of the immense opportunities for extracting surplus value that are produced by the general pricing mechanism under capitalism. The unavoidable logic of capitalism is to produce opportunities for undercutting the legitimate market and fiddling. A vast, global inverse culture of consumption, that unapologetically robs Peter to pay Paul by audaciously violating fidelity to contract, constitutes the shadow land of the general price mechanism. Despite the admonitions and interventions of the law enforcement lobby, one is struck not by the precariousness of counterfeit commerce, but by its extraordinary tenacity.
AFF AT: Cap
Turn: CF Good 
Counterfeiting leads a cycle of hyper consumerism with low prices, excess waste, and a fight for product “distinction” – this entrenches the capitalist system and values, only the plan is key to create a mindset shift necessary for the alternative. 
Chris Rojek ‘16, Professor of Sociology at City University with a Professorships since 1994 at the University of Staffordshire (Chris Rojek, 6/12/16, “Counterfeit Commerce: Relations of Production, Distribution and Exchange”, British Sociological Association, Volume 11 Issue 1, page 31-32. Accessed 7/26/24. https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1177/1749975516650233) RM
The size and vigour of counterfeit commerce raises several interpretive questions concerning authenticity, trust and meaning. Walter Benjamin’s (2002) famous contribution to the sociology of culture on the consequences of mechanical reproduction, points to issues of originality, politics and status differentiation in the consumption of duplicates. When the volume and scale of the global counterfeit trade nowadays is factored in, together with the subject of consumer motivation, especially in the matter of consuming non-deceptive counterfeits, the issues multiply in range and complexity (3). Structurally speaking, the world of commodities exchanged under copyright and patent is mirrored by a counter-world consisting of illegal relations of production, distribution and exchange that are resistant to detection, policing and control. Counterfeit commerce certainly breaks the law. However, when viewed from the logic of the general consumption process under capitalism it is also the rational extension of consumer activity into ‘hyper consumerism’ (Hayward 2004: 86) i.e. a form of subjective desire to accumulate goods and services that privileges the drive to consume above respect for contract in order to acquire price advantage or distinction (Hayward 2004: 86; Moxon 2011). 
What does it mean to propose that counterfeit commerce is the extension of general consumerism into ‘hyper consumerism’? The capitalist mode of production assigns great weight to the consumption of goods and services as a mark of distinction (Bourdieu 1984). Counter cultures of consumption and anti-consumerist movements, in general, merely confirm this predominance since what they are reacting to, and ultimately reinforcing, is the normative assumption that equates status with sought after consumption. Hyper-consumption assigns status to unauthorized consumption and applies a variety of pretexts to support this interpretation. Thus, save in one respect, hyper-consumerism is faithful to the general status accumulation process of the authorized price mechanism. The proviso in question refers to the illegal basis of the relationships of production, distribution and exchange in counterfeit commerce. By flagrantly flouting legal regulations it might be inferred that counterfeit commerce renders morality forfeit. In reality, producers and consumers regard counterfeit status as providing no moral impediment to exchange. A different kind of consumer judgement about morality and authenticity appears to be operational here. Counter hierarchies of status, flexible moral judgements about production and consumption and global shadow networks of distinction, identity and difference built around the production, distribution and exchange of counterfeits have become normalized. Rutter and Bryce (2008:1158) submit that the purchase and consumption of counterfeit goods is a routine component of everyday life. It extends over all ages, ethnicities and is gender neutral. In emphasizing the ordinary quality of exchange, Rutter and Bryce (2008) problematize the commonsense twinning of counterfeit consumption with crime. Indeed, it has been suggested that non-deceptive counterfeits fulfil two sorts of consumer demand that are not satisfied by authorized production. In the first place they supply the demand to acquire positive status differentiation through the accumulation of luxury goods and affordable prices. Consecutively, they fulfil the need of some consumers to comment upon the vanity and waste of the luxury goods industry (Arellano 1994; Hilton, Choi and Chen 2004). Normalization suggests that the trade correlates with moral elasticity. That is, consumers refuse to designate trademark violation as regular crime. The elasticity in question relates to a variety of concrete issues of consumer motivation bearing upon, inter alia, issues of price advantage, value for money, one upmanship and the economic and cultural pretensions of the authorized trade particularly, in luxury goods. Before taking up these issues in greater detail, it is necessary to remark briefly upon the main social interests adversely affected by the trade in fake goods.
CIL CP
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The United States federal government ought to use Customary International Law to enforce that [plan] under the TRIPS agreement

The CP solves and competes---doing the plan under the TRIPS agreement is key to harmonizing global IP laws and international trade which solves the aff
Susy Frankel 2005, (Susy Frankel, FRSNZ, Professor of Law, holds the Chair in Intellectual Property and International Trade and is Founding Co-Director of the New Zealand Centre of International Economic Law, at Victoria University of Wellington, Te Herenga Waka. Professor Frankel was President the International Association for the Advancement of Teaching and Research in Intellectual Property (ATRIP) from 2015-2017. She is a member of the editorial boards of the Journal of World Intellectual Property, Queen Mary Journal of Intellectual Property and the Intellectual Property Quarterly. She teaches copyright, trademarks, patents, international intellectual property and international trade law. Her scholarship focuses on international intellectual property and its nexus with international trade, particularly treaty interpretation and the protection of indigenous peoples’ knowledge and innovation. From 2008-2019 she was Chair of New Zealand’s Copyright Tribunal. In 2018 Susy was elected Fellow of the Royal Society of New Zealand and in 2019 was appointed a member of the Waitangi Tribunal, which hears claim brought to address breaches of the Treaty of Waitangi | “The WTO’s Application of ‘The Customary Rules of Interpretation of Public International Law’ to Intellectual Property,” https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=795986, 2005, p. 4-7 | accessed through Michigan DOA: 7/25/2024 |) KAoki |
The TRIPS Agreement is an integral part of the law of the World Trade Organization (WTO). It stands alongside GATT and the General Agreement on Trade in Services (GATS)15 in the WTO covered agreements package.16 There is much debate over the role of intellectual property in the world trade arena. On the one hand, the developed countries, particularly the United States and the European Union, pushed hard for such an agreement because as the world leaders in production of intellectual property products they had, and continue to have, a comparative advantage to maintain. On the other hand, some developing countries signed the TRIPS Agreement as a necessary part of the WTO package, which promised better access to markets for goods.17 Some of these benefits have come to fruition, but in some areas most notably access to key markets relating to agriculture and textiles, the benefits are a long time coming. The proposition that protecting intellectual property is important for international trade pre-dates the TRIPS Agreement.18 However, the creation of the TRIPS Agreement. represented a significant leap in international agreements on the relationship between trade and intellectual property. 
Despite the growth of intellectual property in international trade it remains a territorial creature, and an owner of an intellectual property right must claim that right on a territory-by- territory basis.19 An owner can extend its rights from its country of origin across international boundaries in several ways. These modes of extending intellectual property rights internationally fall into two broad categories. The first category is through selling or licensing the intellectual property rights in other territories. The second category is where the owner exports products or services embodying its intellectual property rights to a foreign territory. In both of these categories the rights owner must rely on local intellectual property laws. There are of course many variables on these two categories; an owner could adopt the first method in one territory and the second in another, but the two groupings form the possible ways in which intellectual property rights fall into the channels of international trade. Both methods of protecting intellectual property rights have been features of international intellectual property law in one way or another for some time. 
The WTO system linked intimately this international intellectual property structure with trade and the policies and ideologies behind free trade. The prevailing understanding of international trade at the time of the formation of the WTO was based around trade in goods. This was because the main multilateral pre-WTO trade agreement was the GATT 1947 agreement, which was about trade in goods. The bringing together of this regime with intellectual property creates a difficult relationship because the justifications behind national intellectual property laws, particularly the encouragement of creative and innovative works, are not the same as those in the trade arena. 
Dreyfuss and Lowenfeld highlight the contradictory aims of trade and intellectual property, and summarize the differences in the two disciplines’ approach towards what is ‘protectionist’ and what is ‘pro-competitive’. They state that intellectual property is protectionist but international trade ‘disfavors protections’. In relation to ‘pro-competitive’ the authors state:20 
‘For the intellectual property community, pro-competitive measures are those that promote innovation by maximizing the public’s ability to utilize intellectual property products already a part of the storehouse of knowledge. Patents, copyrights, trademarks and trade secrets limit public access. They are, therefore, considered anti- competitive....The TRIPS agreement, intended mainly to promote global competition, treats patents, copyrights, and trade secrets as pro-competitive’. 
These fundamentally different starting points to achieving competition can be massaged into reconciliation. Although it can be said that maximizing the public’s ability to utilize intellectual property achieves pro-competitiveness – intellectual property protection can also be regarded as pro-competitive because the protection encourages creativity and innovation. This is the classic argument in favor of copyright and patent protection.21 In the case of trademarks, pro-competitiveness is characterized as the lowering of consumer search costs and fostering quality control.22 The differences between trade in tangibles (goods) and trade in intangibles (intellectual property) underscores these fundamentally different approaches of trade and intellectual property to protection and competition. 
The relationship between the intangible and the tangible is nothing new to intellectual property law, but it is an awkward concept in an international trade system that had its origins in trade in tangible goods.23 In order to consider the impact that this union of opposites has on the interpretation of the TRIPS Agreement it is important to understand how intellectual property law navigates the relationship between the intangible and the tangible. 
GATT governs international trade in goods and GATS governs trade in services and there is a basic, but an extremely important, practical link between goods and services and intellectual property. Intangible intellectual property manifests itself on a tangible host and - in the context of international trade - that host becomes one means by which intellectual property travels across borders. In the world trade context that host has, to date, primarily been goods but international trade in services is a growing industry. The other legitimate method that intellectual property travels across borders is through international contractual and licensing arrangements. 
Two examples illustrate the relationship between goods and intellectual property. First, a particular cheese product may be produced using patented technology to obtain an exceptional creamy effect. The cheese product is the result of a patented process and as such embodies the patented technology. Second, a compact disc is the physical good for sale that embodies a range of copyright works.24 The resulting products, cheeses and CDs, may be traded internationally. In the case of the compact disc the intellectual property right is usually copyright and the cheese product is the end result of a patented process - the patent being the relevant intellectual property right. The alternative for the owner of the copyright in the CD or the patented cheese process is to license someone to manufacture and distribute the product in another territory and by that means the physical product does not need to travel. For many readers these fundamentals are nothing new, however, remembering these basics becomes important when considering, as this article does, how to interpret an international intellectual property agreement in a trade context. The relationship between the tangible and the intangible in the WTO is demonstrated in the relationship between GATT and the TRIPS Agreement that is discussed in Part VI below. 
In a general sense, it is hardly a novel statement that many goods embody intellectual property rights. In some instances these intellectual property rights will be easier for a third party to infringe than in others. There is nothing particularly difficult in reproducing a compact disc and some patented processes, or products, can easily be copied from the end product. In addition, a patent is public information. The potential threat of a loss of comparative advantage in the intellectual property field, as a result of increased trade and a correlative increased infringing opportunities, has been, and is, used to support the argument that protecting intellectual property is important for international trade and the ‘prosperity’ that trade brings. The direct link between intellectual property and the increase in international trade and international intellectual property licensing arrangements thus led developed countries to negotiate the TRIPS Agreement.
The same link between the increase in trade and the growth of intellectual property products and licenses can equally be used to question whether intellectual property protection should be included in an organization designed to enhance free trade.25 Intellectual property can always be characterized as a barrier to trade because the very existence of an intellectual property right can be used to prevent the import or export of a product.26 The status of the TRIPS Agreement as a covered agreement in the WTO has the effect of recognizing intellectual property, within certain agreed limits, as an ‘acceptable barrier’.27 The significance of the trade barriers that intellectual property can create is that over-protecting intellectual property can be an inhibitor to the free flow of technology and the progress of science globally.28 If in practice real barriers were created, then neither the objectives of intellectual property law nor international trade would be met. Over-protecting intellectual property does not achieve the barrier-lowering objectives of international trade, but in fact inhibits it.29 The TRIPS Agreement in its preamble makes it clear that it should be read in a way that is consistent with free trade. In fact, any other interpretation would be at odds with the WTO context.30
2NC---Solvency
[bookmark: _Hlk172883545]TRIPS solves---trade, ag innovation and econ
Gian Carlo Moschini 1997, (Ph.D., University of Guelph, Canada, 1986. Laurea, Catholic University of Piacenza, Italy, 1978 | “Intellectual Property Rights and the World Trade Organization: Retrospect and Prospects” | https://www.card.iastate.edu/faculty/profiles/giancarlo_moschini/moschini-trips-preprint-oct-04.pdf | p. 1-2| DOA: 7/26/2024 | KAoki)
TRIPS is remarkable from both the viewpoint of past trade liberalization efforts undertaken under the aegis of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT), the precursor to the WTO, and from the perspective of international coordination of IPRs as pursued by numerous previous treaties and agreements in the context of the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO). From the perspective of trade institutions and traditions, TRIPS broke from the past by attacking the somewhat arcane issues of IPRs, an entirely new subject matter. In so doing the agreement reaches beyond the border measures that had been, up to that point, the almost exclusive domain of trade liberalization efforts. The need to justify such a less-than-obvious extension of the reach of GATT was very much emphasized by the carefully worded prefix ‘trade-related’ that was used to characterize the new subject matter. From the perspective of previous international efforts at coordinating national IPR rules, TRIPS is remarkable because it bundled together the main provisions of the major (and hitherto separate) international IPR agreements, because it strengthened the requirements of existing agreements in some crucial areas, and because it included the final package as a required element for participation in the WTO (as part of the ‘single undertaking’ process for ratification). Furthermore, enforcement of international IPRs, essentially nonexistent under WIPO, under TRIPS can rely on the WTO dispute settlement mechanism and on the threat of trade sanctions for noncompliance. This expansion of the scope of WTO activities is likely to have important long-run consequences. As one observer put it soon after the conclusion of the Uruguay round, “The farmers and the issues of agricultural subsidies have the limelight. TRIPS, however, will over time play a bigger role in the global economic drama” (Drahos, 1995).

TRIPS is key to IPR harmonization and protection and international trade.
Cardwell and Ghazalian 12 [Ryan Cardwell is a professor at the University of Manatoba and is a part of the Department of Agribusiness and Agricultural Economics; Pascal L. Ghazalian is a professor at the Department of Economics at the University of Lethbridge; 1/1/2012; "The Effects of the TRIPS Agreement on International Protection of Intellectual Property Rights"; The International Trade Journal; https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/abs/10.1080/08853908.2012.631868; p. 34-35; accessed through Michigan; Date Accessed – 7/26/2024]
The TRIPS Agreement is a core component of the WTO’s set of agreements, and is likely to be a fixture of future international trade agreements despite the controversy surrounding its implementation. All WTO member countries are required to comply with the Agreement’s requirements (with the exception of countries that are not bound until 2013), or risk retaliatory trade sanctions. The TRIPS Agreement does not discriminate between member countries despite the absence of a theoretical rationale for the establishment of a single harmonised set of IPR protection mechanisms across countries. All countries, regardless of IPR protection starting point or development level, have to comply with harmonised standards to fulfil their obligations. 
We develop an empirical model using a broad panel dataset to evaluate the effectiveness of the TRIPS Agreement in tightening IPR protection across a range of countries. There are three important observations that can be made of the empirical estimates. First, domestic factors are important determinants of IPR protection, as measured by our modified version of G&P’s (1997) index. This result is consistent with the findings of other authors on similar topics who have found that income, education, governance and domestic R&D activity generate stronger IPR protection. 
Second, the TRIPS Agreement has had significant effects on IPR protection over its implementation period, but the significance of these effects depends on countries’ development levels. We find that disaggregating the panel of countries by level of development yields different results for developed and developing countries, even when controlling for per capita income. The TRIPS Agreement has had significant effects on IPR protection in developing countries, but has not measurably affected developed countries’ level of IPR protection. This result is consistent with the setting of TRIPS Agreements standards to conform closely to IPR protection regimes that were already in place in many developed countries. Developed countries did not have to markedly alter their regimes to be compliant with the TRIPS Agreement. 
Third, we find that the effects of the TRIPS Agreement vary across regions. The TRIPS Agreement has had positive and significant effects on IPR protection in Central and South America, in Asia and in North Africa and the Middle East. The TRIPS Agreement has not significantly affected protection of IPR in Sub‐Saharan Africa. However the only Sub‐Saharan African country in our sample that is bound by the TRIPS Agreement is South Africa. 
Countries that are relatively dependent on exports to countries that pushed for the TRIPS Agreement’s inclusion in the WTO (i.e., developed countries) may take the threat of retaliatory trade sanctions seriously because they have much to lose in the form of forgone exports. This provides evidence that the TRIPS Agreement has been successful as a coercive threat in international trade relations. We anecdotally observe that regions with high export dependence on developed countries have made significant changes to their IPR protection system; an interesting extension of this research would be to investigate the reasons that some developing countries/regions have responded to the TRIPS Agreement more significantly than others. 
2NC---AT: Perms
Perm do both fails---U.S. IP laws don’t provide protection in other countries
USPTO N/D, (“In My U.S. Trademark Registration Protected Internationally?” | Section: A U.S. Trademark does not Protect You in Other Countries | https://www.gerbenlaw.com/blog/is-my-u-s-trademark-registration-protected-internationally/#:~:text=A%20U.S.%20Trademark%20does%20not%20Protect%20You%20in%20Other%20Countries&text=Your%20registered%20trademark%20will%20provide,anywhere%20throughout%20the%20United%20States. | DOA: 7/25/2024 | KAoki|)
A trademark registered in the United States offers valuable protections for your business.  Your registered trademark will provide the presumption of nationwide validity, which means you’ll be protected from potential infringement anywhere throughout the United States.  Unfortunately, any trademark disputes that arise outside the U.S. will not be covered by these protections.  In order to gain trademark protections outside the United States, you must register your trademark in other countries.
In today’s global economy, it’s not too farfetched to assume that a business of any size may one day reach other countries.  This is especially true of online retailers, who may sell goods outside the United States, and even businesses manufacturing goods overseas.  Whether you plan market your brand to customers in Europe or make your products in China, international trademarks can be a valuable asset to your business, and often necessary to your success outside the United States.
Relying only on your U.S. trademark for trademark protection could have costly consequences.  Many businesses work to grow a successful brand within the United States, only to learn later that they have no ability to control their brand’s reputation overseas.  According to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, counterfeiting is a multi-billion dollar industry, with much of the fraud taking place in China and Hong Kong.  If you learn that your trademark is being used without your permission in these countries, you will have little recourse without a registered trademark.  With a registered trademark, however, you have the legal right to fight infringement in these countries.
TRIPS agreement is key to solving over other countries
WTO N/D, (World Trade Organization | “Overview: the TRIPS Agreement”, https://www.wto.org/english/tratop_e/trips_e/intel2_e.htm#:~:text=The%20TRIPS%20Agreement%20is%20a,own%20legal%20system%20and%20practice. | DOA: 7/25/2024 | KAoki |)
The areas of intellectual property that it covers are: copyright and related rights (i.e. the rights of performers, producers of sound recordings and broadcasting organizations); trademarks including service marks; geographical indications including appellations of origin; industrial designs; patents including the protection of new varieties of plants; the layout-designs of integrated circuits; and undisclosed information including trade secrets and test data.
The three main features of the Agreement are:
Standards. In respect of each of the main areas of intellectual property covered by the TRIPS Agreement, the Agreement sets out the minimum standards of protection to be provided by each Member. Each of the main elements of protection is defined, namely the subject-matter to be protected, the rights to be conferred and permissible exceptions to those rights, and the minimum duration of protection. The Agreement sets these standards by requiring, first, that the substantive obligations of the main conventions of the WIPO, the Paris Convention for the Protection of Industrial Property (Paris Convention) and the Berne Convention for the Protection of Literary and Artistic Works (Berne Convention) in their most recent versions, must be complied with. With the exception of the provisions of the Berne Convention on moral rights, all the main substantive provisions of these conventions are incorporated by reference and thus become obligations under the TRIPS Agreement between TRIPS Member countries. The relevant provisions are to be found in Articles 2.1 and 9.1 of the TRIPS Agreement, which relate, respectively, to the Paris Convention and to the Berne Convention. Secondly, the TRIPS Agreement adds a substantial number of additional obligations on matters where the pre-existing conventions are silent or were seen as being inadequate. The TRIPS Agreement is thus sometimes referred to as a Berne and Paris-plus agreement.
Enforcement. The second main set of provisions deals with domestic procedures and remedies for the enforcement of intellectual property rights. The Agreement lays down certain general principles applicable to all IPR enforcement procedures. In addition, it contains provisions on civil and administrative procedures and remedies, provisional measures, special requirements related to border measures and criminal procedures, which specify, in a certain amount of detail, the procedures and remedies that must be available so that right holders can effectively enforce their rights.
Dispute settlement. The Agreement makes disputes between WTO Members about the respect of the TRIPS obligations subject to the WTO's dispute settlement procedures.
In addition the Agreement provides for certain basic principles, such as national and most-favoured-nation treatment, and some general rules to ensure that procedural difficulties in acquiring or maintaining IPRs do not nullify the substantive benefits that should flow from the Agreement. The obligations under the Agreement will apply equally to all Member countries, but developing countries will have a longer period to phase them in. Special transition arrangements operate in the situation where a developing country does not presently provide product patent protection in the area of pharmaceuticals.
The TRIPS Agreement is a minimum standards agreement, which allows Members to provide more extensive protection of intellectual property if they so wish. Members are left free to determine the appropriate method of implementing the provisions of the Agreement within their own legal system and practice.
AFF
2AC---No NB
Using the CIL wrecks the US’s competitive advantage.
Trachtman 14 [Joel P.; Professor of International Law at the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts University; 10-21-2014; "The Obsolescence of Customary International Law"; https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2512757; p. 16 – 17; Date Accessed – 7/25/2024]
Most issues addressed by the body of CIL that developed during its classical period (up through the 19th Century) can be characterized as symmetric: you protect my diplomats, and I’ll protect yours. Let’s call this type of exchange “identical performance reciprocity.” This is Friedmann’s law of coordination, and it is easier to make, and to enforce, if everyone has symmetric interests.27
However, identical performance reciprocity leaves no room for diverse preferences or comparative advantage. In more modern times, with the development of the need for an international law of cooperation, it makes perfect sense in many areas for states to make reciprocal commitments that involve different performances by each state (let’s call this “diverse performance reciprocity”). States have varying preferences, and varying comparative advantage in regulation. For example, you reduce your carbon emissions and I will reduce my tariff on computers from 30% to 10% in exchange for State B reducing its tariff on bananas from 25% to 20%. Or perhaps State A wants State B to provide greater protection to intellectual property rights. Both are types of diverse performance reciprocity. As compared with identical performance reciprocity, diverse performance reciprocity responds to the fact that different states have different situations, different capabilities, and different preferences. 
CIL seems unable efficiently to encompass diverse performance reciprocity. Therefore, under CIL, the set of possible international legal transactions is excessively constrained: only in-kind barter is possible, not a market of exchange. There have been examples of diplomatic conferences in which package deals of newly “agreed” CIL have been developed,28 but this is an unusual occurrence, and would be limited to topics within those addressed at the diplomatic conference. 
Diverse performance reciprocity is akin to a side payment, in which a kind of package deal is constructed that might not be possible without assembling a set of concessions that will sufficiently reciprocate. “With all side payments prohibited, there is no assurance that collective action will be taken in the most productive way.”29 So, CIL is a blunt instrument indeed. 
On the other hand, it might be argued that specific reciprocity in forming a particular arrangement is unnecessary—that Keohane’s concept of diffuse reciprocity (which might be understood as an extreme form of diverse performance reciprocity) can induce transactions even where a particular transaction is one-sided, because the loser will anticipate future transactions in which reciprocity will be evened out. This requires a relatively long horizon and a high level of trust. And perhaps it is true that for smaller transactions, perhaps where the amount at stake if the counterparties defect is small, diffuse reciprocity would be satisfactory. However, if the amount at stake is sufficient, it would be more likely that states would anticipate non-compliance by their partner, and decline to comply themselves. Cooperation may thus unravel.
A related problem to that of insufficient heterogeneous reciprocity is the tendency of CIL to be universal. The drive to universality limits the ability to establish more narrowly-tailored reciprocity among sub-universal groups of states.
2AC---AT: Solvency
They can’t solve for harmonization, the TRIPS agreement is all about maximizing the protection of IP which means no solvency
Sarah R. Wasserman Rajec 2020, (Sarah R. Wasserman Rajec earned her J.D., cum laude,, from the University of Michigan Law School. She earned her Sc.B., with honors, from Brown University, where she majored in physics. Following law school, Sarah practiced patent litigation in the Boston office of Fish & Richardson, P.C. She subsequently served as a law clerk to Judge Donald C. Pogue of the U.S. Court of International Trade and to Judge Alan D. Lourie of the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Federal Circuit. Prior to joining the faculty, Professor Rajec was a Lecturer in Law and Teaching Fellow for the Law, Science & Technology Program at Stanford Law School and the Frank H. Marks Visiting Associate Professor and Fellow in Intellectual Property Law at George Washington University Law School | “The Harmonization Myth In Intellectual Property Law | https://arizonalawreview.org/pdf/62-3/62arizlrev735.pdf | p. 756 – 760 | DOA: 7/26/2024 | KAoki)
The better explanation is maximization. The TRIPS Agreement was notable because it required countries to meet certain minimum standards of IP protection.130 However, upon conclusion of the agreement, interest groups and member countries immediately stepped up efforts to tailor protection.131 For developed countries with strong creative or innovative industries—the Global North—this meant strategic moves to increase protection through forum-shifting and bilateral or regional trade agreements.132 It is an effort that has continued to the most recent regional trade agreement negotiations. At the same time, developing countries and scholars concerned about access to medicine and other potential problems associated with high levels of IP protection began exploring interpretations of the TRIPS Agreement that allowed for more flexibility in the agreement’s implementation.133 Least developed countries joined some of these interpretive efforts but have also sought to extend the period of transition, thereby postponing the date on which they need to comply with the minimum requirements.134 But ultimately, the developed countries have been more successful in increasing global IP protection. This is because various provisions in the TRIPS Agreement are geared towards maximization. There was a flurry of post-TRIPS treaties, termed TRIPS-plus by many, that resulted in new—and higher—minimum standards of IP protection that were pushed on developing countries piecemeal, rather than going through the onerous and difficult processes established for amending the TRIPS Agreement.135 While this trend runs counter to the stated harmonizing purposes of the TRIPS Agreement, it is enabled by TRIPS provisions. This Part discusses how the TRIPS Agreement and other treaties allow for disharmonization only for changes that increase IP rights protection and describes the proliferation of IP treaties, following the TRIPS Agreement, that increase levels of IP protection. 
A. IP Treaty Provisions: Tools of Maximization, Not Harmonization 
The TRIPS Agreement, like the Berne Convention, requires members to grant certain minimum rights; it does not require all members to grant the same rights.136 The TRIPS Agreement had a strong harmonizing effect as countries with diverse IP laws made changes to meet those minimum standards; but by including no ceiling, TRIPS left room for future disharmony. Member countries must comply with the TRIPS requirements but are left free to provide stronger levels of protection. Once bilateral agreements increase the minimum standards of IP protection, for example, those new levels are often included in future bilateral agreements, eventually making their way into regional agreements.137 Moreover, in copyright laws, a provision found in the various multilateral treaties grant exceptions to national treatment. The remnant of reciprocity rules from earlier treaties, embodied as the rule of the shorter term, provides even more incentive to countries to increase copyright duration, forming the “one-way ratchet” that leads to ever-increasing copyright terms. 
The various international treaties that are justified as tools of harmonization all have set floors, not ceilings, with regard to term. The Berne Convention, for example, provides in general that its provisions “shall not preclude the making of a claim to the benefit of any greater protection which may be granted by legislation in a country of the Union”138 and allows member countries entering into agreements to grant more extensive rights than those provided by the convention.139 As for term, the Berne Convention provides a term of the author’s life of plus 50 years, with a term of 25 years from creation for photographic works and works of applied art.140 These are floors, and the convention provides that members “may grant a term of protection in excess of those provided by the preceding paragraphs.”141 
National-treatment provisions have been a part of copyright treaties since the Berne Convention, though they are also a staple of trade-related treaties as well. National treatment requires that each member country treat the nationals of other member countries no less favorably than its own citizens. A provision in a member country’s law that grants IP protections to its citizens and not to citizens of member countries violates national treatment.142 However, the Berne Convention provided for an exception to national treatment that has resulted in pressure on countries to increase their terms of copyright protection. This provision, known as “the rule of the shorter term,” provides that copyright term will be governed by the law where the copyright is claimed, except that “the term shall not exceed the term fixed in the country of origin of the work.”143 This provision is a glaring exception to national treatment, providing a default rule that works of foreign origin will receive the shorter of terms, not necessarily the full term as provided to works of domestic origin. At first blush, by potentially granting shorter terms to works of foreign origin, the provision may be copyright minimizing—after all, it is a rule of shorter term. However, as discussed below, the effect of the provision has proven to be maximizing.144 
The Paris Convention did not impose minimum standards of protection like the Berne Convention did. While the Paris Convention required national treatment with respect to patent protection,145 it did not dictate a minimum term of protection and therefore allowed countries a fair amount of flexibility. As a result, member countries needed only to extend the same protection to nationals of other member countries as they granted to their own members.146 The important temporal provision in that agreement—the requirement of a one-year priority period—was precise and did not allow for longer grace periods for patent filings. The convention allows anyone who files a patent application in any member country a one-year period of time in which to file in other member countries while still referencing the first filing date for purposes of showing an invention to be new and nonobvious. 147 The practical effect of this was that the invention need only be new as of the earliest filing date, and inventors did not need to have a strategy of simultaneous filing in all countries to ward off claims that their filings elsewhere were disclosures that rendered the same invention unpatentable. However, the provision demonstrates something else: countries are perfectly capable of agreeing to precise time periods when a single rule appears to be the most efficient way of governing international patent interests. Still, it was not until the TRIPS Agreement that stringent, substantive patent law requirements were agreed to in a multilateral treaty. But when they were, it was again in terms of minimum rights, with an open-ended ceiling. 
The TRIPS Agreement sets out the minimum protections members must grant.148 Indeed, before any specific requirements are laid out, the first article to the agreement provides, “[m]embers may, but shall not be obliged to, implement in their law more extensive protection than is required by this Agreement.”149 Throughout the agreement, then, all of the requirements provide floors, but not ceilings, on what rights countries must grant to those seeking IP rights. The TRIPS Agreement imposes a minimum copyright term of life plus 50 years150 and in the case of works without flesh-and-blood authors, a required minimum term of 50 years.151 
While incorporation of the Berne Convention’s minimum term and inclusion of other works had the potential to harmonize copyright term, the EU countries were already working on an extension of term.152 In the years since TRIPS, the law of copyright term has therefore become disharmonized. 153 Similarly, the term of protection for performers and producers of phonograms was required to last “at least until the end of a period of 50 years” from the end of the year of creation.154

CP fails – TRIPS is outdated and shouldn’t be incorporated in the modern world
Siva Thambisetty 23 (Thambisetty is Associate Professor of Law and the Law School, London School of Economics and Political Science. In 2022 she acted as Advisor to the G77+China group Chair’s Team at the Biodiversity Beyond National Jurisdiction Negotiations in 2022. 11-1-2023; "Termination of the TRIPS Agreement: Necessary And Impossible", Opinio Juris, https://opiniojuris.org/2023/01/11/termination-of-the-trips-agreement-necessary-and-impossible///orakng)
Public international law interacts with intellectual property laws in numerous negotiating fora and intergovernmental organisations. I have long been envious of my public international law colleagues; their field has been through many cycles of purposive meaning-making, including holding on to a sense of direction of the world order, and normative scholarship as a transformative project. In contrast, international intellectual property law has remained mired in its private law origins, unable or unwilling beyond some very important but limited pockets (see here and here), to confront how these rights work to entrench and enhance existing imbalances in wealth and power. For this reason, it is significant that the first intervention during the pandemic by an eminent public international lawyer is to call for a termination of the Trade Related Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS) Agreement.
In her elegantly pitched 2022 Annual Michael Kirby lecture, Prof Orford raises the prospect of applying rebus sic stantibus, a modification of obligations initially assumed by parties to the TRIPS Agreement due to a change in material circumstances. Prof Orford pokes substantive holes at the aura of solidity and self-evidence with which the core elements of the TRIPS agreement are defended to show instead that the basis of the agreement is precarious and historically contingent. From this perspective, the TRIPS waiver becomes a campaign against ‘false necessity’ – a recognition that the presuppositions of the international patent system are far from a natural order of things and is merely what we have ‘temporarily refrained from challenging and remaking’. 
2AC: Perms
Perm do CP – USFG plans are all done with CIL in consideration. The CP is the plan
CIL is already incorporated into US federal law
Bradly 15, William Van Alstyne Professor at Duke Law School and is the author of International Law in the U.S. Legal System, Second Edition (OUP 2015). He currently serves as a Reporter for the American Law Institute’s Restatement (Fourth) project on the Foreign Relations Law of the United States, and is a member of the Board of Editors of the American Journal of International Law. (Curtis, 05-18-2015, "Customary international law’s uncertain status in the US Legal System", Oxford University Press blog, https://blog.oup.com/2015/05/customary-international-laws-uncertain-status-in-the-us-legal-system///orakng)

Customary international law arises from the practices of nations followed out of a sense of legal obligation. Although long an important source of international law, there continues to be debate and uncertainty about customary international law’s status in the US legal system. The US Constitution makes clear that treaties are part of the “supreme law of the land,” and the US Supreme Court has explained that this means that a treaty can displace contrary state law, and override an earlier-in-time federal statute, if the treaty is “self-executing.” Treaties, in other words, are part of the federal, national law of the United States. By contrast, the only reference to customary international law in the Constitution is a grant of power to Congress to define and punish offenses against the “law of nations,” a phrase that would have encompassed what we today call customary international law.
All US laws have to be consistent with international law – international law is part of the plan process
Bradly 15, William Van Alstyne Professor at Duke Law School and is the author of International Law in the U.S. Legal System, Second Edition (OUP 2015). He currently serves as a Reporter for the American Law Institute’s Restatement (Fourth) project on the Foreign Relations Law of the United States, and is a member of the Board of Editors of the American Journal of International Law. (Curtis, 05-18-2015, "Customary international law’s uncertain status in the US Legal System", Oxford University Press blog, https://blog.oup.com/2015/05/customary-international-laws-uncertain-status-in-the-us-legal-system///orakng)
Since Erie, the federal courts have developed discrete bodies of “federal common law” – that is, judicially developed rules that have the status of federal, national law (and which, therefore, displace contrary state law). The Supreme Court held in its 1964 Sabbatino decision, for example, that the “act of state doctrine,” whereby courts are to treat as valid the acts of foreign sovereigns taken within their territories, is a rule of federal common law binding on state courts. Some commentators have argued that all of customary international law should, like the act of state doctrine, be viewed as having the status of federal common law. If accepted, this argument would mean that courts would have broad authority to invalidate state laws deemed inconsistent with emerging norms of customary international law – perhaps, for example, concerning the death penalty. It might even mean that courts could enforce customary international law against the executive branch, and potentially even use it (as they can self-executing treaties) to override earlier-in-time federal statutes.
Blockchain Adv CP
NEG
1NC---Blockchain CP
The United States Federal Government should:
--Increase research in blockchain technology
--Expand Know Your Customer (KYC) Protocols to require verification of customer and beneficial owner identities
--Develop Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points (HACCP) management systems

Plank 1 solves counterfeits by providing secure tracking systems and specific information.
Raj 22, IP Manager EBTC, Associate Counsellor and Associate Counsellor IPR at the Confederation of Indian Industry. Facilitated training programs on Intellectual Property (IP) aspects to Small and medium Enterprises (SMEs) and Start-ups from European Union under the EU funded project—India IP SME Helpdesk, Supervised and participated in criminal and civil Enforcement actions for prevention of counterfeit products and piracy across India for domestic and international clients. (Shwetabh Raj, 9/16/2022, “Use of blockchain to protect against counterfeiting,” Intellectual Property Helpdesk, Accessed 7/24/2024, https://intellectual-property-helpdesk.ec.europa.eu/news-events/news/use-blockchain-protect-against-counterfeiting-2022-09-16_en#:~:text=Blockchain%20technology%20as%20a%20solution&text=Blockchain%20provides%20a%20secure%20tracking,identifying%20products%20proof%20of%20origin.) SY
Current method of protection 
Manufacturers and brand owners have attempted to deploy various methods and techniques to tackle counterfeiting or smuggling. One of the main anti-counterfeiting methods currently used is to affix holographic stickers or barcodes on the product to establish a product’s authenticity. However, this method is no longer sufficient as due to advancement in technology accessible to counterfeiters the barcodes and stickers can now be copied convincingly as well. Furthermore, while these means can be useful to ensure counterfeiting products do not enter the supply chain since they are checked by sellers and resellers, it is impossible for the consumer to ascertain whether the holographic sticker or the barcode was applied by the brand owner or the counterfeiter along the supply route. They therefore are of little use for the end consumer, who has no realistic mean to ascertain the validity of these marks.
Blockchain technology as a solution 
Improved traceability and end to end tracking of the product or shipment can help EU businesses in dealing with counterfeiting. The developing blockchain technology can play a vital role in this mission as it constitutes a shared immutable ledger that records the transaction and movement of the product at every level in a business network.
Blockchain provides a secure tracking system from the beginning of the supply chain (procurement of raw material) to the very end (where the end user gets the finished product) and hence blockchain helps in tackling counterfeiting by identifying products proof of origin.
Companies implement blockchain technology on their product through the use of smart tags which helps them in tracing the products movement along the supply chain in real time along with date of manufacture and other assigned specific information at various stages. Following are the common type of smart tags used by businesses:
a) QR Code: QR codes or quick response codes are the most widely used tags across businesses. QR codes promotes engagement and interaction through a smart phone or tablet. The implementation of QR code on the product enables businesses to transfer information such as date of manufacturer, companies’ website, or customer care number. QR codes further enables the businesses in executing payment and shipment tracking without hassle.   
b) Radio frequency identification tags: RFID tags are the tags that use radio frequency to transmit information to a reader. The reader is a device that emits radio waves and subsequently receives signals back from the RFID tags. RFID tags are affixed to individual products and readers are deployed along the monitored areas to receive signals which enables to track all the movement, in and out of each label or product. Its main drawbacks are the unit cost and integration cost which makes it unrealistic for large deployment of product or consignment.
c) Signatures on metallic or ceramic surface: Laser marking machines incorporate barcodes and graphics onto metallic or ceramic surface. Some such marking machine produce 2D data matrix that users scan with help of a special scanner to perform data collection and product tracing functions.
When any of the above-mentioned smart tag is attached to a product, data of every transaction is sent to the blockchain along with the time stamp which creates a trust layer for data and makes it immutable. This makes easy for the brand owners to track the shipment or movement of the product right from the onset.
Since the biggest challenge for the EU companies has always been to ascertain the origin of counterfeiting in the supply chain, the blockchain based platforms provide customisable tools for EU businesses to deal with this issue. Moreover, the blockchain enabled solutions can be easily integrated in any business system and make it more effective.

Plank 2 uses KYC protocols to fight money laundering & terrorist financing.
Ferreira 23, author for the Financial Magnates. (Pedro Ferreira, 2/11/2023, “Are KYC and AML Protocols Enough to Curb Fraud?”, Financial Magnates, Accessed 7/25/2024, https://www.financemagnates.com/fintech/are-kyc-and-aml-protocols-enough-to-curb-fraud/) SY
The fight against fraud is an ongoing one. Financial institutions must rely on strong measures to secure their operations and consumers as technology improves and criminals become more savvy. Know Your Customer (KYC) and Anti-Money Laundering (AML) processes are crucial among these precautions. However, the question is whether KYC and AML rules alone are sufficient to prevent fraud.
The Function of KYC and AML Protocols
KYC and AML regulations are critical in the financial industry's fight against fraud, money laundering, and other illegal actions. KYC procedures entail verifying a customer's identification using document checks, biometric verification, and other methods. AML measures seek to detect and prevent money laundering and terrorist financing by monitoring transactions, flagging suspicious activity, and reporting it to appropriate authorities.
Financial institutions are obligated by law to implement these processes in order to know their consumers and detect possibly suspicious financial activity. Failure to comply with KYC and AML laws can result in significant penalties, such as large fines and legal ramifications.
Unveiling the Silk Road Hacker's Mistakes: The Importance of KYC and AML in Fraud Prevention
An intriguing story of the Silk Road hacker, James Zhong, offers valuable lessons about the crucial role of KYC and AML protocols in the fight against cryptocurrency-related fraud. Zhong, charged with stealing over 50,000 BTC from Silk Road in 2012, inadvertently incriminated himself.
Zhong's mishaps began when he called the police after a break-in at his home. During the call, he mentioned his involvement in Bitcoin investments, drawing investigators' attention. Simultaneously, the IRS Criminal Investigation unit was diligently working to solve the Silk Road hack of 2013 by scrutinizing the cryptocurrency's on-chain paper trail.
In a fascinating turn of events, a blockchain analytics expert noticed that an address linked to the Silk Road hacker had accidentally completed a KYC routine with a crypto exchange. This action disclosed Zhong's name and home address, all after his call to the police.
Working in tandem with BlockTrace's CEO, Shaun MaGruder, the IRS devised a plan to approach Zhong under the pretense of investigating the break-in. However, Zhong made the grievous error of showcasing his 1,500 BTC, worth millions, and labeled himself a "Bitcoin OG."
Upon returning the next day, investigators, still appearing to assist, executed a search warrant. Using a computer-hunting dog, they discovered wallets containing the 50,000 BTC, which had once surpassed $3 billion in value. These assets were concealed in a safe beneath Zhong's basement floor, encased in concrete.
This tale emphasizes the importance of KYC and AML protocols to safeguard the crypto space against fraud. Properly verifying customer identities and monitoring transactions can significantly aid authorities in uncovering illegal activities.
Plank 3 develops HACCP systems to ensure a safe food supply chain.
Pathspot 23, Health and Safety Operating System. Blog featuring food safety methods and organizational tools. (Pathspot, 12/20/23, “Maintaining HACCP Compliance Ensuring Food Safety Processes”, Pathspot, Accessed 7/26/24,  https://pathspot.com/maintaining-haccp-compliance-ensuring-food-safety-processes/) SY
In the world of food safety, maintaining HACCP compliance is paramount. Hazard Analysis and Critical Control Points (HACCP) is a systematic approach to identifying, evaluating, and controlling food safety hazards. It’s a crucial framework that ensures food products’ safety and consumers’ well-being. This blog will explore how to maintain HACCP compliance and ensure a safe food safety process in your establishment. Discover HACCP’s key steps and principles to keep your food products and customers safe.
Understanding HACCP Compliance
Before delving into the details of maintaining HACCP compliance, let’s briefly understand what HACCP is all about. HACCP is a science-based system used to identify and control food safety hazards. It applies to all stages of the food supply chain, from production and processing to distribution and consumption. The primary goal of HACCP is to prevent foodborne illnesses by systematically addressing potential hazards.
Key Principles of HACCP
Maintaining HACCP compliance requires adhering to 7 core principles:
Conduct a Hazard Analysis: Identify potential hazards in your food production process. These hazards can include biological (e.g., harmful bacteria), chemical (e.g., contaminants), and physical (e.g., foreign objects) risks.
Establish Critical Limits: Set specific criteria to control each identified hazard. These limits ensure that the hazard is effectively managed.
Establish Critical Control Points (CCPs): Determine the points in your process where control measures are applied to prevent, eliminate, or reduce identified hazards to an acceptable level.
Monitor CCPs: Regularly monitor and document the critical control points to ensure they stay within specified limits.
Establish Corrective Actions: Develop procedures to address any deviations from critical limits. Corrective actions are essential to maintain food safety.
Verification: Periodically review and validate your HACCP plan to ensure its effectiveness in controlling hazards.
Record-Keeping: Maintain thorough records of your HACCP plan, monitoring activities, and corrective actions. Good record-keeping is essential for compliance.
Maintaining HACCP Compliance in Practice
Let’s explore practical steps to maintain compliance in your food establishment:
Training and Education: Ensure your staff is well-trained in HACCP principles and practices. Proper education is the foundation of compliance.
Regular Hazard Analysis: Continuously assess potential hazards associated with your food products. Be vigilant, especially when introducing new ingredients or processes.
Monitoring and Documentation: Implement a robust monitoring system for your CCPs. This includes using food thermometers, visual inspections, and other tools to ensure safety standards are met. Keep detailed records of these activities.
Establish Corrective Actions: Develop clear protocols for addressing deviations from critical limits. Assign responsibilities to specific staff members for taking corrective actions promptly.
Verification and Validation: Regularly review and validate your HACCP plan to ensure it effectively controls hazards. This may involve conducting internal audits or seeking third-party verification.
Stay Informed: Keep abreast of the latest food safety regulations and best practices developments. Compliance requirements may change over time.
Cross-Contamination Prevention: Implement measures to prevent cross-contamination between raw and cooked foods. This includes using separate cutting boards, utensils, and storage areas.
Public Health and Safety: Always prioritize public health and safety. Recognize that maintaining HACCP compliance isn’t just a regulatory requirement; it’s a commitment to keeping your customers safe from foodborne illnesses.
Prioritize HACCP Compliance 
By prioritizing HACCP compliance and embracing a food safety culture, you can protect your business and your customers and contribute to a healthier and safer food industry. Maintaining HACCP compliance and ensuring a safe food safety process is a critical responsibility for any food industry professional.
2NC---Solvency---Financial Crimes
The CP applies blockchain tech to KYC standards-- actively fighting money laundering, financial crime, and identity theft.
Sanction Scanner N/D, Sanction Scanner provides a database of more than 3000 different Sanctions, PEP, Wanted and Watched lists from over 220 countries. It monitors transactions, including monetary transfers. Helps financial institutions automate their transaction monitoring process. Helps meet AML needs, global data, and end-to-end features to prevent money laundering. Gives suggestions for easy to integrate and effective tools and financial crime reports. Provides fast and safe solutions.  (no date, “The Importance of Blockchain Against Money Laundering”, Sanction Scanner, Accessed 7/25/24, https://www.sanctionscanner.com/blog/the-importance-of-blockchain-against-money-laundering-874#:~:text=By%20implementing%20blockchain%2Dbased%20identity,of%20identity%20theft%20and%20fraud) SY
Betterment of KYC Solutions Through Blockchain Identity
The KYC (Know Your Customer) process, while essential for regulatory compliance and risk management, presents significant challenges for companies. These challenges include the time-consuming and resource-intensive nature of verifying customer identities, especially when dealing with a large volume of clients or complex ownership structures. 
Additionally, the lack of standardization in KYC requirements across jurisdictions creates confusion and compliance burdens for companies operating internationally. Moreover, the risk of fraud and identity theft further complicates the KYC process, as criminals may exploit vulnerabilities in traditional systems to perpetrate fraudulent activities, leading to financial losses and reputational damage for companies.
Blockchain technology offers a promising solution to address these challenges and enhance KYC processes. By leveraging blockchain identity solutions, companies can create a decentralized and tamper-proof system for securely storing and sharing customer data. This not only streamlines the onboarding process by eliminating paper-based documents and manual data entry but also enhances security by safeguarding customer data against cyberattacks and data breaches. Additionally, blockchain ensures data accuracy and integrity through its immutable ledger, reducing the risk of errors and inconsistencies in customer information. As a result, blockchain identity solutions have the potential to revolutionize KYC processes, making them more efficient, secure, and compliant with regulatory requirements.
The Role of AML Technology for Blockchain
Blockchain technology has the potential to revolutionize Anti-Money Laundering (AML) policies and procedures, presenting both opportunities and challenges for regulators and financial institutions. 
The inherent characteristics of blockchain, such as decentralization, transparency, and immutability, can significantly enhance AML efforts by providing a secure and tamper-proof platform for monitoring financial transactions. By leveraging blockchain, regulators can create a decentralized monitoring system that effectively identifies and stops suspicious transactions, thereby strengthening AML compliance.
One of the primary advantages of using blockchain for AML purposes is the ability to create a distributed and transparent ledger of financial transactions. This ledger, maintained by a network of nodes, ensures that all participants have access to the same information, making it easier to detect and track suspicious activities. Additionally, blockchain's immutability ensures that once a transaction is recorded on the ledger, it cannot be altered or deleted, providing an immutable audit trail of financial transactions.
Furthermore, blockchain technology can streamline the KYC process, making it more efficient and secure. By implementing blockchain-based identity verification systems, financial institutions can securely store and share customer data in a tamper-proof manner, reducing the risk of identity theft and fraud. Additionally, blockchain's decentralized nature eliminates the need for centralized intermediaries, reducing the potential for human error and improving the accuracy of KYC processes. Overall, blockchain technology has the potential to transform AML compliance, providing regulators and financial institutions with powerful tools to combat money laundering and financial crime.
Blockchain tech is essential for a global effort in curbing illicit financial crimes.
Sanction Scanner N/D, Sanction Scanner provides a database of more than 3000 different Sanctions, PEP, Wanted and Watched lists from over 220 countries. It monitors transactions, including monetary transfers. Helps financial institutions automate their transaction monitoring process. Helps meet AML needs, global data, and end-to-end features to prevent money laundering. Gives suggestions for easy to integrate and effective tools and financial crime reports. Provides fast and safe solutions.  (no date, “The Importance of Blockchain Against Money Laundering”, Sanction Scanner, Accessed 7/25/24, https://www.sanctionscanner.com/blog/the-importance-of-blockchain-against-money-laundering-874#:~:text=By%20implementing%20blockchain%2Dbased%20identity,of%20identity%20theft%20and%20fraud) SY
Blog / The Importance of Blockchain Against Money Laundering
In the digital age, the fight against money laundering has entered a new frontier, with blockchain technology emerging as a formidable ally. This decentralized ledger offers unparalleled transparency, security, and efficiency, making it an essential tool in the global effort to curb financial crimes. As illicit financial flows continue to challenge regulatory frameworks worldwide, understanding the role of blockchain in preventing money laundering is more crucial than ever.
What is Blockchain?
Blockchain technology, characterized as a shared and immutable ledger, has emerged as a pivotal tool in modern business networks for recording transactions and monitoring assets. The scope of assets that can be tracked and traded on a blockchain network is vast, encompassing both tangible entities like real estate, vehicles, cash, and land, as well as intangible assets such as intellectual property, patents, copyrights, and branding. This versatility not only streamlines transactional processes but also mitigates risks and reduces costs for all stakeholders involved.
The significance of blockchain currencies stems from their ability to revolutionize the flow of information within business ecosystems. In an era where the speed and accuracy of data transmission are paramount, blockchain stands out for its capacity to deliver immediate, transparent, and shared information. Stored on an immutable ledger accessible exclusively to permissioned network members, blockchain facilitates real-time tracking of orders, payments, accounts, production, and more. By offering a single source of truth that all members can access, blockchain instills confidence, fosters collaboration, and unlocks new efficiencies and opportunities in various industries.
How Does Blockchain Work?
At its core, a blockchain operates akin to a digital ledger, much like a spreadsheet or database, where data is entered, stored, and managed. However, the fundamental distinction lies in how this data is structured and accessed within the blockchain framework. Each blockchain comprises interconnected blocks of data, akin to cells in a spreadsheet, with each block containing transactional information. This structure facilitates the recording and tracking of various assets and transactions across a decentralized network.
Data Structure: A blockchain functions as a database, but unlike traditional databases, it's structured differently. Data is entered and stored in blocks, similar to cells in a spreadsheet, where each block contains transaction information.
Distribution: One of the key features of a blockchain is its decentralized nature. Multiple copies of the blockchain are stored on numerous machines across the network. For a blockchain to be valid, all copies must match.
Encryption: When a block is full, its information is encrypted using an encryption algorithm, resulting in a unique hexadecimal number called a hash. This hash is then added to the header of the following block, creating a chain of blocks.
Transaction Process: Transactions on a blockchain follow a specific sequence. For example, on Bitcoin's blockchain, transactions are initiated using cryptocurrency wallets, stored in a memory pool, and then queued until a miner picks them up.
Mining Process: Mining involves solving complex mathematical puzzles to validate transactions and add them to the blockchain. Miners compete to find a valid hash for the block, a process known as "proof-of-work." This process consumes significant computational power and energy.
Confirmation: Once a block is closed, transactions within it are considered complete. However, confirmation occurs when subsequent blocks are validated, typically taking about one hour on Bitcoin's network. Other blockchains, like Ethereum, have different validation processes, often faster and less energy-intensive than Bitcoin's.
How Does Blockchain Improve AML Compliance?
Blockchain technology presents a paradigm shift in Anti-Money Laundering (AML) compliance, offering innovative solutions to combat the evolving challenges faced by traditional systems. By leveraging blockchain, financial institutions and regulatory bodies can enhance the effectiveness and efficiency of their AML compliance efforts. 
As the financial industry embraces blockchain technology, the potential for transformative impact on AML compliance becomes increasingly evident, heralding a new era of efficiency and transparency in combating financial crimes.
2NC---Solvency---Cyber
Blockchain increases cybersecurity through a tamper-proof system shift.
Sanction Scanner N/D, Sanction Scanner provides a database of more than 3000 different Sanctions, PEP, Wanted and Watched lists from over 220 countries. It monitors transactions, including monetary transfers. Helps financial institutions automate their transaction monitoring process. Helps meet AML needs, global data, and end-to-end features to prevent money laundering. Gives suggestions for easy to integrate and effective tools and financial crime reports. Provides fast and safe solutions.  (no date, “The Importance of Blockchain Against Money Laundering”, Sanction Scanner, Accessed 7/25/24, https://www.sanctionscanner.com/blog/the-importance-of-blockchain-against-money-laundering-874#:~:text=By%20implementing%20blockchain%2Dbased%20identity,of%20identity%20theft%20and%20fraud) SY
More Transparent Transactions Through Blockchain Check
Blockchain technology introduces a level of transparency into transactions that has not been achievable in traditional financial systems. This transparency is considered by many as a potential new standard for cybersecurity. 
In blockchain networks, data is made openly accessible to network participants through tools like block explorers, allowing them to inspect holdings and transactions associated with public addresses. This transparency ensures that all parties have visibility into the transactional activity, reducing the potential for bias or manipulation.
While conventional analysis and reports provide some assurance of security performance, there may be inherent biases due to the entities funding these assessments. Blockchain eliminates such biases by offering a transparent record of transactions and threat data, allowing stakeholders to verify the integrity of security solutions independently. This increased transparency instills greater trust in security vendors and ensures that individuals and organizations can make informed decisions when selecting cybersecurity solutions.
Effective Blockchain Security
One of the most common questions about the blockchain is, “Is blockchain safe?” 
Decentralized Architecture: Blockchain's security is fundamentally enhanced by its decentralized structure. Every participant (node) in the network holds a complete copy of the ledger, making the system highly resistant to centralized attacks and unauthorized changes.
Data Integrity and Immutability: The technology ensures that once a transaction is recorded on the blockchain, altering it becomes nearly impossible. This is because any modification would require the consensus of the majority of nodes, safeguarding against fraud and unauthorized activities.
Trust and Reliability: Blockchain eliminates the need for a central authority by allowing all participants to independently verify transactions. This not only reduces potential points of failure but also significantly increases the system's security and reliability.
Broad Industry Applications: The security benefits of blockchain extend across various sectors, from preventing financial fraud to ensuring the authenticity and traceability of products in supply chains. Its ability to protect sensitive information makes it a versatile tool for enhancing security measures industry-wide.
In essence, blockchain's combination of decentralization, data integrity, and trust-building mechanisms offers a robust security framework that is adaptable across multiple industries, marking a significant shift in how digital security is approached.
Solves cyber-attacks and grid vulnerabilities by enhancing security
Becher 24 Built In staff reporter covering fintech and blockchain technologies, including crypto and Web3. Based out of Los Angeles, she's been writing culture features and reporting local news since 2014 [Brooke Becher, 3-29-24, “Blockchain.” Built In, https://builtin.com/blockchain] PM
Benefits of Blockchain
Having a cryptographically secure permanent record comes with perks: 
More Security
Cryptography and hashing algorithms ensure that only authorized users are able to unlock information meant for them, and that the data stored on the blockchain cannot be manipulated in any form. Consensus mechanisms, such as proof of work or proof of stake, further enhance security by requiring network participants to agree on the validity of transactions before they are added to the blockchain. Additionally, blockchains operate on a distributed system, where data is stored across multiple nodes rather than one central location — reducing the risk of a single point of failure.
Improved Accuracy
By providing a fully transparent, single-source-of-truth ledger, where transactions are recorded in a chronological and immutable manner, the potential for error or discrepancy drops when compared to centralized databases or manual record-keeping processes. Transactions are objectively authorized by a consensus algorithm and, unless a blockchain is made private, all transactions can be independently verified by users.
Higher Efficiency
Aside from saving paper, blockchain enables reliable cross-team communication, reduces bottlenecks and errors while streamlining overall operations. By eliminating intermediaries and automating verification processes — done via smart contracts — blockchain enjoys reduced transaction costs, timely processing times and optimized data integrity.
2NC---Solvency---HACCP
Developing HACCP solves
Tihfon ‘15 is a consultant at Kestrel Management. She has 25 yrs of experience in food safety and quality assurance. [Regina Tihfon. 12-7-15. “HACCP Issues and Impacts”. https://www.food-safety.com/articles/3566-haccp-issues-and-impacts]Pm
Food companies, including those specializing in food-grade ingredients, food contact materials and packaging as well as service providers, must develop HACCP programs using a “clean-sheet” approach rather than follow the established HACCP templates used for other specific food processor types. This approach should be based on the fit of their operations (e.g., high-risk protein, low-risk protein, liquid or dry ingredient, chemical, packaging or logistics) to existing HACCP models and templates and/or the unique aspects of the operational models and food risks.
Effective and workable approaches to mitigating the above issues should consider designing and customizing HACCP training to include product and unique process flow. To best accomplish this, several issues must be addressed, including the following:
•    Training needs to be more open to specific and unique industry and operational needs. It further needs to be “fit for the use” of the related product and process food safety risk. For example, in packaging with high engineering of product, training needs to focus on the ultimate process design and capability developed and maintained by process engineers.
•    Content registers must be developed to provide elements and direction for HACCP program design, development and implementation. HACCP teams should work under the direction of a competent and advanced HACCP-trained coordinator to design and establish the content register during development and implementation, in addition to using the established five-step approach and seven HACCP principles per Codex Alimentarius. The content register should address risks and control measures that are unique to operations, finished product and services that impact food safety (e.g., pest control, service contractors, trainings, comanufacturers).
•    The HACCP development process needs to be open and channel aspects of the program to the risks associated with nontraditional HACCP food applications (see “New HACCP Applications,”) or service operations.
•    In-depth reviews and assessments should be conducted by an appointed HACCP/food safety team and/or outside expert(s) with emphasis in the following areas:
    • Food ingredients, including dry, mill, liquid, whole grains, snack foods, etc.
    • Potential pathogens unique to raw materials/ingredients, potentially introduced from processing conditions and the environment, water activity, allergen control program, operational product changeover, food contact utensils, maintenance tools, microbial air quality based on air-handling units, process room air quality and pressure, critical equipment necessary for safe food production, environmental monitoring programs, cleaning in-place and cleaning out-of-place, plant construction monitoring program during operation, preventive maintenance program for critical parts and aligned equipment, employee traffic, material and product handling, contact packaging supplier, etc.
    • Food contact packaging (i.e., flexible films, lids, paper, converters, rigid plastic, glass, metal), including source and validation of inks and dyes (domestic or imported), compressed air quality, type of lubricants (food-grade versus non-food-grade, soy- or mineral oil-based), physical and chemical properties with reference to ink, migration and permeability, compatibility and reaction of adhesives/inks under various handling conditions by consumers such as heat and cold. These could be mitigated through documented material and ingredient vendor/supplier validation studies or in-house finished product shelf-life studies.
    • Service providers (e.g., transport, logistics, uniforms), including airflow and circulation during handling and transportation of refrigerated and frozen foods, approved laundry chemicals, cleaning water temperatures, verification and validation of cleaning uniforms during storage and transportation, and driver and personnel training on critical responsibilities that impact food safety.
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2AC---AT: Blockchain
Blockchain can’t solve either advantage—it’s too decentralized, legally complex, and vulnerabilities can be easily exploited. 
Fairfield ’24 (Joshua Fairfield is a Professor of Law at the Washington and Lee University School of Law who focuses on law, governance, economics, and intelligence issues related to technology. He has written on the law and regulation of e-commerce and online contracts, 1/2024, “Crypto-Counterfeiting,” William & Mary Business Law Review, Vol. 15:497, p. 502 – 506) https://scholarship.law.wm.edu/wmblr/vol15/iss3/3/, accessed 7/25/24) NR
Blockchain technology is supposed to prevent counterfeiting.15 In fact, what blockchain does is prevent counterfeiting by individual users through a very specific method. The much-vaunted combination of game theory and cryptography that lies at the center of the blockchain prevents a user from giving cryptocurrency to person B and person C at roughly the same time, and receiving goods or services from each, before reconciliation of the accounts with the network reveals the fraud.16 That is, blockchain has a pretty strong set of technological safeguards against the equivalent of writing bad checks.17
But all the discussion around double spending and how to stop it has stunted consideration of another inevitable set of problems.18 Blockchain software remains software. It is written by someone, it has bugs, and it can be exploited or hacked.19 The author of blockchain software can write it in such a way as to award themselves a large number of tokens. The entities that maintain control over the network can order it to generate tokens to permit them to dump tokens on the market before pulling the rug on the project. A hacker can find, create, or exploit a bug in the code to generate for themselves a large number of tokens. In these circumstances, the promised protection of blockchain networks against crypto-counterfeiting does not help at all.20 And, as the next section demonstrates, the social and legal protections of cryptocurrency projects are often less robust than they should be because of blockchain communities’ organizational precommitments.21
A. Blockchain Organization
The organization of blockchain communities often reflects community precommitments toward decentralization and flattened hierarchy.22 These aspirations are, in practice, rarely met, because blockchain ecosystems often deeply recentralize despite their organizational commitment to decentralization.23 For example, consider the recentralization of the famed Bitcoin blockchain through mining consortia, or recentralization through the control of the software developers themselves.24 That said, however, community political precommitments to decentralization often leave legal actors in the penumbra of a blockchain ecosystem without clear recourse to rectify certain community problems.25
Consider the usual case. When a blockchain is spun up, often some or several entities are incorporated to promote the project.26 That corporation may control things like copyright interests in the blockchain software or it simply may act to coordinate the community and support the project.27 Frequently, these organizations are intentionally constructed to be as distant from the reins of power as possible.28 This is for two reasons. First, these blockchain project curation entities do not want to appear to have the power to make direct changes to the blockchain because they have promised their users a decentralized and nonhierarchical experience.29 One of the major talking points of blockchain community organizations is that there is no centralized authority who can step in and devalue an asset, or force a transfer from one member to another.30 This precommitment speaks to the cypherpunk, cyberanarchist, and libertarian bent of many blockchain projects.31 Even when a project takes a democratic turn, the entity in charge of promoting the product or project does not want to appear to be directly in control of the community.32 Thus, for political and community reasons, these organizations often do not avail themselves of all of the tools that they otherwise might have—like intellectual property licenses, terms of use, or terms of service—in order to restrain participants from wrongfully generating tokens.33
Second, blockchain entities organize themselves with significant legal distance from the projects they promote in order to leverage the international, decentralized nature of blockchain technologies.34 Their purpose in doing so is to avoid legal regulations and sanctions. This approach has only been partially successful.35 Any organization with a significant degree of proximity to a blockchain project has in fact been subject to sanctions and regulations.36 Consider the history of legal regulation of blockchain exchanges.37 These exchanges themselves did not spin up the blockchain projects, but merely facilitated the cryptographic transfer of tokens.38 Regardless, they were almost effortlessly incorporated into the legal regulation of financial systems in the United States through application of the Bank Secrecy Act.39
Regardless of the actual efficacy of blockchain curation entities’ attempts to distance themselves from legal responsibility for their projects, the hands-off and arms-length nature of the relationship between blockchain curation organizations and their projects again means that these legal entities have little ability to immediately sanction bad actors within the community.40 Sometimes an attack is so profound that the community must react, and then these organizations serve as a focal point for the resulting debate. Consider here the role of the Ethereum foundation in the hack of The Decentralized Autonomous Organization (DAO), whereby the community came together and decided not to recognize the hackers’ ill-gotten gains through the functional equivalent of the issuance of an entirely new currency, in effect forking the Ethereum blockchain.41 One of the first insights of this Article, therefore, is that this legal distance is rarely worth the candle. Blockchain curation organizations do not usually escape the enforcement efforts of agencies bent on enforcing the law, and simultaneously these organizations are giving up both substantial power and potential avenues for legal recourse to stop bad actors from wrecking the integrity of the chain.42
1AR---AT: Blockchain
Blockchain tech will inevitably fail, too many obstacles
Saifedean Ammous ’16 is an economics professor and an author. In 2018, Ammous wrote ‘The Bitcoin Standard: The Decentralized Alternative to Central Banking’, the best-selling book on bitcoin, published in 37 languages. In May 2023, Saifedean published his latest book, Principles of Economics, a comprehensive textbook in economics in the Austrian school tradition. Saifedean teaches courses on the economics of bitcoin, and economics in the Austrian school tradition, on his online learning platform Saifedean.com, and also hosts The Bitcoin Standard Podcast. Saifedean was a professor of Economics at the Lebanese American University from 2009 to 2019. He holds a PhD in Sustainable Development from Columbia University, a Masters in Development Management from the London School of Economics, and a Bachelor in Mechanical Engineering from the American University of Beirut. [Saifedean Ammous. 8-8-16. “Blockchain Technology: What is it good for?” p. 3 – 5, https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2832751] PM
From examining the above three potential applications of blockchain technology, four main obstacles to wider adoption are identified.
 a. Redundancy: Having every transaction recorded with every member of the network is a very costly redundancy whose only purpose it to remove intermediation. For any intermediary, whether financial or legal, there is no sense in adding this redundancy while remaining an intermediary. There is no good reason for a bank to share a record of all its transactions with all banks. There is also no legitimate reason for any bank to want to have complete records of other banks’ dealings with one another. This redundancy offers increased costs for no conceivable benefit.
b. Scaling: a distributed network where all nodes record all transactions will have its common transaction ledger grow exponentially faster than the number of network members. Thus the storage and computational burden on network members will eventually become too large for network members to handle as the network size grows. Blockchains will always face this barrier to effective scaling, and this explains why as bitcoin developers search for solutions for scaling, they are moving away from the pure decentralized blockchain model towards having payments cleared by intermediaries off the blockchain. There is a clear trade-off between scale and decentralization. Should a blockchain be made to accommodate larger volumes of transactions, the blocks need to be made larger, which would raise the cost of joining the network, and result in fewer nodes, making the network more centralized. The most cost-effective way to have a large volume of transactions is centralization in one node.
c. Regulatory Compliance: Blockchains with their own currency, such as Bitcoin, exist orthogonally to the law, as there is nothing that any government authority can do to affect or alter their operation, and the Federal Reserve chair has said it has no authority to regulate Bitcoin. Transactions will clear if valid, and will not clear if not valid, and there is nothing that regulators can do to overturn the consensus of the network processing power. Applying blockchain technology in heavily regulated industries such as law or finance, with currencies other than Bitcoin will result in regulatory problems and legal complications. Regulations were designed for an infrastructure very different from that of blockchain and the rules cannot be easily tailored to fit blockchain operation, with the radical openness of having all records distributed to all network members. Further, blockchains operate online across jurisdictions with different regulatory rules, making it difficult to ensure compliance with all rules. 
d. Irreversibility: With payments via intermediaries, human or software errors can be easily reversed by appealing to the intermediary. In a blockchain, things are infinitely more complicated. Once a block has been confirmed and new blocks are being attached to it, it is only possible to reverse any of its transactions by marshalling 51% of the processing power of the network to engage in a ‘hard fork’ of the network, where all these nodes agree to move simultaneously to an amended blockchain. Blockchain technology, after all, is meant to replicate cash transactions online, and they will thus replicate the irreversibility of cash transactions, and not carry any of the benefits of custodial intermediation. 
In most likelihood, such a fork will never succeed if tried with Bitcoin, as it would require far too many disparate actors to agree and expend resources for no gain. After the DAO incident, it has become apparent that for any blockchain other than bitcoin, the network hashrate is small enough, and the designers of the currency influential enough, to overturn parts of the blockchain that they do not like. This means that blockchain technology’s claim to ‘immutability’ is only really valid in the case of Bitcoin. For any other blockchain, the operators of the blockchain, or a regulatory authority, could in fact change the record. A blockchain that is alterable is a completely pointless exercise in engineering sophistry: it uses a very complex and expensive method for clearance to remove intermediaries and establish immutability, but then grants an intermediary the ability to overturn that immutability. Current best practice in these fields contains reversibility and supervision by legal and regulatory authorities, but employs cheaper, faster, and more efficient methods.
e. Security: The security of a blockchain database is entirely reliant on the expenditure of processing power on verification of transactions and proof-of-work. Blockchain technology can best be understood as the conversion of electric power to verifiable undisputed records of ownership and transactions. For this system to be secure, the verifiers who expend the processing power have to be compensated in the currency of the payment system itself, to align their incentive with the health and longevity of the network. Should payment for the processing power be made in any other currency, then the blockchain is essentially a private record maintained by whoever pays for the processing power. The security of the system rests on the security of the central party funding the miners, but it is compromised by operating on a shared ledger which opens up many possibilities for security breaches to take place. A decentralized system built on verification by processing power is more secure the more open the system, and the larger the number of network members expending processing power on verification. A centralized system reliant on a single point of failure is less secure with a larger number of network members able to write to the blockchain, as each added network member is a potential security threat.
Blockchain can’t solve cyber – is vulnerable to bad actors and inevitable bugs
Fairfield 24 (Joshua Fairfield is a Professor of Law at the Washington and Lee University School of Law who focuses on law, governance, economics, and intelligence issues related to technology. He has written on the law and regulation of e-commerce and online contracts, 1/2024, “Crypto-Counterfeiting,” William & Mary Business Law Review, Vol. 15:497, https://scholarship.law.wm.edu/wmblr/vol15/iss3/3/, p. 549 – 551, accessed 7/25/24) NR
The law must adapt to address the harms of cryptocounterfeiting. This is both ironic and inevitable. It is ironic because the prevention of crypto-counterfeiting is the entire point of a blockchain. Blockchain has been used for many ends for which it is not suited; the prevention of duplication of currency is the one thing that the system seemed to do well. Yet as bad acts by blockchain project organizers, hacks on blockchain projects like The DAO, or the use of exploits in infinite mint attacks proliferate, these supposedly invulnerable blockchain systems fall prey to inevitable bugs, intentional exploits, or unintended back doors in the code that permit the wrongful creation of extra tokens or the double spending of tokens. The reliance on purely technological solutions has also caused actors in the blockchain space to forgo developing legal instruments and theories that would provide governance should the worst happen. Crypto developers and communities must rediscover and develop legal constraints against bad behavior—standard in other virtual economy contexts like virtual worlds—such as EULAs and Terms of Use. They must then add the development of legal arguments around personal property and unjust enrichment to explain clearly to courts how crypto exploits steal value from individual token holders and from the entire community for whose benefit tokens are issued. 
This will become increasingly important as crypto projects pass through the so-called recent crypto winter, an ongoing industry-wide downturn in value precisely caused by the lack of governance described in this Article.248 Wild-West-style arguments, such as the argument that all transactions executed by the software, even those obviously resulting from a hack, bug, or exploit, are valid, must be soundly rejected in the courts. If such arguments hold sway, crypto projects as a whole will simply fail. Given human greed and ingenuity, the failure of technological safeguards against crypto-counterfeiting is inevitable, and the law must adapt to enable project participants and other affected entities to move quickly to prevent and fix the damage exploits cause. 
At least the damage is straightforward to describe: by wrongfully causing a system to inflate the number of tokens on the market, by duping it, double spending it, counterfeiting it, or flooding the market with tokens that were supposed to be held back to reward community members for securing the integrity of the blockchain, bad actors undermine the foundations of a blockchain project. First, causing a blockchain system to inflate the number of tokens wrongfully dilutes the holdings of legitimate token holders. Second, and arguably more importantly, exploiting a system to cause it to inflate the number of tokens wrongfully undermines the entire principles of artificial scarcity and digital integrity on which the blockchain’s value proposition rests. The entire point of blockchain was to create virtual money and property analogs that worked because of artificial scarcity. Money simply ceases to function if it is subject to runaway inflation, whether that inflation is due to government hyperinflation or a bad actor inflating the supply of crypto-tokens. Blockchain projects can no more brook crypto-counterfeiting than a nation-state government can permit rampant counterfeiting of its fiat currency. 
This basic description of the problem will necessarily generate legal solutions. The obvious disconnect between the fundamental nature of blockchain projects and attempts to justify hacking, exploiting, or back-dooring of such systems presents too clear and compelling a framework to avoid legal sanctions longterm. And indeed, the common law has already begun to work itself out clearly. It has begun to recognize legal rights of conversion in intangible digital objects, and replevin of digital assets will soon follow behind. It is simply not conceivable that valuable intangible rivalrous assets could be taken without any recourse to compel their return. Similarly, the strength of the narrative against crypto-counterfeiting is strong enough to drive legal recognition of what is obviously true: from the first days of virtual economies, digital asset counterfeiting damaged and disrupted online digital value ecosystems. The solution is straightforward. Those who wrongfully take or exploit a system to cause the generation of tokens that should never have existed must either destroy the tokens or turn them over to be destroyed. That is the remedy that fits the problem and restores both the integrity of the blockchain’s scarcity of value and protects the holdings of legitimate owners of crypto-tokens. 
2AC---AT: KYC
The worst policy ever—KYC holds a lack of accountability, allowing money laundering and financial crime use to continue rising.
Poteriaieva 24, Marie Poteriaieva is a Ukrainian-French crypto industry observer and educator, following the space since her first bitcoin in 2016. She co-founded an information resource on crypto called D.Center. Now Marie is creating educational and analytical content for D.Center, aiming at increasing people's understanding of basic economic/societal notions and giving them the tools to comprehend the importance of Bitcoin and crypto in general. (Marie Poteriaieva, 3/19/2024, “KYC, Bitcoin, and the Failed Hopes of AML Policies: Preserving Individual Freedom”, Bitcoin Magazine, Accessed 7/28/2024, https://bitcoinmagazine.com/culture/kyc-bitcoin-and-the-failed-hopes-of-aml-policies-preserving-individual-freedom) SY
Real-life numbers tell a different story. Several independent studies have found that AML and KYC policies enable the authorities to recover less than 0.1% of criminal funds. AML efforts cost a hundred times these amounts, but more importantly, they start to threaten our basic right to privacy.
The instances of absurd demands, like the one of a French man asked to justify the origin of €0.66 he wanted to deposit, are hardly raising any eyebrows anymore. Regulators face this ridicule without blinking, all while journalists and whistleblowers continue to expose billions of dollars laundered at the highest levels of the same institutions that put their regular clients through a bureaucratic nightmare.
This suggests that sacrificing our right to privacy may not be justified by the results.
The blockchain emerging as a free value-transferring system, as opposed to the KYC-gated fiat, has given hope to many personal freedom advocates. However, the regulators’ response was to try and integrate both the acts of buying and transferring crypto into the current AML processes.
Does it mean that the blockchain has been tamed, with both the entrance and the exit sealed by the AML regulation?
Luckily, not yet. Or at least, not in every jurisdiction. For example, Switzerland, famous for its practical common sense, often allows companies to define their own risk exposure. This means that people can buy reasonable amounts of crypto without KYC.
The Swiss example could prove valuable in stopping global AML practices from spiralling out of control and bringing a surveillance state upon the world that used to be known as “free”. It is worth taking a closer look at, but first, let’s see why the traditional AML approach is failing.
KYC: THE WORST POLICY EVER
Few people dare to question the effectiveness of the current AML-KYC policies: no one wants to appear on the “criminal” side of the debate. However, this debate is worth having, for our societies appear to be spending an indecent amount of money and effort on something that just does not work as intended.
As noted by the director of Europol Rob Wainwright in 2018: "The banks are spending $20 billion a year to run the compliance regime ... and we are seizing 1 percent of criminal assets every year in Europe."
This thought was developed in one of the most comprehensive studies on the effectiveness of AML, published in 2020 by Ronald Pol from La Trobe University of Melbourne. It found that “the anti-money laundering policy intervention has less than 0.1 percent impact on criminal finances, compliance costs exceed recovered criminal funds more than a hundred times over, and banks, taxpayers and ordinary citizens are penalized more than criminal enterprises.” Furthermore, “blaming banks for not “properly” implementing anti-money laundering laws is a convenient fiction. Fundamental problems may lie instead with the design of the core policy prescription itself.”
The study uses numerous sources from major countries and agencies, but its author admits it is nearly impossible to reconcile it all. Indeed, as strange as it may seem, despite billions of dollars and euros spent on AML, there is no generalized practice that could allow us to measure its effectiveness.
The reality, however, is difficult to ignore. Despite the 20 years of modern KYC practices, organized crime and drug use continue to rise. What’s more, a number of high-profile investigations have shown massive money laundering schemes happening at the very top of respected financial institutions. Crédit Suisse helping Bulgarian drug dealers, Wells Fargo (Wachovia) laundering money for the Mexican cartels, BNP Paribas facilitating operations of a Gabonese dictator… This is not to mention tax frauds initiated by the banks themselves: Danske Bank, Deutsche Bank, HSBC, and so many others have been proven guilty of scamming their countries. Yet, the regulators’ response was to tighten the rules surrounding small retail-sized transfers and create extensive red tape for average law-abiding citizens.
Why would they choose such cumbersome and inefficient measures? Perhaps the main reason here is that the organizations that define the rules are not responsible for either implementing them or for the end result. This lack of accountability could explain the increasingly absurd rules forcing financial institutions to maintain armies of compliance specialists, and regular people to jump through hoops to perform basic financial operations.
This reality is not simply frustrating; in a broader historical and political context, it reveals worrisome trends. The increasingly intrusive regulations have set up a framework allowing to efficiently filter people. This means that under the pretext of fighting terrorism, different groups can be cut off from the financial system. This includes politically exposed people, dissenting voices, homeless, non-conformists… or those involved in the crypto space.
CRYPTO AML
The blockchain represents a major challenge for the fiat system because of its decentralized nature. Unlike centralized banks burdened with countless AML-related verifications, blockchain nodes simply run user-agnostic code.
There’s no way a blockchain like Bitcoin could be shaped into the AML mold, however, the intermediaries, also known as VASP (virtual asset service providers), can be. Their AML duties now include two major categories: buying crypto and transferring crypto.
Transferring crypto falls under the prerogative of FATF, and most countries tend to implement this organization’s recommendations sooner or later. These recommendations include the “travel rule”, which implies that the data about the funds must “travel” together with them. Currently, FATF recommends that any fiat transfer over $1000 must be accompanied by the information on the sender and the beneficiary.
Different countries impose different thresholds for the travel rule, with $3,000 in the US, €1,000 in Germany, and €0 in France and Switzerland. The upcoming TFR regulation update will impose the mandatory KYC for every crypto transfer starting from €0 in all EU countries.
The good thing about blockchain, though, is that it does not need intermediaries for transferring value. However, it needs them for buying crypto with fiat.
The framework for buying crypto is determined by financial regulators and central banks, and this is where the countries’ traditions play an important role. In France, a highly centralized country, an array of minute regulations, on-site inspections, and conferences define market practices in great detail. Switzerland, a decentralized country famous for its direct democracy based on consensus, typically grants financial intermediaries a certain autonomy in managing their own risk appetite.
1AR---AT: KYC
KYC protocols fail to bring consistency, creating underdeveloped and ineffective risk management systems. 
Wolcott 22, senior editor in Regulatory Intelligence at Thomson Reuters. Areas covered include derivatives, credit, fixed income, structured products, technology, alternative assets, emerging markets and wealth management. She has contributed to major finance titles including Euromoney, Risk and Institutional Investor Newsletters. (Rachel, 9-26-2022, “AML efforts of European banks hampered by deficient on-boarding,” Thomson Reuters, https://www.thomsonreuters.com/en-us/posts/investigation-fraud-and-risk/european-banks-aml-efforts/, DA: 7-28-2024) NR
The anti-money laundering efforts of European banks is being hamstrung by failures to manage key customer data and perform proper due diligence, regulators say 
Banks’ failure to collect know-your-customer (KYC) data and their tendency to manage high-risk customer due diligence manually are hampering their anti-money laundering (AML) efforts, according to regulators in the United Kingdom. Further, many banks’ assessment of financial crime risk has also been found to be inadequate. 
Some UK banks, are failing to collect customer information such as income and occupation details. In some cases, customer risk assessment frameworks are underdeveloped or non-existent, which translates into poor initial due diligence and weak enhanced due diligence for high-risk customers and politically exposed persons, UK regulators said. 
Inadequate customer due diligence will make transaction monitoring systems less effective, the UK Financial Conduct Authority (FCA) noted in April. 
“One of the problems is not being aware, habitually, of the actual risk they are managing,” says Gabriel Cozma, head of Lysis Financial and Fintech at the Lysis Group in the UK, adding that too often banks ignore the risk. “And once you don’t understand the risk, you cannot apply controls. How would you create scenarios and rules when you don’t really understand the risks you have to manage?” 
Deficiencies highlighted 
Business-wide risk assessments that the FCA reviewed were “generally poor”, with insufficient detail on the financial crime risks to which the business was exposed. The FCA observed a lack of consistency in customer risk assessment. 
“We also see instances where there are significant discrepancies in how the rationale for specific risk-ratings are arrived at and recorded by firms. There is often a lack of documentation recording the key risks and the methodology in place to assess the aggregate inherent risk profile of individual customers,” the FCA said in 2021. 
The FCA has had a particular focus on failures observed at UK retail banks and challenger banks. UK enforcement action against NatWest and HSBC, together with Credit Suisse’s 2022 guilty verdict in a Swiss court for laundering Bulgarian drug dealers’ cash, and Deutsche Bank’s continuing AML/KYC failures, are just a handful of examples which demonstrate that global systemically important banks are experiencing similar challenges in the battle against dirty money. 
Spending billions 
Big banks have reported that they spend billions on financial crime prevention and employ thousands of experts to run transaction-monitoring programs. NatWest Group, for example, has said it is investing about £1 billon on financial crime controls over the next five years and has more than 5,000 staff working in specialist financial crime roles. 
NatWest has paid out £279 million in three UK fines for financial crime control failures since 2010. The bank’s latest set of interim results from August 2022, however, stated that Royal Bank of Scotland International was referred to the Isle of Man’s Financial Services Authority’s enforcement division after an inspection of AML/CFT controls and procedures relating to specific customers. 
Indeed, banks’ continued reliance on spreadsheets and other manual processes means their approach to financial crime compliance and detection lacks coherence and consistency. “We often identify instances where CDD [customer due diligence] measures are not adequately performed or recorded. This includes seeking information on the purpose and intended nature of a customer relationship (where appropriate) and assessments of that information,” the FCA said in 2021. 
Firms are unable to track clients effectively in a spreadsheet for AML and KYC purposes, and spreadsheets are not conducive to tracking changes in client behavior or bringing any consistency to continuing due diligence. Yet few banks have invested in workflow technology that could bring more consistency and assurance to client on-boarding, continuing due diligence and client management, particularly when it comes to high-risk clients. 
Managing financial crime policies through spreadsheets and static documents such as PDFs posted on an intranet portal means policies and guidance are difficult to access or may not be current, which makes taking a consistent approach to financial crime risk assessment and client onboarding difficult. 
“Of course, firms use some technology in places, but some of the challenges and what we’re seeing now is the risk of workflow type solutions that provide some level of consistency across the board,” says Henry Balani, head of industry and regulatory affairs at regtech firm Encompass Corporation in London. 
Manual processes 
When regulators mention manual processes, most of the time that means firms are using a spreadsheet to manage financial crime risk across a range of activities, such as onboarding or transaction monitoring. For example, the FCA’s 2017 final notice fining Deutsche Bank £163 million for the mirror trading-related control failures notes that the bank lacked automated AML systems for detecting suspicious trades. 
“When it was informed by Deutsche Bank’s operations team that ‘providing a spreadsheet will not be possible as this is done manually by a team member and capturing so many records will be painful’, the AML team did not persist with its enquiries,” the FCA wrote in its 2017 enforcement notice. 
Deutsche Bank says it has since “beefed up” resources to combat money laundering, spending 2 billion euros between 2019 and 2020 and employing 1,600 members of staff worldwide “to fight financial crime”. In April 2021, however, the German financial markets regulator BaFin ordered Deutsche Bank to further improve its AML safeguards and comply with due diligence obligations. And in May 2022, prosecutors, federal police, and other officials searched the bank’s Frankfurt headquarters to investigate suspicions of money laundering it had reported to the authorities. 
Manual processes also come up in relation to sanctions screening, which the FCA has been assessing following the introduction of sanctions on Russian individuals and companies. The FCA has found “varying levels of adequacy”, and much of that hinges on whether firms are using manual or automated screening systems. “Issues we have identified tend to be around the effectiveness of firms’ customers’ sanction-screening processes,” explains Nikhil Rathi, the FCA’s chief executive, in a letter to the Treasury Select Committee on July 4. 
The FCA had written to firms that use manual sanctions-screening tools to remind them to have “well-established and well-maintained systems and controls to counter the risk of their business being used to further financial crime, including evading sanctions,” Rathi said.   
2AC---AT: HACCP
Advanced HACCP systems have been mandated for decades AND can’t solve ag---they only resolve food safety hazards
LaBorde 23, Professor of Food Science at Pennsylvania State University in the Department of Food Science. (Luke, 6-26-2023, “Understanding FSMA: HACCP, HARPC and the Preventive Controls for Human Food Rule,” Penn State Extension, https://extension.psu.edu/understanding-fsma-haccp-harpc-and-the-preventive-controls-for-human-food-rule, DA: 7-30-2024) *6-26-2023 is the last updated date for the PSE article. Material in the article was previously published in LaBorde L.F. (2020) The Hazard Analysis Risk-Based Preventive Controls. In: Demirci A., Feng H., Krishnamurthy K. (eds) Food Safety Engineering. 
In 2011, the U.S. Congress passed, and the president signed into law, the Food Safety Modernization Act (FSMA). A key regulation issued under the law is "Current Good Manufacturing Practice, Hazard Analysis, and Risk-Based Preventive Controls for Human Food". Among the requirements of the regulation is for food manufacturers to develop Hazard Analysis Risk-Based Preventive Control (HARPC) food safety plans. The underlying approach behind HARPC is close to that taken from globally accepted Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point (HACCP) principles. Both rely on experience and scientific data to proactively identify and evaluate process-specific food safety hazards and to develop appropriate, effective, and verifiable control measures. In this article, the evolution of the original HACCP principles towards HARPC is discussed and requirements within the FSMA regulation are summarized.
Background
Continuing efforts to prevent food from becoming contaminated during growing, processing, and distribution remains a high priority throughout the world. The World Health Organization (WHO) estimated that, in 2010, 600 million illnesses and 420,000 deaths occurred from consumption of contaminated food19. In the United States, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) estimates that approximately 48 million foodborne illnesses occur each year4. Many of these only cause minor symptoms that quickly pass. However, severe cases result in approximately 128,000 hospitalizations and 3000 deaths per year.
CDC surveillance data collected from U.S. State Departments of Health, hospital records, and death certificates show that less than half of reported illnesses are traced to known human microbial pathogens, such as norovirus, Salmonella spp., Campylobacter spp., Clostridium perfringens, pathogenic strains of E. coli, and Listeria monocytogenes19,22. More often, the microorganisms responsible for illness remains unknown23. Most cases of foodborne illness are related to food handling and preparation practices in restaurants and home kitchens1,4. However, highly publicized multistate outbreaks have been linked to contamination that occurred on farms, in packing houses, and in processing plants that distributed products over great distances.
Several factors have been identified to contribute to this trend20. Consumer preference has shifted away from thermally processed food products (e.g. canned or blanched/frozen) toward novel, minimally-processed, fresh tasting products such as cut fruits and vegetables, salad mixes, ready-to-eat deli products, and un-pasteurized beverages, which have sensory attributes similar to their fresh counterparts. Consumers may therefore be exposed to an elevated risk of illness from such products until new technologies for making them safe are developed. Manufacturers have expanded their global supply chain for foods and food ingredients to an extent where it can be difficult to assure that best practices for safe growing, packing, and processing of foods are followed. Advances in food microbiology and public health have led to discoveries of previously unknown threats to human health, such as highly virulent strains of bacteria and naturally occurring allergenic compounds that can cause severe illness or even death. At the same time, the number of individuals whose immune systems are impaired during recovery from medical treatments has increased.
Foodborne illness also has significant economic costs. In a survey of U.S. food companies that issued a food recall between 2006 and 2011, 77% reported financial losses of at least $30 million, with 23% stating that costs were even higher17. In 2015, it was estimated that medical costs, legal settlements, income, and productivity losses from plant closures accounted for an annual economic burden of over $15.5 billion18. It is, therefore, not unexpected that the increasing number of food related recalls, illnesses, and outbreaks have caused wholesale buyers to demand proof of compliance with new food safety standards and government regulators to issue food laws and regulations that raise the standards for safe food production and processing practices.
The Risk-Based Approach to Food Safety and the HACCP Concept
Great strides were taken in the twentieth century to assure the safety of the U.S. food system. A series of federal food safety laws culminated with the passage of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetics Act (FD&C) in 1938 [P.L. 75-717]. Among the provisions of the Act, the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) was given the authority to investigate illnesses or outbreaks attributed to manufactured foods and to inspect food processing facilities and warehouses for compliance with federal food safety standards. Periodic visits by government sanitarians and end-point product testing were thereafter relied upon for assurances of the safety of food products. If someone became ill from eating a food product or if contamination was found during an inspection, the usual practice was for the government to request that the food company destroy or recall the product. However, over time it became clear to many that the existing resources available for on-site inspections were not adequate to oversee a growing and continually changing food industry. A new approach was needed that placed more responsibility on manufacturers to identify potential food safety hazards for their unique products and processes, develop ways to prevent them from occurring before they become a problem, and to document that all practices and policies are consistently implemented.
The Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point (HACCP) food safety management system has emerged as a better alternative to the inspect and test approach and is now the globally accepted system for assuring buyers, the public, and regulators that they have taken all possible measures to reduce or eliminate potential food safety hazards in their operations. HACCP is a systematic and proactive way to consider risks at each step of a manufacturing process and then develop control measures to prevent or reduce food safety risks to acceptable levels.
Risk-based, preventive approaches to food safety began in the 1960s when the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) adapted "zero defect" engineering and quality assurance systems for assuring the safety of food taken into outer space. These included applications of "Modes of Failure" concepts that require a thorough understanding of the product and the process in order to predict when a food safety "hazard" can occur. In 1985, the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) recommended that HACCP be incorporated into U.S. food regulations. The National Advisory Committee on Microbiological Criteria for Foods (NACMCF) then developed uniform procedures for developing food safety plans known as the seven HACCP principles21.
Worldwide consensus on the utility of HACCP for maintaining the safety of the global food supply was achieved in 2003 when the World Health Organization's (WHO) Codex Alimentarius Committee on Food Hygiene issued Hazard Analysis Critical Control Point guidelines for international trade5. Soon after, the European Union (EU), Canada, Australia, and Japan issued regulations requiring food businesses within their jurisdiction to develop and implement food safety plans based on the NACMCF and Codex HACCP frameworks3.
Over the last three decades, U.S. government agencies have issued a succession of regulations that required HACCP plan development for certain types of foods. In 1995, all U.S. seafood processing facilities were mandated by the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) to develop HACCP plans6. Soon after, the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) required meat and poultry establishments to write HACCP plans7. In 2001, after a series of food borne illness outbreaks attributed to unpasteurized juice products, FDA directed wholesale juice and cider processors to implement HACCP plans in their operations8.
In the U.S., full adoption of the HACCP approach for assuring the safety of food came in 2011 when Congress passed, and the president signed into law, the Food Safety Modernization Act (FSMA) [P.L. 111-353]. The law is said to be the most sweeping reform of the U.S. food regulatory system since the 1938 FD&C Act was enacted. FSMA adopts the risk-based, preventive approach of HACCP and expands upon it to address potential hazards that have emerged with the development of modern food production and processing practices. The law grants new authority to the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) to establish and enforce food safety standards encompassing the entire U.S. food system, including farms that grow, harvest, pack, and hold fresh produce; facilities that process, manufacturer, pack, or hold human or animal food; and shippers and receivers involved in transporting human and animal food. The seven regulations issued under FSMA and a brief description of the scope of each are shown in Table 1. Complete information on each regulation can be accessed on the FDA's FSMA website. The FSMA regulation that has the greatest impact on the food processing and manufacturing industry is "Current Good Manufacturing Practice, Hazard Analysis, and Risk-Based Preventive Controls for Human Food"9, often abbreviated to simply the "Preventive Controls Rule".
1AR---AT: HACCP
Lots of barriers to further implementation---CP can’t overcome
Bas et al 7, Faculty Of Health Sciences, Nutrition And Dietetics at Acibadem Mehmet Ali Aydinlar University in Turkey (Murat Bas, Mariye Yüksel (Department of Nutrition and Dietetics, Health Sciences Faculty, Baskent University in Turkey), and Tuğba Çavuşoğlu (Department of Nutrition and Dietetics, Health Sciences Faculty, Baskent University in Turkey), 2007, “Difficulties and barriers for the implementing of HACCP and food safety systems in food businesses in Turkey,” Food Control, vol. 18, no. 2, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.foodcont.2005.09.002, p. 128-129, DA: 7-30-2024 through KU)
Time and money have been identified as obstacles in implementing HACCP. Giampaoli, Sneed, Cluskey, and Koenig (2002) found that foodservice directors positively agreed on the benefits of certification and continuing education related to food safety. In our study, time and money were identified as the greatest barriers to improve food safety. Similar problems have been reported by other authors (Mortlock et al., 1999; Panisello & Quantick, 2001; Panisello, Quantick, & Knowles, 1999; Ward, 2001). Managers seemed to find it difficult to make their employees understand the importance of hazard analysis and why particular operations had to be monitored and controlled.
Several studies have examined barriers to HACCP implementation in food businesses. Hwang, Almanza, and Nelson (2001) found that Indiana school foodservice managers identified time to establish a HACCP program, time to run the program, and labor costs as being the three biggest obstacles. In addition, “lack of training funds, time to get used to running the HACCP program, and union problems” were other identified obstacles. Giampaoli et al. (2002) conducted a national study and found three types of barriers: resource management, employee motivation, and employee confidence. Employees are nervous about taking food safety certification examinations and often are not comfortable with the change needed for implementation of a program like HACCP. Youn and Sneed (2002) identified employee and resource barriers in a national study of school foodservice directors. Lack of employee training was the biggest employee barrier and lack of financial resources to devote to food safety was the biggest resource barrier.
In our study, the other barrier to implement a HACCP based food safety management system was the lack of employee motivation and turnover of employees. Employee motivation was also the predominant problem associated with HACCP implementation, alongside record-keeping and process management. More specifically, the need for staff retaining and the lack of staff motivation were considered as key issues influencing the HACCP implementation process in food processing facilities. At the same time, however, one of the major benefits from having implemented HACCP was increased awareness among staff of food hygiene/safety issues, in turn this enhanced the motivation of staff to maintain enhanced food safety controls (Henson, 2002). In addition, Panisello and Quantick (2001) identified constant turnover of employees as a barrier to the proper implementation of the HACCP system, as employees need time and training in order to fully comprehend and use the system. Furthermore, the workforce in this industry varies from the very young to those who have worked in this sector for years. Some in the latter category could not see the necessity of having a system like HACCP in place, so it was not considered important and no effort was made to understand it.
China Counterfeiting DA
NEG
1NC---China DA
Counterfeits key to Chinese trade and economics---CCP intentionally avoids counterfeiting regulations now
Longo 19, 2020 Anti-Counterfeiting and Product Protection (A-CAPP) Center's Outstanding Senior and 2019-2020 Matthew R. Maher Memorial Scholar. Longo, an International Relations major, first became involved with the ACAPP program in Spring 2019 as an intern and student researcher. His first major research project largely focused on counterfeit manufacturing in China. (Joseph Longo, 2019, "A Brief Analysis of the Chinese Intellectual Property Regime – Center for Anti-Counterfeiting and Product Protection", Michigan State University, accessed 7-28-2024, https://a-capp.msu.edu/article/a-brief-analysis-of-the-chinese-intellectual-property-regime/). gbs-il
Due to its illicit and illegal nature, it is inherently challenging to understand the exact numbers behind counterfeit trade. Statistics based on product seizures, however, indicate that around 90% of all counterfeit products originate from China.[103] These estimates place the value of counterfeit goods coming from China at over $400 billion dollars.[104] This has not always been a major issue, however, as the illicit industry has grown by over 10,000% since 2000.[105] Though no metric is entirely reliable on its own, together, these statistics highlight how China’s counterfeiting enterprise has grown into an unparalleled giant in the past two decades.
[FIGURE 2 OMMITTED]
In understanding how China has become the global hub for counterfeit products, it is important to narrow down exactly where counterfeits in China are being produced. Using court data published online from China Judgements Online[106], the Chinese court database, Figure 2 highlights how the counterfeit manufacturing industry is not uniform across the country but instead, focused in specific regions and provinces. Though nearly every province prosecuted at least one case, the distribution skewed towards provinces along the coast, specifically those known to be high in manufacturing. Guangdong, Fujian, Zhejiang, Jiangsu and Sichuan are all notable provinces, who together accounted for 49.6% of the total cases of trademark violations. Additionally, provinces containing Special Economic Zones (SEZs, similar in policy to Free Trade Zones) had far more instances of counterfeiting than provinces without this designation, indicating that a decreased presence of regulations, combined with an increased opportunity for trade, amounted in greater opportunity for counterfeit goods.
Not only does the Chinese judicial system know the regions in which counterfeiting takes place, but law enforcement also has the capability to identify exactly where these businesses are located. For Chinese-facing third party e-commerce marketplaces, such as Taobao or JD.com, independent sellers are required to upload business licenses, including the registrant’s name, the business name and its address. Oftentimes, this information is available publicly, allowing for anyone to investigate the business. Figure 3 showcases a business license found for a distributing company, named, “Lowest Price Women Bag,” selling probable counterfeit handbags.[107] In an age where the Chinese government requires more information from its citizens than ever before[108], the process of identifying a business, its owners, and the operating location is genuinely simple.
[FIGURE 3 OMMITTED]
The trade of counterfeit goods is massive in scope, value and size, yet the effort needed to dismantle it is often minimal. When businesses identify that their goods have fallen victim to counterfeiting in China, several barriers exist in reporting. Chinese law enforcement seldom investigates intellectual property rights claims seriously, meaning that in many cases, successful businesses will initiate their own private investigations by employing Chinese partners to gather evidence.[109] Then as they gather sufficient evidences, the businesses will present it to local law enforcement. Even with enough evidence gathered, however, these cases often will not receive the attention they deserve. In one instance, Alibaba reported that of the 1,910 cases of suspected counterfeiting that it had referred on to police, only 129 people were found guilty, highlighting the dire need for effective law enforcement.[110]
Understanding the Chinese Actors: Politicians, Public Servants and the People
The enforcement of intellectual property rights in China highlights a division that many individuals fail to understand. Though Western states often describe the country in a negative view, highlighting an authoritarian regime supplied by a population homogenous in thought,[111] views of intellectual property rights throughout the country highlight the division in thought between three key political bodies: high-ranking members of the Chinese Communist Party, local party officials located throughout the country, and the people. Each of these groups experiences different driving factors, and as such, the enforcement and interpretation of intellectual property right laws varies between each group. The purpose of this section is to explore how each group of people views intellectual property, highlighting some of the contributing factors to China’s failing enforcement measures.
The Communist Party from a National Perspective: How Intellectual Property Shapes Economies
The Communist Party of China faces a conundrum that few, if any, other states encounter in their economic decision-making process. While it is true that the promotion of intellectual property rights generally improves and strengthens a growing economy, the People’s Republic of China has become a massive exporter of counterfeit goods, whose manufacturing and distribution sustains a large part of the Chinese GDP. Party members face the unique challenge of balancing long-term and short-term economic strength, for in the case intellectual property laws in China, one must come at the expense of the other.
Before diving into the complexities of enforcing intellectual property rights, this paper will first outline the primary goals of the Communist Party of China. In 2008, Chinese State Councilor Dai Bingguo stated that the three primary concerns of the People’s Republic of China are maintaining regime stability, maintaining territorial sovereignty, and continued economic growth.[112] China needs to maintain a high GDP growth rate, generally between 6% and 6.5%, in order to ensure employment for its population.[113] By utilizing a balance of state-owned enterprises (SOEs) and market mechanisms to target this range each quarter, the government can plan its economy, keeping people employed and ensuring regime approval. When this number faulters, fears arise that a slowed economy will decrease citizen approval for the government, creating the potential for instability.[114] As a result, economic growth is key to the Communist Party.
Though intellectual property right laws protect and promote innovation, they also halt the counterfeit manufacturing industry. If China exports counterfeit goods valued at approximately $400 billion,[115] and China has a total export value of $2.4 trillion,[116] one can see that illicit goods contribute significantly to the country’s trade economy. The Communist Party, when determining intellectual property rights law, has to balance the potential for long-term growth promoted by intellectual property rights with the reality of short-term losses that strict enforcement would instigate.[117] This creates an apparent contradiction when working with foreign entities that want stricter laws, such as the United States. Though the US pressures China into stronger intellectual property enforcement, the Chinese government cannot allow for its economy to suffer, especially to appease outside actors.
China economic decline spurs Taiwan invasion
Lee 23, VOA journalist. (Christy, 8-10-2023, “Experts Say China, Facing Economic Woes, May Become More Aggressive,” VOA, https://www.voanews.com/a/experts-say-china-facing-economic-woes-may-become-more-aggressive/7220384.html, DA: 7-30-2024)
China's domestic economic woes are prompting fears that Beijing could compensate by escalating the risk of a war with the U.S. over Taiwan, according to experts who closely follow the U.S.-China rivalry.
And China's economic slowdown, already evident in slowing growth, plunging exports and the increasing municipal debt, unemployment and deflation, is likely to worsen if other nations follow the U.S. lead in restricting investments in China.
"China may act more aggressively in the near term — as its military capabilities mature — to lock in gains while it still has the chance," said Hal Brands, who served as special assistant to the secretary of defense for strategic planning in 2015-16 in the Obama administration. He is now the Henry A. Kissinger distinguished professor of global affairs at the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies.
"This is why the danger of a war over Taiwan, for instance, is highest in this decade — because China will have more military capability than ever before, just as it peaks and starts to decline economically, relative to the United States," said Brands, author of Danger Zone: The Coming Conflict with China.
Brands said historically, rising great powers have become more aggressive when their economies slow and geopolitical troubles multiply.
"China is facing these problems today. As China's economy struggles, it will find it harder to overtake the United States as the world's leading power," he said.
President Joe Biden signed an executive order on Wednesday prohibiting U.S. venture capital and private equity firms from investing in China's advanced technologies that could threaten U.S. national security.
Chinese Embassy spokesperson Liu Pengyu told VOA's Korean Service on Thursday that Beijing is deeply concerned about Biden's move.
"Despite China's repeated expression of deep concerns, the U.S. went ahead with new investment restrictions," said Liu. "The Chinese side is very disappointed at this."
Liu continued, "The latest investment restrictions will seriously undermine the interests of Chinese and American companies and investors, hinder the normal business cooperation between the two countries and lower the confidence of the international community in the U.S. business environment."
China has become increasingly aggressive in the South China Sea, using its naval presence to back its sweeping claims to sovereignty over tiny islands and what are estimated to be the sea's vast reserves of untapped oil and natural gas. Beijing's claims have angered competing claimants, including Vietnam, the Philippines, Taiwan, Malaysia and Brunei.
Beijing has also increased its military presence in the Taiwan Strait, where the U.S. has been exercising freedom of navigation to counter China's aggressive stance against the self-governing island of Taiwan, which Beijing considers its own territory.
Taiwan's Defense Ministry said that on Wednesday 10 Chinese air force aircraft entered the island's air defense zone accompanying five Chinese warships engaged in "combat readiness" patrols.
Open trade routes through the Taiwan Strait and the South China Sea are considered crucial to the global economy. More than $3.4 trillion worth of goods accounting for 21% of global trade are estimated to pass through the Taiwan Strait each year.
A Chinese invasion of Taiwan could cut off the vital global trade route.
That goes nuclear---nationalism, CCP survival, changing nuclear doctrine, buildup override all else
Anderson 24, former Acting Under Secretary of Defense for Policy and principal advisor to the Secretary of Defense for defense policy and leads the formulation and coordination of national security policy within the Department of Defense. (Dr. James H., March 2024, “The Next Taiwan Crisis Will (Almost) Certainly Involve Nuclear Threats,” Proceedings: US Naval Institute, vol. 150, no. 3, https://www.usni.org/magazines/proceedings/2024/march/next-taiwan-crisis-will-almost-certainly-involve-nuclear-threats, DA: 7-30-2024)
A Chinese invasion of Taiwan would prompt a major crisis between China and the United States, with significant repercussions for the Indo-Pacific region and the rest of the world. Such a crisis almost certainly would include implicit or explicit Chinese nuclear threats, despite Beijing’s longstanding no-first-use (NFU) policy. The United States can diminish the potential for China to leverage nuclear threats during a Taiwan crisis, but only if it moves with alacrity to strengthen conventional and nuclear deterrence. The Navy has a key role to play in achieving this goal.
Renewed interest in China’s nuclear program spiked after the 2021 discovery of three new missile fields in north central China. In January 2023, U.S. Strategic Command officially notified Congress that China has more intercontinental ballistic missile launchers than the United States.1 Yet, when it comes to assessing specific Taiwan invasion scenarios, Western analysts often downplay the nuclear dimension. In January 2023, for example, a major Center for Strategic and International Studies Taiwan wargame focused exclusively on conventional warfare, altogether sidestepping the potential for nuclear escalation.2 The Pentagon’s 2023 annual assessment of China’s military power makes a passing reference to the possibility of “nuclear activities” in a Taiwan scenario, but only in the context of a “protracted conflict.”3
NFU Policy
China’s NFU policy is one reason nuclear threats in Taiwan invasion scenarios have not received adequate scrutiny. For decades, China has declared it will never be the first to use nuclear weapons under any circumstances. It would be a mistake, however, to take China’s NFU policy at face value. For starters, predicting China’s behavior in crisis situations is far from an exact science. As Center for a New American Security analyst Jacob Stokes argues, “Decisions with such grand strategic importance are likely to be informed by the worldview of China’s leadership—especially Xi [Jinping] himself for the foreseeable future—in ways that supersede official doctrine or other strategic analysis written by military bureaucracies or analysts.”4
At the very least, a Chinese invasion of Taiwan would provide a major stress test of its NFU policy if the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) struggled to subdue the island with conventional force. Chinese Communist Party (CCP) leaders might even consider failure an existential threat. As defense analyst Mike Sweeney at Defense Priorities put it:
Any battle over Taiwan will not just be a question of territorial aggression but a fight over the core conception of modern China’s soul. And for the leaders who launch such an endeavor, their political futures will hinge on the outcome, as will, possibly, their physical safety and that of their families in the event of failure. Under such circumstances, nuclear use might not be palatable, but it could seem far more plausible if military defeat were to equate to loss of domestic power and possible death anyway.5
It has become conventional wisdom among China watchers that if China’s leaders decide to invade Taiwan, there is nothing anyone can do to change their minds. If true, this provides another reason to consider potential Chinese nuclear threats, since the “stop at nothing” narrative logically entails escalation if conventional means fail to achieve success.
These considerations raise the question of how China might use nuclear threats in a Taiwan invasion. Notably, there is evidence that not all Chinese military theorists believe using nuclear weapons on their own soil (which they consider Taiwan to be) would constitute a violation of the NFU policy.6 That said, it is difficult to imagine circumstances in which China might be tempted to use nuclear weapons on the island itself. It is more plausible to imagine Beijing launching an electromagnetic pulse attack over Taiwan.7 In theory, such a weapon could paralyze the island’s communication networks. Inflicting such a sudden and massive psychological blow might, in turn, shock Taipei’s political leaders into capitulation.
China also could use nuclear threats to dissuade the United States from rendering military assistance to Taiwan during a crisis. Here, it is worth recalling that senior Chinese officials have already issued such threats against the United States, as happened during the Taiwan crisis in 1996 and again in 2005.8 What is more, Chinese military publications and journals have mentioned—on multiple occasions—the potential for nuclear first strikes against the United States as part of various Taiwan invasion scenarios.9
China might seek to leverage its nuclear weapons in a future Taiwan crisis without resorting to explicit nuclear threats. Since a good portion of the PLA’s nuclear forces are based on mobile platforms, it could disperse them during a crisis to assume a more threatening posture.10 It also could adjust nuclear alert levels to signal intent. If these measures did not deter third-party intervention, China could resort to more dramatic action, such as firing a nuclear demonstration shot near Taiwan, Okinawa, Guam, or even Hawaii during an invasion crisis.
One might counter that China is unlikely to cross the nuclear threshold in a Taiwan conflict for fear of international condemnation. This may well be the case, at least initially. But China could reconsider its position, especially if third-party intervention threatened to derail its invasion plans. It is worth remembering that China did not intend to issue nuclear threats when it instigated its 1969 border war with the Soviet Union. But eventually Beijing did exactly that after it feared the Soviets might escalate the conflict.11
China’s Growing Nuclear Arsenal
The growth of China’s nuclear arsenal may increase its willingness to issue nuclear threats in the future. To understand why, it is important to recall China’s nuclear history. At the dawn of the Nuclear Age, China sought to diminish the importance of nuclear weapons. In 1946, CCP Chairman Mao Zedong famously denigrated the bomb as nothing more than a “paper tiger.” Mao made a virtue of necessity because China did not have the technological means to develop nuclear weapons until 1964. For decades afterward, China appeared content with a small nuclear arsenal, confident it could deter the United States—and later the Soviet Union—with an assured second-strike capability. But the discovery of China’s new missile fields in 2021 suggests Beijing’s nuclear doctrine is changing.
China’s decision to dramatically expand its nuclear capabilities is the most consequential development in the PLA’s ongoing modernization efforts. As the Pentagon’s 2023 annual report put it, “Over the next decade, the PRC will continue to rapidly modernize, diversify, and expand its nuclear forces. Compared to the PLA’s nuclear modernization efforts a decade ago, current efforts dwarf previous attempts in both scale and complexity [emphasis added].”12
Over time, China’s nuclear arsenal expansion may embolden its behavior—including the propensity to issue nuclear threats.13 As the 2021 U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission report asserts, “It could also be intended to support a new strategy of limited nuclear first use. Such a strategy would enable Chinese leaders to leverage their nuclear forces to accomplish Chinese political objectives beyond survival, such as coercing another state or deterring U.S. intervention in a war over Taiwan.”14
The United States still maintains an advantage in terms of strategic warheads, but the PLA is closing the gap. In its 2023 report on Chinese military power, the Pentagon estimates China “will probably have over 1,000 operational nuclear warheads by 2030.”15 The fact that the U.S. nuclear arsenal will remain larger than China’s for at least the next few years provides no guarantee that Beijing will refrain from nuclear threats in the near term. Historically, China has demonstrated a willingness to instigate crises, even against stronger military powers, to achieve political aims.16 Moreover, Chinese writings have long focused on the political nature of nuclear weapons, especially their potential to inflict psychological shock. All this should be front of mind when considering the potential for China to resort to nuclear threats during a Taiwan invasion, whether in the near or distant future.
The nature of the PLA’s force structure also increases the odds that the next major crisis over Taiwan will include a nuclear dimension. The dual-use capability of selected Chinese missiles, such as the DF-26 “carrier killer,” means the PLA can exchange conventional warheads for nuclear ones in short order. This would present special intelligence and operational challenges for the U.S. Navy during a conflict over Taiwan. In addition, the PLA’s commingling of conventional and nuclear weapons raises the risk of inadvertent nuclear escalation since the Pentagon’s playbook normally involves precision strikes deep into enemy territory.17
2NC---UQ---No CF Crackdowns
China falling short of CF regulation in Squo
Ana Swanson, 22, Writer about international economics, “China Continues to Fall Short of Promises to Protect Intellectual Property, U.S. Says“, 4-27-2022, https://www.nytimes.com/2022/04/27/business/economy/china-trade-intellectual-property.html. Accessed 7-25-2024 by NT-NDH.
The Office of the United States Trade Representative criticized China, Russia and other countries on Wednesday for continuing to fall short of promises to protect intellectual property in a report that cataloged various infringements by America’s trading partners.
The annual report placed 27 trading partners on so-called watch lists for intellectual property infringement, and labeled Argentina, Chile, China, India, Indonesia, Russia and Venezuela as being on a “priority watch list” of countries that had the most egregious practices or the biggest effect on U.S. businesses.
In a call with reporters on Wednesday, senior U.S.T.R. officials said the Biden administration continued to closely monitor China’s progress in carrying out the commitments it had made to strengthen its protections for foreign copyrights, trade secrets and other forms of intellectual property in a 2020 trade deal signed with President Donald J. Trump.
The trade agreement included commitments to make reforms to China’s treatment of trade secrets, technology transfer, patents and pharmaceutical intellectual property, among a variety of issues. It followed a 2018 investigation by U.S.T.R., which found that China had pressured companies into transferring technology and used other unfair means to gain key technologies that would give its companies a competitive edge. Those findings provided the rationale for the Trump administration to begin imposing tariffs on China.
Last year, China amended various laws to strengthen its intellectual property protections in line with its commitments in the trade deal. But intellectual property owners have continued to express concerns that those measures were inadequate, U.S.T.R. said in the report. And Chinese government bodies and officials have also continued to make worrying assertions about their intellectual property system’s serving the needs of domestic innovation and providing a “strategic resource” for Chinese competitiveness abroad, the agency’s report said.
China remains the largest single source of counterfeit and pirated goods, accounting for more than 83 percent of what global authorities seized in 2020, the report said. That included medical products like Covid-19 testing kits, N95 respirator masks, sanitizers and disinfectants.
Biden administration officials have said repeatedly that China is falling short of its commitments under the trade deal and expressed frustration with a lack of progress in negotiations.
Top Biden administration officials have been discussing changes to the vast array of tariffs the Trump administration imposed on China, including offering more tariff relief for consumer goods and beginning a new investigation into China’s use of industrial subsidies. That investigation could result in more levies on strategic products, according to sources familiar with the matter.
But more than a year into office, they have yet to announce substantive changes to the terms of trade between China and the United States.
China cannot crackdown on counterfeits – 90 percent of Chinese shops have counterfeits
Daniel Goodman, 12, Journalist for Business Insider, Masters Degree in Journalism from the University of Hong Kong, Bachelor’s Degree in Political Science and Anthropology from John Hopkins University, “THIS Is Why China Can't And Won't Try To Eliminate Fake Goods“, Business Insider, 8-8-2012, https://www.businessinsider.com/china-cant-stop-the-production-and-sale-of-fake-goods-2012-8. Accessed 7-26-2024 by NT-NDH.
When a local government in Shenyang, China announced a crackdown on counterfeit goods, nintey percent of store owners responded by shutting down, creating a veritable ghost town.
This event has grave implications for the future of copyright/counterfeit/patent reform in China.
China can't crackdown on counterfeit goods without putting most stores out of business.
Local authorities clearly learned this lesson, as seen in what they did next. The Shenyang authorities held an emergency meeting in response to the store closures and announced that they were not conducting a crackdown and asked stores to reopen.
This picture of an official notice recently put up in Shenyang from ChinaHush pretty much sums up the state response:
[Image Omitted]
Here's a literal translation::
"NOTICE:
On the previous stage, cooperating with the 2012 special event of cracking down on counterfeit goods held by Shenyang Municipal Government has now come to an end. According to an emergency meeting held on August 6th by the Municipal Government, all inspection on the marketplace will now be stopped, in hope of all vendors to resume normal business. If any non-local public security department requests for inspection, they must be escorted by the local police. Otherwise vendors can call 110 to report it as a crime."
While to an outsider that may sound like a sternly worded warning to those selling fakes, its actually the opposite — By ensuring that the inspections of fake-selling shops must be either held by local police or arranged by local police, Shenyang knows they can carefully stage-mange the inspections so nothing changes.
The notice even goes as far as saying any inspections held by an outside body should be reported, as those inspectors are committing a crime!
Crackdown’s UQ, China has no incentive to enforce now – costly crackdown and brands fear to retaliate 
Chow 06, Professor of Law, The Ohio State University College of Law; B.A., 1979 Yale College; J.D., 1982 Yale Law School, Secretary for the China Anti-Counterfeiting Coalition [Daniel Chow, 6/8/2006. “COUNTERFEITING AND CHINA’S ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT”, U.S.-CHINA ECONOMIC AND SECURITY REVIEW COMMISSION, https://www.uscc.gov/sites/default/files/06_06_7_8_chow_daniel.pdf] RH
The discussion in this paper indicates that in approaching the counterfeiting problem, the PRC government is faced with a balance of two competing sets of interests. On the one hand, counterfeiting now supports many local economies and millions of people in China. Any serious crackdown on counterfeiting will result in serious economic losses and social costs that will require the expenditure of a great deal of political capital, as well as economic resources. Of course, China has many pressing problems that demand the attention of its leaders and would prefer not to have to incur the significant costs of a crackdown if they can be avoided. On the other hand, China’s leaders are well aware that MNEs, the worst victims of counterfeiting, are afraid of doing anything to offend the Chinese government. The PRC government knows that MNEs fear retaliation to their businesses in China and will avoid any actions that might cause any offense. Faced with the significant costs and social consequences of a nationwide crackdown on counterfeiting and a group of MNEs that appear to be intent on avoiding any offense to the Chinese government at all costs, China has no real incentive to incur the significant costs associated with a crackdown on counterfeiting. Rather, China has engaged in a strategy of appeasing MNEs through largely cosmetic changes that do not address some of the fundamental underlying issues, i.e. the importance of counterfeiting to local economies, local protectionism and corruption, and the need to find alternative lawful economic activity that can replace counterfeiting. Unless China finds the political will to engage in a meaningful crackdown on counterfeiting, there is unlikely to be any significant improvement in the foreseeable future. 
2NC---L---China CF 
China is the largest player in Counterfeiting – 1.5% of GDP depends on it
Nick Redfearn, 22, Global head of enforcement at ROUSE, worked in IPR throughout the 1990s, does counterfeiting related work throughout China and SE Asia, “Cross-border trade in counterfeit goods“, ROUSE, 2-14-2022, https://rouse.com/insights/news/2021/cross-border-trade-in-counterfeit-goods. Accessed 7-24-2024 by NT-NDH.
China’s role in counterfeit trade cannot be overstated. Counterfeit goods from China are estimated to make up approximately 12.5 % of China’s total exports and over 1.5 % of its GDP. Several comparative analyses rank the country as the primary source of global counterfeit goods (around 75% of all counterfeits worldwide).  Data now puts the value of the trade of counterfeit goods from China into SE Asia as approximately USD35 billion. The volume poses significant harm to developing economies within  SE Asia where local businesses and investors suffer heavy losses from these activities.
Counterfeiting is a HUGE industry – Produces GDP of Germany yearly – and China is a major problem
Keith Goldstein, 22, President and Chief Operating Officer of VerifyMe, where he leads operations and product strategy and development, Forbes Council Member, “Council Post: The Global Impact Of Counterfeiting And Solutions To Stop It“, Forbes, 8-2-2022, https://www.forbes.com/sites/forbesbusinesscouncil/2022/08/02/the-global-impact-of-counterfeiting-and-solutions-to-stop-it/. Accessed 7-25-2024 by NT-NDH.
How Counterfeiting Affects Global Business
Counterfeiting is a serious problem. While estimates vary, the total amount of counterfeit goods sold each year comes in at around $1.7 trillion to $4.5 trillion, which would make counterfeiting at least the tenth largest economy—just above Canada's total GDP and possibly the fourth largest above Germany. It's also responsible for 2.5 million lost jobs globally. Additionally, American businesses and consumers also tend to be the biggest victims of counterfeiting. American shoppers tend to purchase the highest share of counterfeit goods at around 60% to 80% of all goods sold.
Retailers and luxury brands experience the most harm from counterfeiting, especially ones that sell their products on global marketplaces. While counterfeiting is hard on these businesses, it also comes with wider geopolitical consequences. For example, IP theft from criminals in China was partly responsible for tariffs levied by the U.S. a few years back.
China depends on counterfeiting black market---they violate western IP laws to grow upwards.
Fleming 2015, Daniel C. Fleming is a litigator who has taken over 100 cases to jury verdict his experience is wide-ranging and includes products liability, commercial disputes, employment litigation, civil rights, bankruptcy, and even international parental child abduction. (Daniel C. Fleming, 04/15, “Counterfeiting in China,” Wong Fleming, accessed 07/25/2024. https://www.wongfleming.com/wpcontent/uploads/COUNTERFEITING-IN-CHINA.html#:~:text=A%20significant%20portion%20of%20its,5%20million%20people%20in%20China.) KA 
From the perspective of U.S. firms, China’s entrance into the WTO has been a double-edged sword. Since China’s accession, its economy has grown anywhere between 6-13% annually, as measured by percent change in gross domestic product, thereby making it very attractive for foreign firms to conduct their business there. However, China is also home to a thriving black market. A significant portion of its economy is based on counterfeiting and the violation of most intellectual property laws found in the western hemisphere.  
 It will not be easy to eradicate counterfeiting in China without hurting the domestic economy. Piracy employs both directly and indirectly 3 to 5 million people in China. Recent estimates place the market value of counterfeit goods upwards of $25 billion annually. It is so pervasive that companies established by local governments operate as some of the 40,000 outlets nationwide for these fake goods. Many of the most flagrant brand violators are state enterprises and run by the same governments that should be policing them.
Counterfeit key part of local economies---reducing it would lead to nationwide crackdown in China.
Chow 2006, Professor Chow is the Frank E. and Virginia H. Bazler Chair in Business Law at The Ohio State University Moritz College of Law. (Daniel C.K. Chow, 06/08/06, “Counterfeiting and China’s Economic Development,” The Ohio State University College of Law, accessed 07/26 https://www.uscc.gov/sites/default/files/06_06_7_8_chow_daniel.pdf.) KA 
The CSCG and the trade in counterfeit goods has become essential to the local economy. In the 1990s, the CSCG accounted for nearly 26% of the entire tax revenues of the city and was the single largest taxpayer in the municipality. The payment of tax is essential because it integrates the CSCG and the trade in counterfeit goods into the local economy. In addition to paying taxes, the CGSC and its illegal trade in counterfeit goods has given rise to a whole host of other legitimate businesses that support the trade. Hotels, restaurants, night clubs, transportation companies, and warehouse and storage facilities all depend on the trade in counterfeit goods. 
Shutting down the trade in counterfeit goods in Yiwu would result in shutting down the local economy and would lead to the closing of many businesses and high levels of unemployment. A shutdown may also lead to social chaos and unrest, which the PRC government fears more than anything else. A small town by China’s standards, Yiwu has a population of about 650,000, the bulk of which depend upon the trade in counterfeit goods. There are hundreds of other towns like Yiwu in China that depend upon the trade in counterfeit goods to sustain the local economy. All told there are likely millions, if not tens of millions, of people in China who depend directly or indirectly on the trade in counterfeit goods for their economic livelihood and survival. A nationwide crackdown would impose significant costs on the PRC government, as it would need to expend significant resources and political capital to deal with the massive economic and social problems that would likely arise as a result.
China leads in counterfeit goods
Singh 23 [Kanishka Singh, breaking news reporter for Reuters in Washington DC, 1/31/2023. “China leads the world in counterfeit, pirated products – U.S. report”, https://www.reuters.com/business/china-leads-world-counterfeit-pirated-products-us-report-2023-01-31/] LP4
China leads the world in counterfeit and pirated products, the office of U.S. Trade Representative (USTR) Katherine Tai said in a report, opens new tabon Tuesday which identified WeChat, China's most popular chat app, as "one of the largest platforms for counterfeit goods."
"Counterfeit and pirated goods from China, together with transshipped goods from China to Hong Kong, accounted for 75% of the value of counterfeit and pirated goods seized by U.S. Customs and Border Protection in 2021," the U.S. government's latest report on "notorious markets" added.
The U.S. government identified 39 online markets and 33 physical markets that reportedly engage in or facilitate substantial trademark counterfeiting or copyright piracy.
"This includes continuing to identify the WeChat e-commerce ecosystem as one of the largest platforms for counterfeit goods in China," it added.
WeChat is China's most popular chat app, opens new tab with more than a billion active users and is owned by Chinese technology firm Tencent Holdings Limited (0700.HK), opens new tab.
The report alleged WeChat provided an e-commerce ecosystem that facilitated the distribution and sale of counterfeit products to users of the overall WeChat platform.
China-based online markets AliExpress, Baidu Wangpan, DHGate, Pinduoduo and Taobao also remain part of the notorious markets list, along with seven physical markets in China "that increasingly use brick-and-mortar storefronts to support online sales of counterfeits," the USTR office said on Tuesday.
The U.S. government added e-commerce sites operated by Tencent and Chinese tech giant Alibaba Group Holding Ltd (9988.HK), opens new tab to its notorious markets list in early 2022.
"The Notorious Markets List is an important tool that urges the private sector and our trading partners to take action against these harmful practices," Tai said on Tuesday.
The Chinese government said at the time it did not agree with the U.S. government's decision to include some e-commerce sites in the list, calling the action "irresponsible."
2NC---IL---CF Key to Econ/Trade
Cracking down on counterfeit leads to unemployment and shutting down of legitimate businesses against local authorities – hurt trade
Chow 04, Professor of Law, The Ohio State University College of Law; B.A., 1979 Yale College; J.D., 1982 Yale Law School, Secretary for the China Anti-Counterfeiting Coalition [Daniel Chow, 4/20/2004. “COUNTERFEITING IN CHINA AND ITS EFFECT ON U.S. MANUFACTURING”, https://www.hsgac.senate.gov/wp-content/uploads/imo/media/doc/042004chow.pdf] RH
Overcoming local protectionism cannot be done simply through the drafting of new laws on intellectual property protection or the periodic “strike hard” campaigns initiated by central authorities against counterfeiting and piracy. While most of China’s top leaders acknowledge that counterfeiting is a serious problem, China has a long list of problems of varying degrees of urgency. Any decision by central authorities to suppress local protectionism will involve significant political and social costs at a time when the PRC faces many difficult problems competing for the limited resources of the central government. Where local authorities are unwilling to shut down an economic activity that is perceived to be beneficial to their local economies, PRC central authorities will need to expend significant political resources to overcome the resistance of local authorities. Cracking down on counterfeiting may also result in serious social turmoil caused by the loss of employment, the shutting down of legitimate businesses, and other painful consequences. Faced with the significant costs involved in any serious nationwide campaign against counterfeiting, China’s central authorities will naturally avoid incurring such costs, if possible. To date, it appears that China’s central authorities lack the political resolve or commitment to launch a serious nationwide crackdown on counterfeiting.
China is increasingly protective of the counterfeit economy – they will go to war to preserve it.
Zimmerman 13, Professor Emeritus of International Business and Marketing at City University of New York, College of Staten Island, Director of the International Business Program and Advisor to the International Business Society. Zimmerman is a two-time Fulbright Scholar and three-time president of the New Jersey American Marketing Association. (Dr. Alan S. Zimmerman, March-April 2013, "Contending with Chinese counterfeits: Culture, growth, and management responses", Kelley School of Business – Indiana University, accessed 7-28-2024 through University of Michigan, https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/S0007681312001565?fr=RR-2&ref=pdf_download&rr=8aa7dcc4ce4832c2). gbs-il 
3. Estimating the size of the Chinese counterfeit market 
By volume, China has been identified as the number one source of counterfeit product coming into the United States and the European Union for over a decade (European Commission Taxation & Customs Union, 2011). Its dominance is clearly demonstrated by Figures 1 and 2. In recent years, about two-thirds of counterfeit products seized in the U.S. came from China, and more than 80% of counterfeit goods seized at EU borders were also from there. China appears once again on the United States Trade Representative’s (2012) ‘Priority Watch List,’ a distinction reserved for those countries with the highest level of IPR problems. Following an in-depth study, the U.S. International Trade Commission (2011) estimated that U.S. businesses suffered a total of $48 billion in lost sales, royalties, and license fees in 2009 as a result of IPR infringement in China. 
It is impossible to determine the total value of counterfeit product originating in China. In 1998, a confidential report by the Chinese State Council placed the value of counterfeit production at $16 billion (Hopkins, Kontnik, & Turnage, 2003). A later study by the same government agency placed the value between $19 and $24 billion by 2001 (Chow, 2005). Some estimates claim that 60% to 70% of worldwide counterfeit goods are produced in China (Economist Intelligence Unit, 2006; Schwarz & Wong, 2006). Using the $250 billion estimate of worldwide counterfeit goods production from the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (2009), this would place the value of counterfeit Chinese merchandise between $150 and $175 billion annually. Pirated products include Chateau Lafite Rothschild Bordeaux, Budweiser beer, Gillette razor blades, Marlboro cigarettes, Yamaha motorcycles, and Skippy peanut butter (Dunlop, 2012; Hopkins et al., 2003). In fact, any well-known brand will probably be a victim of product counterfeiting in China.
[FIGURES 1 & 2 OMMITTED] 
The Economist Intelligence Unit (2012) ratings of ‘degree of property rights protection’ in China show a decline from 1995 to 2002 (see Figure 3). There is some improvement in 2003 through 2012, but the expectation is that IP protection will remain at a modest level for the foreseeable future. According to the United States Embassy, Beijing (2012): 
Auto parts, watches, sporting goods, shampoo, footwear, designer apparel, medicine and medical devices, leather goods, toys, batteries, and other non-consumer products - the seemingly endless array of counterfeit products that are manufactured and distributed within China, or [are] exported to other countries, continues to grow.
Chinese enforcement authorities even recently detected ‘fake’ Apple retail stores in China (BBC News, 2011). The employees were dressed in company gear as they worked, selling counterfeit Apple products.
[FIGURE 3 OMMITTED]
According to the Business Software Alliance (2012), or BSA, the value of China’s illegal software market is nearly $9 billion while the legal market is only about $3 billion. The BSA claims the piracy rate in China has only declined marginally from 2010 to 2011, from 78% to 77%. According to the National Electrical Manufacturers Association,three quarters of a million counterfeit ground connectors were imported from China and India in 2007. Jim Pauley of Schneider Electric says that most counterfeit products are manufactured in China (Griffin, 2012). The Association also reports counterfeit certification marks, including those of Underwriters Laboratories and the Canadian Standards Association. False certification labels and substandard versions of these products are a threat to both health and safety (National Electrical Manufacturers Association, 2005). China has also been a major source of counterfeit cigarettes, producing 190 million annually. About 15% to 20% of these are exported, mostly for European and North American destinations (Allen, 2011). It is clear that there is widespread counterfeiting in the PRC of nearly every type of product. In addition, although the Chinese government has been taking more action against counterfeiters in recent years, the scope and size of the problem is extremely large and appears to be growing. 
4. History of intellectual property in China 
To understand the difficulties of protecting intellectual property, one needs to consider Chinese history. Alford (1995) explains a key Chinese belief: that individual inventions draw on past knowledge, which belongs to all citizens. In addition, Confucianism requires the control of information. Alford dates the earliest efforts to regulate publication of particular works to 835 CE. These regulations were not designed to protect the property rights of authors, butrather to prevent unacceptable ideas from being disseminated. Until the 20th century, there was far more interest in the control of publications than in trademarks or patents. In the late 19th century, negotiations with Chinese officials began to take place. Thereafter, it took about 20 years for new laws to be enacted regarding copyright,trademarks, and patents. Even these were unsatisfactory to the treaty powers working in China. Although the Chinese believed that economically successful countries had patent and trademark law, they did not easily understand the Western concept of intellectual property. In one case, the Jiangnan Bureau of Commerce issued patents to Chinese for imitation rather than innovation.
When the Chinese Communists took over in 1949, their approach toward intellectual property reflected traditional Chinese attitudes toward both inventions and control of information. According to Mertha (2005), although laws were passed giving recognition and some remuneration to inventors and authors, few took advantage of them. Instead, there was unauthorized copying and trademark use in the 1950s. The intellectual property environment reached its low ebb during the Cultural Revolution, when even meager payments for inventions were eliminated. Starting in the mid 1970s, the Chinese moved to create new laws for patents and trademarks. Copyright law took an even more convoluted path before finally being issued in 1990. From the time of normalized relations with China in 1979, the U.S. initiated negotiations aimed at convincing the Chinese to improve patent, copyright, and trademark laws. China agreed to protect foreign interests via theU.S.-China Bilateral Trade Agreement of 1979. As a result, China issued new patent and trademark laws, and joined the Paris Convention.
By 1988, new legislation provided the United States with trade sanctions against countries abusing U.S. firms’ intellectual property. This law also established an annual report from the United States Trade Representative on unfair trade practices and the aforementioned Priority Watch List. The U.S. continues to pressure China using provisions of the 1988 Trade Act. According to a United States Trade Representative (2012) report prepared at the end of 2011, China has enacted a relatively good set of IP laws since its accession to the World Trade Organization. However, the USTR report states that, although the Chinese government has initiated many anti-piracy campaigns, counterfeiting remains a serious problem which causes significant harm to U.S. businesses. Despite the fact that China is a member of the World Intellectual Property Organization, the Paris Convention, the Berne Convention, and the Madrid Protocol, the United States Trade Representative (2012) report states that ‘‘effective enforcement of China’s IPR laws and regulations remains a significant challenge.’’ 
5. IPR enforcement 
As portrayed by Figure 4, the Economist Intelligence Unit (2012) identifies great risk in the PRC’s legal and regulatory environment. This facet of the Chinese economy is perceived as significantly more important than most of the other risk factors that are measured. 
Understanding the intellectual property environment in China also requires a careful review of the enforcement of existing laws. Chow (2005) identified two main barriers to effective enforcement: local protectionism and inadequate punishment. Despite central authorities’ best intentions, protectionism arises because particular localities may benefit from counterfeiting. Indeed, this activity often provides jobs and generates revenue that is vital to the local economy. Chow states that certain ‘‘areas in China are entirely supported by the trade in counterfeit goods and local residents are ready to use any means necessary to protect their illegal trade.’
2NC---Impact Module---Trade War
US pressure over copyright piracy almost escalate to trade war in the early 1990s – China now is economically strong and will be unwilling to back down in face of new pressure 
Chow 2k, Professor of Law, The Ohio State University College of Law; B.A., 1979 Yale College; J.D., 1982 Yale Law School, Secretary for the China Anti-Counterfeiting Coalition [Daniel Chow, January 2000. “COUNTERFEITING IN THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA”, Washington University Law Quarterly, vol. 78, no. 1, https://openscholarship.wustl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1427&context=law_lawreview] RH
If counterfeiting continues to increase, the costs associated with counterfeiting will eventually outweigh the benefits of producing or selling the brand in China. At that point, brand owners will be confronted with the choice of discontinuing the brand in China or rethinking their current approach. Brand owners may take the drastic step of curtailing or withdrawing their investments from China or brand owners and foreign governments may adopt a confrontational approach with China. If brand owners and foreign governments attempt to pressure China with confrontational tactics, it is unclear that such an approach will achieve positive results in reducing counterfeiting.178
[Footnote 178: Attempts by the United States to pressure China over copyright piracy issues in the early 1990s almost led to a trade war on two occasions with both sides refusing to back down. See supra note 27. A trade war was averted by last minute maneuvering, but because China has made significant economic progress since the early 1990s and is in a stronger economic position in relation to other nations, China may be unwilling to back down in face of new pressures from the United States or other foreign governments over counterfeiting issues.]
Escalates to WW3
Kapustina et al. 20 [Larisa Kapustin, Yakov Silin, and Andrei Drevalev work at the Ural State University of Economics, Marketing and International Management Department of.465; Ľudmila Lipková works at the University of Economics in Bratislava, International Economic Relations and Economic Diplomacy Department; 1/13/2020; “US-China Trade War: Causes and Outcomes”; https://www.shs-conferences.org/articles/shsconf/pdf/2020/01/shsconf_ies_2019_01012.pdf; Date Accessed – 7/28/24]
The tensions in US-China trade relations threaten the entire global economy, not just the relations inside the Group of Two. As a result of the US-China trade cut, global growth can be expected to decline by 0.5% in 2020 [23]. 
The World Bank analysts have used a Computable General Equilibrium (CGE) Model to make an economic forecast: introduction of a 25% tariff on all goods of Chinese imports to the US will reduce world exports by 3% and the global product by 1.7%. “The analysis shows that a US-China tariff escalation could reduce global exports by up to 3 percent (674 billion dollars) and global income by up to 1.7 percent (1.4 trillion dollars) with losses across regions”. “The biggest declines in incomes are recorded by China and the US, up to 3.5% (USD 426 billion) and 1.6% (USD 313 billion), respectively. The sectors most affected include: agriculture, chemicals and transport equipment in the US; and electronic equipment, machinery and other manufacturing in China” [24]. 
The OECD reckons that around a third of the content of the US imports from China is actually of foreign origin. The value added of China’s exports to the US is perhaps USD 329 billion – some 2.7 percent of China’s USD 12 trillion economy. So even if new tariffs slashed China’s exports to the US by 25 percent, the direct hit to the China’s GDP would be 0.7 percent. It would be a noticeable impact, but it would still leave the Chinese economy growing at 6.1 percent a year [22]. 
If exports from China to the US will be halved as a result of high import tariffs, then the direct loss of China’s GDP will be at least 0.43%. Taking indirect effects into account, the trade war will result in a 1.12% reduction in China’s GDP. In case of imposing increased tariffs on all Chinese imports to the US, GDP losses will reach 4% [25]. 
According to some experts, the response of China in the trade war with the US may be more painful for the American economy than for China [26]. American companies will partly lose their consumers in China because of nationalistic appeals to boycott products of American companies, including Apple, McDonald’s, KFC. Alongside with that, the internal China’s demand for the products restricted by the US (e.g. ZTE and Huawei) is increasing. Sanctions against ZTE have put the company in a very difficult position, because most of the chips for the telecommunication equipment production were imported from the US, and suppliers from China and Korea could not replace that amount [26]. 
The impact on consumers will depend on an individual’s consumption choices. For example, those Americans who enjoy tech products, usually assembled in China, are likely to feel short-changed sooner than those relying on domestically (American) produced goods, as the imported goods are made more expensive by the increased tariffs applied. A recent study shows that imposing the tariffs on $200 billion worth of the imports would cost each American household, on average USD 127 a year [27]. 
According to Bloomberg estimates, if all Sino-US mutual imports become subject to import tariffs, the global GDP will fall by USD 600 billion. And even if the trade war stops, previously implemented restrictions will result in 2 years’ time in a slow-down of GDP growth by 0.2% in the US and by 0.5% in China [28]. 
Experts from China estimate the overall damage from the increase in US import tariffs from 0.3% to 0.7% of the PRC's GDP growth, which is a relatively “modest” estimation [13]. In particular, Terence Tai-Leung Chong & Xiaoyang Li forecast that the trade war will reduce employment in China by 1.1% and GDP by 1.0%, which may be considered not that sensitive for China [29]. 
C. Fred Bergsten has identified three scenarios for the development of a trade war: “a G0 in which the US is no longer willing to lead but China is not yet able or willing, and whether such (a likely) regime will be stable or unstable; a new G1, sooner or later, led by China; and a cooperative G2 in which the US and China agree to share leadership” [30]. We can foresee four scenarios of the further US-China trade war development. 
4.1 Scenario 1. Trade war will escalate into Cold War II. 
Cultural traditions and social values in the US and China are different. The countries will not give up their political and economic systems and will not transform them according to the practices imposed of suggested by the opposite side. China will have to reduce export- oriented production. In contrast to the Cold War I, China has a chance to win since it was able to build a competitive economy and form TNCs that made their way to the Global 500. The US will surround China “with powerful American military capabilities, creating NATO-like adversarial alliances, isolating it economically and imposing costs when it did things the US did not like” [4]. 
China, in its turn, will seek to strive to push the US out from the APR. The US will explain its unilateral sanctions with the willingness to strike better deals, to reach an “honest” deal with China, but serving the interests of the US economy. The country will be achieving its goals by presenting ultimatums to its trade partner, if their national interests or security are considered harmed. As a result, more and more global problems will be addressed by unions of countries not involving the US (climate agreements, nuclear agreement with Iran, TPP – Trans-Pacific Partnership, China – EU summit in July 2018, etc.). The US will be gradually becoming isolated in the international community. The role of the US in global supply chains and international trade will decrease due to the deterioration of the country’s authority. The US may be excluded from a number of regional trade and economic associations of countries. When some US companies are winning, others suffer losses. There is growing discontent among American business community and their overseas partners (with recent examples including Ford and Boeing, equipment manufacturing and chemical industry, etc.). 
The US government bond market will suffer, inflation rate in the domestic consumer market will increase. The risk of unilateral economic sanctions imposed by the US will push other countries to search for alternative suppliers and markets. 
China has become a leader in the Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP) of 16 countries, the scale of which expanded beyond the Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement for Trans-Pacific Partnership (CPTPP) without the US: 30% of global GDP, 50% of the world population [20]. Exporting to RCEP countries from the PRC accounts for 26% of the total China’s exports. The development of mega-union will strengthen the leading role of China in the region, but on the other hand, may also cause a decrease in international trade standards, since it does not cover issues of labor, human rights, e-commerce, public procurement [14]. 

2NC---IL---Econ Collapse
China collapse would spell global econ disintergration
Marsh 23 [Nick Marsh, Asian business correspondent that covers economics, politics, and society for the BBC, 9/29/2023. “What China’s economic problems mean for the world”, https://www.bbc.com/news/business-66840367] LP
The world's second-largest economy, home to more than 1.4 billion people, is facing a host of problems - including slow growth, high youth unemployment and a property market in disarray.
Now the chairman of the country's heavily indebted real estate developer, Evergrande, has been placed under police surveillance and the company's shares have been suspended on the stock market.
While these issues add up to a major headache for Beijing, how much does it matter to the rest of the world?
Analysts believe worries of an impending global catastrophe are overstated. But multinational corporations, their workers and even people with no direct links to China are likely to feel at least some of the effects. Ultimately, it depends on who you are.
Winners and losers
"If Chinese people start cutting back on eating out for lunch, for example, does that affect the global economy?" asked Deborah Elms, executive director of the Asian Trade Centre in Singapore.
"The answer is not as much as you might imagine, but it certainly does hit firms who directly rely on domestic Chinese consumption."
Hundreds of big global companies such as Apple, Volkswagen and Burberry get a lot of their revenue from China's vast consumer market and will be hit by households spending less. The knock-on effects will then be felt by the thousands of suppliers and workers around the world who rely on these companies.
When you consider that China is responsible for more than a third of the growth seen in the world, any kind of deceleration will be felt beyond its borders.
The US credit rating agency Fitch said last month that China's slowdown was "casting a shadow over global growth prospects" and downgraded its forecast for the entire world in 2024.
However, according to some economists, the idea that China is the engine of global prosperity has been exaggerated.
"Mathematically, yes, China accounts for around 40% of global growth," says George Magnus, an economist at the University of Oxford's China Centre.
"But who is that growth benefitting? China runs a huge trade surplus. It exports so much more than it imports, so how much China grows or doesn't grow is really more about China than it is about the rest of the world."
Nevertheless, China spending less on goods and services - or on housebuilding - means less demand for raw materials and commodities. In August, the country imported nearly 9% less compared to the same time last year - when it was still under zero-Covid restrictions.
"Big exporters such as Australia, Brazil and several countries in Africa will be hit hardest by this," says Roland Rajah, director of the Indo-Pacific Development Centre at the Lowy Institute in Sydney.

2NC---IL---Prolif
Taiwan invasion sparks regional proliferation
Collins* & Erickson** 23, *Baker Botts Fellow in Energy and Environmental Regulatory Affairs at the Center for Energy Studies and a senior visiting research fellow at the Oxford Institute for Energy Studies. He co-heads the Center for Energy Studies’ Energy & Geopolitics in Eurasia Program. **research director and a professor of strategy at the U.S. Naval War College’s China Maritime Studies Institute. He is a visiting professor at the Harvard University Department of Government and an associate in research at the Fairbank Center for Chinese Studies. (Gabriel & Andrew, 10-25-2023, “Reaping the Whirlwind: How China’s Coercive Annexation of Taiwan Could Trigger Nuclear Proliferation in Asia and Beyond,” Baker Institute, https://www.bakerinstitute.org/research/reaping-whirlwind-how-chinas-coercive-annexation-taiwan-could-trigger-nuclear, DA: 7-30-2024)
Five years ago — and certainly a decade ago — coercive annexation of Taiwan by the People’s Republic of China (PRC) might have seemed an extreme scenario. Unfortunately, this is no longer the case. The rising crescendo of PRC air and maritime pressure operations near the island, missile firings, and so on are bringing Beijing within a few steps of the maritime quarantine or similar operations that would likely be central to an attempt at coercive annexation.
Meanwhile, China’s meteoric military buildup across the board gravely threatens other nations. Backstopping it all is a major nuclear weapons ramp-up, the latest elements of which are detailed here to the very cutting-edge of public information, much of it from the Pentagon’s just-released 2023 “China Military Power Report”.[1] Based on this information, we conclude that if the PRC succeeded in coercively annexing Taiwan, repercussions could include nuclear proliferation with regional — and even global — security consequences.
Even under a baseline scenario, a nuclear proliferation cascade following a PRC-coerced annexation of Taiwan could see hundreds of nuclear warheads added to stockpiles globally. More dire cases — for example, in which Japan and/or South Korea nuclearized extensively, China responded, and the U.S. and Russia then each expanded their nuclear forces — could trigger a chain of proliferation that ultimately adds a thousand or more warheads to nuclear stockpiles globally. The addition of such warhead numbers, plus the entry of new nuclear powers with no nuclear command, control, or operations experience in the midst of a tense geopolitical environment, would be a recipe for instability. The risks that could result if these nuclear proliferation whirlwinds are unleashed should drive the U.S. to redouble its efforts to ensure that this Pandora’s box is never opened.
How Would Coercive Annexation of Taiwan by the PRC Be Different Than Prior Crises?
Over six decades, the U.S. nuclear umbrella over key Asian allies has weathered multiple stress tests. These include China’s 1964 nuclear test, U.S. normalization of relations with the PRC in 1972, the loss of the Vietnam War a year later, President Jimmy Carter’s 1976 campaign pledge to withdraw ground troops from the Korean Peninsula, nuclear weapons development and deployment by India and Pakistan, and North Korea’s acquisition of nuclear weapons.[2] These prior disruptions shook the region’s confidence in American security guarantees — and helped motivate South Korea and Taiwan to pursue secret nuclear weapons programs in the 1970s and 1980s that were later shuttered under U.S. pressure — but they did not shake the structure to its foundation.[3]
American economic, technological, and military excellence kept U.S. power credible and granted the leverage needed to dissuade key East Asian states that were not nuclear as of 1965 from going nuclear (with the exception of North Korea). Washington was able to offer the “carrot” of coverage by a first-rate nuclear umbrella while wielding the “stick” of economic, technological, and hard security exclusion against countries that insisted on pursuing nuclear weapons capability. Furthermore, prior revisionists of the security order (such as North Vietnam and North Korea) were both small-to-medium powers whose actions unsettled the regional order but did not fundamentally call American alliance commitments into question. South Vietnam was not a U.S. treaty ally, and the U.S. led allied efforts to defend South Korea during the Korean War, boosting its credibility.
If the PRC coercively annexed Taiwan, by contrast, proliferation pressures would likely be the highest East Asia has seen in decades. At this point, only a coalition of states that includes the U.S. can credibly balance China in the conventional military realm. In the nuclear arena, none of China’s East Asian neighbors can fully deter, much less balance, its power; North Korea is beholden to Beijing in critical respects, and the rest lack nuclear weapons. Both Japan and South Korea either possess (or are acquiring) formidable long-range conventional strike assets. Yet these would likely be insufficient to mitigate PRC nuclear coercion because they could not credibly threaten China’s national leadership, critical infrastructure, and nuclear weapons complex to a degree proportionate to the threat of PRC conventional strike weapons (and their nuclear counterparts) to the Japanese and Korean homelands.
The cases of India and Pakistan offer relevant historical examples of how countries may respond to nuclear threats that lack a credible external counterbalance. The U.S. engaged with both countries (and in the case of Pakistan, offered substantial but circumscribed security support) but did not have alliance relationships or provide other security guarantees. This meant the U.S. ultimately failed to dissuade them either from acquiring or deploying nuclear weapons. Survivalist security concerns carried the day, with Pakistani President Zulfiqar Ali Bhutto famously declaring in 1965 that “if India builds the bomb, we will eat grass or leaves, even go hungry, but we will get one of our own.”[4]
China’s East Asian neighbors are not currently locked into maximal rivalry with Beijing. But the South Asian example reflects the lengths to which nations will go if nuclear weapons acquisition comes to be seen as a survival imperative necessary to ensure national sovereignty in a world where they have concluded they are increasingly on their own.
Reinforcing that point: A successful coercive annexation of Taiwan would also leave PRC military forces mostly intact — and thus available as a credible coercive instrument. This, in turn, would give Beijing enormous leverage in Asia and beyond. Gains on Taiwan might even arouse the PRC’s temptations to further expand its land territory by force, or use a combination of island conquests, feature construction (“island building”), and a much more aggressive military presence to effectively implement its own version of the Monroe Doctrine across maritime Asia.[5]
Such a chain of events could very plausibly trigger a crisis of confidence in the strength of Washington’s commitment to use conventional or nuclear force in defense of a regional ally. After all, if the U.S. would not (or could not) deploy sufficient conventional military power (implicitly or explicitly backed by nuclear arms) to keep a quasi-ally and very strategically important society like Taiwan free, would American allies later be as willing to assume that Washington would risk Los Angeles or Seattle for Tokyo, Seoul, or the Senkaku Islands (uninhabited lands that are administered by Japan) to meet alliance obligations?[6] 
Of course, it is not possible to answer that question conclusively until such a challenge concretely presents itself. But if evolving circumstances compelled allies ostensibly under the U.S. nuclear umbrella to ask such questions, the very act of asking begins to pencil in an answer along the lines of “perhaps not.” Viewing nuclear weapons acquisition as a national necessity might not be far behind — either in the form of a sharing arrangement, in which U.S. “forward-based” weapons are delivered by host country aircraft, or else through the development of a sovereign nuclear deterrent.[7]
2NC---Impact Module---Trade War
US pressure over copyright piracy almost escalate to trade war in the early 1990s – China now is economically strong and will be unwilling to back down in face of new pressure 
Chow 2k, Professor of Law, The Ohio State University College of Law; B.A., 1979 Yale College; J.D., 1982 Yale Law School, Secretary for the China Anti-Counterfeiting Coalition [Daniel Chow, January 2000. “COUNTERFEITING IN THE PEOPLE’S REPUBLIC OF CHINA”, Washington University Law Quarterly, vol. 78, no. 1, https://openscholarship.wustl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1427&context=law_lawreview] RH
If counterfeiting continues to increase, the costs associated with counterfeiting will eventually outweigh the benefits of producing or selling the brand in China. At that point, brand owners will be confronted with the choice of discontinuing the brand in China or rethinking their current approach. Brand owners may take the drastic step of curtailing or withdrawing their investments from China or brand owners and foreign governments may adopt a confrontational approach with China. If brand owners and foreign governments attempt to pressure China with confrontational tactics, it is unclear that such an approach will achieve positive results in reducing counterfeiting.178
[Footnote 178: Attempts by the United States to pressure China over copyright piracy issues in the early 1990s almost led to a trade war on two occasions with both sides refusing to back down. See supra note 27. A trade war was averted by last minute maneuvering, but because China has made significant economic progress since the early 1990s and is in a stronger economic position in relation to other nations, China may be unwilling to back down in face of new pressures from the United States or other foreign governments over counterfeiting issues.]
Escalates to WW3
Kapustina et al. 20 [Larisa Kapustin, Yakov Silin, and Andrei Drevalev work at the Ural State University of Economics, Marketing and International Management Department of.465; Ľudmila Lipková works at the University of Economics in Bratislava, International Economic Relations and Economic Diplomacy Department; 1/13/2020; “US-China Trade War: Causes and Outcomes”; https://www.shs-conferences.org/articles/shsconf/pdf/2020/01/shsconf_ies_2019_01012.pdf; Date Accessed – 7/28/24]
The tensions in US-China trade relations threaten the entire global economy, not just the relations inside the Group of Two. As a result of the US-China trade cut, global growth can be expected to decline by 0.5% in 2020 [23]. 
The World Bank analysts have used a Computable General Equilibrium (CGE) Model to make an economic forecast: introduction of a 25% tariff on all goods of Chinese imports to the US will reduce world exports by 3% and the global product by 1.7%. “The analysis shows that a US-China tariff escalation could reduce global exports by up to 3 percent (674 billion dollars) and global income by up to 1.7 percent (1.4 trillion dollars) with losses across regions”. “The biggest declines in incomes are recorded by China and the US, up to 3.5% (USD 426 billion) and 1.6% (USD 313 billion), respectively. The sectors most affected include: agriculture, chemicals and transport equipment in the US; and electronic equipment, machinery and other manufacturing in China” [24]. 
The OECD reckons that around a third of the content of the US imports from China is actually of foreign origin. The value added of China’s exports to the US is perhaps USD 329 billion – some 2.7 percent of China’s USD 12 trillion economy. So even if new tariffs slashed China’s exports to the US by 25 percent, the direct hit to the China’s GDP would be 0.7 percent. It would be a noticeable impact, but it would still leave the Chinese economy growing at 6.1 percent a year [22]. 
If exports from China to the US will be halved as a result of high import tariffs, then the direct loss of China’s GDP will be at least 0.43%. Taking indirect effects into account, the trade war will result in a 1.12% reduction in China’s GDP. In case of imposing increased tariffs on all Chinese imports to the US, GDP losses will reach 4% [25]. 
According to some experts, the response of China in the trade war with the US may be more painful for the American economy than for China [26]. American companies will partly lose their consumers in China because of nationalistic appeals to boycott products of American companies, including Apple, McDonald’s, KFC. Alongside with that, the internal China’s demand for the products restricted by the US (e.g. ZTE and Huawei) is increasing. Sanctions against ZTE have put the company in a very difficult position, because most of the chips for the telecommunication equipment production were imported from the US, and suppliers from China and Korea could not replace that amount [26]. 
The impact on consumers will depend on an individual’s consumption choices. For example, those Americans who enjoy tech products, usually assembled in China, are likely to feel short-changed sooner than those relying on domestically (American) produced goods, as the imported goods are made more expensive by the increased tariffs applied. A recent study shows that imposing the tariffs on $200 billion worth of the imports would cost each American household, on average USD 127 a year [27]. 
According to Bloomberg estimates, if all Sino-US mutual imports become subject to import tariffs, the global GDP will fall by USD 600 billion. And even if the trade war stops, previously implemented restrictions will result in 2 years’ time in a slow-down of GDP growth by 0.2% in the US and by 0.5% in China [28]. 
Experts from China estimate the overall damage from the increase in US import tariffs from 0.3% to 0.7% of the PRC's GDP growth, which is a relatively “modest” estimation [13]. In particular, Terence Tai-Leung Chong & Xiaoyang Li forecast that the trade war will reduce employment in China by 1.1% and GDP by 1.0%, which may be considered not that sensitive for China [29]. 
C. Fred Bergsten has identified three scenarios for the development of a trade war: “a G0 in which the US is no longer willing to lead but China is not yet able or willing, and whether such (a likely) regime will be stable or unstable; a new G1, sooner or later, led by China; and a cooperative G2 in which the US and China agree to share leadership” [30]. We can foresee four scenarios of the further US-China trade war development. 
4.1 Scenario 1. Trade war will escalate into Cold War II. 
Cultural traditions and social values in the US and China are different. The countries will not give up their political and economic systems and will not transform them according to the practices imposed of suggested by the opposite side. China will have to reduce export- oriented production. In contrast to the Cold War I, China has a chance to win since it was able to build a competitive economy and form TNCs that made their way to the Global 500. The US will surround China “with powerful American military capabilities, creating NATO-like adversarial alliances, isolating it economically and imposing costs when it did things the US did not like” [4]. 
China, in its turn, will seek to strive to push the US out from the APR. The US will explain its unilateral sanctions with the willingness to strike better deals, to reach an “honest” deal with China, but serving the interests of the US economy. The country will be achieving its goals by presenting ultimatums to its trade partner, if their national interests or security are considered harmed. As a result, more and more global problems will be addressed by unions of countries not involving the US (climate agreements, nuclear agreement with Iran, TPP – Trans-Pacific Partnership, China – EU summit in July 2018, etc.). The US will be gradually becoming isolated in the international community. The role of the US in global supply chains and international trade will decrease due to the deterioration of the country’s authority. The US may be excluded from a number of regional trade and economic associations of countries. When some US companies are winning, others suffer losses. There is growing discontent among American business community and their overseas partners (with recent examples including Ford and Boeing, equipment manufacturing and chemical industry, etc.). 
The US government bond market will suffer, inflation rate in the domestic consumer market will increase. The risk of unilateral economic sanctions imposed by the US will push other countries to search for alternative suppliers and markets. 
China has become a leader in the Regional Comprehensive Economic Partnership (RCEP) of 16 countries, the scale of which expanded beyond the Comprehensive and Progressive Agreement for Trans-Pacific Partnership (CPTPP) without the US: 30% of global GDP, 50% of the world population [20]. Exporting to RCEP countries from the PRC accounts for 26% of the total China’s exports. The development of mega-union will strengthen the leading role of China in the region, but on the other hand, may also cause a decrease in international trade standards, since it does not cover issues of labor, human rights, e-commerce, public procurement [14]. 

2NC---T/Case
U.S. regulations hurt domestic companies by receiving less Chinese enforcement and price spike in genuine goods – that skyrockets demands for counterfeits
Meddings and Zhu 18, Meddings is Intellectual Property National Practice Group Chair at Quarles, Marquette University Law School, and Zhu is Experienced global brand protection and anti-counterfeiting counsel, Northwestern University, Kellogg School of Management, Certificate, Quarles & Brady Leadership Program (2022), Stanford Law School (LL.M., 2016) Law, Science, Technology, University of Groningen (LL.M., 2004), International Economics, Business Law, National University of Defense Technology (Bachelor of Law (J.D. Equivalent), 2003) [Lori S. Meddings and Li Zhu, 9/4/18, “Impacts of U.S. - China Trade War on Anti-Counterfeiting and IP Protection,” Quarles, https://www.quarles.com/newsroom/publications/impacts-of-u-s-china-trade-war-on-anti-counterfeiting-and-ip-protection, Accessed 7/26/24] RH
On August 24, 2018, the U.S. imposed 25% tariffs on another $16 billion of Chinese goods. Among the 279 Chinese products affected, most are industrial products. The rationale for the sanctions is based on the conclusion that China is engaged in unfair trade practices harming the United States, especially through intellectual property theft.
Over 86% of counterfeits sold worldwide are purportedly from China, a fact well-documented prior to the imposition of tariffs. It remains to be seen whether tariffs will lead to any significant improvement in this statistic, and if so, when.
What we do know is that tariffs have an impact on anti-counterfeiting strategies and therefore may also have an indirect impact on business of U.S. companies.
For many U.S. companies who source products from China, the sanctions have resulted in a lost partnership with a trusted ally. Despite what you may hear, there are a great number of Chinese manufacturers helping U.S. companies succeed. By allowing for greater margins while helping the U.S. business protect its valuable intellectual property and know-how, Chinese suppliers enjoy the benefit of repeat and consistent demand. A win-win relationship is established. However, the trade war changes that dynamic and disrupts those relationships. Without a U.S. buyer for the goods a Chinese manufacturer is tooled up to supply, they will resort to other means in order to survive. With the experience and maybe even blueprints for manufacturing, these Chinese companies can venture into their own brands at best, or counterfeits at worst.
U.S. brand owners may receive less support from Chinese law enforcement bodies and local government when pursuing enforcement actions in China. Local enforcement authorities in China have a wide range of power and discretion to decide whether, when and how to conduct raids or market sweeping actions. We venture to guess that given the sentiment among the Chinese towards the United States right now, discretion is likely to work against rather than for U.S. companies. Moreover, customs detention and seizure efforts play a vital role in any counterfeit enforcement strategy. According to China's General Administration of Customs, in 2017, China Customs detained 22,500 shipments of goods and over 25% of seized counterfeits were machinery and automotive products. This too might change if the Chinese government implements a simplified customs clearance procedure to boost exports, something it has done in the past.
Finally, with the increased cost to replace suppliers, genuine products and authorized products of brand owners will be forced to increase prices. Going back to basic economic principles, this will increase the demand for less costly alternatives, and will result in a demand spike for counterfeit and grey market goods.
AFF
2AC---N/UQ---E-Commerce Crackdown Now
Chinese government has already initiated anti-counterfeiting measures regulating trademarks and e-commerce
Global Legal Post 22 (Global Legal Post, 6/22, “China - Anti-counterfeiting - Law Over Borders,” https://www.globallegalpost.com/lawoverborders/anti-counterfeiting-1271659071/china-2101640503, DA: 7/28/2024)//MP
In China, brand owners have an arsenal of civil and criminal laws and regulations at their disposal, which provide various remedies to use in pursuit of efficient and effective anti-counterfeiting enforcement programs. For example, IP rights holders have the ability to initiate a civil litigation before the local Court in which they can seek, among other things, compensation, and injunctive relief. If an infringer’s behavior constitutes a crime, the local Public Security Bureau (PSB) may initiate a criminal action. In addition, IP rights holders have the ability to record their IP rights with Customs, file complaints with online e-commerce platforms, and file complaints with the local Administrative Authority (the AIC). Both Customs and AIC have the authority to seize goods and AIC may also levy fines and conduct raids. E-commerce platforms set their own rules as to how to enforce against counterfeiting violations. In some instances, the platforms have been known to cooperate with, and even proactively share evidence with, law enforcement and/or brand owners regarding potential counterfeit rings or manufacturing operations. 
The primary laws relating to IP in China are: Trademark Law; Copyright Law; Patent Law; Administrative Punishment Law; E-commence Law; Anti-unfair Competition Law; Civil Procedure Law; and Criminal Procedure Law. 
Recently, China revised certain IP-related legislation, issued new guidelines concerning IP rights, as well as new trademark examination guidelines in 2021. Most notably, the trademark examination guidelines now explain the principles for assessing similarity between trademarks when considering an application for registration, including factors that are not inherent to the marks, such as their fame, the degree of attention paid by the public, and the subjective intent of the applicant (helpful in cases involving bad faith filings), among other factors.
In the next decade, it is likely that China will strengthen the protection of intellectual property, including by potentially implementing a stricter system of punitive damages for trademark infringement, intensifying the crackdown on malicious trademark registrations, accelerating the revision of the Patent Law, extending the protection period of design patents, and patent rights more generally. Also, it is anticipated that China will issue new e-commence laws to deal with the platform issues.
 
The U.S. and China have already come together to crack down on e-commerce platforms infringing trademarks
Palmer 20 (Annie Palmer joined CNBC in 2019. She covers Amazon and other e-commerce companies for CNBC.com in New York. She can be reached via email at anne.palmer@nbcuni.com, on Threads or on Signal at anniepalmer.88., “US-China trade deal seeks to combat sale of counterfeit goods,”1/15/2020, CNBC, https://www.cnbc.com/2020/01/15/china-trade-agreement-seeks-to-combat-sale-of-counterfeit-goods.html, DA: 7/28/2024)//MP
The trade agreement signed Wednesday by President Donald Trump and China includes a provision to stanch the sale of counterfeit goods on e-commerce platforms like Amazon The U.S. and China agreed that both parties will work to “combat the prevalence of counterfeit or pirated goods” by taking “effective action” when the online platforms have failed to prevent intellectual property infringement. 
China has agreed to consider revoking an e-commerce platform’s operating license if there are repeated sales of counterfeit or pirated goods. The U.S., meanwhile, has agreed to study additional measures of combating the online sale of counterfeit or pirated goods. It comes as Amazon faces increasing criticism over its failure to crack down on counterfeit goods. While the company says it has a “zero tolerance” policy for copycat products and has developed tools to help manage the problem, its marketplace of third-party sellers continues to be plagued by pirated goods. The problem has grown so severe that advocacy groups have called for some Amazon sites to be added to the U.S. government’s annual “Notorious Markets” list, which names sites and companies that facilitate the sale of counterfeit goods.
The company has taken notice of the problem. Last February, Amazon began warning investors in its annual report that it may never be able to prevent sellers from listing counterfeit goods on the platform. Earlier this month, Amazon said it would ramp up counterfeit reporting to authorities, with the hope that it will help law enforcement catch more criminals. In April, Trump signed a memorandum seeking to crack down on the sale of counterfeit goods on Amazon, eBay , Alibaba and other online marketplaces. At the time, Trump warned the companies if they failed to clean it up, “the government will.”
Chinese government has already initiated anti-counterfeiting measures regulating trademarks and e-commerce
Global Legal Post 22 (Global Legal Post, 6/22, “China - Anti-counterfeiting - Law Over Borders,” https://www.globallegalpost.com/lawoverborders/anti-counterfeiting-1271659071/china-2101640503, DA: 7/28/2024)//MP
In China, brand owners have an arsenal of civil and criminal laws and regulations at their disposal, which provide various remedies to use in pursuit of efficient and effective anti-counterfeiting enforcement programs. For example, IP rights holders have the ability to initiate a civil litigation before the local Court in which they can seek, among other things, compensation, and injunctive relief. If an infringer’s behavior constitutes a crime, the local Public Security Bureau (PSB) may initiate a criminal action. In addition, IP rights holders have the ability to record their IP rights with Customs, file complaints with online e-commerce platforms, and file complaints with the local Administrative Authority (the AIC). Both Customs and AIC have the authority to seize goods and AIC may also levy fines and conduct raids. E-commerce platforms set their own rules as to how to enforce against counterfeiting violations. In some instances, the platforms have been known to cooperate with, and even proactively share evidence with, law enforcement and/or brand owners regarding potential counterfeit rings or manufacturing operations. 
The primary laws relating to IP in China are: Trademark Law; Copyright Law; Patent Law; Administrative Punishment Law; E-commence Law; Anti-unfair Competition Law; Civil Procedure Law; and Criminal Procedure Law. 
Recently, China revised certain IP-related legislation, issued new guidelines concerning IP rights, as well as new trademark examination guidelines in 2021. Most notably, the trademark examination guidelines now explain the principles for assessing similarity between trademarks when considering an application for registration, including factors that are not inherent to the marks, such as their fame, the degree of attention paid by the public, and the subjective intent of the applicant (helpful in cases involving bad faith filings), among other factors.
In the next decade, it is likely that China will strengthen the protection of intellectual property, including by potentially implementing a stricter system of punitive damages for trademark infringement, intensifying the crackdown on malicious trademark registrations, accelerating the revision of the Patent Law, extending the protection period of design patents, and patent rights more generally. Also, it is anticipated that China will issue new e-commence laws to deal with the platform issues.
China is already promoting cooperation between e-commerce platforms and companies. 
Xue’23  - graduated from the University of Edinburgh with an LLM degree in intellectual property law. Engaged in IP prosecution and enforcement for over 12 years (Elian Xue, "China: Investment in protection, enforcement and courts signals growing anti-counterfeiting focus", World Trade Market Review, https://www.worldtrademarkreview.com/guide/anti-counterfeiting-and-online-brand-enforcement/2023/article/china-investment-in-protection-enforcement-and-courts-signals-growing-anti-counterfeiting-focus, 9-29-2023, Accessed 7-28-2024)//ILake-EO

With the booming development of Internet and AI technology in mainland China, some IP companies and firms have also established their own online platforms to conduct IP infringement monitoring and time-stamp authentication. For simple monitoring, clients can use this by themselves. For complicated monitoring that may require legal analysis, local counsel will be involved to provide legal services.
Cooperation with national anti-counterfeiting agencies
China has established the National Leading Group for Combating Intellectual Property Infringement and Production and Sales of Counterfeit and Shoddy Commodities, which is supervised by the State Council. This group focuses on the IP protection and anti-counterfeiting from the government standpoint. In addition, China has a number of anti-counterfeiting or IP protection agencies, such as the Beijing Anti-infringement and Anti-counterfeiting Alliance and the Alibaba Anti-counterfeiting Alliance, which fight counterfeiting by promoting cooperation between e-commerce platforms and enterprises, holding regular exchange meetings and reporting the latest progress of judicial protection in the industry. Companies can protect their IPR through cooperation with these institutions.

Chinese officials and E-Commerce platforms are cracking down on counterfeits now – they already use liability and tech.
Zhang 3/29 (Xue Zhang, Research fellow from the Centre of Excellence for National Security, "Deceptive Practices and Countermeasures on China’s Online Retail Platforms", The Diplomat, https://thediplomat.com/2024/03/deceptive-practices-and-countermeasures-on-chinas-online-retail-platforms/, 3/29/24, Accessed 7-28-2024)//ILake-AW
Countermeasures on China’s Online Retail Platforms
The Chinese government has implemented multiple measures to combat deceptive practices on e-commerce platforms. In the battle against piracy, counterfeiting, and deceptive advertising, multiple laws and regulations have been developed, refined, and enacted.
For example, the revised Anti-Unfair Competition Law requires e-commerce operators to refrain from falsifying products’ functions, performance, quality, sales volume, or user reviews. The E-commerce Law defines “brushing” as an illegal activity, and also makes retail site operators “directly liable” for fake products sold on their platforms. The Measures for the Supervision and Administration of Online Transactions prohibits online businesses from engaging in deceptive commercial practices. 
For law enforcement, in 2022, the State Administration for Market Regulation (SAMR) deployed a nationwide enforcement action against unfair competition, which investigated and handled a total of 9,069 cases, with 739 cases relating to “brushing” and fines amounting to approximately 48.68 million yuan ($6.64 million). The 2023 “Iron Fist” action plan also highlighted counterfeiting and deceptive advertising as key focus areas. 
In recent years, China Customs have carried out “Dragon Action,” “Clean Net Action,” and “Blue Net Action” to enforce intellectual property right (IPR) protection. In 2023, a total of 62,000 batches of goods suspected of IPR infringement were seized, totaling 82.899 million items for import and export. 
Meanwhile, more targeted measures have been adopted by online retail platforms. For example, at the end of 2015, Alibaba established the Platform Governance Department to safeguard a healthy e-commerce ecosystem. In January 2017, the Alibaba Anti-Counterfeiting Alliance (AACA) was established to enhance IPR protection through collaboration among multiple stakeholders. Over the years, Alibaba also continually innovated its IPR protection technology system, incorporating artificial intelligence and blockchain technologies.
According to its latest annual report, by the end of 2022, Alibaba’s intellectual property protection platform had safeguarded over 730,000 global trademarks, assisted public security authorities in solving 2,123 cases, and apprehended 2,737 criminal suspects.
Status quo solves - China is cracking down on e-commerce counterfeits now – prefer the most recent ev. 
Jing Daily’6/18 (Strengthening Laws, "China cracks down on counterfeits, seizes 7,600 fake luxury goods", Jing Daily, https://jingdaily.com/posts/cracking-down-on-counterfeit-hermes-dior-louis-vuitton-gucci-guangzhou-seizes-7-600-fake-luxury, 6-18-2024, Accessed 7-28-2024)//ILake-EO
On June 16, the Guangzhou Intellectual Property Work Leading Group Office led a joint task force to crack down on infringement and counterfeiting around Guangzhou Railway Station.
In recent years, China has stepped up its efforts to combat counterfeit goods by strengthening laws, raising fines, and utilizing technologies like big data and artificial intelligence to improve surveillance of such activities.
Additionally, the government has intensified efforts around international collaboration and exerted pressure on e-commerce companies to enact more stringent verification and review procedures.
E-Commerce cites like Amazon cooperate with Chinese law enforcement to remove millions of counterfeiters.
Steiner 22 (Ina Steiner, cited authority on marketplace selling and is author of "Turn eBay Data Into Dollars", "Amazon Helps China Crackdown on Alleged Counterfeit Networks", EcommerceBytes, https://www.ecommercebytes.com/2022/11/09/amazon-helps-china-crackdown-on-alleged-counterfeit-networks/, 11-9-2022, Accessed 7-28-2024)//ILake-AW
Amazon said it helped protect customers from fake goods by working with law enforcement to seize over 240,000 counterfeits in China. Amazon’s Counterfeit Crimes Unit (CCU) tipped off agencies, which it said nabbed the imitation luxury, sports, and automotive brands.
Authorities detained the main suspects, and “any infringing listings connected to these cases have been eliminated,” Amazon said in Wednesday’s announcement, which provided additional details including the following:
“Upon searching the facilities, law enforcement seized more than 130,000 counterfeit car accessories and fake brand labels that infringed on many brands’ intellectual property including BMW, Porsche, and General Motors; nearly 80,000 counterfeit luxury products; and more than 30,000 pieces of counterfeit clothing and fake brand labels that infringed on Hugo Boss, Puma and Under Armour’s intellectual property among others. This latest effort adds to the more than 3 million counterfeit products Amazon identified, seized, and appropriately disposed of last year, which included counterfeits sent to Amazon’s fulfillment centers in an unsuccessful attempt to sell to Amazon customers.
“Amazon has also cooperated with local PSBs (Public Security Bureaus) in China on operations involving bad actors that illegally purchased government-issued personal identities and business licenses in an attempt to register fraudulent Amazon seller accounts. As a result, 84 individuals were detained. Last year, Amazon stopped more than 2.5 million attempts by bad actors around the world to create new selling accounts, preventing them from listing a single product for sale.”
2AC---N/UQ---CF Crackdowns Now
China is focusing on eliminating counterfeiting and increasing security. 
Xinhua’22 (Xinhua, "China cracks over 1,700 cases of counterfeit crime", China Daily, https://www.chinadaily.com.cn/a/202211/09/WS636b5e88a3105ca1f2274ff5.html, updated 11-09-22, Accessed 7-28-2024)//ILake-EO
BEIJING -- Authorities in China have solved more than 1,700 criminal cases involving online copyright infringement and counterfeiting so far this year amid an intensified crackdown on such illegal activities through multiple campaigns, the Ministry of Public Security said Wednesday.
A number of criminal networks that produce and sell counterfeit goods have been eliminated during the process in an effort to create a sound online business and shopping environment for enterprises and consumers, according to a statement from the ministry.
China will continue to crack down on cybercrimes of intellectual property infringement and piracy that endanger people's life and work security, said the ministry's food and drug crime investigation bureau.
There will be resolute efforts to protect the legitimate rights and interests of consumers and various market entities, as well as to maintain market order for fair competition, the bureau added.
China has detained over 78 million counterfeits – proves the status quo solves. 
Xue’23  - graduated from the University of Edinburgh with an LLM degree in intellectual property law. Engaged in IP prosecution and enforcement for over 12 years (Elian Xue, "China: Investment in protection, enforcement and courts signals growing anti-counterfeiting focus", World Trade Market Review, https://www.worldtrademarkreview.com/guide/anti-counterfeiting-and-online-brand-enforcement/2023/article/china-investment-in-protection-enforcement-and-courts-signals-growing-anti-counterfeiting-focus, 9-29-2023, Accessed 7-28-2024)//ILake-EO
In 2022, with the pandemic hindering the recovery of the world economy, China enhanced its focus on intellectual property rights with amendments to laws and regulations, and strengthened law enforcement and justice to combat new trends in infringement and counterfeiting. The amendments to the framework concerning the protection of intellectual property rights (IPR) in 2022 included:
[paragraph breaks stop]
Provisions on Prohibiting the Acts of Eliminating or Restricting Competition by Abuse of IPR, revised by the State Administration for Market Regulation (SAMR);Cybersecurity Review Measures, revised by 13 departments ;Provisions on Supervision and Administration of Trademark Agents, promulgated by the SAMR ;Implementation of Interpretation of Several Issues regarding the Application of the Anti-Illegal Competition Law, announced by the Supreme Court; Several Provisions on Jurisdiction of Civil and Administrative IPR Cases of First Instance, promulgated and applied by the Supreme Court;Notice on Issuing Standards for Basic People’s Courts’ Jurisdiction over IPR Civil and Administrative Cases of First Instance, issued by the Supreme Court; Opinions on Strengthening the Judicial IPR Protection of Traditional Chinese Medicine, issued by the Supreme Court; Guiding Opinions on Protecting the IPR of the Seed Industry, Fighting against Counterfeit and Shoddy Brand, and Creating a Good Environment for the Revitalisation of the Seed Industry, jointly issued by seven authorities; Provisions on Intellectual Property Credit Management, issued by the China National Intellectual Property Administration (CNIPA); Opinions on Strengthening the Coordination of Intellectual Property Appraisal Work, jointly issued by the CNIPA, Supreme Court, Supreme Procuratorate, MPS and SAMR; Opinions on Strengthening Collaborative IPR Protection, issued by the Supreme Procuratorate and CNIPA. Border measures
[paragraph breaks resume]
In 2022, the General Administration of Customs of China (GACC) carried out its “Longteng” campaign to comprehensively strengthen IPR protection, the “Blue Net” campaign to protect the IPR in delivery channels and the “Clean Net” campaign to protect the IPR of export transhipment goods, detaining 61,000 batches of suspected infringing goods, involving nearly 78 million goods items.
Companies engaged in cross-border transactions should take customs protection seriously. It is highly recommended to first record the IPR in the GACC system. Information of authorised factories or companies involved in import or export should also be recorded under the respective IPR. Customs all over China will then ex officio take preliminary action to detain or release a shipment based on the recorded IPR and its authorised companies, usually referred to as ‘white list’ companies.
If the company related to the shipment is in the white list, its import and export will not be affected. Otherwise, the goods will be temporarily detained. After the temporary detention of suspected infringing goods, local Customs will issue a notification to the right owner, requiring the right owner to respond within three working days as to whether to finally detain or release the goods. Right owners that decide to detain the goods should also pay a security bond equalling the value of the detained goods. If the right owner does not respond within the time limit, or does not pay the security bond, the goods will be released. For goods which are detained, the local customs will conduct a deep investigation to confirm the infringement or counterfeit.
If the customs investigation does not confirm the infringement, the customs detention is improper and the right owner needs to pay damages to the owner of the detained goods for the harm caused by the improper customs action. If infringement or counterfeit is confirmed, a penalty will be imposed on the infringers. Where the value of the detained counterfeit goods meets the criminal threshold, the local customs will transfer the case to the public security bureau (PSB) for criminal investigation. In March 2022, the Customs of Chengdu Shuangliu Airport seized 1,488,300 game cards, 18,000 laser card books, 16,200 commemorative coins, and 72,000 sets of plastic protective cases in export cargos. They were suspected of infringing the POKEMON trademark of Nintendo Co, Ltd by the confirmation of the right holder. Customs detained the goods and transferred the cases to the PSB for criminal investigation. This case is typical in showing that law enforcement cooperation between the PSB and Customs builds strong cross-border protection of IPR.
China is implementing a three in one system against counterfeits that mimics contributory liability.
Chiu et. al 6/24 (Alan Chiu - award-winning litigator renowned for counterfeiting, James Choi - IP specialist with extensive experience in handling IP litigation, Nicole Huo - specializes in intellectual property and cross-border disputes "China: Multi-pronged approach proves best fit to tackle rise in counterfeits", No Publication, https://www.worldtrademarkreview.com/guide/anti-counterfeiting-and-online-brand-enforcement/2024/article/china-multi-pronged-approach-proves-best-fit-tackle-rise-in-counterfeits, 6-24-2024, Accessed 7-28-2024)//ILake-AW
Legal framework
With the proliferation of e-commerce and the platform economy, Internet sales in counterfeits from China have exploded in recent years. China is estimated to produce 80% of the world’s counterfeits,[1] and together with Hong Kong, accounted for 75% of the value of counterfeit and pirated goods seized by US Customs and Border Protection in 2021.[2] Continued growth in the counterfeiting industry is anticipated. In China’s legal system, the administrative bodies, the Public Security Bureau and the judiciary have overlapping authority to enforce against counterfeiting. While rights holders can choose which enforcement avenue to engage first, China is now further promoting the ‘three-in-one’ trial reform of intellectual property rights to improve collaboration and build a more comprehensive system of protection. This is a combination of (i) civil litigation, (ii) criminal investigation and litigation, and (iii) administrative investigation and prosecution.
Enhancement of IP laws and regulations on multiple levels
In recent years, China has placed specific emphasis on strengthening the nation’s IP infrastructure. In July 2023, the Inter-ministerial Joint Conference Office for the Implementation of the Intellectual Property Strategy of the State Council released the 2023 Outline for Building a Powerful Intellectual Property Nation and the Implementation Promotion Plan of the ‘14th Five-Year Plan’. This document puts forward a system for various departments to improve the IP system on multiple levels and sets out plans for joint efforts against infringement and counterfeiting.
In 2023, the Supreme People’s Court issued a decision to amend the Regulations of the Supreme People’s Court on Several Issues Concerning Intellectual Property Courts. Under this amendment, the Intellectual Property Courts may require parties to disclose the ownership, infringement, authorisation and confirmation of IP rights involved in their case and other related cases. If a party refuses to provide full and frank disclosure, this can be taken into consideration when determining whether it has followed the principle of good faith and whether its actions constitute an abuse of rights.
In June 2023, the State Administration for Market Regulation issued the Regulations on Prohibiting the Abuse of Intellectual Property Rights to Exclude or Restrict Competition. With the overarching aim of promoting competition and innovation and in line with Article 55 of the China Anti-Monopoly Law, these provisions prohibit the abuse of IP rights to exclude or restrict competition, such as by entering into monopolistic agreements or abusing a dominant market position. In March 2023, the State Intellectual Property Office issued the Notice on Issuing the National Intellectual Property Administrative Protection Work Plan for 2023. This sets out a plan to strengthen IP protection nationwide and build a world-class innovation and business environment. It specifies certain ‘key areas’ for strengthened protection, including overseas IP protection, IP in major events such as exhibitions and sporting competitions, and e-commerce platforms. It also calls for the promotion of public awareness of IP protection nationwide. The 2023 Guidelines for Assistance in Intellectual Property Rights Protection issued by the State Intellectual Property Office set out enhanced directions to IP rights protection assistance centres. There are currently over 1,300 of these assistance centres across the country. Volunteers from universities, research institutes and judicial agencies assist with IP issues and raise public awareness through hotlines, publicity activities and online rights protection platforms.

2AC---Thumper
Recent Chinese efforts thumps AND they won’t get angry
Jing Daily 6-18 [Jing Daily, a news outlet on Chinese business and markets based in New York, 6/18/2024. “China cracks down on counterfeits, seizing 7600 fake luxury goods”, https://jingdaily.com/posts/cracking-down-on-counterfeit-hermes-dior-louis-vuitton-gucci-guangzhou-seizes-7-600-fake-luxury] LP
On June 16, the Guangzhou Intellectual Property Work Leading Group Office led a joint task force to crack down on infringement and counterfeiting around Guangzhou Railway Station.
In recent years, China has stepped up its efforts to combat counterfeit goods by strengthening laws, raising fines, and utilizing technologies like big data and artificial intelligence to improve surveillance of such activities.
Additionally, the government has intensified efforts around international collaboration and exerted pressure on e-commerce companies to enact more stringent verification and review procedures.
This latest crackdown on fake luxury goods in Guangzhou involved market supervision and public security departments from both city and district levels, as well as inspections of several major markets. Seventeen cases were filed in total: nine administrative and eight criminal.
Around 7,600 items suspected of infringing on the trademarks of brands like Hermès, Dior, Louis Vuitton, Gucci, and Versace were seized.
Earlier this year, it was reported that French luxury group LVMH was in talks with ByteDance Ltd. regarding concerns around the selling of counterfeit luxury goods on TikTok, the most popular short video sharing platform globally. Over the years, brands have been exploring new ways of preventing the spread of counterfeits, including using blockchain and other technologies.

2AC---No Link---CF
Counterfeiting is NOT the main driver of the Chinese economy
Sean Ross, 24, Founder of Free Lances Ltd. 5+ Years of Experience writing about the economy , “The 3 Industries Driving China's Economy“, Investopedia, 5-20-2024, https://www.investopedia.com/articles/investing/091515/3-industries-driving-chinas-economy.asp. Accessed 7-28-2024 by NT-NDH.
China's services sector represented more than 54% of the economic output in 2023. By contrast, the services industry represented slightly more than 46% of GDP in 2013.3 Consumption of goods is a major factor and driver of growth and continues to help boost the country's economy. The country reported $6.63 trillion in 2023, which is an increase of 7.2% in one year.4
China's retail sales increased 10.1% between November 2022 and November 2023. Retail sales represent consumer spending within the economy.5 As a comparison, retail sales in the United States showed an increase of just over 4% within that same period.6
A healthy services sector is a sign of healthy domestic consumption. It also indicates an increase in per capita wealth, which gives the Chinese people the capacity to afford their own output.

2AC---L/T---CF
Counterfeits are disastrous for the Chinese Economy – Only laws can solve
Jack Ma, 15, QUALS, “Counterfeits hurt Alibaba, China economy: Jack Ma“, China Daily, 7-26-2024, https://www.chinadaily.com.cn/bizchina/2015-10/13/content_22169489.htm. Accessed 7-26-2024 by NT-NDH.
In an interview with Xinhua, Ma said Alibaba was a victim of counterfeits as the sale of one fake product could lead to the loss of five customers.
"I don't believe success can built on dishonesty," he said, dismissing some comments that Alibaba took advantage of counterfeits.
Ma said the customer complaint rate was only 0.0116 percent, much lower than that of brick-and-mortar shops. Also customers can get refunds and compensation if they buy counterfeits and the shops concerned closed, he said, adding that Alibaba spends hundreds of millions of yuan each year on tracking and fighting counterfeits.
While admitting that the impact on Alibaba is limited, Ma said counterfeits could fundamentally harm the Chinese manufacturing sector.
"It leaves visible wounds on Alibaba, but it could severely affect the economic transition," he said.
Ma said the relations between Alibaba and the country's economy is like conjoined twins. There would be no Alibaba without a large number of small businesses and sellers, Ma said. If "Made in China" is shortsighted to make quick money, then Alibaba has no future; If it is sustainable and competitive, then Alibaba could has bright prospects, he added.
Ma said the fight against counterfeits is not a matter for Alibaba alone as they are sold everywhere. Only improved laws will help honest businesses to build competitive brands.
The counterfeit issue became more evident in wake of the financial crisis in 2008 as many original equipment manufacturers (OEM) began to sell goods on Taobao, Alibaba's business-to-consumer platform. The OEMs had high manufacturing quality, but they lacked brands and designs.
Ma said Alibaba monitored the sale of counterfeit items and kept the market watchdog informed. Alibaba also offered resources to OEMS to help them build their own brands, he said.
He said the counterfeit issue will only be finally solved with the help of Internet and big data.
"On the Internet, we have an evaluation system for the goods and also with big data, we can locate those who produce and sell counterfeits," he said.
"Through 15 years of efforts, we have built a credit system that we are very proud of," Ma said. "Credit is the cornerstone of everything."
2AC---!D---Econ Resilient
China’s economy is resilient
Overholt 04 [William Overholt, PhD, expert on Asia and US-Asia relations, serving as political advisor to several of Asia’s major political figures and done consulting projects for Korea Development Institute, the Nuclear Threat Initiative, the Philippines Department of Agrarian Reform, and Thailand’s Ministry of Universities, 2004. “China’s Economy, Resilience, and Challenge”, https://www.rand.org/pubs/reprints/RP1116.html] LP
China's economy has demonstrated extraordinary resilience in the face of the global economy slowdown, the SARS tragedy, and the stresses of WTO entry. This resilience results from the successful shift to domestic-led growth and from rising productivity caused by economic reform, rising competition, and highly entrepreneurial economic structure, and high levels of foreign direct investment. China's successes are being achieved by reforms that overcome severe challenges. Among these challenges are a pressures on China to revalue its currency and China's rapidly expanding money supply and overheating economic expansion. What distinguishes China from other countries facing similar challenges is that it has chosen a process of gradual reform and opening that has proved successful in other Asia countries. It has also demonstrated an ability to form a workable leadership consensus regarding its most important problems, to implement solutions in the face of great political and social stress, and to overcome the stress by delivering large benefits for most of the Chinese people.
2AC---!D---Econ Collapse Now
China’s Economy is collapsing now – Impact non-unique
Nick Marsh, 23, BBC Asia Business, Correspondent “Is China's economy a 'ticking time bomb'?“, BBC, 7-30-2023, https://www.bbc.com/news/business-66636403. Accessed 7-26-2024 by NT-NDH.
The past six months has brought a stream of bad news for China's economy: slow growth, record youth unemployment, low foreign investment, weak exports and currency, and a property sector in crisis.
US President Joe Biden described the world's second-largest economy as "a ticking time bomb", predicting growing discontent in the country.
China's leader Xi Jinping hit back, defending the "strong resilience, tremendous potential and great vitality" of the economy.
So who is right - Mr Biden or Mr Xi? As is often the case, the answer probably lies somewhere in between.
While the economy is unlikely to implode any time soon, China faces huge, deep-rooted challenges.
A property crisis and poorer households
Central to China's economic problems is its property market. Until recently, real estate accounted for a third of its entire wealth.
"This made no sense. No sense at all," says Antonio Fatas, professor of economics at the business school INSEAD in Singapore.
For two decades, the sector boomed as developers rode a wave of privatisation. But crisis struck in 2020. A global pandemic and a shrinking population at home are not good ingredients for a programme of relentless housebuilding.
The government, fearing a US-style 2008 meltdown, then put limits on how much developers could borrow. Soon they owed billions they could not pay back.
Now demand for houses has slumped and property prices have plunged. This has made Chinese homeowners - emerging from three years of tough coronavirus restrictions - poorer.
"In China, property is effectively your savings," says Alicia Garcia-Herrero, chief Asia economist at wealth management firm Natixis. "Until recently, it seemed better than putting your money into the crazy stock market or a bank account with low interest rates"
It means that, unlike in Western countries, there has been no post-pandemic spending boom or major economic bounce back.
[Image Omitted]
China's crisis-hit property market is weighing on the world's second-largest economy
"There was this notion that Chinese people would spend like crazy after zero-Covid," Ms Garcia-Herrero says. "They'd travel, go to Paris, buy the Eiffel Tower. But actually they knew their savings were getting hammered by the fall in house prices, so they've decided to keep hold of what cash they have."
Not only has this situation made households feel poorer, it has worsened the debt problems faced by the country's local governments.
It is estimated that more than a third of their multi-billion dollar revenues come from selling land to developers, which are now in crisis.
According to some economists, it will take years for this property pain to subside.
A flawed economic model
The property crisis also highlights problems in the way China's economy functions.
The country's astonishing growth in the past 30 years was propelled by building: everything from roads, bridges and train lines to factories, airports and houses. It is the responsibility of local governments to carry this out.
However, some economists argue this approach is starting to run out of road, figuratively and literally.
One of the more bizarre examples of China's addiction to building can be found in Yunnan province, near the border with Myanmar. This year, officials there bafflingly confirmed they would go ahead with plans to build a new multi-million dollar Covid-19 quarantine facility.
Heavily indebted local governments are under so much pressure that this year some were reportedly found to be selling land to themselves to fund building programmes.
The bottom line is that there is only so much China can build before it starts becoming a waste of money. The country needs to find another way of generating prosperity for its people.
"We're at an inflection point," Professor Fatas says. "The old model is not working, but in order to change focus you need serious structural and institutional reforms."
For example, he argues, if China wanted a financial sector to fire up its economy and rival the US or Europe, the government would first need to loosen regulation considerably, ceding large amounts of power to private interests.
In reality, the opposite has happened. The Chinese government has tightened its grip on the finance sector, scolded "westernised" bankers for their hedonism and cracked down on big technology firms like Alibaba.
One way this has been reflected is in youth unemployment. Across China, millions of well-educated graduates are struggling to find decent white-collar jobs in urban areas.
[Image Omitted]
China's exports fell sharply in July
In July, figures showed a record 21.3% of jobseekers between the ages of 16 and 25 were out of work. The following month, officials announced they would stop publishing the figures.
According to Professor Fatas, it is testament to a "rigid, centralised economy" struggling to absorb such a high number of people into the labour force.
A top-down system is effective when you want to build a new bridge, but looks cumbersome when the bridge has already been built and people are still looking for work.
What will the government do now?
A change of economic direction requires a change of political ideology. Judging by the Chinese Communist Party's (CCP) tightening grip on life recently and President Xi's tightening grip on the CCP, this doesn't look likely. The leadership might argue it is not even necessary.
In some ways, China is a victim of its own success. The current rate of growth is only considered "slow" when you compare it with the staggeringly high numbers of previous years.
Since 1989, China has averaged a growth rate of around 9% per year. In 2023, that figure is predicted to be around 4.5%.
It is a big drop off, but still much higher than the economies of the US, the UK and most European countries. Some have argued that this suits China's leadership just fine.
Western economies tend to be powered by people spending, but Beijing is wary of this consumerist model. Not only is it deemed wasteful, it is also individualistic.
Empowering consumers to buy a new TV, subscribe to streaming services or go on holiday may help stimulate the economy, but it does little for China's national security or its competition with the US.
Essentially, Mr Xi wants growth, but not for the sake of it. This may be behind the recent boom in cutting-edge industries, such as semiconductors, artificial intelligence and green technology - all of which keep China globally competitive and make it less reliant on others.
This idea might also explain the government's limited response to the faltering economy. So far it has only tweaked around the edges - easing borrowing limits or shaving a fraction off interest rates - rather than pumping in large amounts of money.
Foreign investors in China are worried and want the government to take action quickly, but those in charge seem to be playing the long game.
They know that, on paper, China still has massive potential for more growth. It may be an economic powerhouse, but average annual income is still only $12,850. Almost 40% of people still live in rural areas.
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Xi Jinping secured a historic third term as the country's leader earlier this year
So on the one hand, not being tied to election cycles has allowed and will allow China the luxury of taking such a long-term view.
But on the other, many economists argue that an authoritarian political system is not compatible with the kind of flexible, open economy needed for living standards matching those in officially "high-income" countries.
There could be a danger that Mr Xi is prioritising ideology over effective governance, or control over pragmatism.
For most people, this is fine when the economy is doing well. But as China comes out of three years of zero-Covid, with many struggling to find a job and family homes plunging in value, it is a different story.
This takes us back to Mr Biden's "ticking time bomb" description, which suggests civil unrest or, even more seriously, some kind of dangerous foreign policy action in response to it.
At the moment, though, that is pure speculation. China has emerged from any number of crises in the past. But there is no doubt that the country's leadership is now facing a unique set of challenges.
"Are they worried about the current situation? Of course, they see the numbers," Professor Fatas says.
"Do they understand what needs to be done? I'm not sure. My guess is they're missing certain things that are fundamental for the future of China."
Chinese economic slowdown inevitable---litany of alt causes
Steele 24, VOA journalist(Evie, 2-2-2024, “IMF Predicts China Economy Slowing Over Next Four Years,” VOA, https://www.voanews.com/a/imf-predicts-china-economy-slowing-over-next-four-years/7468960.html, DA: 7-30-2024)
The International Monetary Fund says China's economic decline is likely to continue over the next four years as the world's second largest economy deals with a range of challenges from a rapidly aging population, higher unemployment and a property crisis.
In a report released on Friday, the global financial policy body – also known as the IMF – projected China's economic growth would drop to 4.6% this year, down from its 5.2% growth in 2023, and fall further to 3.4% by 2028.
The property market, which has historically represented about a quarter of China's GDP, has been a particular area of trouble for the Chinese economy lately, with a Hong Kong court on Monday ordering Chinese property giant China Evergrande, mired in more than $300 billion of debt, to liquidate.
An IMF analysis released Friday predicted real estate investment is likely to fall 30% to 60% in the next ten years relative to 2022 levels.
"Absent a comprehensive restructuring policy package for the troubled property sector, real estate investment could drop more than expected, and for longer, with negative implications for domestic growth and trading partners," the IMF report read.
However, Zhang Zhengxin, the IMF's executive director for China, disagreed with the fund's findings in a January 10 statement included in the report.
"The Report warns of the risks in China's real estate market, but staff's estimate is, to some extent, too pessimistic," Zhang wrote. "Since August 2023, the real estate market transactions have experienced general improvement, which has gradually strengthened market confidence."
The real estate crisis is closely linked to Chinese consumers' spending habits, according to Christopher Tang, Senior Associate Dean of Global Initiatives at the University of California Los Angeles Anderson School and Faculty Director of the UCLA Center for Global Management.
"As they see their equity in their home investment declining, they spend less on everything – lower consumer spending, the demand falls which reduces production and hence slower economic growth," Tang told VOA in an emailed response. "There is a domino effect when the real estate market is so huge and intertwined with decades of aggressive housing development and easy lending from banks."
Ali Wyne, the senior research and advocacy adviser for U.S.-China at the think tank International Crisis Group, said local government debt and tensions between China and Western democracies also factor into predictions of an economic downturn.
"The evidence thus far does not suggest that a hard landing is in the offing, but it does suggest that China's growth headwinds are more intractable than they were a decade ago or even at the outset of the 2020s," Wyne told VOA in an email.
The IMF recommended that the Chinese government encourage its citizens to find new means of investment and pursue market-oriented reforms, among other means, to boost the country's economy, according to the report.
Tang said China needs to promote new demand-side economic policies and loosen market regulations.
"China needs to promote a freer market to support market competition that can stimulate jobs through entrepreneurship and new startups and reduce its focus on state-owned enterprises that lack incentive to innovate and to compete," Tang wrote.
2AC---!D---Trade War
History proves, no escalation over trade wars
AP 19, (Associated Press, 6-3-2019, “China Blames US for Trade War, but Doesn’t Escalate,” Courthouse News Service, https://www.courthousenews.com/china-blames-us-for-trade-war-but-doesnt-escalate/?ak_action=reject_mobile, DA: 7-30-2024)
BEIJING (AP) — China fired back at the United States on Sunday over the two nations' trade dispute, issuing a report that blamed the conflict on the Trump administration but refraining from escalating the trade war.
The report from the Cabinet spokesman's office said China won't back down on "major issues of principle," but offered no sense of whether or how the world's second largest economy might retaliate against U.S. tariffs on goods manufactured in China.
The report said China has kept its word throughout 11 rounds of talks and will honor its commitments if a trade agreement is reached. It accused the United States of backtracking three times over the course of the talks by introducing new tariffs and other conditions beyond what was agreed on.
"But the more the U.S. government is offered, the more it wants," it said, accusing the United States negotiators of "resorting to intimidation and coercion."
"A country's sovereignty and dignity must be respected, and any agreement reached by the two sides must be based on equality and mutual benefit," the report said.
The report, delivered at a Sunday morning news conference, appears to be a bid to shore up China's arguments and justify its position in the face of a protracted dispute. Over recent days, China has been mobilizing its representatives abroad to sell its position with foreign audiences, while the domestic propaganda apparatus has been working overtime to persuade the public of the righteousness of the government's stance.
Linda Lim, a professor at Ross School of Business at the University of Michigan, said the report does not represent an escalation on China's part, but reiterates the government's position in a clear and measured way that leaves the door open for negotiations.
"They threw the ball back into the U.S. court," she said.
.
2AC---!D---Taiwan War
No Taiwan invasion---EVEN IF economic struggles
Roy 24, Senior Fellow at the East-West Center in Honolulu specialising in Asia-Pacific strategic and security issues.  He holds a PhD in political science from the University of Chicago and is the author of four books and many journal and op-ed articles. (Dennis, 4-17-2024, “Why China remains unlikely to invade Taiwan,” The Interpreter, https://www.lowyinstitute.org/the-interpreter/why-china-remains-unlikely-invade-taiwan, DA: 7-30-2024)
Plenty of Americans — including senior military officers, academics, and politicians — think Chinese leader Xi Jinping sees war as the best option. Those making this argument typically say Xi is tired of waiting for unification to happen peacefully, sees a military window of opportunity, or has set a deadline for finishing the job. Some think China’s recent economic problems create an incentive for Beijing to launch a diversionary Taiwan war.
We cannot know Xi’s priorities with certainty. Nevertheless, from what we can observe, an elective war against Taiwan is hardly a compelling proposition for Xi’s government.
Even with China’s massive arsenal of modern warships, combat aircraft and missiles, Beijing is nowhere near the level of superiority that would guarantee a successful invasion given the probability of US and Japanese military resistance. Xi would need to worry about more than ferrying enough forces and their supplies across the Strait through the gauntlet of Taiwanese, US and Japanese ships, missiles, submarines, mines and drones. A cross-Strait war would disrupt regional economic activity, threatening the livelihoods of millions of Chinese. The resulting social turmoil could endanger Xi’s rule.
A Chinese blockade of Taiwan’s ports would be less risky, but would have disadvantages. Taiwan’s government may choose to resist. Beijing’s action would stimulate increased anti-China cooperation around the world; China could expect to suffer sanctions over a long period. And the United States would have ample time to surge forces into the region to assist Taiwan.
Beijing’s attempts to intimidate the US government into abandoning support for Taiwan have failed. Helping Taiwan to defend itself  remains bipartisan US policy, even supported by Republican Party politicians who want to stop arming Ukraine. Despite the longstanding US policy of “strategic ambiguity”, President Joe Biden has publicly stated four times that US forces would intervene in Taiwan’s defence.
Xi doesn’t necessarily need to solve the Taiwan problem during his tenure to earn a legacy in Chinese history. Xi has three huge domestic projects. The first is restoring the primacy and authority of the Communist Party, which prior to Xi’s tenure as general secretary had suffered a decline in prestige due to rampant corruption, decentralised governance and the empowerment of civil society. The second is what Xi sees as ideological purification, including cleansing China of “Western” ideas and values. Third, Xi must oversee the transition of China’s economy from reliance on exports and investment in infrastructure to a new model that can maintain robust growth and advance China from a middle-income to a high-income country. Success in these projects would be enough to secure glory for Xi, who already enjoys a section in the Party’s constitution honouring “Xi Jinping Thought.”
A struggling economy does not make Beijing more likely to launch a war. China’s economic malaise appears to have dampened the Chinese public’s enthusiasm for a Taiwan campaign. The natural reaction to a lack of strength at home is to be more cautious in foreign affairs, not more aggressive. Thus, the appearance of serious issues in China’s economy in 2023 led to Xi trying to lower tensions with the United States, and a direct appeal to the business community to invest more in China during Xi’s visit to California last year.
Several US commentators and politicians raised alarm about Xi purportedly “warning” Biden during the California summit that China plans to forcibly seize Taiwan. A more accurate summary of Xi’s remarks would be that he restated the decades-old mantra that unification will happen. He gave no timeline, he said he hoped it would occur by peaceful means, and he denied that his government has a plan to attack Taiwan.
Like any People’s Republic paramount leader, Xi must repeat the promise of eventual unification, build up a military machine that deters independence, insist that the international community adheres to the “one China” principle, and maintain pressure on Taipei to enter negotiations with Beijing. There is no indication that Xi’s position in China is in jeopardy due to a perception he is not tough enough toward Taiwan.
Xi needs merely to avoid Taiwan declaring formal independence. If Taiwan did do so, Xi would probably opt for war. But even Taiwanese governments controlled by the Democratic Progressive Party, which rejects the idea of Taiwan being part of China, have shown that they will not cross this line.
Xi reached the pinnacle of the Party hierarchy through a career of careful positioning and quiet ruthlessness, not by taking grand gambles. Since then, he has shown a preference for grey-zone tactics. There is no convincing reason to expect him to rush to a military showdown over Taiwan.
Their ev is overstated---no invasion
von Sydow 24, analyst at the Swedish National China Centre. (Alexis, 2-23-2024, “Most Experts Agree: China Isn’t About to Invade Taiwan,” The Diplomat, https://thediplomat.com/2024/02/most-experts-agree-china-isnt-about-to-invade-taiwan/, DA: 7-30-2024)
How can we adjudicate such claims? One answer is by looking at available forecasts. At the Swedish National China Centre, this is what we have done in a new report. For the first time, we have produced an overview of all available forecasts of a possible Taiwan conflict. We find that the results largely contradict the alarmist position. Forecasts consistently rate the risk of armed conflict in the Taiwan Strait as low. 
Alarmist commentators overestimate the risk of war in at least three important ways.
First, it is often stated that China is arming itself specifically in preparation for a Taiwan invasion. 2027 often figures as a possible date for such an invasion, presumably because this year is an official milestone in the Chinese military’s modernization plans. But the year 2027 hardly figures at all in the scholarly forecasts we have examined. 
Concerning China’s military modernization, forecasts do point to growing risk, but this is mainly a question of the gradually changing military balance vis-a-vis the United States in the region. A more even military balance inherently means growing risk, but that risk is growing from a very low baseline probability. It is still true that China cannot be confident to win a war with the U.S. over Taiwan, which keeps down the risk for the present.
Second, it is said that China cannot accept Taiwan’s democratic institutions, and that conflict can only be averted by the United States and other allies stepping up explicit support for Taiwan’s independence. But forecasts instead point to the worsening China-U.S. relationship itself as one of the major risk factors. Growing tensions over Taiwan are a consequence of increasing great power conflict. Beijing sees Taiwan as a part of the U.S. sphere of influence, and knows that an attack on Taiwan is a military attack on U.S. interests. If China-U.S. rivalry is kept within limits, China has little interest in provoking such a conflict.
Third, a common narrative among alarmists is the story of the changing Chinese regime. They warn us of China’s increasingly aggressive posture, its growing “assertiveness,” and an alleged ideological turn away from “openness” under the rule of Xi Jinping. By contrast, forecasters are divided on the question of whether China’s intentions concerning Taiwan have changed in any crucial regard. Xi Jinping hews close to the traditional Communist Party line of unquestioned sovereignty over Taiwan, and his international ambitions are likewise inherited from his predecessors. Most of China’s new-found “assertiveness” is likely less a matter of ideological change and more a matter of growing capabilities. From this, one might conclude that assumptions of extreme urgency on China’s part are faulty.  
These are the takeaways from available forecasts, and they stand in stark contrast to alarmist predictions from the U.S. military and other actors. They suggest that alarmist narratives are arrived at by looking at the growing risk of war in isolation, without consideration of its general low baseline probability. Alarmists also tend to heavily exaggerate the degree of internal change caused by Xi Jinping, which is a factor that appears doubtful when aggregating forecasts.
Moreover, even though available forecasts rate the risk of war as low, they might still be overestimating it. This is because all these forecasts are found in works that study military issues and political attitudes. But other things matter, too. Taiwan’s crucial role in the semiconductor industry is well known, and destroying these supply chains would cost the world economy trillions of dollars per year. On top of this comes the effects of the economic warfare that almost certainly would result if China attacked Taiwan. Most estimates conclude that such consequences would hit China even harder than the West. It is hard to imagine that China does not realize this or refuses to take it into account when weighing the possibility of using force. This should further subtract from the generally low level of risk estimated by the forecasts we have reviewed.
All of this taken together suggests that a mix of military and economic deterrence, together with a responsibly managed China-U.S. relationship, can be expected to effectively prevent conflict even in the future. Most importantly, discussions of a possible Taiwan conflict should proceed from an understanding of the low baseline probability of such a scenario, not from panic-driven “when-rather-than-if” takes.
