Neg – Antitrust 2 – BFHR 
Thanks to Dylan Liu and Dhiya Hemchand for their hard work on this file. Email Kevin Hirn at khirn10@gmail.com with any questions or concerns. 

Case
Solvency---Status Quo Solves
Combine this with Trump wins UQ. 
Trump cuts back on antitrust policies.
Karma 24 [Rogé; July 12; staff writer at the Atlantic; The Atlantic, “Trump Isn’t Even Pretending Anymore,” https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2024/07/trump-pandering-corporate-america/678976/] jerchan
In 2016, Donald trump liked to talk tough about corporate America. On the campaign trail, he said that Amazon was “getting away with murder” by influencing federal tax policy and promised that, if elected, he was “not going to let Wall Street get away with murder.” Shortly before taking office, he accused pharmaceutical companies of—you guessed it—“getting away with murder” by charging exorbitant prices for prescription drugs.
That version of Trump sold himself as a populist outsider willing to take on not just the country’s political establishment but also its business elite. His victory proved that a Republican politician could win without pledging allegiance to the free-market dogmas that had dominated the party since Ronald Reagan. On economics, Trump seemed poised to radically remake the GOP’s ideological foundations.
Today, Trump is back at the helm of the Republican Party, but the anti-corporate rhetoric has disappeared. This time around, the former president isn’t even pretending to stand up to corporate power: He’s defending big business, cozying up to billionaires, and wooing CEOs. And instead of paying an electoral price for this reversal, the polls suggest that he’s winning over more voters—specifically, more working-class voters—than ever before. Trump’s first victory opened the door to an economically populist version of the GOP. His second could very well close it.
Central to trump’s 2016 pitch was that politicians on both sides of the aisle had been captured by wealthy donors and corporate lobbyists. “Big business, elite media, and major donors are lining up behind the campaign of my opponent because they know she will keep our rigged system in place,” he declared at his speech accepting the Republican presidential nomination. But he, Trump, would be different.
Throughout the campaign, Trump picked fights with American companies and CEOs. He called Ford Motor’s plan to relocate a car-assembly plant to Mexico “disgraceful.” He described AT&T’s attempt to buy Time Warner as “an example of the power structure I’m fighting” and said that he would block the deal if elected. He accused the pharmaceutical industry of ripping off the middle class and promised to “negotiate like crazy” to bring down prices. Trump even violated the most sacred of Republican shibboleths: He suggested that he would raise taxes on the wealthy. When he unveiled his tax plan, Trump declared that “it’s going to cost me a fortune” and later doubled down on the notion that it would increase taxes for the richest Americans. His proposal would not, in fact, have done that, and Trump later walked his claims back. But to even flirt with the idea marked a sharp break from other Republican politicians.
This approach was broadly understood as helping propel Trump to victory in both the Republican primary and the general election. A postelection analysis by the political scientist Lee Drutman found that Trump defeated Hillary Clinton in part by winning over many socially conservative but economically liberal voters who had previously voted for Democrats. In an election that was decided by about 80,000 votes in three states, that support might have been decisive.
Once in office, Trump slapped steep new tariffs on Chinese imports. His appointees filed antitrust lawsuits against Google and Meta. But for the most part, Trump failed to deliver on his promised economic populism. He filled his Cabinet with former CEOs and Wall Street executives, rolled back dozens of regulations, and appointed hundreds of pro-business judges to the courts. His signature piece of legislation was a massive tax cut that primarily benefited corporations and the rich.
Even so, Trump had already inspired a small faction of Republicans to adopt a more anti-corporate, populist approach. Senator Josh Hawley has accused Big Tech companies of posing “the gravest threat to American liberty” in history and introduced legislation to break them up. Senator Marco Rubio has slammed Republican tax cuts (despite voting for them) and endorsed unionization of Amazon warehouses. Senator J. D. Vance worked with progressives such as Elizabeth Warren on bills that would rein in CEO pay and make it harder for companies to merge. Senator Todd Young has proposed legislation banning most noncompete agreements, which companies use to prevent their employees from leaving for jobs at a competitor. New think tanks and publications were founded to create the intellectual scaffolding for this new post-Trump conservative economics, and members of the conservative intelligentsia began publishing books that critiqued free-market capitalism.
This faction never represented anything close to a majority of the GOP, but at times it appeared to be the party’s future. Hawley, Vance, and Rubio came to be regarded as some of the party’s rising stars. (Indeed, Vance and Rubio are reportedly on Trump’s short list for running mate.) A new wave of Republican donors, most notably Peter Thiel, began funding candidates who embraced a more heterodox economic approach. And a belief took hold in some corners of the right that Trump’s first-term economic policies had been watered down by establishment figures including House Speaker Paul Ryan and Treasury Secretary Steve Mnuchin. In a second term, the thinking went, Trump would be free to unleash his inner populist.
The 2024 campaign has made those hopes look naive. As the anti-monopoly advocate Matt Stoller recently pointed out, Trump has “mostly stopped challenging big corporations, except in cultural terms acceptable to Wall Street.” And even there, Trump seems less interested in attacking “woke capital” than the greater MAGA movement is. After his supporters began boycotting Budweiser for making a marketing deal with a transgender influencer, Trump pleaded with them on Truth Social to give the company a “second chance.” Perhaps not coincidentally, that entreaty came just before a campaign fundraiser hosted by a lobbyist for Anheuser-Busch, Budweiser’s parent company.
Trump has made many such reversals recently. After years of publicly feuding with Tesla CEO Elon Musk, Trump opened up a steady line of communication with the world’s richest man, allegedly even discussing the possibility of an administration position. When Congress passed legislation to ban TikTok—something Trump himself had attempted to do while in office—the former president came out against the ban after meeting with one of the company’s biggest investors, Jeff Yass. (Trump denied discussing TikTok with Yass.) In 2021, Trump called bitcoin “a scam.” Now, after a recent meeting with bitcoin miners, he touts his support for the crypto industry, promising to defend it against “Biden’s hatred of Bitcoin.” For his troubles, Trump received a $1 million campaign donation (in bitcoin, of course) from each of the crypto-loving Winklevoss twins.
On taxes, Trump has gone from promising to soak the rich to actively seducing them. “You’re rich as hell,” he told attendees at a Mar-a-Lago event late last year. “We’re gonna give you tax cuts.” He has campaigned not only on extending his 2017 tax-cut law, which is set to expire next year, but also on introducing further cuts for all earners, including specifically the “upper class” and “business class.” At a recent Business Roundtable event, Trump promised a room of 80 CEOs that he would further drop the corporate tax rate. He has even floated the idea of eliminating the federal income tax altogether. In April, Trump told oil executives and lobbyists that they should donate $1 billion to his campaign because of how much his deregulatory agenda would help their industry.
Granted, Trump has promised steep tariffs on foreign goods and proposed a mass deportation of undocumented immigrants, neither of which corporate America is exactly thrilled about. But the enemy in his crosshairs is no longer big business: It’s environmentalists, China, and, as ever, illegal immigration, which Trump has labeled “an all-out war on the working-class minorities of our country.”
Trump’s new message strongly suggests that his second administration would be even more supportive of big business than his first. Corporate America knows it. In recent months, the Trump campaign has received a slate of endorsements from high-profile Wall Street executives and major donors, and experienced a surge in funding. Corporate leaders, many of whom vocally opposed Trump in 2016 and 2020, have been largely silent this time around; some, like JPMorgan Chase’s Jamie Dimon, have publicly praised Trump.

Trump’s changes to pro-business breaks antitrust laws. 
Stoller ’24 [Matt; June 15; American political commentator, research director of the American Economic Liberties Project; BIG, “Why Has Trump Stopped Attacking Big Business?” https://www.thebignewsletter.com/p/why-has-trump-stopped-attacking-big] jerchan
In the antitrust realm, the story is a bit more that Trump picked up on the anti-monopoly movement and used it for his own ends. For instance, Trump followed through on his campaign promise by bringing a merger challenge against the AT&T-Time Warner merger, though a judge ruled against him. He didn’t act on Amazon’s monopoly, but he did bring monopolization cases against Google and Facebook, the first cases against big tech in two decades. The administration also blocked Facebook’s attempted launch of its own currency Libra, and ended Amazon’s giant cloud contract with the Pentagon. Trump even promulgated rules against pharmacy benefit managers, and forced hospitals to reveal their price list publicly.
Yet, consolidation worsened, as most mergers went through unimpeded, from CVS-Aetna in health care to Disney-Fox in streaming to the Linde-Praxair industrial gas merger to the Northrop-Orbital merger that placed one corporation in charge of our nuclear arsenal. Trump Antitrust chief Makan Delrahim actually lobbied for the Sprint-T-Mobile deal, which has raised cell phone costs. Trump eliminated the antitrust agency for farmers, as seed and chemicals moved from the Big Six (Monsanto, Bayer, BASF, Syngenta, Dow and DuPont) to the Big Four (Bayer, Corteva, ChemChina-Syngenta, and BASF). We’re still living with Delrahim’s legacy; the rent-fixing cartel run by RealPage exists in part because the Antitrust Division allowed that company to buy out its competition in rent management software.
Ideologically, Trump’s Antitrust Division promoted private equity, allowed Facebook to get away with a fig leaf settlement on Cambridge Analytica, supported certain no poach agreements, and filed amicus briefs on behalf of Uber’s attempt to stop drivers from organizing. He adopted the deregulatory posture of the Bush era and shut down consumer protection in finance. And Trump himself helped bring U.S. drilling firms together with OPEC to increase oil prices in 2020. Then there are the hundreds of judges he put on the bench, who are often hostile to antitrust enforcement.


Case---5G Alt Causes
Spectrum allocation is a huge alt cause.
---has an adv cp at the end of the article.
Lewis and Johnson 23 (James Andrew, Senior Vice President at the Center for Strategic and International Studies; and Clete, Senior Fellow at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, 9/26/23, “Modernizing Spectrum Allocation to Ensure U.S. Security in the Twenty-First Century,” https://www.csis.org/analysis/modernizing-spectrum-allocation-ensure-us-security-twenty-first-century, dhiya)
The ubiquitous connectivity that 5G provides is central to twenty-first century national security. That makes adequate radio frequency spectrum for commercially licensed 5G use—particularly the mid-band spectrum that is ideal for high-capacity, wide-area 5G deployments—also central to national security. This licensed spectrum will constitute the backbone of the 5G future. Presently, the United States has a significant shortage of licensed mid-band spectrum allocated to 5G when compared to China and other countries, and China is projected to further widen that disparity in the coming years.
This growing spectrum gap threatens to harm the United States in global technology development and threatens the assurance of a robust, trusted supplier base for the future connected world. The mid-band spectrum gap is a significant national security problem, as it could facilitate China’s ambitions to shape twenty-first century technologies and to establish a dominant position in global networks. This dominance could enable military and strategic superiority. If China leads the 5G era, its state-supported “national champion” tech companies will play a dominant role, and in that scenario, there are no weapons systems, technology bans, or mitigation strategies that could defend U.S. and allied security interests.
This series has argued that the United States faces an urgent security need to reallocate spectrum for commercial 5G use. The federal government has worked closely with industry experts to do this before and now needs to do it again. The solution to the U.S. licensed spectrum shortage consists of four elements:

5G implementation fails without spectrum allocation.
Shane Tews 23 (Senior Fellow at American Enterprise Institute, 7/12/23, “The Crucial Role of Mid-Band Spectrum for 5G and 6G Networks,” https://www.aei.org/technology-and-innovation/the-crucial-role-of-mid-band-spectrum-for-5g-and-6g-networks/, dhiya)
The Brattle Group’s report finds that “the US needs 400 megahertz of full power, licensed spectrum in the next five years to meet projected demand.” This disparity in the allocation of spectrum between licensed and unlicensed usage in the US is creating a lag in the planning for the timely availability of spectrum needed to power mobile services. The US government has assigned seven times more spectrum for Wi-Fi and unlicensed applications compared to supporting commercial networks. Additionally, if the US lags behind China in deploying advanced wireless networks and devices, there will be substantial economic ramifications.
Failing to rectify the current spectrum imbalance could have far-reaching implications for national security. As Clete Johnson from the Center for Strategic and International Studies notes in the first of a series of papers focusing on 5G and security, this disparity raises long-term concerns regarding capacity for data gathering and other national security and economic implications. The situation also warrants an examination of the consequences associated with China’s adoption of the 6 gigahertz spectrum for their mid-band needs.
US agencies should therefore prioritize the allocation of full power, licensed spectrum for 5G and 6G networks while also instating innovative approaches facilitating coexistence between incumbents and new market entrants within occupied spectrum bands. By fostering collaboration and finding common ground, we can ensure the successful development and deployment of future wireless technologies.
Case---SEPs bad for innovation
SEPs zero innovation.
David Katz 23 (Operating Partner at Radical Ventures Management Inc., 11/22/23, “Unfair Price Bias in Standard Essential Patents Needs to Stop,” https://news.bloomberglaw.com/us-law-week/unfair-price-bias-in-standard-essential-patents-needs-to-stop, dhiya)
Companies that license standard essential patents, or SEPs, often engage in unfair price discrimination tactics.
SEPs are essential to products that adhere to certain technical standards such as cellular and Wi-Fi. Some products can include hundreds of standards, and some standards can involve thousands of patents.
While these standards had been used in a narrow range of devices—such as laptops, tablets, and smartphones—the internet means these standards are now used in a wide range of products, including crop-sensors, medical devices, autonomous vehicles, and industrial machinery.
Many companies seeking to aggressively monetize their SEPs engage in a form of price discrimination by demanding royalties based on the value of the licensee’s end-product or service.
This practice means two licensees may pay different fees for the same technology simply because one licensee’s product may yield a higher profit margin, cater to a more lucrative market, have more expensive components, or include many additional features beyond the standardized technology.
The technology claimed by a SEP is static; it doesn’t fluctuate with the licensee’s potential market success or the sector in which it’s implemented. The patents practiced in a 5G chipset cover the same technology regardless if the end product is a budget smartphone or a high-end autonomous vehicle.
What SEP monetizers do is no different than if mechanics started pricing their services based on how much income a vehicle generates for its owner. A ride-share driver would pay more for a brake job on the same car than a retiree who only drives to the grocery store and back. Intuitively, we understand this is unfair discrimination because the price is detached from the work.
Most leading standards organizations require participants to make contractual commitments to license their SEPs on terms that are fair, reasonable, and non-discriminatory—or FRAND.
The FRAND commitment limits SEP holders to royalties commensurate with the incremental value provided by the patented technology, because once an industry adopts the standard, product manufacturers become locked in. They can’t walk away when faced with unreasonable demands.
Demanding higher fees based on use case doesn’t reflect additional value provided by the SEP holder, but rather an opportunistic strategy of price discrimination that’s inconsistent with the FRAND commitment.
Impeding Innovation
Violating FRAND commitments jeopardizes the delicate balance of innovation incentives. It risks entrenching market incumbents while deterring newcomers from investing in new applications of technology, wary that their success could unjustly inflate costs.
Discriminatory licensing is a “success penalty” that can deter firms from entering more profitable, expensive markets due to SEP costs. The knock-on effect is a potential slowdown in the pace of innovation, as companies may shy away from groundbreaking developments that would necessitate SEP usage, preferring safer, less costly ventures.
SEP monetizers that charge royalties based on use case are penalizing success and innovation in the implementers’ fields. SEP holders should indeed be fairly compensated for their innovations.





Advantage CP
Advantage CP---5G 
Maintaining private development solves 5G. 
Westling ’20 [Jeffrey; October 7; legal fellow in the Office of Commissioner Brendan Carr at the FCC; R Street, “The United States must allow private industry to lead 5G deployment,” https://www.rstreet.org/commentary/the-united-states-must-allow-private-industry-to-lead-5g-deployment/] jerchan
Fortunately, the FCC started making significant strides on this front by taking a strong, market oriented approach to 5G deployment in the United States with auctions of the 3.5 GHz CBRS and 3.7-4.2 GHz C-band this year. In the 3.1-3.55 GHz band, the Commission voted on a Report and Order which removes all non-Federal allocations from 3.3-3.55 GHz. With 100 MHz already identified by the National Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) as a potential for sharing, the FCC will begin to open portions of the band on a licensed basis. While more work must be done, this additional capacity will further incentivize carriers to invest heavily in 5G technology, especially as the major carriers race to compete with one another.
Unfortunately, despite these successes, some calls for a different approach that would remove this regulatory certainty. Indeed, despite advocating for markets previously, the president’s re-election campaign specifically calls for a national 5G network. While the specific details of the nationalized network remain murky, the basic idea would be to take existing spectrum allocated for federal users and either build a wholesale network or charge for the right to operate at those frequencies.
Such an approach would only serve to stifle the existing deployments while enriching the company that owns the technology. As R Street’s Charles Duan explained, a single firm “playing gatekeeper to 5G does not make for a competitive or innovative market, despite the superficial appearance of competition among those who must pay tribute to the gatekeeper.” At the same time, a nationalized 5G network provides few, if any, national security benefits. In fact, it would only serve to stifle innovation and investment in our existing private networks, and the idea that the government can run a network more efficiently than the private sector is laughable. Instead, a strong commitment to private deployment will provide the necessary certainty for American providers to quickly deploy 5G networks.
This isn’t to say that we should avoid sharing spectrum between federal and non-federal users. As more concurrent operations deploy in the field, it is understandable that sharing may be necessary. Indeed, in the 3.5 GHz CBRS band for example, licensees obtain what is known as a priority access license, meaning they must cease operations when a federal incumbent is present. If there are no other options for the federal user or if the costs of moving the operations to another frequency are too high, then sharing solutions do make sense. But even in that band, private operators still build their own networks and own licenses to operate at bands when federal operations are not present.
Markets usually work, and they led the way to tremendous successes in 4G deployments. It is critical, now more than ever, that Federal regulators continue to work to make spectrum available to private operators on a licensed basis. Market forces rather than central planning will best shape the optimal uses for 5G. Why fix something that isn’t broken? 


Continued US development of modernization of military bases and congressional funding solves 5G. 
DiGuardo ’24 [Joe; January 24; Formly served in the House of Representatives representing New York, and is now a rear admiral; C4ISR net, “Winning the 5G arms race requires full funding from Congress,” https://www.c4isrnet.com/opinion/2024/01/24/winning-the-5g-arms-race-requires-full-funding-from-congress/] jerchan
5G is a weapon. With the mobile phone now the main source of communication, the Chinese Communist Party has targeted supplying 5G infrastructure to countries around the world, creating vulnerabilities to intelligence gathering and easy disruption of a country’s critical communications and other infrastructure.
America is behind in this wireless arms race, and to pull ahead the Department of Defense plays a critical role.
Over five years ago, the DoD recognized the military value of 5G with its ability to enable seamless communications and control of – and between – everything: devices, people, and machines. 5G moves large amounts of data quickly and securely, providing the basis for accurate, rapid actions and responses. The problem: existing 5G infrastructure equipment was geared for commercial networks and supplied by non-U.S. companies. In 2020, to spur innovation and ignite American 5G supply capabilities, Congress allocated $650 million to seed twelve 5G pilot projects at U.S. military bases.
From these test beds, two success stories stand out: the Marine Corps Logistics Base at Albany, Georgia, and Naval Air Station Whidbey Island in Washington State. At Albany, a pencil-and-clipboard process has been replaced by self-guided material movers and an automated inventory system running on 5G, increasing efficiency, inventory accuracy and freeing up military personnel for more critical tasks. At Whidbey, automated jet engine inspections and a new refueling process run on 5G, dramatically cutting down aircraft turnaround time.
Both Albany and Whidbey use dedicated, ‘private’ 5G networks — meaning the DoD owns and operates them independent of commercial cellular networks — built with American technology. This tech provides two key elements required by the DoD to ensure a secure and viable 5G supply chain: Open Radio Access Network, or O-RAN, architecture and a software-based solution. O-RAN allows for components from multiple vendors to operate together as one network, so the DoD is not locked to one supplier – critical for our national and economic security. The software solution provides the flexibility to scale from a command post to an entire base, which is also not possible with traditional cellular hardware.
In April 2022, Secretary of Defense Lloyd Austin testified before the Senate Armed Services Committee that “the Department is committed to making the United States a world leader in 5G by working with the commercial sector and fielding 5G to the warfighter.”
In the December 2023 National Defense Authorization Act, Congress moved past its reputation for sharp partisanship, and on a bipartisan basis advanced a major new policy that mandates that all DoD bases and facilities deploy a 5G O-RAN private wireless network customized to the specific bases’ needs.
All the pieces are in place – proven American 5G technology, commitment from the DoD to make the U.S. a world leader in 5G, and Congressional policy mandating private 5G networks at all military bases. The path is clear for America to pull ahead in the 5G arms race with the CCP: the DoD is taking the lead in developing American 5G capability and capacity, as it must. From there our superior technology can be used to win in the global market.
The next step is the most critical: The U.S. military must develop the requirements at each base so that Congress can fully fund this initiative and accelerate its rollout.

Spectrum DA
Military Turn---1NC
5G advancement requires transferring spectrum authority from the DOD to the telecom industry. That leaves it vulnerable AND takes too long.
Easley 23 (Mikayla, Reporter for the DefenseScoop on the Pentagon’s acquisition and use of emerging technologies, 7/31/23, “Pentagon, telecom industry’s battle over spectrum symptomatic of a troubled system,” https://defensescoop.com/2023/07/31/pentagon-spectrum-access-5g-commercial/, dhiya)
For decades, the Department of Defense has had relatively unquestioned access to a large portion of the electromagnetic spectrum — a critical resource that enables capabilities like radars, satellite communications and navigation systems.
However, a number of leaders at the Pentagon concerned that access may soon be taken away.
“That part of the spectrum is where we have many of our capabilities across the Joint Force,” Air Force Chief of Staff Gen. Charles “CQ” Brown said in July during his confirmation hearing to be the next chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff. “If we had to vacate that, we’d lose that capability and we’d have to figure out how now to regain that capability, and that will take time and cost money.”
Brown’s comments to the Senate Armed Services Committee were echoed by numerous Pentagon officials throughout this year’s budget hearing process. They represent one side of a yearslong battle between the Defense Department and the commercial telecommunications industry over access to the 3.1-3.45 GHz S-band.
That portion has been solely designated to the Defense Department for decades. But telecommunications companies are arguing that obtaining access to it is crucial for them to meet a rising demand for 5G wireless technology.
The National Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) is on the cusp of releasing a highly anticipated congressionally mandated study — which the Pentagon participated in — discussing potential impacts to the department if it had to give up parts of the spectrum to commercial companies. The study is also examining the feasibility of both 5G providers and the Defense Department sharing the spectrum, requiring additional technical and scheduling agreements between both parties. 
However, experts told DefenseScoop the conflict is symptomatic of an outdated spectrum management system plagued by policy, legal and technological guardrails. At the same time, freeing up spectrum for commercial use could be considered a national security interest.
“Even a relatively short time ago, 20-30 years ago, the military could command part of the spectrum and not have to compete, but that’s no longer the case,” Joseph Kirschbaum, director of defense capabilities and management at the Government Accountability Office, told DefenseScoop in an interview. “We are well past that where the military can own and operate everything with impunity. The commercial world is knocking at their door in every single area.”
The ‘Goldilocks spectrum’
The electromagnetic spectrum is a range of frequencies or wavelengths on which energy and information are transmitted. Each frequency range, ranging from high to low, has different use cases — lower frequencies are often used for transmitting radio waves across long distances, while higher frequencies are used in X-rays.
But while the spectrum exists all around us, it is not an infinite resource. Multiple users aren’t able to simultaneously use the same frequencies in the same geographical location without running into interference and impeding their respective operations. 
To avoid overlap, portions of the spectrum are allocated to the commercial industry by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) in the United States, while the NTIA, an agency under the Commerce Department, regulates government spectrum use — including the Department of Defense’s portion in the 3GHz range. Typically, the FCC holds auctions where specific stakeholders can bid to purchase certain bands.
“Before 1990, they were offering spectrum like taxi cabs. There wasn’t a lot of demand for it, and so DOD and other federal agencies got used to having these big sprawling allocations of the spectrum, and they didn’t really feel any incentive to modernize or upgrade their equipment to be more officiant,” said Jim Lewis, director of the Strategic Technologies Program at the the Center for Strategic and International Studies.
Considered mid-band spectrum, the 3.1-3.45 GHz range is largely used for the Pentagon’s air-, land- and sea-based radars, weapons systems and other electronics — such as the Navy’s Aegis AN/SPY radars and the stationkeeping equipment on Air Force C-130 aircraft.
Because of its incumbent access, then-Commandant of the Marine Corps David Berger told senators that many of the U.S. military’s systems were specifically designed to optimize those frequencies.
“We had access to that when the requirements were developed, that is why we went with that weapon system,” Berger said during an April SASC hearing. “If that access is lost, then the very reason you pick that part of the band of the spectrum for a radar, for electronic warfare, for a training system — all that is lost to us.”
New technologies are being developed to operate via the S-band, as well. During a separate congressional budget hearing in May, Chief of Space Operations Gen. Chance Saltzman told SASC lawmakers that the Space Force’s Deep Space Advanced Radar Capability (DARC) will use that part of the spectrum.
“If we were not able to use that piece of spectrum, not only would we lose the time that we have already invested in — as much as several hundred million dollars — that we have already put into development, but it would also mean that we have to use a different portion of the electromagnetic spectrum which isn’t as capable in determining and discriminating capabilities in deep space,” Saltzman said.
Paul Challoner, vice president of network product solutions at Ericsson North America, explained that the commercial telecommunications industry was largely uninterested in the 3GHz spectrum range for many years, mainly because previous generations of wireless technology could only access lower frequencies.
Then 5G came along in 2018. The latest generation is able to harness more of the spectrum than previous iterations and the characteristics of 3GHz frequencies are ideal for hosting ubiquitous, wireless connectivity, Challoner said.
“We call it the ‘Goldilocks spectrum,’” he told DefenseScoop. “It’s not too high, not too low, it’s just perfect.”
While other nations have primarily been focusing 5G development in the 3GHz spectrum, the United States has been slow to allocate it for commercial use, he noted. Much of that is due to the Pentagon’s hold over that portion and its apprehension to relocate so that commercial users could access it.
A C-130J Super Hercules assigned to the 19th Airlift Wing, Little Rock Air Force Base, Arkansas, takes off in support of Razor Talon 2023 at Seymour Johnson Air Force Base, North Carolina, July 24, 2023. (U.S. Air Force photo by Airman 1st Class Rebecca Sirimarco-Lang)
“What DOD is finding is they have been operating in an area of the spectrum that has not been contested before, and now it is becoming contested,” Kirschbaum said. “So then now their choices are [to] put up the walls and wall that off, which from a governance and legal perspective may not be possible, or they have to take a technical solution, which will require some technical adaptation.”
At the same time, Kirschbaum noted the Defense Department is also in the process of developing its own use cases for 5G technology and may be hesitant to give up that spectrum without a plan to reacquire it or get new technology to make up for the loss.
A Pentagon official told DefenseScoop that if the department had to vacate a range of the spectrum, it would require the military to completely redesign their systems from the ground up so that they are able to operate using different frequencies on the electromagnetic spectrum.
“Oftentimes that different frequency range may be less ideal for the needs of any particular mission, as different areas of the electromagnetic spectrum have various strengths and weaknesses in supporting different missions,” the official said. For example, frequencies higher than 3GHz can send more data at higher resolutions but are more sensitive to interference from buildings and weather effects, they added.
Depending on the scope of the required modifications or replacements, it could take anywhere from “3 to 5 years or longer” to implement the change, then field and operationally accept modifications, they said. 
Advertisement
In addition to time, Secretary of the Navy Carlos Del Toro told SASC lawmakers it would take an estimated $250 billion to relocate just the Department of the Navy’s systems to a different spectrum band. 
“So, I am really fearful of the secondary consequences that some of these decisions could actually lead us to,” he said.

Reliable spectrum key to Ukraine victory.
Zikusoka 23 (David, BA in history from Harvard University, MA in public policy from Princeton University and Special Assistant to the Secretary of Defense covering technology and innovation, 12/4/23, “The Future of War is Electromagnetic,” https://www.newamerica.org/future-frontlines/blogs/the-future-of-war-is-electromagnetic/, dhiya)
Electronic Cat-and-Mouse on the Eastern Front
After weeks mired in mud, the Russian military abandoned its objective of taking Kyiv and withdrew to the eastern part of the country, where warfare is less geographically dynamic: soldiers fight over open fields and urban landscapes from tanks and trenches, a good terrain for Russia to array its vehicle-mounted advanced electronic warfare systems. This shift marked a turning point, giving Russia the upper hand in electronic warfare, as Ukraine has admitted, although Ukraine’s military has managed to punch above its weight in this domain of the conflict.
Electronic warfare is “the key to victory,” says Ukraine’s commander-in-chief of the armed forces, Valery Zaluzhny, speaking of the drone war. Both Russia and Ukraine rely heavily on commercial quadcopter drones manufactured by the Chinese company DJI. In the civilian world, these drones, which cost roughly $500 to $16,000, are used for photography and videography. On the battlefields of Ukraine, they are used for reconnaissance and (modified with explosives) lethal strikes, missions once reserved for multimillion-dollar manned aircraft. Ukraine deploys these drones by the thousands and uses systems like quadcopters and fixed wing Bayraktar drones to devastating effect on the western front. Now, Ukraine loses up to 10,000 drones per month, mostly to electronic attack from Russia, while in Bakhmut, for instance, Russia is fielding perhaps twice as many drones as Ukraine. 
DJI drones maintain a signal to their operator for guidance and commands, a link that can be tracked, analyzed, and geolocated using a DJI hardware/software package called AeroScope, originally intended to help sites like government facilities secure themselves from drone overflight. Russian electronic support operators coopted AeroScope to gain key intelligence, locate the drone operators, and guide rapid artillery and air strikes. In response, Ukrainian drone operators disabled their drones’ ability to transmit the information AeroScope picks up, using a software program freely available on the internet, and replicated DJI drone signals with additional software, fooling the adversary into detecting spoof drones on the battlefield. 
Ukraine relied on the unerring aim of GPS-guided Joint Direct Attack Munition (JDAM) bombs and Excalibur artillery rounds—provided by the United States and its allies—for early successes, until Russia deployed sophisticated GPS jammers, spoiling their accuracy. After some adaptations in technique, they’re reportedly striking their targets again. 
Since the war’s outset, Ukraine has used SpaceX's Starlink satellite internet service for battlefield communication, allowing units at the front to maintain connectivity with each other and with higher echelons of command. Starlink's support of maneuvers, fires, and special operations made it a prime target for Russian electronic attack, but so far, it’s proven fairly resilient to Russian jamming efforts. SpaceX developed an undisclosed software-defined solution to the jamming problem, which Ukrainians augmented with lower-tech battlefield ingenuity, placing Starlink dishes in holes in the ground to avoid Russian signals passing overhead (jamming systems require a line of sight to affect their target). 
One of Ukraine's priority missions is the long-range strike, using munitions to destroy logistical depots, vehicle repair sites, command centers, and even parked aircraft dozens of miles behind the front, affecting the war at the operational level. In May 2023, evidence of an advanced electronic attack weapon began to emerge on the Ukrainian battlefield when photographs of the wreckage of a Raytheon ADM-160B Miniature Air-Launched Decoy appeared on X (formerly Twitter). The ADM-160 can mimic the radar signature of larger aircraft and obfuscate the direction of attack, causing air defense operators to expend time and resources intercepting them. Although the Pentagon has not disclosed any transfer of these systems, ADM-160s are believed to be carrying out electronic spoofing attacks on Russian radars and escorting Ukrainian strike aircraft and munitions into hostile airspace.
The world is watching and learning. Russia’s systems underperformed in significant ways, while U.S. munitions are showing vulnerabilities. The Pentagon and Russia’s General Staff are only one full round into an electromagnetic boxing match that could go on for years as the war in Ukraine rumbles on.
Russian victory in Ukraine causes extinction.
Dr. Yuval Noah Harari 12/12/22, PhD from the University of Oxford, Professor in the Department of History in the Hebrew University of Jerusalem, “The End of the New Peace”, https://www.theatlantic.com/ideas/archive/2022/12/putin-russian-ukraine-war-global-peace/672385/
Despite these reflections, in February 2022 I was shocked when Vladimir Putin tried to conquer Ukraine. The expected repercussions for Russia itself, and for the whole of humanity, were so destructive that it seemed an unlikely move even for a coldhearted megalomaniac. Yet the Russian autocrat chose to end the most peaceful era in human history, and to push humanity toward a new era of war that might be worse than anything we have seen before. Indeed, it might threaten the very survival of our species.
This is a tragedy, especially as the past few decades have shown that war isn’t an inevitable force of nature. It is a human choice that varies from place to place and time to time. Since 1945, we have not seen a single case of war between great powers, nor a single case of an internationally recognized state annihilated through foreign conquest. More limited regional and local conflicts remained relatively common; I live in Israel, so I know this perfectly well. But the Israeli occupation of the West Bank notwithstanding, countries have rarely tried to unilaterally expand their borders through violence. That’s one reason the Israeli occupation has drawn so much attention and criticism. What was the norm for thousands of years of imperial history has become anathema.
Even when taking civil wars, insurgencies, and terrorism into account, in recent decades wars have killed far fewer people than suicide, road accidents, or obesity-related diseases. In 2019, about 70,000 people were killed in armed conflicts or police shootings, about 700,000 people committed suicide, 1.3 million people died in road accidents, and 1.5 million people died from diabetes.
Yet peace has not been just a matter of numbers. Perhaps the most important change in recent decades has been psychological. For thousands of years, peace meant “the temporary absence of war.” For example, in between the three Punic Wars fought by Rome and Carthage were decades of peace, but every Roman and Carthaginian knew that this “Punic Peace” could be shattered at any moment. Politics, economics, and culture were all shaped by constant expectations of war.
During the late 20th century and early 21st century, the meaning of the word peace changed. Whereas the Old Peace meant only “the temporary absence of war,” the New Peace came to mean “the implausibility of war.” In many (though not all) regions of the world, countries stopped fearing that their neighbors might invade and annihilate them. Tunisians stopped dreading an Italian invasion, Costa Ricans didn’t think that the Nicaraguan army might make a dash to San José, and Samoans didn’t fear that a Fijian war fleet might suddenly emerge from beyond the horizon. How can we tell that countries weren’t concerned about these things? By looking at their state budgets.
Until recently, the military was the expected No. 1 item on the budget of every empire, sultanate, kingdom, and republic. Governments spent little on health care and education, because most of their resources went to paying soldiers, constructing walls, and building warships. The Roman Empire spent about 50 to 75 percent of its budget on the military; the figure was about 80 percent in the Sung Empire (960–1279); and about 60 percent in the late-17th-century Ottoman Empire. From 1685 to 1813, the share of the military in British government expenditure never fell below 55 percent and averaged 75 percent. During the great conflicts of the 20th century, democracies and totalitarian regimes alike plunged into debt to finance their machine guns, tanks, and submarines. When we fear that the neighbors might at any moment invade, loot our cities, enslave our people, and annex our land, that’s the reasonable thing to do.
State budgets in the era of the New Peace make for far more hopeful reading material than any pacifist tract ever composed. In the early 21st century, the average government expenditure on the military has been only 6.5 percent, and even the United States, the dominant superpower, has spent only about 11 percent to maintain its supremacy. Because people no longer lived in terror of external invasion, governments could invest far more money in health care, welfare, and education than in the military. Average expenditure on health care, for example, has been 10.5 percent of the government budget, or about 1.6 times the defense budget. For many people today, the fact that the health-care budget is bigger than the military budget is unremarkable. But if we take the New Peace for granted and therefore neglect it, we will soon lose it.
The new peace was the outcome of three main forces. First, technological changes, and above all the development of nuclear weapons, greatly increased the price of war, especially between superpowers. The atomic bomb turned superpower war into a mad act of collective suicide, which is why superpowers have not gone to war directly against one another since Hiroshima and Nagasaki.
Secondly, economic changes greatly decreased the profits of war. Key economic assets were once material resources that could be conquered by force. When Rome defeated Carthage in the Punic Wars, it became rich by looting its defeated rival, selling its people into slavery, and taking over the silver mines of Spain and the wheat fields of North Africa. In recent decades, however, scientific, technical, and organizational knowledge have become the most important economic assets in many places. Silicon Valley has no silicon mines. Trillion-dollar businesses such as Microsoft and Google are built on what’s in the minds of engineers and entrepreneurs rather than what’s in the ground under their feet. And whereas seizing silver mines by force is easy, you cannot acquire knowledge that way. This economic reality led to a sharp decline in the profitability of conquest.
Although wars over material resources continue to characterize certain parts of the world—such as the Middle East—the big economies of the post-1945 period grew without imperial conquest. Germany, Japan, and Italy saw their armies broken and their territories shrink—but after the war, their economies boomed. The Chinese economic miracle was achieved without engaging in any major war since 1979.
As I was writing these lines in early November, Russian soldiers were looting the Ukrainian city of Kherson, sending back to Russia trucks full of carpets and toasters that they’d stolen from Ukrainian homes. This will not make Russia rich, and it will not compensate the Russians for the enormous cost of the war. But as Putin’s invasion of Ukraine proves, technological and economic changes by themselves were not enough to produce the New Peace. Some leaders are so power-hungry and so irresponsible that they might begin a war even if it is economically ruinous to their country and pushes the whole of humanity toward nuclear Armageddon. Accordingly, the third essential pillar of the New Peace has been cultural and institutional.
Human societies were long dominated by militaristic cultures that viewed war as inevitable, and even desirable. Aristocrats in both Rome and Carthage believed that military glory was life’s crowning achievement and the ideal route to power and riches. Artists such as Virgil and Horace concurred, devoting their talents to singing of arms and warriors, glorifying bloody battles, and immortalizing brutal conquerors. During the New Peace era, artists turned their talents to exposing the horrors of war, while politicians sought to leave their mark by initiating health-care reforms rather than by looting foreign cities. Leaders throughout the world—influenced by the fear of nuclear war, by the changes in the nature of the economy, and by new cultural trends—joined forces to build a functioning global order that allowed countries to develop peacefully while restraining the occasional warmongers.
This global order has been based on liberal ideals, namely, that all humans deserve the same basic liberties; that no human group is inherently superior to all others; and that all humans share core experiences, values, and interests. These ideals encouraged leaders to avoid war and instead work together to protect our common values and to advance our common interests. The liberal global order linked the belief in universal values to the peaceful functioning of global institutions.
Although this global order was far from perfect, it improved the lives of people not just in the old imperial centers such as Britain and the United States, but also in many other parts of the world, from India to Brazil and from Poland to China. Countries in all continents benefited from the rise in global trade and investments, and almost all countries enjoyed a peace dividend. Not only could Denmark and Canada shift resources from tanks to teachers—Nigeria and Indonesia did the same.
Anyone who rants about the defects of the liberal global order should first answer one simple question: Can you please name the decade in which humankind was in better shape than in the 2010s? Which decade is your lost golden age? Is it the 1910s, with the First World War, the Bolshevik Revolution, Jim Crow, and European empires brutally exploiting much of Africa and Asia? Is it perhaps the 1810s, with the Napoleonic Wars reaching their bloody climax, Russian and Chinese peasants crushed by their aristocratic overlords, the East India Company securing its control of India, and slavery still legal in the United States, Brazil, and most other parts of the world? Perhaps you are dreaming of the 1710s, with the War of the Spanish Succession, the Great Northern War, the Mughal succession wars, and a third of children everywhere dying from malnutrition and disease before reaching adulthood?
The new peace didn’t result from some divine miracle. It was achieved by humans making better choices and building a functioning global order. Unfortunately, too many people took this achievement for granted. Perhaps they assumed that the New Peace was guaranteed mainly by technological and economic forces, and that it could survive even without its third pillar—the liberal global order. Consequently, that order was first neglected and then attacked with growing ferocity.
The attack started with rogue states such as Iran and rogue leaders such as Putin, but by themselves, they were not strong enough to end the New Peace. What really undermined the global order was that both the countries that benefited most from it (including China, India, Brazil, and Poland) and the countries that built it in the first place (notably the U.K. and the United States) turned their backs on it. The Brexit vote and the election of Donald Trump in 2016 symbolized this turn.
Those who have challenged the global liberal order mostly didn’t wish for war. They just wanted to advance what they understood as the interests of their country, and they argued that each nation-state should defend and develop its own sacred identity and traditions. What they never explained was how all of these different nations would deal with one another in the absence of universal values and global institutions. The opponents of the global order did not offer any clear alternative. They seemed to think that somehow, the various nations would just get along fine, and the world would become a network of walled-but-friendly fortresses.
Fortresses are seldom friendly, however. Each national fortress usually wants a bit more land, security, and prosperity for itself at the expense of its neighbors, and without the help of universal values and global institutions, rival fortresses cannot agree on any common rules. The network-of-fortresses model was a recipe for disaster.
And disaster was not long in coming. The pandemic demonstrated that in the absence of effective global cooperation, humanity cannot protect itself against common threats such as viruses. Then, perhaps because he observed how COVID further eroded global solidarity, Putin concluded that he could mete out the coup de grâce by breaking the biggest taboo of the New Peace era. Putin thought that if he conquered Ukraine and absorbed it into Russia, some countries would gasp in disbelief and condemn him—but nobody would take any effective action against him.
The argument that Putin was pushed unwillingly to invade Ukraine to preempt a Western attack is nonsensical propaganda. Some vague Western threat is not a legitimate excuse for destroying a country, looting its cities, raping and torturing its citizens, and inflicting untold suffering on tens of millions of men, women, and children. Anyone who believes that Putin had no choice should name the country that was preparing to invade Russia in 2022. Do you think the German army was massing to cross the border? Do you imagine that Napoleon got out of his grave to lead the Grande Armée yet again to Moscow, and Putin had no choice but to preempt the imminent French onslaught? And remember that Putin actually first invaded Ukraine back in 2014—not in 2022.
Putin prepared his invasion for a long time. He never accepted the breakup of the Russian Empire, and he never saw Ukraine, Georgia, or any of the other post-Soviet republics as legitimate independent nations. Whereas—as noted earlier—average military expenses have been about 6.5 percent of government budgets around the world and 11 percent in the United States, in Russia they have been far higher. We don’t know exactly how much higher, because it is a state secret. But estimates put the figure somewhere in the vicinity of 20 percent, and it may even be more than 30 percent.
If Putin’s gamble succeeds, the result will be the final collapse of the global order and of the New Peace. Autocrats around the world will learn that wars of conquest are again possible, and democracies, too, will be forced to militarize themselves for protection. We’ve already seen Russian aggression prompt countries such as Germany to sharply increase their defense budget overnight, and countries such as Sweden to reinstate conscription. The money that should go to teachers, nurses, and social workers will instead go to tanks, missiles, and cyberweapons. At 18, young people all over the world will do their mandatory military service. The whole world will look like Russia—a country with an oversize army and understaffed hospitals. A new era of war, poverty, and disease will result. Alternatively, if Putin is stopped and punished, the global order won’t be broken by what he did—it will be strengthened. Anyone who needed a reminder would rediscover that you just cannot do these things.
Which of these two scenarios will materialize? Luckily for everyone, despite his military preparations, Putin was disastrously unprepared for one crucial thing: the courage of the Ukrainian people. The Ukrainians have pushed back the Russians in a series of stunning victories near Kyiv, Kharkiv, and Kherson. But Putin has so far refused to acknowledge his mistake, and he reacts to defeat with increased brutality. Seeing that his army cannot overcome the Ukrainian soldiers on the front line, Putin is now trying to freeze the Ukrainian civilians to death in their homes. Predicting how the war will end is impossible, as is the fate of the New Peace.
History is never deterministic. After the end of the Cold War, many people thought that peace was inevitable, and that it would continue even if we neglected the global order. After Russia invaded Ukraine, some swung to the opposite view. They claimed that peace had always been just an illusion, that war was an ungovernable force of nature, and that the only choice humans had was whether they wanted to be prey or predator.
Both positions are wrong. War and peace are decisions, not inevitabilities. Wars are made by people, not by a law of nature. And just as humans make wars, humans can also make peace. But to make peace is not a one-off decision. It’s a long-term effort to protect universal norms and values, and to build cooperative institutions.
Rebuilding the global order doesn’t mean going back to the system that disintegrated in the 2010s. A new and better global order should give more important roles to non-Western powers that are willing to be part of it. It should also recognize the salience of national loyalties. The global order disintegrated above all because of the assault of populist forces, which argued that patriotic loyalties contradict global cooperation. Populist politicians preached that if you are a patriot, you must oppose global institutions and global cooperation. But there is no inherent contradiction between patriotism and globalism, because patriotism isn’t about hating foreigners. Patriotism is about loving your compatriots. And in the 21st century, if you want to protect your compatriots from war, pandemic, and ecological collapse, the best way to do that is by cooperating with foreigners.




Link---2NC
Innovation in 5G trades off with the DOD’s communications technology.
Easley 24 (Mikayla, Reporter for the DefenseScoop on the Pentagon’s acquisition and use of emerging technologies, 2/7/24, “Senators express concerns about national spectrum strategy’s impact on DOD,” https://defensescoop.com/2024/02/07/senators-letter-spectrum-defense-department/, dhiya)

A trio of lawmakers from the Senate Armed Services Committee have written a letter to President Joe Biden asking the administration to incorporate more insights from the Pentagon as it begins to implement the National Spectrum Strategy.
The letter — signed by Sens. Deb Fischer, R-Neb., Mazie Hirono, D-Hawaii, and Angus King, I-Maine — outlines the legislators’ apprehensions over the possible repercussions if the Department of Defense is asked to vacate portions of the electromagnetic spectrum that are exclusively used for military operations. Notably, it questions a recent directive from the administration to conduct a second study of dynamic spectrum sharing options between the Pentagon and private sector.
“At this time, it would be counterproductive to initiate additional studies of the lower 3GHz Band,” the SASC members wrote in the missive published Wednesday. “We remain concerned that pursuing a policy of requiring the Department of Defense … to surrender its spectrum for non-Federal use would significantly harm DOD’s ability to carry out its missions, increase costs, and adversely affect our national security.”
The letter comes after the White House published its first-ever National Spectrum Strategy in November. The strategy established near- and long-term guidance that aims to modernize the United States’ spectrum usage for the benefit of both government users and the private sector.
Included in the administration’s wide-ranging list of action items is one that calls for an in-depth study of frequency bands that could be shared between the government and industry — including the 3.1-3.45 GHz S-band that the Pentagon uses to operate its radars, satellites, navigation equipment and more. The study will be conducted by the Pentagon’s Chief Information Office and the Department of Commerce’s National Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA).
However, as the senators point out in their letter, the Defense Department and NTIA recently completed an analysis on the impacts of sharing its spectrum band with public users. The 22-month-long, congressionally mandated study resulted in the Emerging Mid-Band Radar Spectrum Sharing (EMBRSS) feasibility assessment.
Although Biden’s strategy notes the Pentagon’s study determined that sharing its spectrum band with private users was possible if interference mitigation capabilities and coordination frameworks were established, it called for a follow-on study to “explore dynamic spectrum sharing and other opportunities for private-sector access in the band, while ensuring DoD and other Federal mission capabilities are preserved, with any necessary changes.”
In their letter, lawmakers emphasized that in order for the spectrum strategy to be successful, the White House must consult and adhere to the findings detailed in the EMBRSS report.
“We are concerned that the administration is moving forward with the National Spectrum Strategy without fully considering the recommendations of the EMBRSS report and the findings of its study on the lower 3 GHz Band,” they wrote. “Proceeding without appropriate input in advance of the National Spectrum Strategy’s implementation could lead to an approach that overrides congressional intent and is at odds with the practical realities and technical assessments the final report provides.”
They also stressed that even partially disregarding the EMBRSS report would negatively affect both government and private sector spectrum users.
Rapid innovations in 5G and other wireless technology have increased commercial demand for access to the electromagnetic spectrum. Industry is calling on the U.S. government to reallocate portions of the spectrum being used by government users — including the Defense Department’s band — for commercial use.
But Pentagon leaders assert that such a move would cost billions of dollars and take years to complete. 


5G developments trades off with the military security.
Keith Kellogg 23 (Opinion Contributor at the Hill, 4/5/23, “Congress may sell out national security for 5G — there’s a better way,” https://thehill.com/opinion/national-security/3932016-congress-may-sell-out-national-security-for-5g-theres-a-better-way/, dhiya)
Will Congress sell out America’s national security? It nearly happened in December, and the threat is far from over. At issue is wireless spectrum — radio frequencies that are the lifeblood of modern communication, and that the Department of Defense (DOD) needs for a host of advanced technologies that keep Americans safe. Some in Congress want to force the Pentagon to vacate key frequencies in the name of 5G. This would be a time-consuming and costly process that would jeopardize our military readiness at a time of growing danger, especially from China.
Congress does not need to make this a zero-sum game. Lawmakers instead should pursue “spectrum sharing,” which can balance and ultimately advance both our military and economic needs, instead of choosing one over the other.
Spectrum is one of the most vital public resources in the modern world. It’s also increasingly in short supply, especially low- to mid-band spectrum that’s essential for data-intensive wireless services. To their credit, American innovators and commercial interests are looking at how to use every bit of spectrum possible for the benefit of consumers. This means evaluating the efficiency of current uses of spectrum by government and non-government users, including the Pentagon. 
The Pentagon uses spectrum for a variety of security purposes. The list includes GPS, “command and control” communication between branches, communications with military satellites, radio systems aboard aircraft carriers, the tactical radios troops use in the field, and more. Given its importance to defense, the Pentagon needs control over wide swaths of spectrum to deliver on its national security mission. Given the nature of its mission, portions of the spectrum in control of the Pentagon can remain dormant while waiting to be used when the need or technology arises.
These unused or underused frequencies are at the center of this debate. They have some companies calling for Congress to push the Pentagon out of certain spectrum bands entirely, in an effort to free up large amounts of frequency for commercial auction and use. Such a proposal nearly passed Congress in December, only to fall apart at the last minute due to defense concerns.
Those defense concerns were — and are — justified. Even if the Pentagon could move its operations out of certain frequency bands, it’s not clear where else it could go, as senior defense officials have warned. Regardless, the process of moving radio frequencies would be cost prohibitive, far outweighing any perceived short-term gain from auction review of the vacated frequencies. Pentagon estimates put the price tag at $120 billion, and likely more, and it would take 20 years at least.
The last thing the Armed Forces should have to focus on right now is a potential drawback in their ability to protect our country. We face the most dangerous world in 30-plus years, with threats ranging from Russia to Iran to North Korea to China. Anything that diverts the military’s attention right now ultimately endangers our national security. One of the greatest challenges faced by military commanders is that of communications. Clear and concise exchange of information has always been vital to any successful military operation — even more so today. Effective command and control is at the heart of leadership, and efficient use of spectrum allows it.
Link---AT: They’ll Share Spectrum
Impossible in the short term. 
Mike Dano 24 (Editorial Director at LightReading, 2/2/24, “DoD hints at 'paid-for relocation' in lower 3GHz,” https://www.lightreading.com/network-automation/dod-hints-at-paid-for-relocation-in-lower-3ghz, dhiya)
The difficulties of sharing
Although executives, regulators and others have been discussing the topic of spectrum sharing in the lower 3GHz band for years, so far there has been little progress. During another NTIA panel session – one featuring officials from the DoD, the NTIA, Google and other players – panelists noted that the parameters of spectrum sharing in the lower 3GHz band remain vague at best.
For example, Andrew Clegg, Google's spectrum lead, said sharing technologies are still being worked out in the 3.5GHz CBRS spectrum band. He said there was no way that advanced sharing technologies could be developed and implemented for the lower 3GHz in the next year or two.
There are a variety of spectrum sharing scenarios that have either been discussed or implemented in the US wireless industry. For example, operations in the CBRS band rely on Environmental Sensing Capability (ESC) networks that scan for military operations and then work with spectrum administrators to move commercial users to other parts of the band.
But another technology – Incumbent Informing Capability (IIC) – promises to enable the DoD and other federal spectrum users to submit information, reliably and securely, about when and where they would be employing certain frequencies. That technology remains in development.
The issue is critical to the US wireless industry, whose executives argue that the industry needs more midband spectrum to continue developing new services like fixed wireless.
Link---AT: Spectrum Allocation Now
Spectrum is with the military now.
Hogg and Westling 24 (Luke, Director of Outreach at the Foundation for American Innovation; and Jeffrey, Director of Technology and innovation policy at the American Action Forum, 5/25/24, “Ending the Spectrum Wars,” https://nationalinterest.org/blog/techland/ending-spectrum-wars-211131, dhiya)
Nearly four years after the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) approved a license modification for the satellite communications company Ligado, the company’s dispute with the Department of Defense (DOD) and other national security agencies has spawned a $40 billion lawsuit and feels no closer to resolution. 
For telecommunications insiders, the Ligado debacle has become a symbol of our inability to manage our airwaves efficiently. However, the most aggravating part of this years-long dispute is that it may have been avoided if federal experts had properly considered the national security value of commercial wireless technologies.
From walkie-talkies and baby monitors to state-of-the-art Wi-Fi and 5G, all wireless operations use radio waves to send information over the air. Generally speaking, radio waves oscillate at varying frequencies like any other wave. In the context of telecommunications, spectrum typically refers to the different frequency ranges that are available for use. The larger the range of frequencies available, the more data an operator can send.
With commercial use of radio spectrum becoming increasingly crucial for our national security, Congress and the Biden administration must head off current and future tensions between federal and non-federal radio operators. The first step toward preventing future Ligado debacles is putting the National Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) in the driver’s seat and abandoning worst-case thinking in favor of an approach that considers the national security value of commercial spectrum. After all, the determination of what is and is not in the interest of national security doesn’t reside exclusively in the DOD.
While the radio spectrum is theoretically infinite, the frequency bands that operators can legally use to transmit information wirelessly are limited. Further complicating matters, radio operations add noise to the radio environment, making it more difficult for a receiver to pick up the desired signal and filter out the noise. Radio operations can harmfully interfere with each other when that noise reduces the functionality of the affected system. To maximize the bandwidth available for new uses while protecting incumbents from harmful interference, federal regulators allocate specific portions of the radio spectrum for specific uses.
Since 1978, NTIA has been the expert agency for telecommunications and information policy. Its staff of engineers and technical experts is designed to take a tech-first approach to managing our nation’s radio spectrum. While the FCC is the agency that technically approves allocations for radio spectrum for commercial uses, NTIA manages federal spectrum usage and often works with the FCC to prevent harmful interference by conducting technical analysis on proposed FCC actions. These evaluations are incredibly complex in any circumstance but are even more so when one of the incumbents is the federal government itself.
While commercial operations use significant portions of the wireless spectrum, the federal government remains one of the largest holders of spectrum rights. The DOD, in particular, controls vast swaths of commercially valuable spectrum and is understandably hesitant to give up control of this valuable resource. All too often, pushback from federal entities—most significantly, the DOD through the Interdepartmental Radio Advisory Committee—prevents the agency from exerting its authority and expertise. Agencies have also begun to go outside the internal processes to bring spectrum disputes to the public or lobby Congress to intervene. For example, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration attempted to derail the auction of 24 GHz spectrum licenses out of concern for interference, going around the NTIA process.
The challenges of having incumbents cry havoc after having been included in the process aren’t unique to the federal government. Still, they are exacerbated by outdated views of risk and undervaluing the benefits of making additional spectrum available for commercial use.
Traditionally, regulators look at the worst-case scenario when determining whether services could coexist, regardless of how likely that scenario was. Regulators today, especially at the FCC, tend to embrace a risk-based approach that takes an inventory of all potentially harmful interference, uniformly characterizes the severity of that interference, and assesses the likelihood of negative consequences of that interference. This approach provides a more complete picture of potential harmful interference and tends to result in more efficient management of our airwaves.

I/L---AT: Spectrum not integrated---2NC
Spills over. Spectrum based tech is used in every sector.
Wilson 17 (J.R. Senior Editor at Military and Aerospace Electronics, 8/1/17, “Electronic warfare evolves to meet new threats,” https://www.militaryaerospace.com/computers/article/16709922/electronic-warfare-evolves-to-meet-new-threats, dhiya)
The weapons and technologies of war are constantly evolving - changing more rapidly year to year in the 21st Century than they did century to century when Chinese general Sun Tzu wrote The Art of War some 2,500 years ago. Yet Sun Tzu's writings remain central guidelines even today; the need to control the high ground is applicable to one of the most advanced and increasingly critical realms of modern combat: electronic warfare (EW).
"Spectrum dominance is the new high ground; all weapons systems today are highly reliant on communications of one sort or another, whether global positioning system (GPS) or internal communications. If someone can distort GPS or disable onboard systems, you're toast," says Bob Schena, CEO of Rajant Corp. in Malvern, Pa. "On a scale of 1 to 10, it's a 12. We are so reliant on communications in our style of fighting that it is absolutely critical and will get even more critical. If you're at a communications disadvantage, I don't see how you can last very long."
Soldiers in the field are able to carry electronic countermeasure systems that fit into individual backpacks. This man-packable capability, such as the Sierra Nevada system the warfighter in this photo is carrying, can be configured to provide on-the-move EW defensive, offensive, and support operations for any deployed force worldwide. [Photo: Sierra Nevada Corp.]
EW itself is changing as well, with the lines between EW, cyber warfare, and signals intelligence (SIGINT) tending to blur in the heat of battle.
"We call it Spectrum Operations, which touches every type of operation - combat, humanitarian, etc.," notes U.S. Marine Corps Col. Gregory Breazile, director of the Marine Corps Information Warfare Integration Division at Quantico Marine Base, Va. "Spectrum is a physical means we use to support our operations, from sensing adversaries to supporting our own operational capabilities. We debated whether to call it Spectrum Warfare, but that was determined to be somewhat limiting, while Spectrum Ops better covered it all.
"We've also debated about whether spectrum should be another domain of warfighting," Breazile continues. "When we talk about 5th generation warfare, it really is spectrum that is the physical means where we will deliver effects on the battlefield that are different from what we've done in the past. I think that debate will continue and in the future we may see spectrum declared an operational domain. Nothing we've done in the past will resemble what we will do employing EW in the future, using multifunctional capabilities for sensing, attack, and force protection."
A similar reconfiguration is under- way in the U.S. Army, says Maj. Rich-ard Michel, Cyber & EW Operations Troop Commander within the Army's Asymmetric Warfare Group (AWG) at Fort Meade, Md. "As a result of our better understanding of multi-domain battle and our use of EW, cyber, and space ops as they continue to evolve, we will continue to experience a more advanced and capable Army than has ever been seen in history," Michel says. "AWG's job is to look at the decision-making process, how that will change doctrine and organizations. New technologies give commanders better options on how to employ that capability. That is an inevitability and an absolute positive for the Army, with greater capabilities and technologies empowering us to accomplish our goals.
"The force today is drastically different from what it was 10 years ago. Advances in EW enable a commander to make decisions he never had 50 years ago. In the past, a commander may have had no choice but to allow an adversary to use a specific asset or to destroy that asset. EW gives that commander other options, such as degrading or disabling an asset for a period of time."
"Just as water retains no constant shape, so in warfare there are no constant conditions. He who can modify his tactics in relation to his opponent and thereby succeed in winning may be called a heaven-born captain." - Sun Tzu
While others maintain EW is not, and probably never will be, declared a full and independent domain of war - joining air, land, sea, space, and cyber - Kent Snyder, vice president of Sierra Nevada Corp. in Sparks, Nev., says he has a different perspective.
"Going from an asymmetric fight and limited capability adversary in an austere environment to a peer or near-peer fight changes the paradigm. The EW fight now is being looked at in a more traditional sense of full-spectrum military operations, making it an integral part of how we fight, where before it was more an appended capability. EW is becoming as critical as a domain of battle as air, sea, and land and is gaining parity with those actual domains of battle," Snyder says.
"How EW will change the battlefield is growing and we must move as aggressively as possible to improve our fielded capabilities," Snyder continues. "The capability that is integrated into military forces worldwide will be the most relevant. With respect to EW, it is the military force spun up to integrate into its various formations that will provide a decisive advantage on the battlefield. Obviously Russia and China are the other key players, but there are a lot of others out there."
Some of the key technologies that are either already part of deployed EW capabilities, soon will be, or are targets include:
digital signal processing;
high-performance, small-form factor embedded computing;
advanced algorithms;
RF and microwave transceivers and components;
electronics miniaturization;
digitally programmable radar and communications;
jammers and anti-jammers;
GPS and companion/replacement location/navigation systems; and
counter-measures to the counter-measures.
"We provide oversight over the acquisition of capabilities we require. When we write require- ments, we give them to the Marine Corps acquisition arm," Breazile explains. "As part of that process, we also are tied into the S&T [science and technology] world and communicate with industry so we understand what is out there. We want to be well-informed about future capabilities."
U.S. military bases are linking every individual, platform, office, and sensor into wireless communications networks. Overcoming the vulnerabilities of such systems has become a major task for the militaries growing cadre of electronic warfare researchers and warriors. (Drawing by Rajant Corp.)
I/L---Russia Ukraine---2NC
Spectrum key but the plan trades off.
Magnuson 24 (Stew, Editor in Chief of National Defense Magazine, 3/8/24, “Daily Fight for Ukraine Spectrum Superiority Puts Electronic Warfare Front, Center,” https://www.nationaldefensemagazine.org/articles/2024/3/8/daily-fight-for-ukraine-spectrum-superiority-puts-electronic-warfare-front-center, dhiya)
The hapless Russian soldier in a film clip shown at a recent industry trade show was — ironically perhaps — setting up a jammer when a Ukrainian soldier remotely operating a drone spied him from above.
The Russian apparently didn’t flip the switch on the device in time to block the drone’s signals. The Ukrainian soldier watching through a pair of goggles kilometers away dispatched a grenade, destroying the jammer and presumably taking the Russian permanently off the battlefield as another of that day’s casualties.
The traits of war are easy to spot in eastern Ukraine. Trenches protect troops squaring off with Russian forces. Long-range artillery is both seen and heard. Burned out fighting vehicles litter the landscape and several Russian ships are now at the bottom of the Black Sea.
What isn’t seen is the minute-by-minute battle over the electromagnetic spectrum. Russian-made Pole-21 and RP-377 jammers are intended to thwart Ukrainian small drone attacks. U.S. Air Force GPS satellites fly overhead as Russian forces attempt to block their signals.
Remote-controlled kamikaze drones connect back via radio waves to Ukrainian soldiers wearing goggles that help guide the loitering munitions to targets. The jammers attempt to stop them.
Battlefield control over the electromagnetic spectrum — also known as electronic warfare — is becoming more crucial as modern militaries observe what is happening in Ukraine.
Experts are now debating whether it should be elevated to a “warfighting domain” — on par with land, air, sea, space and cyberspace.
It’s a purely academic question for Ukrainian and Russian ground forces. They only know if they don’t dominate key bands of the spectrum, the last thing they hear on Earth will be the buzzing of a kamikaze drone.
Ukrainian Air Force Maj. Gen. Borys Kremenetskyi, defense attaché at Ukraine’s embassy in Washington, gave attendees at the Association of Old Crows annual conference a picture of what the daily fight to maintain superiority in the electromagnetic spectrum looks like.
It’s not new, he noted. Ukraine has been dealing with electronic warfare since Russia invaded Crimea in 2014.
“What they’re trying to do is break through our battlespace coverage by electronic warfare ... in the full spectrum,” he said.
They use it to disrupt communications and jam GPS signals. Targeting by precision-guided munitions can be jammed or they can “spoof” the coordinates, sending the round to the wrong location.
“You need to be very smart to be able to shoot at the place where there’s no electronic signal,” he said.
The Russians can interfere with signals emitting from space-based systems or terrestrial radio stations preventing the government from communicating with its citizens.
While much attention has focused on the drone warfare taking place in the skies and Black Sea in Ukraine, it often goes unmentioned that neither side could remotely operate their robotic systems without mastering the electromagnetic spectrum.
Estimates have Russia devoting 18,000 to 20,000 troops to electronic warfare units, Kremenetskyi said.
“For this we need our own electronic warfare system, which can suppress Russian electronic warfare systems,” he said.
Necessity is the mother of invention, as the saying goes. For example, Ukrainian company Kvertus is fielding a backpackable jammer weighing 8 kilograms for individual soldiers intended to block signals in the 850-to-940-megahertz range, the most commonly used bands for first-person view, or FPV, small drones, according to the company’s website.
The U.S. Defense Department in a 2020 “Electromagnetic Spectrum Superiority Strategy” and its implementation plan approved the following year stated the United States must achieve spectrum dominance and integrate electronic warfare in all domains but stopped short of declaring it a domain unto itself.
Jeffrey Fischer, a retired Air Force colonel and now an author and journalist, said he wrote an opinion piece more than a decade ago arguing that the electromagnetic spectrum should be considered its own warfighting domain. The idea found a welcoming audience with the Association of Old Crows, an organization devoted to electronic warfare. It promoted Fischer’s article on the cover of its academic journal. But the idea has yet to take hold in the U.S. military.
“If it’s in the electronic spectrum, it can be intercepted and it can be jammed,” Fischer said. That includes GPS, which the U.S. military has come to rely upon.
“For decades … when we talked about war, we talked about precision strike, and we never really thought we would be talking about a war where we didn’t have precision. But lo and behold, the West became really, really dependent on precision by GPS — and now those are being jammed,” he said at the conference.
Meanwhile, the Pentagon is putting a great deal of its energy and resources into pursuing its Combined Joint All-Domain Command and Control concept, or CJADC2, which would link sensors and shooters in a combat cloud and use artificial intelligence to present options to decision makers faster than the speed of thought.
The last two words in the acronym are “command and control,” two actions that cannot be accomplished on modern battlefields without dominating radio waves. “Command” requires uninterrupted communication links, and “control” requires the same, along with precision navigation and timing that comes with GPS.
“Joint” means the six military branches must be able to communicate with each other and “combined” throws partners and allies into the mix with all their different communication and navigation systems.
Fischer said: “If you can stop the enemy’s ability to communicate, you really, really hinder them.”
The whole CJADC2 concept quickly falls apart if an enemy can dominate or disrupt the electromagnetic spectrum.
“Interoperability from the get-go is incredibly important” for CJADC2 to succeed, Navy Rear Adm. Susan BryerJoyner, deputy director of command, control, communications and computer/cyber systems, J6 at the Joint Staff, said at the conference.
The Ukraine War and the battle for spectrum dominance is taking place in a warzone, but the Pentagon operates globally and within U.S. borders. It must share the spectrum with other sectors, most notably telecommunications companies that spend and earn billions maintaining networks that connect to smartphones.
The Defense Department must ensure it has adequate bandwidth to operate its radars and communication systems and can do so without interfering with civilian-controlled airwaves — both domestically and in the allied nations where it operates.
The U.S. military operates a host of electronic warfare systems including the Navy’s EA-18G Growler carrier-based aircraft and the Air Force’s EC-130H Compass Call, along with ground forces that have various jammers integrated onto their vehicles.
When the United States invaded Iraq in 2003, it soon found itself engaged in a battle for spectrum superiority similar to what Ukraine is experiencing today. But instead of small drones, it was dealing with insurgents who were using common devices such as garage door openers to detonate roadside bombs.
The U.S. Army — by its own admission at the time — had let its electronic warfare skills atrophy, and it was forced to scramble and quickly integrate Warlock jammers into its vehicles.
Almost 20 years later, in October 2021, when former Vice Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Air Force Gen. John Hyten was doing his final meeting with the press before retirement, he said the armed forces were still struggling to master the electromagnetic spectrum.
“We used to be the best in the world at electronic warfare. Now we don’t train it. We don’t educate it. We don’t equip it. And so, it’s been recognized, and we have to fix it because spectrum was key to every domain — it’s key to every operation, key to every functional battle,” he said.
Meanwhile, the Biden administration in November released the latest “National Spectrum Strategy.”
Spectrum is a finite resource, and the Defense Department is only one of many players vying to occupy swaths of bands. The federal government auctions off these bans, making billions of dollars to put in its coffers.
BryerJoyner noted the Pentagon has to monitor upcoming auctions that will sell off unclaimed bands of spectrum.
“It’s very important for economic security, but there is friction with what DoD needs,” she said.


Only strong spectrum stops Russia war. 
Chris Panella 24 (Defense Reporter for Business Insider, 6/5/24, “If the US doesn't win the electronic warfare fight, the joint force will 'lose' and 'lose very quickly,' Air Force commander says,” https://www.businessinsider.com/us-loses-quickly-if-cant-win-electronic-warfare-fight-officer-2024-6#:~:text=Electronic%20warfare%20like%20what%20the,an%20Air%20Force%20officer%20said., dhiya)
Future wars could be decided by electronic warfare like Russia and Ukraine are using right now to interrupt communications, defeat unmanned platforms, and even degrade precision weaponry.
For the US, if it doesn't dominate that invisible domain and win the fight in the electromagnetic spectrum, it will "lose" and do so "very quickly," an Air Force wing commander said.
At the C4ISRNET Conference on Wednesday, US Army Brig. Gen. Ed Barker, the Program Executive Officer for Intelligence, Electronic Warfare and Sensors, and US Air Force Col. Josh Koslov, commander of the 350th Spectrum Warfare Wing, discussed the challenges facing the US in the electronic warfare space and the efforts to find solutions to these problems.
"Electronic warfare is a fire," not unlike certain other weapons systems like artillery, Koslov said, "and the ability to integrate those fires in support the joint force's commander's scheme of maneuvers is more important now than ever."
Both Barker and Koslov noted that dominating the electromagnetic spectrum in a fight against near-peer adversaries like China and Russia would be a close one in a war and that the US must maintain the edge.
"The spectrum is a bad place to be second, and if we lose in the spectrum, or are unable to effect the spectrum, the joint force will lose, and we're going to lose very quickly," Koslov said.
The US has acknowledged the growing importance of electronic warfare in its warfighting strategies, recognizing not only the need to figure out how to defend against the enemy's use of it but also how to fight with it.
Electronic warfare is a broad term for fighting involving elements of the electromagnetic spectrum. Increased US interest in it more recently has been driven by the ongoing conflict in Ukraine, where electronic warfare tactics, such as GPS spoofing and signal jamming, have shaped the fighting.
The US has been watching the war closely to determine key takeaways, and it's been, as a defense expert previously told Business Insider, an "intelligence bonanza" for American forces.
Related stories
'Every trench' in Ukraine needs a close-range electronic warfare shield against drones and other threats, top official says
A new US-Swedish bomb may have already been pulled from Ukraine because it's useless against Russian jamming
One thing the US has observed in Ukraine is the degradation of some of its more advanced, precision-guided weapons systems by Russian jamming.
In March, Daniel Patt, a senior fellow at the Hudson Institute, wrote in a statement to Congress that the 155mm GPS-guided Excalibur artillery shell "had a 70% efficiency rate hitting targets when first used in Ukraine" but that "after six weeks, efficiency declined to only 6% as the Russians adapted their electronic warfare systems to counter it." Russian efforts have also impacted the GMLRS launched by the HIMARS and JDAMs.
Volunteers and Ukrainian military personnel attend a presentation of radio-electronic warfare (WB) and radio-electronic intelligence (PER) systems of the Ukrainian company Kvertus in Lviv region on May 28, 2024, amid the Russian invasion of Ukraine.
Patt explained that "the peak efficiency of a new weapon system is only about 2 weeks before countermeasures emerge." That information could prove vital for a future great-power fight against an adversary like China or Russia.
At the C4ISRNET conference, Barker called the electromagnetic spectrum another "terrain" of battle.
"We have to treat the EMS as terrain," he said. "You have to be able to hold terrain, you have to be able to maneuver inside of it, and you also have to be able to affect the enemy."
Barker mentioned a recent electronic warfare tabletop exercise, which looked at over 70 different capabilities spread across the joint force and how they fit into the various battlefield strategies and potential fighting scenarios.
He said the exercise helped them to identify "gaps we need to focus on," such as understanding more about what both allies and adversaries look like in the spectrum, as well as needing a "layered approach" to fighting electronic warfare. It's a complex problem, and he said there's no "silver bullet."
At the conference, both Barker and Koslov highlighted the importance of having systems communicate with one another about key data and noted that when the US acquires new technology from industry partners, prioritizing electronic warfare defenses and capabilities is vital.
Barker said "we're realizing that we have to build, essentially, an EW arsenal across the landscape to be able to go at these different kinds of threats."
!---Russia Ukraine---2NC
Success in Ukraine will deter wars of aggression, prevent a global nuclear arms race and make World War 3 less likely.
Thiessen ’23, Post-graduate at Naval War College, fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, Marc A., “This is the ‘America First’ case for supporting Ukraine,” Washington Post, https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/2023/05/30/ukraine-counteroffensive-support-america/)
Of course, the most powerful argument is the one I have not made yet: Helping Ukraine is the right thing to do. It is the American thing to do. As Reagan explained 40 years ago during his “Evil Empire” speech, the United States cannot remove itself “from the struggle between right and wrong and good and evil” because “America has kept alight the torch of freedom, not just for ourselves, but for millions of others around the world.” Those words ring as true today as they did in Reagan’s time. The war in Ukraine is a struggle between right and wrong and good and evil, and in that struggle, America must not remain neutral. Even this is a matter of self-interest. Since the end of the Cold War, democratic self-government has spread throughout the world. The dramatic expansion of human freedom has unleashed an unprecedented expansion of peace, stability and prosperity at home and abroad. But even those unpersuaded by Reagan’s call to oppose evil can still agree with him that the United States must pursue “peace through strength.” The “America First” isolationists of the 1930s hoped to avoid a repeat of the carnage of the First World War, which took some 20 million lives. Instead, their failure to resist Adolf Hitler’s rise invited the Second World War, which took 60 million lives. Allowing Hitler to seize the Sudetenland in Czechoslovakia did not appease the dictator nor deliver “peace for our time.” It only whetted Hitler’s appetite, and the appetites of other expansionist powers, for conquest. The same will be true if we allow Putin to seize Ukraine. The lesson of the 20th century is that putting “America First” requires us to project strength and deter our enemies from launching wars of aggression — so that U.S. troops to don’t have to fight and die in another global conflagration. The invasion in Ukraine was a failure of deterrence. Only by helping Ukraine win can we prevent further deterrence failures. If we help Ukraine prevail, we can rewrite the narrative of U.S. weakness; restore deterrence with China; strike a blow against the Sino-Russian alliance; decimate the Russian threat to Europe; increase burden-sharing with our allies; improve our military preparedness for other adversaries; stop a global nuclear arms race; dissuade other nuclear states from launching wars of aggression; and make World War III less likely.
!---AI---2NC
Defeating Russia is key to undermine Xi and the Sino-Russian Alliance
Thiessen, 23 --- fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, and the former chief speechwriter for President George W. Bush (May 30, 2023 at 8:00 a.m. EDT, Marc A., “This is the ‘America First’ case for supporting Ukraine,” https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/2023/05/30/ukraine-counteroffensive-support-america/, JMP))
3 Defeating Putin would weaken the Sino-Russian partnership
Xi seeks a Chinese-led global order that favors the world’s autocracies. In pursuit of that goal, he made a bet on Putin and has met with him some 40 times since assuming power in 2012. China’s “no limits” partnership with Russia “is a signature personal policy of Xi Jinping,” former Trump deputy national security adviser Matthew Pottinger tells me. “Putin’s defeat would do a lot of damage to Xi’s credibility” by making it clear the Chinese leader backed a loser.
Defeating Putin in Ukraine would strike a blow to the very heart of the emerging Sino-Russian alliance and restore the United States’ reputation for strength and reliability. Nations across the world would have incentives to deepen their trade, investment and security ties with the United States — at China’s expense. A Ukrainian victory would make the United States stronger, safer and more prosperous.
On the other hand, if Putin won in Ukraine, it would lead to the expansion of Chinese economic influence in Europe. Skeptical of U.S. strength, Europeans would likely return to doing business with Russia. The same doubts would drive our Asian allies to accelerate their own trade and investment with China. The United States would be weaker, less prosperous and less secure.
The Axis cements authoritarian tech use. 
Samuel Bendett and Elsa Kania 19, 10-29-19, Bendett, Analyst with the CNA Adversary Analysis Group; Kania, Adjunct Fellow with the Center for a New American Security’s Technology and National Security Program, "A new Sino-Russian high-tech partnership," https://www.aspi.org.au/report/new-sino-russian-high-tech-partnership, jy
Sino-Russian relations have been adapting to an era of great-power rivalry. This complex relationship, categorised as a ‘comprehensive strategic partnership of coordination for a new era’, has continued to evolve as global strategic competition has intensified.1 China and Russia have not only expanded military cooperation but are also undertaking more extensive technological cooperation, including in fifth-generation telecommunications, artificial intelligence (AI), biotechnology and the digital economy.
When Russia and China commemorated the 70th anniversary of the establishment of diplomatic relations between Soviet Union and the People’s Republic of China in October 2019,2 the celebrations highlighted the history of this ‘friendship’ and a positive agenda for contemporary partnership that is pursuing bilateral security, ‘the spirit of innovation’, and ‘cooperation in all areas’.3
Such partnerships show that Beijing and Moscow recognise the potential synergies of joining forces in the development of these dual-use technologies, which possess clear military and commercial significance. This distinct deepening of China–Russia technological collaborations is also a response to increased pressures imposed by the US. Over the past couple of years, US policy has sought to limit Chinese and Russian engagements with the global technological ecosystem, including through sanctions and export controls. Under these geopolitical circumstances, the determination of Chinese and Russian leaders to develop indigenous replacements for foreign, particularly American technologies, from chips to operating systems, has provided further motivation for cooperation.
These advances in authoritarian innovation should provoke concerns for democracies for reasons of security, human rights, and overall competitiveness. Notably, the Chinese and Russian governments are also cooperating on techniques for improved censorship and surveillance and increasingly coordinating on approaches to governance that justify and promote their preferred approach of cyber sovereignty and internet management, to other countries and through international standards and other institutions. Today’s trends in technological collaboration and competition also possess strategic and ideological implications for great-power rivalry.

That’s worse than extinction.
Di Minardi 20, MA Political Science at Boston College, 10-15-20, 
“The grim fate that could be ‘worse than extinction’,” https://www.bbc.com/future/article/20201014-totalitarian-world-in-chains-artificial-intelligence
What would totalitarian governments of the past have looked like if they were never defeated? The Nazis operated with 20th Century technology and it still took a world war to stop them. How much more powerful – and permanent – could the Nazis have been if they had beat the US to the atomic bomb? Controlling the most advanced technology of the time could have solidified Nazi power and changed the course of history.
When we think of existential risks, events like nuclear war or asteroid impacts often come to mind. Yet there’s one future threat that is less well known – and while it doesn’t involve the extinction of our species, it could be just as bad.
It’s called the “world in chains” scenario, where, like the preceding thought experiment, a global totalitarian government uses a novel technology to lock a majority of the world into perpetual suffering. If it sounds grim, you’d be right. But is it likely? Researchers and philosophers are beginning to ponder how it might come about – and, more importantly, what we can do to avoid it.
Existential risks (x-risks) are disastrous because they lock humanity into a single fate, like the permanent collapse of civilisation or the extinction of our species. These catastrophes can have natural causes, like an asteroid impact or a supervolcano, or be human-made from sources like nuclear war or climate change. Allowing one to happen would be “an abject end to the human story" and would let down the hundreds of generations that came before us, says Haydn Belfield, academic project manager at the Centre for the Study of Existential Risk at the University of Cambridge.
Toby Ord, a senior research fellow at the Future of Humanity Institute (FHI) at Oxford University, believes that the odds of an existential catastrophe happening this century from natural causes are less than one in 2,000, because humans have survived for 2,000 centuries without one. However, when he adds the probability of human-made disasters, Ord believes the chances increase to a startling one in six. He refers to this century as “the precipice” because the risk of losing our future has never been so high.
Researchers at the Center on Long-Term Risk, a non-profit research institute in London, have expanded upon x-risks with the even-more-chilling prospect of suffering risks. These “s-risks” are defined as “suffering on an astronomical scale, vastly exceeding all suffering that has existed on Earth so far.” In these scenarios, life continues for billions of people, but the quality is so low and the outlook so bleak that dying out would be preferable. In short: a future with negative value is worse than one with no value at all.
This is where the “world in chains” scenario comes in. If a malevolent group or government suddenly gained world-dominating power through technology, and there was nothing to stand in its way, it could lead to an extended period of abject suffering and subjugation. A 2017 report on existential risks from the Global Priorities Project, in conjunction with FHI and the Ministry for Foreign Affairs of Finland, warned that “a long future under a particularly brutal global totalitarian state could arguably be worse than complete extinction”.
Singleton hypothesis
Though global totalitarianism is still a niche topic of study, researchers in the field of existential risk are increasingly turning their attention to its most likely cause: artificial intelligence.
In his “singleton hypothesis”, Nick Bostrom, director at Oxford’s FHI, has explained how a global government could form with AI or other powerful technologies – and why it might be impossible to overthrow. He writes that a world with “a single decision-making agency at the highest level” could occur if that agency “obtains a decisive lead through a technological breakthrough in artificial intelligence or molecular nanotechnology”. Once in charge, it would control advances in technology that prevent internal challenges, like surveillance or autonomous weapons, and, with this monopoly, remain perpetually stable.
If the singleton is totalitarian, life would be bleak. Even in the countries with the strictest regimes, news leaks in and out from other countries and people can escape. A global totalitarian rule would eliminate even these small seeds of hope. To be worse than extinction, “that would mean we feel absolutely no freedom, no privacy, no hope of escaping, no agency to control our lives at all", says Tucker Davey, a writer at the Future of Life Institute in Massachusetts, which focuses on existential risk research.
“In totalitarian regimes of the past, [there was] so much paranoia and psychological suffering because you just have no idea if you're going to get killed for saying the wrong thing,” he continues. “And now imagine that there's not even a question, every single thing you say is being reported and being analysed.”
“We may not yet have the technologies to do this,” Ord said in a recent interview, “but it looks like the kinds of technologies we’re developing make that easier and easier. And it seems plausible that this may become possible at some time in the next 100 years.”
AI and authoritarianism
Though life under a global totalitarian government is still an unlikely and far-future scenario, AI is already enabling authoritarianism in some countries and strengthening infrastructure that could be seized by an opportunistic despot in others.
“We've seen sort of a reckoning with the shift from very utopian visions of what technology might bring to much more sobering realities that are, in some respects, already quite dystopian,” says Elsa Kania, an adjunct senior fellow at the Center for New American Security, a bipartisan non-profit that develops national security and defence policies.
In the past, surveillance required hundreds of thousands of people – one in every 100 citizens in East Germany was an informant – but now it can be done by technology. In the United States, the National Security Agency (NSA) collected hundreds of millions of American call and text records before they stopped domestic surveillance in 2019, and there are an estimated four to six million CCTV cameras across the United Kingdom. Eighteen of the 20 most surveilled cities in the world are in China, but London is the third. The difference between them lies less in the tech that the countries employ and more in how they use it.
What if the definition of what is illegal in the US and the UK expanded to include criticising the government or practising certain religions? The infrastructure is already in place to enforce it, and AI – which the NSA has already begun experimenting with – would enable agencies to search through our data faster than ever before.
In addition to enhancing surveillance, AI also underpins the growth of online misinformation, which is another tool of the authoritarian. AI-powered deep fakes, which can spread fabricated political messages, and algorithmic micro-targeting on social media are making propaganda more persuasive. This undermines our epistemic security – the ability to determine what is true and act on it – that democracies depend on.
“Over the last few years, we've seen the rise of filter bubbles and people getting shunted by various algorithms into believing various conspiracy theories, or even if they’re not conspiracy theories, into believing only parts of the truth,” says Belfield. “You can imagine things getting much worse, especially with deep fakes and things like that, until it's increasingly harder for us to, as a society, decide these are the facts of the matter, this is what we have to do about it, and then take collective action.”
!---Central Asia---2NC
Ukraine escalation creates refugee flows—causes Central Asia war
Lizan 15—(JD, National University Odesa Law Academy, article was originally published in Odnako, a Russian foreign policy magazine, URL is to a translation). Ivan Lizan. “Three Fronts For Russia: How Washington Will Fan The Flames of Chaos In Central Asia.” Information Clearinghouse. February 23. .
If the war in Ukraine leads to millions of refugees, tens of thousands of deaths, and the destruction of cities, defrosting the Karabakh conflict will completely undermine Russia’s entire foreign policy in the Caucasus. Every city in Central Asia is under threat of explosions and attacks. So far this “up-and-coming front” has attracted the least media coverage – Novorossiya dominates on national television channels, in newspapers, and on websites –, but this theater of war could become one of the most complex after the conflict in the Ukraine. A subsidiary of the Caliphate under Russia’s belly The indisputable trend in Afghanistan – and the key source of instability in the region – is to an alliance between the Taliban and the Islamic State. Even so, the formation of their union is in its early days, references to it are scarce and fragmentary, and the true scale of the activities of the IS emissaries is unclear, like an iceberg whose tip barely shows above the surface of the water. But it has been established that IS agitators are active in Pakistan and in Afghanistan’s southern provinces, which are controlled by the Taliban. But, in this case, the first victim of chaos in Afghanistan is Pakistan, which at the insistence of, and with help from, the United States nurtured the Taliban in the 1980s. That project has taken on a life of its own and is a recurring nightmare for Islamabad, which has decided to establish a friendlier relationship China and Russia. This trend can be seen in the Taliban’s attacks on Pakistani schools, whose teachers now have the right to carry guns, regular arrests of terrorists in the major cities, and the start of activities in support of tribes hostile to the Taliban in the north. The latest legislative development in Pakistan is a constitutional amendment to expand military court jurisdiction [over civilians]. Throughout the country, terrorists, Islamists and their sympathizers are being detained. In the northwest alone, more than 8,000 arrests have been made, including members of the clergy. Religious organizations have been banned and IS emissaries are being caught. Since the Americans do not like putting all their eggs in one basket, they will provide support to the government in Kabul, which will allow them to remain in the country legitimately, and at the same time to the Taliban, which is transforming itself into IS. The outcome will be a state of chaos in which the Americans will not formally take part; instead, they will sit back on their military bases, waiting to see who wins. And then Washington will provide assistance to the victor. Note that its security services have been supporting the Taliban for a long time and quite effectively: some of the official security forces and police in Afghanistan are former Taliban and Mujahideen. Method of destruction The first way to destabilize Central Asia is to create problems on the borders, along with the threat that Mujahideen will penetrate the region. The testing of the neighbours has already started; problems have arisen in Turkmenistan, which has even had to ask Kabul to hold large-scale military operations in the border provinces. Tajikistan has forced the Taliban to negotiate the release of the border guards it abducted, and the Tajik border service reports that there is a large group of Mujahideen on its borders. In general, all the countries bordering Afghanistan have stepped up their border security. The second way is to send Islamists behind the lines. The process has already begun: the number of extremists in Tajikistan alone grew three-fold last year; however, even though they are being caught, it obviously will not be feasible to catch all of them. Furthermore, the situation is aggravated by the return of migrant workers from Russia, which will expand the recruiting base. If the stream of remittances from Russia dries up, the outcome may be popular discontent and managed riots. Kyrgyz expert Kadir Malikov reports that $70 million has been allocated to the IS military group Maverenahr, which includes representatives of all the Central Asian republics, to carry out acts of terrorism in the region. Special emphasis is placed on the Fergana Valley as the heart of Central Asia. Another point of vulnerability is Kyrgyzstan’s parliamentary elections, scheduled for this fall. The initiation of a new set of color revolutions will lead to chaos and the disintegration of countries. Self-supporting wars Waging war is expensive, so the destabilization of the region must be self-supporting or at least profitable for the U.S. military-industrial complex. And in this area Washington has had some success: it has given Uzbekistan 328 armored vehicles that Kiev had requested for its war with Novorossiya. At first glance, the deal isn’t profitable because the machines were a gift, but in reality Uzbekistan will be tied to U.S. spare parts and ammunition. Washington made a similar decision on the transfer of equipment and weapons to Islamabad. But the United States has not been successful in its attempts to impose its weapons systems on India: the Indians have not signed any contracts, and Obama was shown Russian military hardware when he attended a military parade. Thus the United States is drawing the countries in the region into war with its own protégés – the Taliban and Islamic State – and at the same time is supplying its enemies with weapons. *** So 2015 will be marked by preparations for widespread destabilization in Central Asia and the transformation of AfPak into an Islamic State subsidiary on the borders of Russia, India, China, and Iran. The start of full-scale war, which will inevitably follow once chaos engulfs the region, will lead to a bloodbath in the “Eurasian Balkans,” automatically involving more than a third of the world’s population and almost all the United States’ geopolitical rivals. It’s an opportunity Washington will find too good to miss. Russia’s response to this challenge has to be multifaceted: involving the region in the process of Eurasian integration, providing military, economic, and political assistance, working closely with its allies in the Shanghai Cooperation Organization and the BRICS, strengthening the Pakistani army, and of course assisting with the capture of the bearded servants of the Caliphate. But the most important response should be the accelerated modernization of its armed forces as well as those of its allies and efforts to strengthen the Collective Security Treaty Organization and give it the right to circumvent the highly inefficient United Nations. The region is extremely important: if Ukraine is a fuse of war, then Central Asia is a munitions depot. If it blows up, half the continent will be hit.

Extinction.
Louis René Beres 17. Emeritus professor of international law at Purdue University. 2-10-2017. "The Fast Track to Armageddon." US News & World Report. https://www.usnews.com/opinion/world-report/articles/2017-02-10/donald-trump-iran-and-the-fast-track-to-nuclear-war-in-the-middle-east
When all pertinent factors are taken into account, U.S. President Donald Trump could sometime undertake more-or-less selective military action against Iran. In response, the Islamic Republic – then having absolutely no meaningful option to launching at least certain forms of armed reprisal – would target American military forces in the region and/or carefully chosen Israeli targets. Whatever its precise configuration of selected targets, Tehran's retaliatory blow would be expressly designed so as not to elicit an unacceptably massive (possibly even nuclear) counter-retaliation. With particular regard to Israel, moreover, this sort of retaliation would plausibly include, inter alia, a substantial reliance upon Iran's own surrogate militia forces in Hezbollah. All such bewildering calculations, of course, must assume perfect rationality on all sides. If, for example, the new American president should cast all caution to the winds with his own first strike (a strike that would be defended by Washington, in law, as an allegedly legitimate expression of international law-enforcement, or "anticipatory self-defense"), the Iranian response, whether rational or irrational, could expectedly be "proportionate" – that is, comparably massive. In that prospectively escalatory case, any contemplated introduction of nuclear weapons into the ensuing conflagration might not necessarily be dismissed out of hand. At that point, moreover, any such introduction would have to originate from the American and/or Israeli side. This indisputable inference is "true by definition," "simply" because Iran would not yet have become an operationally nuclear power. In such circumstances, Trump, especially in view of his favored argumentum ad baculum stance in virtually all matters, might decide upon a so-called "mad dog" strategy vis-a-vis Iran. Here, the American president would display a last-resort dependence upon a strategy of pretended irrationality, or what I have called in my own latest books and monographs, the "rationality of pretended irrationality." Significantly, any such residual reliance, while intuitively sensible and apparently compelling, could still backfire, thereby opening up an "Armageddon path" to a now unstoppable escalation. If, on the other hand, Trump's "punishing" or defensive initial strike against Iran were conspicuously less than massive, a fully rational Iranian adversary would likely ensure that its chosen reprisal was correspondingly "limited." But if Trump's consciously rational and calibrated attack upon Iran were wittingly or unwittingly launched against an irrational enemy leadership, the Iranian response could then be "roaring missiles," or an all-out retaliation. This presumably unanticipated response, while non-nuclear, could be directed at some as yet undeterminable combination of U.S. and Israeli targets. Cumulatively, it could still inflict very substantial harms. For the moment, at least, any Iranian missile reprisal against U.S. interests and personnel would have to exclude the American homeland. This same limiting prediction, however, cannot be made in reference to any considered Israeli targets. On the contrary, any reciprocal Iranian attack directed against Israel would plausibly target that country's military assets and could also include a significant number of "soft" civilian populations and corollary infrastructures. Even if it is being played only by rational adversaries, the advancing strategic "game" would demand that each contestant relentlessly strive for "escalation dominance." Ominously, it is in the thoroughly unpracticed internal dynamics of any such rivalry that the serious prospect of a genuinely "Armageddon" scenario could sometime be realized. This intolerable outcome could be produced either in unexpected increments of escalation by any or all of the three dominant national players, or instead, by any sudden quantum leap in destructiveness undertaken by Iran, Israel and/or the United States. The only thing that is wholly predictable in usefully deciphering such complex dynamics is that they are all unpredictable. For example, even under the best or optimum assumptions of enemy rationality, all pertinent decision-makers would have to concern themselves with miscalculations, errors in information, unauthorized uses of strategic weapons, mechanical or computer malfunctions, poorly recognized instances of cyberdefense, cyber-war and even adversarial coups d'etats. In the final analysis, informed citizens and participants in these hideously complicated games of strategy will need to recall that it is mathematically meaningless to assign any comforting probabilities to unique events. Because an authentic nuclear war would represent precisely such an event, one with utterly unforeseen intersections, interactions and "synergies," we can never predict with any reassuring degree of precision whether such a conflict would actually be more or less probable. Indeed, should Trump ever proceed to strike Iran on the erroneously nonspecific assumption that his generals have already "got everything covered," he ought then to be reminded of the classic military warning of Carl von Clausewitz: Long before any military planners could even envision a nuclear war, the great Prussian general had cautioned about "friction," or "the difference between war on paper, and war as it actually is." Where it would be minimized or disregarded altogether by Trump, this difference could propel the unsteady Middle East toward an irreversible Armageddon.
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The United States Federal Government should [significantly decrease intellectual property protection by] increasing antitrust scrutiny of pharmaceutical companies.

Antitrust scrutiny is ramping up competition now.
Miller 23 (Ben, Securities Litigation Correspondent at Bloomberg, 12/7/23, “Big Pharma Braces for More FTC Suits Over M&A Bound for Approval,” https://news.bloomberglaw.com/litigation/big-pharma-expects-more-ftc-suits-over-deals-bound-for-approval, dhiya)
The pharmaceutical sector is preparing for more antitrust litigation after a pivot by US regulators to lawsuits that prioritize clarifying the law over successfully blocking deals.
Recent actions by the Federal Trade Commission under Chair Lina Khan that include a review of Pfizer Inc.‘s $43 billion takeover of Seagen Inc. have overturned settled practices for the agency, signaling a greater willingness to litigate in an attempt to set precedents that define anticompetitive conduct, according to academics and a former FTC director.
The FTC announced Thursday it would engage in data sharing with the Justice Department and the Department of Health and Human Services. The plan will help antitrust enforcers identify potentially anticompetitive acquisitions that may otherwise go under the radar, according to a senior administration official.
“You’re going to see a greater willingness to litigate, not based on whether they’re going to win or not, but based on the need to clarify law,” said David Balto, a lawyer and former FTC Assistant Director of Policy and Evaluation who now practices in Chevy Chase, Md.
Business groups are already taking countermeasures: Most recently, the US Chamber of Commerce and more than two dozen other trade associations urged Congress to stop one phase of the regulator’s pivot—an overhaul of the FTC and Justice Department’s merger and acquisition review process. The proposed changes to pre-merger notification rules reject the established Hart-Scott-Rodino Act standards and would generate more than $2 billion in new costs for businesses, they said.
Companies are right to be wary of the tone the current FTC has set, Balto said.
“This has been, for the last 30 years, simply a regulatory process,” he said. “But the commissioners don’t like that. They want something permanent to establish precedents that will govern conduct into the future.”

The plan decks pharmaceutical innovation and makes prices skyrocket.
Aoki 15 (Researcher at UC Hastings, December 2015, “The Problem of Reverse Payments in the Pharmaceutical Industry Following Actavis,” Hastings Law Journal, 67(1), https://repository.uchastings.edu/hastings_law_journal/vol67/iss1/6, dhiya)
“Reverse payment” or “pay-for-delay” settlements occur when a brand-name pharmaceutical company that is suing a generic manufacturer for patent infringement drops its lawsuit and instead pays the generic company to delay marketing its generic drug until a specified date.4 This flow of consideration from the patentee, brand-name pharmaceutical company to the generic manufacturer contrasts with that of traditional patent infringement settlements, where infringing parties pay patentees to drop the lawsuits against them. These reverse payment settlements delay both the availability of generic drugs to consumers and competition among pharmaceutical companies, raising strong antitrust concerns. As reverse payment settlements become increasingly popular in the pharmaceutical industry, steps must be taken to combat their anticompetitive effects.5
The main problem with reverse settlements is that the benefits they provide for the brand-name pharmaceutical company and the generic drug manufacturer are often at the expense of consumers, who are forced to pay higher prices for their medications. According to a recent Federal Trade Commission (“FTC”) statement, “eliminating these pay-for-delay settlements would still save consumers $35 billion over ten years—or about $3.5 billion per year.”6 This is because, on average, generic drugs cost ten times less than their brand-name counterparts.7 However, these savings are lost when the brand-name pharmaceutical company settles with the generic manufacturer in order to eliminate the risk of expensive litigation that could ultimately invalidate its patent and open the door to competition from generic drugs. By delaying the manufacture and sale of a version of its drug, the brand-name company is able to maintain its monopoly-set price and thus, make more than it and the generic challenger would have made combined if they were to compete with each other on the market. In an anticompetitive reverse payment settlement, the generic company agrees to drop its application to produce a low-cost generic version of the drug in exchange for a share of the monopolized profits. In such a scenario, where the brand-name and generic drug companies conspire to intentionally block competition, their actions constitute an antitrust violation. Until FTC v. Actavis, Inc., it was unclear whether all reverse payment settlements raised antitrust concerns.
Healthcare costs crush competitiveness. 
Naresh Khatri 22, Professor of strategic human resource management and transformational leadership, Department of Health Management and Informatics, School of Medicine, University of Missouri, Columbia, “The Nature and Extent of the Problem,” Crony Capitalism in US Health Care: Anatomy of a Dysfunctional System, 1st ed., Routledge, 2022, pp. 3–11 DOI.org (Crossref), doi:10.4324/9781003112204
Until the 1980s, despite spending much less on health care, Americans were doing better than other countries in their health outcomes (Frakt, 2018). Something happened to US health care spending after 1980. Confronted with fiscal pressures, as the share of gross domestic product (GDP) absorbed by health care spending began to get serious, other nations put measures in place to hold down spending but the US did not. The differential between what the US and other developed coun- tries pay for prescriptions and for hospital and physician services has continued to widen over time. Suppliers of medical inputs marketed costly technological innovations (Callahan, 2009). They found ready customers in hospitals and medical practices eager to keep up with rivals in the medical arms race. In 1980, health care expenditures in the US were $256 billion, exploding to nearly $2.6 trillion in 2010, a ten- fold increase (Meissner, 2013). Health care expenditures spiked further to $3.8 trillion in 2019. What began as a small gap in performance when compared to other countries is now a yawning chasm.
The per capita spending on health care in the US towers over all other developed nations, and yet health care outcomes as reflected by key health indicators are at best average. In other words, the US health care system consumes far more resources to produce the same or worse health care outcomes as compared to the health care systems elsewhere. For example, the US spent $11,582 per capita in 2019 compared to $5,418 in Canada, $4,653 in the United Kingdom, $4,823 in Japan, and $4,224, the average of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) countries (OECD, 2020). In total health care spending, the US spends 17.7 percent of its GDP, which is almost the double that of the average spending of 8.8 percent of GDP for the OECD countries. In a comparison to the overall performance of the health care systems of 11 developed countries, the US was found dangling alone with high health care spending and low system performance (Schneider et al., 2017). Seven countries (Australia, Germany, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom) bunch together and perform higher than the other four countries (Canada, France, Sweden, and the USA). Canada, France, and Sweden show mediocre performance with the US being the laggard.
The US health care system is a case of feast or famine. On the one hand, insured patients receive overly excessive care, generating mistakes and injuries that lead to about 30,000 deaths each year (Terhune, 2017). On the other hand, 45,000 deaths occur annually due to the lack of health care access; the lack of access has been suggested to be associated with a greater risk of death in uninsured adults by 40 percent (Meissner, 2013). 
“The ballooning costs of health care act as a hungry tapeworm on the American economy” (Buffet quoted in Associated Press, 2018a). For example, over a decade (1999 to 2009), health care cost growth wiped out real income gains of nearly $5,400 per year for an average US family (Auerbach & Kellermann, 2011). If the US health care system could perform as that of the health care systems in other developed countries, an American would pay $4,000 to $6,000 less for health care costs per year.
The rising rates of health care insurance premiums prevent employees from getting any salary increases. For employer- sponsored health insur- ance, the costs keep creeping higher, leaving little or no money for employers to offer salary increases for their employees. From 1999 to 2009, while the average US salary grew by 38 percent, the health care premiums grew by a whopping 131 percent (Healthcare Imperative, 2010). The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention terms the increase in US health care costs over and above the general inflation in the economy as a ‘greed factor’.
The system insiders –  private health insurers, hospitals/h ospital networks, pharmaceuticals/ medical device makers, and physicians/ medical professionals –  have successfully propagated the myth that the rising cost of health care in the US is due to an aging population (Reinhardt, 2019), which is not quite true. The US, with one of the youngest populations among developed nations, has the highest per capita health care cost and more than double the per capita health care cost of Japan, which has one of the oldest populations in the world. The real driver of US health care costs is the per capita spending on health care (Horowitz, 2018).
According to a 2010 report by Healthcare Imperative, if prices of other commodities had grown as quickly as health care costs since 1945, a dozen eggs would cost $55, a gallon of milk $48, and a dozen oranges $134.
Back- of- the- envelope calculations comparing the prices of ser- vices and products in the US health care industry with other industries encapsulate how overpriced and inefficient the US health care system is. For example, if automobiles were priced similarly to ser- vices and products in the US health care industry, a midsize family car might cost about $200,000 or more. Similarly, if an airline industry priced its services like US health care providers, an airline ticket from New York to Los Angeles might cost something like $20,000 or $30,000 and the ticket might have to be purchased a year in advance and when you show up on the airport with your ticket, you might not find your seat or flight.
A Source of Anxiety, Insecurity, and Despair for Many Americans
The soaring costs of health care in the US are a source of severe financial burden and distress to Americans as evident from the fact that over 60 percent of all personal bankruptcies are medical (Himmelstein, Thorne, Warren, & Woolhandler, 2009). Most Americans, even those having insurance, are one major illness away from bankruptcy (Rosenthal, 2017).
A commonly unrecognized source of suffering for many Americans is health care insecurity. Health care insecurity is a sense of vulnerability, lack of control, and worry that individuals feel about getting the health care they need (Tomsik et al., 2014). As health care costs keep rising, more people seem to be skipping physician visits. Americans fear large medical bills more than they do a serious illness. Thirty- three percent of surveyed individuals in a study conducted by the University of Chicago and the West Health Institute were “extremely afraid” or “very afraid” of getting seriously ill (Gillies, 2018). About 40 percent said paying for health care was more frightening than the illness itself. Further, the survey found 54 percent of the participants received one or more medical bills over the past year for something they thought was covered by their insurance.
The fear of losing health care insurance undermines job and geo- graphical mobility in Americans. For example, the Affordable Care Act, offering an option where individuals can get health insurance, has reduced ‘job lock’ or staying with a suboptimal job to keep health benefits, with an estimated 1.5 million people choosing to become self- employed as they can get an affordable health insurance of their own. A streamlined and integrated health insurance system that allows Americans to take their health insurance wherever they go could be quite liberating for them.
Wasteful, Starving Other Sectors of Economy
The US health care system on its current trajectory is simply unsustainable (Institute of Medicine Report, 2012; OECD, 2020). A recent review of 54 unique peer-reviewed research publications on the waste in the US health care system estimates the total annual waste to be in the range of $760 billion to $935 billion, accounting for approximately 25 percent of the total annual health care spending in the US (Shrank, Rogstad, & Parekh, 2019). This waste is more than the entire US defense budget in 2019. It is also more than the total Medicare spending in 2019. The estimated ranges of total annual cost of waste in the US health care system in the six commonly identified domains of waste are as follows: failure of care delivery ($102 billion to $166 billion), failure of care coordination ($27 billion to $78 billion), overtreatments ($76 billion to $101 billion), pricing failures ($231 billion to $241 billion), fraud and abuse ($56 billion to $84 billion), and administrative complexity ($266 billion).
The waste in the health care system, which is approaching a trillion-dollar mark annually, is wiping out efficiency, productivity, and wealth created by other industries and other parts of the US economy (Girod, Hart, & Weltz, 2018; Horowitz, 2018; Manufacturing Institute, 2013; Milliman Medical Index, 2020). A news article entitled “Health Care Will Bankrupt the Nation” sums up the extent of the problem in the US health care system rather well (Riedl, 2017). By straining national, state, and family budgets, the US health care system is contributing to the starvation of other vital sectors, such as infrastructure and education, which have contributed notably to America’s wealth, ingenuity, and competitiveness:
“If the US budget collapses after hemorrhaging too much red ink, the main culprit will be rising health care costs”, but not the entitlement programs such as social security (Horowitz, 2018). Absent some workable solution, spending on health care is likely to sink the federal budget, generating levels of debt that would hold back the economy and potentially spark a global crisis of confidence in United States’ ability to borrow. Federal spending on health care (mostly Medicare and Medicaid) rose from 14.4% of all federal outlays in 1990 to about 31% in 2018 – one of the main reasons the national debt grew to $21.5 trillion in 2018 (Wolf- Mann, 2018). Alarmed by the costs of health care in the United States, the Chairman of the Federal Reserve, Jerome Powell, noted: “It’s no secret: It’s been true for a long time that with our uniquely expensive healthcare delivery system …, we’ve been on an unsustainable fiscal path for a long time” (quoted in Wolf-Mann, 2018).
One of the factors contributing to the decline of American manufacturing may very well be the high cost of health care in the US. In the ten years ending in 2012, employer costs for employee health care insurance increased by 66 percent – an increase in the structural cost disadvantage for US sfirms of 5.2 percentage points (Manufacturing Institute, 2013). Over the years, employer-p rovided health care costs have been growing much faster than the prices of products and services they sell. In 2018 in the US, the total cost of insurance for a typical family of four eclipsed $28,653, according to the Milliman Medical Index (2020). The employer contributed $16,368 and the employee contributed $12,285 ($7,703 as payroll deduction and $4,582 as out-o f- pocket costs). The employer’s contribution of $16,368 per employee adds to the cost of production in a significant way, making US manufacturing less competitive. One way to deal with the prohibitive costs of employee health care and to remain competitive for manufacturers is to move their production overseas.
A scrutiny of the 2018 uprising of school teachers across many states such as Arizona, Colorado, Kentucky, North Carolina, Oklahoma, and West Virginia suggests that the funding cuts due to rising health care costs over the last two decades underlie these resentments and uprisings (Yan, 2018). For example, protests in West Virginia were ini- tially sparked by the state government taking away the health insur- ance coverage of school teachers. The cost of health care keeps rising at a much faster rate than the rate of inflation and increase in national income, thus leaving no money in state budgets for salary increases of teachers. School teachers across the nation have poor salaries and need to do other jobs, in addition to teaching, to be able to support them- selves and their families. The annual waste in the US health care system of $760 billion to $935 billion is more than ten times the annual budget of the US Department of Education of $60 billion in 2019. Further, while the annual health care expenditure on Medicare in 2019 increased by 4.6 percent and projected to increase by about the same rate in 2020, the annual budget of the US Department of Education in 2019 shrank by $8 billion from 2018 and is expected to dwindle further in 2020.
Similarly, the US infrastructure – roads, airports, and power and electricity – has been deteriorating for quite some time. At one time, the US had by far one of the best infrastructures in the world, but not anymore. Even developing countries have either already caught up or catching up the US in the overall quality of their infrastructure. An international traveler is not likely to be too impressed with many airports in large US cities.
Unsafe, Poor Clinical Outcomes
Patient safety remains a major concern in the US. A study by researchers at the University of John Hopkins concluded that medical errors with 2,51,454 deaths annually was the third leading cause of deaths in the US after heart disease (6,11,105 deaths) and cancer (5,84,881 deaths), but well ahead of the fourth cause, chronic respiratory disease, with 1,49,205 deaths (Makary & Daniel, 2016). Why so many medical errors in US health care? They occur because of poorly coordinated care, fragmented insurance networks, and unwarranted variation in phys- ician practice patterns that lack accountability.
The life expectancy in the US, a crude indicator of overall health of a nation, has shown a downward trend from 2015 to 2017: It fell in 2015, stayed level in 2016, and declined in 2017. Overall, the statistics show a downward trend in life expectancy in which Americans have lost 0.3 years of life. These statistics are a wakeup call that the US is losing too many of its citizens, too early and too often to conditions that are preventable (Sheridan, 2018). A baby born in 2017 in US is expected to live about 78 years and 7 months on average, which is three years shorter than a baby born in Canada.
The opioid crisis resulted in over 52,000 deaths in 2015, 64,000 in 2016, and 70,000 in 2017. A closer look suggests that most of these deaths were avoidable; they occurred because the US health care system was not functioning properly (Associated Press, 2018b). Similarly, the response to the COVID-1 9 pandemic suggests that the US health care system has performed rather poorly. The US having only 4 percent of the world population accounts for about 20 percent of the total number of COVID- 19 global cases and deaths. A Sydney-b ased independent body, Lowry Institute, ranked the US a lowly 94 among 98 countries in COVID- 19 response (Pandey, 2021).
Scam Like Features of US Health Care System
Chapter 2 considers that greed (crony capitalism or institutionalized corruption) may be the major driver of the US health care system dysfunction. The key players in the system have been successful in rigging the system to their advantage. The Merriam- Webster terms scam as a dishonest way to make money by deceiving people. The Business Dictionary defines a scam in a business setting as a fraudu- lent scheme performed by a dishonest individual, group, or company to obtain money or something else of value. The Urban Online Dictionary provides a more comprehensive definition of a scam: scam is a contrived scheme or process designed to surreptitiously, deceitfully, and materially benefit the perpetrators at the expense of the victims. A scam involves providing or selling goods or services, knowing them to be unfit for the purpose, while implying or claiming fitness in order to elevate the mon- etary value and generate undeserved revenue. A description of the US health care system by Belk (2018), a physician, sounds so similar to the definition of a scam:
The simplest answer is that the money is going into the pockets of the many providers of health care. After all, for any great decep- tion to work, all or most of the players in the deception have to be paid well enough to not ask too many questions or cause trouble. You can’t run a major con game unless everyone necessary to make the con work is happy enough with their role to not want to cause trouble.
Conclusion
This chapter laid out the unhealthy state of the US health care system. The US health care system is causing pain and suffering and is a source of anxiety and insecurity in many Americans. It is inordinately expensive as a significant number of Americans find it beyond their means. For the last several decades, the rising costs of health care premiums have prevented employees from getting significant salary increases. Despite the US health care system being one of the most expensive in the world, it does not particularly render high quality and safe care as system insiders would like us to believe. It is wasteful and sucks vital resources from other critical sectors of the economy for its own maintenance. It has undermined the competitiveness of US manufacturers because high health care costs add to the cost of production and services. In sum, there is a serious dysfunction underlying the US health care system; it needs to be fully understood for it to be fixed, a topic explored in Chapter 2. It may not be an accident the way the system is. Powerful players seem to have contrived it the way it is and are deriving benefits in hundreds of billions of dollars every year.
Global war AND existential terror, prolif, disease, and pollution are inevitable unless the U.S. rebuilds relative economic strength
Dr. Richard Haass 20, Master’s and Doctorate of Philosophy Degrees from Oxford University, Former Director of Policy Planning for the Department of State, Veteran Diplomat Under 4 Presidential Administrations, Awarded the Presidential Citizens Medal, Rhodes Scholar, “International Relations In The COVID-19 Era: Richard Haass On What Comes After A Pandemic”, Interview with Meghna Chakrabarti and Jack Beatty on NPR’s On Point, 4/22/2020, https://www.wbur.org/onpoint/2020/04/22/international-relations-coronavirus-richard-haass
So suddenly, the world is being left on its own. And what we're seeing is the world is not on autopilot. It doesn't self-organize. And that's the most worrisome thing going forward that this pandemic is both a reflection, but also an accelerant of that because the United States has not rallied the world to meet the challenge posed by this pandemic. And instead, we've pulled back we become much more national, kind of an island power, the rest of the world, it's on its own, it's not doing very well. And this is this is the reason I'm so worried that a lot of the trends that were in place, including them on America, much less involved in the world, nationalism, populism, the breakdown of international collaboration, all those things were in train before this pandemic, and now we're seeing them double down. 
MEGHNA: So is the you're saying the world is not self-organizing right now, perhaps, at this moment? And at the same time, it doesn't? Is it feeling the loss of the centrality of American leadership? Because, I think we could argue that the way that, for example, international leaders do talk about the United States right now, at times, they're not necessarily feeling the loss of American influence. 
HAASS: Well should I think they're feeling the loss of American leadership in the American example, that they had grown accustomed to your foreign policies about what our diplomats say and do what our military does, but it's also the example we set at home, the quality of our democracy, the strength of our economy, the response say to a pandemic, so they're looking at this United States and a lot of leaders and I speak to them all the time are essentially saying we don't recognize this America. This is not the America we thought we knew. So, they're in a very difficult position where now they have to essentially get on without us. But they don't really have the capability. There's no one who has the power that we have, the influence they we have. So no one can fill our shoes. So everybody's on their own, and no one does better on his or her own than they do, again, in a collective effort where the United States leads, so they're not happy about the situation. They're increasingly reconciled to it. But they very much miss the United States that for decades had help organize the world to meet a whole range of challenges. 
MEGHNA: Jack, do you want to respond to that? 
BEATTY: Well, I think that's very well said. And sometimes that did lead to overreach I mean, Vietnam, Iraq. But on the other hand, it also led to, you know, arms control treaties and efforts to combat threats to the environment that that stretched across, administration's I, you know, I'm struck with this, and I put it to you, Richard, it's as if, you know, the, the greatest generation ratified their experience, they looked at their experience, and they accepted America's new role in the world. Were a different people today. And it's inconceivable that in the post war, someone like Donald Trump could have gotten within, you know, hailing distance of the presidency just wouldn't have happened. For one thing, he wasn't a veteran. And I was just gonna say, the people that voted for Trump or no, go vote for him again, and then not voting for anything like the foreign policy, the security policy, that the times demand, and that our past has mandated. They're the people who feel left behind from the post-Cold War world of globalization and so on. And they're still there. They're a different people from those after World War Two
MEGHNA: Jack, if I just can just dovetail what you're saying. And then Richard I’ll, off back to you. I would actually say that that is not limited to the supporters of the President, that there is, in a sense amongst people a bipartisan agreement about feeling left behind, it's just that perhaps their preferred policy angles on how to solve that problem might be different. But your point is, is well taken, jack and, Richard, you want to respond to that? So go ahead. 
HAASS: No, absolutely. I think it's exactly right. And it's really interesting to ask, why is this the case? And I think you're right Meghna, it is bipartisan, it crosses party lines. I think there's a sense that foreign policy has costs more than its benefited us people look at Iraq, they look at the World War, also in Afghanistan. And they simply, correctly I would say, don't think in any way either was worth it. These issues are not taught in our schools, or if they are taught, they're not required. So, you can graduate from Harvard, or Stanford or Princeton, and have no background whatsoever in international relations or in history. Our media, for the most part doesn't cover these issues. Over the last 20-30 years, there's been a real reduction in the degree of international coverage. So, most Americans simply don't see the connection between what goes on in the world and what goes on here in the United States. 
So, you know, here was this place called Wuhan where a virus broke out. And what we've learned in an extraordinarily expensive way, is that nothing stays local for long. What happens in Wuhan doesn't stay in Wuhan, but it travels. And this has cost us trillions of dollars. And already what more than 40,000 lives and the toll keeps mounting by the hour. This is an expensive lesson in why isolationism is not an option in a global world. And the real question is, will we learn that lesson? Will we learn the right lesson? Will we basically say we have got to get more involved in the world to prepare for the next pandemic? To do something about climate change? To do something about structuring the world, the digital world so it's positive and not negative? Are we still going to deal say with the threat of terrorism or proliferation? The real question, for me, is coming out of this, do we have the bandwidth Do we have the resources to have we learned the lesson that we can't isolate ourselves from what goes on in the world and to do that safely? 
MEGHNA: I think that's a good question, Richard, because it seems to me that for there's a generation of Americans out there who most often see the effects of US foreign policy through the instruments of failed wars. I'm just going to put it like that. There have not been enough examples of the positive benefits of American foreign policy or American leaders and that is part of what is causing people to doubt right now. And on that point, I would like to actually take a caller who has something to say about this. So let's go to Jeremy, who's calling from Racine, Wisconsin. Jeremy, what's your thoughts? 
JEREMY: Alright, thanks for taking my call. I believe that we're coming into a point in our history. That is it's more of like an institutional crisis within our government and its inability to function with each other to have a clear intent, and to come together with all the resources to accomplish that. That intent clearly and to our desirable outcomes, given the fact what we did in Afghanistan and Iraq. We went in Iraq, we hosted Saddam Hussein, and then we kind of sat around and said, “now what”?. We just wasted incredible amount of lives, resources and money to to exert our foreign policy in an inefficient way. We just we have to restructure how we go about our foreign policy, how do we interact with other nations, instead of sending the big stick every time something goes wrong, we need to start working on better diplomacy and things like that. And Donald Trump is probably what I would consider, he is like, the fox in the henhouse. The American people just sent him into the henhouse, and he's just wreaking havoc all over the federal government. And that's pretty much what a lot of people feel right now. They just are tired with inability to come together and actually fix something and make it coherent, that everybody can understand. Yeah. 
MEGHNA: Well, Jeremy, thank you for that thought. Richard Haass, did you want to respond to him? 
HAASS: Sure. Let me react to Jeremy. I think he's right, that we've overused the military tool, and we've underused other tools, including diplomacy, foreign aid, and so forth. He points to the dangers of overreach in Iraq, Afghanistan, Jack before mentioned Vietnam, but I also think there's a real danger of underreach of the United States does too little. And you said Meghna, that people don't see the benefits. Well, think about it, the first half of the century, we had two enormous world wars, when the United States was detached from the world. We've avoided a world war between or among the great powers for the last 75 years, in large part because the United States has been involved. We've seen an enormous growth in the number of people who live in democracies and the degree of freedom. We've seen enormous improvements in the standard of living and the extension of lifespans. So, the last 70-75 years have actually been the most successful era of human history ever. Ever. 
MEGHNA: Some would say it's anomalous. Yeah. Someone say it's an anomalous 70 years. 
HAASS: Well, that's, to me, that's the big question. Were the last 70-75 years? Or are they the Can we make them the new normal? Can we extend them? Or did they become something of an aberration? And do we go back to the kind of world that for centuries before were we you know, that was the norm, World War One, World War Two constant wars in Europe? And that's where we are I actually think we're at one of those crossroads in history. And the issue for us. Another way to think about it: are we the United States, after World War One that's going to retreat from the world and let it and let it unravel? Or are we the United States after World War Two, that's going to have a creative surge, and try to restructure the world to deal with the challenges of this generation? And I think that is the fundamental question.
MEGHNA: And it is a very compelling one. Jack, did you do you have some I know, you have some thoughts on that? 
BEATTY: Well, I mean, that frames it will weigh and, and, you know, to be more specific will the election, even touch on this, you know, in in 2016, we had a Secretary of State running for president and she lost to a man who said, I know more about war than the generals and I alone can fix it. And I get my ideas about foreign policy from the Sunday shows. That showed what at least, you know, a decisive Electoral College majority thought about foreign policy. And Trump isn't going to run as the leader of the free world. He's going to run as ‘America First’, ‘America alone’, ‘America, The Wall’ is his metaphor. And I don't see how it keeps out. dizzy, but nevermind. In other words, that's going to be on the ballot and America's role in the world and his will Joe Biden who you know, can seem like yesterday's man in so many ways. Will Joe Biden rise to that and say no, even though it's difficult for Americans in theu may have to spend money in foreign places to deal with threats. We have to do it. Will he argue that it will he just simply let Trump American first carry that. 
MEGHNA: Well, when we come back, we're going to talk about what the possibilities are in this moment. So Richard Haass and Jack Beatty standby for just a moment. This is On Point. 
MEGHNA: This is On Point. I'm Meghna Chakrabarti, we're talking with Richard Haass. He's President of the Council on Foreign Relations. He's also a veteran diplomat who served under four presidents. His recent essay in Foreign Affairs magazine is headlined, The Pandemic Will Accelerate History, Rather Than Reshape It. And we have a link to it at onpointradio.org. He has a forthcoming book due out in May called The World A Brief Introduction. And Jack Beatty On Point news analyst joins us as well. Richard, I wanted to talk with you and Jack about, you know about specific possibilities also that present themselves in this moment, and let's get very granular. I mean, let's talk about North Korea right now. Because even in the midst of this pandemic, we could be at a turning point there with, you know, questions around the health of Kim Jong Un. I mean, is the US positioned right now to take advantage of whatever possibility might be emerging on the Korean peninsula? 
HAASS: Well, you're right. Anytime there's a crisis there, there are inevitably possibilities. One obvious one is in the area of improving global health governance. How do we increase the odds that the next outbreak of a disease does not lead to a global pandemic. In the case of North Korea, it's a little bit hard to read, it's in some ways the most closed country in the world. But, this could lead to a degree of instability, which on one hand, would be threatening, given their dozens of nuclear weapons could lead to significant refugee flows. But it could also, possibly, set in motion trends that would end the division of the Korean Peninsula. This is one of last holdout of the post World War Two situation, you still have a divided peninsula between a closed communist north and a democratic open south. It's the most armed border in the world. So it's just possible that this could set in motion trends. So I would very much hope the United States was talking to the government in Seoul and South Korea, and to Chinese about how we will manage a situation if there is a instability in North Korea. This could become a moment to at a minimum deal with the nuclear challenge in the North, and possibly even the, again, the fundamental division of the Peninsula. 
MEGHNA: In fact, you tweeted just yesterday that it's in fact essential for the US, China and South Korea to stay in close contact right now about this? 
HAASS: Oh, absolutely. Because you can imagine you have a situation where you suddenly have hundreds of thousands of refugees, going from North Korea, either into South Korea, or into China. China might be tempted to intervene well, so might South Korea, so might the United States. Well, we don't want to have a situation where suddenly you have a chaos and various armies moving forward. So, we've got to manage this at a minimum to avoid a bad situation becoming something incomparably worse. But also to see if we can steer the situation to a lasting outcome that would also be better. This really requires intimate choreography among Beijing, Seoul and Washington. 
MEGHNA: But let me ask you, though, honestly, given the trend that you write about in your, in your Foreign Affairs article that we've been watching over the past 15 years or so. Do you have any faith that that cooperation would actually happen? 
HAASS: I have very little faith, though, on the ground, the military they are is quite significant. And it's a US/UN force and they are in close touch with the South Koreans. We have some connections to the Chinese, but I worry about it, quite honestly, I'm not gonna sugarcoat it. People are so distracted for good reason. By the COVID-19. The US/Chinese relationship was in bad shape before this crisis, is now in worse shape. The US South Korean relationship hasn't been great. The President has been attacking the alliance trying to get the South Koreans to pay much more. So, I am not sure that we are up to the challenge. And again, North Korea is an extraordinarily difficult country to try to act in simply again, because it's the most shut off from the rest of the world. You know, we're sitting here talking about this and quite honestly, we do not know, either what the health reality is facing the North Korean leader or what, if anything, planning might be in place for succession. 
MEGHNA: Right. I also feel like it's a very good example about the choice that you and Jack have been talking about that the United States is on the cusp of having to make about what kind of nation it's going to be because the issue of North Korea and the Korean Peninsula cannot be solved without the direct involvement of the United States and China. So that brings me back to this underlying question. Richard, can you can you imagine, imagine a new model of American national security, a new paradigm of American national security, that doesn't have American primacy on the world stage at its heart? 
HAASS: Primacy can be understood as a fact of life or a goal. I don't think our goal ought to be one of primacy. We can't control that, because primacy is about relative strength. Right now, that the United States is still the world's most powerful military, we are the world's largest single economy. But the fact is, for all of our strength, we can't tackle the emerging problems in the world on our own. We can't maintain global health unilaterally, we obviously can't deal with climate change by ourselves. We can't control proliferation or terrorism, or set the rules for cyberspace on our own. So unilateralism, no matter how strong we are, is simply not a viable foreign policy strategy. We have got to partner with others. And the challenge with a country like China is: how do we selectively partner with China, given our profound disagreements, the difference between our systems and the fact that we, for example, have real foreign policy differences, say over the fate of Taiwan. And that that to me, is going to be one of the real foreign policy challenges going forward. 
MEGHNA: Jack, did you want to respond to that? 
BEATTY: Undoubtedly, it is going to be but you know, look at it. I mean, one of the one of the faults, I think of the of the current administration is the President sees things in a zero sum way, you know, we win, they lose even his view of trade, which is, you know, since Adam Smith, we accept that it's, you know, when comparative advantage and all that he sees that as No, I win, you lose, he was talking about the trade deficit with China just yesterday, and he said, Look, they ripped us off. They didn't rip us off. We got all that cheap goods that we wanted from China. That's, that's called trick, he doesn't seem to understand that basic fundamental of, of international economy. And he doesn't seem to, to look at foreign relations that way, either. Although you have to give him a lot of credit for trying to warm relations with North Korea at the top.
MEGHNA: Well, Richard, I wonder: it sounds like you are lamenting the death of a sort of liberal world order that, as you pointed out, the United States has been the beneficiary of and the leader of for the past 75 years. But if you had a magic wand, and you could you could wave it over Planet Earth right now, what would you change? I guess what I'm asking you is what would you do to, to set up the United States of the global community for success, as we come through this pandemic?
HAASS: I would look in two directions. Domestically, I would try to make the case to Americans about why foreign policy was in our national interest, why our involvement in the world would improve the quality of life here at home. At the same time, we would also need to attend to our many challenges and shortcomings here at home. I once wrote a book called Foreign Policy Begins At Home. And the whole idea was we needed to establish a greater domestic base if we were going to be capable of acting in the world and Americans were going to be willing to support it. I also made clear something the President might have missed in the book was the argument that foreign policy doesn't end at home, we've got to stay involved in the world. It's we now circling back to where we began the conversation. We've got to take into account this new global agenda and we've got to we've got to figure out how to narrow the gap between these emerging global challenges, like global health, like climate change, like terrorism, like proliferation, and global arrangements. One of the phrases you constantly hear from people in my businesses international community. Well, the fact is, there isn't one. And our goal should be to better build one where we take into account this newest security agenda. So that's what I would focus on, I wouldn't let go of the old agenda. I'm still worried about Russia, what they're doing in Europe. I'm worried about Iran. I'm worried about North Korea, worried to some extent about China. But I would put much greater emphasis on building global arrangements to deal with this new set of challenges that, as we've seen over the last few months, has the ability to fundamentally turn life here upside down.
MEGHNA: Okay, so that makes me wonder you had said earlier that what has changed is the United States and that the sheen, or the shine of America's example to the world is no longer there. And I would think that Americans admit many Americans themselves also feel it because their lives are difficult. So could we achieve is a central part of achieving the vision you just laid out. Richard is actually focusing here at home that if we if we rebuild the American example of democracy, then it shows that perhaps these the more authoritarian leaders who are who are on the rise now, it once again shows them as the example that you don't want to follow.
HAASS: The answer is yes, but. Yes, we need to improve the functioning of our political system, particularly in Washington. It works better at the state and local level in many cases. We’ve obviously got to provide more of a safety net for more of our citizens. Infrastructure has to be better. The kind of response we’ve had to this pandemic shows so many of our shortfalls. So, yes, there are lots of things we have to do at home.

UQ---Competition High Now
The FTC is shifting its focus towards antitrust scrutiny.
Waddick 23 (Karissa, Congress, Campaigns and Democracy Reporter at USA Today, 2/2/23, “Antitrust watchdogs have pharma in their sights, and the landscape is getting thornier,” https://www.pharmavoice.com/news/Pharma-antitrust-mergers-FTC-DOJ-enforcement/641775/, dhiya)
What’s different now?
While pharma has historically been an antitrust target, Wells said the agencies’ areas of focus have shifted over time. The throughline is “any actions that have an undue effect on clinical decision making. Those types of areas will continue to get scrutiny,” he said.
Based on agency comments over the summer, companies undergoing a merger who have been found guilty of anticompetitive behavior in the past are likely to face increased scrutiny under the anticipated updated guidelines. During a two-day workshop for the pharmaceutical industry last year, FTC Chair Lena Khan also suggested that the agency may more closely examine whether pharmaceutical mergers impact nascent competition.
She said the agency has “seen empirical reports showing that killer acquisitions, or acquisitions made for the purpose of shutting down potential competitors, may be relatively common in the pharmaceutical industry.”
The agencies are considering adjusting how they define anticompetitive behavior for pharma mergers to go beyond looking at traditional molecule and indication overlaps. Broadly, they are also contemplating looking at the cross-market effects and impact on innovation of mergers in the future. These investigations could probe how trials are conducted, how drugs are delivered and whether platform technologies could have wider applications in field beyond what they are currently being used for.
Overall, Wells argued that “pharmaceutical industry consolidation is an area where we are likely to see increased scrutiny and increased enforcement activity in the near-term … particularly situations that might appear to be anticompetitive — so big fish swallowing a little fish to eliminate competition.”

Scrutiny’s ramping up.
Allen 23 (Arthur, Senior Correspondent at KFF Health News, “A More Aggressive FTC Is Starting to Target Drug Mergers and Industry Middlemen,” https://kffhealthnews.org/news/article/a-more-aggressive-ftc-is-starting-to-target-drug-mergers-and-industry-middlemen/, dhiya)
Under the leadership of an aggressive opponent of anti-competitive business practices, the Federal Trade Commission is moving against drug companies and industry middlemen as part of the Biden administration’s push for lower drug prices at the pharmacy counter.
On May 16, the FTC sued to block the merger of drugmakers Amgen and Horizon Therapeutics, saying the tangled web of drug industry deal-making would enable Amgen to leverage the monopoly power of two top Horizon drugs that have no rivals.
In its lawsuit, the FTC said that if it allowed Amgen’s $27.8 billion purchase to go through, Amgen could pressure the companies that manage access to prescription drugs — pharmacy benefit managers, or PBMs — to boost the two extremely expensive Horizon products in a way that would inhibit any competition.
The suit, the first time since 2009 that the FTC has tried to block a drug company merger, reflects Chair Lina Khan’s strong interest in antitrust action. In announcing the suit, the agency said that by fighting monopoly powers it aimed to tame prices and improve patients’ access to cheaper products.
The FTC’s action is a “shot across the bow for the pharmaceutical industry,” said Robin Feldman, a professor and drug industry expert at the University of California College of the Law-San Francisco. David Balto, a former FTC official and attorney who fought the 2019 Bristol-Myers Squibb-Celgene and 2020 AbbVie-Allergan mergers, said FTC’s action was long overdue.
The Horizon-Amgen merger would “cost consumers in higher prices, less choice, and innovation,” he said. “The merger would have given Amgen even more tools to exploit consumers and harm competition.”
The FTC also announced an expansion of a yearlong investigation of the PBMs, saying it was looking at two giant drug-purchasing companies, Ascent Health Services and Zinc Health Services. Critics claim the PBMs set up these companies to conceal profits.
When Amgen announced its purchase of Horizon in December — the biggest biopharma transaction in 2022 — it showed particular interest in Horizon’s drugs for thyroid eye disease (Tepezza) and severe gout (Krystexxa), for which the company was charging up to $350,000 and $650,000, respectively, for a year of treatment. The complaint said the merger would disadvantage biotech rivals that have similar products in advanced clinical testing.
Amgen could promote the Horizon drugs through “cross-market bundling,” the FTC said. That means requiring PBMs to promote some of Amgen’s less popular drugs — the Horizon products, in this case — in exchange for Amgen offering the PBMs large rebates for its blockbusters. Amgen has nine drugs that each earned more than $1 billion last year, according to the complaint, the most popular being Enbrel, which treats rheumatoid arthritis and other diseases.
The three biggest PBMs negotiate prices and access to 80% of prescription drugs in the U.S., giving them enormous bargaining power. Their ability to influence which drugs Americans can get, and at what price, enables the PBMs to obtain billions in rebates from drug manufacturers.
“The prospect that Amgen could leverage its portfolio of blockbuster drugs to gain advantages over potential rivals is not hypothetical,” the FTC complaint states. “Amgen has deployed this very strategy to extract favorable terms from payers to protect sales of Amgen’s struggling drugs.”
The complaint noted that biotech Regeneron last year sued Amgen, alleging that the latter’s rebating strategy harmed Regeneron’s ability to sell its competing cholesterol drug, Praluent. Amgen’s Repatha generated $1.3 billion in global revenue in 2022.
It “may be effectively impossible” for smaller rivals to “match the value of bundled rebates that Amgen would be able to offer” as it leverages placement of the Horizon drugs on health plan formularies, the complaint states.
Business analysts were skeptical that the FTC action would succeed. Until now the commission and the Department of Justice have shied away from challenging pharmaceutical mergers, a precedent that will be hard to overcome.
Research on the impact of mergers has shown that they often benefit shareholders by increasing stock prices, but hurt innovation in drug development by trimming research projects and staffing.
Waves of consolidation shrank the field of leading pharma companies from 60 to 10 from 1995 to 2015. Most of the mergers in recent years have involved “big fish buying up lots of little fish,” such as biotech companies with promising drugs, Feldman said.
The giant Amgen-Horizon merger is an obvious exception, and therefore a good opportunity for the FTC to demonstrate a “theory of harm” around drug industry bundling maneuvers with PBMs, said Aaron Glick, a mergers analyst with Cowen & Co.
FTC hearings over the past year indicate that, at least in some instances, they actually increase them.
UQ---AT: High Prices Now
Drug prices are lowering. Inserting chart.
Rapfogel 24 (Nicole, Health Policy Analyst at The Center for American Progress, 2/21/24, “Medicare Drug Price Negotiation Will Lower Prices by Thousands of Dollars per Month,” https://www.americanprogress.org/article/medicare-drug-price-negotiation-will-lower-prices-by-thousands-of-dollars-per-month/, dhiya)
The Inflation Reduction Act of 2022 enabled Medicare to negotiate prices for prescription drugs for the first time in the program’s history. In August 2023, Medicare announced the first 10 Medicare Part D drugs selected for negotiation. The U.S. Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services submitted its initial offer for negotiated prices in February 2024, and the negotiated prices will be finalized and published in September 2024. The negotiated prices will take effect in January 2026. These 10 drugs are among those with the highest annual Medicare Part D spending, indicating very high prices and/or very high utilization rates. Given limited transparency in drug pricing, it is often difficult to estimate drug costs, especially because net prices, which are often unknown, differ from list prices and vary among payers.
This new Center for American Progress analysis builds on net per-unit Medicare Part D drug price estimates from the Commonwealth Fund, inclusive of discounts, rebates, and price concessions, to estimate net Medicare prices for a typical 30-day supply of the first 10 drugs up for price negotiation. From there, the center calculated the likely monthly savings that will result from Medicare’s price negotiation.
CAP estimates that 30-day net price reductions for negotiation-eligible drugs could range from a low of $30 for insulin product NovoLog FlexPen to a high of $6,548 for cancer drug Imbruvica. (see Table 1)
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Table: Center for American Progress
Roughly 9 million Medicare Part D beneficiaries take these 10 drugs. Subsequently, even small per-person reductions in monthly prices can amount to millions of dollars in annual Medicare savings. For example, price negotiation of Eliquis could result in a price reduction of $123 for a 30-day supply. Given that more than 3.5 million Part D beneficiaries use Eliquis, this would add up to significant monthly and annual Medicare savings.

Conclusion

Medicare drug price negotiation will meaningfully lower the prices Medicare pays for prescription drugs. Medicare and its Part D beneficiaries could save thousands on a 30-day supply of some of the negotiated drugs. Each year, Medicare will negotiate the prices of additional prescription drugs, totaling a cumulative 80 drugs by 2030. The benefits of drug price negotiation will only compound over the years, totaling $25 billion through 2031 and reducing beneficiary costs through lower premiums and cost sharing.


Drug prices are lower now.
Wen 24 (Leana S. Contributing Columnist at the Washington Post, 4/30/24, “Monumental changes to prescription drug prices for seniors are coming,” https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/2024/04/30/drug-prices-medicare-biden-administration/, dhiya)
Thanks to the Inflation Reduction Act, one of President Biden’s signature achievements, prescription drugs are set to become substantially more affordable for seniors. Yet many Americans seem unaware of just how monumental these changes will be.
Here are six things to look for:
1) Drug price negotiation. For the first time in history, Medicare can now negotiate directly with manufacturers. For the initial round of negotiations, the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services chose 10 drugs that treat common health conditions, including cardiovascular disease, cancer and rheumatoid arthritis.
Each of these medications costs consumers in the United States three to eight times what people pay in other countries. In 2022, Medicare paid an eye-popping $46.4 billion for them. The impact to consumers is equally staggering. As CMS Administrator Chiquita Brooks-LaSure told me, “Some of these drugs are thousands of dollars per year for people who depend on them to live.”
It will take some time for negotiated prices to take effect. Assuming the federal government prevails in the lawsuits filed by pharmaceutical companies, CMS expects lower prices to be in place in 2026.
But that’s only the beginning. Fifteen more drugs will be selected for 2027 and then 20 per year from 2029 and thereafter. The lower prices are projected to save the federal government $100 billion over the next several years. Crucially, this means that the negotiations won’t just benefit people who are on these specific medications; the savings are passed along, indirectly, to everyone on Medicare.
2) A cap on out-of-pocket spending. While the IRA’s price negotiation provision has garnered the lion’s share of media attention, this change will have the most direct consequence for most seniors. In 2025, everyone with Medicare’s prescription drug benefit, called Part D, will pay no more than $2,000 per year out of pocket for medications.
CMS projects that nearly 19 million seniors will save an average of $400 per year. But this number alone does not tell the full story. Brooks-LaSure shared with me that she recently met a woman with leukemia. “She’s spending $12,000, which was 13 percent of her gross income, just for one drug,” she said.
I myself have treated patients who chose not to fill medications because out-of-pocket costs were too high. I’ve met spouses who delayed retirement and caregivers who worked extra jobs just so they could cover their loved one’s prescription costs.
This should not happen. The $2,000 maximum will be a huge step toward health-care affordability.
3) Lower prices for insulin. This provision has already been implemented. The IRA capped the cost of insulin at $35 per month for Medicare beneficiaries, allowing about 4 million seniors with diabetes to save around $761 million per year.
This change has resulted in a welcome “spillover effect,” with at least three major drugmakers voluntarily agreeing to cut their insulin prices for people with private insurance outside of Medicare.
4) Free vaccines. This has also already been implemented: All adult vaccines recommended by the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention are now free for everyone with Medicare Part D.
This is expected to save the average senior nearly $70 per year. Some may save substantially more. For example, as Brooks-LaSure explained, the shingles vaccine can cost as much as $300.
5) Inflation penalty for drug manufacturers. A lesser-known but also noteworthy change is that drug companies now have to pay a rebate to Medicare if they increase prices faster than inflation. Those rebates will transfer to consumers, saving as much as $3,500 per dose in the next year, CMS reports.
Brooks-LaSure believes this program will discourage drug companies from rapidly increasing their prices. Like the insulin cap, the spillover effect could benefit people with other types of insurance.
6) Extra help for the most vulnerable. The IRA provides an income-based subsidy for Medicare enrollees. This, Brooks-LaSure said, is the least understood and least utilized aspect of the IRA’s prescription drug reforms.
The reason is because, unlike the other provisions, people need to actively opt into the program to benefit. But for people who depend on Social Security benefits and do not have other sources of income, she told me, the program “can result in significant savings — on average, a couple of hundred dollars a year.”
As many as 3.6 million seniors who are eligible for this program are not yet enrolled. Those who think they might qualify should connect with a caseworker by calling 1-800-Medicare. And everyone not yet signed up for Part D should enroll to take advantage of all the new policy changes.
That 1 in 5 older adults report not taking their prescribed medications because they are too expensive is an indictment of our health-care system. No one should have to choose between paying for medicines and affording food and rent. It’s unfortunate that the Biden administration hasn’t been given more credit for its effort to address this problem, especially because it is already helping seniors in tangible ways.

Biden’s lowering costs now. 
Annika Kim Constantino 24 (CNBC Digital Reporter, 6/26/24, “Biden administration to lower costs for 64 drugs through inflation penalties on drugmakers,” https://www.cnbc.com/2024/06/26/biden-to-lower-some-drug-costs-through-inflation-penalties.html#:~:text=The%20Biden%20administration%20said%20it,and%20reelection%20platform%20for%202024, dhiya)
The Biden administration on Wednesday said it will impose inflation penalties on 64 prescription drugs for the third quarter of this year, lowering costs for certain older Americans enrolled in Medicare. 
President Joe Biden has made lowering U.S. drug prices a key pillar of his health-care agenda and reelection platform for 2024. A provision of Biden’s Inflation Reduction Act requires drugmakers to pay rebates to Medicare, the federal health program for Americans over age 65, if they hike the price of a medication faster than the rate of inflation. 
It is separate from another provision under the law that allows Medicare to negotiate lower prescription drug prices with manufacturers. On average, Americans pay two to three times more than patients in other developed nations for prescription drugs, according to the Biden administration.
Some patients will pay a lower coinsurance rate for the 64 drugs covered under Wednesday’s announcement, which fall under Medicare Part B, for the period from July 1 to Sept. 30 “since each drug company raised prices faster than the rate of inflation,” according to a release from the administration.
Some Medicare Part B patients may save as much as $4,593 per day if they use those drugs during the quarter, the release added. 
More than 750,000 Medicare patients use the drugs each year, according to the release. The medications treat conditions such as cancer, certain infections and a bone disease called osteoporosis.
The list includes Bristol Myers Squibb’s
Abecma, a cell therapy for multiple myeloma; and Pfizer’s
targeted cancer treatment for certain lymphomas called Adectris. It also includes Astellas Pharma and Pfizer’s Padcev, a targeted cancer treatment for advanced bladder cancer.
The Biden administration said Padcev’s price has increased faster than inflation every quarter since the Medicare inflation rebate program went into effect last year.
“Without the Inflation Reduction Act, seniors were completely exposed to Big Pharma’s price hikes. Not anymore,” Neera Tanden, White House domestic policy advisor, said in the release.
The Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services plans to send the first invoices to drugmakers in 2025 for the rebates owed to the program.
In December, Biden released a list of 48 prescription drugs that would be subject to inflation penalties during the first quarter of 2024.
Link---Competition
The plan decks biosimilars and competitiveness.
Feldman and Misra 19 (Robin C, Researcher at the University California Hastings College of the Law; and Prianka, Researcher for the Institute for Innovation Law at the University of California Hastings College of the Law, “The Fatal Attraction of Pay-for-Delay,” Chicago-Kent Journal of Intellectual Property, 18(1), 249-283, https://scholarship.kentlaw.iit.edu/ckjip/vol18/iss1/9, dhiya)
Nevertheless, there is reason to believe that pay-for-delay settlements may still make an appearance in biologic drugs in a manner that raises competition concerns. First, although biosimilars will encounter hurdles to market entry, other factors point to the likelihood that biosimilars will soon jump into the ring alongside the original biologic drugs. The U.S. biologic and biosimilar landscape faces what some call a “patent cliff 2.0,” in which patent losses for blockbuster drugs put pressure on large pharmaceutical companies to somehow retain exclusivity or major portions of their market share.115 A recent estimate suggested that 45 percent of the sales at risk looking forward from 2017 is for biologics.116 Other estimates say that the U.S. holds the majority of biosimilar potential across the world almost 60 percent of global biologic sales came from the U.S.117 Given that biologics are extremely lucrative, makers of reference biologics have strong incentives to try to retain portions of their monopoly rents.
Further, commentators have predicted that over time, the costs of developing a biosimilar will go down as a result of technological advances.118 Others have noted that while well-established biologic manufacturers have economies of scale working in their favor, biosimilar manufacturers may be able to use their newer technologies or innovative methods to bring down manufacturing, thereby decreasing prices for their products.119 Thus, although biologics and biosimilars do not have as high of a price differential as branded and generic small-molecule drugs, the differential is predicted to widen as the cost of making copycat versions of reference drugs decreases and interchangeable biologics replace biosimilars as a predominant alternative.120 Importantly, interchangeable status connotes a full-year exclusivity period alongside the reference biologic, as mentioned above. If more biosimilar drugs become interchangeable with reference biologics, reference companies may be threatened by the prospect of direct substitution and may be incentivized to settle patent infringement litigation, pay off biosimilar companies, and delay the biosimilar’s launch.121 In short, several factors have the potential to promote the widespread use of biosimilars: shrinking price differentials due to lower development costs; easier pathways to achieving “interchangeable” status from the FDA; health plans or buyer institutions mandating use; and increased prescriber or patient education leading to greater acceptance are just a few.122 If any or several of these factors gain traction, the possibility of paying a biosimilar to stay off the market will become increasingly tempting for biologic manufacturers.
Apart from the increased uptake of biosimilars, other factors lend credence to the possibility of pay-for-delay. Until now, settlements under the Biosimilars Act did not have to be reported to the FTC, a striking contrast to the reporting requirements for settlements under the Hatch-Waxman Act for rapid entry of generic drugs. This left room for highly opaque settlements that could contain strategic anticompetitive behavior.123
In October of 2018, President Trump signed into law an amendment that would require certain settlements under the Biosimilars Act to be reported. The Amendment, however, only requires certain types of settlements to be reported, leaving plenty of room for settling without incurring a reporting requirement. Under the Biosimilars Act, after the biosimilar company files for approval, the brand company has 60 days to provide a list of patents it believes will be infringed, and the biosimilar applicant has another 60 days to respond. Only certain of those responses would trigger a settlement reporting obligation. In other words, if the parties choose to settle, or enter into complex side agreements before the 120-day clock runs down, there will be no reporting obligation.124 Once again, this leaves room for opaque settlements and strategic behavior in the biologic space. For example, commentators have suggested that one of the Humira settlements would not have triggered reporting requirements under the 2018 Amendments.125
Finally, creating a biologic is a much more complicated process than creating a small molecule drug.126 Therefore, there are more steps to patent, creating opportunities for large walls of patents. The sheer breadth of the patent walls, along with the complexity created by the number of patents involved, invites the type of elaborate settlements that can mask transfers of value and result in pay-for-delay.
The challenges to biosimilars and the disincentives in the Biologics Act are real. Under the current system, biosimilars and interchangeables may never provide the same price benefit as generics and therefore may never pose the same threat. Nevertheless, the dollars at stake in the biologics market create incentives to develop strategic behavior to limit or delay competition. The examples outlined in the section below suggest that pay- for-delay is, indeed, making its way into the biologics market.


DATA. Pay-for-delay reduces the incentive to innovate.
Li and Thakor 21 (Xuelin, Assistant Professor of Finance at the Darla Moore School of Business at University Of South Carolina; and Richard, Assistant Professor of Finance at the Carlson School of Management at University Of Minnesota, 8/11/21, “How pay-for-delay affects competition and innovation in the pharmaceutical industry,” https://cepr.org/voxeu/columns/how-pay-delay-affects-competition-and-innovation-pharmaceutical-industry, dhiya)
How do such agreements affect innovation?
We utilise detailed data on public pharmaceutical firms and their drug development portfolios from 2005 to 2016 to examine the impact of this legal mechanism on innovation. We first construct a company-specific measure of the amount of competition that each incumbent pharmaceutical firm faces through Paragraph IV generic drug entry filings. We show that unconditionally over our sample period, incumbent firms responded to potential entry from direct competitors by reducing their innovation activities: they initiated a smaller number of new drug trials.
At first glance, these results seem to reinforce the notion that increased competition dampens innovation incentives. But we then show that the ability of incumbent firms to enter into pay-for-delay agreements affects these incentives. Pay-for-delay agreements were a commonly used strategy in the 2000s (e.g. Bulow (2004)). In the early 2010s, the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) argued that pay-for-delay agreements enabled firms to share a monopolistic market profit. This eventually led to a landmark Supreme Court decision in the FTC vs Actavis case in 2013, in which the Supreme Court held that the commission could litigate pay-for-delay agreements under antitrust law. The decision was arguably unexpected, since prior to the ruling, both the District Court and Eleventh Circuit Court dismissed the Federal Trade Commission’s claims, while the final Supreme Court decision was split five-to-three.
Since the ruling, the commission has aggressively and successfully targeted pay-for-delay agreements. Pharma firms now incur a substantial increase in legal risk stemming from antitrust enforcement if they have engaged in pay-for-delay agreements after this ruling. Figure 2 shows how pay-for-delay agreements dropped sharply after the ruling. In the years leading up to 2013, the number of pay-for-delay settlements showed a strong increasing trend, but after 2013 this trend reverses itself. For example, in 2015, there were only seven settlements with first filers (the first generic company to file for Paragraph IV entry) – the lowest number since 2006.
We use the FTC vs Actavis ruling as a shock to the ability of firms to engage in pay-for-delay agreements to protect the profits of drugs whose period of Federal Drug Administration marketing exclusivity has expired. First, we find that the previous negative relationship between competition and innovation reverses itself in the period following the ruling. In response to increased generic entry, incumbent firms increase their number of new drug trial initiations. In additional empirical tests, we find that incumbent firms that were more exposed to the ruling (i.e. had a greater number of drugs with marketing exclusivity expiring in the years after the ruling) subsequently increased their innovation activities following the ruling. They initiated more new drug trials, reduced their suspensions of ongoing drug trials, and issued more valuable patents. 
Overall, our evidence suggests that the ability of incumbent firms to maintain their market power via pay-for-delay agreements has a strong influence on how these firms innovate in response to competition. In particular, the use of these agreements seems to have reduced innovation incentives for firms. Exposed firms increased their innovation when such agreements became more legally tenuous.

TIME. Generics are kept out of the market.
Royalty et al. 12 (Kent W, Emil C. E. Jurica Distinguished Professor of Accounting @ St. Marys University; and Suzanne Olivia, Assistant Professor of Business Law and Director of the Greehey Scholars Program at St. Mary's University; and William A. Fix, Research Fellow at the  Center for Terrorism Law at St. Mary’s University, Spring 2012, “REVERSE PAYMENTS IN THE PHARMACEUTICAL INDUSTRY: FINDING THE RIGHT PRESCRIPTION,” Southern Law Journal, https://fix-law.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/03/reverse-payments-in-pharma.pdf, dhiya)
B. Why Reverse Payment Settlements Are Bad Medicine
The Hatch-Waxman Act was designed to encourage generic pharmaceutical manufacturers to challenge existing pharmaceutical patents and, when the proposed generic did not infringe a patent or the patent was found invalid, to provide consumers with lower-cost generics as quickly as possible. A 2002 FTC study indicated that generics were successful in seventy-three percent of these challenges and the savings to consumers was enormous.73 Of course, the consumer savings due to generic availability directly reduce the extraordinary profits a brand manufacturer receives from the patent monopoly. In response, pharmaceutical companies that hold invalid or indefensible patents immediately consider reverse payment settlements to limit future losses. The reverse payment option offers former adversaries the opportunity to compromise and collude in order to circumvent Hatch-Waxman’s intended benefits to consumers. Collusion is an enormous temptation when the original litigants have the opportunity to split a pool of monopoly profits that greatly exceeds the expected combined returns of both the brand-name and the generic manufacturers, as compared with the uncertainty surrounding the infringement challenge proceeding to a judicial decision. The potential losers in these arrangements are other generic drug manufacturers who are kept out of the market and consumers who, in the case of a major pharmaceutical drug, may be deprived of millions or billions of dollars in savings that competition provides.
The FTC asserts that generics enter the market, on average, seventeen months sooner in the absence of a reverse payment settlement,74 and mature generic markets save consumers eighty-five percent over brands protected by a patent monopoly.75 If these settlements are abolished, the combination of early generic entry and generic cost savings is expected to save the public $35 billion over the next ten years.76 With the majority of courts favoring the public policy aspects of settlements, pharmaceutical patent holders and challenging generics are increasingly turning to reverse payment settlements to augment profits.


CONSUMERS. Even if it benefits corporations, customers bear the brunt. The link turn isn’t our scenario.
Feldman 21 (Robin C, Arthur J. Goldberg Distinguished Professor of Law at the University California Hastings College of the Law, Fall 21, “THE PRICE TAG OF ‘PAY-FOR-DELAY’,” The Columbia Science & Technology Law Review, Volume 23, https://heinonline-org.libproxy.law.umich.edu/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/cstlr23&div=2&id=&page=&collection=journals, dhiya)
B. The Anatomy of a Pay-for-Delay Deal
In response to the increased pressure of generic entry and Paragraph IV challenges, pay-for-delay settlements emerged as a valuable strategy. With pay-for- delay settlements, brand-name companies can extend their monopoly by taking advantage of shared interests with generic companies. Under a basic pay-for-delay agreement, the brand-name company and the generic settle the patent infringement suit that the brand company had filed against the generic in response to the generic filing for FDA approval using a Paragraph IV certification. As part of the settlement, the brand-name company provides something of value to the generic in exchange for the generic's promise to stay out of the market until a specific entry date. While the brand-name company preserves its monopoly, the generic company enjoys benefits as well. The generic company receives an immediate financial benefit without fully pursuing the lawsuit. In fact, it is possible that the generic company might even have filed a Paragraph IV certification in hopes of receiving a payout, rather than taking the case to a final judgment. Most important, although the generic agrees to stay out of the market for a period of time, it retains the most valuable benefit of the Hatch-Waxman scheme. Specifically, the generic maintains its 180-day first-filer marketing exclusivity period when it does finally enter the market. In other words, the generic company shares some of the brand-name company's monopoly rent and still keeps other generics out for 180 days at the end 32 of the delay period.
While both generic and brand-name pharmaceutical companies benefit from pay-for-delay, consumers bear the costs. The generic company's hold on the first-filer exclusivity period creates a bottleneck that bars other generics from entering in its place. The brand-name company’s prolonged period of monopoly control enables it to maintain prices at high levels or even raise them, restricting patients from accessing life-saving drugs.
In light of these consequences, commentators have argued that pay-for-delay settlements constitute violations of antitrust law. In a seminal article on the economics of pay-for-delay, Professor C. Scott Hemphill suggested that pay-for-delay schemes infringe on Section 1 of the Sherman Act and that the agreements should be considered a form of illegal monopolization." Indeed, Hemphill asserted in 2009 that the relationship between pay-for-delay and antitrust law is "the most important unresolved issue in US antitrust policy, measured by economic importance and high-level judicial attention

ERR NEG. Their studies are skewed.
Feldman 21 (Robin C, Arthur J. Goldberg Distinguished Professor of Law at the University California Hastings College of the Law, Fall 21, “THE PRICE TAG OF ‘PAY-FOR-DELAY’,” The Columbia Science & Technology Law Review, Volume 23, https://heinonline-org.libproxy.law.umich.edu/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/cstlr23&div=2&id=&page=&collection=journals, dhiya)
The results show that between 2006 and 2017, the cost of pay-for-delay settlements on the Medicare Part D program ranged from $2.3 billion per year to $13.5 billion per year based on list price, and ranged from $303 million per year to $1.5 billion per year based on patient out-of-pocket costs. During the same time period, the cost of pay-for-delay settlements on the U.S. population ranged from $6.2 billion to $37.1 billion per year based on list price, and $619 million per year to $2.9 billion per year based on patient out-of-pocket costs.
By contrast, the FTC's estimate of the cost of these settlements was $3.5 billion per year. If one compares the FTC's figure to the study's estimate of the annual cost of pay-for-delay settlements, it is clear that the consequences of these deals on purchasers are drastically underestimated in the older FTC report. The lower end of the range the study calculated for the cost of these deals on the U.S. population, based on list price, $6.2 billion, is nearly twice that of the $3.5 billion calculated by the FTC. To put this number into perspective, $6.2 billion is roughly 2% of the average U.S. annual spending on drugs, and the average of this cost range, $19.2 billion, is roughly 7% of the average U.S. annual spending on drugs.
Link---Antitrust Bad
Diverging from antitrust decks innovation and raises drug prices.
Schutz 23 (Sarah, PhD student in the Department of Healthcare Management and Economics at Wharton, 11/8/23, “Mergers, Prices, and Innovation: Lessons from the Pharmaceutical Industry,” https://ssrn.com/abstract=4631188, dhiya)
Regulators in both the United States and the European Union have expressed concerns about the effects of the surge in mergers and acquisitions, both broadly and in the pharmaceutical industry, on consumers.
Meanwhile, prior literature, theoretical and empirical, and industry experts give conflicting information about the impact of consolidation. In an effort to disentangle these opposing viewpoints, this study concurrently assess the effects increasing pharmaceutical consolidation has on innovation and prices.
My results indicate that pharmaceutical companies have a clear, post-M&A response on innovation and prices. While mergers and acquisitions result in no significant change to new drug discoveries or advancement through clinical trials, pharmaceutical firms do increase spending on research and development afterwards. I also find that firms post-M&A decrease the amount of patents filed. This means that consolidated firms file less patents compared to separated targets and acquirers pre-M&A. Further testing on types of patents, types of mergers and acquisitions, and characteristics of the firms involved conclude that 1) the decline of patents comes largely from primary patents 2) these patterns of an innovation response post-M&A are primarily among large pharmaceutical companies with large amounts of capital at their disposal and 3) these patterns stem from M&A of other pharmaceutical companies rather than biotech. Taken all together, these results suggest that larger pharmaceutical companies supplement their research and development through the procurement of other, smaller target companies' patents. They subsequently dedicate funds in an effort to move those molecules through FDA clinical trials. Despite the increase in R&D spending by almost $400 million dollars per year, those efforts do not lead to a change in the prospective molecules progress through FDA clinical trials. This raises questions of the pharmaceutical industry, who regularly cite innovation efficiency gains resulting from M&A as evidenceto convince regulators to allow consolidation that might otherwise be deemed anti-competitive, 15
Along with these effects on innovation, my results also show that non-generic, brand name drug prices increase by 19% after an M&A event. These price increases occur primarily in instances where
there are overlapping between a target and an acquirer. Upon further inspection of mergers of firms with non-overlapping portfolios, the results suggests that firms might have differing incentives to pursue consolidation. Some firms engage in mergers or acquisitions to reduce competitors and gain power in therapeutic markets, leading to price increases. Others, specifically larger megacompanies, use M&A to expand their product portfolio overall, increasing their negotiating power with insurance companies to lower rebates, increasing net price. These findings have implications for regulators and political leaders, who have made it a top priority in recent years to reign in high drug costs. The results on drug prices are also important for general public knowledge, as concern grows regarding prescription affordability.
Recent polling suggests 8 in 10 Americans believe the cost of prescription drugs is unreasonable while 1 in 4 Americans state they cannot afford their medications.

Reducing antitrust hurts innovation.
Schutz 23 (Sarah, PhD student in the Department of Healthcare Management and Economics at Wharton, 11/8/23, “Mergers, Prices, and Innovation: Lessons from the Pharmaceutical Industry,” https://ssrn.com/abstract=4631188, dhiya)
Next, I examine the differential effects of mergers and acquisitions based on the size of acquiring firms. I categorize larger acquiring firms as those with an average market value exceeding the median and smaller acquiring firms as those falling below the median.
Subsequent event studies replicate the analysis from Figure 3, focusing on patents (Figure 5) and R&D spending (Figure 6). The results show that larger acquirers' behavior in terms of patents and R&D spending closely aligns with the baseline specification detailed in Figure 3. Larger acquirers tend to significantly reduce patent filings while simultaneously boosting R&D investments.
Conversely, smaller acquirers increase their R&D spending at a slower rate post-M&A and demonstrate little change in patent filing activity. These observations illuminate divergent strategic priorities between larger and smaller acquirers post-M&A. Larger firms perceive mergers primarily as a means of sourcing patents from smaller entities rather than generating their own (Cunningham, et al., 2021).
In the medium term, this leads to a decline in patent activities as larger firms allocate R&D resources toward advancing acquired molecules through clinical trials. Unlike their larger counterparts, smaller firms maintain a consistent internal development focus both in the pre- and post-period, as their M&A events typically involve similarly-sized target companies. Therefore, smaller firms continue to file patents at a comparable rate while also increasing R&D expenditures to advance new molecules through clinical trails
Subsequently, I analyze the variability in the effects of M&A events on innovation based on the target firm's industry. Pharmaceutical companies contend that the synergies resulting from M&A will catalyze innovation. Therefore, horizontal mergers where there is more direct technological overlap should theoretically yield greater innovative output compared to diagonal or vertical mergers, where such overlap is less pronounced. In the baseline specification, I combine both pharmaceutical and biotech M&A activities involving pharmaceutical acquirers. In subsequent event studies, I disaggregate pharmaceutical and biotechnology targets to differentiate the impacts between horizontal M&A (pharmaceuti-cal firms acquiring pharmaceutical targets) and diagonal/vertical M&A (pharmaceutical firms acquiring biotech targets)
The outcomes of this analysis are detailed in Appendix Section D.5. Overall, the effects on innovation due to consolidation are more pronounced in pharmaceutical-to-pharmaceutical M&A compared to pharmaceutical-to-biotech M&A, corroborating my initial hypothesis.
In a comprehensive review of innovation, I find that, upon a merger or acquisition event initiated by a pharmaceutical company, the number of patents decrease while research and development spending increases. The majority of these effects are focused on larger pharmaceutical company acquirers usurping pharmaceutical targets. Despite these changes in patents and R&D spending, there is no significant change in the development or advancement of prospective molecules. The intuition for this impact is pharmaceutical companies change their innovation strategy post-M&A event. Instead of discovering their own molecules in-house, larger companies supplement innovation by acquiring molecules in development from other, smaller pharmaceutical firms. However, despite increasing spending on research and development post-M&A, there is no change in the progression of getting these new drugs through clinical trials and to consumers. These results raise questions regarding proclamations made by drug companies, who emphasize how consolidation improves pharmaceutical innovation. As more R&D spending occurs with no molecular advancement to show for it, the results also challenge the perception that mergers and acquisitions make firms more efficient.

Revoking antitrust scrutiny makes drug prices skyrocket.
Schutz 23 (Sarah, PhD student in the Department of Healthcare Management and Economics at Wharton, 11/8/23, “Mergers, Prices, and Innovation: Lessons from the Pharmaceutical Industry,” https://ssrn.com/abstract=4631188, dhiya)
6.2.2 Drug and Firm Heterogeneity
Given the baseline results from Figure 7 and Table 4, I explore whether firm or drug heterogeneity contributes to the post-M&A price increase. To do this, I segment the baseline sample. First, I evaluate M&A events involving pharmaceutical companies with overlapping product portfolios. Pharmaceutical firms often justify mergers or acquisitions by claiming they enharre synergies and thereby result in consumer cost savings (Comanor and Scherer, 2012). If one accepted this explanation, given overlap exists, the technologies between targets and acquirers would be better matched to produce drugs more efficiently, resulting in lower prices for consumers. However, the presence of portfolio overlap also leads to acquirers gaining a greater market share in the corresponding therapeutic areas. This increasing market concentration empowers the acquirer to elevate prices within those therapeutic classes. As delineated in Section 4.3, a merger event is considered to have overlapping portfolios if, at the time of the merger, the target's portfolio contains either a launched drug or a drug in Phase I of FDA approval in the same therapeutic class, defined as in the same broad ICD-9 classification, as the acquirer. The outcomes of these event studies and the corresponding difference-in-differences analyses are illustrated in Figure 8 and Table 4, respectively.
In the case when the target and acquiring firm have overlapping product portfolios, I observe a significant increase in drug prices by almost 12%. This lends credence to the argument that heightened market concentration contributes to post-merger price escalations. Conversely, when the portfolios of
the acquiring and target firms are disparate, prices of their products also significantly increase. However, the later result studying firms with non-overlapping portfolios require some considerations. First, only a limited number of drugs in the sample fall under this non-overlapping category, and those that do generally exhibit higher prices than the average*? Due to the small sample size, there should be caution exerted when interpreting these results. Second, the underlying motives for mergers and acquisitions with and without portfolio overlaps could differ. Large pharmaceutical companies might resort to M&A not to gain market share in particular therapeutic areas, but to expand their portfolfo of products, increasing the overall size of the firm. Post-M&A, a large, mutliproduct firm would now have greater size-related leverage in bargaining with pharmacy benefit managers (PBMs). This size advantage, with potentially hundreds of products across several therapeutic classes, could be used to negotiate reduced rebates for their products (Danzon and Carrier, 2022). A decrease in rebates would result in an increase
in net prices, as net prices for drugs take these discounts into account. In the context of this analysis, two of the three firms involved in this type of merger are among the top 10 pharmaceutical companies in terms of net revenues in 2018. Thus, it is plausible that this leverage is the mechanism at play regarding the impact of these M&A events.
Next, I turn my attention to the impact of M&A on drug prices across therapeutic classes for several key reasons. Firstly, as indicated in Table 2, drug prices exhibit considerable variance among different therapeutic classes. Existing research notes how firms set their prices differently depending on significant shifts in net prices after segmenting the market by therapeutic class.
Lastly, I assess whether the nature of the firm acquired - either a pharmaceutical or biotechnology company influences post-M&A net drug prices.
The prevailing industry argument posits
that M&A generates synergies that ultimately benefit consumers through lower drug prices. Therefore, pharmaceutical-to-pharmaceutical mergers would logically be expected to result in more substantial price reductions, aligning with the idea of overlapping synergies. To test this hypothesis, I categorize my data into two types of mergers: those where the target is a pharmaceutical company and those where the target is a biotechnology firm. The outcomes, as outlined in Appendix Section E.4, indicate no statistically significant difference in post-M&A drug prices regardless of whether the target firm is a pharmaceutical or biotechnology company. This casts doubt on the often-cited rationale by companies of cost-saving
synergies.
To summarize, the overall findings suggest that mergers and acquisitions by pharmaceutical companies exert a increase in net drug prices. Given the unique, noncompetitive markets in which brand name drugs operate — protectod by FDA exclusivity and patents - these drugs are less reactive to
M&A-induced price shocks. Yet, they do respond in a manner consistent with general economic theory, which posits that reduced competition among firms generally leads to increased product prices (Dafny, Ho, and Lee, 2019). These insights raise questions about the adequacy of current regulatory assessments of M&A. Given the impact of mergers and acquisitions on net drug prices, especially in specialized markets protected by complex patent systems, there is a concern that regulatory bodies may be inadvertently permitting excessive M&¿A, thereby exerting a modestly negative influence on prices, alongside innovation. Morcover, these results also pose questions to pharmaceutical companies, who state that mergers and acquisitions, in increasing the efficiency of firms, will bring about lower drug prices. Given the results, it is suggested that consumers do not, in fact, see the savings resulting from M&:A.

I/L---Competitiveness K2 Innovation
Competitiveness key to innovation.
Girvan 24 (Resident Fellow @ The Foundation for Research on Equal Opportunity, 2/28/24, “No Contest: Small Pharma Innovates Better than Big Pharma,” https://freopp.org/no-contest-small-pharma-innovates-better-than-big-pharma-b537509ee90c, dhiya)
The majority of new drug development now takes place at startups with little to no commercial revenue. Contrary to the claim that raising prices on old drugs drives innovation, large pharmaceutical companies, generally defined as those with $10 billion or more in annual sales, rarely discover new drugs. Large companies have bureaucratic research and development (R&D) processes, in which scientists have comparatively little incentive to innovate. Researchers at emerging firms, on the other hand, may be driven to innovate by the remunerative model such firms use — i.e,. researchers share more fully in the economic rewards of successful drug development. Therefore, the majority of new drugs are now discovered and brought into human clinical trials by emerging startup companies — defined as those with $500 million or less in annual sales, or less than $200 million in annual R&D spending — funded by venture capital and hedge funds. In 2020, early-stage, unprofitable companies brought nearly 62 percent of new industry-originated drugs approved by the FDA to the clinic, with no less than 54 percent of drugs brought to the clinic by emerging firms in each of the last seven years (2016–2022).
Emerging companies are taking their innovations to market without the help of Big Pharma. Large companies that fail to discover drugs in-house often assert that the venture capital used for drug innovation would disappear if large companies sold drugs at lower prices. This claim assumes large companies will purchase the rights to sell drugs developed by emerging companies, whether through licensing agreements to sell on the emerging company’s behalf or by acquiring the emerging company altogether. But this model of drug development, which peaked in the 2010s, is quickly fading as emerging companies increasingly bring new innovations to market on their own. Our analysis found that, in 2013, 23 percent of emerging companies that originated novel drugs retained marketing rights to those drugs through the entire FDA approval process. By 2022, that percentage had more than tripled, to 75 percent. In fact, some drugs originated by profitable companies are now licensed to emerging companies to sell. Of the 17 drugs originated by established companies in 2022, four are currently marketed by emerging companies.
Emerging companies innovate more while earning less revenue and spending less on R&D. Startups rely on venture capital to develop new and innovative drugs with a higher level of accountability than large companies, spending less per innovative drug developed than large, inefficient companies.
Our analysis shows the pharmaceutical industry is rapidly evolving in favor of agile startups that embrace new ways of innovating and are free of the bureaucratic processes that plague larger companies. In practical terms, emerging companies are developing new medicines with fewer resources, all while charging patients less.
Our analysis found that, in 2013, 23 percent of emerging companies that originated novel drugs retained marketing rights to those drugs through the entire FDA approval process. By 2022, that percentage had more than tripled, to 75 percent.
As we have discussed previously, the reason for this efficiency is that the most talented biopharmaceutical scientists gravitate toward startups. At biotech and pharma startups, a top scientist will receive stock options, which can translate into substantial wealth if the company successfully takes a drug candidate through the FDA approval process. These economic opportunities are largely absent at large companies. Furthermore, bureaucratic decisionmaking at large companies creates diseconomies of scale, in which promising drugs are abandoned because they do not fit into a larger corporate strategy or existing product lines.
Contrary to their rhetoric, large pharmaceutical companies often fail to turn their enormous profits into innovative R&D. Instead, they acquire startups where the innovation has already taken place. In most cases, these smaller companies would have been able to gain FDA approval for their drug candidates if they had remained standalone companies.
The pharmaceutical industry’s increasing reliance on emerging companies with smaller R&D budgets shows that policies to curb high drug prices — especially policies that target excessive price increases on older drugs sold by large firms — are unlikely to harm innovation. Furthermore, coupling such policies with those designed to reduce the costs and risks of drug development, such as allowing more drugs to come to market after successful Phase II studies, can give us the best of both worlds: a more innovative biopharma ecosystem and a more affordable one.


More ev.
Girvan 24 (Resident Fellow @ The Foundation for Research on Equal Opportunity, 2/28/24, “No Contest: Small Pharma Innovates Better than Big Pharma,” https://freopp.org/no-contest-small-pharma-innovates-better-than-big-pharma-b537509ee90c, dhiya)
Conclusion
Despite large R&D operations, the world’s largest pharmaceutical companies do not efficiently convert R&D spending on products developed in-house, particularly compared with emerging companies. On the other hand, the largest companies maximize earnings by both charging higher prices as well as acquiring additional intellectual property through licensing deals or acquisitions. Even so, emerging companies are increasingly striking out on their own, guiding drug candidates through the various stages of clinical development as well as continuing to market their drug discoveries post-FDA approval.
In the aggregate, the industry’s emerging pharmaceutical sector appears more efficient at converting drug candidates into cures, developing more than half of novel FDA-approved drugs while spending only 16 percent of the industry’s total R&D.
Several factors may explain our results. First, emerging companies may develop drugs more efficiently because they specialize in one disease, while large companies may have a wide portfolio of disease classes that spreads R&D operations too thin. Second, emerging companies may improve drug development outcomes by attracting top scientists through incentives such as stock options or ownership in the company; a practice largely absent at more established companies. Third, emerging companies may focus on development of drugs targeting rare diseases where no market currently exists, lowering potential R&D costs and increasing the odds of drug approval, but also earning less revenue due to a smaller pool of patients. Finally, since we define drug discovery based on a company bringing a drug to Phase I trials, the observed differences in R&D spending may result from larger companies completing more expensive Phase II and Phase III trials at a higher rate than emerging companies. Further study is needed to assess how much these factors impacted the results we observed.









I/L---AT: High Prices Good
High prices hurt consumers.
Girvan 24 (Resident Fellow @ The Foundation for Research on Equal Opportunity, 2/28/24, “No Contest: Small Pharma Innovates Better than Big Pharma,” https://freopp.org/no-contest-small-pharma-innovates-better-than-big-pharma-b537509ee90c, dhiya)
Previous efforts to lower drug prices
Public polling consistently shows near unanimous agreement that prescription drug prices are too high in the United States and that the federal government should address the problem. For decades, the pharmaceutical industry thwarted one congressional drug price reform proposal after another, arguing that forcibly reducing drug prices would decrease investment in R&D and, in so doing, reduce the number of life-saving treatments available to Americans.
Congress successfully reduced high drug prices in 1984 with the passage of the Drug Price Competition and Patent Term Restoration Act, better known as the Hatch-Waxman Act.
Hatch-Waxman increased competition and lowered drug prices by establishing a pathway for companies to develop generic drugs. Among other things, the law required drug makers to list all patents related to the drug in the FDA’s Approved Drug Products with Therapeutic Equivalence Evaluations, otherwise known as the “Orange Book.” As a result, companies could develop generic versions without infringing on the branded manufacturer’s patents. Hatch-Waxman also created clear procedures for patent disputes. Notably, the law granted generic drug manufacturers five years of marketing exclusivity for new chemical entities — also known as small molecule drugs — approved by the FDA.
Following the passage of Hatch-Waxman, the use of less-expensive generics grew steadily, bringing important treatments to millions of Americans who previously could not afford them.
But over time, the drug industry found methods to protect their revenue streams. One important way was the industry’s lobbying for the Biologics Price Competition and Innovation Act (BPCI). Passed as part of the comprehensive Affordable Care Act in 2009, the BPCI created a pathway to biosimilar development for biologics, similar to how Hatch-Waxman created a path to generics for small molecule drugs. However, unlike the five-year FDA marketing exclusivity granted to small molecule drugs under Hatch-Waxman, the BPCI granted 12 years of exclusivity for biologic molecules. In addition, biologic manufacturers were not required to list applicable patents in the FDA’s “Purple Book,” making it nearly impossible for a biosimilar manufacturer to avoid alleged infringement of one or more patents asserted by the branded manufacturer.

Reject their ev. Its pharma propaganda.
Girvan 24 (Resident Fellow @ The Foundation for Research on Equal Opportunity, 2/28/24, “No Contest: Small Pharma Innovates Better than Big Pharma,” https://freopp.org/no-contest-small-pharma-innovates-better-than-big-pharma-b537509ee90c, dhiya)
Background
The United States leads the world in pharmaceutical research and investment, benefiting millions of Americans and many more patients across the world. Previously devastating diseases — including HIV, Hepatitis C, diabetes, and many childhood maladies — are now effectively managed or have been eradicated altogether through the miracle of pharmaceutical innovation.
But innovation comes at a cost. For decades, drug companies have justified raising prices to fund innovation. In fact, some policymakers believe charging higher drug prices on Americans is a fundamental feature of the United States health care system. Together with drug company CEOs, they argue that high prices on today’s FDA-approved drugs are necessary to fund R&D for the miracle drugs of tomorrow, and ensure that Americans get access to the newest treatments first.
Other proponents of higher drug prices argue that because the percentage of total health care spending on prescription drugs is low compared to other services, high drug prices are not a legitimate policy concern. For example, in 2022, prescription drugs purchased at retail pharmacies accounted for nine percent of health care spending in the United States — far less than spending on hospital care (30 percent) and physician services (20 percent). However, this measure of drug spending excludes medicines dispensed in hospital and physician settings as hospital and physician care, respectively, distorting the calculation. For the non-elderly with private health insurance, prescription drugs represent 22% of health insurance costs.
!---Healthcare
The pending decision makes or breaks healthcare cost containment. 
Ameet Sarpatwari et al 19, JD, PhD is an instructor in medicine at Harvard Medical School in Boston, Massachusetts, “Why Are Biosimilars Not Living up to Their Promise in the US?,” AMA Journal of Ethics, August 2019, https://journalofethics.ama-assn.org/article/why-are-biosimilars-not-living-their-promise-us/2019-08
Abstract
Biologics are among the most expensive prescription drugs in the United States, posing significant barriers to patient access to necessary treatments. An abbreviated approval pathway for biosimilars, near-identical versions of biologics made by different manufacturers, was created by Congress in 2010 to stimulate competition in hopes of driving down costs and expanding access. However, as of February 2019, only 17 biosimilars have been approved, with only 7 currently on the market. Of the few biosimilars currently available to patients, overall utilization has been limited. This article examines the current landscape of the biosimilar market, characterizes tactics employed by biologics manufacturers to delay market entry and deter prescribing of biosimilars, and assesses ethical issues related to increasing the adoption of biosimilars.
Expensive Biologics
Biologic drugs, which include therapeutic proteins and monoclonal antibodies, are large complex molecules typically manufactured in genetically engineered organisms, such as modified bacteria.1 Biologics can be remarkably effective in treating a variety of illnesses, ranging from autoimmune diseases to cancer, but their high prices—often in excess of $100 000 per patient per year—have driven persistent growth in prescription drug spending.1 In the United States, biologics account for 38% to 40% of all pharmaceutical spending,2, 3 but fewer than 2% of Americans use them.2 From 2010 to 2015, biologics represented 70% of the growth in US drug spending.2, 3
One proposed solution to address the high cost of biologics was to facilitate the introduction of competitor products (called biosimilars) that are nearly identical to older, off-patent biologics via an abbreviated approval pathway. A similar pathway for generic small-molecule drugs had been created by the 1984 Hatch-Waxman Act4 and proved successful. Generic drugs now account for about 90% of all dispensed prescriptions in the United States and have saved the health care system roughly 1 trillion dollars between 2002 and 2011.5, 6 Accordingly, in 2010, Congress passed the Biologics Price Competition and Innovation Act (BPCIA), modeled loosely on the Hatch-Waxman Act, as part of the Affordable Care Act, thereby establishing an abbreviated pathway for biosimilars to gain approval by the US Food and Drug Administration (FDA).7 In this article, we characterize key clinical, economic, and ethical issues related to the approval and use of biosimilars.
What Are Biosimilars?
Under the BPCIA, the FDA might approve a biosimilar upon a manufacturer’s showing that it is “highly similar” to the reference biologic and has no “clinically meaningful differences” with respect to its safety, purity, and potency,7 eliminating the need for the biosimilar manufacturer to conduct a full set of pre-approval clinical trials, which were required for the originator drug. Additionally, the BPCIA specifies that a biosimilar can be judged interchangeable with the reference product if the biosimilar manufacturer can show that the biosimilar produces the “same clinical result” as the reference product in “any given patient” and can be switched with the reference product with no additional risks in terms of safety or diminished efficacy.7 Meeting this higher threshold requires submission of additional data, including results from trials in which patients are switched from the reference biologic to the biosimilar. In most states, obtaining this status would allow pharmacists to substitute a biosimilar for the reference biologic without intervention from the prescribing clinician.4, 5, 7
As several blockbuster biologics have come off patent over the past few years and more are scheduled to do so in the early 2020s, biosimilars are poised to play a crucial role in curbing health care costs. According to some estimates, biosimilars could reduce health care spending by $54 billion between 2017 and 2026.3, 8, 9
Market Landscape
As of February 2019, the FDA had approved 17 biosimilars relating to 9 originator biologics (see Table).10 These numbers might seem to reflect positively on the BPCIA. However, the US biosimilar market has failed to develop to date in 2 important ways. First, not all FDA-approved biosimilars have been marketed. Only 7 of the 17 biosimilars, covering 4 originator biologics, were commercially available to US patients; 9 biosimilars had yet to be commercialized (and the other one is unlikely to launch for business reasons11) (see Table). Second, among biosimilars that have entered the market, price reductions and market penetration have been limited. For example, filgrastim-sndz, the first biosimilar to be approved under the BPCIA, entered the market in September 2015 at only a 15% discount off the originator’s list price.12 By the end of 2016, 5 quarters after its launch, filgrastim-sndz had acquired just 15% to 20% of the US filgrastim market.12 Similarly, infliximab-dyyb, a biosimilar of infliximab, launched in November 2016 at a 15% discounted price relative to a brand-name biologic,13 and it has thus far acquired less than 5% of the US infliximab market.14 Given their low utilization, biosimilars have not yet achieved policymakers’ intended goal of increasing competition and reducing prices.
Which factors account for the lack of commercialization and low uptake of recently approved biosimilars? Manufacturers of the originator biologic products have employed several tactics to delay market entry of already approved biosimilars and impede patient utilization even after a biosimilar successfully launches.
Delaying Market Entry
The primary reasons for delayed market entry include ongoing patent litigation or agreements to defer entry as a result of settling a patent dispute.31 For example, Sandoz and Mylan/Biocon reached global settlements with AbbVie and Genentech, respectively, regarding claims that the biosimilars adalimumab-adaz and trastuzumab-dkst infringed on patents protecting the originator biologics adalimumab and trastuzumab.28, 32 Arguably, the most notable case of patent litigation leading to the delayed entry of biosimilars involves adalimumab, the top-selling drug in the world. In 2017, adalimumab had $18.4 billion in global sales, more than double the second best-selling drug, lenalidomide.33 AbbVie, adalimumab’s manufacturer, procured over 100 patents on the product. Although AbbVie’s active ingredient patent on adalimumab expired in 2016, it was granted a series of patents protecting everything from the manufacturing process to new formulations of the drug.16 One 2018 report found that 89% of these patent applications were filed after adalimumab was on the market, and 49% were filed after the first patent expired in 2014.34 This strategy of creating a wall of patents to protect assets34, 35 is known as developing a “patent thicket.”16
AbbVie sued the manufacturers of adalimumab biosimilars, including Amgen, Boehringer Ingelheim, Mylan, Pfizer, Samsung Bioepis, and Sandoz, for patent infringement, with settlements having been reached in all but one case.16 These settlements entail a licensing deal in which the biosimilar manufacturers delay entry and pay AbbVie a royalty after they do reach the market.36 As a consequence of these settlements, the first biosimilars for adalimumab are anticipated to enter the US market in January 2023.36, 37 Annual sales of adalimumab over the remaining years are anticipated to be over $10 billion, which will add to the cost burdens currently facing payers and patients in the United States.38, 39, 40
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Until the 1980s, despite spending much less on health care, Americans were doing better than other countries in their health outcomes (Frakt, 2018). Something happened to US health care spending after 1980. Confronted with fiscal pressures, as the share of gross domestic product (GDP) absorbed by health care spending began to get serious, other nations put measures in place to hold down spending but the US did not. The differential between what the US and other developed coun- tries pay for prescriptions and for hospital and physician services has continued to widen over time. Suppliers of medical inputs marketed costly technological innovations (Callahan, 2009). They found ready customers in hospitals and medical practices eager to keep up with rivals in the medical arms race. In 1980, health care expenditures in the US were $256 billion, exploding to nearly $2.6 trillion in 2010, a ten- fold increase (Meissner, 2013). Health care expenditures spiked further to $3.8 trillion in 2019. What began as a small gap in performance when compared to other countries is now a yawning chasm.
The per capita spending on health care in the US towers over all other developed nations, and yet health care outcomes as reflected by key health indicators are at best average. In other words, the US health care system consumes far more resources to produce the same or worse health care outcomes as compared to the health care systems elsewhere. For example, the US spent $11,582 per capita in 2019 compared to $5,418 in Canada, $4,653 in the United Kingdom, $4,823 in Japan, and $4,224, the average of the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) countries (OECD, 2020). In total health care spending, the US spends 17.7 percent of its GDP, which is almost the double that of the average spending of 8.8 percent of GDP for the OECD countries. In a comparison to the overall performance of the health care systems of 11 developed countries, the US was found dangling alone with high health care spending and low system performance (Schneider et al., 2017). Seven countries (Australia, Germany, the Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom) bunch together and perform higher than the other four countries (Canada, France, Sweden, and the USA). Canada, France, and Sweden show mediocre performance with the US being the laggard.
The US health care system is a case of feast or famine. On the one hand, insured patients receive overly excessive care, generating mistakes and injuries that lead to about 30,000 deaths each year (Terhune, 2017). On the other hand, 45,000 deaths occur annually due to the lack of health care access; the lack of access has been suggested to be associated with a greater risk of death in uninsured adults by 40 percent (Meissner, 2013). 
“The ballooning costs of health care act as a hungry tapeworm on the American economy” (Buffet quoted in Associated Press, 2018a). For example, over a decade (1999 to 2009), health care cost growth wiped out real income gains of nearly $5,400 per year for an average US family (Auerbach & Kellermann, 2011). If the US health care system could perform as that of the health care systems in other developed countries, an American would pay $4,000 to $6,000 less for health care costs per year.
The rising rates of health care insurance premiums prevent employees from getting any salary increases. For employer- sponsored health insur- ance, the costs keep creeping higher, leaving little or no money for employers to offer salary increases for their employees. From 1999 to 2009, while the average US salary grew by 38 percent, the health care premiums grew by a whopping 131 percent (Healthcare Imperative, 2010). The Centers for Disease Control and Prevention terms the increase in US health care costs over and above the general inflation in the economy as a ‘greed factor’.
The system insiders –  private health insurers, hospitals/h ospital networks, pharmaceuticals/ medical device makers, and physicians/ medical professionals –  have successfully propagated the myth that the rising cost of health care in the US is due to an aging population (Reinhardt, 2019), which is not quite true. The US, with one of the youngest populations among developed nations, has the highest per capita health care cost and more than double the per capita health care cost of Japan, which has one of the oldest populations in the world. The real driver of US health care costs is the per capita spending on health care (Horowitz, 2018).
According to a 2010 report by Healthcare Imperative, if prices of other commodities had grown as quickly as health care costs since 1945, a dozen eggs would cost $55, a gallon of milk $48, and a dozen oranges $134.
Back- of- the- envelope calculations comparing the prices of ser- vices and products in the US health care industry with other industries encapsulate how overpriced and inefficient the US health care system is. For example, if automobiles were priced similarly to ser- vices and products in the US health care industry, a midsize family car might cost about $200,000 or more. Similarly, if an airline industry priced its services like US health care providers, an airline ticket from New York to Los Angeles might cost something like $20,000 or $30,000 and the ticket might have to be purchased a year in advance and when you show up on the airport with your ticket, you might not find your seat or flight.
A Source of Anxiety, Insecurity, and Despair for Many Americans
The soaring costs of health care in the US are a source of severe financial burden and distress to Americans as evident from the fact that over 60 percent of all personal bankruptcies are medical (Himmelstein, Thorne, Warren, & Woolhandler, 2009). Most Americans, even those having insurance, are one major illness away from bankruptcy (Rosenthal, 2017).
A commonly unrecognized source of suffering for many Americans is health care insecurity. Health care insecurity is a sense of vulnerability, lack of control, and worry that individuals feel about getting the health care they need (Tomsik et al., 2014). As health care costs keep rising, more people seem to be skipping physician visits. Americans fear large medical bills more than they do a serious illness. Thirty- three percent of surveyed individuals in a study conducted by the University of Chicago and the West Health Institute were “extremely afraid” or “very afraid” of getting seriously ill (Gillies, 2018). About 40 percent said paying for health care was more frightening than the illness itself. Further, the survey found 54 percent of the participants received one or more medical bills over the past year for something they thought was covered by their insurance.
The fear of losing health care insurance undermines job and geo- graphical mobility in Americans. For example, the Affordable Care Act, offering an option where individuals can get health insurance, has reduced ‘job lock’ or staying with a suboptimal job to keep health benefits, with an estimated 1.5 million people choosing to become self- employed as they can get an affordable health insurance of their own. A streamlined and integrated health insurance system that allows Americans to take their health insurance wherever they go could be quite liberating for them.
Wasteful, Starving Other Sectors of Economy
The US health care system on its current trajectory is simply unsustainable (Institute of Medicine Report, 2012; OECD, 2020). A recent review of 54 unique peer-reviewed research publications on the waste in the US health care system estimates the total annual waste to be in the range of $760 billion to $935 billion, accounting for approximately 25 percent of the total annual health care spending in the US (Shrank, Rogstad, & Parekh, 2019). This waste is more than the entire US defense budget in 2019. It is also more than the total Medicare spending in 2019. The estimated ranges of total annual cost of waste in the US health care system in the six commonly identified domains of waste are as follows: failure of care delivery ($102 billion to $166 billion), failure of care coordination ($27 billion to $78 billion), overtreatments ($76 billion to $101 billion), pricing failures ($231 billion to $241 billion), fraud and abuse ($56 billion to $84 billion), and administrative complexity ($266 billion).
The waste in the health care system, which is approaching a trillion-dollar mark annually, is wiping out efficiency, productivity, and wealth created by other industries and other parts of the US economy (Girod, Hart, & Weltz, 2018; Horowitz, 2018; Manufacturing Institute, 2013; Milliman Medical Index, 2020). A news article entitled “Health Care Will Bankrupt the Nation” sums up the extent of the problem in the US health care system rather well (Riedl, 2017). By straining national, state, and family budgets, the US health care system is contributing to the starvation of other vital sectors, such as infrastructure and education, which have contributed notably to America’s wealth, ingenuity, and competitiveness:
“If the US budget collapses after hemorrhaging too much red ink, the main culprit will be rising health care costs”, but not the entitlement programs such as social security (Horowitz, 2018). Absent some workable solution, spending on health care is likely to sink the federal budget, generating levels of debt that would hold back the economy and potentially spark a global crisis of confidence in United States’ ability to borrow. Federal spending on health care (mostly Medicare and Medicaid) rose from 14.4% of all federal outlays in 1990 to about 31% in 2018 – one of the main reasons the national debt grew to $21.5 trillion in 2018 (Wolf- Mann, 2018). Alarmed by the costs of health care in the United States, the Chairman of the Federal Reserve, Jerome Powell, noted: “It’s no secret: It’s been true for a long time that with our uniquely expensive healthcare delivery system …, we’ve been on an unsustainable fiscal path for a long time” (quoted in Wolf-Mann, 2018).
One of the factors contributing to the decline of American manufacturing may very well be the high cost of health care in the US. In the ten years ending in 2012, employer costs for employee health care insurance increased by 66 percent – an increase in the structural cost disadvantage for US sfirms of 5.2 percentage points (Manufacturing Institute, 2013). Over the years, employer-p rovided health care costs have been growing much faster than the prices of products and services they sell. In 2018 in the US, the total cost of insurance for a typical family of four eclipsed $28,653, according to the Milliman Medical Index (2020). The employer contributed $16,368 and the employee contributed $12,285 ($7,703 as payroll deduction and $4,582 as out-o f- pocket costs). The employer’s contribution of $16,368 per employee adds to the cost of production in a significant way, making US manufacturing less competitive. One way to deal with the prohibitive costs of employee health care and to remain competitive for manufacturers is to move their production overseas.
A scrutiny of the 2018 uprising of school teachers across many states such as Arizona, Colorado, Kentucky, North Carolina, Oklahoma, and West Virginia suggests that the funding cuts due to rising health care costs over the last two decades underlie these resentments and uprisings (Yan, 2018). For example, protests in West Virginia were ini- tially sparked by the state government taking away the health insur- ance coverage of school teachers. The cost of health care keeps rising at a much faster rate than the rate of inflation and increase in national income, thus leaving no money in state budgets for salary increases of teachers. School teachers across the nation have poor salaries and need to do other jobs, in addition to teaching, to be able to support them- selves and their families. The annual waste in the US health care system of $760 billion to $935 billion is more than ten times the annual budget of the US Department of Education of $60 billion in 2019. Further, while the annual health care expenditure on Medicare in 2019 increased by 4.6 percent and projected to increase by about the same rate in 2020, the annual budget of the US Department of Education in 2019 shrank by $8 billion from 2018 and is expected to dwindle further in 2020.
Similarly, the US infrastructure – roads, airports, and power and electricity – has been deteriorating for quite some time. At one time, the US had by far one of the best infrastructures in the world, but not anymore. Even developing countries have either already caught up or catching up the US in the overall quality of their infrastructure. An international traveler is not likely to be too impressed with many airports in large US cities.
Unsafe, Poor Clinical Outcomes
Patient safety remains a major concern in the US. A study by researchers at the University of John Hopkins concluded that medical errors with 2,51,454 deaths annually was the third leading cause of deaths in the US after heart disease (6,11,105 deaths) and cancer (5,84,881 deaths), but well ahead of the fourth cause, chronic respiratory disease, with 1,49,205 deaths (Makary & Daniel, 2016). Why so many medical errors in US health care? They occur because of poorly coordinated care, fragmented insurance networks, and unwarranted variation in phys- ician practice patterns that lack accountability.
The life expectancy in the US, a crude indicator of overall health of a nation, has shown a downward trend from 2015 to 2017: It fell in 2015, stayed level in 2016, and declined in 2017. Overall, the statistics show a downward trend in life expectancy in which Americans have lost 0.3 years of life. These statistics are a wakeup call that the US is losing too many of its citizens, too early and too often to conditions that are preventable (Sheridan, 2018). A baby born in 2017 in US is expected to live about 78 years and 7 months on average, which is three years shorter than a baby born in Canada.
The opioid crisis resulted in over 52,000 deaths in 2015, 64,000 in 2016, and 70,000 in 2017. A closer look suggests that most of these deaths were avoidable; they occurred because the US health care system was not functioning properly (Associated Press, 2018b). Similarly, the response to the COVID-1 9 pandemic suggests that the US health care system has performed rather poorly. The US having only 4 percent of the world population accounts for about 20 percent of the total number of COVID- 19 global cases and deaths. A Sydney-b ased independent body, Lowry Institute, ranked the US a lowly 94 among 98 countries in COVID- 19 response (Pandey, 2021).
Scam Like Features of US Health Care System
Chapter 2 considers that greed (crony capitalism or institutionalized corruption) may be the major driver of the US health care system dysfunction. The key players in the system have been successful in rigging the system to their advantage. The Merriam- Webster terms scam as a dishonest way to make money by deceiving people. The Business Dictionary defines a scam in a business setting as a fraudu- lent scheme performed by a dishonest individual, group, or company to obtain money or something else of value. The Urban Online Dictionary provides a more comprehensive definition of a scam: scam is a contrived scheme or process designed to surreptitiously, deceitfully, and materially benefit the perpetrators at the expense of the victims. A scam involves providing or selling goods or services, knowing them to be unfit for the purpose, while implying or claiming fitness in order to elevate the mon- etary value and generate undeserved revenue. A description of the US health care system by Belk (2018), a physician, sounds so similar to the definition of a scam:
The simplest answer is that the money is going into the pockets of the many providers of health care. After all, for any great decep- tion to work, all or most of the players in the deception have to be paid well enough to not ask too many questions or cause trouble. You can’t run a major con game unless everyone necessary to make the con work is happy enough with their role to not want to cause trouble.
Conclusion
This chapter laid out the unhealthy state of the US health care system. The US health care system is causing pain and suffering and is a source of anxiety and insecurity in many Americans. It is inordinately expensive as a significant number of Americans find it beyond their means. For the last several decades, the rising costs of health care premiums have prevented employees from getting significant salary increases. Despite the US health care system being one of the most expensive in the world, it does not particularly render high quality and safe care as system insiders would like us to believe. It is wasteful and sucks vital resources from other critical sectors of the economy for its own maintenance. It has undermined the competitiveness of US manufacturers because high health care costs add to the cost of production and services. In sum, there is a serious dysfunction underlying the US health care system; it needs to be fully understood for it to be fixed, a topic explored in Chapter 2. It may not be an accident the way the system is. Powerful players seem to have contrived it the way it is and are deriving benefits in hundreds of billions of dollars every year.
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So suddenly, the world is being left on its own. And what we're seeing is the world is not on autopilot. It doesn't self-organize. And that's the most worrisome thing going forward that this pandemic is both a reflection, but also an accelerant of that because the United States has not rallied the world to meet the challenge posed by this pandemic. And instead, we've pulled back we become much more national, kind of an island power, the rest of the world, it's on its own, it's not doing very well. And this is this is the reason I'm so worried that a lot of the trends that were in place, including them on America, much less involved in the world, nationalism, populism, the breakdown of international collaboration, all those things were in train before this pandemic, and now we're seeing them double down. 
MEGHNA: So is the you're saying the world is not self-organizing right now, perhaps, at this moment? And at the same time, it doesn't? Is it feeling the loss of the centrality of American leadership? Because, I think we could argue that the way that, for example, international leaders do talk about the United States right now, at times, they're not necessarily feeling the loss of American influence. 
HAASS: Well should I think they're feeling the loss of American leadership in the American example, that they had grown accustomed to your foreign policies about what our diplomats say and do what our military does, but it's also the example we set at home, the quality of our democracy, the strength of our economy, the response say to a pandemic, so they're looking at this United States and a lot of leaders and I speak to them all the time are essentially saying we don't recognize this America. This is not the America we thought we knew. So, they're in a very difficult position where now they have to essentially get on without us. But they don't really have the capability. There's no one who has the power that we have, the influence they we have. So no one can fill our shoes. So everybody's on their own, and no one does better on his or her own than they do, again, in a collective effort where the United States leads, so they're not happy about the situation. They're increasingly reconciled to it. But they very much miss the United States that for decades had help organize the world to meet a whole range of challenges. 
MEGHNA: Jack, do you want to respond to that? 
BEATTY: Well, I think that's very well said. And sometimes that did lead to overreach I mean, Vietnam, Iraq. But on the other hand, it also led to, you know, arms control treaties and efforts to combat threats to the environment that that stretched across, administration's I, you know, I'm struck with this, and I put it to you, Richard, it's as if, you know, the, the greatest generation ratified their experience, they looked at their experience, and they accepted America's new role in the world. Were a different people today. And it's inconceivable that in the post war, someone like Donald Trump could have gotten within, you know, hailing distance of the presidency just wouldn't have happened. For one thing, he wasn't a veteran. And I was just gonna say, the people that voted for Trump or no, go vote for him again, and then not voting for anything like the foreign policy, the security policy, that the times demand, and that our past has mandated. They're the people who feel left behind from the post-Cold War world of globalization and so on. And they're still there. They're a different people from those after World War Two
MEGHNA: Jack, if I just can just dovetail what you're saying. And then Richard I’ll, off back to you. I would actually say that that is not limited to the supporters of the President, that there is, in a sense amongst people a bipartisan agreement about feeling left behind, it's just that perhaps their preferred policy angles on how to solve that problem might be different. But your point is, is well taken, jack and, Richard, you want to respond to that? So go ahead. 
HAASS: No, absolutely. I think it's exactly right. And it's really interesting to ask, why is this the case? And I think you're right Meghna, it is bipartisan, it crosses party lines. I think there's a sense that foreign policy has costs more than its benefited us people look at Iraq, they look at the World War, also in Afghanistan. And they simply, correctly I would say, don't think in any way either was worth it. These issues are not taught in our schools, or if they are taught, they're not required. So, you can graduate from Harvard, or Stanford or Princeton, and have no background whatsoever in international relations or in history. Our media, for the most part doesn't cover these issues. Over the last 20-30 years, there's been a real reduction in the degree of international coverage. So, most Americans simply don't see the connection between what goes on in the world and what goes on here in the United States. 
So, you know, here was this place called Wuhan where a virus broke out. And what we've learned in an extraordinarily expensive way, is that nothing stays local for long. What happens in Wuhan doesn't stay in Wuhan, but it travels. And this has cost us trillions of dollars. And already what more than 40,000 lives and the toll keeps mounting by the hour. This is an expensive lesson in why isolationism is not an option in a global world. And the real question is, will we learn that lesson? Will we learn the right lesson? Will we basically say we have got to get more involved in the world to prepare for the next pandemic? To do something about climate change? To do something about structuring the world, the digital world so it's positive and not negative? Are we still going to deal say with the threat of terrorism or proliferation? The real question, for me, is coming out of this, do we have the bandwidth Do we have the resources to have we learned the lesson that we can't isolate ourselves from what goes on in the world and to do that safely? 
MEGHNA: I think that's a good question, Richard, because it seems to me that for there's a generation of Americans out there who most often see the effects of US foreign policy through the instruments of failed wars. I'm just going to put it like that. There have not been enough examples of the positive benefits of American foreign policy or American leaders and that is part of what is causing people to doubt right now. And on that point, I would like to actually take a caller who has something to say about this. So let's go to Jeremy, who's calling from Racine, Wisconsin. Jeremy, what's your thoughts? 
JEREMY: Alright, thanks for taking my call. I believe that we're coming into a point in our history. That is it's more of like an institutional crisis within our government and its inability to function with each other to have a clear intent, and to come together with all the resources to accomplish that. That intent clearly and to our desirable outcomes, given the fact what we did in Afghanistan and Iraq. We went in Iraq, we hosted Saddam Hussein, and then we kind of sat around and said, “now what”?. We just wasted incredible amount of lives, resources and money to to exert our foreign policy in an inefficient way. We just we have to restructure how we go about our foreign policy, how do we interact with other nations, instead of sending the big stick every time something goes wrong, we need to start working on better diplomacy and things like that. And Donald Trump is probably what I would consider, he is like, the fox in the henhouse. The American people just sent him into the henhouse, and he's just wreaking havoc all over the federal government. And that's pretty much what a lot of people feel right now. They just are tired with inability to come together and actually fix something and make it coherent, that everybody can understand. Yeah. 
MEGHNA: Well, Jeremy, thank you for that thought. Richard Haass, did you want to respond to him? 
HAASS: Sure. Let me react to Jeremy. I think he's right, that we've overused the military tool, and we've underused other tools, including diplomacy, foreign aid, and so forth. He points to the dangers of overreach in Iraq, Afghanistan, Jack before mentioned Vietnam, but I also think there's a real danger of underreach of the United States does too little. And you said Meghna, that people don't see the benefits. Well, think about it, the first half of the century, we had two enormous world wars, when the United States was detached from the world. We've avoided a world war between or among the great powers for the last 75 years, in large part because the United States has been involved. We've seen an enormous growth in the number of people who live in democracies and the degree of freedom. We've seen enormous improvements in the standard of living and the extension of lifespans. So, the last 70-75 years have actually been the most successful era of human history ever. Ever. 
MEGHNA: Some would say it's anomalous. Yeah. Someone say it's an anomalous 70 years. 
HAASS: Well, that's, to me, that's the big question. Were the last 70-75 years? Or are they the Can we make them the new normal? Can we extend them? Or did they become something of an aberration? And do we go back to the kind of world that for centuries before were we you know, that was the norm, World War One, World War Two constant wars in Europe? And that's where we are I actually think we're at one of those crossroads in history. And the issue for us. Another way to think about it: are we the United States, after World War One that's going to retreat from the world and let it and let it unravel? Or are we the United States after World War Two, that's going to have a creative surge, and try to restructure the world to deal with the challenges of this generation? And I think that is the fundamental question.
MEGHNA: And it is a very compelling one. Jack, did you do you have some I know, you have some thoughts on that? 
BEATTY: Well, I mean, that frames it will weigh and, and, you know, to be more specific will the election, even touch on this, you know, in in 2016, we had a Secretary of State running for president and she lost to a man who said, I know more about war than the generals and I alone can fix it. And I get my ideas about foreign policy from the Sunday shows. That showed what at least, you know, a decisive Electoral College majority thought about foreign policy. And Trump isn't going to run as the leader of the free world. He's going to run as ‘America First’, ‘America alone’, ‘America, The Wall’ is his metaphor. And I don't see how it keeps out. dizzy, but nevermind. In other words, that's going to be on the ballot and America's role in the world and his will Joe Biden who you know, can seem like yesterday's man in so many ways. Will Joe Biden rise to that and say no, even though it's difficult for Americans in theu may have to spend money in foreign places to deal with threats. We have to do it. Will he argue that it will he just simply let Trump American first carry that. 
MEGHNA: Well, when we come back, we're going to talk about what the possibilities are in this moment. So Richard Haass and Jack Beatty standby for just a moment. This is On Point. 
MEGHNA: This is On Point. I'm Meghna Chakrabarti, we're talking with Richard Haass. He's President of the Council on Foreign Relations. He's also a veteran diplomat who served under four presidents. His recent essay in Foreign Affairs magazine is headlined, The Pandemic Will Accelerate History, Rather Than Reshape It. And we have a link to it at onpointradio.org. He has a forthcoming book due out in May called The World A Brief Introduction. And Jack Beatty On Point news analyst joins us as well. Richard, I wanted to talk with you and Jack about, you know about specific possibilities also that present themselves in this moment, and let's get very granular. I mean, let's talk about North Korea right now. Because even in the midst of this pandemic, we could be at a turning point there with, you know, questions around the health of Kim Jong Un. I mean, is the US positioned right now to take advantage of whatever possibility might be emerging on the Korean peninsula? 
HAASS: Well, you're right. Anytime there's a crisis there, there are inevitably possibilities. One obvious one is in the area of improving global health governance. How do we increase the odds that the next outbreak of a disease does not lead to a global pandemic. In the case of North Korea, it's a little bit hard to read, it's in some ways the most closed country in the world. But, this could lead to a degree of instability, which on one hand, would be threatening, given their dozens of nuclear weapons could lead to significant refugee flows. But it could also, possibly, set in motion trends that would end the division of the Korean Peninsula. This is one of last holdout of the post World War Two situation, you still have a divided peninsula between a closed communist north and a democratic open south. It's the most armed border in the world. So it's just possible that this could set in motion trends. So I would very much hope the United States was talking to the government in Seoul and South Korea, and to Chinese about how we will manage a situation if there is a instability in North Korea. This could become a moment to at a minimum deal with the nuclear challenge in the North, and possibly even the, again, the fundamental division of the Peninsula. 
MEGHNA: In fact, you tweeted just yesterday that it's in fact essential for the US, China and South Korea to stay in close contact right now about this? 
HAASS: Oh, absolutely. Because you can imagine you have a situation where you suddenly have hundreds of thousands of refugees, going from North Korea, either into South Korea, or into China. China might be tempted to intervene well, so might South Korea, so might the United States. Well, we don't want to have a situation where suddenly you have a chaos and various armies moving forward. So, we've got to manage this at a minimum to avoid a bad situation becoming something incomparably worse. But also to see if we can steer the situation to a lasting outcome that would also be better. This really requires intimate choreography among Beijing, Seoul and Washington. 
MEGHNA: But let me ask you, though, honestly, given the trend that you write about in your, in your Foreign Affairs article that we've been watching over the past 15 years or so. Do you have any faith that that cooperation would actually happen? 
HAASS: I have very little faith, though, on the ground, the military they are is quite significant. And it's a US/UN force and they are in close touch with the South Koreans. We have some connections to the Chinese, but I worry about it, quite honestly, I'm not gonna sugarcoat it. People are so distracted for good reason. By the COVID-19. The US/Chinese relationship was in bad shape before this crisis, is now in worse shape. The US South Korean relationship hasn't been great. The President has been attacking the alliance trying to get the South Koreans to pay much more. So, I am not sure that we are up to the challenge. And again, North Korea is an extraordinarily difficult country to try to act in simply again, because it's the most shut off from the rest of the world. You know, we're sitting here talking about this and quite honestly, we do not know, either what the health reality is facing the North Korean leader or what, if anything, planning might be in place for succession. 
MEGHNA: Right. I also feel like it's a very good example about the choice that you and Jack have been talking about that the United States is on the cusp of having to make about what kind of nation it's going to be because the issue of North Korea and the Korean Peninsula cannot be solved without the direct involvement of the United States and China. So that brings me back to this underlying question. Richard, can you can you imagine, imagine a new model of American national security, a new paradigm of American national security, that doesn't have American primacy on the world stage at its heart? 
HAASS: Primacy can be understood as a fact of life or a goal. I don't think our goal ought to be one of primacy. We can't control that, because primacy is about relative strength. Right now, that the United States is still the world's most powerful military, we are the world's largest single economy. But the fact is, for all of our strength, we can't tackle the emerging problems in the world on our own. We can't maintain global health unilaterally, we obviously can't deal with climate change by ourselves. We can't control proliferation or terrorism, or set the rules for cyberspace on our own. So unilateralism, no matter how strong we are, is simply not a viable foreign policy strategy. We have got to partner with others. And the challenge with a country like China is: how do we selectively partner with China, given our profound disagreements, the difference between our systems and the fact that we, for example, have real foreign policy differences, say over the fate of Taiwan. And that that to me, is going to be one of the real foreign policy challenges going forward. 
MEGHNA: Jack, did you want to respond to that? 
BEATTY: Undoubtedly, it is going to be but you know, look at it. I mean, one of the one of the faults, I think of the of the current administration is the President sees things in a zero sum way, you know, we win, they lose even his view of trade, which is, you know, since Adam Smith, we accept that it's, you know, when comparative advantage and all that he sees that as No, I win, you lose, he was talking about the trade deficit with China just yesterday, and he said, Look, they ripped us off. They didn't rip us off. We got all that cheap goods that we wanted from China. That's, that's called trick, he doesn't seem to understand that basic fundamental of, of international economy. And he doesn't seem to, to look at foreign relations that way, either. Although you have to give him a lot of credit for trying to warm relations with North Korea at the top.
MEGHNA: Well, Richard, I wonder: it sounds like you are lamenting the death of a sort of liberal world order that, as you pointed out, the United States has been the beneficiary of and the leader of for the past 75 years. But if you had a magic wand, and you could you could wave it over Planet Earth right now, what would you change? I guess what I'm asking you is what would you do to, to set up the United States of the global community for success, as we come through this pandemic?
HAASS: I would look in two directions. Domestically, I would try to make the case to Americans about why foreign policy was in our national interest, why our involvement in the world would improve the quality of life here at home. At the same time, we would also need to attend to our many challenges and shortcomings here at home. I once wrote a book called Foreign Policy Begins At Home. And the whole idea was we needed to establish a greater domestic base if we were going to be capable of acting in the world and Americans were going to be willing to support it. I also made clear something the President might have missed in the book was the argument that foreign policy doesn't end at home, we've got to stay involved in the world. It's we now circling back to where we began the conversation. We've got to take into account this new global agenda and we've got to we've got to figure out how to narrow the gap between these emerging global challenges, like global health, like climate change, like terrorism, like proliferation, and global arrangements. One of the phrases you constantly hear from people in my businesses international community. Well, the fact is, there isn't one. And our goal should be to better build one where we take into account this newest security agenda. So that's what I would focus on, I wouldn't let go of the old agenda. I'm still worried about Russia, what they're doing in Europe. I'm worried about Iran. I'm worried about North Korea, worried to some extent about China. But I would put much greater emphasis on building global arrangements to deal with this new set of challenges that, as we've seen over the last few months, has the ability to fundamentally turn life here upside down.
MEGHNA: Okay, so that makes me wonder you had said earlier that what has changed is the United States and that the sheen, or the shine of America's example to the world is no longer there. And I would think that Americans admit many Americans themselves also feel it because their lives are difficult. So could we achieve is a central part of achieving the vision you just laid out. Richard is actually focusing here at home that if we if we rebuild the American example of democracy, then it shows that perhaps these the more authoritarian leaders who are who are on the rise now, it once again shows them as the example that you don't want to follow.
HAASS: The answer is yes, but. Yes, we need to improve the functioning of our political system, particularly in Washington. It works better at the state and local level in many cases. We’ve obviously got to provide more of a safety net for more of our citizens. Infrastructure has to be better. The kind of response we’ve had to this pandemic shows so many of our shortfalls. So, yes, there are lots of things we have to do at home.
!---Vaccine Diplomacy
Low costs solve global vaccine access---eliminates supply AND innovation constraints
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The 2012 World Health Assembly Global Vaccine Action Plan called for global access to new vaccines within 5 years of licensure. Current approaches have proven insufficient to achieve sustainable vaccine pricing within such a timeline. Paralleling the successful strategy of generic competition to bring down drug prices, a clear consensus is emerging that market entry of multiple suppliers is a critical factor in expeditiously bringing down prices of new vaccines. In this context, key target objectives for improving access to new vaccines include overcoming intellectual property obstacles, streamlining regulatory pathways for biosimilar vaccines, and reducing market entry timelines for developing-country vaccine manufacturers by transfer of technology and know-how. I propose an intellectual property, technology, and know-how bank as a new approach to facilitate widespread access to new vaccines in low- and middle-income countries by efficient transfer of patented vaccine technologies to multiple developing-country vaccine manufacturers.
Vaccine rollout in low- and middle-income countries (LMICs) routinely lags far behind rollout in high-income countries. As of 2010—a full decade after its introduction—87% of high-income countries included the pneumococcal conjugate vaccine in their immunization schedules, compared with only 2% of low-income countries.1 Although the Haemophilus influenzae type b (Hib) vaccine was being widely used in wealthy countries by the early 1990s, Hib vaccine coverage in Africa was estimated at 24% as of 2006.2 Twenty years after licensure of the hepatitis B vaccine, vaccine coverage was estimated at 90% in the Americas as opposed to only 28% in Southeast Asia, where hepatitis B is endemic.1 These timelines, unfortunately, are the norm rather than the exception for adoption of new vaccines in LMICs. The inequities of this situation are all the more indefensible because the vast majority of mortality from vaccine-preventable diseases occurs in LMICs3; it is estimated that more than 90% of deaths from pneumococcal disease,4 95% of deaths from Hib,5 and 80% of deaths from hepatitis B5 occur in developing countries.
In May 2012, the 65th World Health Assembly endorsed the Global Vaccine Action Plan (GVAP),6 a document that sets ambitious vaccination goals for the upcoming decade. The GVAP reflects the growing recognition by governments, international agencies, and civil society of the importance of vaccines not only for achieving international health priorities but for addressing global issues such as poverty, hunger, education, and gender equality.7 One of the key objectives outlined by the GVAP is for all immunization programs to have sustainable access to universally recommended vaccine technologies within 5 years of licensure. There is an enormous gap between this goal and the current reality of new vaccine rollout in LMICs, and the GVAP recognizes that innovative mechanisms will be needed to support scale-up of new vaccines within the proposed timeline. The Decade of Vaccines collaborative that created the GVAP has proposed the goal of achieving universal vaccine access by 20208; it is estimated that this goal will cost more than US $57 billion, with new vaccines responsible for over half the cost.9
Although there are numerous social and logistical obstacles to the adoption of new vaccines in LMICs, a clear consensus has emerged that one of the greatest barriers is vaccine pricing.10–15 This problem is being compounded by the increasingly high costs associated with recent vaccine innovations. The newly developed human papillomavirus (HPV) vaccine, for example, is the most expensive vaccine in history16; this is particularly problematic because the overwhelming majority of cervical cancer cases occur in developing countries.17 Like many new vaccines, the high cost of the HPV vaccine will be most prohibitive in exactly the places it is most needed, and it is unlikely that expensive new vaccines such as the HPV vaccine will become widely accessible in LMICs without extensive external funding.
Currently, the most important source of external funding for vaccines in low-income countries is the Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunizations (GAVI). GAVI’s critical role in the introduction of new vaccines to low-income countries, most recently with its commitment to introducing the HPV vaccine,18 cannot be overstated; however, there are significant limitations inherent in this support. First, new vaccine introduction is only 1 component of GAVI’s vaccination programs, and the decision to introduce a new vaccine is based on numerous factors, which inevitably include the price of the vaccine and GAVI’s current financial status. In 2010, GAVI was facing a serious budget shortfall of over $4 billion, which threatened to limit future plans to introduce new vaccines.19 GAVI was able to raise sufficient funds to overcome this budgetary crisis; however, the shortfall highlights concerns regarding the long-term stability of GAVI’s subsidies for the future introduction of new vaccines. In any event, LMICs that are not eligible for GAVI funding are likely to have difficulty financing new vaccines without assistance,12 and the GVAP notes that innovative pricing strategies will be particularly important for those LMICs that do not have access to GAVI pricing and procurement mechanisms. In addition, the subsidies provided by GAVI to finance new vaccines are intended to be limited to a 5-year period, with the expectation that, over that time, prices will fall, allowing donors and national governments to continue vaccine financing. To date, however, this expectation has not been realized. Once it became apparent that vaccine prices were not dropping rapidly enough, GAVI was forced to revise its support timelines. Thus, a critical limitation to GAVI’s role in promoting access to new vaccines is the failure to establish mechanisms ensuring sustainable vaccine pricing once the initial period of support has ended.
There is an emerging consensus that the most important factor in achieving sustainable vaccine pricing is the market entry of developing-country vaccine manufacturers (DCVMs).1,20–23 I propose an intellectual property, technology, and know-how (IPTK) bank as a novel strategy to enable early market entry of multiple DCVMs to facilitate rapid rollout and sustainable pricing of new vaccines in LMICs.
In January 2010, a consultation meeting convened by Médecins Sans Frontières and Oxfam brought together experts from around the world to discuss strategies for improving access to vaccines in LMICs.20 New vaccines were a major focus of this meeting, which included representatives from key players such as the Netherlands Vaccine Institute, the International Vaccine Institute, Third World Network, Program for Appropriate Technology in Health, and the World Health Organization (WHO). The consultation meeting report concluded that although organizations such as the Pan American Health Organization Revolving Fund—which effects reduced prices through bulk procurement systems—are key players in improving vaccine access, such entities have not proven sufficient to ensure affordable prices for new vaccines. The report further noted that success with tiered pricing approaches has been mixed and has not consistently resulted in sustainable prices, particularly for new vaccines. It concluded that future strategies to improve access to new vaccines will need to include (1) streamlining regulatory pathways for biosimilar vaccines, (2) addressing intellectual property barriers, and (3) reducing the barriers and timelines to the entry of multiple new suppliers by transfer of technology and know-how. Before addressing each of these strategies in detail, I will briefly discuss the implications of the fact that vaccines are biologics rather than small-molecule drugs.
Vaccines as Biologics and Implications for Access Strategies
The presence of multiple DCVMs has been identified as a critical factor in generating sustainable vaccine prices. It is now widely recognized that the advent of generic drug production, but more importantly the market entry of multiple generic drug suppliers, is the best mechanism for rapidly achieving dramatic price reductions. The major expansion of HIV/AIDS treatment in LMICs, for example, was made possible through the entry of generic manufacturers in countries such as India and Brazil; with the advent of robust generic competition, prices of first-generation antiretroviral drugs fell by more than 99%, from $10 000 annually per patient in 2000 to less than $70 in 2014. Strategies to improve access to medicines have thus coalesced around the goal of enabling generic production. This has led many of these efforts to focus on patent protection as a key barrier to the availability of affordable generic medicines. A crucial assumption that underlies this strategy is that it is fairly straightforward to reverse engineer a given drug; in concept, the problem is not that generic drug manufacturers would be unable to exactly replicate a drug, it is that they are prohibited from doing so by patent law. Although this is generally the case for small-molecule drugs, this basic assumption does not hold true for biologics, including vaccines.
The majority of medications in common use are small-molecule drugs, which are generally low-molecular-weight organic compounds synthesized by chemists. Biologic drugs, a category that includes vaccines, are generally produced by living cells and are significantly larger and structurally more complex than small-molecule drugs. To successfully reverse engineer a small-molecule drug, it is not necessary to precisely duplicate the manufacturing process in order to guarantee an identical product. In the case of vaccines, however, an identical product is not necessarily guaranteed if an alternative production process is used. The details of the vaccine production process can affect variables such as 3-dimensional structure and posttranslational modifications, which are important determinants of vaccine immunogenicity. Detailed information on vaccine production processes is usually not patented. Instead, this information is protected by trade secret law, under which it is never made publicly available because, unlike patent protection, there is no scheduled expiration after a preset term.24 This perpetual monopoly prevents replication of the production process, thus precluding straightforward duplication of the vaccine.25 Furthermore, because vaccine manufacturing is often highly complex, significant know-how may be required to reproduce a vaccine, necessitating direct input from the original product developer.
Key to vaccine diplomacy---extinction
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Unfortunately, beginning around 2015, we started to see unexpected and fundamental changes leading to a new order in which infectious and tropical diseases either emerged or returned. This book focuses on some of the major twenty-first-century forces responsible for this historic reversal, but here is a brief overview of some of the major determinants now driving up both vaccine-preventable diseases and NTDs.
Political Instability. One of the most potent and unanticipated drivers was political instability. Measles was declared eliminated from the Americas in 2016, but in Venezuela, the collapse of the economy interrupted and disabled its health system, allowing measles to come roaring back. However, measles was not the only infection to reemerge. Malaria also became widespread, as did a host of other NTDs transmitted by insects or snails. The so-called Northern Triangle area of El Salvador, Guatemala, and Honduras also suffered because of escalating drug wars and the resulting economic downturns that affected health systems. In the Old World, wars or Islamic State occupation in Syria, Iraq, and Yemen also promoted the return of vaccine-preventable diseases, including measles and polio, while the simultaneous collapse of insect vector control programs promoted an explosion in the number of cases of cutaneous leishmaniasis, a highly disfiguring disease that produces ulcers and permanent and socially stigmatizing scars. A deadly cholera outbreak, one of the largest ever recorded, swept across Yemen. Throughout war-torn Democratic Republic of Congo (DR Congo), Central African Republic, and South Sudan, measles also returned, as did another form of leishmaniasis known as kala-azar, which causes a leukemia-like illness that killed thousands. Ebola caused a new lethal epidemic in DR Congo in 2019, resulting in over 2,000 deaths, and even more fatalities occurred from measles and cholera. The bottom line was that new twenty-first-century wars, conflict, and political unrest were reversing global gains.
Internal Displacement and Human Migrations. Exacerbating war and political instability were the ensuing human migrations. As people fled conflict and political collapse, thousands of refugees poured into neighboring countries and regions to spread disease. Measles became widespread in Brazil, Colombia, and Ecuador, largely reversing the celebrated 2016 achievement of measles elimination in the Western Hemisphere. Populations also began fleeing the drug wars of the Northern Triangle, although this has not yet translated into measles epidemics. However, the disease did reemerge among displaced people in multiple African nations and in the Middle East. The World Health Organization (WHO) issued a global alert on measles and then followed it with a report revealing that approximately 10 million children in 16 countries were not receiving their routine childhood vaccines for measles, pertussis, and tetanus owing to conflict and human displacement [3]. Similarly, leishmaniasis traveled with the Syrian refugees spilling into Jordan, Lebanon, and Turkey, in some cases establishing a foothold in those countries.
Urbanization. Human migrations from conflict and other factors brought people in large numbers into cities in vast and unprecedented numbers. Thousands crowded into urban slums in Caracas (Venezuela), Aleppo (Syria), and Kinshasa (DR Congo). The urban slums of megacities became a dominant theme of a new world order. As populations outstripped infrastructures, diarrheal diseases, including cholera, emerged in the untreated sewage, while respiratory diseases, including measles and other vaccine-preventable infections, emerged in the crowded conditions. Then the coronavirus disease of 2019 (COVID-19) swept across densely populated urban regions of central China, and next Europe and the United States, ultimately causing a destructive pandemic that may trigger a new economic depression. COVID-19 now represents an imminent threat to vulnerable people living in the crowded urban slums of South Asia, the Middle East, Africa, and Latin America.
Anti-science and Nationalism. An equally worrisome social determinant was the new reality of anti-science. The anti-vaccine or anti-vax movement began to take off in the early 2000s, but by 2015, it had become an ugly monster. It emerged as a media empire, with by some accounts more than 400 misinformation websites actively promoted on social media and e-commerce sites. The anti-vax movement weaponized both Facebook and Amazon in their unique ways. Facebook became the major voice of the anti-vaccine movement, while Amazon turned into the greatest promoter of phony, misinformative books and documentaries. Then the movement acquired a political arm that created political action committees (PACs), each working to enact legislation that made it more and more difficult for children to receive access to vaccines. In 2015, a PAC in Texas arose from the Tea Party, a far-right-wing element of the Republican Party [4]. A similar anti-vaccine initiative steeped in the rhetoric of populism arose in Italy. Somehow the anti-vax movement became tied to a new nationalism arising in the United States and Europe. Nationalism itself became a social determinant of disease.
Later in 2017, the leaders of the anti-vax movement began engaging in predatory behaviors to target selected ethnic and religious groups. As vaccination coverage declined among both Somali immigrants in Minnesota and orthodox Jewish communities in New York as a result of specific targeting by the anti-vax movement, terrible measles outbreaks ensued in 2017 and 2019, respectively. Ultimately, measles epidemics became widespread across North America, while Europe suffered a record 80,000 cases in 2018 and 90,000 cases in the first-half of 2019. Despite the great gains from Gavi, measles reestablished a foothold in the United States and Europe. Epidemics also surfaced in Philippines, Samoa, Madagascar, and elsewhere in the developing world, to the point where the WHO declared “vaccine hesitancy” as one of the world’s most pressing global health issues.
Climate Change. The new twenty-first-century determinants of disease also went beyond social ones. Climate change became a dominant force promoting disease. Mosquito-transmitted arbovirus illnesses such as Zika virus infection, chikungunya, and dengue spread across Central and South America and the Caribbean, before entering Texas and Florida in the United States. In southern Europe, West Nile virus infection and other arbovirus illnesses became common; malaria reappeared in Greece and Italy after it had been gone for decades; and schistosomiasis emerged on the island of Corsica. The Middle East experienced unprecedented high temperatures, which often exceeded 50°C, together with periods of severe and prolonged drought, forcing many to abandon their ancient agricultural lands.
However, it was difficult to attribute the appearance or reappearance of these tropical infections unambiguously to climate change. As noted above, in both the Western Hemisphere and southern Europe, human migrations were also widespread, linked to diaspora from Venezuela and the conflict zones of the Middle East and North Africa, respectively. Cities became vast, crowded, and susceptible to infectious disease transmission. If this trend continues, by 2050 the world will be constituted mostly of hot and steamy megacities, each with more than 10 million people. Complicating things further were the sharp economic downturns in many of these cities, especially in Venezuela, Brazil, the Middle East, and parts of southern Europe. COVID-19 furthered these economic declines. In other words, climate change went hand-in-hand with refugee movements, urbanization, and economic collapse. We had no real way to accurately attribute the risk to the individual social and physical determinants that are bringing back global tropical infectious diseases. However, one thing was clear: diseases that we thought we had vanquished through programs of the Millennium Development Goals were now returning.
Science Envoy
My term as US science envoy coincided with the rise in these geopolitical forces and climate change. I focused on evaluating the diseases arising from the conflict zones and then on designing new technologies to prevent these illnesses. As codirector of a nonprofit organization developing vaccines to combat NTDs (Texas Children’s Hospital Center for Vaccine Development), and as someone with expertise in tropical infectious diseases (I am dean of the National School of Tropical Medicine at Baylor College of Medicine), I had a unique perspective on the diseases arising in this part of the world. In time, we redirected some of the activities of our laboratory toward making vaccines to combat some of the leading illnesses. They included vaccines for leishmaniasis, schistosomiasis, and the major coronavirus infections, including Middle East respiratory syndrome (MERS), a highly lethal disease. We were positioned to assist in building capacity for vaccine development and clinical testing across the Middle East. Vaccines are not the only tools needed to fight the emerging and neglected diseases arising out of the conflict zones, but they are perhaps the most efficient and effective at preventing disease. Yet the Middle East and North Africa are highly depleted in terms of vaccine development capacity. At the time I began as US science envoy, these areas possessed few to no vaccine development capabilities. Moreover, the major pharmaceutical vaccine manufacturers had little interest in developing vaccines to combat the neglected and emerging diseases of Syria, Iraq, and Yemen, and at best modest interest in vaccine capacity building. I therefore embarked on a journey in vaccine diplomacy in order to combat the infections arising in the post-2015 new world order, guided by the example of my role model in this endeavor, Dr. Albert Sabin.
2: A Cold War Legacy
I never had the opportunity to meet Dr. Albert Sabin. He passed away in 1993 before I began my association with Sabin Vaccine Institute, a Washington, DC, nonprofit organization that advocates for vaccines and vaccine science. However, for more than 20 years I was connected with the institute. My association began when I was on the Yale faculty (the institute was started by H. R. Shepherd, a businessman based in New Canaan, Connecticut); continued during the 11 years when I was microbiology chair at George Washington University (the institute relocated with me in 2000); and then ended after I had relocated to Houston, Texas.
One of my favorite activities as president of the Sabin Vaccine Institute was visiting Dr. Sabin’s widow, Heloisa. Heloisa lived off New Mexico Avenue in Washington, DC, not far from the campus of American University. She was born in Brazil and worked at Jornal do Brasil, the major newspaper in Rio de Janeiro. By the time Heloisa met Sabin at a reception for him in Brazil, both had been married previously. Shortly after their marriage in 1972, Heloisa moved with him to Israel when he served as president of the renowned Weizmann Institute, before moving to Washington, DC.
Heloisa’s New Mexico Avenue apartment was like a mini-museum to vaccine diplomacy. It featured pictures of Sabin with President Clinton, Pope John Paul II, and Cuba’s Fidel Castro, to name a few. She also had photos of Sabin with Soviet scientists, and on the tables and walls were plaques and remembrances from dozens of countries. Typically, after sitting in her apartment we would go downstairs to have lunch in a restaurant located nearby. We would pass the time talking about Sabin’s life, his fierce determination to vaccinate the world’s children against polio, and the many complexities of working with foreign governments to conduct vaccination campaigns. One story I remember vividly was her account of Sabin’s visit to Brazil in 1980, when he had openly criticized federal and local health officials for their handling of a polio outbreak. Ultimately, his offer to help Brazil mount a national polio campaign was rebuffed, and Sabin returned disappointed to Washington. There were differing accounts of whether the Brazilian officials were too lax or if Sabin was too abrasive; possibly both were true [1]. Sabin was known for his directness, and his unrelenting demand for excellence often made people around him uncomfortable, but Heloisa both adored and revered him. She was petite and beyond charming, and from her pictures I could tell that back in the day, Heloisa and Albert were probably quite the glamorous couple. Heloisa would always refer to him as “my Albert.” On a few occasions, we would visit his gravesite at Arlington National Cemetery, and she would always remind me that one day she would be buried alongside him. Heloisa passed away in 2016 in her late 90s, just before I left the Sabin Vaccine Institute. Currently, the Albert B. Sabin Archives are located at the University of Cincinnati, where he conducted much of his path-breaking work on the oral polio vaccine.
Sabin was a champion of vaccines, but not only because of his important and fundamental research to develop the polio and other vaccines. He was an unofficial polio ambassador, visiting dozens of countries and convincing government leaders at the highest levels about the importance of instituting polio vaccination campaigns. His stature as a vaccine scientist allowed him entry into Cuba during the 1960s and the USSR in the 1950s and 1960s. Those activities in Cuba and the USSR had special meaning for me. Through a program of backchannel diplomacy and scientific collaboration, Sabin worked with Soviet scientists to jointly develop an oral polio vaccine that employed Sabin’s live virus polio strains, which he had first developed at Cincinnati Children’s Hospital. Those virus strains were then produced at an industrial scale in the USSR and tested on millions of Soviet citizens, ultimately leading to the licensure of the vaccine in the early 1960s and the subsequent eradication of polio. These accomplishments are now the gold standard for how scientists of different ideologies can overcome diplomatic tensions or even overt conflict in order to advance science for humanitarian purposes.
Global Health Diplomacy
Each visit with Heloisa reinforced my conviction that vaccine diplomacy could one day hold a special place in modern society. In our post-2015 world, we need vaccine diplomacy more than ever. Global infectious diseases have taken an unexpected turn for the worse. Owing to breakdowns in health infrastructure from war and instability, together with other modern twenty-first-century forces, infectious diseases once thought to be on their way out, or even gone, are now back. The COVID-19 pandemic is testing international relations on an unprecedented level. Solving these and future infectious disease public health crises will require us to integrate the science of tackling global infections with these new social and physical determinants: poverty, war, political instability, human migrations, urbanization, and anti-science. In turn, navigating such troubled waters will require new approaches linking biomedical and social sciences, including political science and foreign policy.
In my two years in the Obama administration as US science envoy, I came to realize that understanding the biomedical science, the vaccinology, was essential but not always sufficient to solve issues related to building vaccine infrastructures across nations. This was especially true in a complicated space like the Middle East, where deep-seated tribal and Sunni-Shia rivalries continuously threw up roadblocks—often in interesting and unexpected ways. It became apparent that building vaccines, expanding vaccine coverage, and tackling NTDs requires integrating new types of knowledge, including skills related to diplomacy. In some ways, this might bear some resemblance to what Sabin achieved in Cuba and the USSR (okay, maybe not Brazil!) in the 1960s, but widening the tent to include both scientists and nonscientists. To achieve this, I suggested a new framework of vaccine diplomacy that connects political science, philosophy, and foreign policy to the most powerful life science technology ever invented—vaccines.
Before describing and defining vaccine diplomacy, I think it is helpful to first provide a broader understanding of how global health in general is linked to international relations and solving disease problems on a large scale [2]. Some might say it began as an early version of quarantine during the 1300s, when laws were implemented to prevent plague originating in Asia Minor from entering Dubrovnik on Croatia’s Adriatic coast—or much later, starting in the 1850s, when international sanitary conferences were held in Europe to prevent cholera, plague, and other pandemic infectious disease threats from spreading [2]. Then, in the early twentieth century, the Office International d’Hygiène Publique was created in Paris, as well as a health organization linked to the League of Nations [3]. In parallel, the nations in the Western Hemisphere also established a Pan American Sanitary Bureau, later named the Pan American Health Organization, which became the regional office of WHO in the Americas. The actual World Health Organization itself was established in the aftermath of World War II, following the formation of the UN. The WHO’s constitution was enacted on April 7, 1948, now designated as World Health Day. Almost twenty years later, the WHO embarked on the eradication of smallpox through a global vaccination campaign.
Global health diplomacy rapidly accelerated after promulgation of the UN’s Millennium Development Goals, first in 2005, with a revised set of International Health Regulations (IHR), and then in 2007, after the ministers of health of seven nations connected global health to foreign policy through an Oslo Ministerial Declaration [2]. IHR, also known as IHR (2005), is an agreement between all WHO member states focused on global health security, especially for the detection and assessment of major public health events and for strengthening disease control efforts at national entry points, such as seaports and airports. A key driver of the IHR (2005) was the 2003 pandemic of severe acute respiratory syndrome (SARS) that resulted in more than 8,000 cases, with roughly 10% mortality [4]. The SARS pandemic also severely affected the economies of Hong Kong and Toronto, Canada, and were a wake-up call for the disruptive power of lethal epidemics. These initiatives were later strengthened in 2019 following the Ebola epidemic in DR Congo and ultimately were called on to respond to COVID-19 the following year. In this context, my former Yale colleague, Ilona Kickbusch, defines global health diplomacy as a system of global governance in health, while Rebecca Katz, a colleague and former student now at Georgetown University, provided an operational definition. She refers to it as a framework to include treaties between nations—such as IHR, or recognized international partnerships with UN international organizations, Gavi, or global partnerships involving the Gates Foundation or other non-state actors [2].
Vaccine Diplomacy
Throughout modern history, vaccines have surpassed all other biotechnologies in terms of their impact on global public health. Because of vaccines, smallpox was eradicated, and polio has been driven to near global elimination, while measles deaths have declined more than 90%, and Haemophilus influenzae type b meningitis is now a disease of the past in the United States and elsewhere.
I define one part of vaccine diplomacy as a subset or specific aspect of global health diplomacy in which large-scale vaccine delivery is employed as a humanitarian intervention, often led by one or more of the UN agencies, most notably Gavi, UNICEF, and WHO, or potentially a nongovernmental development organization [2]. Examples might include emergency cholera or Ebola vaccinations during outbreaks in Africa, measles vaccination campaigns linked to the Venezuelan diaspora in Brazil or Colombia, or polio eradication campaigns in the conflict areas of Afghanistan, Pakistan, or the Middle East. Other aspects of vaccine diplomacy relate to vaccine access during pandemics, such as efforts to ensure equitable delivery of a vaccine to combat influenza, especially during an epidemic or even a pandemic situation.
Another critical element of vaccine diplomacy includes the development or refinement of new vaccines achieved jointly between scientists of at least two nations. Rather than a UN agency or nongovernmental development organization, the actual scientists lead both the vaccine science and diplomacy [2]. It is especially relevant that scientists from nations in opposition or even outright conflict can work in research organizations, or that they are able to work together and engage in collaborations under conditions of political instability or stress. Under this definition, vaccine diplomacy reached its full expression during a 20-year period of the Cold War between the United States and Soviet Union that began around the time of the Sputnik satellite launch and mostly ended in 1977 with the eradication of smallpox [5]. In my role as US science envoy, I worked to resurrect this vaccine science diplomacy while collaborating with scientists from Muslim-majority countries of the Middle East and North Africa [6].
Do vaccines really deserve their own designation for a special type of diplomacy? Yes, I believe so, especially when we consider that between the past century and this one vaccines have saved hundreds of millions of lives [2]. In this sense, the technology of vaccines and their widespread delivery represent our most potent counterforce to war and political instability in modern times. Vaccines represent not only life-saving technologies and unparalleled instruments for reducing human suffering, but they also serve as potent vehicles for promoting international peace and prosperity. They are humankind’s single greatest invention.
A Brief History of Vaccine Diplomacy
The history of vaccine diplomacy traces an interesting narrative parallel to the history of the vaccines themselves. It started with the British physician Edward Jenner, who in the late 1700s developed the first and original smallpox vaccine. Indeed the word vacca, Latin for “cow,” refers to the fact that the attenuated virus used in the vaccine derived from cows infected with the cowpox virus. However, a more recent analysis questions the true origins of the virus that Jenner actually used, which might have been horse pox, or even another virus entirely, designated simply as “vaccinia” [7]. Jenner’s smallpox vaccine had an immediate impact on public health in England, and it was transported across the Atlantic Ocean to America, where Thomas Jefferson himself conducted vaccine trials in and around Virginia. When he commissioned Meriwether Lewis and William Clark for their expedition a year after the Louisiana Purchase in 1803, Jefferson either encouraged or arranged for them to carry the vaccine into the frontier [2]. Back then, smallpox was devastating Native American populations in the Northern Plains, so the vaccine was potentially a gesture of peace or goodwill. Unfortunately, some historians report that the vaccine preparation degraded to a point where it was never actually used.
In Europe, both England and France celebrated and honored Jenner’s achievements despite increasing hostilities between the two nations. In the period following the French Revolution and after Napoleon became military dictator of France in 1799, Britain had become increasingly concerned about his armies expanding across Europe and his efforts to stop European nations from trading with England. Finally, in 1803, Britain declared war on France, beginning with a naval blockade of the country. Historic battles at Austerlitz and Trafalgar ensued. However, Jenner’s reputation and veneration as the first vaccine scientist had grown to such a point that he was asked to write letters (and possibly engage in other activities) mediating the releases or exchanges of prisoners [2]. For example, in a letter to the French National Institute of Health, he asserted that “the sciences are never at war.” In turn, Napoleon (or some say Empress Josephine) declared, “Jenner—we can’t refuse that man anything” [2]. Ultimately, the Napoleonic wars ended with Napoleon’s defeat at Waterloo, the last time France and England went to war.
These vignettes highlight a future paradigm that subsequently held for the next 200 years—namely, (1) the immediate recognition of the impact of a vaccine as a highly valued technology, and (2) the enormous scientific and professional stature of vaccinologists—vaccine scientists and vaccine developers. That is, until the modern-day anti-vaccine movement began to target us beginning in the early 2000s. An elusive third element, although one not as straightforward and tangible, also attaches to vaccines: the potential for vaccines to both prevent diseases arising out of conflict or twenty-first-century forces, and in some cases, to directly address the actual social determinants. For example, Jenner’s vaccine was itself employed as an instrument of peace during the Napoleonic wars, creating a novel thread through modern history. When another renowned Frenchman, Louis Pasteur, developed the next few vaccines in the mid-1800s, he also used his stature to launch a network of Pasteur Institutes across the Francophone world, including North Africa and Southeast Asia, which initially focused on reproducing Pasteur’s method to prepare and deliver the first rabies vaccine. Echoing Jenner’s comments, Pasteur in an 1888 speech at the founding of the Institut Pasteur in Paris remarked that “science has no country, because knowledge belongs to humanity and is the torch which illuminates the world” [2].
The Cold War was a 45-year period of political hostilities between the United States and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics that began after World War II and divided much of the globe into two major spheres of influence. Ironically, it became the signature period that generated the fullest expression of vaccine diplomacy. Two enemies put aside their animosities in order to collaborate on the development and testing of the oral polio vaccine, which is now leading to its global elimination or eradication. This is an extraordinary story that few people outside the vaccine world know about. The 1957 launch of the Sputnik satellite was a key moment in American history, when the nation feared falling behind the Soviets in mastery of both space and missile technology. It became a dark chapter in US history when—following on the heels of the “red scare” that resulted from the Soviet annexation of eastern Europe, the Berlin blockade, and our proxy war with China in Korea—we became vigilant, even hyper-vigilant, for any signs of Communist presence on our soil.
One might argue that this was not an ideal time to begin a US-Soviet scientific collaboration on vaccines, but that is more or less what occurred. It turned out that the fear of polio exceeded the threat of Communism. The 1952 polio epidemic in America was the worst on record. It killed more than 3,000 people and caused partial or complete paralytic disease in more than 20,000. Increasingly during the 1950s, school-age children and adolescents were polio victims. Parents in cities across America lived in terror of summer polio epidemics.
Polio also raged in the USSR. Between 1954 and 1959, polio was present in all of the Soviet republics and increasing in incidence yearly, with the highest rates in the Baltics [8]. Polio outbreaks also occurred in Moscow and Minsk [9]. In response, Soviet scientists in 1955 established a Poliomyelitis Research Institute in Moscow and appointed Dr. Mikhail Chumakov to head experimental vaccine development. Another key individual was Dr. Anatoly Smorodintsev, the head of the virology department of the Institute of Experimental Medicine of the USSR Academy of Medical Science [8]. With the agreement of both governments, Chumakov and Smorodintsev traveled to the United States in 1956 to visit with Albert Sabin, who had developed a polio vaccine containing three different live, attenuated poliovirus strains administered by mouth.
Sabin was eager to cooperate with the Soviet scientists because by this time the injectable polio vaccine invented by Dr. Jonas Salk, composed of three virus strains that have been inactivated or killed with formalin, was already licensed and widely used in the United States. So not only was there little appetite to replace it with the Sabin vaccine, but there were insufficient numbers of unvaccinated American children available for testing with the oral version [9]. While Dr. Sabin was able to immunize his own family and small numbers of incarcerated young adults at a federal prison located not too far from his Cincinnati Children’s Hospital laboratory, the number of vaccinated volunteers was far too small for his oral vaccine to achieve product licensure in the United States [9].
As an aside, I will mention that I was privileged to meet with Jonas Salk in 1995. Our meeting was held in his office at the Salk Institute, considered by many to be one of the most visually striking research institutes ever built. It was designed by the famed architect Louis Kahn and overlooks a beach on the coast of La Jolla, California, just north of San Diego. At sunset, the light shines through a gap between its two major buildings, providing an unforgettable effect. At that time, I was an assistant professor at Yale, just a few years into beginning my own vaccine laboratory. Dr. Salk was one of the most gracious and welcoming senior scientists of stature I had ever met. He even agreed to help me further the development of our hookworm vaccine. We spent more than an hour together, during which he proudly showed me the paintings he displayed in his office by his wife, Françoise Gilot (and former partner of Pablo Picasso). I remember the exhilaration after leaving our meeting, believing that Dr. Salk could become an important mentor. I was devastated when just a month later my wife, Ann, phoned me at a meeting in the United Kingdom to tell me that he had passed. 
To return to the story: Because the Salk vaccine required an injection, there was still a global need for a different type of polio vaccine that could be administered without the use of a needle and therefore trained medical personnel. This was especially important in developing countries of Africa, Asia, and Latin America, where qualified staff were lacking and health systems were depleted. For poor nations in Africa, Asia, and the Americas, the Sabin vaccine checked a number of boxes. It contained live polioviruses that were weakened or “attenuated” to a point where they can no longer cause disease. The advantage is that the Sabin poliovirus vaccine strains can be given orally because they stimulate a child’s immune response by replicating in the gastrointestinal tract. If it worked, a large group of children in a village or town could be lined up and given the Sabin vaccine via liquid drops, or even drops placed on a sugar cube.
Following the 1956 visit by Russian scientists to the United States, our State Department allowed Sabin to make a reciprocal visit in the summer of that year [9], launching an extraordinary international collaboration in which Sabin’s live polio strains were scaled up for production in the USSR and first tested in Soviet children. Sabin provided sufficient amounts of the vaccine to begin immunizing children in both the USSR and Czechoslovakia, as well as seed lots so that the Soviets, under the direction of Dr. Chumakov, could scale up the virus themselves. According to William Swanson, a freelance journalist based in Minneapolis who wrote about this period for Scientific American, Chumakov had to use his Politburo connections to go over the head of the Russian minister of health, who would not authorize clinical testing of the Sabin vaccine [9]. Chumakov was a courageous man, who always put science and the health of the USSR’s children above politics. His son Dr. Konstantin Chumakov, himself an important vaccine scientist at the US Food and Drug Administration, is a colleague who shared with me fond remembrances of his father, who was a great defender of science during a very difficult period both before and immediately after the death of Stalin. Dr. Mikhail Chumakov died just a few years after Sabin passed away in 1993.
Ultimately, toward the end of 1959, the Russians had successfully prepared 10 million doses of the vaccine derived from Sabin’s live polio strains. The Soviets vaccinated millions of children. In 1991, Dorothy Horstmann, one of the founding professors of virology at Yale University (and a former mentor who recruited me to Yale after my residency at the Children’s Service of the Massachusetts General Hospital) wrote about her experience of providing an independent assessment of the subsequent polio clinical trials that began in 1959. In anticipation of those trials, the WHO asked her to assess in detail over a sixweek period the quality control of the polio laboratories and whether the Soviets implemented adequate steps to ensure the safety of the vaccine [8].
She also reported on Chumakov’s travels across the USSR to meet with groups of physicians in order to organize the vaccination campaign. He went on local TV and radio to ask for community cooperation and worked with local newspapers to explain the importance of the vaccination drive [8]. Detailed surveillance surveys followed, which included home visits by healthcare providers to assess whether there were any harmful effects of the vaccine. In the case of a campaign launched in Tashkent, Uzbekistan, during an actual polio epidemic, epidemiologists went to individual homes to determine the public health impact of the vaccine. An estimated 10–15 million Russian children received the oral polio vaccine developed jointly by Sabin on the US side and Chumakov and colleagues on the Soviet side. Ultimately, almost all Soviet citizens under the age of 20, approximately 100 million individuals, received the vaccine. According to Dr. Horstmann, “Its positive assessment contributed to a rebirth of interest in the oral vaccine and paved the way for large field trials in the United States, leading to licensure of oral vaccine in 1961–62” [8].
As a result of global access to the oral polio vaccine, by 2019 the disease has been eliminated from all but three countries—Nigeria, Afghanistan, and Pakistan —where local hostilities and conflict have interfered with efforts by UN agencies and community health workers to reach all of the areas that require vaccine access.
Downstream, the Sabin vaccine will likely be gradually replaced by the Salk vaccine. While it is clearly beneficial to administer an oral vaccine, a distinct disadvantage of the Sabin vaccine is that it is composed of live virus strains, which can undergo mutation. This means that vaccinated children can—although rarely—shed a mutated version of the virus into the community that produces complications similar to the wild-type poliovirus, including paralysis. Therefore, to truly eliminate global polio, it is believed that follow-up vaccinations with the Salk killed vaccine may be required, and the Salk vaccine is gradually being adopted in most countries. I find it ironic that both the Sabin and Salk vaccines were ultimately required to eradicate global polio. The irony stems from the fact that they were bitter rivals. In my Baylor College of Medicine office, I have a reproduction of a photo of Drs. Sabin and Salk seated next to each other at a conference, but what makes it special is the onlooker seated behind them with an expression of astonishment.
Health as a Bridge to Peace
Joint international development and testing of an oral polio vaccine proved to be a powerful force in overcoming Cold War ideologies. It also became one of the most important and successful biotechnologies ever invented—one that is leading to global polio elimination. Now the WHO has taken the humanitarian dimension of the oral polio vaccine a step higher through its Health as a Bridge for Peace program and its Humanitarian Cease-Fires Project [10]. The project brokers cease-fires in war-torn areas of Afghanistan, Iraq, South Sudan, and elsewhere in order to vaccinate children against polio. A product of the Cold War, to this day the polio vaccine remains a potent weapon for waging peace and eliminating disease.


!---Debt
Fiscal overstretch constrains surge capacity to respond to crisis. The threshold’s invisible but collapse will be rapid. 
John H. Cochrane 20, senior fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University and distinguished senior fellow at Chicago Booth, “Debt still matters,” Chicago Booth Review, 11-12-2020, https://review.chicagobooth.edu/economics/2020/article/debt-still-matters
The notion that debt matters, that spending must be financed sooner or later by taxes on someone, and that those taxes will be economically destructive, has vanished from Washington discourse on both sides of the aisle. The COVID-19 response resembles a sequence of million-dollar bets by non–socially distanced drunks at a secretly reopened bar: “I’ll spend a trillion dollars!” “No, I’ll spend two trillion dollars!” That anyone has to pay for this is unmentioned. 
And who is to blame the politicians for acting this way, really? Markets offer 1 percent long-term interest rates—negative in real terms. Blowout spending financed by the Fed printing money—which is no different from debt—has resulted in no inflation so far. In the face of the deep concerns of current voters, worry that our children and grandchildren might have to pay off debt is not particularly salient. They’re either in the basement playing video games or out protesting for the end of capitalism anyway. Politicians will take the cheap money as long as markets are happy to provide it. 
The economists, even the modern monetary theorists, envision debt issued to pay for worthy investments, or valuable spending, all undertaken with a careful green-eyeshade approach. Washington has figured out the logical conclusion of the idea that federal debt doesn’t matter, in a way these economists have not: If debt and money printing have no fiscal cost, why be careful about how you spend money? Send checks to voters. Why not? It’s costless. No boondoggle project is objectionable. Send billions to prop up dying businesses. Why not? It’s costless. Why bother fixing the post office? Send them another $25 billion. Or $100 billion.  
We can go further. Why should citizens have to pay back debts if the federal government does not have to do so? Bail out student loans. Bail out bankrupt state and municipal governments and their pensions. Cancel the rent. Cancel the mortgage. Why should anyone have to pay any debt if our federal government has access to a money machine? Why work? Why should the federal government not just keep printing money and sending it to us? Other countries are not so lucky as we are. Why should emerging markets pay back debt if the US does not have to? Bail them out. 
These are inescapable logical conclusions of the view that federal debt has no fiscal cost. If you’re uncomfortable with the end of the trip, perhaps you should revisit the assumption from which it inexorably follows. 
Advocates point to World War II. It is true that the US exited the war with an even greater debt-to-GDP ratio than it has today. It was not painless. Growth higher than interest rates was part of how the US managed it, but it’s not the whole story. Two bouts of inflation, in the late 1940s and in the ’70s, devalued much debt. The US ran steady primary surpluses (excluding interest costs) from the 1940s through the mid-’70s. Spending was low in the pre-entitlement economy, and the government was not totting up hundreds of trillions in unfunded promises. The war, and its spending, was over. Statutory personal taxes and actual corporate taxes were high. Financial repression and closed international capital markets kept interest rates on government bonds low, and deprived Americans of better investment opportunities—and the world’s economies of much-needed investment capital. With all that, we still had an international debt crisis in the early 1970s, prompting the abandonment of the Bretton Woods system and depreciation of the dollar. 
In short, the US grew out of WWII debt by not borrowing any more, by decades of fiscal probity, and by strong supply-side growth in a deregulated economy. We have none of these reassurances going forward. And this event, and the United Kingdom’s exit from Napoleonic War debt in the 1800s by starting the industrial revolution, are about the only historical examples of a semisuccessful repayment of this much debt. Otherwise, the history of large sovereign debts is one long, sorry tale of default, inflation, devaluation, and consequent financial chaos. The UK did not exit WWII debt successfully, leading to crisis after crisis, and everyone else did worse. 
Still, what should we be afraid of? The vision of grandchildren saddled with taxes, or even just unable to borrow more while the economy sits at its limit of, say, 200 percent debt to GDP, is indeed not a salient brake to spending. 
That is not the danger. The danger the US faces, the danger we should repeat and keep in mind, is a debt crisis. We print our own money, so the result may be a sharp inflation that wipes away the value of debt rather than an even more disruptive default, but the consequences will be almost as dire. 
Imagine that five or even 10 years from now we have another crisis, which we surely will. It might be another, worse, pandemic, or a war involving China, Russia, or the Middle East. Imagine the US follows its present trends of partisan government dysfunction, so an impeachment is going on, as well as a contested election, and militias even roam the streets of still-boarded-up cities. Add a huge economic recession, but without any reformed spending promises. 
At this point, the US has, say, 150 percent debt to GDP. It needs to borrow another $5 trillion–$10 trillion, or get people to hold that much more newly printed money, to bail out once again and pay everyone’s bills for a while. It will need another $10 trillion or so to roll over short-maturity debt. At some point, bond investors see the end coming, as they did for Greece, and refuse. Not only must the US then inflate or default, but the normal crisis-mitigation policies—the firehouse of debt relief, bailout, and stimulus that everyone expects—are absent, together with our capacity for military or public-health spending to meet the shock that sparks the crisis. 
Interest rates do not signal such problems. They never do. Greek interest rates were low right up until they weren’t. Interest rates did not signal the inflation of the 1970s, or the disinflation of the ’80s. Nobody expects a debt crisis, or it would have already happened. 
As noted above, there is no defined limit to the debt-to-GDP ratio that policy makers can use for guidance. Countries can borrow a huge amount when they have a decent plan for paying it back. Countries have had debt crises at quite low debt-to-GDP ratios when they did not have a decent plan for paying it back. Debt crises come when bondholders want to get out before the other bondholders get out. If they see default, haircuts, default via taxation, or inflation on the horizon, they get out. Sound long-term financial strategy matters.
We cannot tell when the conflagration will come. But we can remove the kindling and gasoline lying around. Reform long-term spending promises in line with long-term revenues. Reform the tax code to raise money with less damage to the economy. The Treasury and Fed should secure long-term government financing, locking in low interest rates. And spend only as if someone has to pay it back. Because someone will have to pay it back.
Extinction
Kenneth B. Taylor 20, Assistant Professor of Economics, Villanova University, “The Passing of Western Civilization,” Futures, vol. 122, 09/01/2020, p. 102582 
Another relevant issue facing us is the contexts in which humans naturally engage in altruistic behavior. Paleolithic human’s expression of familial or nonfamilial altruism endures for only a couple generations, with concern for future generations subsequently deteriorating (Dawkins, 1989). The fact is there used to be no compelling need for longer-term concern. However, such limiting of intergenerational interest leads to a shorter-term policy horizon than that needed to address today’s global problems. For instance, over the past half-century, western citizens have endorsed rising public indebtedness. Citizens thereby enjoy greater consumption than could be provided out of current income. This boosts positive hedonic sensations (more goods and services consumed today) while reducing negative hedonic sensations (lower taxes paid today) and is reinforced by the basic human predisposition for immediate gratification. However, at some point, any debt, even a public one, must be repaid: Public debt is delayed taxation. At that future point we face a set of conundrums; for as soon as we must repay, we necessarily experience a significant increase in negative hedonic sensations. Given that we dislike losses more than twice as much we like equal gains, we resist, which merely entrenches the unsustainable trends that eventually leads to crisis (Tversky & Kahneman, 1991). This insight further helps explain the lack of general concern for damage to the biosphere or humankind’s enduring faith in a “technofix” solution—it is easier to brush off emergent problems if you believe that a necessary fix will surely be found when needed by some future generation that you are not too concerned about in the first place.
Finally, research reveals that individuals often behave differently in group contexts than they would if acting alone (i.e. crowd psychology). Within a group setting individuals often take up the group’s identity, ignoring their own conscience, suspending judgment and accountability. The result is that individuals within groups participate in acts they would never commit separately. Social psychologists say that a participant enters a lower state of self-awareness called “deindividuation”. The resulting anonymity can have horrifically destructive effects on innocent lives and property, as witnessed during riots, genocides and wars (Cantril, 2002). Extending these insights, the anonymity associated with group behaviors coupled with limited future concern helps us to understand why individuals in developed nations can be insensitive to poverty, emigration, environmental destruction, water shortages and excessive debt on the global level. When one adds human flaws to an increasingly crowded planet, effects become amplified—there are over 7 billion of us all behaving much the same way.
2. Population
Population growth during the past 200 years has had a positive impact on global economic growth and standard of living. Without a doubt, the powerful, pervasive, and positive effects brought about by Enlightenment thinking and Industrial Revolution propelled civilization to higher states of wealth and welfare. Advances in public health, medicine and agricultural productivity set off exponential growth in population, reinforcing economic progress within a series of positive feedback loops. The historical events represent a transformative tsunami, with all dimensions of civilization and Earth changed forevermore. As the 19th century began Earth was still pristine for humans with their newly minted ideas. There were more unknown places to explore and exploit while human population was low, estimated at being about one billion globally in 1800. Abundant resources were readily available to support industrialization and upsurge in living standards. New technologies arising from scientific research, innovation and commercialization drove the entire enterprise forward. Economists would say the potential for both extensive and intensive economic growth on the global stage was at a maximum back then. Capitalist industries and markets were freer—within the formidable command of enabling, imperial power—to spread across the planet, bringing more and more places, people and resources into the western economic paradigm.
The United Nations projects a further 45 % increase in human population, a forecast that might well have significant consequences. Specifically, the UN projects that global population will grow from 7.7 billion today to about 11.2 billion by 2100 with 95 % certainty (2017). Once human population peaks, fertility may begin a gradual fall, leading to the population growth pattern moving from its current exponential path to one that is logistic. This pattern has already appeared in developed nations with demographers projecting it to occur in time throughout the less developed world. Human population is estimated to level off between 11–12 billion with every reason to believe that population decline commences in the 22st century as world-wide fertility rates fall below replacement level. Before we make a sigh of collective relief, there are three relevant details to consider. First, most additional population growth will occur in the less developed parts of the world, already struggling to pull themselves out of poverty. Second, before human population begins to decline, we and our planet must get through the next 80 years—or more like 150 years or so before our numbers return to even today’s level. Third, the projected 3–4 billion surge in global population is forecast to be the largest increase ever in absolute number during any 80-year period in history. While the average annual rate of population growth is decreasing, the number of people born increase in total number—because each year the base is larger so a decrease in the growth rate can still result in more people being born. Between these considerations lie many risks, all to the downside. Already unprecedented numbers of immigrants are trying to move to the richer, more politically stable parts of the world while sectarian (i.e. tribal) strife within poorer countries becomes more common, with technologically empowered militants and autocrats amplifying their power.
Earth may be able to feed, clothe and house the 7.7 billion people who are presently here—although several billion marginally so. As the next 3–4 billion people arrive the question of whether this represents unsustainable overpopulation becomes significant. Overpopulation is generally defined as a situation where an organism's numbers exceed the carrying capacity of its habitat. The problem is that the 21 st century will witness, and some would say is already witnessing, a time when Earth—clearly a closed environment—experiences a set of innate and/or human imposed restraints. As limits are reached poorer nations will find themselves in a condition of "demographic entrapment"—a condition when a nation has a population more than its carrying capacity without the option of migration, with too little in export earnings to pay for critical imports. The net effect can be localized Malthusian crises with characteristics of mass starvation and sociopolitical instability. Climate change is already cited as making this tendency more probable in Sub-Saharan Africa. In other words, the low-hanging fruit sustaining population growth and prosperity these past 200 years has been plucked—or is being horded—by those fortunate to have industrialized and prospered earlier. The decline of global, westernized civilization as we know it may well be herald by poorer nations fracturing before the crisis spreads to the rest of our global village (Homer-Dixon, 2006).
One final facet is that we are not only a biological force but have become a geological one as well. It is suggested that our numbers are now so vast, our industry so extensive, that a new geological age has begun: the Anthropocene (Waters et al., 2016). This conjecture is rooted not simply in our numbers but in our nature as well: We are 7.7 billion individuals with insatiable collective wants on our way to becoming up to 11–13 billion strong, transforming myriad dimensions of Earth’s hydrosphere, atmosphere, lithosphere and biosphere. One group of scientists has identified limits beyond which we should not push our planet (Stockholm Resilience Centre, 2015). This research suggests we are nearing tipping points into radically different planetary states with unknown ecosystemic features. Earth systems are frustratingly complex, so the results are tentative yet worrying. The bottom line is that planetary boundaries exist and will restrain the current trajectory of civilization. Given the UN’s population growth forecast, we may begin hitting some of these fuzzy planetary boundaries soon. BÁnyai states that environmental regulation has failed, for human behavior is “psychopathological” (2019). Her analysis supports the conclusion made here that civilization’s decline is inevitable. Even if passing the tipping points move Earth into a still hospitable environment for humans, the transitions involved will magnify the tensions associated within the climatic stage of civilization. All this is symptomatic of human behavior and numbers, representing distinctive features during this phase of civilization’s climax.
3. Fall of empires
Earlier civilizations followed a similar pattern of development characterized by what Theodor Mommsen defined long ago as genesis, growth, senescence, collapse and decay (1854-1856). Since Edward Gibbon's extensive work, The Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, scholars have taken an active interest in what causes the eventual decline of all empires (1776-1788). In the case of Rome, Gibbon suggested decay of the elite was brought on by the “natural and inevitable effect of immoderate greatness”. Arnold Toynbee refined Gibbon’s ideas by adding that the political elite became increasingly parasitic, leading to an increasingly marginalized majority who undermine the integrity of empire in numerous ways (1939). Other macrohistorians, such as Oswald Spengler, argue for a world view based on the cyclical rise and decline of civilizations, suggesting we have begun a centuries-long process of decline mirroring that witnessed in antiquity (1926). Joseph Tainter’s study of Rome identified increased sociopolitical complexity—causing rigidity and fragility while drawing off scarce resources—as a major cause of its decline, with many suggesting his insights relevant today (1988). For many ancient, albeit smaller, civilizations, Jared Diamond suggests a quintet of external factors led to decline: environmental degradation, climate change, dependency upon external trade, intensifying levels of internal and external violence and, finally, societal responses—or lack of response—to all these factors (2005). For modern civilization—and this was likely true for many ancient ones as well—Mancur Olson argued that special interest groups accumulate around the central power structure, drawing off resources, impeding the ability of central authorities to respond appropriately to the growing threats to the integrity of empire (1982). One final point found in all these studies is that leaders essentially failed to deal with developing, macro-problems, both internal and external, before reaching the threshold of crisis and impending collapse.
Galtung and Inayatullah’s ambitious book, Macrohistory and Macrohistorians: A Theoretical Framework, examines the contributions made by twenty macrohistorians in understanding multiple facets of the cycles of civilization (1997). A further ambition of this work was to produce a comparative and integrative history of the patterns and causes of change throughout time. They begin deep in the past with the premodern insights of Ssu-Ma Ch'ien, Augustine and Ibn Khaldun; progressing to 19th century contributions of such dialectical thinkers as Friedrich Hegel and Karl Marx; ending with the more recent thinking of Pitirim Sorokin, Prabhat Sarkar and contributors to the Gaia hypothesis. This sweeping set of transhistorical and cross-cultural perspectives of social change are then treated comparatively, resulting in the definition of twelve different "sciences" addressing change in the human condition. These “sciences” reflect diverse pedagogical perspectives on the study of civilizational change, each focusing on distinct forces, patterns and units of analysis (i.e. vectors of change). Reflecting what has been previously noted, Galtung and Inayatullah identify “stages and patterns” in the cyclical development of civilizations as a common theme among the macrohistorians reviewed. Inclusion of non-Western thinkers infuses the work with a rich set of historical experiences and perspectives while providing us with analytical tools to help understand on multiple levels what is happening within western civilization today.
There are further works suggesting that the present course of humanity has refocused the process of decline of western civilization to distinctive factors (i.e. planetary). From Paul R. Ehrlich’s neo-Malthusian life-long work since he published The Population Bomb in 1968, to Meadows et al. (1972) ongoing work since introducing the “Limits to Growth” hypothesis in 1972, to Edward O. Wilson’s 2002 concept of HIPPO (Habitat destruction, Invasive species, Pollution, Human Over-Population, and Overharvesting), many intellectuals have warned that trends associated with human expansion are unsustainable, pushing today’s civilization into its climatic stage. More recently, the Ehrlichs wrote a piece entitled “Can a collapse of global civilization be avoided?” (Ehrlich & Ehrlich, 2013). They begin by stating that “global collapse appears likely” due to overpopulation and overconsumption with dramatic cultural change necessary to avert catastrophe. Laura Spinny published a summary of additional corroborating research all pointing to socioeconomic disintegration, concluding that “almost nobody thinks the outlook for the West is good” (New Scientist, 2018). Lastly, Luke Kemp, from the Centre for the Study of Existential Risk at the University of Cambridge, published a BBC report noting that “collapse may be a normal phenomenon for civilizations, regardless of their size and technological stage”, and that “our tightly-coupled, globalized economic system is, if anything, more likely to make crisis spread” (Kemp, 2019).
4. Questions to ask before climbing into the lifeboat
What is the Earth’s carrying capacity for humanity? Is it 11 billion or some larger or smaller number? Also, what needs to be done to balance the human desire for personal opportunity, physical comfort and liberty with a sustainable, habitable planet? Further, what have we learned and what do we cherish about our current civilization that we wish to preserve for the future? Finally, how will we carry our treasurers into the next civilization? These are not easy questions, but they must be asked and answered in the next several decades.
The first question requires that we define what a “sustainable” population size would entail. To many it requires a maintainable level of the physical components providing a healthy standard of living for all, consistent with viable ecosystemic balance. Such a standard of living would require ready access to the basics of nutrition, clothing and shelter. In addition, it would require equal entry to the higher reaches of the Maslow hierarchy through provision of a stable environment, basic health care and education, as well as minimal socioeconomic barriers to advancement within a strong legal system. Providing such would guarantee equal opportunity to everyone toward achieving aspirations compatible with innate, or acquired, abilities and drive. In other words, the sustainable population size requires something more than mere survival of our species, since a healthy civilization requires dynamic engagement of, and opportunities for, its members. If the researchers at the Stockholm Resilience Center are correct in stating that Earth will be moving into a profoundly altered state in coming decades, then Earth’s carrying capacity for humanity at any future time is indeterminable today. This has not stopped prognosticators from making estimates based on our planet’s current ecosystemic state. Paul Ehrich places the optimal population of the planet between 1.5 and 2 billion people (The Guardian, 2012). Unfortunately, most research on the subject varies so much as to be currently useless. The reason for such disparate conclusions distills down to the underlying assumptions made by those doing the research—and this too can become victim of partisan, tribal truth. There are those that believe that human adaptability and ingenuity places no limit on human population size while others derive a number less than that suggested by Ehrlich. Further research is needed, and, in the end, the sustainable population range determined requires balancing the carrying capacity of Earth by ecological footprint analysis with some minimum scale required to maintain humanity’s diversity within a transformed, vibrant civilization design.
Many would point to China’s lapsed one-child policy and say it was a failure since it was illiberal and resulted in an inverted demographic pyramid. The first part is true and, as to the second part, there are implications arising from this multi-decade policy that will negatively impact China’s future economic growth, which is construed as a bad outcome. This last conclusion arises from the questionable assumption that aggregate economic growth is something we should always strive for. What really matters is a nation’s “human development” level over time. The fact is that it’s not bad to experience stagnant or negative GDP growth if real per capita human development, as defined by the United Nations’ Human Development Index, remains positive (United Nations, 2019). This is the trick public policy makers need investigate and then achieve. Population decline in the context of robust technologically driven productivity gains is one avenue toward achieving this goal (Frey, 2019). Büchs and Koch have investigated the degrowth transition, finding that wellbeing need not suffer (2019). However, they note that the psychological transition in expectations will not be easy. Echoing this concern, Fergnani underscores the difficulty in disentangling the instilled psychological pleasure individuals gain as participants in capitalism (2019). The coordinated cadence of human effort born of the Industrial Revolution created a psychosocial dynamic that will prove deeply resistant to paradigmatic change. This too requires careful research, but an inescapable conclusion is that it is crucial to modify our inculcated beliefs concerning economic growth.
What do we want to carry into our future from our current sociocultural fabric beyond fine arts, literature and accumulated STEM knowledge? Thomas Jefferson said in the opening lines of the Declaration of Independence that, “We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed, by their Creator, with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness”. Protection of your person and your family, the freedom to live your life without excessive social hindrance and the right to pursue happiness, all resonate with basic human nature. James Q. Wilson, among others, have argued that morality has a strong genetic component, so these new concepts, embodied within the then new democracy, had a strong appeal to humanity’s complex, evolved sense of fairness and justice. While from an objective perspective these “rights” were anything but “self-evident”, claiming so brought them into the social contract, creating a powerful motive among citizens to defend and preserve the young nation. The mid-20th century innovation of connecting individual with social rights, enshrined within a system based on the preeminence of the rule of law, became a potent unifying force and, in many ways, the final socioeconomic achievement the Liberal Tradition made at the end of western civilization’s colonization stage. There is much here worth preserving for it nurtures collective intelligence networks while preserving social cohesion. These points need to be reflected upon and expanded through further investigation.
Will these issues and questions be addressed in an anticipatory or reactive manner? With a reactive approach, the path we’re on, we risk the ongoing decline, collapse and subsequent resurrection to be hijacked by those using tribal truth to create something partisan and potentially devolutionary. While we can imagine governments constructively rising to and addressing the stresses of civilization’s demise, such thinking has proven misplaced and fruitless. The Ehrlichs, as many others, suggest that “widely based cultural change is required”, which is also improbable (Ehrlich & Ehrlich, 2013). Even where we see awareness of such issues as climate change sculpted into active social policy, the protective hand of human biases and special interests lie in the shadows. Further, if the problem is rooted in our numbers and behavior, such polices add up to band-aids—they serve to delay the inevitable. Barring some techno-fix set of miracles, which is possible yet not probable, we must conclude that humanity’s response will continue to be reactive until crisis and collapse are upon us: We are captive to the cycles of history.
At some point before collapse, as awareness grows, an overdue but hopeful reaction is possible, entailing a focused collective intelligence effort attending these issues and questions. For sake of another name, let’s call this the “Human Foundation Project” (Taylor, 2012). Parallel to this project, many in the top socioeconomic groups will be building their walls, underwriting their private militias and fortifying to survive collapse. Their long-term objective will be to create a forthcoming civilization shaped in their image—the one that is now proving unsustainable. This is a dead-end vision for a viable future, so we must look elsewhere for humanity’s salvation.
Ironically, as stated at the beginning of this essay, it’s the global rich and powerful that will make sure they’re the first to climb into the lifeboats. Most of these people are self-centered yet gained their status through being intelligent, industrious and adaptive. Among them are a few concerned visionaries—such as Bill Gates—known for his, and his wife’s, generosity through The Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation supporting public health and education initiatives around the world. There are numerous others that could be mentioned—many well know entrepreneurs, actors and financiers—but the point is that not all the rich are narrowly self-interested: Many put their wealth behind honorable causes. J. Pierpont Morgan is often cited as single-handedly saving the United States from financial collapse during the panic of 1907 (Chernow, 2010). It has happened before and can happen again. If we don’t want the self-serving rich and powerful with their private militias emerging from their gated communities, turned personal bunkers, to reclaim the storyline of tomorrow’s civilization, we need to make a contingency plan to set the stage for something better, encapsulating the philosophically and socially noble features that emerged from the Enlightenment and evolved Liberal Tradition. Once the financing is in hand, the work of the Human Foundation will commence.
The Human Foundation will design a blueprint of a new civilization to emerge at an appropriate time and place possessing the most fertile environment for development. Emergence will eventually take place in phases with the ultimate objective of dominating the storyline of civilization’s reconstruction. It will have a charter and mission statement built upon the following core principles and goals:
1Preserve: Conserve accumulated knowledge related to STEAM fields.
2Delineate: Define what is worth using from the past in designing our next civilization. This includes study of cultural, political, legal, economic and social practices.
3Create: Design a new, robust civilization based on the objective of establishing a world order that nurtures ongoing evolution of humanity and life on earth.
4Sustainability: Emphasize sustainability in all dimensions of institutional design.
5Outreach: Communicate findings with as broad an audience as possible.
6Community: Build a network of individuals and organizations sympathetic with the objectives of the Human Foundation Project.
7Endure and Protect: Create the physical and socioeconomic mechanisms to sustain the Human Foundation through collapse of western civilization. This includes providing for and protecting those associated with the foundation.
8Phases: Lay out the necessary steps during and after initiation to make the design a reality.
9Monitor and Assess: Observe and recalculate prospects and limitations presented to the new design as the collapse of Western civilization progresses.
10Timing: Be prepared to move decisively when and where opportunity is presented.
Soon after its formation the Human Foundation will hold a series of symposiums, bringing visionaries and specialists from across the spectrum of human knowledge together. Each symposium will be centered on critical themes, such as “Sustainable sociocultural practices best serving human needs” or “Beginning institutions, rules and laws” or “Balancing planetary and human systems”, etc. Early on a permanent staff will be necessary to focus collective intelligence on the objectives of the project. Along with gathering and storing that which is to be preserved, while applying foresight intelligence to design a nascent civilization to come, a vital concern will be to find means to endure civilization’s collapse such that formulated plans remain actionable.
Some comments are required on items #8 to #10 in the mission statement principles and goals. Anticipated escalation of armed conflict would destroy the functionality of national sociopolitical institutions in many regions of the world. Besides mass emigration of displaced citizens, other geopolitical consequences are difficult to predict. Rising seas, more severe weather events and increasing temperatures might drive those from densely populated coastal regions inland, increasing competition for resources, social tension and, in some cases, the likelihood of famine. Some nations will disappear (e.g. the Maldives) while others may be relatively untouched (e.g. New Zealand). Global supply chains could easily be disrupted and trade impaired, with the overhang of debt and defaults causing financial market disruption and global GDP to stagnate or turn negative. Public policy initiatives will be constrained by past excesses. Unmet expectations of citizens in the developed world will probably amplify idiosyncratic social and political instability. What if nations or terrorist groups turn to the use of weapons of mass destruction to achieve their objectives? Perhaps there will be nations welcoming the Human Foundation early in the course of collapse, willing to alter their institutions, public policies and legal structures to accommodate the foundation’s vision. All these possibilities must be monitored and factored into the Human Foundation’s plans for when, where and how to initiate the first stages of its plan for establishing the next civilization. Researchers at the Human Foundation will need to engage in continuous scenario analysis and planning. The precise nature of Western civilization’s collapse is unknowable, while the nature and extent of ongoing environmental damage, with its impact on regional habitability, a further unknown. The key will be to design a robust, adaptable plan within a wide range of hypothetical scenarios as the changing state of the world is revealed during the final phases of collapse and decay.
5. Next steps on humanities’ journey
All so far is premised on the assumption that western civilization it in decline. To many it certainly doesn’t feel like this is happening: “…people are carrying on as usual, shopping for their next holiday or posing on social media” (Spinny, 2018). There are two relatively recent developments at work, each having played a role in temporarily counteracting degeneration, sustaining the stage of senescence. First, the global financial system shifted from a debit to a credit basis in the early 1970s. This has permitted an historic increase of debts relative to assets. Debt is essentially borrowing against future income, boosting growth and consumption temporarily in the current region of time. At some point the bills from the past must be repaid, shifting decline onto an accelerated path in a shorter period than would have otherwise occurred.
The Covid-19 epidemic has quickly revealed the fragility of this credit expansion cycle. Twenty-five central banks had announced quantitative easing initiatives by mid-April 2020 to mitigate the economic harm inflicted by viral suppression policies. Further, governments around the world had announced a total of $8 trillion in additional fiscal spending to soften the blow. These efforts entail pumping liquidity into markets through central bank purchases of various private and public financial instruments. The net effect is to transfer more of the accelerating debt burden from the private to public sectors. Along with this, some predict that the United States may run annual fiscal deficits in both 2020 and 2021 of over 3 trillion dollars, at a rate that may approach 18 % of GDP. This begs the question as to the limitations of this approach to economic stabilization. BCA Research, the organization that coined the term “debt super-cycle” back in the 1970s to describe this phenomenon, has declared that the end of the super-cycle began in 2014 and is currently accelerating, ushering in a dangerous period of insidious developments that will fundamentally alter the global economy and civilization as we know it (MarketWatch, 2020).
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