Notes
thanks to kabeer kochar, connor rosenstein, saanvika gandhari, aarav iyer, hannah wang, and eva chakrabarti for their work on this file!!!
Waivers Neg
PPP CP
this cp is supplement evidence to allow the public/private advantage cp to apply to the waivers affirmative. 
1NC – PPP CP – Solves Waivers
Instead of waivers, the government can establish a public-private partnership, which avoids the development DA
Harvey Rubin and Nicholas Saidel ’21 [Harvey Rubin is a Professor of Medicine and Computer Science from the University of Pennsylvania; Nicholas Saidel is Associate Director - Institute for Strategic Threat Analysis & Response (ISTAR) at the University of Pennsylvania; “Innovation beyond patent waivers: Achieving global vaccination goals through public-private partnerships”, Brookings, August 31 2021, https://www.brookings.edu/articles/innovation-beyond-patent-waivers-achieving-global-vaccination-goals-through-public-private-partnerships/]//bcp-kk
The international effort to achieve global COVID-19 vaccination goals faces a dilemma. Stakeholders in this space are at odds over how to treat intellectual property (IP) rights now that viable vaccines are on the market but are inaccessible to vulnerable populations in low- and middle-income countries (LMICS). A key aspect of this debate is whether to grant patent waivers for COVID-19 vaccines and therapeutics. We suggest looking beyond patent waivers with an innovative solution based on public-private partnerships (PPPs), an approach that could be more effective in combating the on-going COVID-19 pandemic and simultaneously help prepare LMICS for future health crises.
Background
Created in 1995, the World Trade Organization (WTO) provides a forum for member states to lower barriers to international trade. The WTO also serves as a legal and institutional framework for executing multilateral agreements related to the global trading system. One of these agreements is known as Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS). TRIPS governs the protection of IP rights, such as patents and trademarks. Technologies that prevent, contain, and treat COVID-19—the death toll from which exceeds 4.3 million people with over 200 million infected—are protected under TRIPS. This intersection of global public health and international trade regulations has spurred a debate as to whether an exception to TRIPS for COVID treatments is warranted. The two schools of thought on the patent waiver issue can be roughly characterized as follows:
Pro-patent protection: The first school that patent protections on COVID-19 vaccines are necessary because pharmaceutical companies will otherwise be disincentivized to innovate and invest in vaccine research and development, and they will unfairly lose market share to competitors and adversarial nations such as China. This theory also that removing IP protections will not serve the intended objective of increasing vaccination rates as the developing world lacks the infrastructure and expertise to roll out effective domestic production. Advocates of patent protection argue that the WTO already allows countries to apply for “compulsory licensing,” which waives IP during emergencies such as the COVID-19 pandemic. Proponents of continued patent protection see voluntary commitments from industry, developed world governments, and large NGOs as a more effective means of addressing the problem.
Pro-patent waiver: Conversely, others removing IP protections is a necessity as companies located in high-income countries hold most, if not all, of the COVID-19 vaccine IP and sell the vaccines to governments mostly in the developed world. According to this view, the price of these vaccines, combined with export restrictions and the inability of LMICs to manufacture their own vaccines at a lower price and without fear of litigation from patent holders, are among the main reason why vaccines are not reaching the world’s most vulnerable communities. They further that the compulsory license process is both time consuming and cumbersome and that providing basic medical services for these vulnerable communities should be prioritized over industry profits. Finally, a more diffuse global vaccine manufacturing architecture would be more effective and in line with health as a human right.
The patent waiver issue gained traction in response to the stark disparity in global health outcomes as COVID-19 vaccines and therapeutics were brought to market. Data from May 2021 indicates that “people living in G7 countries were 77 times more likely to be offered a vaccine than those living in the world’s poorest countries.” Data from the end of June 2021 reflects that “46% of people in high-income countries had received at least one dose of the COVID-19 vaccine compared with 20% in middle-income countries and only 0.9% in low-income countries.”
This global health inequity is in part due to high-income countries purchasing more vaccines than they need. For example, Canada has secured vaccine doses for 434% of its population. Another issue is vaccine price in relation to cost and LMIC’s purchasing power: One report states that Pfizer/BioNTech and Moderna have been charging governments up to 24 times the potential cost of production. Furthermore, Pfizer/ BioNTech are charging their lowest reported price of $6.75 to the African Union, yet one dose costs the same as Uganda spends per citizen on health annually. These incongruities represent an injustice to the world’s underserved populations, and they demand the development of innovative ideas regarding how to overcome price and access obstacles.
In October 2020, India and South Africa led a group of LMIC’s request to the WTO to waive certain TRIPS provisions. The request, modified as of May 25, 2021, asks for a three-year waiver of IP protection for products and technologies related to COVID-19 prevention, treatment, and containment. Normally, WTO protections for IP last around 20 years. The Biden administration is currently on board with the waiver, and the EU is open to negotiations.  However, some EU member states like Germany remain steadfast in rejecting this idea, and the EU has proposed its own non-waiver plan. The WTO will likely take months deliberating this matter, and it usually renders decisions unanimously, though a TRIPS waiver would technically only require a three-quarters majority to pass. As it stands now, talks at the WTO stalled in late July with little progress and are now on hold for the summer holiday.
Solution
An optimal solution to the currently inequitable global distribution of COVID-19 vaccines requires more innovation than a temporary waiver of patents. A process is needed whereby LMICs can take some level of ownership over the manufacturing and distribution of critical vaccines and medicines without the bureaucratic red tape associated with compulsory licensing. We suggest that PPPs between pharmaceutical companies and relevant governmental ministries that are well-funded by access to the capital markets through impact bonds is [are] a comprehensive, sustainable solution to the problem of achieving global vaccination goals.

A PPP can be defined as:

Co-operation of some sort of durability between specific public and private actors in which they jointly develop infrastructure, products, and services (including knowledge and dissemination of information) and share risks (financial and/or prestige), cost and resources, which are applied in the development and delivery process.

This solution has three essential components: first, identifying the incentives for the private sector to participate in the partnership; second, inducing the public sector to transfer some of its mission and responsibilities to the partnership; and third, access to capital markets.

As the current authors wrote in 2016: Private sector entities can profit from PPPs—especially with LMICs that present a new or unsaturated market for a wide range of a pharmaceutical company’s products. Increased brand recognition, increased market penetration, entry into new markets, preserving the existing customer base, gaining new customers, and garnering favorable status for introduction of new products are all attractive concepts for private sector partners. Relaxed barriers to market entry (e.g., tariffs and taxes) and access to LMIC raw data would also motivate a private sector entity to forge a relationship with public entities.

The public sector can be incentivized to formalize a PPP for pharmaceutical and vaccine-related issues like supply chain management, data capture and analysis, quality control, and inventory optimization. PPPs would assist in speeding up the scaling required to develop sufficient quantities of COVID-19 vaccines and medicines, and LMICs would be better prepared for future pandemics.

2NC – PPP CP – Solves BioTech/Pandemics
PPPs streamline the process for combating pandemics and help increase funding into R&D
National Institute of Health 20 [“NIH to launch public-private partnership to speed COVID-19 vaccine and treatment options”; National Institute of Health; 04-17-20; https://nih.gov/news-events/news-releases/nih-launch-public-private-partnership-speed-covid-19-vaccine-treatment-options#:~:text=The%20National%20Institutes%20of%20Health%20and%20the%20Foundation%20for%20the,the%20U.S.%20Food%20and%20Drug]//bcp-kk 
The National Institutes of Health and the Foundation for the NIH (FNIH) are bringing together more than a dozen leading biopharmaceutical companies, the Health and Human Services Office of the Assistant Secretary for Preparedness and Response, the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, the U.S. Food and Drug Administration and the European Medicines Agency to develop an international strategy for a coordinated research response to the COVID-19 pandemic. The planned Accelerating COVID-19 Therapeutic Interventions and Vaccines (ACTIV) partnership will develop a collaborative framework for prioritizing vaccine and drug candidates, streamlining clinical trials, coordinating regulatory processes and/or leveraging assets among all partners to rapidly respond to the COVID-19 and future pandemics. This is part of the whole-of-government, whole-of-America response the Administration has led to beat COVID-19.
“We need to bring the full power of the biomedical research enterprise to bear on this crisis,” said NIH Director Francis S. Collins, M.D., Ph.D. “Now is the time to come together with unassailable objectivity to swiftly advance the development of the most promising vaccine and therapeutic candidates that can help end the COVID-19 global pandemic.”
Coordinated by the FNIH, ACTIV government and industry partners will provide infrastructure, subject matter expertise and/or funding (both new and in-kind) to identify, prioritize and facilitate the entry of some of the most promising candidates into clinical trials. Industry partners also will make available certain prioritized compounds, some of which have already cleared various phases of development, and associated data to support research related to COVID-19.  The partnership is being developed with input from a steering committee managed by the FNIH which includes leaders from NIH, FDA and the research and development organizations of the companies.
“COVID-19 is the most significant global health challenge of our lifetime, and it will take all of us working together as a global community to put an end to this pandemic,” said Paul Stoffels, M.D., Vice Chairman of the Executive Committee and Chief Scientific Officer, Johnson & Johnson. “We will need to harness the best ideas from multiple stakeholders, including governments, regulatory authorities, academia, NGOs and industry to stop COVID-19. At Johnson & Johnson, we are committed to working closely with FNIH, IMI and are part of other important consortia to speed solutions to stop this pandemic.”
“Battling the COVID-19 pandemic is far too great a challenge for any one company or institution to solve alone,” said Mikael Dolsten, M.D., Ph.D., Chief Scientific Officer and President, Worldwide Research, Development and Medical, Pfizer. “We are seeing an unprecedented level of collaboration across the innovation ecosystem to address this global health crisis, and this potentially powerful NIH initiative may allow us to further accelerate the delivery of much needed therapies to patients around the world.” 
The research community is currently striving to sift through more than 100 potential preventives and therapeutics for COVID-19. ACTIV will aim to provide guidance which can be used to prioritize the plethora of vaccine and therapeutic candidates in development and connect clinical trial networks to test new and repurposed candidates quickly and efficiently.
“Using the most advanced clinical trial methods to rapidly test multiple interventions will help get the answers we need as soon as possible to expedite potential prevention and treatment approaches to fight COVID-19,” said FDA Commissioner Stephen M. Hahn, M.D. “Collaboration is a critical ingredient for success and the FDA will continue to use every tool possible under our Coronavirus Treatment Acceleration Program(link is external) to speed the development of safe and effective medical countermeasures.”
ACTIV will have four fast-track focus areas, each of which will be led by a highly motivated working group of senior scientists representing government, industry and academia:
Standardize and share preclinical evaluation methods in an open forum that allows for comparison and validation by:
Establishing a centralized process and repository for harmonizing and sharing methods and evaluating models
Extending access to high-throughput screening facilities, especially in biosafety level-3 laboratories, with a goal of testing all compounds that have been in human clinical trials to identify the potential to apply these compounds to COVID-19
Increasing access to validated animal models
Enhancing comparison of approaches to identify informative assays
Prioritize and accelerate clinical evaluation of therapeutic candidates with near-term potential by:
Establishing a steering committee with relevant expertise and objectivity to set criteria for and rank potential candidates submitted by industry partners for first wave and subsequent evaluation
Developing a complete inventory of potential candidates with different mechanisms of action and acceptable safety profiles
Designing, launching and openly sharing master protocols with agreed upon endpoints, sampling and analysis for evaluating candidates
Using a single control arm to enhance trial efficiency
Maximize clinical trial capacity and effectiveness by:
Connecting existing networks of clinical trials to build capacity and capabilities, including specialization in different populations and disease stages
Leveraging infrastructure and expertise from across NIH networks, including:
Adjuvant Discovery and Adjuvant Development Programs
AIDS Clinical Trials Network
Clinical and Translational Science Awards Program
Clinical Trials in Organ Transplantation
Cooperative Centers on Human Immunology
HIV Prevention Trials Network
HIV Vaccine Trials Network
Human Immunology Project Consortium
International Network for Strategic Initiatives for Global HIV Trials (INSIGHT) Network
National Cancer Institute Community Oncology Research Program
National Cancer Institute’s National Clinical Trial Network
Prevention and Early Treatment of Acute Lung Injury (PETAL) Clinical Trials Network
Strategies to Innovate EmeRgENcy Care Clinical Trials Network (SIREN)
T and B Cell Discovery Programs and Immune Epitope Database
Vaccine Treatment and Evaluation Units
Establishing a coordination mechanism across networks to expedite trials, track incidence across sites and project future capacity
Advance vaccine development by:
Creating a collaborative framework to share insights into natural immunity and vaccine candidate-induced immune response by:
Mapping epitopes and developing assays
Establishing protocols for sampling and immunological analyses and reagents
Collecting clinical data on immunological responses and endpoints, to enable meta-analysis of correlates of protection
Engaging with regulators on surrogate endpoints for clinical evaluation
“This powerful public-private partnership will focus and expedite R&D activities required to combat COVID-19,” says Maria C. Freire, Ph.D., President and Executive Director, FNIH. “Working in lock-step, the public and private sectors will maximize the chances of success and provide a roadmap to pre-emptively manage future threats.”r

With these PPPs, vaccine companies can reach agreements faster, in turn rolling out vaccines faster
Alex Knapp 21 [Alex Knapp is a senior editor covering healthcare, science, and cutting edge technology who joined Forbes in 2011. He has a B.S. in biochemistry from WPI and a J.D. from the University of Kansas School of Law; “Patent Waivers Won’t Impact Big Pharma’s Bottom Line—But Could Slow Covid Vaccine Rollouts”; Forbes; May 7 2021; https://www.forbes.com/sites/alexknapp/2021/05/07/patent-waivers-wont-impact-big-pharmas-bottom-line-but-could-slow-covid-vaccine-rollouts/]//bcp-kk
On Friday, vaccine manufacturer Novavax, which has reached an agreement with the private-public global health partnership Gavi to provid[ing] 1.1 billion vaccine doses to low income countries, stated its opposition to the WTO waiving patents, arguing that it “could further constrain resources by diverting them to entities incapable of manufacturing safe and effective vaccines in the near term.”
2NC – PPP CP – Solves – Empirics
Governments cooperating with private sector business has worked before – COVID shows
Chris Borges 23 [Chris Borges is a program manager and associate fellow with the Geoeconomics Center at the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS). He earned an MA in international science and technology policy from George Washington University and a BA in psychology from the University of Wisconsin-Madison; “TRIPS Waivers and Pharmaceutical Innovation”; CSIS; March 15 2023; https://www.csis.org/blogs/perspectives-innovation/trips-waivers-and-pharmaceutical-innovation]//bcp-kk
Global trends such as climate change, urbanization, and rising meat consumption make future pandemics more likely. It is critical that the United States maintain a dynamic and innovative pharmaceutical industry to combat this threat. Government action, in partnership with private industry, in the early days of the pandemic accelerated the rapid development and scale up of COVID-19 vaccines. Through a myriad of policies such as pre-ordering millions of vaccine doses, Operation Warp Speed expedited the development and roll-out of vaccines by months, saving thousands of lives. 
2NC – PPP CP – Say Yes
Corporations want to do PPPs
Martin Lehmann and Julie LaFrance 05 [“Corporate Awakening – Why (Some) Corporations Embrace Public–Private Partnerships”; Research Gate; 07-2005; https://www.researchgate.net/publication/227673722_Corporate_Awakening_-_Why_Some_Corporations_Embrace_Public-Private_Partnerships]//bcp-kk 
Predominantly since the 1992 Rio Summit, corporations have been increasingly pursuing partnerships with public institutions including governments, international organizations and NGOs that aim to contribute to sustainable development activities. Partnerships have become more common as corporations react to mounting pressure from corporate stakeholders, civil society and government on the responsible nature of their business practices. The corporate awakening towards a broader role of business in society and the trend of corporations embracing partnerships has led many to question the driving factors that motivate corporations to pursue partnerships. In this paper, the authors examine the underlying drivers of corporate organizational behaviour from the theoretical perspectives of both legitimacy and stakeholder needs, and discuss the challenges of gaining insight into why corporations embrace public–private partnerships. These theoretical perspectives are used to gain a deeper understanding of the corporate drivers that motivated TOTAL S.A. to approach UNESCO for cooperation on community development programmes in Myanmar.

Health Equity Turn
1NC – Health Equity Turn
Health Equity evaluation and policy consideration is on the rise
Janice Lee at el. 2018(Janice Lee, Ashley Schram, and Sharon Friel are from the school of Regulation and Global Governance (RegNet.), Emily Riley and Patrick Harris are from Menzies Centre for Health Policy, Sydney Medical School, The University of Sydney, Sydney, NSW, Australia. Matt Fisher and Toby Freeman are from Southgate Institute of Health, Society and Equity, Flinders University, Adelaide, SA, Australia., “Addressing Health Equity Through Action on the Social Determinants of Health: A Global Review of Policy Outcome Evaluation Methods”, https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6037500/, 2018 Feb 6, 10.15171/ijhpm.2018.04. PMID: 29996578; PMCID: PMC6037500.)//OES-CKR
Results: We found a growing number of a wide range of policies being evaluated for health equity outcomes using a variety of research designs. The majority of studies employed an observational research design, most of which were cross-sectional, however, other approaches included experimental designs, simulation modelling, and meta-analysis. Regression techniques dominated the analytical approaches, although a number of novel techniques were used which may offer advantages over traditional regression analysis for the study of distributional impacts of policy. Few studies made intra-national or cross-national comparisons or collected primary data. Despite longstanding challenges of attribution in policy outcome evaluation, the majority of the studies attributed change in physical or mental health outcomes to the policy being evaluated. Conclusion: Our review provides an overview of methodological approaches to health equity policy outcome evaluation, demonstrating what is most commonplace and opportunities from novel approaches. We found the number of studies evaluating the impacts of public policies on health equity are on the rise, but this area of policy evaluation still requires more attention given growing inequities.


Waivers are key to Health equity due to IPR and lack of support for TRIPS being the major bottleneck. Covid empirics Prove. Removing waivers kills health equity.
Bawa Singh at el. 2022(Dr. Bawa Singh is an Associate Professor, Department of South and Central Asian Studies, School of International Studies, Central University of Punjab, Dr Vijay Kumar Chattu is a Global Health Specialist at the University of Toronto, Dr Jaspal Kaur is aProfessor & "Head(Former)" Department of Punjabi, University of Delhi, Rajani MOL and Priya Gauttam are research scholars of Central University of Punjab, Balinder Singh is from the Department of Political Science, Central University of Himachal Pradesh, India, “COVID-19 and Global Distributive Justice: ‘Health Diplomacy’ of India and South Africa for the TRIPS waiver”, Sage journals, January 18, 2022, https://doi.org/10.1177/00219096211069652)//OES-CKR
Global justice is an element of normative global health governance dynamics that focuses on all the moral obligations from the world’s rich to the poor. Thus, global justice stands to redistribute wealth to the poor people to eliminate global poverty and other socio-economic concerns. The US Health and Human Services Secretary Xavier Becerra (while participating in WHA 74) said Universal Health Coverage is “a right and not a privilege.” Even public health has been prioritized and institutionalized, considering global health justice. Several programs, policy initiatives, campaigns have been launched, such as health for all and health equity. The International Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights (Article 12) had acknowledged, “The right to the highest standard of physical and mental health.” It gives some directives for states to prevent, treat, and control epidemics, endemics, occupational, and other diseases. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights (Article 25) conceived health as a human right and postulated to achieve “a standard of living adequate for the health and well-being of himself and of his family.” The TRIPS agreement also underlined (Article 7) that the exercise of intellectual property rights should be carried out in a “manner conducive to social and economic welfare, and a balance of rights and obligations.” Furthermore, TRIPS Article 8.1 emphasized that the, “Members may, in formulating or amending their laws and regulations, adopt measures necessary to protect public health and nutrition” keeping these measures are in tandem with the TRIPS agreement (WTO, n.d). The WHO says, “the health is one of the fundamental rights of every human being . . . The extension to all peoples of the benefits of medical, psychological and related knowledge is essential to the fullest attainment of health” (Constitution of the WHO) (WHO, 1995).
The above discussion can be summarized as supporting the right to achieve the highest standard of physical and mental health as defined by the WHO. Moreover, to prevent, treat, and control pandemics or diseases for health security and to support or advocate health as a human right, we have to exercise the IPRs in a conducive way to support the social and economic welfare of all the global citizens (Chattu et al., 2021a). Hence, there is an urgent need to adopt necessary measures to protect public health, as health is one of the fundamental rights of every human being, and look through the prism of global justice.
The IPR is considered one of the major barriers to health equity. For example, more than 11 billion COVID-19 vaccine doses are needed to administer two doses to 70% of the total population. It is reported that until now, more than 8.6 billion orders have been placed (United Nations, 2021). However, the important point that has to be highlighted is that out of these 8.6 billion vaccines, 6 billion will go to the rich countries, and 2 billion only go to the developing countries wherein 80% of the global population have been living. Meanwhile, the developed countries, having only 13% of the total population, had procured more than half of the future supply of the COVID-19 vaccine contenders, which is far more than more they require (Oxfam International, 2020). Canada has enough COVID-19 vaccine doses to cover each citizen five times over, while the fate of 67 poor countries remains undecided. It is further substantiated by taking the example of Canada, which has reserved five times over, while the developing countries have not been able to vaccinate even with a single dose. These huge gaps in access have necessitated the waive-off of the IPRs. Besides, the WHO Chief has portrayed the ground reality as the “World Is Far Behind” in the context of reaching the level of UHC (WHO, n.d.-d).
Against this backdrop of bad to a worse situation of health equity, India and South Africa being the leaders of the third world, realized the gravity of the situation and had put up the joint proposal (IP/C/W/669) to waive off IPRs temporarily and enable to expedite the development of vaccines, medicines, and diagnostics for containment, prevention, and treatment of COVID-19 (Chattu et al., 2021a, 2021b; Singh and Chattu, 2021; WHO, n.d.-a). Moreover, the proposal covers all the medical products direly needed for testing, treating, or preventing COVID-19 must be included under such a waiver (McCann and Gamio, 2021).
India and South Africa have been using diplomatic channels either bilaterally, regionally, or globally to get through the proposal. Moreover, both countries have been using public health as part of the soft diplomacy of their foreign policy at the individual level. India has provided COVID vaccines to more than 100 countries through its “Vaccine Maitri” diplomacy (Mol et al., 2021). The patent diplomacy gradually began to bear fruit once it was supported by more than 120 countries, Nobel laureates, academicians, over 350 civil society organizations, activists, and international organizations such as Joint United Nations Programme on HIV/AIDS (UNAIDS), Unitaid (A global health Initiative founded in 2006), and MSF (The Times of India, n.d.). UNCTAD also supported the proposal and even urged WTO member countries to do the same. Congruently, the WHO wholeheartedly lent its support to the proposal and by the WHO Chief saying that “To ease international & intellectual property agreements . . . available to all who need them at an affordable cost.” India and South Africa take the lead further by arguing before the TRIPS Council that “Given the current global emergency, WTO Members must work together . . . distribution of medical products essential to combat COVID-19” (WHO, n.d.-a). Therefore, if the TRIPS waiver proposal is approved, the access to essential COVID-19 medicines, technologies, and diagnostics will improve drastically (Chattu et al., 2021b; Loyo et al., 2021; Singh and Chattu, 2021; Taghizade et al., 2021). Chattu et al. have highlighted that though it is easy to talk about inequalities and inequities and incorporate them into policies, the COVID-19 pandemic provides an opportunity for the world to demonstrate its solidarity for “Health for All” (Javed and Chattu, 2020).
Conclusion
From the above discussion, it is clear that the IPR is one of the major bottlenecks for health equity. India and South Africa have been making wholehearted efforts to garner diplomatic support for the TRIPS waiver. However, considerable states and non-state actors have been supporting the proposal, still miles to go ahead to convince the developed and pharmaceutical giants to extend their support for waiving off the IPRs. Gradually, these countries would or could realize that India and South Africa’s joint proposal is a major step in the direction of health equity, health for all, one health, UHC, health as a human right, reducing the out-of-pocket expenditure, and protecting humanity at large. As a result, the proposal has the potential to catalyze health equity and aid in the pursuit of global justice.
The acceptance of the waiver proposal would also result in mass production and fair distribution, making it available to everyone regardless of their status. It would also enable the developing countries to produce additional billions of doses in the minimum period, ensuring timely availability and accessibility everywhere across the globe. In addition, profit can be earned later on the generation sustains; therefore, the developed countries, international and regional organizations, and major pharmaceutical companies must support the joint proposal to protect public health. Monopolies on vaccines must be done away with sharing “know-how” with the developing countries for mass production and reducing the prices. Global justice will prevail once there is a fair distribution of vaccines and essentials. However, it is not impossible because, for the most part, states have provided public funds to pharmaceutical companies for research and development (R&D). The paper concludes by supporting the ideas of former Indian Prime Minister late Mrs Indira Gandhi while speaking at the World Health Assembly, where she rightly argued that “My idea of a better-ordered world is one in which medical discoveries would be free of patents, and there would be no profiteering from life or death.” Nations should strive to find solutions to ensure equitable access to the COVID-19 related drugs, medical supplies and vaccines while allowing for profit-making by the pharmaceutical industry.

Without Health equity, risks are mass death in Low-income countries. laundry list of impacts, addressing health inequities is the only solution.
Michael Marmot 2007(Professor Marmot has been Professor of Epidemiology at UCL since 1985, “Achieving health equity: from root causes to fair outcomes” VOLUME 370, ISSUE 9593, Commission on Social Determinants of Health, September 29, 2007, https://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(07)61385-3)//OES-CKR
Social determinants of health and health equity There is not a great deal of mystery as to why poor people in low-income countries suffer from high rates of illness, particularly infectious disease and malnutrition: little food, unclean water, low levels of sanitation and shelter, failure to deal with the environments that lead to high exposure to infectious agents, and lack of appropriate medical care. Similarly, we have a great deal of knowledge of the causes of non-communicable diseases that represent the major burden of disease for people at the lower end of the social gradient in middle-income and high-income countries. The WHO Global Burden of Disease study identified underweight, overweight, smoking, alcohol, hypertension, and sexual behaviour as major causes of morbidity and mortality. For both groups of causes the question is how they and their inequitable distribution come about. That is, what are the causes of the causes? The Commission believes that these health inequities are the result of a complex system operating at global, national, and local levels which shapes the way society, at national and local level, organizes its affairs and embodies different forms of social position and hierarchy. The place people occupy on the social hierarchy affects their level of exposure to health-damaging factors, their vulnerability to ill health, and the consequences of ill health. Putting all these levels in context is the natural environment, and the macro-level to micro-level effects of environmental change. Risks to health include heatwaves and other extreme weather events, changes in infectious disease patterns, effects on local food yields and freshwater supplies, impaired vitality of ecosystems, and loss of livelihoods. If present trends continue the adverse health effects from human-induced environmental changes will be distributed unequally. The poor, the geographically vulnerable, the politically weak, and other disadvantaged groups will be mostaffected.26 Addressing the intersection between social determinants of environmental change and the effect of environmental change on health inequities will benefit sustainable ecological and population health alike.

2NC – Health Equity Turn – Link
Health Equity is key to Cost-saving, Innovation through sector collaboration, reducing disease, and advancement in more accurate medical data. Without Health Equity case has no solvency. 
Chrystal L. Lewis at el. 2023(Chystal L. Lewis is a Nurse Scientist at Stanford Healthcare, Dr. Alice F. Yan's research focuses on eliminating health disparities in minority populations, Michelle Y. Williams PhD, RN, FAAN. Clinical Assistant Professor, Medicine - Primary Care and Population Health, Lynette V. Apen has over 26 years of experience serving in clinical, academic, and leadership roles. Dr. Apen's clinical background is in oncology nursing, Dr. Cecelia L. Crawford, DNP, RN, PHN, FAAN. Present Collaborator, Coordinator, Connector, and Consultant for EBP, Research, and Program Evaluation, Lisa Morse unknown, Dr. Valdez is a Professor of Nursing at Sonoma State University and the Editor-in-Chief of the Journal of Emergency Nursing, Dr. G. Rumay Alexander, noted author and consultant, is a professor in the School of Nursing, special assistant to the dean of the Adams School of Dentistry, Dr. Ernest J. Grant is the 36th president of the American Nurses Association (ANA), Claire Valderama-Wallace (she/siya) is an Associate Professor in the Department of Nursing at California State University, Chief Nurse Executive; Senior Vice President at Stanford Health Care. “Health equity: A concept analysis” Volume 71, Issue 5, Nursing Outlook, https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0029655423001379, 0029-6554)//OES-CKR
Walker and Avant (2019) define consequences as incidents or events that happen as a result of the occurrence of a concept. As health equity has not yet been reached, the consequences discussed here are theoretical in nature. There are four categories of consequences for health equity (see Figure 2 and Supplement 2 ). First, at the societal level, a consequence of health equity includes increased multi-sector collaborations and cross-sector networks and enhanced organizational, community, and individual capacity that enable healthy lives ( Adelson et al., 2021 , Cole et al., 2023 , Gertel-Rosenberg et al., 2022 , John et al., 2021 , Srivastav et al., 2020 , Thimm-Kaiser et al., 2023 ). The second consequence of health equity, at the individual level, is health outcomes in which everyone achieves their highest health potential with reduced morbidities, mortalities, disease burden, decreased disease incidence and prevalence, and a better quality of life. Specifically, a person’s physical, cognitive, and psychological abilities are maximized ( Peterson et al., 2021 , Srivastav et al., 2020 ). The third consequence is the cost-saving in U.S. healthcare expenditure, including the use of current and evolving technology ( Carr et al., 2020 , Epstein, 2022 , Kang and Barcelona, 2022 , Sieck et al., 2022 , Szymczak et al., 2023 ). The last consequence is health equity-focused research, which has become visibly prominent with (a) expanding and improving race and ethnicity data collection ( Cash-Gibson et al., 2020 , Kang and Barcelona, 2022 , Wasserman et al., 2019 ), (b) increasing clinical trial participation, and racially and ethnically minoritized participant engagement in collaborative research to adequately reflect their current state and disease burden ( Brownson et al., 2021 , Cash-Gibson et al., 2020 , Diallo et al., 2022 , Lennon et al., 2022 , Milburn et al., 2019 ), and (c) advancing medical and scientific knowledge available for all to reduce health disparities ( Churchwell et al., 2020 , Gee and Ford, 2011 , Jackson and Sadler, 2022 ).

2NC – Health Equity Turn – Impact
Health Inequality is on the decline, but impacts are still massive, health inequality causes life expectancy drops in the high 20s, killing billions.
Elisabeth Marie Strømme 2016(Elisabeth Marie Strømme is an Associate Professor at the University of Bergen, Professor, Ole Frithjof Norheim is a professor and Director of BCEPS at the University of Bergen, “Global Health Inequality: Comparing Inequality-Adjusted Life Expectancy over Time”, Oxford Academic, 13 August 2016, https://doi.org/10.1093/phe/phw033, 1754-9973)//OES-CKR
We find that overall health inequalities have decreased globally in the period 1990–2008 (Absolute GiniH down 1.9 years, both sexes combined) (Figure 1a). At the same time overall LE has increased (from 65.9 to 70 years for females and from 61.9 to 65.7 for males). Figure 1b shows the case of Ethiopia, an example of the general trend (LE up 10.1 years and Absolute GiniH down 5.2 years in the period). Globally, females have had greater progression in terms of decreasing within-females absolute health inequality (from 27.4 to 25.2 years) compared to within-men inequality (from 26.7 to 25.1 years). The same overall trend of reduced health inequality applies to all groups of countries stratified by income level (Figure 1c). The low-income, lower middle-income, upper middle-income and highincome group have all seen reduction in disparities in age at death. The lower middle-income group has experienced the greatest improvement (from 27.0 to 23.8 years for females and from 26.0 to 23.7 years for males). Studies of health inequalities related to socioeconomic status frequently present data on quintile gaps, i.e., the gap between health outcome in the upper and lower quintile of wealth. We study overall health inequalities, unassociated with the socioeconomic gradient, and have, therefore, stratified the countries in the world into quintiles based on health outcomes. We find that the gap between the average LE in the upper and lower LE quintiles has increased with 0.7 years (from 27.1 to 27.8 years) in the period 1990–2008. This means that the worse-off group in terms of health is left behind, i.e., that the countries with lowest LE improved more slowly (LE up 3.4 years) than the quintile group of countries with highest LE (LE up 4.2 years). The parabolic shape of the LE-versus-income curve, known as the Preston curve, is mirrored in the Absolute GiniH-versus-income curve (Figure 2). However, when carefully examining this figure, it is evident that the relation between health inequalities and average income is not a perfect correlation of the relation between average health and average income. Consequently, interesting details may appear when examining inter-regional differences or temporal changes in these relations for selected regions and countries.

Case
1NC – AT: Disease
The plan doesn’t solve for extinction. Vaccines are not shared over borders; that continuously delays global protection, regardless of waiver status.
Arjun Padmanabhan and Tanner J. Wadsworth June 2022 (Arjun earned his law degree from the Texas A&M University School of Law, focused on intellectual property and international law, while also competing in moot court advocacy competitions at the national level. As a member of the Texas A&M Patent Clinic, Arjun assisted indigent clients in filing patent applications, while developing intellectual property litigation experience as an intern at several litigation boutiques in Fort Worth. He also served as Articles Editor on the Texas A&M Law Review, prior to law school, Arjun earned a B.S. in Industrial Engineering from the University of Miami. Tanner J. Wadsworth: Columbia University (J.D. 2022; James Kent Scholar; Executive Online Editor, Journal of Transnational Law); Brigham Young University (B.A. in Communications 2011), “The Post-Pandemic Order: A Blueprint For Balancing Health and IP Interests in the Age of Covid Variants,” Penn State Journal of Law & International Affairs, June 2022, https://heinonline.org/HOL/LandingPage?handle=hein.journals/pensalfaw10&div=16&id=&page=) //AI-VB

While COVID-19 is a pandemic in the truest sense—its effects are felt worldwide—national governments have struggled to address it as a global issue or shed state-centric attitudes. In the same way that pharmaceutical companies think first about the interests of their shareholders, national governments tend to think first about the interests of their citizens. History has shown them to be hesitant to invest national funds into international enterprises, even when they might yield significant benefits for citizens. Accordingly, when a nation invests in a vaccine, it tends not to share it across borders.30 Despite initial good intentions—the presidents of both France and China made speeches arguing that COVID-19 vaccines should be treated as “global public goods” and made universally available regardless of their origin31—the COVID-19 vaccines have been no exception to this rule.32 At the outset of the pandemic, wary of the aforementioned temporal problem, wealthy governments created a lucrative market for COVID-19 R&D by setting aside billions of dollars to fund and buy vaccines.33 Spurred into action by the promise of tremendous profits, pharmaceutical companies raced potential vaccines through clinical trials while simultaneously engaging would-be buyers in bidding wars over potential doses. In these bidding wars, the same wealthy countries that put up the initial R&D money unsurprisingly came away victorious, locking up most doses before they were even on the market.34 The U.S. COVID-19 initiative, ambitiously called “Operation Warp Speed,” involved brokering deals with dozens of pharmaceutical companies, offering to contribute money toward research on the condition that the resulting vaccines be made available first to U.S. citizens.35 Other countries followed suit. By November 2020, as the race for a vaccine built toward a climax, the United States, UK, EU, and Japan had agreed to buy more than 300 billion doses between them, and there was little hope that China and India would share the results of their research programs with other nations.36 For poorer countries, vaccines were effectively sold out before they ever even hit the shelves.37
1NC – P2025 Turn
Anti-Waivers is literally in Project 2025! This is an immediate neg vote.
Kiron Skinner, April 23, 2023 (International relations, US foreign policy, and political strategy expert Kiron Skinner is the Taube Professor of International Relations and Politics at Pepperdine School of Public Policy. Skinner previously served as the Taube Professor for International Relations and Politics at Carnegie Mellon University's Institute for Politics and Strategy and was a faculty member in the Department of History and the Department of Social and Decision Sciences (SDS) at the university's Dietrich College of Humanities and Social Sciences. At Carnegie she also directed the Center for International Relations and Politics and the Carnegie Mellon University Washington Semester Program. Skinner continues to serve as the W. Glenn Campbell Research Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, “Project 2025,” The Heritage Foundation, April 23, 2023, https://static.project2025.org/2025_MandateForLeadership_FULL.pdf) //AI-VB
U.S. PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE The U.S. Patent and Trademark Office carries out a core constitutional mandate from Section 8, Article 1: “The Congress shall have Power...[t]o promote the Progress of Science and useful Arts, by securing for limited Times to Authors and Inventors the exclusive Right to their respective Writings and Discoveries.” Strong intellectual property (IP) protections form the bedrock of American business and are a key factor in making the U.S. economy the most innovative in the world. As such, a conservative Administration must constantly work to strengthen IP rights and combat the incorrect view that strong IP rights somehow limit innovation. Political leadership in a new conservative Administration should: l Support like-minded countries as candidates for leadership in the World Intellectual Property Organization and build strong relationships with international partners to strengthen intellectual property rights. l Re-examine patent eligibility requirements in Section 101 of the Patent Act7 and support internal and/or legislative reforms to enable U.S. leadership in critical and emerging technologies such as quantum computing, 5G, and artificial intelligence. l Take a balanced approach to the Patent Trial and Appeal Board and prioritize rapid and transparent processing of applications and appeals. l Work with Administration partners and Congress to find and punish trademark infringers and counterfeiters. l Oppose efforts to provide intellectual property waivers for cutting-edge technologies, including for COVID-19 vaccines and therapeutics, through the World Trade Organization’s Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights agreement or any other mechanism.
PERA Neg
1NC – P2025 Turn
Adam Mossoff, a key solvency advocate for PERA, works for The Heritage Foundation. They’re responsible for Project 2025, a devastating alt-right manifesto. He has a clear bias.
Andrew Prokop 7/13 (Andrew Prokop is a senior politics correspondent at Vox, covering the White House, elections, and political scandals and investigations. In his coverage of threats to US democracy, politicization of the Justice Department, the oddness of our electoral system, the Biden policy agenda, and much more, he’s interested in digging deep into the mechanics of how and why US politics works (or doesn’t), surfacing submerged debates, and exploring knotty complexities. He’s worked at Vox since the site’s launch in 2014, and before that, he worked as a research assistant at the New Yorker’s Washington, DC, bureau, “Project 2025: The myths and the facts,” VOX, July 13, 2024, https://www.vox.com/politics/360318/project-2025-trump-policies-abortion-divorce ) //AI-VB

The story of Project 2025 starts with the Heritage Foundation. Since its founding in the 1970s, Heritage has styled itself as the main think tank of the conservative movement. Its goal is to push the Republican Party toward a further right agenda so that GOP officials listen more to ideologues and hardliners, not moderates and the traditional party establishment. Heritage does this partly by crafting and advocating for policy proposals. They also try to be a sort of “administration-in-waiting” when the GOP is out of power, with experts on their payroll who can join a newly elected administration. In some ways, Project 2025 is not new: The Heritage Foundation has been releasing extremely long (and extreme) plans for what the next conservative president should do since 1980.
Yet the dynamics this time around are different, in part due to Heritage’s close ties to Trump and in part due to the unusual situation where a former president is trying to regain office.
Ordinarily, there’d be a fair amount of ambiguity about who the next president would appoint to his administration if elected. But Trump has been president before, and when he was, he heavily relied on Heritage appointees. (After his unexpected 2016 win, he needed to quickly staff an administration and come up with policies, and Heritage was ready and waiting.)
About two-thirds of authors and editors involved in Project 2025’s plan served in the Trump administration. HUD Secretary Ben Carson, acting Defense Secretary Chris Miller, deputy White House chief of staff Rick Dearborn, former OMB director Russ Vought, and top DHS official Ken Cuccinelli contribute chapters, just to name a few. And John McEntee, the White House personnel director who purged officials viewed as disloyal to Trump, has a key role in collecting staff recommendations for the project. (CNN reported that at least 140 former Trump administration officials were in some way involved in it.)
Trump also praised the Heritage Foundation at an April 2022 event, calling it a “great group” that would “lay the groundwork and detail plans for exactly what our movement will do” when “the American people give us a colossal mandate to save America.” (Obviously, that conflicts with his recent claim that he has “no idea who is behind” it and that he has “nothing to do with them.”) Much of the plan also seems crafted to appeal to Trump specifically, and there’s tons of stuff in it that he openly supports. Having said all that, it does appear true that Project 2025 was crafted without Trump’s personal involvement. It was put together in early 2023, before Trump had actually won the nomination again, and while Heritage was cultivating close ties to Florida Gov. Ron DeSantis too. It’s a plan for what movement conservatives, including many close Trump allies, hope to do, but he hasn’t necessarily signed onto all of it.
And PERA is literally in Project 2025! This is an immediate neg vote.
Kiron Skinner, April 23, 2023 (International relations, US foreign policy, and political strategy expert Kiron Skinner is the Taube Professor of International Relations and Politics at Pepperdine School of Public Policy. Skinner previously served as the Taube Professor for International Relations and Politics at Carnegie Mellon University's Institute for Politics and Strategy and was a faculty member in the Department of History and the Department of Social and Decision Sciences (SDS) at the university's Dietrich College of Humanities and Social Sciences. At Carnegie she also directed the Center for International Relations and Politics and the Carnegie Mellon University Washington Semester Program. Skinner continues to serve as the W. Glenn Campbell Research Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, “Project 2025,” The Heritage Foundation, April 23, 2023, https://static.project2025.org/2025_MandateForLeadership_FULL.pdf) //AI-VB
U.S. PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE The U.S. Patent and Trademark Office carries out a core constitutional mandate from Section 8, Article 1: “The Congress shall have Power...[t]o promote the Progress of Science and useful Arts, by securing for limited Times to Authors and Inventors the exclusive Right to their respective Writings and Discoveries.” Strong intellectual property (IP) protections form the bedrock of American business and are a key factor in making the U.S. economy the most innovative in the world. As such, a conservative Administration must constantly work to strengthen IP rights and combat the incorrect view that strong IP rights somehow limit innovation. Political leadership in a new conservative Administration should: l Support like-minded countries as candidates for leadership in the World Intellectual Property Organization and build strong relationships with international partners to strengthen intellectual property rights. l Re-examine patent eligibility requirements in Section 101 of the Patent Act7 and support internal and/or legislative reforms to enable U.S. leadership in critical and emerging technologies such as quantum computing, 5G, and artificial intelligence. l Take a balanced approach to the Patent Trial and Appeal Board and prioritize rapid and transparent processing of applications and appeals. l Work with Administration partners and Congress to find and punish trademark infringers and counterfeiters. l Oppose efforts to provide intellectual property waivers for cutting-edge technologies, including for COVID-19 vaccines and therapeutics, through the World Trade Organization’s Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights agreement or any other mechanism. 

Gen AI Neg
Model Collapse
1NC – AT: AI Hallucinations
AI hallucinations will decrease with more development
Shoshana Kranish 2024 (Senior Communications Manager on the corporate publishing team at Dassault System, “Are AI’s Hallucinations its last mile problem?”, Dassault Systems, June 24, 2024, https://blog.3ds.com/topics/company-news/are-ais-hallucinations-its-last-mile-problem// TAS- HW)
Like any technology, AI requires what NLP expert Kelly Stone calls the “human in the loop” validation stage. Including humans in the process both to check and refine AI output will ensure that this type of technology continues to learn so that, down the line, it’ll produce even more refined and accurate answers.
AI companies are continuously working to improve their products, and there are a few key ways that these improvements are typically made. Having an abundance of data is a formidable start, but structuring that data in a way that it’s easily accessible and usable is the real challenge. And considering that most companies’ data constantly grows – and sometimes does so exponentially – means a robust structure is incredibly important.
Maintaining databases in a singular location, like the 3DEXPERIENCE platform, enables companies to keep their information in a consistent setting and state. From there can this data be effectively leveraged for any type of function, whether it’s predicting cost fluctuations or performing NLP to contextualize market trends. Moving away from siloed information, the managed platform gives users access to advanced analytics that have the potential to optimize processes, uncover new opportunities and transform business operations for the better.
Stone, of Dassault Systèmes’ information intelligence brand NETVIBES, advocates further development and usage of programs like these. Refining AI will reduce hallucinations, resulting in more trustworthy tools for users of all kinds. Combine that with continued expansion of back-end programs and the AI that fuels them, and you’ve got a perfect storm of intelligence.
“I do kind of believe there’s a future where AI is incredibly reliable,” Stone said. Though she admits we’re not there yet, she thinks the prospect of all kinds of AI – generative, discriminative and predictive alike – being closer to 100% accurate instead of 80% or so isn’t unimaginable.
Absolute excellence is impossible: as humans, we can’t even achieve that, so attempting to create a machine that would be able to be is a bit far-fetched. But overcoming hurdles like generative AI hallucinations will open up a world of possibilities that will enable us to realize the full promise of this type of emerging technology.
 
Journalism
1NC – AI Solves Journalism
Rise of AI will restore journalism
Mwaniki 24 (Philip Mwaniki, writer for the Citizen Digital, "A.I will not kill journalism: How to stay ahead of the revolution", Citizen Digital, 1-22-2024, https://www.citizen.digital/tech/ai-will-not-kill-journalism-how-to-stay-ahead-of-the-revolution-n335264)//SG
Yes, there will be casualties in all of this but one thing is for sure, journalism is not going to die. It will mutate not die off.
The Salem Witch Trials
At any point in the history of mankind, a new thing has always been met by hysteria complete with pitchforks and burnings akin to the Salem witch trials of 1692.
There were many medical breakthroughs that we are used to today, that back then, were deemed as witchcraft and doctors had to flee to save their lives.
In the late 20s when radio was getting popular and more people were relying on it, many thought that print as a news medium was about to die. Yes, they have been killing print for years and it still exists even though it is greatly hobbled now.
As far back as the 1800s, technological advancements have always been met with great fear.
The Luddites, a group of English textile workers were hysterical when the weaving machines were introduced. They feared that these machines were coming to kill their livelihoods.
Years later, this innovation brought about more work, more factories and more money. The Luddites who went ahead and learnt how to use machines survived, those who stuck to their old ways thinned out.
All these historical examples show that fear is part of any dawning innovation moment and with good reason; humans get used to one way or one thing for a while and so trying to bring something that is faster and better breeds contempt and fear.
This is what is happening in journalism today and of course, many other industries and this fear stops many from seeing the opportunities that will come up from the new, shiny thing.
Can Journalism survive AI?
So, can journalists still survive Generative AI? I say yes! People still want to be informed, they want breaking news, they want stories that are near and dear to them and to be honest, AI cannot do that, yet.
What AI will do is take journalism back to its roots, when it told authentic human stories, covered local politics, helped make sense of that new Bill in Parliament, and gave context to the controversial Housing Bill or the controversial Social Health Insurance Fund (SHIF) that is about to make us poorer by invading our payslips and we are not sure if they will do what they are saying they will do.
Sure, we still want that list of 10 things to do in Nairobi, Mumbai or North Mugirango but we still yearn for authentic human stories. Who was Rita Waeni, Scarlet Wahu and how have their murders wrecked families, what is that new Wambugu Apple and how can it help farmers improve their yields?
I am confident that as much as AI seems like it can do anything and everything, it cannot replace the human touch, emotion, judgment and even ethics critical for good journalism.
Stories should not be just about figures and complicated math; sometimes you want to read a story that will make you smile, laugh, cry and even be confused.
Sometimes even a typo here and there adds to the authenticity of it all. I say this knowing I might be skinned alive but you get the context.

AI good for journalism 
Opdahl ’23 [ https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0169023X23000423, Trustworthy Journalism Through AI, Andreas L Opdahl a, Bjørnar Tessem a, Duc-Tien Dang Nguyen a, Enrico Motta a b, Vinay Setty c, Eivind Throndsen d, Are Tverberg e, Christoph Trattner ] //evchkra
[bookmark: bb1][bookmark: bb2][bookmark: bb3][bookmark: bb4][bookmark: bb5][bookmark: bb6][bookmark: bb7][bookmark: bb8][bookmark: bb9][bookmark: bb10][bookmark: bb11]The last two decades have put pressure on journalists, editors, and newsrooms [1], [2]. On the content side, young digital natives have different news habits from the older media consumers [1]. They rely more on alternative and free information sources and are less likely to pay for news subscriptions [1], [3]. Other segments of the population shun mainstream media due to perceived political bias and distrust in authorities [1]. These attitudes may become exacerbated by co-ordinated disinformation campaigns [4] and amplified in sealed information enclaves, such as online echo chambers [5] and alleged search and recommendation bubbles [6], [7]. Some population segments also lack the language, reading and other skills that are required to appreciate quality news. They may experience news fatigue or exhibit news avoidance [8], [9]. On the business side, media income from advertising, subscriptions and sales has dropped due to the availability of free online news sources, social media, search engines, and other intermediaries [1], [2]. In particular, social networking sites [1]exploit their platform power by leveraging information about consumer behaviours to offer individually targeted promotion at lower prices than traditional mass media [10]. As broken business models lead to newsroom layoffs [1], these challenges become even harder to tackle, creating a vicious cycle. For example, in the US, more than a quarter of all newsroom jobs were lost between 2008 and 2020 [11]. Similar developments have been experienced elsewhere [1].
[bookmark: bfn1][bookmark: bfn2]At the same time, many of the same mechanisms that put journalists, editors, and newsrooms under pressure make quality journalism more important than ever. Rigorous evidence-based journalism that is based on robust democratic values and open about its positions and values can help to defuse growing populism and distrust in authorities. Indeed, many analyses1 show that countries, such as Norway, which have a very strong quality media sector, have been able to address these issues successfully, showing high percentages of access to quality paid content and high levels of trust in the news. Analogously, international quality outlets like The Guardian have been able to manage the transition to the digital era successfully,2 emphasising a direct relationship with their readers based on trust and high quality content. In a nutshell, it is our view not only that quality journalism is extremely important in this new age of polarisation and fake news, but also that the same mechanisms that fuel these negative trends at the same time create an opportunity for quality news organisations to thrive, by providing both readers and advertisers with a platform characterised by trusted and high quality news content.
[bookmark: bb12][bookmark: bfn3][bookmark: bfig1]This paper presents a vision for how recent advances in Artificial Intelligence (AI) can support trustworthy high-quality journalism at “every stage of the journalistic value chain” [12]. According to the American Press Institute,3 this value chain involves “the activity of gathering, assessing, creating, and presenting news and information. It is also the product of these activities” (Fig. 1).
Fig. 1. All four stages of news production can be augmented with AI-support for journalists, editors, and newsrooms. Blue arrows show the forward flow of information content from sources towards the audience, whereas red arrows indicate feedback on trustworthiness and other qualities from the audience back to the earlier production stages.
[bookmark: bb13]Our vision centres on trustworthiness, which we see as a central challenge for newsrooms today, with the broader goal to contribute to the AI for Goodendeavour [13], through innovative media technologies that help journalists and editors promote informed and engaged citizenship. We emphasise that trustworthy AI-supported journalism requires a fine balance between AI-augmented human tasks and AI-automated routine tasks, acknowledging that “technology is not simply an external tool journalists are forced to assimilate into newswork (though the drive for technological innovation is often fuelled by funders and external actors) but is instead a tool shaped by journalistic practices, needs and norms that similarly alters, sometimes dramatically, everyday newswork” [12].
[bookmark: bb14]In Fig. 1, the gathering and assessing activities have to do with the trustworthiness of the journalistic sources and of the information they provide, whereas creatingand presenting relate to the users’ actual and perceived trust in the news stories they receive. Hence, a vision for trustworthy journalism through AI must take into account both the producers (journalists, editors, newsrooms) and consumers (audience) of news. It must take into account both the regular audience and the adversaries who seek to exploit or diminish trust in the media [14].
[bookmark: bb15][bookmark: bb16][bookmark: bb17][bookmark: bb18][bookmark: bfn4][bookmark: bb19]A number of contributions have already discussed the relationship between AI and journalism, many of them addressing specific elements of this relationship. For example, [15] discusses the robotisation of journalism, while [16] focuses on the use of AI in investigative journalism. Galily [17] reflects on the possible development of automated journalism using sports journalism as the example, whereas Lewis et al. [18] discuss responsibility for libellous content produced by automated journalism. Finally, Beckett [7] presents a survey of journalists’ views on how AI can impact on journalistic practices, carried out by JournalismAI,4 “a global initiative that aims to inform media organisations about the potential offered by AI-powered technologies”. According to Lin and Lewis [19], the “one essential thing” that journalistic AI might do for democracy is to “provide accurate, accessible, diverse, relevant, and timely news about public affairs”. Compared to these efforts, our paper focuses more specifically on trustworthiness and on how AI can be harnessed to achieve it.


1NC – State Can’t Solve AI
The USFG cant slow AI—No solvency 
Neuman ’23 [W. Russell Neuman, a founding faculty of the MIT Media Laboratory, is professor of media technology at New York University. Congress Cat Regulate AI. It’s Too Complex” ] //evchkra
What happens when Mark Zuckerberg, Elon Musk, Bill Gates, Sam Altman, and Sundar Pichai walk into a Senate hearing room together?
These giants of the tech world descended on Capitol Hill Wednesday to discuss public policy initiatives to try to minimize the risks of artificial intelligence. One of the proposals under consideration is the creation of a federal regulatory commission to monitor AI developments. Altman has already spoken publicly in favor of such an approach. CEOs in favor of regulation? What is going on?
Trying to regulate AI is like trying to nail Jell-O to the wall. It will never work. The attempt to direct this fast-changing category of mathematical tools through legislation or traditional regulatory mechanisms, no matter how well-intentioned, is unlikely to be successful and is much more likely to have negative unanticipated consequences, including delaying and misdirecting technical development. AI is the application of a set of mathematical algorithms, and you can’t regulate math.
If the commission of a crime is facilitated using an automobile, a telephone, a hammer, or a knife, the appropriate response is to focus on the criminal and the criminal act itself. Except for guns, the tools used in a crime are not generally the subject of regulation.
Concerns have been raised that AI may be involved in financial crimes, identity theft, unwelcome violations of personal privacy, racial bias, the dissemination of fake news, plagiarism, and physical harm to humans. There is an extensive legal system for identifying and adjudicating such matters. Attempts to outlaw potential behaviors before they take place is folly; a new regulatory agency to monitor and control high tech “hammers and knives” that may be used in criminal activity is ill-advised.
Instead of instituting regulatory measures against AI, perhaps those who are concerned should consider the unfortunate regulatory compulsion that has found its way into the current debate because of the dramatic success and awkward errors of the latest generation of generative AI tools. It is not possible to identify “artificial intelligence” as distinct from virtually any of the existing digital information processing technologies. This technological frontier is international in character. For example, restrictions in the United States could push development to a country like China, where regulations might be weaker. Generative AI has some of the properties of constitutionally protected public speech, which makes it a particularly complex candidate for regulation. The American legal tradition emphasizes the avoidance of prior restraint but focuses instead on resultant legal liabilities.
AI is an extremely fast-moving and increasingly diversified field, which makes it a poor match for slow-moving regulatory and judicial processes. Congress included Section 230 in the Communications Decency Act of 1996 to protect communication platforms like Facebook from liability when used by malevolent parties. The Supreme Court has, so far, sustained the constitutionality of this principle. The same principle should apply to AI-empowered communication platforms. Focus attention appropriately on harmful results rather than on any of the potentially thousands of enabling technologies.
Those proposing regulatory responses to the prospect of AI use the metaphor of “guardrails” and “emergency brakes.” These catch phrases sound reasonable. But they are physical metaphors. It makes sense for vehicles and streets. It defies meaningful application attempting to direct the use of mathematical algorithms. Would some propose a limitation on computer processing speeds or training database sizes?
This sort of centralized command-and-control thinking is just what has plagued China’s lagging AI research and development. Such an enterprise has very little chance of actually reducing risk while inevitably hampering technical development.
An alternative course of action would be to establish a new regulatory agency to address the potential risks inherent in implementing AI technologies. It could require impact statements before permission was granted to experiment with neural network AI models. It could set limits on the computational power utilized. It could require public disclosure of otherwise commercially protectable algorithms.
We don’t need new rules and laws to criminalize AI. We need to support research and development — and when bad guys get involved use the laws we already have.


1NC – AT: Trust Impact
No one trusts journalism in squo, misinformation already exists – AI can solve
Snyder 24 (Clara Snyder, 7-24-2024, "AI will change journalism, but not always for the worst", No Publication, https://baylorlariat.com/2024/04/17/ai-will-change-journalism-but-not-always-for-the-worst/)//SG
As an individual who is pretty heavily entrenched in the world of journalism, both personally and academically, I spend a considerable amount of time thinking about the future of journalism and the challenges in it. Any time I am asked about this topic, two issues seem to overwhelmingly dominate the conversation: news bias and artificial intelligence.
Discussing news bias has become commonplace in the interactions I have with people about journalism, which comes as no surprise, since polls indicate public trust in media is at a historic low.
The main issue I take with the topic is the notion that the news bias existing today is unprecedented and that journalism used to be entirely free of bias. That isn’t true.
There are a number of examples of partisan journalism in the past, specifically in the 19th century, when most papers were directly linked to specific political parties, depending on the publisher’s economic interests.
The idea of objective journalism is actually a more recent one than many are led to believe. Objectivity didn’t arrive on the scene as a norm until the 1920s, when newspapers were forced to merge amid publication closures, leading papers to embrace objectivity in order to appeal to the greatest number of readers.
The other issue I take with this topic is the idea that news bias makes consuming journalism a wasted effort. If we neglect to inform ourselves on the basis of dissatisfaction with people who are meant to inform us, we regress from critical thinking as a culture.
To some extent, the idea of objectivity can be seen as an impossibility. Humans, by nature, have opinions that inform the daily decisions they make. Even when it comes down to choosing a source to interview for a story, choosing to interview the most informed individual on a given topic is not objective in and of itself.
Hunter S. Thompson painted objective journalism well in his book titled “Fear and Loathing on the Campaign Trail ’72,” in which he called the phrase “objective journalism” a pompous contradiction in terms.
“What can I say? Objective journalism is a hard thing to come by these days. We all yearn for it, but who can point the way? … With the possible exception of things like box scores, race results and stock market tabulations, there is no such thing as objective journalism.”
In regard to AI, a common opinion communicated to me is that AI will eliminate the need for journalists and dismantle the practice of journalism as a whole. I disagree with that opinion as well.
AI isn’t a threat to the jobs of journalists. I believe it can actually be an asset to the future of the practice and help combat the issue of public distrust and disinterest in traditional news outlets.
The practice of reporting and breaking news stories remains a human-specific role that AI can’t do. However, Charlie Beckett, the head of the London School of Economics’ journalism AI research project, argued it can be used to streamline the process.
“AI is not about the total automation of content production from start to finish. It is about augmentation to give professionals and creatives the tools to work faster, freeing them up to spend more time on what humans do best,” Beckett said in a Reuters Institute article.
Additionally, AI could help revive public trust in media by sifting through the large amount of information available to readers in order to produce a final product that distinguishes the facts.
If journalism embraces AI as a tool and invites this technology into the future of the practice, media outlets could begin to output stories that reassert themselves as trustworthy sources. Harnessing the power of AI in the production of journalism is also something that could separate these outlets from social media, which has become an increasingly popular medium for consumers to get their news.
When it comes to social media becoming a preferred outlet for news consumption instead of traditional media, the overarching reason I see is journalism’s lack of connectivity with the public.
Social media strives to connect with the public by utilizing algorithms to tailor information that directly aligns with consumer desires. Why would you want to look for information beyond social media when you’re already getting a product curated for your own personal taste?
In this age of technology, where mass amounts of information are available to users at any given moment, gaining the reader’s trust has become increasingly dependent on personal emotions.
Perhaps by setting aside the notion of total objectivity and instead focusing on producing stories that appeal to the individual — while reinforcing the information with evidence and cross-referenced truths — modern media could reposition itself as an outlet worth trusting.
Beckett summarized this point well in his blog article titled “Journalism’s new mission: understanding the human.”
“Journalists have to go with this flow of postmodern human nature. They need to be more expert, but they also need to be more empathetic. [Journalism] must not abandon all of its traditional virtues and craft, but the reinvention must be more than technical. The news media must rediscover its interest in understanding the human.”


