Notes 
The best strategy against this affirmative is probably the Trademarks PIC or T Protection. There are good links for USPTO Tradeoff, Politics, and Court Clog at the bottom of the file that you should look at. There are definitely more disadvantages that you can cut throughout the year; I’d recommend looking into the banking sector, Latin America stability, and more into international law. Thank you to Anita and Mike for helping out with the file, good luck with your debates! 
· Kavneer 
Neg---Marijuana---BFHR
Industry Advantage 
Solvency---No Innovation---1NC 
Legalization decreases innovation. 
Stephanie Cheng 22, Assistant Professor at the Freeman School of Business at Tulane; Pengkai Lin, Assistant Professor at School of Accountancy at Singapore Management University; Yinliang Tan, Associate Professor at the CT Bauer College of Business at University of Houston; Yuchen Zhang, Assistant Professor at the Freeman School of Business at Tulane, 11/3/2022, “’High’ innovators? Marijuana legalization and regional innovation,” Production and Operations Management, 32(3), p. 698, kav
This study provides new evidence that state-level public health policies of marijuana legalization adversely affect regional innovation activity, using a quasi-experimental research design. MMLs have a net negative effect on the overall output of regional innovation activity, which is driven by deteriorating innovation quality. Guided by the process-based view of innovation, we further reveal that MMLs’ positive inﬂuence on the innovation process is magniﬁed through innovators’ collaboration and is likely to be driven by the idea generation for “weak” patents. The negative impact, however, is strengthened through individual efforts and is plausibly driven by the implementation of “hit” patents.
The paper makes the following contributions. First, our paper introduces public health policies into the innovation management literature as an external factor that constitutes organizations’ external environment. Scholars have recognized that it is important to extend our understanding of the potentially complex and nuanced implications of wellness and health on managerial challenges (Vakili & McGahan,2016). Nonetheless, recent research mainly focuses on organizations’ internal policies, such as wellness programs or safety rules (Gubler et al., 2018; Pagell et al., 2020), and paysless attention to organizations’ external conditions, such as regional public health policies. Our results imply that external public health policies, such as marijuana legalization, have substantial effects on knowledge workers’ individual and collaborative effectiveness in the innovation process. The ﬁndings suggest that managers should consider the potential inﬂuence of external public health policies in designing and deploying internal policies. Further, our ﬁndings provide a rationale for organizations’ engagement in corporate social responsibility practices and for their lobbying to inﬂuence public policymaking and secure a favorable public health environment. Thus, our ﬁndings add to research that studies organizations’ corporate social responsibility (Godfrey et al.,2009; Gubler et al., 2018; Pagell et al., 2020) and non-market strategy (Barber & Diestre, 2019). Relatedly, organizations’ strategic location choices also hinge upon favorable local public health policies (Alcácer & Chung, 2014). In sum, this paper adds to the research stream that considers innovation management as a multidisciplinary realm (Gaimon et al.,2017).
Second, this study contributes to our understanding of how marijuana legalization affects regional economy. Research shows that the increased use of controlled substances (e.g., marijuana and opioids) negatively affects local economies by causing higher public ﬁnancing costs (Cheng et al., 2022)and lower business valuations (Ouimet et al., 2021). Our ﬁndings contribute to this research by adding new evidence that marijuana legalization leads to the destruction of economic value. Our ﬁndings are especially timely considering the many proponents in the United States and worldwide of legalizing recreational marijuana use. 28 Regulators should consider MMLs’ adverse effect on innovation activity when estimating the net social welfare of similar policies. For instance, we ﬁnd that MMLs dampen for-proﬁt assignees’ innovation activity, which has been shown to be closely associated with a region’s economic development (Agrawal et al.,2014). Speciﬁcally, a reduction in the innovation effectiveness of for-proﬁt assignees implies that these ﬁrms may ﬁnd it challenging to gain or maintain a competitive advantage. Firms’ reduced innovation activity may also negatively affect knowledge exchange or spill over across ﬁrms in the region, further limiting ﬁrms’ innovation effectiveness and thus competitiveness (Jaffe et al., 1993). As a result, the regional economy may face issues such as increased unemployment rates and greater public social welfare expenditures. Public health policies may thus have negative spillover effects on the regional economy. Future research can further explore MMLs’ potential negative spillover effects on the broader regional economy through deteriorating innovation activity.
Moreover, our study complements recent research focusing on the potential implication of MMLs on regional innovation. Vakili and Zhang (2018) adopt the perspective of social liberalization and document a positive link between MMLs and patent counts at the state level. They attribute such a link to an increase in social interactions among inventors within a more liberal environment. In contrast, we analyze marijuana legalization from a public health perspective and develop our hypotheses within the framework of the process-based view of innovation. This framework allows us to comprehensively consider the complex effects of MMLs on innovators’ individual and collaborative efforts during idea generation and implementation of the innovation process. Thus, we are able to better develop competing arguments for MMLs’ potential positive and negative effects. The framework also guides our empirical exploration into ﬁnding a predominantly negative impact of MMLs on overall innovation output and nuanced, heterogeneous impacts when decomposing innovation by quantity and quality (in which case the effect can be insigniﬁcant or positive depending on the patent type).By doing so, we complement Vakili and Zhang (2018) in three ways. First, while our results conﬁrm the ﬁnding that MMLs have positive effects on the quantity of certain patents(e.g., patents that involve more collaboration), we further show that MMLs have a net negative impact on total citations, which is driven by deteriorating patent quality. Also importantly, this adverse impact is mitigated through collaboration. Second, our results not only conﬁrm Vakili and Zhang’s (2018) ﬁnding of the beneﬁts of MMLs in increasing the number of “hit” patents but also show the cost of MMLs in terms of increasing the number of “weak” patents and reducing patent quality (for both “hit” and “weak” patents). Third, our results in the Online Appendix also imply that the impact of MMLs on a region’s overall innovation output varies by the technological focus of the region.
[bookmark: _Hlk173076894]Impact---ABR---1NC
No ABR. 
Smith 16, PhD molecular biologist, former R&D director at MicroPhage and SomaLogic. (Drew, 6-14-16, “The Myth Of The Post-Antibiotic Era”, https://www.forbes.com/sites/quora/2016/06/14/the-myth-of-the-post-antibiotic-era/#db027696fa83)
Right now, drug resistant infections are mainly a threat to those that are already sick and/or in medical facilities. But, if we continue down this path, mundane infections in the otherwise healthy could someday morph into life-threatening ordeals, and simple medical procedures and surgeries may be skipped to avoid risk of infection. However, while this threat is real, it’s important to keep in mind that this is an ongoing, gradual challenge; it’s extremely unlikely that a single event will herald with complete certainty the abrupt end of modern medicine as we know it. In this context, those scary headlines are inappropriate, if not numbing and counterproductive. In May, Ars wrote about some alarmist and inaccurate news stories dealing with a newly identified type of drug resistance—one that makes bacteria resistant to a last-resort antibiotic called colistin and can spread between bacteria easily. The headlines blared that it was the “first” time such a dastardly microbe had seeped into the US—which is not true. And they suggested that it would certainly mark the end of antibiotics—also not true. This week, scientists provided updates on tracking that type of resistance, and of course some alarmist headlines followed. Yet, the new data actually suggests that a tempering of concerns about this particular resistance may be in order. It turns out that this “dreaded,” “scary,” “nightmare” of a drug-resistant microbe has been in the US for more than a year and elsewhere in the world since as far back as 2005—it’s just that nobody noticed it. And nobody noticed it because so far it hasn’t been the dreaded, scary nightmare some have feared. “It’s not a huge cause for concern,” Mariana Castanheira, lead author of one of this week’s resistance updates, told Ars. Castanheira is the director for Molecular and Microbiology at JMI Laboratories, a private company that monitors drug resistance microbes in hospitals and medical settings. They and others are finding this new type of resistance now simply because they’re looking for it, she said. Castanheira explains that people initially started digging for this new type of drug resistance—a gene called mcr-1—out of concern that it makes bacteria resistant to the antibiotic colistin, which is a relatively toxic drug used only when nearly all others have failed against a multi-drug resistant infection. Bacteria have shown up with colistin resistance before—in fact, many times in the US and elsewhere around the world. But in those cases, the genes were embedded in the bacteria’s chromosomes and generally passed down through generations. The mcr-1 resistance gene, on the other hand, seems to always sit on a plasmid, a small loop of DNA that bacteria can readily pass around to neighbors. If colistin-resistant bacteria shared their mcr-1 plasmid with others that are already resistant to lots of antibiotics, they could create a long-feared invincible germ—a “pan-resistant” bacteria. “Doesn’t scare me” So far that doesn’t seem to be happening, though, Castanheira said. In more than a decade of skulking around, mcr-1 has made its way into bacteria in animals, people, and soil all over the world. Yet, all of the mcr-1 carrying microbes examined have been susceptible to at least one antibiotic—and often several.
Impact---ABR---2NC
ABR won’t get close to extinction, intervening actors solve it, their internal link can’t 
Cara 17 (January 27th, 2017, Ed, science writer for The Atlantic, Newsweek, and Vocativ, “The Attack Of The Superbugs,” http://www.vocativ.com/394419/attack-of-the-superbugs/ 
Antibiotic-resistant infections kill at least 700,000 people worldwide a year right now, according to an exhaustive report commissioned by the UK in 2014, and without any substantial medical breakthroughs or policy changes that slow down resistance, they may claim some 10 million deaths annually by 2050 — eclipsing cancer in general as a leading cause. These deaths largely won’t come from pan-resistant infections, just tougher ones. A preventable death there, a preventable death here. Leaving that aside, antibiotics, along with proper sanitation and nutrition, gird our entire way of living. Most every invasive surgery, pregnancy, organ transplant and chemotherapy session we go through will become riskier. Other diseases like HIV, malaria or influenza will become deadlier, since bacteria often exploit the opening in our immune system they leave behind. And already precarious populations like those living with cystic fibrosis, prisoners, and the poor will lose years off their lives. For all the warranted gloom, though, Farewell does think there are reasons to be hopeful. “I don’t think we are doing enough, but the scientific community along with many governmental and private foundations are very actively involved in finding not only new antibiotics, but new solutions to this problem,” she said. There’s been a noticeable change in attitude and increased urgency surrounding antibiotic resistance, she said, one that she hadn’t seen even five years ago, let alone twenty. Until recently, that attitude change could be seen from places as high up as the U.S. federal government. In 2014, former President Obama issued an executive order aimed at addressing antibiotic resistance, the first real acknowledgement of the problem from an administration, devoting funding and outlining a national action for combatting resistance. Through its federal agencies, the administration pushed to reduce antibiotic use on farms and encouraged doctors to stop using them in excess. “There has been a lot of work done the last couple of years, much of it spurned by [Obama’s] National Action Plan,” said Dr. David Hyun, a senior officer for Pew Charitable Trusts’ Antibiotic Resistance Project. The CDC, in particular, has used its funding to open up regional labs that allow them to better detect and respond to antibiotic-resistant outbreaks like the Nevada case, he said. They ultimately hope to create an expansive surveillance system that can easily keep track of resistance rates on a national, state and regional level. A parallel system also exists for monitoring resistance in the food chain, shepherded by the CDC and the U.S. Department of Agriculture. In fact, it was this sort of cooperation between national and local health agencies that enabled Nevada doctors to stop the worst from happening, said Dr. Lei Chen. The swift identification of a possible CRE strain by the hospital, coupled with the woman’s medical history, led to a precautionary quarantine, while also prompting Chen’s public health department and eventually the CDC into action. And it may help prevent future cases from spilling into the public. According to Chen, the CDC has allocated funding this year to all of Nevada’s state public health departments so they can better detect CRE and other dangerous resistant strains. Under the Trump administration, there’s no telling how these small victories will hold up or whether they will advance. All references to antibiotics once found on the Whitehouse.gov site have been removed, including a link to the Obama administration’s national action plan, and the fact that they’re already tried to bar USDA scientists from discussing their work with the public while stripping funding from other public health agencies isn’t encouraging. Even with the best public policy, however, there’s no clear light at the end of the tunnel. Antibiotic resistance has gradually been worsening, even within the last 15 to 20 years, when superbugs like methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus (MRSA) first became widely known, said Hyun. The effort needed to develop new drugs has been in short supply, hamstrung by pharmaceutical companies’ inability to recoup the costs of bringing new antibiotics to market. That’s because, unlike the latest heart medication, any new antibiotics will have to be treated like the last drops of water during a drought, used as little as possible — the exact opposite way to make money off a new product. Yet, much like climate change, the financial toll of not doing anything will total in the trillions years down the road. And it already numbers in the billions now, according to the CDC. Of course, we need bacteria to survive. And most need or pay no mind to us in return. Even pan-resistant bacteria don’t really mean harm. Some have been found in perfectly healthy people, a fact that’ll either comfort you or keep you awake at night, only causing problems when our immune system wavers. There’s no army of sentient E. coli that will rise up and someday overthrow the human race. But barring the calvary showing up, a new fear of ours will learn to settle in, almost unnoticed. It’ll creep in when we pick our heads up from a nasty fall that scrapes our skin open or breaks our bones; when we wave goodbye to our loved ones before they enter an operating room, or when we cradle our newborns into a world teeming with the living infinitesimal, wishing there was still a way to shield them from it as our parents once could for us. A fear of naked vulnerability. The antibiotic apocalypse will be gentle, if it fully arrives, but it won’t be any less devastating to the human spirit.
Their ev doesn’t assume new technology that will bring in the next age of antibiotics. 
Michael Le Page 23, science journalist, 6/4/2023, “Superbugs will struggle to evolve resistance to unusual new antibiotic,” https://www.newscientist.com/article/2376666-superbugs-will-struggle-to-evolve-resistance-to-unusual-new-antibiotic/, kav
A potential new antibiotic is highly effective against “superbugs” such as MRSA that are resistant to many existing antibiotics, and kills bacteria in an unusual way that means it will be extremely difficult for resistance to evolve.
The antibiotic, clovibactin, was discovered in a rare bacterium isolated from sandy soil collected in North Carolina. Markus Weingarth at Utrecht University in the Netherlands and his colleagues have been studying how it works, with promising results. “The activity is even better than for the gold standard, vancomycin,” he says.
Antibiotic…
resistance is a major and growing problem around the world. It has been estimated that it killed 1.3 million people in 2019 – more than malaria and AIDS combined – and contributed to the deaths of almost another 4 million people.
This means there is a desperate need for new drugs that are capable of killing bacteria resistant to older antibiotics and, ideally, kill in new ways, so it is harder for resistance to evolve and spread.
Clovibactin fits the first criterion, as the team found it kills a range of disease-causing bacteria, including methicillin-resistant Staphylococcus aureus, better known as the MRSA superbug, and Mycobacterium tuberculosis, which causes TB. More importantly, Weingarth and his colleagues have also found that it works in a way unlike any other antibiotic.
Many existing antibiotics target the cell wall around bacteria, a rigid mesh-like structure surrounding the cell membrane. If this wall is disrupted, cells burst open and die. This is a good target because the wall isn’t found in animal cells, meaning the antibiotics kill only bacterial cells. But these existing antibiotics typically target the protein enzymes that assemble the cell wall, and bacteria can alter the shape of these enzymes to evade attack.
Clovibactin instead targets a chemical group called a pyrophosphate that is found on not just one, but three different building blocks of cell walls. So, to survive, a bacterium would have to alter all three building blocks. “The more targets you have, the more difficult it is for a bacteria to develop resistance,” says Weingarth. What’s more, any changes to these components would almost certainly stop the cell wall forming properly.
The team exposed bacteria to low doses of clovibactin to see if resistance emerged, but found none. “Although we tried very hard, there was no detectable resistance,” he says. Lower doses are more likely to lead to resistance because they expose bacteria to an antibiotic without killing them and any that acquire resistance will quickly out-compete others.
This doesn’t mean that resistance to clovibactin is impossible. For instance, many bacteria are classified as Gram-negative, meaning they have an extra membrane around the outside of the cell wall that protects them from some antibiotics, including clovibactin. Ones without this wall, Gram-positive, could in theory evolve a similar barrier to prevent clovibactin reaching their cell wall, but it is a major structural change that is very unlikely, says Weingarth.
“Clovibactin is a great lead for the development of a new class of antibiotics,” says Gerry Wright at McMaster University in Canada, who isn’t part of the team. “We have not approved a truly new anti-Gram-positive drug class for over 20 years.”
“While there is a lot of pressing concern about the need for new antibiotics that target Gram-negative bacteria, we have relatively few good alternative antibiotics for Gram-positive infections,” says Wright. “There is growing resistance to all available drugs and bacteria such as Staphylococcus aureus are among the most common sources of bacterial infections in and out of health care settings.”
In tests in mice, clovibactin didn’t appear to have any adverse effects, and it is now being developed further by a US-based company called NovoBiotic Pharmaceuticals. “It’s a very, very long way from mice to humans,” says Weingarth. “I don’t want to oversell this.”
[bookmark: Level_3_10077]Impact---Bees---1NC 
No ex-sting-tion
Entine 18 Jon Entine, founder of the independent and grant-funded Science Literacy Project, recently a senior fellow at the World Food Center Institute for Food and Agricultural Literacy at the University of California-Davis and the Center for Risk & Health Communication at George Mason University, citing Michael Burgett, professor emeritus of entomology at Oregon State University and a co-author of a recent USDA report. [The Bee Apocalypse Was Never Real; Here's Why, 4-17-2018, https://www.acsh.org/news/2018/04/17/bee-apocalypse-was-never-real-heres-why-12851]//BPS
But you needn't be. The narrative that honeybees, which are actually not even native to North America, Europe or Australia, face mortal danger and will take us down with them has been advanced by environmental groups for years and echoed in media, casual blogs and mainstream science sites. This twist on the news is so pervasive that it’s often accepted without question: bee populations are rapidly declining as a result of pesticide use, particularly the use of neonics, and the crucial pollinators could be edging towards extinction, plunging our entire food system into chaos. "Declining honeybee population could spell trouble for some crops," blared a headline on Fox News last year. "Death and Extinction of the Bees," was the banner claim on the activist Centre for Research on Globalization. "Honey Bees in a Struggle for Survival," claimed a guest columnist writing earlier this month for a Tennessee newspaper. The only problem is that it isn’t true. Myth of Honeybee decline Honeybee populations haven’t “crashed” in the United States or elsewhere. Honeybees are not going "extinct." Crops are not "in trouble." Source: USDA annual report on honey-producing colonies in the U.S. USDA publishes its final statistics one year after its preliminary estimates. USDA also collects a census, taken every five years in December, of honey-producing and non-honey-producing colonies. While not as valuable for tracking annual numbers, the census confirms the upward trend in managed bee colonies, with a 13.1% increase between 2007 and 2012. The overall population of honeybees in the US, Canada and Europe has held steady or increased slightly since the widespread adoption of neonics in the 1990s. The US honeybee population hit a 22-year high in 2016, according to the figures released by the USDA before dipping slightly last year, and globally are at an all-time high. 
Impact---Bees---2NC 
Humans are fine without bees 
David Denkenberger 15. research associate at the Global Catastrophic Risk Institute. “Feeding Everyone No Matter What: Managing Food Security after Global Catastrophe.” Academic Press. Open WorldCat, http://public.eblib.com/choice/publicfullrecord.aspx?p=1849109
If you ingest a lot of mainstream media, you are forgiven for wondering at this point “What about bees?” For example Wired ran an article discussing the plight of America’s honeybees: the collapsed colonies and dying hives, threatening pollination services to crops and the future of a much-beloved insect (Keim, 2014). However, Wired also warned that many wild pollinators are also threatened including thousands of species including bees and butterflies and moths. An ecologist warns that nearly 90% of the world’s flowering species require insects or other animals for pollination (Keim, 2014). After all there is a common quote (Often misattributed to Einstein of all people!) “If the bee disappears from the surface of the earth, man would have no more than four years to live.” This greatly overstates the value of pollinators for human food production. The total loss in agricultural production for a loss of all animal pollinators is only 3–8% (Aizen et al., 2009). Though this percentage is growing, not all animal pollinators are bees. Therefore, the complete loss of bees, although extremely unfortunate, would not be an agricultural disaster of the magnitude focused on in this book.
Impact---Food Security---1NC
No food wars.
Vestby ’18 [Vestby, Ida Rudolfsen, and Halvard Buhaug; 5-18-18; Doctoral Researcher at the Peace Research Institute Oslo; doctoral researcher at the Department of Peace and Conflict Research at Uppsala University and PRIO; Research Professor at the Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO); Professor of Political Science at the Norwegian University of Science and Technology (NTNU); and Associate Editor of the Journal of Peace Research and Political Geography; “Does hunger cause conflict?” Prio, https://blogs.prio.org/ClimateAndConflict/2018/05/does-hunger-cause-conflict/]
It is perhaps surprising, then, that there is little scholarly merit in the notion that a short-term reduction in access to food increases the probability that conflict will break out. This is because to start or participate in violent conflict requires people to have both the means and the will. Most people on the brink of starvation are not in the position to resort to violence, whether against the government or other social groups. In fact, the urban middle classes tend to be the most likely to protest against rises in food prices, since they often have the best opportunities, the most energy, and the best skills to coordinate and participate in protests.
Accordingly, there is a widespread misapprehension that social unrest in periods of high food prices relates primarily to food shortages. In reality, the sources of discontent are considerably more complex – linked to political structures, land ownership, corruption, the desire for democratic reforms and general economic problems – where the price of food is seen in the context of general increases in the cost of living. Research has shown that while the international media have a tendency to seek simple resource-related explanations – such as drought or famine – for conflicts in the Global South, debates in the local media are permeated by more complex political relationships.
Impact---Food Security---2NC
It’ll never escalate. 
Cliffe ’16 [Sarah; March 29; Director of the Center on International Cooperation at New York University; “Food Security, Nutrition, and Peace,” Center on International Cooperation at New York Universityhttp://cic.nyu.edu/news_commentary/food-security-nutrition-and-peace]
However, current research does not yet indicate a clear link between climate change, food insecurity and conflict, except perhaps where rapidly deteriorating water availability cuts across existing tensions and weak institutions. But a series of interlinked problems – changing global patterns of consumption of energy and scarce resources, increasing demands for food imports (which draw on land, water, and energy inputs) can create pressure on fragile situations.
Food security – and food prices – are a highly political issue, being a very immediate and visible source of popular welfare or popular uncertainty. But their link to conflict (and the wider links between climate change and conflict) is indirect rather than direct.
What makes some countries more resilient than others?
Many countries face food price or natural resource shocks without falling into conflict. Essentially, the two important factors in determining their resilience are:
First, whether food insecurity is combined with other stresses – issues such as unemployment, but most fundamentally issues such as political exclusion or human rights abuses. We sometimes read nowadays that the 2006-2009 drought was a factor in the Syrian conflict, by driving rural-urban migration that caused societal stresses. It may of course have been one factor amongst many but it would be too simplistic to suggest that it was the primary driver of the Syrian conflict.
Second, whether countries have strong enough institutions to fulfill a social compact with their citizens, providing help quickly to citizens affected by food insecurity, with or without international assistance. During the 2007-2008 food crisis, developing countries with low institutional strength experienced more food price protests than those with higher institutional strengths, and more than half these protests turned violent. This for example, is the difference in the events in Haiti versus those in Mexico or the Philippines where far greater institutional strength existed to deal with the food price shocks and protests did not spur deteriorating national security or widespread violence.
America is insufficient because of export locations.
Anne Weir Schechinger 16, M.S. in Agricultural, Food and Resource Economics at Michigan State University, Senior Economics Analyst at EWG; Craig Cox, M.S., in Agricultural Economics at University of Minnesota, October 2016, “Feeding the World: Think U.S. Agriculture Will End World Hunger? Think Again,” https://static.ewg.org/reports/2016/feeding_the_world/EWG_FeedingTheWorld.pdf, Stras
These same voices often claim that doubling American production is a moral imperative, not simply a market opportunity. They say people will go hungry if U.S. farmers don’t respond (see sidebar). In some cases, they imply or even say outright that the collateral damage to natural resources, the environment, human health and ecosystems that would result from meeting this moral imperative would be regrettable but unavoidable. Finally, they argue that “modern” farming systems that rely heavily on biotechnology, fertilizers and chemicals are the only way U.S. farmers can meet this challenge, and that hewing to more agro-ecological methods of producing agricultural bounty will put countless people at risk of hunger and malnutrition.
Many farmers sincerely believe this. Others use this scenario more cynically to pursue political or business objectives. In either case, the “moral imperative” to feed the world has become an important rationale for maintaining the status quo in U.S. farm policy. It has also been deployed to deflect attention from the damage that “modern” agriculture does to the environment and human health, and to discredit calls for reform.
This self-serving narrative is being challenged, however. José Graziano da Silva, director-general of the Food and Agriculture Organization of the U.N., has argued compellingly that the persistence of hunger in the world, and the growing damage that “modern” agriculture does to soil and biodiversity demonstrate that this model of food production “is no longer acceptable.”4 Graziano and a host of other experts say the true solution to ending world hunger, while protecting environmental resources, is to improve the productivity and income of small farmers in the developing world, while promoting sustainable agriculture and “agro-ecology” everywhere.
EWG dug into agribusiness’ oft-repeated mantra to assess whether it reflects reality. It is true, of course, that many people across the globe do suffer from hunger and malnutrition, and improving their diets while ensuring that millions more don’t suffer the same fate is indeed a moral imperative. It is critical, therefore, that U.S. policies contribute effectively to ending hunger and malnutrition, but right now, these policies verge far from the truth.
Global demand for more diversified diets is expanding as millions of people in developing nations become affluent enough to afford a better, or at least different, diet. This is a welcome development and U.S. farmers have an important opportunity to serve this market through world trade. But meeting this demand—largely for meat, meat products and animal feed—does not carry the same moral imperative as lifting people out of poverty and hunger. The argument that we should accept the collateral damage from doubling U.S. production of grain and meat to satisfy a demand of this type hardly holds water.
As a first step toward improving understanding of America’s role in combating hunger, EWG examined current agricultural export data in detail to determine who gets fed by U.S. agriculture, and with what products. We analyzed agricultural trade and production data from the U.S. Department of Agriculture, the international Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, and the FAO of the U.N.. Export demand is driven by consumption, so export patterns provide key information about which agricultural products are consumed worldwide.
SPECIFICALLY, WE INVESTIGATED:
1. The top 25 agricultural products the U.S. exports.
2. The primary countries that receive U.S. agricultural products.
3. The amount of U.S. exports that go to countries considered to have high or very high rates of undernourishment.
4. The share of undernourished countries’ food supply that comes from U.S. exports and food aid.
This report summarizes our findings.
TOP 25 U.S. AGRICULTURAL EXPORTS
In 2015, just 25 products accounted for 73 percent ($97.7 billion) of all U.S. agricultural exports ($133.05 billion), according to the most recent data5 (see Table 1 below). Besides the 26th product, all other agricultural products contributed less than 1 percent each. Over 100 of them contributed less than 0.5 percent each.
Ten years of data, from 2006 through 2015, show similar results, as do the five years of data from 2011 through 2015. However, the second smallest product in 2015’s top 25—walnuts—dropped out of the top 25 over several years, overtaken by soybean oil or bovine hides. Grain sorghum was also more prominent in 2015 than in many of the previous years.
EWG classified the 25 top export products in five categories: (1) animal feed, (2) meat and dairy, (3) food grains, (4) fruits, vegetables and nuts, and (5) other—based on how the products are primarily used. Soybeans, for example, can be used as food for either animals or humans, but were assigned to the animal feed grouping because the vast majority of soybeans are fed to animals. Globally, about 85 percent of soybeans are “crushed” and turned into meal for animal feed and oil for human food.6 The meal-to-oil ratio of soybean exports varies by country, but in the U.S., about 80 percent of crushed soybeans become animal feed.7 Uncrushed soybeans, which comprise a relatively small amount of the total, have food, feed, seed and industrial uses.
Corn is also in the animal feed category. Much more corn is used as animal feed than as human food—about 44 percent is used for feed in the U.S., compared to only 12 percent for food.8 Soybean meal and “other feeds and fodder” are also in the animal feed category.
Although wheat is used as animal feed in the European Union and some other parts of the world, EWG classified it in the food grains category because globally, the majority of the wheat supply is used for food. Other products in the food grains category include rice and “other grain products” such as millet, quinoa and pasta.
Table 1 omitted.
The meat and dairy category includes beef, chicken and pork, and dairy products like cheese and milk. The fruits, vegetables and nuts category is also self-explanatory and includes fruits, vegetables, nuts and “miscellaneous horticulture products” such as spices and vegetable byproducts. The “other” category consists mostly of cotton, beverages, sugar products, waxes and oils.
In 2015, animal feed contributed 40 percent ($39.3 billion) of the total value of the top 25 U.S. agricultural exports; meat and dairy contributed 16 percent ($15.2 billion); “other” 16 percent ($15.6 billion); food grains 14 percent ($13.7 billion); and fruits, vegetables and nuts 14 percent ($14.0 billion) (see Figure 1 below). Throughout the 2006-2015 decade, the breakdown of the top 25 exports was fairly consistent. On average, 41 percent of total value came from animal feed; 15 percent from meat and dairy; 18 percent from “other;” 15 percent from food grains; and 10 percent from fruits, vegetables and nuts.
Figure 1 omitted.
Together, animal feed, meat and dairy products yielded 56 percent ($54.5 billion) of the value of the top 25 U.S. exports in 2015 and a striking 41 percent of the value of all U.S. agricultural exports. In all, over half of the value of the top 25 exports and almost half the value of all agricultural exports was from meat, meat products and animal feed.
EWG used the same five categories to analyze all U.S. agricultural exports—not just the top 25 products—in 2015 to the top 20 importers, and found that animal feed made up 31 percent of their total value. Meat and dairy accounted for 19 percent; fruits, vegetables and nuts 22 percent; food grains 10 percent and “other” made up 18 percent (see Figure 2 below).
Animal feed exports to the top 20 destinations were highly concentrated— just seven products accounted for $35.6 billion of total agricultural export value in 2015. Soybeans and soybean meal alone made up 18 percent ($21.1 billion) of total exports. Other categories were much less concentrated: meat and dairy had 34 products for a combined $21.3 billion value; food grains had 14 products for $11.3 billion; fruits, vegetables and nuts had 57 products for $25.4 billion; and “other” had 48 products for $20.9 billion.
Together, meat, dairy and animal feed accounted for 50 percent ($57 billion) of the value of all exports to the top 20 destinations, meaning that half the total export value was earned by products that help people in wealthier countries eat more meat.
For the 2006-2015 decade as a whole, 33 percent of the value going to the top 20 export destinations came from animal feed; 18 percent from meat and dairy; 11 percent from food grains; 18 percent from fruits, vegetables and nuts; and 20 percent from “other.” The combined export value of meat, dairy and animal feed was very close to the 2015 figure— averaging 51 percent.
DEVELOPED COUNTRIES ARE THE MAIN EXPORT DESTINATIONS
The U.S. only provides a small portion of total world agricultural production. According to the U.N. FAO, in 2013 (the most recent year available) the value of U.S. agricultural production made up only 9.5 percent of the global total.9
The U.N. Development Program uses a system of development indicators to rank each country’s development status as low, medium, high or very high based on measures of life expectancy, income and level of education.10
In 2015, the top 20 importers of U.S. agricultural products—19 individual countries and the European Union—accounted for 86 percent ($114.4 billion) of the total value of U.S. agricultural exports. Only 14 percent went to the other 100-plus destinations. On average, the top 20 importers accounted for 85 percent of all U.S. agricultural exports throughout the 2006-2015 decade. Most of the 20 importers were similar every year, with the exceptions of Russia dropping out in 2014 and 2015, and Guatemala and India being added in 2015. In 2015, most of the top value went to countries with very high or high development scores, and none went to countries with high rates of hunger.
In 2015, 50 percent of the value of America’s agricultural exports to the top destinations went to the European Union and seven countries the U.N. rates very high for development; 39 percent went to six countries rated high; and just 8 percent went to five countries rated medium. Taiwan, which did not have a human development rating due to a lack of data, accounted for 3 percent of the exports’ value (see Table 2 below). (The United States is rated very high for development.)
Between 2014 and 2016, nine of the 20 top importers of U.S. agricultural products enjoyed very low rates of hunger, according to the FAO.11 Nine countries had moderately low rates of hunger and only two had moderately high hunger. FAO ranks a country as suffering a very high hunger rate if 35 percent or more of the population is undernourished; high at 25 to 35 percent undernourished; moderately high at 15 to 25 percent; moderately low at 5 to 15 percent; and very low at less than 5 percent. None of the top 20 importers had high or very high rates of undernourishment, so U.S. agricultural exports mainly went to countries where less than 25 percent of the population is going hungry. (The United States is rated very low for hunger.)
Despite their overall low rates of undernourishment, some countries among the top export destinations do struggle with malnutrition, resulting from a combination of undernourishment and obesity. Millions of people suffer from malnutrition in four countries—China, Indonesia, India and Mexico—that were main U.S. agricultural export destinations in 2015, according to the International Food Policy Research Institute’s 2014-2015 Global Food Policy Report.12 The Institute considers 11 percent (150.8 million) of China’s population, 15 percent (190.7 million) of India’s population and 9 percent (21.6 million) of Indonesia’s population to be undernourished. But in China and Indonesia, the number of overweight or obese people is more than double the number who are undernourished, and 11 percent of India’s population is overweight or obese.
Likewise, being overweight or obese are the main reasons people in Mexico are malnourished. The Institute reports that undernourishment affects a negligible percentage of Mexico’s residents, but 69 percent (82.6 million) are overweight or obese. The Institute cites three main reasons why malnutrition is a problem in these countries despite their impressive rates of economic growth:
growing inequality in wealth and education;
a surge in urbanization, and associated dietary shifts from cereals toward sugary, salty and fatty foods; and
domestic food security programs that do not target the neediest or focus on nutrition.
Table 2 omitted.
U.S. agricultural exports to China, Indonesia and Mexico do nothing to alleviate these problems and may actually contribute to a rise in the overweight and obese populations. In 2015, most of the value of America’s agricultural exports to these three countries came from meat, dairy and animal feed products: 70 percent of the value to China, 65 percent of the value to Indonesia and 60 percent of the value to Mexico. India, at 6 percent, was the only country in which meat, dairy and feed accounted for a low share of import value, mainly because 45 percent of its total imported value was from almonds alone.
A TINY AMOUNT OF U.S. EXPORTS GO TO THE HUNGRIEST COUNTRIES
According to the U.N. FAO, from 2014 to 2016 four countries were experiencing very high undernourishment and 15 had high undernourishment.13 All had low or medium human development scores, which are correlated with undernourishment.
U.S. agricultural exports to these 19 hungry countries were valued at only $719.3 million—a tiny 0.5 percent of total U.S. agricultural exports in 2015. Exports to the top 20 destinations were 158 times greater than those to the 19 undernourished countries (see Figure 3 below). The 10-year average data is not directly comparable because the list of undernourished countries has changed since 2006. However, the value of U.S. agricultural exports to the countries with very high or high undernourishment over the decade averaged only 0.7 percent of the value of total agricultural exports.
Many of these nations have small populations, and having fewer people corresponds to lower agricultural imports. However, some of the top 20 importers have smaller populations than the 19 hungriest countries but still import considerably more agricultural products from the U.S. In 2013, for example, a number of the 19 hungriest countries had larger populations than Hong Kong, but the value of Hong Kong’s agricultural imports in 2015 was much greater.
Among the 19 hungriest countries, Haiti and Yemen together accounted for 63 percent of all U.S. agricultural exports to the group (see Table 3 below). Agricultural exports to the other undernourished countries were small and unevenly distributed.
The breakdown of products in the five export categories was very different for the 19 undernourished countries compared to the top 20 destinations. Hardly any of the agricultural export value going to the 19 hungriest countries was in animal feed in 2015, and over half of the value was in food grains (see Figure 4 below). In the hungriest countries, animal feed made up just 2 percent of the export value ($16.8 million). Food grains were at 59 percent ($426.4 million); fruits, vegetables and nuts were at 9 percent ($67.5 million); meat and dairy were at 22 percent ($156.9 million); and “other” was at 8 percent ($56.5 million).
Figure 3 omitted.
Combined, meat, dairy and animal feed accounted for a much lower percentage of export value to the 19 undernourished countries than to the top 20 export destinations. Those two categories accounted for 50 percent of the top importers’ values but only 24 percent of the hungry countries’ values. Overall, U.S. exports delivered little meat to the hungry countries.
Table 3 omitted. 
On average for the 2006-2015 decade, 3 percent of the undernourished countries’ imported values came from animal feed; 18 percent from meat and dairy; 59 percent from food grains; 8 percent from fruits, vegetables and nuts; and 13 percent from “other.” The average value of the meat, dairy and animal feed breakdown for the decade was 21 percent—a little less than in 2015.
U.S. EXPORTS AND AID PROVIDE LITTLE OF HUNGRY COUNTRIES’ FOOD
U.S. food exports and food aid made up a tiny portion of the total food supplies of the 19 hungriest countries. EWG calculated the value of each country’s total food supply by adding net domestic food production and net food import values reported by the U.N. FAO14 to total food aid reported by the OECD, in accordance with FAO methodology.15 The Organization’s food aid data encompassed official development assistance in the form of food aid, food security assistance and emergency food aid.16 Due to the combination of different data sources, the food supply calculations are estimates and may not represent exact values.
Figure 4 omitted.
On average, in 2013 (the most recent year with data), gross food imports from all exporting countries contributed 22.9 percent of the undernourished countries’ food supplies. U.S. food exports made up just 1.2 percent of the total.
Although the U.S. provided almost half of all food aid to the hungriest countries, total food aid made up a diminutive fraction of these countries’ food supplies. In 2013, the share of the total food supply from food aid provided by OECD countries averaged only 2.2 percent. The United States provided 48.9 percent of that food aid, but U.S. aid accounted for only 1.1 percent of the total food supplies in the 19 hungriest countries.
Together, food exports and food aid from the U.S. constituted an inconsequential amount of the 19 undernourished countries’ total food supplies—averaging 2.3 percent. The U.S. contribution to food supplies ranged from a high of 17 percent in Haiti to a low of almost zero in TimorLeste (see Table 4 below). Overall, food aid and gross food imports to the 19 undernourished countries accounted for 25.1 percent of their total food supplies, dwarfing the 2.3 percent U.S. contribution.
Organized Crime 
Solvency---No Black Market Backlash---1NC 
Black market will persist. 
Adeline Dixon 22, BS from Indiana, MA in Medical Sciences in Physician Assistant Studies from Midwestern University, 2/21/2022, “Legalization of Marijuana and Its Effects on Licit and Illicit Markets in the United States,” https://iu.pressbooks.pub/perspectives2/chapter/legalization-of-marijuana-and-its-effects-on-licit-and-illicit-markets-in-the-united-states/, kav
The legal market and the illicit market thrive off of each other, creating a positive feedback loop with no indication of slowing down. The markets in legalized states are essentially fueling the black market in non-legalized states.[xxvii] The relationship leads to increased black market presence in non-legalized states, and also in legalized states. Black markets thrive when demand for a product is not met by the legal market. Differences in regulations across states motivate participants in the market to smuggle marijuana across state borders. Legalization of marijuana has actually increased the black markets in surrounding states because access is far easier than before marijuana was legalized.[xxviii]
Currently, black markets in the United States for marijuana thrive due to the imbalance of regulations across the country. If legalization were to occur on a federal level, black markets would not disappear. Black markets will thrive as long as they are making money. Since a goal of legalization is to make money off taxes, illicit markets will persist because their product is cheaper. If taxes increase gradually, however, more black markets will likely be eliminated because consumers are willing to pay a premium for safer marijuana.
Marijuana legalization has had many effects on markets and the overall well-being of citizens in legalization and non-legalization states. Most legalization states have had negative short-term effects, but hope remains for a positive future impact. Although legalization has allowed for more consumers to obtain marijuana, black markets persist to avoid stigmas and punishment. Legalization has even increased accessibility to those outside of legalized states. The legalization of marijuana in just a few states has changed America, its citizens, and the marijuana black market across the country.
Internal---Alt Funding---1NC 
Tons of other funding sources they can go to. 
Dr. Vanda Felbab-Brown 24, PhD in political science from MIT, Director at the Initiative on Nonstate Armed Actors, Co-Director of the Africa Security Initiative, Senior Fellow of Foreign Policy at the Strobe Talbott Center for Security, Strategy, and Technology; Diana Paz Garcia, Senior Research Assistant at the Strobe Talbott Center for Security, Strategy, and Technology; Vibha Bajji, Former Intern at the Strobe Talbott Center for Security, Strategy, and Technology, 1/29/2024, “Chinese crime and geopolitics in 2024,” Brookings, https://www.brookings.edu/articles/chinese-crime-and-geopolitics-in-2024/, kav
The global footprint of criminal groups from China1 has expanded along with China’s economic and geopolitical presence around the world. North America’s fentanyl crisis thrust China-linked criminal networks and their expanding international connections, such as with the Sinaloa Cartel, to U.S. policy forefront.
However, the scope of organized crime from China extends far beyond global drug trafficking and money laundering. Internationally, Chinese criminal groups engage in poaching and wildlife trafficking, cybercrime, and elaborate fraud and scams, also featuring people trafficking and enslavement. Long experienced in illegally bringing people to the United States and Canada, criminal networks from China have intensified activities at the U.S.-Mexico border.
Chinese fishing vessels, often illegally devastating protected marine areas and other countries’ exclusive economic zones, can facilitate drug trafficking and serve as the Chinese government’s maritime militia proxies in extraterritorial claims and military confrontations. They can also augment Chinese espionage around the world.
Impact---Democracy---1NC 
No democracy impact.
Chiba ’21 [Daina and Erik Gartzke; February 19; Associate Professor of Political Science in the Department of Government and Public Administration at the University of Macau, Ph.D in Political Science from Rice University, LL.M in Jurisprudence and International Relations from Hitotsubashi University; Professor of Political Science at the University of California, San Diego, PhD in Political Science from the University of Iowa; Office of Naval Research, “Make Two Democracies and Call Me in the Morning: Endogenous Regime Type and the Democratic Peace,” p. 1-44]
The democratic peace—the observation that democracies are less likely to fight each other than are other pairings of states—is one of the most widely acknowledged empirical regularities in international relations. Prominent scholars have even characterized the relationship as an empirical law (Levy 1988; Gleditsch 1992). The discovery of a special peace in liberal dyads stimulated enormous scholarly debate and led to, or reinforced, a number of policy initiatives by various governments and international organizations. Although a broad consensus has emerged among researchers regarding the empirical correlation between joint democracy and peace, disagreement remains as to its logical foundations. Numerous theories have been proposed to account for how democracy produces peace, if only dyadically (e.g., Russett 1993; Rummel 1996; Doyle 1997; Schultz 2001).
At the same time, peace appears likely to foster or maintain democracy (Thompson 1996; James, Solberg, andWolfson 1999). A vast swath of research in political science and economics proposes explanations for the origins of liberal government involving variables such as economic development (Lipset 1959; Burkhart and Lewis-Beck 1994; Przeworski et al. 2000; Acemoglu and Robinson 2006; Epstein et al. 2006) and inequality (Boix 2003), political interests (Downs 1957; Bueno de Mesquita et al. 2003), power hierarchies (Moore 1966; Lake 2009), third party inducements (Pevehouse 2005) or impositions (Peceny 1995; Meernik 1996), geography (Gleditsch 2002b), and natural resource endowments (Ross 2001), to list just a few examples. Each of these putative causes of democracy is also associated with various explanations for international conflict. Indeed, some as yet poorly defined set of canonical factors may contribute both to democracy and to peace, making it look as if the two variables are directly related, even if possibly they are not.
We seek to contribute to this literature, not by proposing yet another theory to explain how democracy vanquishes war, but by estimating the causal effect of joint democracy on the probability of militarized disputes using a quasi-experimental research design. We begin by noting that some of the common causes of democracy and peace may be unobservable, generating an endogenous relationship between the two. Theories of democracy and explanations for peace are at a formative state; it is not possible to utilize detailed, validated and widely accepted models of each of these processes to assess their interaction. Indeed, to a remarkable degree democracy and peace each remain poorly understood and weakly accounted for empirically, despite their central roles in international politics. We address the risk of spurious correlation by applying an instrumental variables approach. Having taken into account possible endogeneity between democracy and peace, we find that joint democracy does not have an independent pacifying effect on interstate conflict. Instead, our findings show that democratic countries are more likely to attack other democracies than are non-democracies. Our results call into question the large body of theory that has been proposed to account for the apparent pacifism of democratic dyads.
Impact---Democracy---2NC 
Democracies are aggressive---this is true in all scenarios, including against other democracies.
Chiba ’21 [Daina and Erik Gartzke; February 19; Associate Professor of Political Science in the Department of Government and Public Administration at the University of Macau, Ph.D in Political Science from Rice University, LL.M in Jurisprudence and International Relations from Hitotsubashi University; Professor of Political Science at the University of California, San Diego, PhD in Political Science from the University of Iowa; Office of Naval Research, “Make Two Democracies and Call Me in the Morning: Endogenous Regime Type and the Democratic Peace,” p. 1-44]
We now turn to the results from the outcome stage, where militarized conflict initiation is regressed on democracy measures and other covariates. The univariate clog-log model 32 that ignores the endogeneity, shown in column (1) in Table 1, successfully replicates the standard, dyadic democratic peace finding that democracies are peaceful, though only toward other democracies. Note that, while individual democracy measures have either a positive or insignificant coefficient, joint democracy has a negative coefficient that overwhelms the positive coefficients of individual democracy measures in the univariate model. As a result, the univariate model produces a result that, while democracy may increase conflict against a non-democracy, it decreases conflict against a democracy.
To illustrate this, we calculate the average treatment effect of joint democracy for the challenger and for the target based on the univariate model. These effects are calculated by comparing the predicted probabilities of conflict initiation when changing the regime type of self (challenger or target) from non-democracy to democracy, holding constant the regime type of the other (target or challenger) as democracy. 33 Gray, hollow circles in Figure 4 show the treatment effects of challenger’s and target’s democracy. We can see that both effects are negative and statistically significant at the 95% confidence level.
Once we correct the endogeneity, however, the data no longer support such conclusions. In column (2) in Table 1, the negative coefficient for joint democracy no longer overwhelms the positive coefficient of challenger’s democracy. Challenger’s democracy now appears to increase conflict even against a democratic target. Red, solid circles in Figure 4 show the average treatment effects of challenger’s and target’s democracy, calculated from the trivariate model. The effect is positive and statistically significant for challenger’s democracy, although the effect is indistinguishable from zero for target’s democracy.
Whether we correct for endogeneity thus makes a significant difference in our estimates of the effect of joint democracy on conflict. The key to understanding why these changes occur lies in the estimated correlations between the error terms for different equations. The estimated error correlation between equations for conflict and challenger’s democracy, 12, is negative and statistically significant. This suggests that unobservable or unmeasured determinants of a country’s democracy make it less likely for that country to attack another country. A failure to control for such factors would generate a negative omitted variable bias, making it look as if challenger’s democracy has a pacifying effect on conflict behavior. On the other hand, the estimated error correlation between conflict and target’s democracy equations, 13, is indistinguishable from zero, suggesting that the endogeneity problem does not seem to operate for target’s regime type.
Democratic peace theory is cherry-picked, and dyadic between two democracies at best.
Renske Doorenspleet 19, Political Science and International Studies Professor at Warwick University, “Democracy and Interstate War,” Chapter 3 of Rethinking the Value of Democracy: A Comparative Perspective, Stras
This finding or ‘law’ has not only been recognized by scholars of international relations, but also found its way outside academia and has influenced foreign policies to promote peace and democracy, most prominently since the 1990s. However, my book will not draw conclusions based on ‘cherry-picking’ of specific studies showing how peaceful democracies are, but on a systematic overview of studies in this field. Therefore, this book relies on my own database with hundreds of different studies, which are relevant for each chapter; the articles had to engage directly with the chapter’s main research question. The next section will provide more detailed information around the selection criteria. This overview includes both highly cited and recent articles which were selected in a systematic way.
Based on analyses of statistical studies around this topic of democracy and war, it will become clear that the overall statistical support for the democratic peace hypothesis is not strong at all. In the rest of the chapter, I will spell out four reasons why democracy does not cause peace, and why the empirical support for the popular idea of democratic peace is quite weak: (1) most studies do not find a strong correlation between democracy and interstate war at the dyadic level, and they show that there are other—more powerful—explanations for war and peace, or even that the impact of democracy is a spurious one, (2) the theoretical foundation of the democratic peace hypothesis is weak, and the causal mechanisms are unclear, (3) democracies are not necessarily more peaceful in general, and the evidence for the democratic peace hypothesis at the monadic level is inconclusive, and (4) the process of democratization is dangerous and living in a democratizing country means living in a less peaceful country.
In my view, it is difficult—if not impossible—to support the democratic peace hypothesis without any reservations. The key caveats should not be ignored and certainly deserve more attention before we can confidently argue that democracies are more peaceful than other types of political systems. Please notice that I can already reveal that the assumed link between democracy and intrastate war is problematic as well, but this topic will be at the core of the next chapter (Chapter 4).
Selection of Articles: Democracy and War
The instrumental value of democracy cannot convincingly be found in democracy’s expected bond with peace. I have come to this conclusion on the basis of an analysis of statistical studies, which will be discussed in the rest of this chapter. So how did I select the articles for my database?4
For this chapter and Chapter 4, I selected the articles that focused on war and democracy. Using the online database Web of Science (formerly known as Web of Knowledge), I identified a total of almost 8000 articles published in the sampled journals until the end of 2015. I identifed them by entering ‘democr*’ in the basic search field; this asterisk (*)-based ‘wildcard’ allows searching for terms including ‘democratic’, ‘democracy’, and ‘democratization’ (in both British and American spellings) simultaneously, in the title, abstract and/or the keywords. As a next step, I excluded articles in which ‘democracy’ is used as synonym for state (e.g. analysis of the relationship between immigration policies and unemployment in European democracies) or a specific political party or movement (e.g. the ‘Democrats’ in the USA, or Uganda’s People’s Democratic Army) or a specifc country (e.g. the Democratic Republic of Congo). In addition, I identified them by entering ‘war*’ in the basic search feld. The words democracy (democr*) and war (war*) need to be mentioned in title and/or abstract—and I also checked for equivalents of ‘war’ like ‘conflict’ and ‘dispute’ and ‘no peace’.5
As it is not feasible to analyse thousands of articles, it is necessary to take a next step in the selection process. I decided to select these articles, which will be part of the database for the third and fourth chapter, in three different ways. The first method is to choose the articles with the most citations. So, for example, in Chapter 3, the articles which are cited more than a hundred times are included in this first list. The article by Beck et al. (1998) has been cited more than 951 times, and as a consequence, this article is part of the database. But also articles with a much lower number of citations (such as Barbieri 1996, with 179 citations) are included in my analyses.
The second method is simply to include the most recent articles published in the past five years, so since beginning 2011 until end 2015. The most recent articles can easily be overlooked by applying the first method of most quoted articles. In my view, however, they still need to be included as they present the most recent findings and engage with the recent and innovative debates, which cannot be ignored in this book. For example, recent studies on democracy and interstate war (Chapter 3) have paid more attention to the mechanisms (see, e.g., Zeigler et al. 2014), and there is a growing attention for the impact of political institutions in recent studies on democracy and intrastate war (Chapter 4; see, e.g., Walter 2015). Those recent findings cannot be ignored in any systematic analysis of statistical studies on this theme.
The third method is the most subjective approach of selecting articles, as it is based on the ‘snowballing method’. So it includes articles which have not been selected by the first and second methods, but which have been quoted extensively and regularly by the previously selected articles. For example, the article by Bethany Lacina (2006) cannot be selected based on having high citations (the first method) and it cannot be included based on being a recent publication (the second method), but it has been mentioned by key studies and hence surfaces via the snowballing method (a third method). This article is important as it clearly distinguishes the determinants of conflict severity from those for conflict onset, and those determinants seem to be quite different, which is crucial information for Chapter 4.
In this way, my study presents and assesses the findings based on a big pool of statistical studies in the published literature. Based on this assessment, I will be able to draw clearer conclusions concerning the significance of the effects of democracy on interstate war (this chapter) and intrastate war (the next chapter). The Appendix shows more detailed information of the selected articles.
The Democratic Peace Hypothesis, Its Roots and Supporters
The democratic peace hypothesis6 states that democracies never or seldom go to war with one another. Where is this powerful idea of ‘democratic peace’ coming from? Before discussing the main findings of the statistical articles and before describing the four caveats of the ‘democratic peace paradigm’, we need to know a bit more around the background and the roots of this idea.
Immanuel Kant’s 1795 essay Perpetual Peace has often been mentioned as the foundation for this hypothesis. Kant believed peace was difficult to achieve, since ‘the natural state is one of war’ (Kant 1795: 10). A state of peace must therefore be established for—in his view—it is certain that hostilities will be committed and people need to be protected from each other. In such a world, each may treat his neighbour, from whom he demands security, as an enemy. In a dictatorship where ‘the subjects are not citizens, a declaration of war is the easiest thing in the world to decide upon, because war does not require of the ruler, who is the proprietor and not a member of the state, the least sacrifice of the pleasures of his table, the chase, his country houses, his court functions, and the like. He may, therefore, resolve on war as on a pleasure party for the most trivial reasons, and with perfect indifference leave the justification which decency requires to the diplomatic corps who are ever ready to provide it’ (Kant 1795: 13).
In contrast, the situation is different in constitutional republics, according to Kant. He argued that the majority of the people in republics would never vote to go to war, except for pure self-defence. Therefore, a world with only republics would be peaceful, since there would be no aggressors. The republican constitution, which requires the consent of the citizens to start a war, gives the positive prospect of perpetual peace.
It is important to note that the ideas of Kant on the one hand and the modern democratic peace scholars on the other hand are not completely similar. For example, Kant talked about republics instead of democratic states as the ideal states to achieve peace. He defined republican states as states with representative governments, in which the legislature is separated from the executive. Not surprisingly—considering the epoch in which he lived—Kant did not include universal suffrage in his definition, which is now seen as an essential dimension of democracy, even of the most minimalist types of democracy (Dahl 1971; see also Chapter 2). Moreover, Kant argued that republics will be at peace in general, which means that such political systems are expected to be not only in peace with each other, but also with other non-republican systems. Nowadays, only few scholars would support this approach of a ‘monadic democratic peace’. As will become clear at the end of this chapter, there is not much evidence for the idea that democracies are more peaceful in general.
Since the 1960s, most statistical studies have not focused on the ‘monadic democratic peace hypothesis’ but on testing the ‘dyadic democratic peace hypothesis’. This dyadic hypothesis states that it is less likely that democracies fight with each other, compared to other ‘dyads’ or other pairs of different types of political systems. The sociologist Dean Babst was the first scholar who started to build on Kant’s old idea in the ‘dyadic’ way, and decided to test it in statistical studies (Babst 1964, 1972). He concluded that ‘no wars have been fought between independent nations with elective governments between 1789 and 1941’ (Babst 1972: 55). His study was not published in one of the journals in the field of international relations, but in a sociological journal and later in Industrial Research. Therefore, it was not read by international relations scholars, and initially, it did not get the attention it deserved in the field of international politics.
Babst’s work was, for example, not cited by Melvin Small and J. David Singer (1976), and their fndings seemed to contradict Babst’s study. However, Small and Singer did not compare the rates of war proneness for democracies and dictatorships, but instead they focused on the question whether wars involving democratic states have historically been significantly different in length or in degree of violence compared to wars involving only dictatorships. For length and degree of violence during the wars, they did not find a difference between democracies and dictatorships, so they concluded that types of political systems did not matter.7 A few years later, Rudolph J. Rummel did cite Babst’s work and replicated Babst’s idea in statistical tests, which were described in the fourth book of his five-volume Understanding Confict and War (1975– 1981). He found clear support for his eleventh (of the 33) propositions about causes and conditions of conflict, which stated that ‘Libertarian systems mutually preclude violence’ (Rummel 1979: 279).
Eventually, those innovative studies from the 1970s helped to evoke the interest in the democratic peace proposition, and in the expected peaceful nature of relationships among democratic states. Since the 1980s, the number of quantitative studies has increased considerably, accumulating into an impressive field of research in international relations with its own ‘empirical law’ of democratic peace (Levy 1989: 270; see also Ray 1998).
This democratic peace hypothesis has not only received support from political scientists, but also from politicians and policy makers. Particularly since 1993, the idea of a democratic peace has inspired American foreign policies aimed at the promotion of peace and democracy. As the 42nd president of the USA (1993–2001), Bill Clinton was the first politician who explicitly bridged the gap between these findings in international relations on the one hand, and his foreign policy strategy on the other hand, at least rhetorically. Anthony Lake, who was Clinton’s National Security Adviser, stated in 1993 that in order to cope with America’s foreign policy challenges, the expansion of democratic states around the world would be essential because ‘it protects our [U.S.] interests and security’ (see Henderson 2002: 20). In his 1994 State of the Union, Clinton declared that ‘Ultimately, the best strategy to ensure our security and to build a durable peace is to support the advance of democracy elsewhere. Democracies don’t attack each other’.8 Findings from research in the field of international relations seemed to have a direct impact on policy making, and this move of the Clinton administration can be seen as ‘a textbook case of arbitrage between the ivory tower and the real world’ (Gowa 1999: 109).
Clinton’s successor, George W. Bush, went one big step further in his faith that democratic peace holds. He argued that efforts to turn Iraq into a democratic country would have positive effects on Iraqi’s neighbours. The authoritarian regimes in the region would fall as domino stones and follow the Iraqi example. They would start democratizing as soon as they could, which would then result in achieving a peaceful and stable the Middle East. The real motives for attacking Iraq may have been different, but ‘regime change’ was at the heart of Washington’s rhetoric when the USA started to bomb Baghdad in March 2003. The rhetoric of the Bush administration focused on toppling Saddam Hussein’s regime, and replacing the entire underlying dictatorial system with a democracy.
Moreover, George W. Bush used the democratic peace idea to justify the war in Iraq, declaring, ‘The reason why I’m so strong on democracy is democracies don’t go to war with each other…I’ve got great faith in democracies to promote peace. And that’s why I’m such a strong believer that the way forward in the Middle East, the broader Middle East, is to promote democracy’.9 In 2004, the 43rd President of the USA said: ‘If you think you can have peace without democracy – again - I think you’ll find that - I can only speak for myself, that I will be extremely doubtful that it will ever happen’.10 In his second inaugural address, he stated that ‘the survival of liberty in our land increasingly depends on the success of liberty in other lands. The best hope for peace in our world is the expansion of freedom in all the world’.
Again, these are just words from speeches and can hence be seen as rhetoric to defend military intervention (cf. Jervis 2003; Kaufmann 2004; Daalder and Lindsay 2005; Owen 2005; Lieberfeld 2005; Schmidt and Williams 2008). Still, in the end, politicians have rationalized their political decisions based on one of the most powerful ideas taken from studies in the field of international relations, clearly showing the influence of this academic idea in political practice.
Hence, the field of international relations seems to have its own law: democracies rarely fight with each other. It cannot be denied that the evidence supporting the democratic peace proposition is quite diverse in character (see Ray 1998): the evidence has been epistemological (Rummel 1975), philosophical (Doyle 1986), formal (Bueno de Mesquita and Lalman 1992), historical (Weart 1994; Ray 1995; Owen 1994), experimental (Mintz and Geva 1993), anthropological (Ember et al. 1992; Crawford 1994), psychological (Kegley and Hermann 1995), economic (Brawley 1993; Weede 1996) and political (Gaubatz 1991). Still, there have been numerous critical studies (see, i.e., Hayes 2011), and the general picture is unclear. We do not yet know much about the overall findings from statistical studies.
So far, it seems as if some quantitative studies—mainly within the field of international relations—have found strong and robust evidence which supports the ‘democratic peace hypothesis’. Those studies show that democracy has had a positive influence on international peace (see, i.e., Rummel 1979; Ray and Russett 1996). In this sense, the idea of a democratic peace seems to be confirmed. Political scientists such as James Lee Ray are passionate supporters: ‘No scientific evidence is entirely definitive’ but ‘based on all the empirical evidence so far’ the more defensible of the two possible definitive answers to the question “Does democracy cause peace?” is “Yes” (Ray 1998: 43). However, based on my own analyses of the empirical studies with statistical evidence, I cannot be as enthusiastic as those scholars; to the contrary, I whole-heartily disagree with them, as a more systematic analysis of the articles shows that there are four important weaknesses, which seriously undermines the idea that peace is one of democracy’s instrumental values.
Caveat 1: It’s Not (Just) Democracy
While analysing the selected articles, the first remarkable finding is that only a relatively small number of studies have actually tested the democratic peace hypothesis. Most of the studies have focused on the mechanisms (see next section, caveat 2), and hence seem to assume that there is a correlation between democracy and war. In this way, the majority of the studies—often unintentionally—reinforce the idea that democratic peace actually exists without testing this proposition. However, none of the studies that directly test the democratic peace hypothesis found strong evidence that democracy is the most important factor when explaining interstate war. All democratic peace studies have controlled for many possible alternative causes of the peace, such as economic development and growth, geographic distance and contiguity, power status, alliance ties, militarization and political stability. The findings show that it is not just democracy which explains war, not at all. Within this group of studies, which explicitly test the democratic peace hypothesis, four different types of findings can be detected. I will discuss those results more in-depth in the rest of this section.
First Result: There Is Correlation, but Other Explanations Are Significant Too
The first subgroup consists of scholars who stress the importance of democratic peace, despite the fact their own analyses have shown that other factors are statistically significant as well (Maoz and Russett 1993; Rousseau et al. 1996; Gleditsch and Hegre 1997; Beck et al. 1998; Ray 2013). For example, some studies (e.g. Rousseau et al. 1996) included alternative independent variables in order to test realist arguments. They tested whether the distribution of power determines decisions to use force, and measures each state’s military capabilities relative to its opponent. A state’s military capability is the average of three elements: number of troops, military expenditures and military expenditures per soldier. They found that this realist variable was strong, positive and statistically significant at the 0.001 level in their analyses (see, e.g., Rousseau et al. 1996: 522, Table 2). However, not only a state’s military capabilities appeared to be an important explanation for peace. In addition, wealth, growth, alliances and contiguity played a crucial role when explaining interstate war (see, e.g., Maoz and Russett 1993: 632, Table 1).11 Moreover, when other factors are included, the impact of democracy on the likelihood of international crises is even spurious (Maoz and Russett 1993: 632; Henderson 2002: 141, see also p. 3).12 Still, scholars in this group keep defending the democratic peace idea, despite the fact that their own analyses showed the significance of alternative explanations.
Second Result: Initially There Is Correlation, but the Impact of Democracy Is Spurious When Other Explanatory Factors Are Included in the Models
The second subgroup of scholars is far more radical. Based on their own analyses, this group concludes that the democratic peace link is a spurious one (Weede 1984, 1996; Barbieri 1996; Mousseau 2013; Gartzke and Weisiger 2014).13 Typically, efforts to demonstrate the spuriousness of the statistical democratic peace pointed to other factors that, when accounted for ‘properly’, eliminated or dramatically reduced the statistical significance of shared democracy. Hence, the studies in this second group did not find strong evidence for the democratic peace hypothesis anymore, once other explanatory factors were included in the models.14
One of the most convincing alternative explanations of peace between countries is that there is no democratic peace, but a capitalist peace instead. The settlement in Germany and Japan succeeded because of the establishment of capitalist peace. Because of economic support by the Americans, who encouraged free trade and offered trade opportunities in practice as well, the poorer economies in Europe and Japan would gain economically, resulting in ‘economic growth, prosperity, and, ultimately, free trade among most of the more technologically advanced economies’ (Rasler and Thompson 2005: 232). By establishing and expanding free trade, the incentives for war would quickly decrease among trading states, according to this approach. To prevent new interstate wars after World War II, the capitalist peace was a far more important factor than the American promotion of democracy and its political institutions.
The capitalist peace, or capitalist peace theory, also states that economic development accounts for both democracy and the peace among democratic nations. Economic development is a key factor to explain democracy (Lipset 1959; see also Hegre 2003; Weede 2004).15 Moreover, economic development also plays a role when explaining peace, and the presence of market-oriented economies in countries have a positive impact on both democracy in those countries and peace between them (Mousseau 2000, 2002, 2003, 2005, 2013; see also Hegre 2014). Democratic peace only exists when both democracies have high levels of economic development, when economic development is well above the global median.
In fact, the poorest 21% of the democracies studied, and the poorest 4–5% of current democracies, are significantly more likely than other kinds of political systems to fight each other (see, e.g., Mousseau 2005). Moreover, if at least one of the democracies involved has a very low level of economic development, then democracy cannot prevent war.16 Still, there is a pacifying effect of free trade and economic interdependence, which is more important than the effect of democracy, because the former affects peace both directly and indirectly, by producing economic development and ultimately, democracy (see Weede 2004).17
Capitalist peace is not the only alternative explanation. Shared interests in general, and political similarities in specific, can also be seen as an important second alternative explanation for war and peace between countries (Farber and Gowa 1995, 1997; Gartzke 2007; Gowa 1999; Henderson 2002). Democracies are not peaceful to each other because they are democratic, but rather because they are similar. So the difference of the scores of both countries also contributes to the conflict proneness of the dyad. If the difference in levels of democracy is big, then the chance of conflict is higher (cf. Oneal and Russett 1997: 281–282).
Many researchers have conflated both the conflict-dampening impact of joined democracy and the confict-exacerbating impact of political distance in the variables focusing on political systems, but as Errol A. Henderson (2002: 32) convincingly argued: ‘Fusing these two contrasting attributes in a single variable makes it difficult to distinguish between the competing processes’. Therefore, it is better to include an additional variable of ‘political dissimilarity’ in the model. Henderson (2002) was one of the first scholars who included this variable and measured it by taking the absolute value of the difference between the two states’ scores. His main variables were not only political similarity, but also geographic distance and economic interdependence, and he concluded that democratic peace is a statistical artefact which disappears when those other variables are taken into account. Political similarity clearly has a pacifying effect18 (see Werner 2000; Henderson 2002; Beck et al. 2004), and it is not democracy per se which is the decisive factor.19
Hence, the benefits of trade and trade interdependence are essential explanations, while democracy is spurious or at least subordinate (see also Rosecrance 1986; Weede 1984, 1996; Hegre 2000, 2014; Jervis 2002; Souva 2003; Rasler and Thompson 2005: 235; Mousseau 2000, 2002, 2003, 2005). Based on those studies, it is safe to conclude that democracy, on its own, is an unlikely cause of the democratic peace.
Third Result: There Is Correlation, but Other Explanations Are Much Stronger
This same point that democracy is just one of the explanations for peace (and not even a very important one) is also at the core of studies in the third subgroup. Scholars of this group keep arguing that there is support for the democratic peace hypothesis, and that the link is not spurious. In this sense, they are less radical than the second group of scholars, as they do not completely reject the value of democracy for peace. On the other hand, their own analyses have clearly shown that alternative factors—hence other factors than democracy or type of political system— are not only statistically significant but also more important when trying to explain interstate war (Bremer 1992; Gelpi 1997; Oneal and Russett 1999a, b; Reiter and Stam 2002; Peterson 2013; Caselli et al. 2015).
Theoretical arguments and empirical evidence suggest that democracy is not the most important factor, while war is more likely to occur between states that are geographically proximate, approximately equal in power, major powers, allied, economically advanced and highly militarized than between those that are not. Bivariate analyses of these factors in relation to the onset of interstate war over all pairs of states in the period from 1816 to 1965 have generally supported these associations. However, multivariate analyses revealed some differences. Stuart Bremer (1992), for example, showed that some factors are far more important than others. The existence of a dangerous, war-prone dyad can be best explained by the presence of contiguity, the absence of an alliance and the absence of more advanced economy. The absence of democratic polity and other factors (absence of overwhelming preponderance, and presence of major power) are less powerful. Overall, these findings suggest that our research priorities may be seriously distorted and that we should not focus too much on the perceived positive impact of democracy, but on other factors (such as alliances and economic factors) instead.
Fourth Result: There Is Correlation, but Only Under Certain Specific Conditions
The final subgroup of scholars argues that we cannot unconditionally accept the idea that democratic peace exists in general, so always and everywhere. Their statistical studies clearly showed that support for this hypothesis heavily depends on other factors. The chance of democratic peace depends not just on the specific historical period (Cold War or not; Gibler and Sarkees 2004; Siverson and Emmons 1991; Weede 1984), but also the stage of the conflict (beginning, duration or severity; see Bremer 1993; Bennett and Stam 1996; Reed 2000), and on the neighbourhood instability (extent of confict in the region; see Gibler and Braithwaite 2013; Gibler and Miller 2013). Despite the differences between the studies, there is one common finding in all studies: when explaining interstate war, we cannot just rely on the impact of democracy, as it is too much dependent on other factors.
Several scholars found strong evidence for the idea that democratic peace exists, but only during some specific historical periods. Based on this evidence, they concluded that democratic peace is simply a statistical artefact of the Cold War. For example, Henry Farber and Joanne Gowa (1995) found statistical support for the idea that peace between democracies is an artefact of the Cold War, when the threat from the communist states forced democracies to ally with one another (see also Mearsheimer 1990). Sebastian Rosato (2003) also argued that most of the significant evidence for democratic peace has been observed after World War II; and that it has happened within a broad alliance, which can be identified with NATO and its satellite nations, imposed and maintained by American dominance.
Since the Second World War, war has become a very costly affair. Scholars discovered that only a handful of states are ‘capable of engaging in major power warfare. That process of elimination has not yet extinguished the possibility of major power warfare, but it has lowered its probability immensely’ (Rasler and Thompson 2005: 219). The chance to achieve something in a war is low in general, and even lower in a bipolar world with two big power players risking high nuclear war costs (Jervis 2002). While war became more costly, trade became less costly; as a consequence, the war/trade costs increased during the Cold War (Rosecrance 1986; see also Jervis 2002). In such a world, war and conflict have become less attractive, while trade and cooperation have become more appealing (Rasler and Thompson 2005: 219). Hence, more states decided to adopt trading strategies in order to prevent confict and war as much as possible. In the end, democracy was part of the story, but only a very small part with a subordinated role next to the power dynamics during the Cold War, the costs of warfare and the benefits of trade.
Some scholars found evidence that the democratic peace still exists in the post-Cold War period (Park 2013) which weakens this argument. However, most analyses showed that dyadic dispute rates have converged after the Cold War (see, e.g., Gowa 2011). Moreover, jointly democratic dyads are likely to be allied only after 1945 (see Gibler and Sarkees 2004); during the 1816–1944 time period, there is even a negative relationship between democratic dyads and alliance formation.20 These findings cast serious doubts on the idea of a general existence of democratic peace.
Not only the historical period, but also the stage of the conflict is crucial. Some scholars in this group provided evidence that democratic peace is not universal, but that it depends on the stage and whether we focus on the beginning, duration or severity of the conflict. Although joint democracy has some pacifying effects on the onset of conflict, the results suggest that they are unrelated to the escalation of disputes to war (see Reed 2000). Moreover, democratic peace is dependent on the neighbourhood instability. Democracies often have few territorial issues over which to contend, as they tend to be part of a stable region. Democracies only seldom have territorial disputes with their neighbours, and therefore they can more easily choose favourable conflicts to escalate. The type of political system does not predict conflict selection or victory once controls are added for issue salience (Gibler and Miller 2013; see also Park and James 2015). There is an interaction between joint democracy and regional instability, which confirms the idea that the effects of type of political system on continued conflict apply mostly to dyads in peaceful regions (Gibler and Braithwaite 2013; see also Park and James 2015). Very democratic countries might even become more aggressive and faster than other political systems, once the region becomes more hostile (see, e.g., Baliga et al. 2011).
The General Lesson from the Results in a Nutshell (Caveat 1)
In short, regardless of the differences between the statistical studies on democratic peace, all findings have indicated that other explanations are important as well. It is clear that democracy is just one of the explanations, and certainly not the most important one,21 sometimes even spurious and often heavily dependent on other factors. It is not (just) democracy to be preoccupied with, when trying to prevent war between countries (Table 3.1).
Caveat 2: What Are the Causal Mechanisms?
Most of the statistical studies on democratic peace seem to assume that there is a correlation between democracy and war; based on this assumption, they then decide to focus on the mechanisms. This is problematic as none of the democratic peace studies found strong evidence that democracy is the most important factor when explaining interstate war (see the previous section). As a consequence, the next step of looking for mechanisms is quite irrelevant and not necessary in my view, but most studies nevertheless argue that the field lacks strong theoretical foundations and robust empirical evidence that can reveal convincing causal mechanisms.22 Those studies seem to accept the correlation between dyadic democracy and peace, and then start questioning whether democracy really causes peace before investigating potential mechanisms.
Table 3.1 Statistical studies on democracy and interstate war (dyadic level)
	Caveat 1: It’s Not (Just) Democracy 
	Studies

	‘It’s just democracy; democracy is most important explanation for peace between countries’
	No studies found

	‘There is correlation, but other explanations are significant too’
	Beck et al. (1998), Gleditsch and Hegre (1997), Maoz and Russett (1993), Ray (2013), and Rousseau et al. (1996)

	‘Initially there is correlation, but the impact of democracy is spurious when other explanatory factors are included in the models’
	Barbieri (1996), Beck et al. (2004), Farber and Gowa (1997), Gartzke (2007), Gartzke and Weisiger (2014), Gowa (1999), Hegre (2000, 2003, 2014, Jervis (2002), Mousseau (2000, 2002, 2003, 2005, 2013), Oneal and Russett (1997), Rasler and Thompson (2005), Rosecrance (1986), Souva (2003), Weede (1984, 2004), and Werner (2000)

	‘There is correlation, but other explanations are much stronger’
	Bremer (1992), Caselli et al. (2015), Gelpi (1997), Oneal and Russett (1999a, b), and Peterson (2013)

	‘There is correlation, but only under certain specific conditions’
	Baliga et al. (2011), Bremer (1993), Bennett and Stam (1996), Farber and Gowa (1995), Gibler and Braithwaite (2013), Gibler and Miller (2013), Gibler and Sarkees (2004), Gowa (2011), Jervis (2002), Mearsheimer (1990), Park (2013), Park and James (2015), Rasler and Thompson (2005), Reed (2000), Rosato (2003), Rosecrance (1986), Gibler and Sarkees (2004), Siverson and Emmons (1991), and Weede (1984)


The ‘cooperation’ impact is also wrong.
Paola ’18 [Marcello and Dale Jamieson; Winter 2018; Postdoctoral Researcher in Philosophy at the University of Vienna and Research and Teaching Fellow at LUISS University; Professor of Environmental Studies and Philosophy, Affiliated Professor of Law, and Affiliated Professor of Medical Ethics at New York University; University of Miami Law Review, “Climate Change and the Challenges to Democracy,” vol. 72]
B. Democracy and Representation
Democratically elected governments have been largely ineffective in addressing climate change, as well as a host of other global problems and their domestic implications. 38 These include (to varying degrees in different countries) pollution and biodiversity loss, nuclear waste management, nuclear proliferation, cyber-(in)security, financial insecurity, business flight, growing wealth inequality, public debt management, migration, intercultural integration, and terrorist radicalization. The supranational institutions that these governments have created and supported, like the United Nations and the European Union, have not been particularly successful in addressing these issues either. 39
In many democratic countries, citizens are not only frustrated with the relatively poor performances of their governments, but also increasingly resentful of institutions and procedures that they perceive as inaccessible, arcane, dominated by partisan interests, crowded with rent-seekers, and generally detached and unresponsive to their needs and interests. 40
A democratic deficit in many self-declared democracies has vividly been put on display in cases in which majority preferences have failed to be translated into policy. For example, in the United States, for at least the last twenty-five years, most Americans have favored stricter gun control laws, yet gun control laws have consistently been weakened. 41 In Italy, the outcomes of many popular referenda, including those regarding the introduction of legal liability for magistrates (1985, 80.2% in favor) and the abolition of public funding for political parties (1993, 90% in favor), have been ignored either flatly or through artful reformulation of existing legislation. 42
Impact---China Slow Growth---1NC 
No diversion. Crackdowns solve.
Taylor Fravel 23. Arthur and Ruth Sloan Professor of Political Science and Director of the Security Studies Program at the Massachusetts Institute of Technology and a Visiting Scholar at the Fairbank Center for Chinese Studies at Harvard University. 9-15-2023. "The Myth of Chinese Diversionary War." Foreign Affairs. https://www.foreignaffairs.com/china/myth-chinese-diversionary-war. ---ML
PLENTY OF OPPORTUNITY
Since 1949, China has frequently suffered from significant ethnic and political unrest and economic shocks. But virtually no leaders have started crises or wars to distract the Chinese public—even when they should have been quite likely to do so according to the logic of diversionary war.
In 1958, Mao Zedong created an economic disaster when he sought to rapidly industrialize the country during the Great Leap Forward. Tens of millions of Chinese people starved to death while the economy collapsed. Around the same time, revolts rocked the Tibetan areas of China and the Dalai Lama fled to India. Yet despite such upheaval, Chinese leaders did not initiate conflict to divert attention and increase unity but instead stabilized relations with neighboring countries. In 1960, Beijing signed mutual nonaggression treaties with several neighbors and a defense pact with North Korea. From 1960 to 1963, China settled some of its disputed boundaries in treaties with six states, compromising over contested land. It even offered a “package deal,” or swap of territorial claims, to India in April 1960 to resolve their territorial dispute. Although China attacked India in 1962 over the disputed border, diversionary motives played no role in Beijing’s decision-making. China merely wanted to show India its resolve and deter future challenges on the border in a time of internal weakness.
Starting in the mid 1960s, China once again suffered significant unrest during Mao’s Cultural Revolution and the economic contraction it created, potentially motivating Chinese leaders to find ways to distract the public from the unfolding chaos. In 1965, China did dispatch troops to help North Vietnam fight the United States (with troop levels peaking in 1967), but its support for Hanoi began in 1950, far predating China’s domestic unrest. China’s leaders increased their support for Hanoi as a reaction to U.S. escalation in the Vietnam War and as a way to compete with the Soviet Union for clout among socialist states.
During the Tiananmen protests, Beijing attacked Chinese citizens, not foreign powers.
In 1969, China ambushed Soviet forces on the disputed island known as Zhenbao in China and as Damansky in Russia—perhaps the only crisis in modern Chinese history that could count as a diversionary conflict. Some scholars, such as the Chinese Communist Party historian Danhui Li, contend that Mao authorized the ambush to unite the party and end the radical phase of the Cultural Revolution at the Ninth Party Congress in April 1969. But if Mao wanted to divert attention and increase unity through heightened tensions with a foreign adversary, he would have acted a year or two earlier, such as in 1967, when he ordered the military to quell unrest in many provinces. Instead, the growing threat from the Soviet Union probably motivated Mao to attack the island. The Soviet Union had doubled its troops on China’s northern border, the two countries were skirmishing along the Amur and Ussuri Rivers, and in 1968 Moscow intervened in Czechoslovakia, declaring that it had the right to intervene in the internal affairs of other socialist states, a statement with chilling implications for China.
Chinese leaders could have used a diversion in 1989 during the Tiananmen demonstrations, which coincided with a significant slowdown in economic growth. Yet Mao’s successor, Deng Xiaoping, used violence against Chinese citizens, not against foreign powers. Moreover, after the government violently suppressed protesters, China adopted a conciliatory posture abroad to help stabilize the party and society at home. In international affairs, Deng called for China to be “calm, calm, and more calm,” which meant avoiding external conflict—the opposite of diversion. From 1990 to 1992, China normalized relations with many countries from which it had become estranged during the Cold War, including Indonesia, Singapore, South Korea, and Vietnam. China also signed compromise boundary agreements to settle territorial disputes with Laos, Vietnam, and the Soviet Union—again, the opposite of what diversionary logic would predict.
China’s 2015 stock market crash might have been another ideal moment for diversionary action. From June 2015 to February 2016, the Shanghai index dropped by almost 45 percent, creating discontent among retail investors seeking to ride the market’s rise before the bubble burst. Yet China did not initiate a violent crisis in response to these economic shocks but focused internally on stabilizing equity markets and capital flows.
LASHING OUT?
China’s behavior presents a conundrum. Its leaders have encountered strong domestic incentives to engage in diversionary crises or wars but almost never do so. Contrary to diversionary logic, they have often engaged in conciliatory and cooperative behavior abroad when faced with significant unrest at home. The answer lies in China’s Leninist institutions, which penetrate society, and the government’s strong control over its population. The party also shapes public opinion by controlling information through censorship, news directives for the media, and propaganda. All else equal, China is less vulnerable to domestic unrest, especially after 1989, than other authoritarian states.
The government is adept at selectively permitting protests that do not target the party. In the early years of the twenty-first century, local protests over economic issues such as land use steadily grew. A permissive approach toward these kinds of protests likely helped the central government identify poor governance in the provinces. Anti-foreign protests, although infrequent, usually receive tacit permission from the government but seldom last for long.
China’s increasingly sophisticated social surveillance network helps the government stamp out threats to the party. In November 2022, widespread protests erupted in China over the government’s “zero COVID” policy. Although the protests were remarkable, they were also short-lived, lasting only a few days, because police could use cellphone location data to identify and detain participants. Even if discontent with the party grows, China has many tools to quell domestic unrest before the government ever feels compelled to resort to a diversionary conflict.
China’s lack of diversionary behavior also highlights a flaw in the logic of waging a diversionary war. According to such a rationale, leaders looking to boost their popular support should start a conflict with a stronger adversary—because prevailing over a worthy opponent highlights a leader’s acumen—or over a nationalist issue that the public cares greatly about. Yet both are dangerous gambits because if leaders initiate a diversionary crisis or war that fails to produce the desired results, they risk expediting the collapse of their government.
In other words, it is difficult for a leader to find a target that carries minimal risk but can also boost popular support. China could easily start and win a conflict with the Philippines over the disputed Second Thomas Shoal in the South China Sea, where Manila beached a naval vessel in the late 1990s to underscore Philippine sovereignty over the reef. Yet the Chinese public would likely be unimpressed—they would expect China to defeat a much weaker state. And although the Chinese public views Taiwan as a much more salient issue, a conflict over the island would be costly, and the result uncertain. The worst outcome for any Chinese leader would be to try to take the island but fail, which induces caution.
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Costs are too great and empirics disprove lashout.
Larison ’23 [Daniel; September 15; Ph.D. in History from The University of Chicago; Eunomia; “Don't Be Distracted by Alarmism Over a Diversionary War,” https://daniellarison.substack.com/p/dont-be-distracted-by-alarmism-over] 
M. Taylor Fravel contends that the Chinese government isn’t likely to lash out militarily to distract from its domestic problems:
Since 1949, China has frequently suffered from significant ethnic and political unrest and economic shocks. But virtually no leaders have started crises or wars to distract the Chinese public—even when they should have been quite likely to do so according to the logic of diversionary war.
The record shows that the Chinese government hasn’t started diversionary wars despite having had many opportunities to do so. For that matter, the Chinese communist government has rarely initiated large-scale hostilities for any reason in more than seventy years. While it is possible that this could change in the future, it’s not something you would assume to be the most likely course of action.
The idea that China might start a diversionary war is certainly convenient for China hawks now that Chinese economic growth is slowing. Then again, China hawks are nothing if not flexible when it comes to predicting future Chinese government behavior. When the Chinese economy was growing at a fast clip, they warned of impending aggression. Now that it is slowing down, many of them also warn of impending aggression. It’s almost as if they reached their conclusions about what they think the Chinese government is going to do first and then worked backwards.
Diversionary wars can happen, but they are not terribly common. It would be extremely unlikely for any government to initiate a major conflict because it wants to distract its people from domestic problems. For one thing, a major conflict would almost certainly exacerbate their country’s economic and social problems by putting the country under intense strain. Unless the war is a minor campaign against a much weaker state, there is no reason to assume that the war will be either quick or successful. In most cases, it is unlikely that starting a war would benefit the leadership or the regime. Even a successful minor war might not be very useful for the leadership because the stakes are so insignificant.
If the war goes badly, it could lead to much deeper discontent and opposition to the regime. As Fravel says, diversionary wars are “dangerous gambits because if leaders initiate a diversionary crisis or war that fails to produce the desired results, they risk expediting the collapse of their government.” Many governments gamble by starting a war when they feel confident and secure in their position. That gamble may be the result of poor judgment and based on bad information, but it is one that leaders tend to make when they assume they are acting from a position of strength.
Initiating a conflict is always a huge risk, and it frequently fails to pay off for the leader and government that started it. The cost of war is always higher than expected, and the rewards are few and in many cases there are no rewards at all. Given all that, a government would have to be exceptionally foolish to think that it could fix its domestic difficulties by starting a war.
While it seems superficially plausible that a leader can unite a divided and unhappy people by picking a fight with another state, the strains of a major war can break apart a state if there are already deep internal problems. Governments that face significant domestic problems can ill afford gambling on war. When they plunge into a major war anyway, that decision can be fatal.
Fravel notes that the Chinese government has usually responded to internal unrest and economic shocks by becoming less confrontational in its international relations:
China slowdown dampens support for Taiwan war.
Denny Roy 24. Senior Fellow at the East-West Center, PhD in political science from the University of Chicago. "Why China remains unlikely to invade Taiwan." The Interpreter. 4-17-2024. https://www.lowyinstitute.org/the-interpreter/why-china-remains-unlikely-invade-taiwan //yao
Plenty of Americans — including senior military officers, academics, and politicians — think Chinese leader Xi Jinping sees war as the best option. Those making this argument typically say Xi is tired of waiting for unification to happen peacefully, sees a military window of opportunity, or has set a deadline for finishing the job. Some think China’s recent economic problems create an incentive for Beijing to launch a diversionary Taiwan war.
We cannot know Xi’s priorities with certainty. Nevertheless, from what we can observe, an elective war against Taiwan is hardly a compelling proposition for Xi’s government.
Even with China’s massive arsenal of modern warships, combat aircraft and missiles, Beijing is nowhere near the level of superiority that would guarantee a successful invasion given the probability of US and Japanese military resistance. Xi would need to worry about more than ferrying enough forces and their supplies across the Strait through the gauntlet of Taiwanese, US and Japanese ships, missiles, submarines, mines and drones. A cross-Strait war would disrupt regional economic activity, threatening the livelihoods of millions of Chinese. The resulting social turmoil could endanger Xi’s rule.
A Chinese blockade of Taiwan’s ports would be less risky, but would have disadvantages. Taiwan’s government may choose to resist. Beijing’s action would stimulate increased anti-China cooperation around the world; China could expect to suffer sanctions over a long period. And the United States would have ample time to surge forces into the region to assist Taiwan.
Beijing’s attempts to intimidate the US government into abandoning support for Taiwan have failed. Helping Taiwan to defend itself remains bipartisan US policy, even supported by Republican Party politicians who want to stop arming Ukraine. Despite the longstanding US policy of “strategic ambiguity”, President Joe Biden has publicly stated four times that US forces would intervene in Taiwan’s defence.
Xi doesn’t necessarily need to solve the Taiwan problem during his tenure to earn a legacy in Chinese history. Xi has three huge domestic projects. The first is restoring the primacy and authority of the Communist Party, which prior to Xi’s tenure as general secretary had suffered a decline in prestige due to rampant corruption, decentralised governance and the empowerment of civil society. The second is what Xi sees as ideological purification, including cleansing China of “Western” ideas and values. Third, Xi must oversee the transition of China’s economy from reliance on exports and investment in infrastructure to a new model that can maintain robust growth and advance China from a middle-income to a high-income country. Success in these projects would be enough to secure glory for Xi, who already enjoys a section in the Party’s constitution honouring “Xi Jinping Thought.”
A struggling economy does not make Beijing more likely to launch a war. China’s economic malaise appears to have dampened the Chinese public’s enthusiasm for a Taiwan campaign. The natural reaction to a lack of strength at home is to be more cautious in foreign affairs, not more aggressive. Thus, the appearance of serious issues in China’s economy in 2023 led to Xi trying to lower tensions with the United States, and a direct appeal to the business community to invest more in China during Xi’s visit to California last year.
Several US commentators and politicians raised alarm about Xi purportedly “warning” Biden during the California summit that China plans to forcibly seize Taiwan. A more accurate summary of Xi’s remarks would be that he restated the decades-old mantra that unification will happen. He gave no timeline, he said he hoped it would occur by peaceful means, and he denied that his government has a plan to attack Taiwan.
Like any People’s Republic paramount leader, Xi must repeat the promise of eventual unification, build up a military machine that deters independence, insist that the international community adheres to the “one China” principle, and maintain pressure on Taipei to enter negotiations with Beijing. There is no indication that Xi’s position in China is in jeopardy due to a perception he is not tough enough toward Taiwan.
Add-On---BRI---2NC 
BRI has lost all momentum. 
Christina Lu 23, staff writer for Foreign Policy, 2/13/2023, “China’s Belt and Road to Nowhere,” Foreign Policy, https://foreignpolicy.com/2023/02/13/china-belt-and-road-initiative-infrastructure-development-geopolitics/, kav
Nearly a decade after its inception, momentum behind China’s sweeping Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) appears to be slowing as lending slumps and projects stall—forcing Chinese President Xi Jinping to again rethink a floundering initiative that he once hailed as his “project of the century.”
After doling out hundreds of billions of dollars, experts say China’s lending for BRI projects has plummeted, largely a casualty of the COVID-19 pandemic and the country’s own economic slowdown. Support has also waned as partner countries drown in debt and fractures emerge—literally—in projects, fueling uncertainty about the future of the sprawling initiative. In 2022, 60 percent of China’s overseas lending went to borrowers in financial distress, compared to just 5 percent in 2010, said Bradley Parks, the executive director of the AidData research group at the College of William and Mary.
“At its peak, it was really looked at as the centerpiece of China’s economic engagement with the rest of the world,” said Scott Kennedy, an expert in Chinese business and economics at the Center for Strategic and International Studies. Now, he said, it is a “shadow of its former self.”
Xi launched the BRI in 2013 as an ambitious infrastructure development campaign that would span more than 140 countries and export China’s industrial overcapacity, boosting China’s diplomatic clout and enhancing its global influence. Given its sheer scale and scope, many referred to it as China’s version of the Marshall Plan—only bigger and bolder. But Beijing’s vision has also been murky, intensifying scrutiny and controversy over the initiative and the contracts involved.
“No one really knows for sure what Beijing is trying to get out of it,” said Michael Kugelman, the deputy director of the Asia program at the Wilson Center and the writer of Foreign Policy’s South Asia Brief. “That sort of has lent this mystique to it that has led to a significant amount of suspicion, particularly from those governments that worry about China’s rise.”
Instead of a sleek geopolitical campaign, researchers describe the BRI as a decentralized jumble of deals and projects that all loosely fall under the same banner of infrastructure development. Hong Zhang, who researches Chinese public policy at the Harvard Kennedy School, said that the BRI should be seen as a slogan, not a single program. “A lot of things were happening in the name of Belt and Road,” she said, adding: “Beijing has little control over things going on on the ground.”
China’s lending had already slipped before COVID-19 hit, a trend that was accelerated by the pandemic’s fallout and then China’s own economic slowdown. For many countries, taking on Chinese loans also quickly became unsustainable—particularly after Russia’s invasion of Ukraine drove up prices in the global marketplace—stoking backlash against Beijing’s lending habits.
One of the most glaring examples is Sri Lanka, which defaulted on a mountain of debt last year as it grappled with a spiraling economic crisis. But cracks emerged far earlier: After struggling to cough up enough money to Beijing in 2017, it signed over the rights to a strategic port, fueling alarm of the dangers of China’s lending practices. In Pakistan, which owes nearly one-third of its foreign debt to China, protests have erupted around a major port project. And in recent weeks, debt-laden Zambia has been tensely wrangling a restructuring plan with China, its biggest bilateral creditor.
The BRI has “fallen on hard times,” Kugelman said. “I think that many, many countries have realized that they simply don’t have the luxury of an economic structure that can withstand the type of loans that have been coming in from China for so long.”
Some of that can be attributed to the haphazard way in which the BRI was executed. To advance the initiative, many Chinese firms were so focused on administering projects that issues of economic feasibility and risk were not prioritized, said Yun Sun, the director of the China program at the Stimson Center.
“The Chinese did not think through the economic viability of a lot of these loan projects because their priority was [to] glorify BRI, to implement projects to ensure that BRI materializes and is happening all over the world,” she said.
As Sri Lanka buckled under its debt, China officially gave it a two-year debt moratorium in early February—and it’s just one of dozens of countries that have now been offered at least a partial reprieve. In 2020, China delayed debt repayments for 77 nations. But that has also left Chinese lenders swimming in risk, Parks said, leaving Beijing in a precarious economic position.
“They’re in a kind of firefighting mode,” Parks said. “They are frankly ill-equipped for the challenge that they’re up against right now because they don’t have a long history of being an overseas lender in times of crisis.”
Add-On---Latin America---2NC
South America war is unlikely.
Fedirka 16 Allison Fedirka, senior analyst for Geopolitical Futures, previously worked at Stratfor the Latin America regional director, international relations master's degree from the Univeristy of Belgrano. [How South America Has Avoided Interstate War, 2-15-2016, https://geopoliticalfutures.com/how-south-america-has-avoided-interstate-war/]
The 80-year absence of interstate warfare in South America is noteworthy. From the standpoint of modern geopolitics, this is a truly a rare event. Geography discourages most of these countries from forming strong interdependent relationships and also makes it difficult to use key elements of modern warfare. Significant technological advancements in infrastructure, transportation and military hardware would be necessary to overcome these geographic challenges. Given our current model of the Western Hemisphere, this absence of interstate warfare in the region can be expected to continue for the foreseeable future. As a result, domestic issues – drug trafficking, guerrilla groups, disease, natural disasters, etc. – will remain by far the largest security threats to South American nations.

T
Extra T
Extra-T---2NC
Legalization requires taxes and permitting---both of which are outside of “Trademark”	
Mathews 17, writes the Connecting California column for Zócalo Public Square (Joe, “Legal marijuana brings legal burdens,” VC Star, https://www.vcstar.com/story/opinion/columnists/2017/12/09/legal-marijuana-brings-legal-burdens/936628001/) 
California’s transition to legal cannabis contains a mind-bending paradox: Ending prohibitions on marijuana will require newly aggressive law enforcement.
When Jan. 1 rolls around, California will not merely be permitting adults 21 and older to legally buy marijuana for recreational purposes. The state and its cities will be creating a new regime to regulate and tax cannabis.
The stakes are high: Successful cannabis legalization in America’s largest state could help end the devastating drug war in the United States. But if this transition turns messy, the Trump administration, which is devoted both to debasing California and promoting thoughtless “law-and-order” policies, could bogart everything, stepping up arrests and criminal penalties for drug violations.
There is reason to worry. Smoking weed is said to expand your mind, but I’m not sure if there’s enough marijuana in the state for anyone’s brain to comprehend the complexities of all the new rules, much less enforce them.
Legalization requires moving a shadowy $7 billion industry into a highly regulated structure, with extensive taxes and permitting. California governments that once took a live-and-let-live approach to cannabis now find themselves having to step up enforcement against cannabis businesses to make sure companies choose to move out of the black market.
The plan is far from “only Trademarks”
Stole and Wood 21 (Bryn and Pamela, “Maryland House speaker supports 2022 vote on marijuana legalization,” https://archive.ph/dfP6E#selection-1621.4-1752.0)
The effort to fully legalize marijuana got a boost Friday, with the speaker of the Maryland House of Delegates announcing her support for allowing voters to decide in 2022.
House Speaker Adrienne A. Jones issued a statement saying that a referendum should decide whether to legalize the drug, which is currently allowed only for medical use. She also formed a bipartisan work group to work out the myriad details that such legalization would entail, from changes to criminal laws to the taxing structure.
“While I have personal concerns about encouraging marijuana use, particularly among children and young adults, the disparate criminal justice impact leads me to believe that the voters should have a say in the future of legalization,” the Baltimore County Democrat said in a statement.
She added: “The House will pass legislation early next year to put this question before the voters, but we need to start looking at changes needed to state law now.”
The work group will start meeting in the fall, Jones said.
Jones’ counterpart in the state Senate, President Bill Ferguson, previously signaled interest in marijuana legalization and threw his full support Friday behind passing a recreational marijuana law during next spring’s legislative session. The Baltimore Democrat co-chaired an earlier joint House-Senate committee that met before the pandemic to explore the details of legalization.
“Eighteen states and the District of Columbia have already legalized recreational cannabis,” Ferguson said in a statement Friday. “Maryland must do the same and a large majority of Marylanders in both political parties support an equitable framework that immediately addresses the injustices in our current criminal justice system.”
Ferguson added that the Maryland Senate “continues to be ready to move a fair, just and equitable program forward, and we intend to do so during the 2022 Session.”
Gov. Larry Hogan, a Republican, declined to comment through a spokesman.
Legalization of adult-use marijuana has gradually gained support among an increasing number of Americans in recent years.
The Marijuana Policy Project, a nonprofit that advocates for legalization, counts 18 states that allow adults to use marijuana after Virginia’s legalization law went into effect earlier this month. As of July 1, Virginians can possess up to 1 ounce of cannabis and cultivate up to four cannabis plants, though there isn’t yet a commercial market.
The District of Columbia legalized the possession, use and cultivation of recreational marijuana in 2015 following a local ballot initiative. Gifting up to an ounce of marijuana is legal in D.C., although directly buying or selling the product remains technically against the law.
Delaware, Pennsylvania and West Virginia have legalized medical marijuana use only.
About two-thirds of Marylanders support legalization, according to a Goucher College Poll released in March. The support for legalization showed growth in that poll, rising from 51% in 2013.
And a majority of Marylanders across the political spectrum support legalization, with 77% support from Democrats, 50% from Republicans and 60% among independents.
Supporters of legalization argue that marijuana prohibition is part of a failed “war on drugs” that’s needlessly incarcerated people for using or possessing a relatively mild drug. And they note that arrests and convictions for marijuana offenses disproportionately affect people of color.
A report produced for the General Assembly earlier this year found that while Black and white Americans use marijuana at the same rate, people who are Black are arrested more often. In Maryland in 2019, about 54% of the nearly 15,000 arrests for marijuana possession were of people who identify as Black or African American — though only 30% of the state population is Black.
If marijuana is legalized, a key focus of lawmakers will be figuring out how to address old arrests and convictions — such as automatically wiping those from people’s criminal records, or requiring them to apply to have the cases expunged from the court system.
“Cannabis use had had a disparate impact on people of color for too long with no real impact on public safety,” said Del. Luke Clippinger, a Baltimore Democrat who heads the House Judiciary Committee and who will also lead the work group that Jones formed.
Clippinger said the work group will develop rules for a legal marijuana industry keeping in mind the speaker’s charge “to do this with an eye toward equity and consideration to Black and brown neighborhoods and businesses historically impacted by cannabis use.”
Clippinger said he personally supports letting Maryland voters decide whether to legalize recreational marijuana, but the work group will craft a comprehensive slate of regulations to launch a legal market if voters approve.
There also are questions about whether and how to tax the drug, as well as who should be able to grow, process and sell it. Companies already licensed for medical cannabis are likely to want to secure approval to sell adult-use marijuana, though lawmakers will balance that with their interest in getting small and minority- and women-owned businesses into the industry.
Del. David Moon, a longtime proponent of legalization, said that Maryland can learn from how other states have handled such issues of diversity and equity. It’s perhaps a benefit of Maryland moving toward legalization much later than other states, he said.
“Maryland going later hopefully doesn’t mean that it signals that we somehow lacked courage. I hope it means that we have the best, most equitable system compared to some other states,” said Moon, a Montgomery County Democrat.
Del. Jason Buckel, a Western Maryland Republican who heads the GOP caucus in the House of Delegates, said his initial inclination is to oppose legalizing recreational marijuana in Maryland but that he will “try and keep an open mind” as a member of the work group.
Buckel cited “fundamental concerns” about the technical challenge of enforcing impaired driving laws for people high on the drug and worries that legalizing recreational marijuana for adults could drive “a significant increase” in use among teenagers.
Buckel added that he initially was only a tepid supporter of medical marijuana but has grown more supportive of that industry in recent years.
“I’m going to keep an open mind, certainly, and listen to evidence, facts, data from all sides on the issue and try to come up with something and support something that I think is best for Marylanders,” Buckel said.
Buckel said he expects many of his fellow Republicans to take a similar approach and also want to dig into details about how to regulate a drug that’s still illegal at the federal level and how communities could limit the location of stores.
“I don’t think there’s going to be a knee-jerk, reflexive opposition or embrace,” he said.
Del. Robin Grammer, a Republican work group member from eastern Baltimore County, said lawmakers will have their work cut out for them in figuring out taxation, regulation and the like.
“I think prohibition is clearly not working,” Grammer said. “There are 50 different issues to work on in this space.”
Grammer, who was part of the earlier marijuana work group, said he doesn’t think the question of legalization will fall along traditional party lines. While being “adamantly pro-reform or pro-decriminalization or pro-legalization” can be politically tougher for some Republicans, Grammer said he thinks many will consider the lessons learned from the state’s creation of a medical cannabis program.
“There are people going into facilities, viewing products, getting advice, going home and using medical marijuana for pain relief or whatever their concern is,” Grammer said. “And they don’t have to go to the guy down the street who is getting his drugs from who knows where.”
Bowie Police Chief John Nesky, the current president of the Maryland Chiefs of Police Association, said he hopes law enforcement leaders will be able to offer input on any proposed legislation but that the police chiefs won’t take a position on legalization until they’re can review the rules that lawmakers are considering.
Nesky said he has some concerns about how legalizing marijuana in Maryland might create issues with federal law, including gun regulations that prohibit marijuana users from buying firearms, but “it’s nothing that other states aren’t battling with right now anyway.”
“We do understand that norms are changing and views, especially surrounding marijuana, are changing,” Nesky said. “It’s something of course we would be very, very interested in seeing what the speaker’s plans are and what the precise details are.”
Mackie Barch, chairman of the CANMD trade group for the medical cannabis industry in the state, said it will be important for lawmakers to get the details right, especially with criminal justice reform.
“I think people forget that we are migrating an illicit product into a legal market and standing up a huge industry and creating a regulatory framework,” said Barch, chief cannabis officer at CULTA, which has a growing operation in Cambridge and a dispensary in Baltimore. “This is complicated and it’s hard.”
It’s not just Trademarks
Dugar 23, MD (Anand, “Is Weed Legal in Pennsylvania? Plus PA Weed Laws & Pennsylvania Marijuana Legalization Efforts in 2023,” https://greenhealthdocs.com/is-weed-legal-in-pennsylvania/) //BB
How Do Cannabis Laws Work?
Marijuana legalization requires more than just the passage of a single law. The law is very nuanced and requires some laws be rewritten and an infrastructure built for an entirely new industry. Before marijuana can be sold, a system must be established to legally disperse it. For a deep dive check out this explanation of Cannabis law in the United States.
Compliance CP
1NC
Compliance CP: 
The United States federal government should propose an amendment to the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs under Article 47 to allow legalization of marijuana. If the amendment is accepted, the United States federal government ought to de-schedule marijuana. 
Solves and avoids the DA.
India Cravello 24, graduating 3l At The University Of Denver and a staff editor at the Denver Journal of International Law And Policy, 4/30/2024, "US Marijuana Law and its International Legal Implications – Denver Journal of International Law & Policy," No Publication, https://djilp.org/us-marijuana-law-and-its-international-legal-implications/, anita
Amending the Convention is possible under Article 47, but the process is arduous, and the US would likely need to push for this change to occur.[9] The Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs requires a uniquely difficult process to enact an amendment and somehow, international affairs move more slowly than domestic U.S. affairs.[10] There is a way to modify the substances list to move marijuana to a less-restricted category which could ease pressure in the event of a domestic U.S. policy change, but this would not eliminate the legal conflict entirely. In 2020, the Commission on Narcotic Drugs moved cannabis from schedule IV (the most restricted category) to schedule I, which loosens control on it but still does not allow for recreational use.[11] 
If the United States chooses to legalize or de-schedule marijuana on a federal level, the international community, namely the INCB, will expect the U.S. to address its international obligations under the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs. If the U.S. began efforts to amend the Convention now, then this could be completed by the time the federal government comes around to legalization, but this is unlikely to be a domestic priority any time soon. If the U.S. declines to decriminalize marijuana on a federal level and allows a complex, often discriminatory system of laws to continue, then it is fair for marijuana legalization advocates to ask, “is compliance with this convention worth the sacrifice?”
Competition 
AT: Perm Do CP---2NC
International IPRs act through treaty obligations. 
P. Sean Morris 19, Faculty of Law at University of Helsinki, Fall 2019, “Private Intellectual Property Regulation in Public International Law,” U.C. Davis Journal of International Law and Policy, 26(1), pp. 187-188, kav
International intellectual property treaties cover the various private rights of intellectual creations such as copyrights, patents, and trademarks. 237In the process, the treaties enshrine those rights as property rights in sovereign states, which have obligations under international law to ensure compliance with those rights. 238What differentiates the private rights of intellectual property from other private property rights in the international system is the legal sophistication in which intellectual property rights are governed. International intellectual property rights created domestic private international law, which means intellectual property has a public origin and force in public international law, through treaty obligations.
Solvency
Solvency---AT: Say No---2NC
Only the US has to agree to the proposal.
Allison Don 14, has published as part of University of Minnesota Law School Scholarship Repository, 2014, "Lighten Up – Amending the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs," Minnesota Journal of International Law, https://scholarship.law.umn.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1278&context=mjil, anita
With 153 current parties to the Single Convention, arriving at a consensus may prove difficult. This does not preclude the option to amend as “amendments require agreement between treaty parties, but not necessarily between all parties.” Once an amendment has been proposed and adopted, parties are free to decide if they will become a party to the amendment.159 Those who opt not to join the amendment remain bound by the treaty’s original obligations.160 By proposing an amendment that would permit the use of marijuana for recreational purposes, those countries who wish to pursue such legislation would be permitted to do so and those countries who remain in opposition would be able to remain parties to the original treaty preventing the use of recreational marijuana.
Solvency---AT: Delay---2NC
Takes 18 months at most. 
Allison Don 14, has published as part of University of Minnesota Law School Scholarship Repository, 2014, "Lighten Up – Amending the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs," Minnesota Journal of International Law, https://scholarship.law.umn.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1278&context=mjil, anita
Article 47 within the Single Convention provides instructions for amending the treaty, stating that “[a]ny [p]arty may propose an amendment to this Convention.”156 In order to make such a proposal, the amendment itself and the reasons behind the amendment must be transferred to the Secretary-General of the United Nations in writing who will then disseminate the proposed amendment to the other parties of the treaty and the Commission. At this point, the Commission has the power to decide if a conference should be held to discuss the proposal or if the parties should simply be asked if they are willing to accept.157 If there is no objection within 18 months, the amendment becomes fully adopted; if there is an objection, the Commission may then choose to hold a conference to review the proposal.158 
Solvency---Avoids Treaties DA---2NC
Solves treaty alignment.
Allison Don 14, has published as part of University of Minnesota Law School Scholarship Repository, 2014, "Lighten Up – Amending the Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs," Minnesota Journal of International Law, https://scholarship.law.umn.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1278&context=mjil, anita
iii. Amending the Single Convention is the Best Option
In light of the newly passed legislation within the United States concerning recreational marijuana and proposed legislation in the international community, the best means of aligning the Single Convention with evolving norms is to amend the treaty.153 Amendments allow for formal changes to be made to a treaty while maintaining the treaty’s existence.154 This allows for adjustment as “parties’ understanding of the issue”155 change or circumstances surrounding the issue change without requiring the drafting of a new treaty or termination of an existing one. By amending the Single Convention to allow for the recreational use of marijuana, the United States and other countries considering such legislation would be able to continue the legislative process without any international obligations impeding the progression towards marijuana legalization. 
States CP 
1NC 
States CP: 
The fifty states and all relevant territories should legalize marihuana. 
The counterplan solves and revitalizes federalism. 
Ken Ivory 19, former Utah Congressman, 10/31/2019, “It’s Past Time For Congress To Give States Back Their Power To Regulate Drug Use,” Oct 31, 2019, https://thefederalist.com/2019/10/31/its-past-time-for-congress-to-give-states-back-their-power-to-regulate-drug-use/, kav
After more than 40 years of getting away with constitutional “murder,” Congress expanded its “authority” over intoxicating substances yet again in 1970, superseding the Marihuana Tax Act with the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Control Act, also known as the Controlled Substances Act. By this time, the shampoo formula had virtually supplanted the legitimate constitutional amendment process.
Meanwhile, reeling from the effects of the Great Depression, state leaders sacrificed duty for dollars, resulting in a chronic case of constitutional amnesia about preserving the healthy tension and balance of power by persistently pulling on the federalism tug-of-war rope.
Congress Stole Power It Ought to Give Back
Now that the states are pushing back in a concerted fashion, however, Congress is considering legislation that purports to grant “authority” to the states to regulate marijuana—a power that was never delegated to the federal government but was from the outset reserved to the states.
The U.S. House recently approved a budget amendment to block the Justice Department from interfering with states that have legalized marijuana for recreational use. Because this budget maneuver would only apply for the 2020 fiscal year, several members of Congress are sponsoring the Strengthening the Tenth Amendment Through Entrusting States (STATES) Act, S.3032.
The bill would recognize the legalization of cannabis and the U.S. state laws that have legalized it through their legislatures or citizen initiatives. Strengthening the Tenth Amendment is not just a noble sentiment for a message bill, it’s the sworn constitutional duty of all state and federal officers. However, strengthening the Tenth Amendment means honoring the constitutional restraints on congressional power, not “entrusting states” with regulatory authority that was theirs to begin with, and never in Congress’ power to give.
Imagine your reaction if your youngest child decided not only to blatantly violate his curfew, but also began ordering the bedtimes for his older siblings and his parents. Now imagine that this rambunctious child thinks better of his conduct and tells you he is going to let you, the parents, decide for yourself what your bedtime will be. How magnanimous is that?
We have come full circle from where the people delegated to their national government only “few and defined” powers, and reserved all other to the states or the people themselves; to a national government that has ignored those express limits and usurped the powers of the states; now, to a national government that purports to grant “authority” to the states that it never had under the Constitution in the first place.
The Way Forward: Real Federalism
Enlightened by his study of man’s relation to government throughout recorded history, Thomas Jefferson warned, “A departure from principle in one instance becomes a precedent for the second; that second for a third; and so on, till the bulk of the society is reduced to mere automatons of misery, to have no sensibilities left but for sinning and suffering.”
Fortunately, it’s not too late. Our friends on the left are shaking the cobwebs off of federalism, and taking real, bold action to restore state powers important to them. Perhaps it’s past time for us to awake and arise, join with our friends across the political spectrum, repudiate the shampoo formula of federal centralization, and restore the governing balance of powers which magnifies the voice of the American people and makes government actually work for them again.
If our friends on the left can restore state power over marijuana policy, imagine what restoring governing balance to the states over “all the objects which, in the ordinary course of affairs, concern the lives, liberties, and properties of the people” would do for the accountability, efficiency, and effectiveness of government.
The formula rediscovered by our friends on the left for restoring the governing voice of the people is not easy, but it is simple, as stated by Thomas Jefferson in 1791: “It is important to strengthen the State governments; … it must be done by the states themselves, erecting such barriers at the constitutional line as cannot be surmounted either by themselves or by the general government.”
So, to state leaders, as well as the people who elect them, here are your instructions for the federalism formula, the only known antidote to the federal shampoo formula: erect barriers at the constitutional line, lather, rinse, repeat.
Solvency
Solvency---Industry---2NC
States solve industry. Empirically---they boost growth with every legalization. 
Ellen Chang 14, writer for Main Street, 2/26/2014, “Is Marijuana the Next Bubble?” Main Street (an investing website), http://www.mainstreet.com/article/marijuana-next-bubble
Investments in the legal cannabis industry are booming as Americans are demonstrating their support to continue legalization with the passage of new marijuana regulations in several states.
The legal marijuana market is estimated to grow by 64% to $2.34 billion in 2014 from $1.44 billion, according to a recent report by The ArcView Group, a cannabis investment and research firm based in San Francisco. The legal market consists of all states which have open sales of marijuana to people are allowed to possess it under their state law.
Six new states recently passed legislation allowing the use of medical marijuana, including Connecticut, Delaware, Illinois, Massachusetts, New Hampshire and Vermont, plus the District of Columbia. There are now 20 states permitting the use of medical marijuana. New York and Minnesota are likely to approve laws for medical use by 2016, according to ArcView's report.
Washington and Colorado passed laws recently which allow adults 21 and older the ability to legally purchase cannabis from licensed retailers. By 2017, seven new states are likely to seek the adult use regulations, the report said.
Legal marijuana businesses are cropping up in many states, but those who have definitive business models and mainstream strategies are able to attract funding from investors, boost their growth and achieve scale.
The potential for the marijuana market to increase to $10.2 billion within the next five years or a 700% increase from the current U.S. market value is very likely, said Douglas Leighton, managing partner of Dutchess Capital, a New York investment firm which manages $125 million in assets, has $200 million in direct investments and made its first investment in the cannabis industry recently. The "real growth" will arise when more states decriminalize the use of marijuana.
"I've never seen it where a market already exists for the product," he said. "The market is already there and it will gain wider acceptance."
Net Benefit---Elections---2NC
The majority of Americans prefer the states to the feds and state regulations are inevitable
Joanna Piacenza 18, senior editor at Morning Consult, leading coverage of brands, entertainment and sports, 7/20/2018, “Who Should Regulate Marijuana? Most Say States Over the Federal Government,” https://morningconsult.com/2018/07/20/who-should-regulate-marijuana-most-say-states-over-federal-government/
Experts say every state will have legal or recreational marijuana rules on the books in next five years 
56% of U.S. adults say states should be in charge of regulating marijuana, while 26% say the federal government should be responsible. 67% now support decriminalizing marijuana, up from 59% in 2016. 
More of the public is getting behind the idea of decriminalizing marijuana, according to new polling. Yet the legalization of cannabis is a patchwork quilt of local legislation that greenlights the drug for medical use in some states and provides full legal protection for recreational use in others. 
A new national survey shows a majority believe individual states, as opposed to the federal government, should be regulating marijuana. 
Fifty-six percent of adults say states should be the ones overseeing marijuana within their borders, while 26 percent say the responsibility of regulation should go to the federal government, according to the poll of 2,200 Americans conducted July 13-14. 
Experts say states will continue to take up regulation on their own, in an accelerated fashion. 
“By 2022, we expect every state to be medical-only or fully legal” via this approach, said Matthew Karnes, founder of the financial research and analysis group GreenWave Advisors LLC, which specializes in the cannabis industry. Other experts also echoed Karnes’ assessment of the legalization timespan. 
Nine states and the District of Columbia allow the recreational use of marijuana, while 21 additional states permit its medicinal use, according to the National Conference of State Legislatures. The New York Department of Health this month released a report saying it supports legalizing marijuana for recreational use in the state. 
“By the time federal legalization happens, most states will have it anyway,” Karnes said in an interview this week, though experts are largely unsure of when that federal legalization will happen. 
Political leaders have submitted bills that attempt to hash out the issue from both a state and federal level. 
Sen. Elizabeth Warren (D-Mass.) introduced a bipartisan bill (S. 3032) in June that would give states the right to determine how to handle marijuana within state lines. President Donald Trump told reporters at the White House last month that he would “probably” support the legislation, according to pool reports.
Later that month, Senate Minority Leader Chuck Schumer (D-N.Y.) introduced another bill (S. 3174) that would decriminalize marijuana on the federal level. 
There are dozens of other marijuana-themed bills in Congress, but most of them likely won’t see any movement. 
“They have zero traction and almost no chance of passing,” said Emily Burns, founder of Legally Burns LLC, which provides legal services and consulting for the marijuana industry. 
This will be the case as long as Republicans have control of the committees that decide whether these bills get any floor time or hearings, Burns said in an interview this week, but things will likely shift if Democrats take control of Congress this fall or in 2020. 
Despite Trump’s comments, Attorney General Jeff Sessions signaled in January that the federal government is likely to more forcefully prosecute federal anti-marijuana laws, when he ordered the annulment of Obama-era policies that largely protected the substance from federal prosecution. 
Senate Majority Leader Mitch McConnell (R-Ky.) also said in May that he has no plans to support marijuana’s legalization.
The nation will likely see a piecemeal, state-by-state approach to the legalization of marijuana moving forward, Burns and others said. 
Tom Angell, publisher of the cannabis outlet Marijuana Moment, praised the approach of different states trying different models to regulate the marijuana industry. 
“So it gives everyone an opportunity to see what works best and what should be adopted in other places,” he said. 
Majorities of nearly every subgroup polled favored state control except for African-Americans, although they were more likely to support local control (45 percent) over federal control (29 percent). 
People might prefer state oversight because it might make them feel as though they will have more control over local enforcement, Angell said. 
Experts say U.S. political leaders may also take their cue from their northern neighbor, after Prime Minister Justin Trudeau announced in June that marijuana will be legal come October. 
That’s something Americans would like to see happen, according to additional new polling. 
More than two-thirds (67 percent) of registered voters and majorities of every subgroup support decriminalizing marijuana, or eliminating the arrest, prison time and criminal record for the first-time possession of pot for personal use, according to the June 28-July 3 survey. 
That’s up from 59 percent in 2016. During the intervening two years, 14 states have legalized the medical use of marijuana (Arkansas, Florida, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania and West Virginia), decriminalized it (Illinois and New Hampshire) or legalized it for recreational use (California, Maine, Massachusetts, Nevada and Vermont). 
Support for legalizing marijuana, a polling question with slightly different wording and connotation, has roughly doubled in the past 15 years, according to Gallup data. “This issue is now at the forefront of mainstream American politics,” Angell said.
Legalization PIC/Courts CP 
1NC
Legalization PIC: 
The United States federal judiciary should overturn the precedent set in Kiva Health Brands L.L.C. v. Kiva Brands Inc. on the grounds that marijuana products are eligible for trademark protection. 
Overturning Kiva v. Kiva solves. It provides federal trademark protection for marijuana. 
[bookmark: _Hlk172041055]Charles Wells 21, JD from UGA Law School, “Trademarking Recreational Marijuana and Potential Threats to the United States' Treaty Obligations,” Journal of Intellectual Property, 28(1), pp. 281-282, Lexis, kav 
In Kiva Health Brands L.L.C. v. Kiva Brands Inc, the United States District Court for the Northern District of California directly considered the availability of federal trademark protection for a business engaged in cannabis commerce. 71The plaintiff, Kiva Health Brands L.L.C. (KHB), produced and sold food supplements in Hawaii. 72None of KHB's products contained marijuana. 73The [*282] defendant, Kiva Brands Inc. (KBI), produced and sold marijuana-infused confections throughout California. 74KHB sued for trademark infringement and unfair competition under the Lanham Act, citing concerns that brand confusion would lead consumers to assume KHB's products also contained marijuana. 75Both parties recognized that KHB possessed three valid USPTO trademarks relating to the "KIVA" name from the years 2014, 2015, and 2016. 76Kiva Brands Inc. (KBI) fully acknowledged these trademarks but claimed common-law trademark protection based on use in commerce in California since 2010. 77KBI only claimed ownership rights in California. 78KBH asserted that all of KBI's products were infused with marijuana and therefore cannot receive federal trademark protection. 79 The court accepted this argument wholesale stating that federal laws prohibiting marijuana production and sale precluded any federally recognizable trademark protections from developing. 80KBI accepted that it possessed no right to federal trademark recognition, but contended that the lack of a federal trademark was irrelevant to its claim under California common law. 81 The court rejected this argument and held that state trademark protections could not defend against a federal infringement claim if the trademark's use violated federal law. 82 This ruling decisively concludes that no business conducting marijuana commerce in violation of federal law can rely on federal protection. Even if a business has a valid trademark under state law, a different entity engaged in lawful conduct could apply and receive federal protection for the exact same mark. 
Solvency
Solvency---2NC
Re-reading the Eteros Technologies decision extends federal exemptions to solve the case. 
Victoria Panettiere 24, JD from GW Law School, BS from Northeastern, “The Green Wave and Potential Impacts on Federal Trademark Eligibility,” Federal Circuit Bar Journal, 33(2), pp. 190-193, Lexis, kav
To protect consumers, cannabis growers, and business owners and further the purposes of federal trademark law the Federal Circuit should do one of two things. Section A encourages the Federal Circuit to read the CSA exemption under 21 U.S.C. § 863(f)(1) as creating federal trademark eligibility for cannabis products.128 This proposal would have the Federal Circuit affirm the lawful use in commerce the CIT acknowledged in Eteros Technologies in the context of federal trademark law.129 Section B suggests that, in the alternative, the Federal Circuit should adopt a framework that would treat federal trademark applications for cannabis-related products like other federally illegal products that have limited and lawful indicated uses.
[*191] 
A. 21 U.S.C. § 863(f)(1) as a Federally Recognized Lawful Use in Commerce
The Federal Circuit can further the goals of federal trademark law by extending the principle that exemptions for goods, services, or conduct effectively make them legal under federal law.130 To do so, the Federal Circuit should read the CIT's holding that "the repeal of a state law banning an activity gives those now free to conduct the activity in question the 'right or authority' to so act," as removing cannabis and cannabis-related goods and services from the scope of illegality for businesses operating in jurisdictions where cannabis is legal.131 Put simply, the now-federally recognized exemption establishes lawful use in commerce for businesses operating in states where cannabis is legal, and where these businesses intend to use their marks lawfully.132 Acknowledging this would eliminate the barriers to federal protection these businesses are currently facing.133
National Concessions Group, Inc. made this exact argument on appeal to TTAB in 2023 but lost.134 It is undisputed that the exemption for state authorization under the CSA in Washington State does not license distribution elsewhere.135 However, this does not negate the simple truth that a federal exemption recognized at the state level provides for lawful use in interstate commerce, allowing businesses to establish federal trademark eligibility.136 This is especially true considering Washington State is not the only state to which the federal exemption would apply.137 Should National Concessions Group, Inc. appeal, or others pursue registration under this theory, the Federal Circuit will sit in ripe position to clarify this distinction and pave the way for the expansion of intellectual property rights in a rapidly growing industry. The recency of TTAB's decision in In re National Concessions Group, Inc.138 illustrates just how timely and important this issue is for the Federal Circuit and others seeking federal trademark protections.139 Although Eteros [*192] Technologies, which dealt with the CIT's interpretation of the CSA specifically in the import-export context, is not a perfect procedural or jurisdictional match for the substantive right to obtain a federal trademark, reading the case as proposed here makes conceptual sense, especially given recent rapid legalization efforts across the states.140 This solution would allow the Federal Circuit to conclude that trademark applicants with medicinal cannabis products and services, or recreational products and services in states where cannabis is legal, can establish lawful use in commerce under 21 U.S.C. § 863(f)(1), while furthering the objectives of trademark law.
Reading the Eteros Technologies decision to extend the federal exemption in this way would mitigate the substantial risks of consumer confusion associated with these products by allowing consumers to identify the specific products they want to purchase preventing tragic accidents from repeating themselves, thereby furthering the goals of trademark law.141 Similarly, such a reading of Eteros Technologies furthers the Lanham Act's goal of protecting owners and businesses from copycats and counterfeiters.142 Federal trademark protections would grant cannabis farmers and business owners the ability to create and maintain distinctive brands, legal remedies when third parties infringe, increased access to funding and support from capital and financial institutions, and enhanced protections when engaging in interstate expansion.143 If cannabis growers and business owners were protected by federal trademark law, they would have greater opportunities to differentiate their products from competitors and receive the higher profits they are currently missing out on.144 Similarly, federal trademark law protection would reduce the risk of counterfeit cannabis products, as Akimov, LLC counterfeited Ferrara Candy Company's Nerds products.145
[*193] Granting cannabis farmers and businesses federal trademark protection over their brands would ease expansion into other states and enable growers to protect their brands and reputations in new markets without having to rely on state trademark protection.146 While unseen border lines in jurisdictions with several geographically contiguous states may present complications in applying this approach where some connected states qualify for the exemption and others do not, traditional conflict of laws principles would govern and resolve such interstate disputes, as would be true for any other law.147 Similarly, cannabis farmers' ability to export would improve if the federal government implemented and recognized a more standardized system of federal trademarks for these products.148 Eased access to other states and countries via both interstate and foreign commerce would enable farmers and companies to reach more consumers, achieve greater profits, and expand their businesses.
Treaties DA
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Treaties DA:
Strong INCB control deters legalization, but the plan flagrantly violates treaties.
Kyle Jaeger 24. Citing the INCB. 3-6-2024. “UN Body Reaffirms That Marijuana Legalization Violates International Treaties, While Addressing Germany Cannabis Reform And U.S. Psychedelics Movement.” Marijuana Moment. https://www.marijuanamoment.net/un-body-reaffirms-that-marijuana-legalization-violates-international-treaties-while-addressing-germany-cannabis-reform-and-u-s-psychedelics-movement/.---ML
The United Nations’s (UN) drug control body is reiterating that it considers legalizing marijuana for non-medical or non-scientific purposes a violation of international treaties, though it also said it appreciates that Germany’s government scaled back its cannabis plan ahead of a recent vote. The global narcotics agency is also taking note of the psychedelics policy reform movement in U.S. states.
This is mostly par for the course for the International Narcotics Control Board (INCB), which has routinely criticized countries for allowing the enactment of cannabis legalization due to their obligations under various Single Convention treaties going back to 1961. But as Germany entered the fold, and the U.S. has continued to move toward marijuana and psychedelics reform, the body is again making its disappointment known.
INCB’s 2023 annual report, which was published on Tuesday, “underscores” that member nations are required to “take such legislative and administrative measures as may be necessary” to criminalize “the production, manufacture, export, import, distribution of, trade in, use and possession of drugs” such as marijuana under decades-old treaty agreements.
Legalization sets a precedent that undermines international law.
India Cravello 24, graduating 3l At The University Of Denver and a staff editor at the Denver Journal of International Law And Policy, 4-30-2024, "US Marijuana Law and its International Legal Implications – Denver Journal of International Law & Policy," No Publication, https://djilp.org/us-marijuana-law-and-its-international-legal-implications/, anita
When the time comes, the US federal government will need to determine how to handle the INCB and their clear disapproval for adult use marijuana legalization. Assuming that American policy will eventually turn in favor of adult use regulation, the U.S. has two clear options: 1) knowingly violate international law or 2) attempt to lead the charge in amending the Convention. Violating international law may not have serious consequences from the INCB or fellow nations who are also looking to legalize marijuana for adult use, but it does set a precedent which could be negatively impactful in the future. The United States has a unique role on the international stage, and with this influence comes a level of responsibility. If the United States disregards commitments it has previously made, then that has the potential to not only undermine the international influence the U.S. has accumulated, but it also has the potential to encourage other nations to do the same. The U.S. has an interest in maintaining the credibility of international law, and such blatant disregard for an international convention could negatively impact this interest.
Nuke war, eco collapse, and biotech cause extinction---revitalized i-law’s key but at a tipping point.
Yuval Shany 21, Hersch Lauterpacht Chair in Public International Law, “The COVID-19 Pandemic Crisis and International Law: A Constitutional Moment, A Tipping Point or More of the Same,” Hebrew University of Jerusalem Legal Studies Research Paper Series, No. 21-9
Significantly, these two narratives of historical development of international law are not mutually exclusive. First, certain developments can be understood as clean breaks from the past, whereas others are the product of a long-term process. Second, identifying historical trajectories depends on the focal length of the historical lenses used: What is viewed as a major shift in direction at the time in which events take place, might be regarded decades or centuries later as a minor course correction, a short period of instability, or a mere point on a pattern showing the overall trajectory. And third, the two narratives may merge to generate processes of change, accelerating in particular moments in time due to ‘tipping points’ generated by certain dramatic events.5 Indeed, it would appear that certain important developments in international law can be described as part of long-running trends punctured by sudden fluctuations correlating to dramatic events. For example, the evolution of IHL norms governing non-international armed conflicts can be narrated as stemming from a gradual process of restraining violence in and around the battlefield that started picking up momentum in the mid- 19th century, with certain regulatory peaks occurring after and in connection with major international crises such as World War Two, Vietnam and the Global War on Terror (e.g., Common article 3 in 1949, the 1977 Additional Protocols, and the development of laws governing transnational or asymmetric armed conflicts in the 2000s).
The COVID-19 Pandemic as the Harbinger of a Constitutional Moment
The question before us is whether COVID-19 has the potential for generating a constitutional moment or a tipping point for the development of international law separating between epochs or significantly accelerating already-occurring trends? Discounting serendipitous changes in the course of history (the ‘unknown unknowns’ of historical change), such a question invites an assessment of whether a structural change in international law can be envisioned or required in the near future, or whether the current crisis might facilitate such a change or accelerate existing trends going in this or the other direction. If the answers to these questions are in the negative, then the reaction to the COVID crisis is likely to showcase ‘more of the same’ for international law.
One possible vision of a percolating crisis that might lead to a new epoch in international law is found in the writing of my Hebrew University colleague, the historian Yuval Noah Harari. Among the major challenges confronting humanity in the 21st century, which he has identified, are nuclear war, ecological collapse and technological disruption (e.g., dangerous applications of AI and biotechnology).6 What’s common to these challenges is their potential for catastrophic consequences, and the need for close global cooperation in order to effectively address them. In addition, they all fit into a Frankensteinian crisis narrative: Scientific, technological and economic progress getting out of control and creating a threat to the survival of human civilization (at least in its current form). Noah Harari advocates in response to the looming threats a change of paradigm of international relations, a new epoch perhaps, which is based not only on tight global cooperation,7 but also on giving a prominent role for scientific knowledge in policy debates.8 Arguably, such a new international relations paradigm would also require a corresponding new international law paradigm.
Core
Link---2NC
The aff violates the international law (UN 1961 Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs).
India Cravello 24, graduating 3l At The University Of Denver and a staff editor at the Denver Journal of International Law And Policy, 4-30-2024, "US Marijuana Law and its International Legal Implications – Denver Journal of International Law & Policy," No Publication, https://djilp.org/us-marijuana-law-and-its-international-legal-implications/, anita
Under the United Nations 1961 Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, signatories agreed to exclusively allow medical and scientific uses of the listed drugs, including marijuana.[2] This includes the production, export, import, distribution of, trade in, and possession of marijuana.[3] This Convention also created the International Narcotics Control Board, a quasi-judicial body which is responsible for monitoring and supporting signatory countries’ compliance with the international drug treaties.[4] Under the plain language of the convention, federal legalization of adult use marijuana would violate this commitment, and the International Narcotics Control Board has already voiced their disapproval of the U.S. federal government’s decision to allow the states to legalize adult use.[5]
International law certainly influences national and local laws through good faith compliance, but the bigger and more applicable question here is whether international law can influence a national government enough to refuse their citizens popular policy changes. This is entirely dependent upon the consequences the country would face if they were to violate the international law.
Link---AT: Thumpers---2NC
That’s irrelevant.
Jonathan Rauch 14. Senior Fellow - Governance Studies. 10-16-2014. "Marijuana Legalization Poses a Dilemma for International Drug Treaties." Brookings. https://www.brookings.edu/articles/marijuana-legalization-poses-a-dilemma-for-international-drug-treaties/. ---ML
The administration claims its course complies with the treaties. You say you know of no precedent for its claim. What’s so unusual about the administration’s approach?
Here you don’t have the sort of situation the United States has faced in the past, where there was some kind of external factor that made treaty compliance difficult for the executive branch. The administration is choosing to accommodate what Washington and Colorado are doing with marijuana, provided they do it in a rigorous way. What the administration is doing is waiting to see how marijuana legalization is going to turn out, something that could butt up against the limits of enforcement discretion. 
As a legal matter, what do you think of the administration’s argument that it has this kind of discretion?
It has a basis in international law—though the argument will lose a lot of force quickly, if marijuana legalization moves forward and the federal government holds back on enforcement. Considering the policy alternatives, the United States’ approach is nevertheless quite well justified under the circumstances, practically speaking.
Internal---2NC
Marijuana is key – continued non-compliance saps legitimacy, undermines multilateralism, and collapses the LIO.
Brian Blumenfeld 18, J.D. and M.A. from Rutgers University, attorney specializing in the history and constitutionality of marijuana legalization, 5/15/18, “State Legalization of Marijuana and Subnational Violations of International Treaties: A Historical Perspective,” https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3178264; Pepperdine Law Review, Vol. 71, TV
Exactly how the consequences of marijuana legalization will play out on the international stage is a live issue that ultimately remains to be seen. 2 26 Although some nations are proving sympathetic to marijuana legalization as a matter of policy preference, 227 the issue of treaty breach continues to linger.2 28 Certain world leaders, notably those in Russia and Asia, remain staunch supporters of strict marijuana prohibition. 229 The European Union, while recognizing allowance for certain non-criminal justice approaches to marijuana use, has stated that licensing and regulating recreational industries exceeds treaty flexibility.23 0 So long as there are nations of the world who view marijuana legalization within the United States as violating the drug treaties, then the United States risks certain reputational, reciprocal, and institutional consequences-not unlike those, it might be mentioned, that it has faced elsewhere in its history.231
– Begin Footnote 229 –
229. See, e.g., id. at 37 ("Cuba and Venezuela are basically siding with Russia in a reaffirmation of a repressive prohibitionist doctrine . . . . [M]ost Asian countries are still fully committed to defending the status quo in its most repressive form."); see also MARK K. OSBECK & HOWARD BROMBERG, MARIJUANA LAW IN A NUTSHELL 443 (2017) ("The recent trends towards liberalization of cannabis law should not obscure the fact that most of the world's governments, at least officially, stand solidly behind the anti-cannabis strictures of the international treaties with no indication of imminent change."). For a revealing account of the prevalence of prohibition-supporting nations, see Harold Trinkunas, Senior Fellow and Dir., Brookings Inst., Latin Am. Initiative, Remarks at the Brookings Institution Panel on UNGASS 2016 and Beyond: Seizing the Opportunity to Improve Drug Policy 3 (Apr. 7, 2016), available at https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/03 /20160407_drug_policy ungass transcript.pdf ("[C]ountries in Asia, particularly China, as well as Russia, very much are adhering to the [international drug control] regime as it currently stands."); see also Vanda Felbab-Brown, Senior. Fellow, Brookings Inst., Foreign Policy Program, Remarks at the Brookings Institution Panel on UNGASS 2016 and Beyond: Seizing the Opportunity to Improve Drug Policy 10 (Apr. 7, 2016), available at https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/03 /20160407_drug_policy ungass transcript.pdf ("The division between those [countries] who are calling for reform . . . and those who are deeply committed to the existing . . . regime-China and East Asia, Russia, but also the Middle East-is very strong." (alteration in original)); John Walsh, Senior Assoc. for Drug Policy & the Andes, Wash. Office on Latin Am., Remarks at the Brookings Institution Panel on UNGASS 2016 and Beyond: Seizing the Opportunity to Improve Drug Policy 6-7 (Apr. 7, 2016), available at https://www.brookings.edu/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/ 20160407 drug_policy ungass transcript.pdf ("And the truth is that there are very vocal countries who are dissatisfied with the status quo, but there are relatively few, compared to the world at large ….)
– End Footnote 229 –
Traditionally, a nation's reputation for making good faith treaty commitments rests on its track record of treaty compliance. 23 2 If a nation believes that the United States will shirk its treaty obligations, not due to some existential threat, 23 3 but because it has become politically convenient to do so, then the credibility of the United States to make and maintain treaty commitments will diminish commensurately. 23 4
A helpful method for taking stock of reputation in diplomatic affairs is by analogy. As one leading international law scholar nicely put it:
The value of a good reputation for states can be compared to the value of a high bond rating. Just as a good rating increases investor confidence and, therefore, allows the firm to raise money more cheaply, a strong reputation increases the confidence of counterparties to an international agreement, allowing a state to extract more in exchange for its own promises. 2 3 5
To borrow those terms, a low reputational rating comes along with the risk of deterring other nations from viewing the United States as a trustworthy treaty partner.236 Especially in cases of multilateral agreements-such as the drug treaties-this reputational consequence could ripple out to influence any number of nations around the globe, and could therefore hamstring diplomatic missions of far greater import than drug policy. 2 37
Similarly, there is the danger that a breach by the United States can be used as a bargaining chip against it in negotiations over, or performance of, other foreign policy agreements. 238 When the United States enters into a treaty with another nation, it presumably does so because U.S. interests will be served by that other nation's performance of treaty obligations. 23 9 Seeing that there is no guaranteed supervising enforcement authority, 24 0 and barring a resort to coercion, then to secure its own interests, the United States would do well to induce performance by performing itself.241 "[R]eciprocal performance of treaty obligations," in other words, "depends in part on being able to credibly call out other nations for treaty failings-something which in turn depends on strictly performing our own obligations." 24 2
If the United States can "prosecutorial discretion" its way around the drug treaties, then another nation can just as easily try to "prosecutorial discretion" its way out of some other treaty the United States has an interest in holding it to. 24 3 In such a scenario, the bind the United States might find itself in could be minor, or not. 24 4 The ancient tenet of contract law, that when one party breaches an agreement all others are released from their obligations to perform, is perhaps nowhere truer and potentially more lethal than with regard to international treaties. 24 5
– Begin Footnote 243 –
243. See Koplow, supra note 231, at 69; see also REPORT OF EXPERT SEMINAR, supra note 208, at 26 ("At some point, for example, the U.S. should expect its own 'flexibility' argument to be used against it in another context, or that a country will use the breach as a negotiating tool in an area unrelated to drugs e.g., the U.S.'s claim that Russia is in violation of the 1987 Nuclear Forces Treaty.").
– End Footnote 243 –
Institutionally, the United States could be setting a corrosive precedent. When a nation wiggles out of treaty obligations, and especially when that nation is the most powerful and influential in the world, it tends toward the deterioration of global commitment to the principle of opinio juris sive necessitatis.24 6 Every instance of treaty breach therefore goes to further undermine the efficacy, and in turn the legitimacy, of international law itself.247
Impact
Impact---I-Law---2NC 
Exploitations of international law cause a laundry list of transnational crises---extinction. 
Rosa Brooks 14, Professor of Law at Georgetown University, Senior Fellow with the New America and Arizona State University Future of War Project, former Senior Advisor at the U.S. State Department, 2014, “Embrace the Chaos,” https://foreignpolicy.com/2014/11/14/embrace-the-chaos/
I. The Character of the Mess
Defining the character of the current mess is the easy part. Briefly:
· The last century’s technological revolutions have made our world more globally interconnected than ever.
· Power (along with access to power) has become more democratized and diffuse in some ways, but more concentrated in other ways.
· For most individuals around the globe, day-to-day life is far less dangerous and brutal than in previous eras; for the species as a whole, however, the risk of future global catastrophe has increased.
· The continuously accelerating rate of technological and social change makes it increasingly difficult to predict the geopolitical future.
Nothing is particularly original about these observations; they’re repeated in some fashion in every major national strategic document produced over the last decade. They probably teach this stuff to kindergarteners now. Indeed, we’ve heard it all so often that it’s tempting to dismiss such claims as meaningless platitudes: Been there; theorized that. Can we get please get back to foreign-policy business as usual?
No, we can’t. Not if we want our children and grandchildren to live decent lives. If we care about the future at all, we need to do more than prattle on at cocktail parties about globalization, interconnectedness, complexity, danger, and uncertainty. We need to feel these seismic changes in our bones.
So bear with me. Let’s try to breathe some life into the clichés.
I’ve written about these issues before (here and here), and at risk of being both a narcissist and a broken record, I’ll quote myself:
The world has grown more complex. Believe it. The world now contains more people living in more states than ever before, and we’re all more interconnected. A hundred years ago, the world population was about 1.8 billion, there were roughly 60 sovereign states in the world, the automobile was still a rarity, and there were no commercial passenger flights and no transcontinental telephone service. Fifty years ago, global population had climbed to more than 3 billion and there were 115 U.N. member states, but air travel was still for the wealthy and the personal computer still lay two decades in the future.
Today? We’ve got 7 billion people living in 192 U.N. member states and a handful of other territories. These 7 billion people take 93,000 commercial flights a day from 9,000 airports, drive 1 billion cars, and carry 7 billion mobile phones around with them.
In numerous ways, life has gotten substantially better in this more crowded and interconnected era. Seventy years ago, global war killed scores of millions, but interstate conflict has declined sharply since the end of World War II, and the creation of the United Nations ushered in a far more egalitarian and democratic form of international governance than existed in any previous era. Today, militarily powerful states are far less free than in the pre-U.N. era to use overt force to accomplish their aims, and the world now has numerous transnational courts and dispute-resolution bodies that collectively offer states a viable alternative to the use of force. The modern international order is no global utopia, but it sure beats colonial domination and world wars.
In the 50 years that followed World War II, medical and agricultural advances brought unprecedented health and prosperity to most parts of the globe. More recently, the communications revolution has enabled exciting new forms of nongovernmental cross-border alliances to emerge, empowering, for instance, global human rights and environmental movements. In just the last two decades, the near-universal penetration of mobile phones has had a powerful leveling effect: All over the globe, people at every age and income level can use these tiny but powerful computers to learn foreign languages, solve complex mathematical problems, create and share videos, watch the news, move money around, or communicate with far-flung friends.
All this has had a dark side, of course. As access to knowledge has been democratized, so too has access to the tools of violence and destruction, and greater global interconnectedness enables disease, pollution, and conflict to spread quickly and easily beyond borders. A hundred years ago, no single individual or nonstate actor could do more than cause localized mayhem; today, we have to worry about massive bioengineered threats created by tiny terrorist cells and globally devastating cyberattacks devised by malevolent teen hackers.
Even as many forms of power have grown more democratized and diffuse, other forms of power have grown more concentrated. A very small number of states control and consume a disproportionate share of the world’s resources, and a very small number of individuals control most of the world’s wealth. (According to a 2014 Oxfam report, the 85 richest individuals on Earth are worth more than the globe’s 3.5 billion poorest people).
Indeed, from a species-survival perspective, the world has grown vastly more dangerous over the last century. Individual humans live longer than ever before, but a small number of states now possess the unprecedented ability to destroy large chunks of the human race and possibly the Earth itself — all in a matter of days or even hours. What’s more, though the near-term threat of interstate nuclear conflict has greatly diminished since the end of the Cold War, nuclear material and know-how are now both less controlled and less controllable.
Amid all these changes, our world has also grown far more uncertain. We possess more information than ever before and vastly greater processing power, but the accelerating pace of global change has far exceeded our collective ability to understand it, much less manage it. This makes it increasingly difficult to make predictions or calculate risks. As I’ve written previously:
We literally have no points of comparison for understanding the scale and scope of the risks faced by humanity today. Compared to the long, slow sweep of human history, the events of the last century have taken place in the blink of an eye. This should … give us pause when we’re tempted to conclude that today’s trends are likely to continue. Rising life expectancy? That’s great, but if climate change has consequences as nasty as some predict, a century of rising life expectancy could turn out to be a mere blip on the charts. A steep decline in interstate conflicts? Fantastic, but less than 70 years of human history isn’t much to go on….
That’s why one can’t dismiss the risk of catastrophic events [such as disastrous climate change or nuclear conflict] as “high consequence, low probability.” How do we compute the probability of catastrophic events of a type that has never happened? Does 70 years without nuclear annihilation tell us that there’s a low probability of nuclear catastrophe — or just tell us that we haven’t had a nuclear catastrophe yet?…
Lack of catastrophic change might signify a system in stable equilibrium, but sometimes — as with earthquakes — pressure may be building up over time, undetected….
Most analysts assumed the Soviet Union was stable — until it collapsed. Analysts predicted that Egypt’s Hosni Mubarak would retain his firm grip on power — until he was ousted. How much of what we currently file under “Stable” should be recategorized under “Hasn’t Collapsed Yet”?
This, then, is the character of world messiness in this first quarter of the 21st century. So on to the next question: Where, in all this messiness, does the United States find itself?
It still broadly prevents war, even if some powers ignore it.
Hunt ’19 [Tam; 2019; Affiliate Guest in Psychology in the META Lab at the University of California, JD from the University of California, Los Angeles School of Law, BS in Ecology and Evolutionary Biology at the University of California; Noozhawk, “What Is International Law, and Why Does It Matter?” https://www.noozhawk.com/article/tam_hunt_what_is_international_law_and_why_does_it_matter_20190329]
So, Does International Law Matter?
While I’ve made it clear with many examples that strong states can often ignore international law in practice, I’m still going to make the case that international law matters. A lot. In fact, there is good data suggesting that international law has been one of the primary causes for a radical decline in global violence and war.
There is a strong correlation between the advent of the U.N. system in 1945 and a dramatic decline in global war-related deaths, as the figure shows (source: Towards Data Science):
[Chart omitted, shows a significant decline in state battle deaths]
Scholars have recently argued that starting with the Kellogg-Briand Pact’s attempt to outlaw war in 1928, slightly more than a decade before almost the entire world entered into World War II. What seemed foolish in hindsight has, upon reexamination, turned out to be the cause of a massive change in how nations govern themselves.
It turns out that after World War II, we began to see a significant dip in wars of aggression, and we began to see the reversal or territorial conquests that happened even before WWII, going right back to 1928. Here’s the key passage, worth quoting at length, from the scholars’ article in the New York Times:
"Since World War II, conquest has almost come to a full stop. The average number of conquests per year fell drastically — to 0.26 per year, or one every four years. The average size of the territory taken declined to a mere 5,772 square miles per year. And the likelihood that any individual state would suffer a conquest in an average year plummeted — from 1.33 percent to 0.17 percent, or once or twice a millennium.
"In addition, our data suggest that the two decades after the Kellogg-Briand Pact went into effect — from 1929 to 1948 — also marked a radical shift in state behavior. Conquest didn’t stop during this period. But those conquests were almost all reversed. Huge amounts of land that had been seized before 1948 were returned to the countries that had originally held them.
"Here’s an even more startling fact: The land returned was not simply territory taken after the beginning of World War II, in 1939. The reversals went back to a year that predated the war by more than a decade: 1928. So, not only did the United States, Britain and France take no new territory for themselves after the war (aside from a small minor adjustment of the border between France and Italy); the Allies also returned Manchuria to China, liberated Ethiopia from Italy and reversed Germany’s conquests throughout Europe."
So, ideas — and laws — do actually matter even in a world where it too often appears that “might makes right.” The authors expanded their research into a book, The Internationalists: How a Radical Plan to Outlaw War Remade the World.
These scholars recognize that many other factors have been at play in these large-scale trends, of course, including nuclear weapons, the rise of free trade, and others. But they make the reasonable case that “these explanations are incomplete because they tacitly assume the idea of the pact that might no longer makes right.”
That flimsy web of international law does seem to matter after all.
I-Law’s necessary to solve a litany of existential risks.
UN. "What is the Rule of Law." United Nations and the Rule of Law. https://www.un.org/ruleoflaw/what-is-the-rule-of-law/. 
For the United Nations (UN) system, the rule of law is a principle of governance in which all persons, institutions and entities, public and private, including the State itself, are accountable to laws that are publicly promulgated, equally enforced and independently adjudicated, and which are consistent with international human rights norms and standards. It requires measures to ensure adherence to the principles of supremacy of the law, equality before the law, accountability to the law, fairness in the application of the law, separation of powers, participation in decision-making, legal certainty, avoidance of arbitrariness, and procedural and legal transparency.
The rule of law is fundamental to international peace and security and political stability; to achieve economic and social progress and development; and to protect people’s rights and fundamental freedoms. It is foundational to people’s access to public services, curbing corruption, restraining the abuse of power, and to establishing the social contract between people and the state. Rule of law and development are strongly interlinked, and strengthened rule of law-based society should be considered as an outcome of the 2030 Agenda and Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).
In addition, particular, Goal 16 is an enabling goal for Member States to generate national-level policy changes that advance progress on other SDGs. The development of inclusive and accountable justice systems and rule of law reforms will provide quality services to people and build trust in the legitimacy of their government. This approach should respond to the needs of individuals and groups and their meaningfully participation from the outset, paying particular attention to those historically marginalized and at risk of being left behind. It includes prevention of serious violations of human rights, achieving credible accountability for those responsible at national and international levels and empowering individuals and communities to make use of justice mechanisms to protect their fundamental human rights.
The rule of law is an important component of sustaining peace, as advanced by the General Assembly and Security Council in the twin resolutions on the review of the peacebuilding architecture. Sustaining peace requires an integrated and comprehensive approach across the UN system, based on coherence between political, security, development, human rights, gender equality and rule of law activities in support of Member State-led efforts.
Strengthening the rule of law involves respect for the norms of international law, including on the use of force, and recognition of the primary responsibility of States to protect their populations from genocide, crimes against humanity, ethnic cleansing and war crimes. The rule of law is a core element of the humanitarian and human rights agendas; is crucial to understanding and addressing the reasons for displacement and statelessness; and is the foundation of the humanitarian protection regime.
Rule of law issues includes emerging and critical issues such as the proliferation of hate speech and incitement to violence; preventing radicalization/violent extremism; climate change and the environment impacting on the security and livelihoods of people; and the complexities of artificial intelligence and cybercrime.
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Patterns of obedience ensure effectiveness. 
Harold Hongju Koh 18, Sterling Professor of International Law at Yale Law School, “Trump Administration and International Law,” Harvard Law, p. 6-8
B. Transnational Legal Process 
This book argues that notwithstanding its resonance in some quarters, Trump’s strategy—systematic disengagement from nearly all institutions of global governance—is failing to achieve its desired goals. The reason is transnational legal process. International law is no longer just for nation-states or national governments. What Jeremy Bentham once called “inter-national law”—the law between and among sovereign nations—has evolved into a hybrid body of international and domestic law developed by a large number of public and private transnational actors. These sovereign and nonsovereign actors include our allies; states, municipalities, and localities of the United States; government bureaucracies; the media; courts; nongovernmental organizations (NGOs); intergovernmental organizations (IGOs); and committed individuals. I have argued that these many actors make and remake transnational law—the hybrid law that combines domestic and international, public and private law—by generating interactions that lead to interpretations of international law that become internalized into, and thereby binding under, domestic law (in this case, United States law). These internalized rules create default patterns of international law-observant behavior for all participants in the process. Those default patterns become routinized and “sticky” and thus difficult to deviate from without sustained effort. 
The central insight of this analysis is that most compliance with law—including international law—comes not from coercion but from patterns of obedience.2 Even all alone at 2 o’clock in the morning, most of us still stop for a red light. Why? Because most legal compliance does not owe to the fact that a police car is sitting behind you. The prime reason why law-abiding people do not regularly steal from each other is not because it is illegal, or because they fear detection, but because they have internalized a norm—probably learned from their parents, in school, or at places of worship—that ethical and law-abiding people do not steal. Internalized norms, not coercion, are the main drivers of legal obedience.3 Most legal obedience, I would argue, comes from such norm internalization. 
Norm internalization can come from many sources, the most prominent being religion, the paradigmatic internalized norm set. Once norms have been internalized by individuals and institutions, they become habits that, once learned, are not easily abandoned. Just as boats sail between riverbanks established by decades of flowing water, and new travelers almost invariably observe established traffic lanes, human and institutional behavior tends to follow default patterns set by internalized norms.
But neither are default habits immutable. With concerted effort, they can be changed. In my own lifetime, many people used to smoke regularly indoors, discard plastics in regular trash bins, and leave their seat belts unbuckled. But if as you read this, you are drinking from a plastic bottle, you have probably internalized a different habit, which is to throw recyclables into a recycling bin. Why? Because everywhere you go you encounter a sign, read a warning, see a recycle bin, are confronted by a friend or family member, or are forced to answer a challenge—all interactions that make clear that what you once did out of laziness or indifference no longer represents appropriate behavior. Most likely, you now recycle because a history of such interactions has encouraged you gradually to internalize a different normative interpretation. A period of socialization over time has now taught you to think it is right to recycle. A series of interactions has clarified a new norm of desirable behavior that you have come to accept as part of your internal value set. If most compliance comes from obedience, and most obedience comes from norm-internalization, then most norm-internalization comes from triggering such interactions, which lead to interpretations, which then lead to internalizations.
Reputational costs discourage shirking. 
Michael Scharf 18, Interim Dean and John Deaver Drinko--Baker & Hostetler Professor of Law at the Case Western Reserve University School of Law, “Importance of International Law: Are They Really Law?” Legal Desire, https://legaldesire.com/importance-of-international-law-are-they-really-law/
As students are first exposed to international legal materials there may be a degree of skepticism about the importance of international law. Some may believe that international law is merely illusionary since governments seem to comply with it only out of convenience and disregard it whenever a contrary interest appears. Others may suspect that international law cannot really be law since there is no effective world legislature, judiciary, or police force to enforce it.
In fact, government compliance with international law is the norm and noncompliance is the very rare exception. There are over 45,000 international treaties, which fill 1,800 thick volumes — usually located in some obscure place in a law school library.1 Fortunately, they are also available electronically via CD-Rom, Lexis, Westlaw, and various sites on the Internet. Treaties govern every aspect of international relations and commerce, including air travel, telephone communications, television broadcasting, mail delivery, weather reporting, private contracts, protection of the environment, human rights, and trade with foreign countries. Breaches are infrequent and not without significant costs as discussed below.
Although there is not a world legislature per se, there is an international legislative process, which takes one of two forms. The first relates to bilateral treaties, which are negotiated and enforced in a manner similar to domestic contracts. The second process relates to multilateral treaties, which are adopted by the United Nations or a Diplomatic Conference of States (in international law, the term “States” means countries). This process can be very similar to the domestic legislative process, with the exception that the laws do not immediately go into effect when the United Nations or Diplomatic Conference approves the text of a treaty. Rather, each State becomes bound to the treaty only when it has been approved through the State’s internally proscribed process.
While there is no single international judiciary, there are numerous international courts established by treaty which clarify and develop law, resolve disputes impartially, and impel nations to observe the law. The most influential of these are the International Court of Justice, the World Trade Organization, the Law of the Sea Tribunal, and Western Europe’s two regional international courts — the European Court of Human Rights at Strasbourg and the European Court of Justice at Luxembourg. In addition, there are two Security Council-created international war crimes tribunals (for the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda), three hybrid international criminal tribunals (for Sierra Leone, Cambodia, and Lebanon), and a permanent international criminal court established by treaty. International law is also interpreted by numerous international arbitral tribunals, such as the U.S.-Iran Claims Tribunal. But most frequently, international law is litigated in domestic courts.
While there is no international police system whose pervasive presence might deter violation, that does not mean that international law is without effective mechanisms for enforcement. With respect to the most egregious breaches, the U.N. Security Council can impose economic sanctions, freeze assets, and even employ military force to compel compliance. The New York Convention on the Recognition and Enforcement of Arbitral Awards provides a means for enforcing international arbitration awards using the assets of the liable party located in any of the over 100 States Parties to the Convention. As with domestic contracts, the most frequent and effective means of inducing compliance with treaty obligations is by the suspension of reciprocal obligations by the non-breaching party until the breach is remedied. In addition, international law is routinely enforced by individual States through their domestic laws, courts, and police forces. Thus, for example, Article I, Section 8, of the U.S. Constitution empowers Congress to “define and punish … offenses against the Law of Nations.”
Other countries emulate an American example.
O'Rourke ’21 [Ronald; 2021; Specialist in Naval Affairs at the Congressional Research Service; CRS Report, “S. Role in the World: Background and Issues for Congress,” https://fas.org/sgp/crs/row/R44891.pdf]
Some observers perceive that after remaining generally stable for a period of more than 70 years (i.e., since the end of World War II in 1945), the U.S. role in the world under the Trump Administration has undergone a substantial change. A change in the U.S. role in the world could have significant and even profound effects on U.S. security, freedom, and prosperity. It could significantly affect U.S. policy in areas such as relations with allies and other countries, defense plans and programs, trade and international finance, foreign assistance, and human rights.
The issue for Congress is whether the U.S. role in the world has changed, and if so, what implications this might have for the United States and the world. Congress’s decisions regarding the U.S. role in the world could have significant implications for numerous policies, plans, programs, and budgets, and for the role of Congress relative to that of the executive branch in U.S. foreign policymaking.
A variety of other CRS reports address in greater depth specific international issues mentioned in this report. Appendix A provides a glossary of some key terms used in this report, such as international order or regional hegemon. For convenience, this report uses the term U.S. role as a shorthand for referring to the U.S. role in the world.
Background
Overview of Traditional U.S. Role: Four Key Elements
While descriptions of the traditional U.S. role in the world since the end of World War II vary in their specifics, it can be described in general terms as consisting of four key elements:
· global leadership;
· defense and promotion of the liberal international order;
· defense and promotion of freedom, democracy, and human rights; and
· prevention of the emergence of regional hegemons in Eurasia.
The following sections provide brief discussions of these four key elements.
Global Leadership
The traditional U.S. role in the world since the end of World War II is generally described, first and foremost, as one of global leadership, meaning that the United States tends to be the first or most important country for identifying or framing international issues, taking actions to address those issues, setting an example for other countries to follow, organizing and implementing multilateral efforts to address international issues, and enforcing international rules and norms.
Observers over the years have referred to U.S. global leadership using various terms, some of which reflect varying degrees of approval or disapproval of this aspect of the U.S. role. Examples of such terms (other than global leader itself) include leader of the free world, superpower, indispensable power, system administrator, hyperpower, world policeman, or world hegemon.
The U.S. role of global leadership has resulted in extensive U.S. involvement in international affairs, and this, too, has been described with various phrases. The United States has been described as pursuing an internationalist foreign policy; a foreign policy of global engagement or deep engagement; a foreign policy that provides global public goods; a foreign policy of liberal order building, liberal internationalism, or liberal hegemony; an interventionist foreign policy; or a foreign policy of seeking primacy or world hegemony.
Defense and Promotion of Liberal International Order
A second key element of the traditional U.S. role in the world since World War II—one that can be viewed as inherently related to the first key element above—has been to defend and promote the liberal international order1 that the United States, with the support of its allies, created in the years after World War II. Although definitions of the liberal international order vary, key elements of it are generally said to include the following:
· respect for the territorial integrity of countries, and the unacceptability of changing international borders by force or coercion;
· a preference for resolving disputes between countries peacefully, without the use or threat of use of force or coercion, and in a manner consistent with international law;
· respect for international law, global rules and norms, and universal values, including human rights;
· strong international institutions for supporting and implementing international law, global rules and norms, and universal values;
· the use of liberal (i.e., rules-based) international trading and investment systems to advance open, rules-based economic engagement, development, growth, and prosperity; and
· the treatment of international waters, international air space, outer space, and (more recently) cyberspace as international commons rather than domains subject to national sovereignty.
Most of the key elements above (arguably, all but the final one) can be viewed collectively as forming what is commonly referred to as a rules-based international order. A traditional antithesis of a rules-based order is a might-makes-right order (sometimes colloquially referred to as the law of the jungle), which is an international order (or a situation lacking in order) in which more powerful countries routinely impose their will arbitrarily on less-powerful countries, organizations, and individuals, with little or no regard to rules.
Non-starter.
Hathaway ‘4/3 [Oona; 2023; Professor of International Law at Yale Law School; “How Russia’s Invasion of Ukraine Strengthened the International Legal Order,” https://www.brookings.edu/articles/how-russias-invasion-of-ukraine-tested-the-international-legal-order/]
While we can point to cases where the prohibition on war has not been observed — and the United States has been both one of the greatest defenders and one of the greatest offenders in the last several decades — it’s a mistake to suggest that the legal principles are meaningless or ineffective. The modern legal order is grounded in the prohibition on war, even if it is not always perfectly observed.
I said earlier that the test of a legal principle is not just whether it is violated, but what response meets that violation. And here we have seen a response much more robust than many expected when this war began. Normally moribund international legal institutions have suddenly sprung to life in response to the illegal invasion. Here, I will detail international community responses of four kinds: condemnation, outcasting, arming, and accountability.
First, international law and international institutions have been used to condemn Russia’s illegal war. As the invasion began, the U.N. Security Council tried to pass a resolution deploring the Russian invasion and demanding the withdrawal of Russian forces from Ukraine, but Russia vetoed it. Although Russia was able to exercise its veto power on the Security Council to prevent it from mandating any punitive action, the country’s almost complete isolation within the organization was swift and thorough. Soon after Russia blocked the resolution, the Security Council activated the long-dormant Uniting for Peace Resolution. That resolution, which was first adopted in 1950, provides that if the Security Council, due to lack of unanimity among the permanent members, fails to exercise its responsibility to maintain international peace and security, the General Assembly will consider the matter immediately with the view to making recommendations to members.
When Russia vetoed Security Council action, the Uniting for Peace Resolution was used to refer the matter to the General Assembly, which voted overwhelmingly to demand that Russia “immediately, completely and unconditionally withdraw all of its military forces from the territory of Ukraine within its internationally recognized borders.” Only a small handful of states — Belarus, Eritrea, North Korea, and Syria — voted with Russia against the resolution. The other countries that Russia might have hoped would support it, most notably China, chose instead to abstain. That majority was sustained through several additional votes, the latest coming only hours before the conflict entered its second year, with 141 states voting to condemn the war and demand that Russia “immediately, completely and unconditionally” withdraw all of its military forces from the territory of Ukraine, and just seven, including Russia, voting against.
The International Court of Justice (ICJ) also has played a role in condemning the Russian invasion. On February 26, just two days after the invasion began, Ukraine submitted an application to the ICJ, beginning proceedings against Russia. The application took Putin’s outrageous and baseless claims that Ukraine was committing genocide in its eastern regions and turns them against him. Russia, as a party to the Genocide Convention, has agreed that the ICJ is the forum at which disputed allegations of genocide may be resolved. In a brilliant act of lawyering, Ukraine seized on this fact and argued that Putin’s claims provide the ICJ grounds for jurisdiction to adjudicate whether, indeed, any such genocide has occurred. The ICJ immediately scheduled a hearing on the matter for March 7. The ICJ then found against Russia, ordering Russia to cease the war immediately.
Second, international law has been used to “outcast” Russia. Here I use the term outcasting in a specific manner. Drawing on my work with Shapiro, I mean the mechanism for enforcing international law where states exclude the law-violating state, here Russia, from the benefits of international cooperation to which it would otherwise be entitled. Russia has been excluded from a number of international organizations, including the Council of Europe. But the main form of outcasting faced by Russia since the war began has been a system of unprecedented economic sanctions that is one of the most expansive the world has seen outside of Security Council-ordered sanctions. I will say more in a moment about whether those sanctions have been effective, but for now, the key point is that the sanctions response has been significant and widespread.
Third, the condemnation and outcasting of Russia have been accompanied by another important development — the arming of Ukraine. The United States alone has provided over $70 billion in aid to Ukraine, including $44 billion in military aid. The role of law here is less obvious, but it is very much present. Law has a legitimizing value — the states supporting Ukraine are acting in support of a state that is legally in the right. That has been an important part of the political debate in a number of key countries, particularly Germany, but it is important to the willingness of states globally to support Ukraine against Russia’s attempt at illegal conquest. It is, moreover, important that it is perfectly legal to provide arms and other support to a state that is defending itself against an illegal war and that is abiding by international humanitarian law in the process. By contrast, it is illegal to support a state that, like Russia, is waging an illegal war — as doing so is to aid and assist that state in its internationally wrongful acts.
Fourth, the illegal war has been and will be subject to criminal prosecution and other legal accountability. On February 28, just four days after the invasion began, International Criminal Court (ICC) Prosecutor Karim Khan announced that he was seeking authorization to open an investigation as soon as possible. Neither Russia nor Ukraine is a party to the Rome Statute, which created the ICC and gives it jurisdiction. But in 2013, Ukraine legally accepted the court’s jurisdiction over alleged crimes occurring on its territory. On March 2, Khan announced that he had received 39 state referrals and that he would immediately proceed with an investigation. Never had the ICC responded so quickly to the outbreak of a conflict.
That investigation has recently resulted in the indictment of both Putin and Maria Alekseyevna Lvova-Belova, currently the presidential commissioner for children’s rights in the Russian Federation. This is an extraordinary step for international criminal justice.
In addition to criminal accountability, the U.N. General Assembly has also endorsed the creation of a reparations mechanism, and there is a significant effort right now to think about how to compensate Ukraine for the damage done by Russia in the course of the war.
All of this response suggests that there have been real consequences for Russia in its violation of the prohibition on war. And while that response has not been sufficient to bring an end to the war, it has sent a clear message that the violation of the prohibition on war remains core to the international system. That message is directed not only at Russia. It is intended, too, for any state considering following in Russia’s footsteps in the future. I think it is safe to say that the robust response will give states considering a similar invasion in the future reason to reconsider.
In short, the response to an illegal war launched by a nuclear-armed state with a veto on the Security Council has been far more effective than anyone had reason to hope at the outset.
Impact---Quantum---2NC
International compliance is key to quantum standards. 
Krishnamurthy ’22 [Vivek; August 9; Samuelson-Glushko Professor of Law at the University of Ottawa, Director of the Samuelson-Glushko Canadian Internet Policy and Public Interest Clinic; “Quantum technology and human rights: an agenda for collaboration,” Quantum Science and Technology, https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/2058-9565/ac81e7/pdf]
This article seeks to open a dialogue between the human rights and quantum science and technology (QST) communities. The aim is to foster collaboration between them to help ensure that quantum technologies will respect and promote human rights. The article will provide a brief overview of human rights before exploring some of the potential human rights impacts of the three ‘most exciting’ quantum technologies, namely, sensing, computing, and communications [1]. It will then draw some lessons from recent experiences in managing the human rights impacts of internet-based technologies and apply them to emerging quantum technologies. The critical point that will emerge is that both communities need to start working together to evaluate quantum technologies’ potential human rights impacts and determine whether we can build human rights safeguards into them.
2. An introduction to human rights 
The concept of human rights defies easy definition, but this article will approach the question from a legal perspective. It will focus on the body of international human rights law that has been developing since the end of the Second World War, which forms the basis of human rights protections in the constitutions and laws of many countries.
 2.1. International human rights law 
Our starting point is the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) of 1948, which marks the first attempt by the international community to set out the inalienable rights each of us enjoys by virtue of our humanity. While the UDHR is an aspirational document that does not have the force of law, it inspired the development of numerous global and regional human rights treaties that are legally binding. Chief among these are the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) and the International Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) which, along with the UDHR, have come to be known as the ‘International Bill of Rights’.
The civil and political rights guaranteed by the ICCPR, such as the presumption of innocence and the freedom of expression, will be familiar to many non-lawyers. Less familiar are the economic, social, and cultural rights enshrined in the ICESCR, which include guarantees of the ‘highest attainable standard of physical and mental health’ and to ‘enjoy the benefits of scientific progress and its applications’, among other protections.
Under international law, states have a legal obligation to protect all rights from being violated by state and non-state actors. The nature of this obligation differs for economic, social, and cultural rights as opposed to civil and political rights, however, because the former require considerable economic resources to achieve. Correspondingly, economic, social, and cultural rights are to be ‘progressively realized’ over time, whereas the state must fully protect civil and political rights.
Human rights are inalienable but not absolute: most rights are subject to reasonable limitations necessary to achieve pressing and substantial public purposes. Such limitations must be prescribed by law and proportionate to the intended purposes. Correspondingly, the right to free expression can be limited by laws that criminalize child pornography, the right to privacy can be limited to permit the police to obtain warrants to search persons and property for evidence of crimes, and the freedom of movement can be limited to prevent the spread of deadly diseases during a pandemic.
States have a legal duty to protect human rights under international law against all threats, but there is growing recognition that businesses have a responsibility to respect human rights. This is most clearly reflected in the UN Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights (UNGPs) that the UN Human Rights Council unanimously endorsed in 2011.
The UNGPs provide businesses of all shapes and sizes with guidance on respecting human rights in their operations. The responsibility of businesses to respect human rights is not a legal obligation, but it is a norm of conduct that is starting to acquire the force of law in certain jurisdictions—notably in the European Union. For example, France and the Netherlands have enacted mandatory human rights due diligence (HRDD) laws that apply to large companies [2], while the European Union is considering a similar measure that would apply across the 27-member bloc [3]. Meanwhile, the European Union’s General Data Protection Directive requires entities to conduct ‘data protection impact assessments’ when their data processing activities pose significant human rights risks [4]
Businesses respect human rights in the first instance by ‘avoid[ing] infringing on the human rights of others’, and further by addressing ‘adverse human rights impacts with which (businesses) are involved’ [5]. Doing so requires businesses to conduct HRDD ‘to identify, prevent, mitigate and account for’ their actual and potential human rights impacts [5]. Such due diligence should be an ongoing process that is ‘initiated as early as possible in the development of a new (business) activity or relationship’ [5].
The social impacts of new technologies are often evaluated from an ethical perspective, but such conversations are not a substitute for considering their human rights impacts—both positive and negative. Consider, for example, the ‘call to action’ issued by several leading quantum scientists to examine the ethical implications of this technology [6], and the broader conversation that is now under way regarding the ethics of quantum technology [7]. These are welcome developments, but there are two reasons why the human rights impacts of these technologies must also be considered. First, human rights protections are enshrined in law. Governments have a legal duty to protect human rights from abuse by state- and non-state actors, while companies face growing pressures (both legal and normative) to respect human rights in their operations. Correspondingly, respecting human rights law is not a matter of individual choice or preference in the manner that we are free to choose whether we behave ethically—above and beyond those moral and ethical precepts reflected in our laws. Second, international human rights law provides a set of norms and a ‘shared language’ to discuss the impacts of new technologies that is more legitimate and determinate than any set of ethics [8]. Disagreements exist on the scope and interpretation of certain rights. Still, there is consensus that the rights exist and that they are worthy of protection. By contrast, views on what is ethical can vary significantly among and between individuals and societies, leading to concerns that the ethical commitments of some might be self-serving [9].
This section explores some of the potential human rights impacts of what the authors of a recent volume describe as the three ‘most exciting’ quantum technologies: quantum sensing, quantum computing, and quantum communications [1]. The emerging legal literature on quantum technology rightly focuses on the privacy impacts of these technologies [7], which are significant, but other potential human rights impacts are discernible from the new capabilities these technologies are likely to provide. We cannot yet fully predict the human rights impacts of these technologies or even whether they will ever come into widespread use. Regardless, this section will make the case for undertaking this exercise while quantum technologies are still in the early stages of their development.
As an initial matter, we should consider how developments in QST relate to the right enshrined in the ICESCR for everyone to ‘enjoy the benefits of scientific progress and its applications’. This provision has been interpreted as including a right to access scientific knowledge, and to enjoy the ‘material results of the applications of scientific research such as vaccinations, fertilizers, technological instruments, and the like’ [10]
Correspondingly, we should begin asking how we ensure that all of humanity enjoys the benefits of quantum technologies as they come more widely into use. We must work to avoid the ‘digital divide’ that has arisen in the Internet sphere between those who have the means to access the online world and those who do not. We will have to think very carefully about how we ensure that the benefits of quantum technology are shared by all humanity—as the ICESCR requires—given that new technologies are costly and are usually developed by powerful actors in society, such as governments, multinational corporations, and wealthy universities.
Two authors recently suggested that quantum sensing has ‘the most potential to change our lives in the next decade and beyond’ [1]. Such technologies, which use quantum states to ‘measure or sense physical things’, open up the promise of developing sensors with powerful new capabilities [1]. For example, quantum properties can be used to develop sensors that penetrate clothes, buildings, rocks, and other materials far more effectively than current technologies (like radar, sonar, and LIDAR) [1]. Some even suggest that ‘quantum illumination’ could be used to sense objects that are not within the line of sight of a sensor [1].
The human rights implications of quantum sensors are as vast as the range of its potential civil and military applications. For example, quantum sensors in medicine may positively impact the enjoyment of the right to health, by helping to diagnose diseases sooner than current technologies permit. Yet they may also exacerbate existing inequalities in healthcare delivery, with concomitant effects on the right to equality [11].
Quantum sensing as a class of technologies pose significant privacy implications, however. Such sensors can peer into places that are inaccessible to conventional sensors, and the law governing the use of technologies that augment our biological sensing abilities will need to be adjusted accordingly. Courts have had enormous difficulty in regulating the use of new kinds of sensors—from roadside breathalyzers [12] to IMSI catchers [13]—by the police and other governmental actors. International human rights law and many domestic constitutions require the police to obtain a warrant from a judge prior to searching places or things where individuals are recognized as possessing ‘reasonable expectations of privacy’. Hence the police must obtain a warrant to search your house, but one is not necessary to search your bags prior to boarding a plane in the interests of aviation safety. In many countries, police officers seeking judicial permission to wiretap a phone must demonstrate that they have no alternative means of obtaining evidence of a suspected crime. Yet, a warrant is not required to obtain a lifetime’s worth of call logs from the phone company.
In 2001, the US Supreme Court ruled that police must have a warrant before using thermal cameras to detect marijuana cultivation operations [14]. It so ruled because the search used novel technological means to peer into one’s home, which the law recognizes as a place where people have strong privacy expectations. Three years later, in a factually identical case, the Supreme Court of Canada ruled that no warrant was needed for thermal imaging because such cameras record heat signatures on the surface of the house rather than peering inside [15].
Considering some of the potential human rights implications of quantum sensing—including privacy—the need for dialogue between QST and human rights communities becomes clear. Such discussions should evaluate how safeguards can be built into these technologies to prevent misuse and how sensible rules can be developed to govern their appropriate use.
Classical computers have transformed our lives and continue to impact individuals and society in unpredictable ways. But quantum computing’s potential to solve problems that confound classical computers points to a set of human rights implications that warrant careful consideration.
Quantum computers hold great promise in modeling quantum phenomena, with significant implications for drug discovery, advanced materials, and many other scientific fields [16]. But quantum computers may also overcome many of the limitations classical computers face in solving combinatorics problems, which ‘involve finding an arrangement of items that optimizes some goal. As the number of items grows, the number of possible arrangements grows exponentially’—making it difficult for classical computers to calculate the optimal solution [17].
Many computing problems are combinatorics problems—from the ‘traveling salesman’ problem of finding the most efficient route with multiple stops, to modeling complex systems ranging from the weather to financial markets to biological systems. Some in the QST community are optimistic that quantum computers will significantly improve our ability to solve such problems [18], but others note that significant technical barriers must be overcome for quantum computers to meet their promise [19]. Regardless, it is worth considering the human rights implications of using a new class of computers to solve such problems better.
Combinatorics problems inherently involve optimizing ‘some goal’. This raises the question of what goals we should be optimizing and who decides whether they are the right ones to pursue. Consider Bova et al’s example of how quantum computing could improve financial modeling [17]. They note that banks could use quantum computers to devise more powerful models to inform their lending decisions. These models could leverage quantum properties (like entanglement) to help verify the accuracy of customers’ information in their loan applications and determine if they are lying.
Detecting lies and discouraging lying through better detection seems like a beneficial use of quantum computing, but how should we think of using these capabilities in other situations where individuals face pernicious adversaries? There are already serious concerns about how machine learning algorithms running on classical computers can discern sensitive information about us (such as our pregnancy status) by analyzing what would seem to be innocuous signals that we send out (such as our purchasing history.) [20, 21].
How might entities that already know a great deal about us—from governments of all persuasions to the behemoth companies that have given rise to our current reality of ‘surveillance capitalism’ [22]—leverage this powerful new technology to advance their goals? What are the risks of doing so with the additional insights we might gain about individual behavior and other phenomena from quantum sensing technologies? And what, if any, technical safeguards can we build into quantum computing systems to prevent such misuse? The stakes are incredibly high if these capabilities of quantum computers are used to make consequential decisions about us, in the way that current machine learning algorithms are used to predict everything from our risk of recidivism to decisions about our medical care [11].
We should also begin to think seriously about the human rights impacts of quantum communication. At first glance, this transition promises to improve privacy greatly, as the use of quantum properties may make it impossible to intercept communications content or metadata without detection by the intended sender and receiver [1]. Yet, as explained earlier, privacy (like all human rights) is not absolute and can be subject to reasonable limitations by governments to achieve pressing and substantial objectives
There have been longstanding concerns that improvements in conventional encryption technology are preventing governments from detecting, investigating, and prosecuting criminal conduct—with adverse impacts on the right of all people to security of the person [23]. These concerns are overstated given the relative ease with which digital devices can be hacked, but the ability of quantum computers to quickly find the prime factors of large numbers risks undermining most current forms of encryption [16]. Correspondingly, work is underway to develop new encryption algorithms that can operate on classical hardware yet are resistant to quantum-facilitated attacks [24].
Since quantum technologies are likely to render most existing forms of cryptography obsolete, while also creating new communications systems that are more private and secure than current technologies, we must begin considering how society should respond to these possibilities should they become our new reality.
We can draw three important lessons from how we managed the human rights impacts of the Internet and apply them to ensure that the positive impacts of quantum technologies on human rights outweigh any negatives.
First, there is no substitute for examining the potential human rights impacts of new technologies at the earliest stages of their development, so that we can design and build human rights considerations right into their architecture. Even if we cannot foresee all the possible human rights impacts of the many different quantum technologies that are likely to be developed and each of their individual applications.
While the evidence shows that the designers of such core Internet protocols as IMAP and HTTP understood the broader social implications of the new communications infrastructure they were designing [25], the concepts of BHR and HRDD had yet to be developed in the 1970s. Consequently, and in view the technical limitations of the day, important human rights protections (such as encryption by default) were left out of these protocols. The ramifications of these architectural decisions have been long-lasting in their effect on privacy, security, and free expression online [26]. Efforts are underway to upgrade these protocols to build human rights considerations into their newest versions, but this is considerably more difficult and less effective than incorporating them by design [27]. Correspondingly, as the QST community begins the important work of developing standards and protocols for this exciting new family of technologies, human rights considerations should be at the forefront of design decisions.
That upends nuclear deterrence---extinction. International norms are key.
Hayes ’18 [Peter; March 29; Honorary Professor at the Center for International Security Studies at Sydney University, Director of the Nautilus Institute in Berkeley, California; Ph.D. from UC Berkeley, has previously worked for the UN Development Program, Asian Development Bank & Global Environment Facility; “Nuclear Command-And-Control in the Quantum Era,” Nautilus Institute for Security and Sustainability, https://nautilus.org/napsnet/nuclear-command-and-control-in-the-quantum-era/]
Quantum physics and derivative technologies may transform the current global security environment bottom-up, working at the atomic level.
Nuclear weapons are devices that work in the other direction, top-down.  They are the most powerful weapons controlled by humans; but they are so damaging and so imprecise as to be all but unusable in war except against enemies who have no ability to retaliate in a similar manner.
The entire paradigm of strategic nuclear deterrence is based on manipulating atoms to generate gargantuan amounts of energy in various forms, to inflict massive blast, thermal and radiation effects, onto the mechanical world of classical Newtonian physics—essentially, vaporizing and blowing up instantly populations, cities, military bases and other living and non-living things, and reducing them to smoking, radiating ruins—or threatening to do so.
They work by releasing so much energy and increasing entropy enormously in one place in a few seconds that the resulting explosion is uncontrollable.  With exquisite science and astounding technological prowess, these forces have been channeled into different types of nuclear weapons,  but the detonation itself is always well beyond human control, often beyond comprehension.  The attempt to harness this energy in a controlled manner was displaced into nuclear reactors for the fission process and tokamak containers for fusion reactions, but neither technologies have succeeded  in providing controlled energy on a sustainable basis and have proven vulnerable to catastrophic failure.  Meanwhile, nuclear weapons abound.
Every time since Nagasaki and Hiroshima that the United States considered using them—in the Korean War, against China in 1958, over Cuba in 1962, in Vietnam in 1966…it found them unnecessary or unusable.  No doubt other nuclear weapons states have stood at the edge of the nuclear precipice—Russia and China in 1968, for example, possibly Israel at various times—then backed off.
This potency and disutility gives rise to the imperative to maintain control of these ultimate weapons at all times, leading in turn to a fundamental “always-never” dilemma.
Nuclear weapons must always be controlled, by some combination of organizational and technological control systems, to ensure that they are always available almost instantly for use, to maintain credibility of deterrence aimed at nuclear and non-nuclear armed adversaries, or to reassure allies if you are the United States; and to ensure that they are never used without legitimate authorization and proper authentication, which could lead to inadvertent, unintended, or accidental nuclear attack and reciprocal nuclear war.
Unfortunately, the legacy and brand new command and control systems deployed by nuclear armed states are subject to disruption by new technologies, some of which are near term.  Potentially one of most potent of these is quantum technology.
Nuclear armed states have built nuclear command and control systems that are supported by communications to and from command centers, computers, intelligence systems, reconnaissance and surveillance systems, and these days, cyberwarfare systems (under the Tallin cyber rules, cyber support systems that play roles in nuclear weapons operations are part of a nuclear weapons system).
The US began with a relatively simple radio-bomber based global nuclear command, control and communications (NC3) system after WWII.
 The United States quickly developed in the sixties a triad of three nuclear forces, relying on land-based missiles, short and long-range bombers, and submarines.
Each of these legs of the triad has its own NC3 systems, almost separate from each other, and not inter-operable. 
These systems will send nuclear fire orders to delivery platforms after fusion centers combine intelligence information, monitor targets and adversary nuclear and other forces, assess damage from nuclear strikes, and…if one is lucky, terminate nuclear wars that might break out before, goes the logic, cycles of nuclear deterrence, compellence, and reassurance re-emerge while the world recovers from nuclear war.
In the missiles, old bombers, and submarines, legacy technology, some of it analog such as ancient 8 inch floppy disks, was and still is used today to support targeting of weapons. 
By the 2nd Cold War, the 1980s, the NC3 system “matured” and began to digitize.
Many of these communication systems are now fully digitized, and are shared with conventional forces and weapons systems in which the nuclear triad is now nested.
This integration of nuclear and conventional C3I along with the forces themselves since the end of the Cold War results in a new tension alongside managing the always-never paradox of nuclear control.  That is that US conventional forces strive for C3I systems that push “Power to the Edge” and are characterized by agility, devolution, co-evolution, adaptation, and individual initiative by soldiers, units and entire, networked force structures—the antithesis of NC3I and force structure.
A currently critical issue is whether the new digital information systems, for example, on communication satellites, can provide the bandwidth to support the information requirements of US commanders, especially the President and his coterie, if they are airborne before or during a nuclear war.  Like Windows, the sheer size and complexity of the code that runs the most advanced satellite links for example, may generate disabling errors faster than they can be fixed.
How brittle the triadic NC3 system is to attack, EMP effects, and loss of critical nodes, remains unclear.  The system is likely resilient enough to get orders out to attack or retaliate under almost any circumstance; but may not survive to control on-going nuclear operations, nor suffice to terminate nuclear warfighting.
Overall, American NCD, as Defense Information Systems Agency puts it, “is a patchwork of disparate systems, each with its own characteristics.  There is no one operating system or coding language.”
Moreover, the role of NC3 systems as an independent source of risk of inadvertent war is unclear.  Americans like to think that any increase in NC3 capability is “stabilizing,” that is, should be welcomed by an adversary as stabilizing the balance of terror by giving them confidence that the US will always be able to control its weapons, reducing the propensity of any adversary to fear nuclear attack from weapons that have lost control and are used without proper authority while reinforcing the US ability to use nuclear weapons, thereby reinforcing the credibility of deterrent threats.
Conversely, Americans also think of upgraded NC3 systems as force multipliers—more NC3 capacity can actually increase the delivered nuclear firepower and even substitute for it—an argument advanced at the end of the Cold War as budget reductions forced hard choices on the US military and tradeoffs between nuclear and conventional forces.   Of course, a US force multiplier represents increased threat to an adversary, which may then respond in many ways to overwhelm this NC3-based increase in American nuclear fire-power, not just by symmetrical upgrades in its own NC3 and related decision support systems.
The control imperative leads directly to large-scale organizational systems dedicated to political-bureaucratic direction of human behavior, informed by traditional military theory of command-and-control, or by essentially Weberian notions of organizational performance.  In the modern era, we have come to expect that such organizations built around complex, high technology may work for a long time at high levels of excellence, but then fail catastrophically in what are called “normal” accidents; and that it is often the tacit knowledge that maintains many of these organizations, not the rigid, stringent standard operating procedures and control systems, such as personnel reliability programs, etc.
Today’s condition of complexity in which nine states now operate nuclear forces with their related NC3 systems gives rise to the interaction of more than 2 nuclear weapons states at a time.  In Northeast Asia, for example, at least four nuclear-armed states are party to the Korean conflict.  Thus, the impact of Q tech on what may be termed the NC3 bias of these states as they interact, shifting them from primary emphasis on negative rather than positive control, and combining as many technical and organizational control measures as possible to strengthen positive and negative control, may be highly a-symmetric, and consequently highly destabilizing (that is, may induce a threatened party to escalate first to nuclear use to limit their own damage from a nuclear strike, or to win a nuclear war).  How this might play out in relation to North Korea is shown below (in this instance, a nuclear terrorist incident starts the ball rolling).
POSSIBLE IMPACTS OF QUANTUM TECHNOLOGIES ON NC3
Given the choices being made by the nuclear armed states to re-embrace nuclear weapons, it is useful to speculate about the potential effects of quantum (Q) technology on nuclear forces, and in particular, possible consequences for NC3 systems.  At least some of the early intimations of Q technology effects may be superimposed onto nuclear weapons control systems today to anticipate some of the changes already on the horizon.[1]
These guesstimates are made ceteris paribus, whereas in reality, everything else will be changing at the same time, and Q technology will arrive alongside and will interact with other potent technologies (such as artificial technology and autonomous drones) that will also affect NC3.
Q-communications impact on NC3:  The impact of Q technology on communications may disrupt massively the system of authenticating codes that states use to control nuclear weapons and to communicate nuclear fire orders over a variety of physical media—cables, radio transmission, etc. Not only the United States, but also the other eight nuclear armed states, face this apparently relatively near-term threat to the security of their nuclear weapons-related communication systems and code-based control technologies such as permissive action links.   Quantum-armed superpowers may be able to reconstruct their NC3 using long distance entanglement effects[2] combined with quantum encryption; but it’s not clear that the less capable nuclear-armed states can sustain the security of their nuclear communications and other decision-support systems against external intrusion, decoding, and demolition or disruption.
Solving Computationally Massive Problems:  The ability of quantum computing to tackle anew intractable problems such as determining efficient routes to attack or bypass air defense for nuclear-armed cruise missiles or bombers flying into a heavily defended region such as China’s eastern coastline or North Korea.[3]  Likewise, using quantum-enabled navigation systems to operate in war zones where satellite-GPS has been [damaged] disabled or more likely, heavily jammed by an adversary, may affect the threshold at which nuclear weapons come into play (earlier for a state attacked by an external force using such navigational systems, later for a state able to delay escalation to nuclear brute force by using such navigational systems to make conventional forces more capable against air defenses it is attacking).
Rendering Visible Nuclear Weapons and Delivery Systems—and Command Centers:  Quantum clocks and sensing technology may increase transparency of nuclear weapons and nuclear weapons delivery systems, overcoming stealth delivery,[4] and enabling states to identify and track otherwise invisible delivery platforms such as submerged submarines and nuclear armed drones, or of subterranean command centers and missile launch sites used by China and North Korea.  With these sites rendered transparent, NC3 systems may be forced to adjust not just to the direct threat of external access to these systems, but to further reduction of the already compressed decision space from minutes to seconds, with the implication that artificial intelligence systems may substitute for humans whose brains are too slow and limited to process sensed information communicated to the nuclear command and control sensors.
Given these trends, nuclear-armed states may be wise to seek to secure widespread concurrence from all states with new norms against attacking the leadership of nuclear armed states, just as the United States and the former Soviet Union (now Russia) are committed by strategic arms treaties to not attack each other’s “national technical means.”  Such Q-sensors may also enable nuclear armed states to map with much greater precision the magnetic anomalies of Earth and thereby adjust slightly the intended trajectory of long-range missiles fired over full range (mostly North-South over the pole) rather than in short-range test mode (mostly East-West), thereby increasing the probability of destroying targets.  Such a development could increase first strike capability on the one hand and destabilize deterrence on the one hand; or increase the credibility of threats of nuclear attack, thereby reducing the propensity of nuclear adversaries to risk a first strike.   The net effects are unknown at this stage and are purely speculative—but may emerge over the time frames in which nuclear modernization of major nuclear weapons delivery platforms will take place.
Supplanting Nuclear and Much Conventional Weaponry:  More fundamentally, quantum driven advances in precision of delivery of chemical and physical processes are likely to lead to completely new types of weapon systems that render nuclear weapons even more useless for warfighting than they are today, increasing the opportunity cost that they impose on conventional militaries that actually want to fight wars unencumbered by nuclear weapons or threat of nuclear attack.  Such systems are likely to be diffuse, distributed, and work like precision-guided swarms, enveloping fog, or needlelike accuracy against specifically targeted humans or soldiers, or body parts and chemical processes thereof, rather than against large formations or populations.

3. WARS. Erosion of humanitarian norms will be seized upon by aggressors---extinction from territorial wars, resource scarcity, AND populism. 
Hopgood ’19 [Stephen; January 1; Ph.D. and Professor of International Relations at the University of London, Co-Director of the Center for the International Politics of Conflict, Rights and Justice, Associate Dean for Research, Faculty of Law and Social Sciences; Journal of Humanitarian Affairs, “When the Music Stops: Humanitarianism in a Post-Liberal World Order,” vol. 1] 
Introduction
The modern global humanitarian system takes the form it does because it is underpinned by liberal world order, the post-1945 successor to the imperial world of the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and the global political and economic system the European empires created. Humanitarian space, as we have come to know it in the late twentieth century, is liberal space, even if many of those engaged in humanitarian action would rather not see themselves as liberals. To the extent that there is something constitutively liberal about a majority of humanitarian practitioners, we can define it as a commitment to three things: the equal moral worth of all human lives (i.e. non-discrimination on principle), the moral priority of the claims of individuals over the authority claims of any collective entity – from nations to churches to classes to families – and a belief that as a moral commitment (one that transcends any sociological or political boundary) there is a just and legitimate reason to intervene in any and all circumstances where human beings suffer (even if practicality prevents it). This is the same foundational commitment that animates human rights work. The humanist core to both of these forms of social practice is a similar kind of belief in the ultimate priority of moral claims made by human beings as human beings rather than as possessors of any markers of identity or citizenship.
What differences exist between humanitarianism and human rights are largely sociological – the contextual specifics of the evolution of two different forms of social activism. I have argued elsewhere, for example, that the ICRC is really the first human rights organisation (Hopgood, 2013: chap. 2). We can point to different emphases – the law versus medicine, justice and accountability versus crisis and need – but common to both these strategies for normative action is a commitment to the physical and mental integrity, the existential moral dignity, of all human beings whoever they are and whatever they have done. This is distinctively modern, and liberal, and still something of a heresy in many Western societies let alone beyond. It is only if one shares this worldview – where the suffering of strangers is a matter of concern, and a legitimate ground for principled intervention, for everyone – that humanitarianism and human rights enjoy full legitimacy. They are both morally grounded by the same ends, ends that have thrived under US-led liberal order for four decades (reaching their zenith from 1991 to 2011).
During this time, both humanitarianism and human rights have provided a seemingly non-political (or perhaps ‘political’ not ‘Political’) outlet for religious and secular activists, many from the left disillusioned with the truncated horizons of the New Left and resigned to the triumph, for a generation or two, of welfare capitalism (Meiksins Wood, 1995). Before this, global humanitarianism had been a largely religious exercise, an extension of Christian ministry (Barnett, 2011), while human rights barely registered on the world stage (Moyn, 2010). From the 1970s on, the humanist international became a place where disillusioned rebels could continue to work, albeit in a new idiom, for those who suffered. They ceased working to any great extent on their own societies, especially as reformists of the centre left and right (Clinton, Blair) came to dominate the party-political scene after Thatcher and Reagan embedded the neoliberal revolution of the 1980s. After the Cold War, in other words, the liberal world order was a fact of life. In Margaret Thatcher’s immortal words, ‘there is no alternative’.
The consequences of this focus on private enterprise, mobile money, weakened unions, reduced state welfare and regulation and lower taxes are all too visible today in areas like wealth inequality and looming environmental disasters. Domestically, the liberal social contract is coming apart in many Western states as the coalition of those who have not benefited from the decades of wealth accumulation after 1979 turns to populist politicians and looks for scapegoats, with experts, immigrants and Muslims seen as prime targets. The commitment to liberal institutions that create limits to the scope of political competition – rights, the rule of law, freedom of the press – and to the basic level of respect due to all persons, be they citizens or refugees, is eroding. Both the right and the left have come to see in these liberal mechanisms barriers to the realisation of their most desired preferences (more aggressive chauvinism, more effective redistribution). Politics at the national level in the West has been shocked back into life after decades of malaise. The insistent questions are no longer technocratic but substantive, with attitudes to ‘the other’ a pivotal part of these conversations globally. In 2018, Freedom House recorded its twelfth consecutive year of decline in freedom worldwide, with 71 countries registering a reduction in political rights and civil liberties (Freedom House, 2018).
All of which puts the viability of global liberal institutions increasingly in doubt. This idea of a protected place where, regardless of one’s identity (ethnicity, nationality, religion, gender, sexuality, but also whether or not one is a dissident), one’s basic rights are secure is constitutively liberal. As fewer and fewer governments, and more and more people, view the existence of such a sanctuary within society as fanciful, illegitimate and even hostile to wider norms and interests, attacks on civilians, IDPs and refugees and aid workers have grown. Fears of scarcity, feelings of injustice, lack of recognition and enervating insecurity have all taken their toll.
The room for humanism has reduced as a result. We can see this in the backlash against human rights and the erosion of humanitarian space. Indeed, in what follows, I will suggest that without liberal world order, global humanitarianism as we currently understand it is impossible. Governments of rising powers, increasingly important in a world whose rules they did not write, allege that human rights and humanitarianism represent the soft-power version of Western modernity, another vector for the transmission of liberal-capitalist values and interests that threatens their hold on national power and resources. China, with its muscular conception of sovereignty and its no-questions-asked relationship with other authoritarian states, leads the way. These non-Western states can hardly be blamed for their scepticism given the degree to which humanitarians often attend crises that the major Western powers have been complicit in creating (think Vietnam, Congo, Cambodia, Iraq, Syria, to name just a few).
All of which confronts humanitarians with an existential choice. How might they function in a world which doesn’t have liberal institutions at its core? Human rights activists struggle given they rely on broad international agreement – treaties, customary law, courts, Western foreign-policy support – to do their work. Is humanitarianism any different? The version of global humanitarianism with which we are familiar might not survive this transition, but maybe other forms of humanitarian action will emerge, or thrive where they already exist, especially once the canopy is opened up because the eco-system’s tallest trees have been felled. Of course, what comes next might not meet the hopes of today’s humanitarians, especially because the degree to which it can be truly a global humanitarian system must be doubted if no international consensus can be forged to support it. The humanitarian alliance with liberalism is no accident, and if the world is less liberal, its version of humanitarian action is likely to be less liberal too.
<<TEXT CONDENSED NONE OMITTED>>
Modern Humanism and Liberal World Order Could anyone working in good faith in the field of global humanitarianism today argue that only some lives should be saved, and only some suffering curtailed, because one class of persons is more important than another? It was possible to make this claim openly once, when one’s fellow nationals and co-religionists were the target of ‘humanitarian’ actions, but it hasn’t been permissible to make it legitimately in the global humanitarian system for at least eighty years. Consider, for example, the canonical statement of modern humanitarianism, the seven fundamental principles of the International Red Cross and Red Crescent Movement: humanity, impartiality, neutrality, independence, voluntary service, unity and universality. Under ‘humanity’, the Red Cross talks of ‘assistance without discrimination’ and of its purpose as being ‘to protect life and health and to ensure respect for the human being’. The ‘impartiality’ requirement says: ‘It [the Red Cross] makes no discrimination as to nationality, race, religious beliefs, class or political opinions. It endeavours to relieve the suffering of individuals, being guided solely by their needs, and to give priority to the most urgent cases of distress’ (ICRC, 2016). Other humanitarian codes of conduct contain similar principles. Discrimination in humanitarianism is restricted to triage – where the most effective intervention can be made on the basis solely of need. Humanitarians might, of course, be less than assiduously moral in treating those whose lives they are supposed to be saving, as we have seen with recent #MeToo scandals (BBC, 2018a). Also, their commitment to aid might be superficial and based around a narrow idea of life as basic subsistence, for example, rather than of the quality of the lives of those they have saved. But few modern humanitarians are likely to make a moral claim that they will save only the lives of those who look or think like them, a common occurrence in the nineteenth century. All beneficiaries have prima facie equal value. But humanitarians’ reliance on liberal world order goes much deeper than this core liberal principle about the equal worth of all human lives. Liberal space is constitutive of the international political system as a whole. Consider the second Red Cross principle, ‘neutrality’: ‘In order to continue to enjoy the confidence of all, the Movement may not take sides in hostilities or engage at any time in controversies of a political, racial, religious or ideological nature’ (ICRC, 2016). This liberal space exists above and beyond political space, a space where, regardless of one’s identity, nationality, ethnicity, religion, gender, sexuality or citizenship, one retains a set of private rights and personal freedoms that no collective authority can interfere with legitimately. In Judith Shklar’s words, liberalism’s dominant aim is ‘to secure the political conditions that are necessary for the exercise of personal freedom’ (Shklar, 1989: 21). Or as Michael Sandel argues, ‘whether egalitarian or libertarian, rights-based liberalism begins with the claim that we are separate, individual persons, each with our own aims, interests, and conceptions of the good, and seeks a framework of rights that will enable us to realize our capacity as free moral agents, consistent with a similar liberty for others’ (Sandel, 1984: 4). What this means in relation to the liberal state is clear. As John Gray puts it: ‘The sine qua non of the liberal state in all its varieties is that governmental power and authority be limited by a system of constitutional rules and practices in which individual liberty and the equality of persons under the rule of law are respected’ (Gray, 1986: 75).1 In the realm of world politics, we know that these principles are mainly honoured in the breach. Most vulnerable is the idea that liberal space is somehow apolitical. To take an obvious example, no self-respecting liberal state could pass a law that required its citizens to practise the same religion or to curb their freedom to dissent against the government. Private freedoms are beyond the reach of public policy (with obvious complexities, e.g. around hate speech and blasphemy). The problem here is simply put. In the words of Brian Barry (1990: 8): If the principle of neutrality were itself neutral between different belief systems and conceptions of the good, we would be home and dry. But that is not so. The principle of neutrality does indeed put them all on the same footing, but to accept that this is how things ought to be organized it is necessary to have an outlook that is, in broad terms, liberal. In effect: ‘What I have suggested is that there is no way in which non-liberals can be sold the principle of neutrality without first injecting a large dose of liberalism into their outlook’ (Barry, 1990: 11). When faced with Trump, Xi Jinping, Orban, Erdogan, Putin, Assad, Duterte, non-liberals all, how can the argument for neutrality be successful? They see opponents not as legitimate competitors protected by a set of institutional rules that limit the scope of conflict but as threats to be eliminated. Chantal Mouffe differentiates ‘the political’ from ‘politics’: the political is the sphere of existential conflict over the nature of the state where the most basic institutions of the system itself are fought over (Mouffe, 2005: chap. 2). This is the realm of Carl Schmitt, where opposition must be eradicated not just defeated. Once the structure of ‘the political’ is settled, through blood and iron, everyday politics can take place safe in the knowledge that it cannot change the fundamental political structures that underwrite it. The principle of neutrality targets ‘the political’ sphere. It aims to set a concrete limit on what states can legitimately do to their own citizens, most importantly in terms of ending their lives and destroying their potential to challenge state power. Neutrality asserts that killing one’s opponents in this way, simply because they oppose you, is forbidden and, crucially, that all those playing the game are supposed to agree it is forbidden. Not killing your opponents is one of the rules. However much this has been ignored in practice, by almost all states at one time or another, the fact remains that for liberal world order this has been a foundational rule. Without a consensus on respect in principle for each individual human life and for that person’s own interests and projects, the appeals of humanitarians become mere arguments, opinions, preferences, not obligations anchored in fundamental and shared moral rules. Those who challenge legitimate authority can now be painted as anti-social elements who fragment society and threaten political stability, who undermine moral probity and who are a danger to the community, which has an overwhelming collective interest in stopping them. And they can be stopped even with the use of lethal violence (Presidents Assad in Syria and Duterte in the Philippines being extreme examples). It is not humanitarians who created this ‘neutral’ space but liberal-capitalist states. And the scale of private and state violence in our world shows us that it is far from a universally held view that all lives have equal worth (think of the Black Lives Matter campaign, for example, to tackle the widespread killing of African-Americans by the US police). But without this principle, humanitarianism ceases to be a demand for rights, justice and the observance of the law, and becomes an appeal to pity, charity, mercy and sentiment. We are teetering on the edge of this precipice now. Lest this argument looks like a paean to liberalism, liberalism itself has, of course, as much of a dark side as other ideologies (as does humanitarianism: see Kennedy, 2005). It is just that liberalism’s dark side bars in principle (again, not necessarily in practice) the deliberate killing and cruel treatment of people except under the most extreme and carefully circumscribed circumstances. To take obvious examples, liberalism could tolerate suffering and death from poverty and it could use science and technology to mould and manipulate human behaviour without the use of brute physical violence. But liberals, true to the logic of their liberalism, baulk at overt and explicit killing and suppression of dissent. In other words, they have a problem with violence and a penchant for achieving their ends by other means (in the main, by using the law). It is characteristic of our era that we have tried to tell a story about human moral progress in the last two hundred years that drives a wedge between norms of legitimate care and norms of legitimate violence, but the reality is the liberal era manifested suffering, cruelty, killing and deprivation on a huge scale alongside extraordinary productivity and progress. This juggernaut of modernity opened up societies, constructed a field for exploration and experiment, delivered copious casualties, human brutality and cruelty and so brought with it, as the accompaniment to liberal-capitalist progress, an array of ministers who would tend to the souls, the bodies and the aspirations of the casualties of the attempt to create one world in the image of liberal freedom. Resistance was often futile or at least hugely costly (think of Vietnam). Wars were waged for decades to ensure no part of the system could harbour an economic model or an ideological commitment that was antithetical to the liberal capitalist consensus or refuse to open up its resources to the needs of the international market (Robinson, 1996).
<<PARAGRAPH BREAKS CONTINUE>>
Take, for example, Henri Dunant, the patron saint of modern humanitarianism, who was actually at Solferino to beg for Emperor Louis Napoleon’s help in saving his colonial investments. We can look at the use by German forces in the 1870 Franco-Prussian war of the Red Cross as a bombing target, or the contrast between The Hague Conventions and the use of poison gas during World War I, or prior to that the creation of a concentration camp system by the British in South Africa. Indeed, we can go back to the famines the British at worst engineered, and at best tolerated, in India, killing millions of people. Or the Germans and the Herero, or the Belgians and the Congo, or the British and Mau Mau, or the French in Algeria. As the Americans joined the fray post World War II (after Nazi Germany’s attempt to exterminate the Jews, and after the US dropped two atomic bombs on civilians without warning), we can fast-forward to the use of nerve agents in Vietnam, the mass bombing of civilians in Cambodia, the giving of a green light to the government in East Pakistan to commit genocide in what is now Bangladesh or the political support the US gave to Pinochet and the Khmer Rouge. We can go back to the time when Hitler used US race laws as a model for the Third Reich (Whitman, 2017), or to slavery and genocide against Native Americans, or forward again to the use of mass incarceration by liberals in the US more recently (Murakawa, 2014). We can add torture by the British government in Aden and Northern Ireland and more recently, as we well know, US torture in the ‘war on terror’. These are just the examples that come to mind. There are many more.
Yet, having said all of that, it remains a core liberal belief that, broadly speaking, things are moving in the right direction morally. That things are getting better, whatever better might mean. It must be right that in our era, even if we date that back two hundred years, there has been a decline in public and state-sanctioned physical cruelty and in certain forms of killing (Pinker, 2012). Humanitarianism and human rights take the core normative principle of the liberal order – that all human lives are sacrosanct – and use it to ground transnational practices of intervention. It is this existing global rule that is being challenged. The ground gained by so called ‘illiberal democracy’ is prodigious, not merely in terms of the number of countries where illiberal politics is alive and thriving, many of which are in the West (the US, much of the EU, the UK) but in terms of the creeping legitimacy that attends right-wing solutions to ongoing social and political problems. This is nowhere truer than in the major new power in the international system, China, where a version of state-controlled capitalism co-exists alongside a principled rejection of liberalism.
The redistribution of power at the international level (from one dominant state since the 1980s, the US, to two now) stems from the rise of China. A kind of bipolarity – a system dominated by two centres of power – has been re-established in global politics. As in other areas – trade, environment, security, public health, transport – the return to bipolarity has had a major impact. The implications of this are simple but profound: rules and norms that conflict in some way with the preferences of the Chinese government will no longer necessarily be enforceable at the global level. We know what this looks like because it is how the US has behaved for much of the last eighty to a hundred years. Now we have two major powers, much like we did during the Cold War (which is not to say we are entering another Cold War, the mutual dependence of the US and Chinese economies making that unlikely). As China’s influence, its diplomacy, its money and its power flow into all areas of the international political system, so it will be harder and harder to persuade either indifferent or reluctant states that they have no choice in the longer run but to follow the existing norms and rules.
The Coming World
The transformation of global rules and norms creates several possible scenarios. One is a renegotiation between the two dominant powers. A second is the rise of an alternative set of rules to those with which we have been familiar since 1945 – new rules that reassert more firmly the primacy of sovereignty against the claims of rights, for example. And another is that there will be a void – an interregnum, a vacuum – where no one really knows whether the rules will be enforced anymore (to the extent that they were ever really enforced). This means states at best have to hedge their bets (trying to retain the goodwill of both China and the US) and at worst can simply flout those rules with impunity.
It is far too early to talk about a renegotiated set of rules, but it is clear that the result of such a new dispensation – the forging of a set of arrangements that both sides can live with and benefit from – will by definition be further from the preferences of the US, a unipolar and even hegemonic power for much of the last three decades and the primary liberal power in the international system. In terms of alternative rules, the ‘sovereignty trumps rights’ discourse has never been absent. It has been very powerful in the case of the US itself – see US ambivalence about many human rights treaties and the ICC, for example. But between the end of the Soviet Union in 1991 and the intervention in Libya in 2011, the demands of both rights advocates and those arguing for humanitarian intervention made their biggest impact of the entire post-1945 era. Faced with atrocity, crisis, danger and threat, sovereignty could be challenged, whether through R2P, the demands of the ICC, universal jurisdiction, human rights, the Genocide Convention, crimes against humanity and so on. What made this possible was the lack of a state capable of challenging the US, which was explicitly committed in principle to economic and political liberalism (even as it found ways to exempt itself from the impact of those rules). And even where intervention did not occur, and the US explicitly rejected norms around rights and intervention, the space opened for a small army of humanitarian and human rights organisations to actively involve themselves in crises and complex emergencies worldwide under the sometimes explicit, often implicit protection of Western hegemony.
This all came to an end with the intervention in Libya of 2011. On the face of it, getting China and Russia to abstain from using their veto on the security council must have seemed like a diplomatic coup. But in reality, this was a trigger for greater Chinese assertiveness. The blocking of effective action on Syria at the security council, including preventing a referral of Assad to the ICC, was the result. It is a long time since Kosovo in 1999, the high point of the post-Cold War humanitarian international, when the Western-led coalition broke international law but justified it by retrospectively arguing their actions were ‘illegal but legitimate’. Imagine China making the same argument about its treatment of the Uighurs, as many as one million of whom, it is said, now languish in re-education camps (Cumming-Bruce, 2018).
The third possibility, that we face a normative void, is perhaps more worrying, exemplified by the brutality with which Presidents Putin and Assad, along with the Saudi government, have torn up IHL by bombing hospitals in Syria and Yemen. Indeed, the sense that the US has been far from transparent about why it bombed a hospital in Afghanistan in 2015 has fuelled arguments of hypocrisy that might have mattered less when the US had no challengers but matters a great deal now China’s rise has created a space into which a resurgent Russia has stepped. These are structural shifts in the sense that even the most liberal government in the US would find it hard to throw its weight around when China is always available – in South East Asia, in Africa, in Central Asia – to provide financing and diplomatic support with few strings attached (and to threaten forms of retaliation when such inducements fail). The rise of Trump can even be explained as a reaction to a sense of gathering national decline, hence his campaign slogan: ‘Make America Great Again’.
Why does the normative void matter? In the past, many states abided by international law as much for fear of punishment (sanctions, diplomatic isolation, denial of favourable terms of trade) as because of a commitment to the moral vision the law embodied. We can see this is now missing in the case of human rights and, given the liberal core that underlies humanitarian (i.e. neutral) space, in humanitarian action as well. Human rights and humanitarianism lack the logic that enforces most effective international norms, that we will not kill or torture your citizens if you do not kill or torture ours. That is, the principle of reciprocity.2 A classic example is prisoner protection. If you torture enemy combatants you have captured, your enemy will do the same to your POWs. The same logic goes for using chemical weapons and even nuclear weapons. This is how mutual deterrence works.
This fits fully with the demands of sovereignty. Agreements that work meet the interests of both parties. This depends, of course, on the existence of a reasonable parity of capacity between states. Your enemy will not be afraid of your retaliation if it has nuclear weapons and you do not, as Iran, Israel, North Korea and the US all understand. This need for parity is always an issue, classically captured by the relative stability of mutually assured destruction. But where China, Russia and the US are concerned, it doesn’t hold. Without the leverage provided by the US, whether through threats or incentives, China and Russia only need to agree to international rules when they choose to. Who could compel them to do otherwise (unless one of them aligns with the US)? And so, where cooperation in the coming world at the inter-state level on matters of mutual interest is feasible, China and the US will need to see it as in their mutual interest. To protect its people, investments and products, China will need to deploy power over significant distances, giving rise to costly strategic interests and a case for cooperation (Ikenberry, 2012). But China need never again feel forced to follow rules or norms which it does not support. It now has a choice. What consequence in terms of its international reputation or power would follow from it refusing to support the global humanitarian system, instead, for example, deploying its own forces and resources to assist those in states sympathetic to its foreign-policy goals?
This strikes at the heart of the failure of R2P and the ICC. Humanitarian action and human rights rely on a disparity of power, not on reciprocity, because they ultimately require the capacity to act against sovereignty if necessary – that is, against the wishes of the sitting government. The belief after 1991 that the possibility now existed permanently for sovereignty to become conditional on international normative approval lies at the root of much of the hubris of the last two decades (despite the fact that anchoring it all was the US, which refused steadfastly to qualify its sovereignty). Sovereignty is the foundational norm of ‘the political’ in the international system, and to demand sovereignty is overruled to achieve a normative end is a high-risk and usually doomed activity unless two conditions hold: one, a great power is willing to back the demand materially (usually because it has some interest in the outcome); and, two, no other major power opposes the action because it has a vital interest at stake. To demand intervention, to open up access, to call for trials all presume that there is, somewhere in the system, the capacity for pressure to be exerted in the name of some degree of accountability. Until 2011, this meant what do the Americans think? They could act or block action. Now China (and under Chinese cover, Russia) have this kind of veto power too.
This is obvious in Syria. Assad and Putin have no interest in allowing humanitarians to work, because they are intent on destroying the opposition and consolidating their power. There is no neutrality without prior agreement on some kind of liberal space, however slim – Brian Barry’s point earlier. Powerful states and their agencies make trade, aid, investment, security support, diplomatic access, travel and much more besides dependent on whether or not allies and neutrals comply with their foreign-policy interests (Hafner-Burton, 2013). In the case of the West, humanitarian action and human rights demands have been features of these foreign-policy demands. In the case of China, neither has been. And so concerted action in times of crisis will only take place because it threatens Chinese interests, promises China some kind of reputational benefit or is a case to which China is indifferent (like Mali, for instance). And China’s allies – from Sudan to Zimbabwe to Egypt to the Philippines to Kazakhstan to North Korea – can rest easier in the knowledge that China will not use human rights norms or humanitarian intervention against them.
We are not talking about the end of humanitarianism. China has shown itself willing to commit money and expert personnel to assist with natural disasters (the Philippines, Nepal), especially when there is a strategic pay-off. An urge to help, and the public diplomacy that goes with it, will see China join other major states in making the right noises and doing the right thing (even if, like most other governments, follow-through is poor). This is particularly the case when it comes to natural disasters. The difficulty comes with politics. Intervening in situations of conflict and atrocity will need to meet a different calculus. We might see this as a positive thing. It might take humanitarians back to their roots: keep people alive, leave, and let the fighting continue, the government reassert control, the rebels continue to try to topple the established rulers. A stripped-back solidarity-based humanitarian ethos has been recommended recently by some (DuBois, 2018). We might give war a chance, as Edward Luttwak put it (Luttwak, 1999; we might prefer to say give politics a chance). What will be different is the presumption that states should let international humanitarian and aid agencies into situations of civil war or possible mass atrocity. Presidents Assad and Putin have tested this norm and found they can break it with impunity. Indeed, it seems clear now that both will be key players in any long-term solution to the conflict in Syria. They have, in effect, begun the process of creating a new norm: you can regain legitimacy if you have major power protection and you win.
There are other major changes in the issues that affect the international system – industrial and energy pollution and its environmental impact, including the scarcity of resources like water, and the mass displacements that are likely to come with climate change. Then there is rampant inequality and the consequent rise of populism, the revival of this kind of national chauvinism being likely to hamper international cooperation. Allied to this is the revival of various forms of religious and ideological fanaticism across the belief spectrum, creating intolerance, violence and instability. The impact of technology is also not necessarily benign, allowing easy communication, yes, but creating a megaphone for prejudice, propaganda, targeted character attacks and the erosion of trust. But these changes, while important, will not have the same far-reaching consequences as the change in the distribution of power in the system as a whole.
The three options outlined above – renegotiated global norms, sectarian norms and a norm void – are not mutually exclusive, and we might pass through them in phases or move between them in a less linear fashion. These changes are just the beginning of a world of uncertainty and ambiguity, where no one is entirely sure what the rules are (and thus what the punishments might be for breaking them) and where states must proceed by trial and error. Strengthened sovereignty and a weakening of liberal norms will, however, necessitate humanitarians and human rights workers dealing with governments who can say no to them like never before. This risks exacerbating the humanitarian suffering of people caught up in or active in conflicts, and threatens a worsening human rights outlook for those who would challenge state authority (both of which are illustrated by the unending misery of the people of Syria).
But it also raises an important question about the international system as a whole. If liberal order has provided the right environment for humanitarian action focused on individual suffering, presumably the ubiquity and longevity of that action suggests it has also fulfilled some sort of function for the international system in reverse. In the section that follows, I argue that the social function of humanitarianism has been as a kind of ideological legitimation of liberalism, both as a symbol of its moral necessity and as cover for its many absences and failures. Ironically, it is here that we begin to see how human rights and humanitarianism diverge as social practices and thus have different futures. In the final section, I’ll expand on this, suggesting that major powers will always need some means to legitimate rule and excuse failure at the global level, and that some form of care for the casualties of the wider social order will be necessary. Human rights, by contrast, are incapable of playing this role because they cannot be reconceptualised and constructed on any other basis than liberal order.
Humanitarian Performance
To ask what function a form of social practice performs is not to ask what it means to those who perform it. The meanings of humanitarianism to humanitarians can be multiple, but do any of these answers explain why we currently have a humanitarian system that spans the globe, ministers to millions of people every day, receives billions of dollars in income and is a major player in every crisis? More than this, it is clear that the scale of human suffering remains prodigious and that for as much good as they do, humanitarians frequently do little in terms of a net reduction in suffering and misery (think Haiti, Syria, Somalia, DRC, Myanmar, Sri Lanka, South Sudan). Much suffering – private violence, civil and gang wars, state predation, poverty, insecurity – is untouched by humanitarian intervention of any kind, yet this is everyday reality for billions of people.
One function of the entire humanitarian enterprise might be to obscure root causes and allow those who, en masse, might be able to bring pressure to bear to relieve suffering (mobilised citizens in the West) to think that something is being done so they need not act nor feel guilty. Donations are given instrumentally, to prevent migration, and as the wages of sin, a palliative for guilt and shame. Humanitarian actions might help prevent armies of the dispossessed from flooding the shores of the wealthy by keeping those who suffer ‘over there’. Whatever the reasons, the fact that international and local NGOs are heroically working to deal with the consequences of disaster and conflict allows the deeper reasons for inequities of power and money to go unchallenged. It performs the role of alibi, in other words, for the political actors whose foreign-policy choices lie behind many of our major international crises.
For example, for powerful states who had to navigate the end of the Cold War and the renewed process of decolonisation to which it led, the ‘complex emergencies’ of the 1990s created policy problems with which they have often allowed humanitarians to deal. This created a kind of ‘plausible deniability’ consistent with neoliberal principles that stress privatisation and the shrinking of public bureaucracy. This provides a convenient answer to the question of what is being done and a simple way to maintain an arms-length relationship between engagement in messy political problems and denial (give money, award projects, do not do it yourself, blame others for failure). UN peacekeeping operations have been used in a similar way, as have international criminal tribunals. All suggest that something is ‘being done’, but in most cases these processes do little to stem the tide of ordinary human suffering. Think of the treatment of refugees trying to enter Europe today.
A second function of humanitarianism is in reinforcing the sense that order, and non-violence, is the natural equilibrium in international affairs. The breakdown in order, the chaos and the dying and killing that comes through disaster and conflict must be halted as soon as possible, and the path to redemption – to, as far as possible, re-establishing normal service – comes through showing all of those looking on that the catastrophe has been contained. It is a kind of quarantine effect, whereby what frightens observers is the idea of uncontrolled, ongoing, unpredictable suffering. Humanitarians arrive to create a moment of ‘new normal’ where the flow has been stemmed, the hole plugged. The Ebola response is an example of this – the vast cost in life and suffering and the everyday life experiences of West Africans in the communities affected are all but invisible now because the breach was contained. What normal does is obscure and disguise the reality of structural violence: that ‘normal’ society is full of need, suffering, violence (including structural and institutional violence) and the everyday suppression of multiple human freedoms, and that inequality of life risks is an endemic feature of the lives of poorer people. The ongoing private and state violence that takes place every day is rendered invisible through global shows of compassion and caring to combat the most visible examples of breakdown in public order. The World Humanitarian Summit in 2015, long on rhetoric, short on action (and held in Turkey, of all places), was almost a teaching case of this need to show that, despite numerous abject failings, the humanitarian enterprise as a whole was not yet finished. As Stephen O’Brien, under-secretary general for humanitarian affairs at the time, put it:
The Summit is a once-in-a-generation opportunity to re-inspire and reignite our common humanity; and to enact an agenda for progress to save lives, prevent and alleviate suffering, protect our fellow women and men, and enable human dignity for all people who are affected by natural disasters and conflicts.
(United Nations, 2015)
None of this is going to happen and we all know it. This sense of the show going on, of the need to ‘perform’ hope, possibility, redemption, is palpable in these monumental efforts by the ‘humanitarian international’ to present itself to the world. O’Brien called humanitarian norms ‘the last protection against barbarity’.
The performance of hope speaks powerfully to the sacredness that is at the core of the whole humanist enterprise. This is the spiritual heart of the cosmopolitan ethos, the constructivist efforts to give the lie to Huntington’s allegation that ‘international elites’ are ‘dead souls’ because they lack a nationalist connection and have forgotten ‘the mystic chords of memory’ (Huntington, 2004).3 Humans need some sense of spirit, belief, meaning, a vision of the future. To do anything at all we must believe it is going to make a difference. Humanitarianism is one response to Max Weber’s claim that the iron cage of rationality would rob moderns of their enchantment (Hopgood, 2016). Whatever you do, you cannot suggest that the train has stopped moving or people will lose heart, and faith, and will look around for other things to do with their time and money. Keep on believing it will work if we only try harder, spend more, revolutionise our thinking, learn lessons from past failures. Humanitarianism is the recognition, even in the midst of great suffering, that there is hope, a light in the darkness (Hopgood, 2006). This hope is often fleeting for specific victims of conflict, famine and natural disasters, but it feeds the idea of hope in a bigger sense: that we can do better, become better, forge a world without cruelty and suffering. Through the last century and a half, a global set of government and UN agencies, international NGOs, churches and social activism efforts has combined to create a global humanitarian (what shall we call it: a regime, an industry, a movement?) complex. It has a spark of humanity at its core, the preservation of hope for us all.
Third, humanitarianism also serves as a vector for the deeper norms of liberalism, spreading what Barry called ‘the liberal outlook’: secular humanitarians are modern missionaries even in their very being, carrying with them modernity in terms of ideas about gender, sexuality, freedom of choice and more. This is entirely consistent with the emphasis on the consuming individual at the core of the modern market-based global economy. For the majority of humanitarians, a set of rights-based freedoms are ‘normal’. Along with shelter, food and medicine come ways of living that challenge long-established social and cultural norms as well as government restrictions on dissent and opposition. Humanitarians are, unwittingly or not, avatars of modernity. This fact lies at the root of scepticism about the ‘neutrality’ of humanitarian NGOs, agencies and their personnel. They are in essence committed, as I have argued, to the same principles as human rights workers which are viewed by many states and in many societies as anything but neutral.
In these senses, the social function of humanitarianism – not why people do it but why it continues to matter that such a thing as humanitarianism exists – has little to do with any positive impact it might have. It serves other, equally important purposes. Its functionality is to be measured on a different scale than impact on the lives of the needy. But this performance has stopped working as part of the general collapse of liberal world order. The counter-evidence about its failure is too extensive and the ongoing damage to its moral reputation profound. We have stark reality contrasted with idealistic vision. Humanitarians need the hope – how else would they get up and go to work? – but they experience the reality, too. Why has this dissonance not broken humanitarianism apart? For a variety of familiar reasons. One is institutional inertia – there are a lot of organisations and individual careers riding on the continuation of the humanitarian project. A second is professionalisation, the careers people have built as humanitarian professionals, not well-meaning amateurs – careers with status, credentials, salaries and pensions. Third is the endless supply of those who would wish to make a difference, whose sense of what they are getting themselves into is misconceived from the start. Overall, humanitarianism and human rights create a legitimacy for the current global dispensation, a way to respond to difficult questions and feelings about the casualties of world order, a way to feel righteous and hopeful despite the reality, a way to preserve the illusion that we are making progress (Bradol, 2004).
Conclusion: The Future
To act in sovereign spaces, you need access to those spaces. This is true of any hegemonic governance regime. All empires open up spaces for traders, proselytisers, missionaries, settlers, travellers, adventurers, migrants and others to enter political space. The new world order will open some spaces and close others. But this is a question about the overall environment that humanitarians face. It says less about the framework of norms and rules itself. What will happen to IHL or the various humanitarian codes of conduct in this new world? More importantly, how much will humanitarian NGOs invest in supporting the existing rules, especially IHL, and how much in negotiating with major new players a different, and potentially more implementable, set of rules? The IHL question is pivotal. Have Russia, Syria and Saudi Arabia broken the rules or begun to establish new ones – that opponents you identify as an existential threat to your power do not enjoy the protections of humanitarian law? Why will all governments not welcome this enhancement of their room for manoeuvre? The reciprocity of state–state relations is absent when you are trying to defeat an insurgency and more generally deter opposition. Can humanitarians tolerate a new dispensation of this sort that formally recognises the unprotected status of enemy combatants and political dissidents?
One answer to this is to argue that the global humanitarian system is adapting. The talk of more sustained partnership between local and global NGOs is an example of this. But we need to be wary of thinking that there has been any real letting go. The DRC even boycotted its own donor conference in irritation at the way it was being treated (BBC, 2018b). A second answer is to consider the ways in which humanitarianism might move away from its liberal moorings. Here, its capacity to adapt comes from its ability to offer comfort in any situation – the torture chamber, the scaffold, the death camp – without any prospect of making a fundamental difference to the longer-term prospects of those who suffer. Consider a real-world MSF example: should you provide condoms to a child soldier so that when he rapes women in the villages he pillages they won’t get HIV (Lepora and Goodin, 2015)? What is the human rights answer to this question? Don’t rape, of course. Okay, now given that rape is likely to occur regardless, what’s the answer? In the here and now, humanitarians have one, and must have one, whereas human rights advocates do not. They must remain silent, restate the law or compromise their principles, which for them looks like the legitimation of a crime. Isn’t the humane thing to do to hand over the condoms? But are you then complicit in a human rights abuse?
This points to an important distinction – a political not a foundational distinction – between humanitarianism and human rights. It is difficult to see what value human rights have for states as a whole at the systemic level (beyond those narrow areas of reciprocity). They can be useful as a foreign-policy tool to apply soft-power pressure to other governments, but all states find them more or less irksome when they demand accountability or behavioural change. Human rights contribute little that is obvious to the smooth functioning of the international system as a whole (assuming that they rarely deter atrocity and forced displacement – and indeed, as this whole article argues, are increasingly less likely to do so). But humanitarianism does have system-wide functions, as we have seen – to provide a mechanism to prevent the failures of the system as a whole endangering the broad consensus necessary for it to continue, and to mop up some of the mess when great-power policies end in failure and collapse.
There is, then, a third possibility – humanitarianisms. A kind of normative pluralism. Of course, historically there have been many different ways to deal with those who suffer. This might well be the world we are entering again. But how much diversity can be tolerated? Could a humanitarian practice that argued it would help only ‘people like us’ and leave to suffer and die ‘people like them’ be judged genuinely humanitarian? If your answer is no, surely you are arguing for limits to the malleability of humanitarian social practice that aren’t hardwired into the idea? But discriminatory humanitarianism is surely conceivable? You might not offer ‘them’ the same care as you offer your own, but you might keep them barely alive (by openly offering them out-of-date medicines, for example – not equal treatment, but it might help). Must treating everyone similarly, or according to need, be a requirement of all forms of humanitarianism? If so, doesn’t that commit us to the most basic rule of the liberal order – non-discrimination? If any form of humanitarianism to which one is prepared to append the label must recognise this feature, then you are committed to the liberal-world-order version of humanitarian action. My assumption is that this is where most humanitarians are – on the liberal side of the argument.
But the politics of humanitarian assistance in the new world will intensify choices between a more expansive, human rights-based model and the giving of alms and a bed for the night (Rieff, 2002). If that is the case, who is to say that religious belief is not a more adequate form of succour than a commitment to liberal modernity and the solidarity of humanitarian strangers? Can these humanitarians work with governments that use violence as standard to deter dissent and punish opposition and discriminate on principle against those they see as deviant in terms of gender and sexuality? Governments that suppress freedom of expression and persecute minorities? Or who routinely abuse refugees? Reform risks opening up the entire humanitarian enterprise to these sorts of pragmatic compromise with unpredictable results. There is, of course, significant pragmatism already, but the power of IHL in particular is codification in black-letter law where interpretations, but not first principles, are the only variable. If it is hard to imagine any concession on these principles, the danger is that cynicism festers in the gap between great power practice and established rules. But as any negotiator knows, amending an existing agreement is far easier than trying to get consensus on a whole new document.

4. TREATY COMMITMENTS. Treaty credibility solves nuclear great power war. 
Suri ‘18 (Jeremi, 5/10/18, Mack Brown Distinguished Chair for Leadership in Global Affairs at the University of Texas at Austin. He is a professor in the University's Department of History and the Lyndon B. Johnson School of Public Affairs." Trump’s Terrifying Treaty of Versailles Precedent" https://foreignpolicy.com/2018/05/10/trumps-terrifying-treaty-of-versailles-precedent/) 
President Donald Trump’s unilateral withdrawal of the United States from the seven-nation agreement to halt Iranian nuclear production — the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action, which his own country had largely designed — is a repudiation of traditional American diplomacy. But it also echoes an inauspicious American precedent. In leaving the Iran deal, the United States is replaying its rejection of the Treaty of Versailles — a move that ultimately led to the most devastating war in history.
The United States has been responsible for negotiating and enforcing some of the most enduring multinational diplomatic agreements of the 20th century, including the Washington Naval Treaty of 1922, the Bretton Woods Agreement of 1944, the United Nations Charter of 1945, the North Atlantic Treaty of 1949, and the Helsinki Final Act of 1975. Each of these agreements, hammered together by numerous countries with divergent interests, contributed to the peaceful, open international system that has benefited the United States and its allies by obliging all the parties to adhere to long-term commitments pertaining to their security. Each of these agreements would have been impossible without U.S. support and adherence. More than any other nation, the United States has been the author and enforcer of the liberal world order that makes capitalism and democracy, as we know them, possible.
But the Treaty of Versailles represents a dark blemish on this record. Building on President Theodore Roosevelt’s pre-World War I proposal for a League of Peace, President Woodrow Wilson led efforts to craft a multinational settlement at the end of the war that would insure a “lasting peace.” The League of Nations was the centerpiece of the treaty — an international body inclusive of all nations that would adjudicate disputes between them, encourage cooperation, and punish aggression.
The infamous rejection of the Treaty of Versailles by the U.S. Senate in November 1919, and again in March 1920, destroyed this dream. Appealing to U.S. war fatigue, anti-British sentiment, and a distrust of complex diplomatic agreements, a mix of Republican and Democratic lawmakers used their opposition to the settlement to score partisan points. Especially for Republicans who challenged Wilson, it proved beneficial politically to stoke domestic fears of foreign entanglements. Walls of separation sounded safer than new cooperative connections with former belligerents. Of course, the opposite was true.
American isolationism delegitimized the Treaty of Versailles. Why would other societies invest in the agreement if one of its leading proponents, also one of the emerging world powers, refused to participate? Many observers appreciated the domestic politics behind the U.S. rejection of the treaty, but that only deepened long-standing perceptions that the United States was an unreliable partner. Why should others tie their hands if the United States acted as a free rider? In the decade after the First World War, U.S. actions encouraged unilateralism by other powerful actors, especially Japan, Germany, and the newly formed Soviet Union.
The leaders of these “revisionist” countries characterized the Treaty of Versailles as unfair “victors’ justice” — a continuation of the imperialist aggression practiced by Britain and France for more than a century. As early as 1922, Germany and the Soviet Union used this critique to justify military and financial collaboration in Eastern Europe that strengthened both governments and violated the terms of the settlement in the region. U.S. rejection of the treaty lent these claims more credibility, and for that reason ideas of collective security and liberal internationalism remained widely unpopular in Europe, Asia, and North America during the 1920s and 1930s.
These conflict-prone circumstances hurt Americans. A nonmember of the League of Nations, without any other alliances, the United States was unable to exert international influence comparable to its size and wealth. Economic sanctions, popular with President Herbert Hoover in response to Japanese expansion, were difficult to impose without coordination among diverse states. International arbitration, repeatedly promoted by the United States in China, was impossible to enforce when there was no international body capable of consistent implementation. And when the fascists invaded their neighbors, the countries defending the existing order, including the United States, negotiated in ad hoc and largely ineffective ways. Appeasement became the strategy of the lowest common denominator in a world with limited multilateral coordination.
President Franklin D. Roosevelt recognized that the United States’ short-sighted unilateralism contributed to an even worse World War II. Before the United States entered the conflict, he emphasized multilateral commitments through his advocacy of an expansive “Four Freedoms” agenda and his signature on the Atlantic Charter in 1941. The United States won the Second World War, and then emerged triumphant in the Cold War, because Roosevelt and his successors from both parties led a postwar multilateral order after 1945, as they did not after 1919.
And nobody doubted that international agreements signed by presidents from one party would be honored by successors from the other side of the aisle. Ronald Reagan, for example, criticized SALT II and the Panama Canal treaties when running for president, but he adhered to both when in office. Reagan understood that international cooperation transcended partisanship, and a global leader must keep its word.
Through the United Nations, Bretton Woods, NATO, and the Helsinki Act, Washington multiplied its sources of political, military, and economic power to deter and defeat communist adversaries. The United States cultivated more national strength and international support than ever before. It was the most responsible powerful actor in the Cold War.
This is no longer the case. U.S. military power has been challenged, and came up short, in Afghanistan, Iraq, Syria, and numerous other places since Sept. 11, 2001. China has emerged as an economic peer competitor, often turning the global capitalist system to its advantage against the United States. And Washington has alienated allies that it needs, perhaps more than ever, to support its commitments around the globe, as well as its voracious consumers at home. Since the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003, opposed by most of its allies, the United States has repeatedly torn apart the liberal international order that it created, acting in ways earlier presidents would have found profoundly irresponsible. And, after Trump’s rejection of the Iran deal, the world again, as after Versailles, has cause to wonder whether the United States will adhere to other security agreements (including NATO) that it has designed and promoted.
Another world war is unlikely in the near future, but we should expect more conflict, more violence, and more defeats for an isolated United States. A chaotic world will increase the United States’ insecurity and will leave it with fewer sources of leverage over peer competitors, such as China, and revisionist threats, such as Russia. Breaking multilateral agreements diminishes U.S. influence in established institutions, it alienates those who might help Americans, and it emboldens those who wish to hurt them. It turns the United States into the enemy of international order; that is not only irresponsible, but it is also self-defeating.
Impact---Tech---2NC
I-law solves reckless emerging tech development – that’s an existential risk
Wilson 12, Global Catastrophic Risk Institute, Minimizing Global Catastrophic and Existential Risks from Emerging Technologies Through International Law, http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=2179094
The world is currently undergoing a remarkable revolution in science and technology that will seemingly allow us to engineer synthetic life of any imaginable variety, build swarms of robots so small that they are invisible to the human eye, and, perhaps, create an intelligence far superior to the collective brainpower of every human. Much of this “emerging technology” either already exists in rudimentary form or may be developed in the coming decades,1 including the three technologies covered by this paper: nanotechnology, bioengineering, and artificial intelligence (“AI”). While many scientists point to these developments as a panacea for disease, pollution, and even mortality,2 these emerging technologies also risk massive human death and environmental harm.  Nanotechnology consists of “materials, devices, and systems” created at the scale of one to one hundred nanometers3—a nanometer being one billionth of a meter in size (10-9 m) or approximately one hundred-thousandth the width of a human hair4—including nano-sized machines (“nanorobots”). Bioengineering is the “engineering of living organisms” and can also operate on a tremendously small scale.5 Specific types of bioengineering include genetic engineering, or altering the genetic makeup of an organism’s cells,6 and synthetic biology, in which scientists develop “new biological parts, devices and systems that do not exist in the natural world and also the redesign of existing biological systems to perform specific tasks.”7 Finally, AI, meaning intelligent computers, is a pathway to “the Singularity,” the concept that manmade greater-than-human intelligence could improve upon its own design, thus beginning an intelligence feedback mechanism or “explosion” that would culminate in a godlike intelligence with the potential to operate at one million times the speed of the human brain.8  These and other threats from emerging technologies lmay pose a “global catastrophic risk” (“GCR”), which is a risk that could cause serious global damage to human well-being, or an “existential risk” (“ER”), which is a risk that could cause human extinction or the severe and permanent reduction of the quality of human life on Earth.9 Currently, the main risks from emerging technologies involve the accidental release or intentional misuse of bioengineered organisms, such as the airborne highly pathogenic avian influenza A (“H5N1”) virus, commonly known as “bird flu,” that scientists genetically engineered in 2011. However, with emerging technologies developing at a rapid pace, experts predict that perils such as dangerous self-replicating nanotechnology,10 deadly synthetic viruses available to amateur scientists, and unpredictable super-intelligent AI may materialize in the coming few decades.  
Society should take great care to prevent a GCR or ER (“GCR/ER”) from materializing, yet GCRs/ERs arising out of nanotechnology, bioengineering, and AI are almost entirely unregulated at the international level.12 One possible way to mitigate the chances of a GCR/ER ever materializing is for the international community to establish an international convention tailored to emerging technologies based on the following three principles: first, that nanotechnology, bioengineering, and AI pose a GCR/ER; second, that existing international regulatory mechanisms either do not include emerging technologies within their scope or else insufficiently mitigate the risks arising from emerging technologies; and third, that a international convention based on the precautionary principle could reduce GCRs/ERs to an acceptable level. This paper purports to establish the threats of emerging technologies, highlight regulatory gaps under international law, and recommend an international framework to address the associated risks. Section II discusses the benefits and risks of emerging technologies, establishing that bioengineering poses a GCR/ER now while nanotechnology and AI pose a GCR/ER in the future. Section II also provides the background of attempts to enjoin the operation of the Large Hadron Collider (“LHC”) to highlight difficulties courts have in addressing low-probability scientific threats and the conflicts of interest scientists may have in self-regulation. Section III then analyzes GCRs/ERs from bioengineering under international law, concluding that no international convention sufficiently regulates the risks arising out of bioengineering. This section focuses on bioengineering because it is the only emerging technology that poses an immediate GCR/ER. Section IV stitches together the fundamentals of an international treaty that would regulate GCRs/ERs from emerging technologies through concepts such as the precautionary principle, decisionmaking from a body of experts, and public participation. Finally, Section V concludes that states should act quickly to create a flexible, legally binding treaty to regulate the emerging technologies that present a GCR/ER.
Extinction
Sachs 14—Jeffrey, D. is a Professor of Sustainable Development, Professor of Health Policy and Management, and Director of the Earth Institute at Columbia University, is also Special Adviser to the United Nations Secretary-General on the Millennium Development Goals “Ukraine and the Crisis of International Law,” http://www.project-syndicate.org/commentary/jeffrey-d--sachs-sees-in-russia-s-annexation-of-crimea-the-return--with-us-complicity--of-great-power-politics
International law itself is at a crossroads. The US, Russia, the EU, and NATO cite it when it is to their advantage and disregard it when they deem it a nuisance. Again, this is not to justify Russia’s unacceptable actions; rather, it is to add them to the sequence of actions contrary to international law.
The same problems may soon spill over into Asia. Until recently, China, Japan, and others in Asia have staunchly defended the requirement that the Security Council approve any outside military intervention in sovereign states. Recently, however, several countries in East Asia have become locked in a spiral of claims and counterclaims regarding borders, shipping lanes, and territorial rights. So far, these disputes have remained basically peaceful, but tensions are rising. We must hope that the countries of the region continue to see the great value of international law as a bulwark of sovereignty, and act accordingly.
There have long been skeptics of international law – those who believe that it can never prevail over the national interests of major powers, and that maintaining a balance of power among competitors is all that really can be done to keep the peace. From this perspective, Russia’s actions in the Crimea are simply the actions of a great power asserting its prerogatives.
Yet such a world is profoundly and unnecessarily dangerous. We have learned time and again that there is no such thing as a true “balance of power.” There are always imbalances and destabilizing power shifts. Without some scaffolding of law, open conflict is all too likely.
This is especially true today, as countries jostle for oil and other vital resources. It is no coincidence that most of the deadly wars of recent years have taken place in regions rich in valuable and contested natural resources.
As we look back in this centennial year toward the outbreak of WWI, we see again and again that the only possible route to safety is international law, upheld by the United Nations and respected on all sides. Yes, it sounds naive, but no one has to look back to see the naiveté of the belief that great-power politics will preserve peace and ensure humanity’s survival.
Impact---Leadership---2NC
Treaty noncompliance through conflicting domestic law wrecks the effectiveness of US leadership
Bellinger et al, 13 – Council of Record for the Brief of Former State Department Legal Advisors (John, Amicus Brief in Carole Anne Bond v. United States of America, SCOTUS 12-158, http://www.americanbar.org/content/dam/aba/publications/supreme_court_preview/briefs-v2/12-158_resp_amcu_fsdl.authcheckdam.pdf
The Constitution reflects the Framers’ recognition, based on experience under the Articles of Confederation, that the power to enter and implement treaties must rest with the national government in order for the United States to be an effective sovereign on the international stage. Those same imperatives pertain today. The power to make treaties and the need to implement them are inherently intertwined. If Congress cannot fully implement a validly executed treaty, the United States may be unable to honor its international commitments. This would undercut the United States’ foreign policy priorities, diminish the President’s leverage to pressure nations to comply with their own obligations, and injure the United States’ credibility as a world leader—not to mention undermine the efficacy of the treaty itself.
Impact---Democracy---2NC
International law incorporation key to democracy.
Benvenisti 8 Eyal, Professor of Law, Tel Aviv University, RECLAIMING DEMOCRACY: THE STRATEGIC USES OF FOREIGN AND INTERNATIONAL LAW BY NATIONAL COURTS, 102 A.J.I.L. 241
Not so long ago the overwhelming majority of courts in democratic countries shared a reluctance to refer to foreign and international law. Their policy was to avoid any application of foreign sources of law that would clash with the position of their domestic governments. Many jurists find recourse to foreign and international law inappropriate. 1 But even the supporters of reference to external sources of law hold this unexplored assumption that reliance on foreign and international law inevitably comes into tension with the value of national sovereignty. Hence, the scholarly debate is famed along the lines of the well-known broader debate on "the countermajoritarian difficulty." 2 This article questions this assumption of tension. It argues that for courts in most democratic countries--even if not for U.S. courts at present--referring to foreign and international law has become an effective instrument for empowering the domestic democratic processes by shielding them from external economic, political, and even legal pressures. Citing international law therefore actually bolsters domestic democratic processes and reclaims national sovereignty from the diverse forces of globalization. Stated differently, most national courts, seeking to maintain the vitality of their national political institutions and to safeguard their own domestic status vis-a-vis the political branches, cannot afford to ignore foreign and international law

Disadvantage Links
USPTO Tradeoff
Link---1NC 
The plan presents the USPTO with overwhelming uncertainty of how to administer marijuana trademarks. 
Fred Rocafort 22, leads Harris Sliwoski’s intellectual property practice, coordinator of the firm’s international team, contributor to the award-winning China Law Blog and Canna Law Blog, 2/27/2022, “Cannabis Trademarks After Federal Legalization,” https://harris-sliwoski.com/cannalawblog/cannabis-trademarks-after-federal-legalization/, kav
What will happen with cannabis trademarks after federal legalization? This question comes up regularly, but unfortunately lacks a clear answer (or even an unclear answer). On the one hand, with cannabis no longer unlawful at the federal level, USPTO will be able to register trademarks for cannabis products. But beyond that, nothing is clear.
Whose use is it anyway?
The cornerstone of trademark law in the United States is use in commerce. A trademark cannot be registered if it is not used in commerce. In case of a dispute between two parties using the same mark, the prior user will win out, even if the later user registered the mark first.
However, use in commerce must be legal. This means that use of trademarks in connection with cannabis products does not constitute use in commerce for federal trademark registration purposes at this moment in time. But on the day federal legalization takes effect, such use will constitute use in commerce under federal trademark law.
As you can see, Legalization Day will be the first date of use in commerce for a lot of cannabis trademarks. For most brands, this will not be a problem: In fact, having Legalization Day on their trademark certificates seems like a pretty cool thing.
But what happens if a trademark is being used by two different brands? Can the brand that first used the mark claim a prior right?
Use in commerce before federal legalization may not count
The honest answer to this last question is, frustratingly, we do not know. However, a very relevant precedent suggests that prior users may not have a stronger claim. When examining applications for hemp trademarks, USPTO draws a distinction between use in commerce before the enactment of the 2018 Farm Bill and use in commerce after the bill became law. The fact that hemp is now legal does not “legalize” hemp-related activities pre-Farm Bill.
If the same logic is applied, the clock for use in commerce will start ticking at the moment federal legalization begins-–and not a second earlier. This could well lead to situations where the date of first use is exactly the same for identical or similar marks.
It is possible that USPTO will anticipate these issues and formulate guidance. Yet, given the nature of the problem, it may not be possible for USPTO to come up with a comprehensive solution. Looking at which applicant used the mark first (even if it was not legal to do so at the time) would offer a practical approach, but has downsides from a public policy standpoint: If activity that was illegal at the time confers benefits on those who carried it out, it may incentivize ongoing and future illegality.
Link---AT: Normal Means---2AC
USPTO implements legislation.
Federal Register 21. 11-17-2021. "Changes To Implement Provisions of the Trademark Modernization Act of 2020." Federal Register. https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2021/11/17/2021-24926/changes-to-implement-provisions-of-the-trademark-modernization-act-of-2020. ---ML
The United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO or Office) amends the rules of practice in trademark cases to implement provisions of the Trademark Modernization Act of 2020 (TMA). This rule establishes ex parte expungement and reexamination proceedings for cancellation of a registration when the required use in commerce of the registered mark has not been made; provides for a new nonuse ground for cancellation before the Trademark Trial and Appeal Board (TTAB or Board); establishes flexible Office action response periods; and amends the existing letter-of-protest rule to indicate that letter-of-protest determinations are final and non-reviewable. The rule also sets fees for petitions requesting institution of ex parte expungement and reexamination proceedings, and for requests to extend Office action response deadlines. The rules governing the suspension of USPTO proceedings and attorney recognition in trademark matters are also amended. Finally, a new rule is added to address procedures regarding court orders cancelling or affecting registrations.
They administer the plan.
Andres A. Gallo 19. Economics professor at University of North Florida. Jay P. Kesan. Patent Attorney. August 30, 2019. “The political economy of intellectual property reforms.”  Research Handbook on the Economics of Intellectual Property Law. Chapter 21, p 482-509. https://doi-org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/10.4337/9781789903997.00065 ---ML
The USPTO is the agency tasked with administering the patent and trademark systems. It handles examination of patent and trademark applications, and provides certain administrative review proceedings that complement or act as alternatives to litigation (USPTO, 2015, 2017). One obvious concern is that, as an agency that derives its power from Congressional mandates, the USPTO is inherently susceptible to whatever political processes go on in Congress. If this were the whole story, USPTO policies would be expected to line up closely with the patent policy attitudes of the legislature. The reality is certainly more nuanced.

Court Clog 
Link---Litigation---1NC 
Legalization increases trademark litigation---proven by the alcohol prohibition. 
Joshua Trombley 24, senior attorney at Clark Hill, 5/6/2024, “Cannabis Reclassification: Litigation Impact,” https://www.clarkhill.com/news-events/news/cannabis-reclassification-litigation-impact/, kav
Further, the reclassification does not resolve the lack of availability of federal trademark registrations for state cannabis companies. Currently, federal trademark registrations are not available for state-cannabis companies due to the illegal status of cannabis at the federal level. As the rescheduling of cannabis from Schedule I to Schedule III has no impact on the federal legality of cannabis, state-cannabis companies still remain without access to federal trademark protection. However, this reclassification raises the stakes of potential trademark infringement in the future. Indeed, as cannabis becomes more prominent and regulation efforts on the local, state, and federal level head towards varying levels of legalization, history shows that trademark infringement lawsuits will grow increasingly common.
Prohibition provides the prime example. Once alcohol was de-prohibited, alcohol companies were able to register for nationwide trademark rights. This led to an influx of trademark litigation based on pre-existing trademarked, non-alcohol companies that alleged they had priority to the trademarked name. For example, in James Burrough Ltd. v. Sign of Beefeater, Inc., 540 F.2d 266 (7th Cir. 1976), Burrough was the owner of three trademark registrations for gin, each alleging first use on November 9, 1909. The registrations were for the term “Beefeater.” A restaurant operation in Detroit, Michigan commenced its operation with the notation “Sign of the Beefeater” for their restaurant. The Seventh Circuit concluded that the federal mark for “Beefeater,” had priority based on its first use in 1909. While cannabis still remains illegal at the federal level, the reclassification signals a growing recognition of cannabis companies and the future potential of increased trademark litigation.
Link---Litigation---2NC 
Competing claims of prior use collapse into murkiness and litigation. 
Quinn Emanuel 21, largest law firm in the world, based in LA represents hundreds of clients, 12/17/2021, “Protecting Cannabis Trademarks in Anticipation of Federal Legalization,” https://www.quinnemanuel.com/the-firm/publications/protecting-cannabis-trademarks-in-anticipation-of-federal-legalization/, kav
In trademark law, the first use of a mark within a particular territory usually establishes trademark ownership in that territory. As such, a cannabis company may own a trademark in a given state that (a) is identical to the mark used by a different company in a different state; (b) would be in direct conflict with the other company’s rights if the different states became subject to a uniform system; and (c) is nonetheless a valid mark within the company’s home state. These issues are particularly significant for cannabis companies that desire to expand into new states, because their expansion plans may be limited or thwarted by a competing claim for trademark ownership in a different territory. For example, established brands with valid marks operating in legal states like California may not be able to claim priority in newly legal states where other entities may seek to use the same marks.
Federal decriminalization or legalization of cannabis would presumably bring an end to this system, but it is unclear what the resulting system would look like or how priority disputes might be resolved. This uncertainty will be especially problematic for large and popular brands whose products are already widely counterfeited and sold by black market players in states where cannabis is still illegal. Given the territorial nature of trademark law, it may even be that counterfeiters in illegal states have a head start as to priority, as compared with the original companies that created the marks but operated strictly in accordance with state law.
Congress May Not Provide Additional Clarity but the Experience with Alcohol and Hemp Is Instructive
If and when cannabis is federally legalized, the state-by-state trademark regime will likely collapse into a murky pool of convergent and competing rights. Congress has shown neither an appreciation for these cannabis trademark issues, nor a willingness to solve them. But these issues will certainly affect businesses’ bottom lines and result in litigation. 
Politics 
Link---Political Capital---1NC 
The plan doesn’t have the momentum to get through---costs PC. 
Will Yakowicz 23, staff writer for Forbes, 6/30/2023, “Why National Cannabis Legalization Is Still A Decade Away,” https://www.forbes.com/sites/willyakowicz/2023/06/30/why-national-cannabis-legalization-is-still-a-decade-away/, kav
Kim Rivers, CEO of Florida-based Trulieve, now believes that federal legalization will be “incremental” and will take years. She contends that the SAFE Banking Act, which would make it easier for cannabis companies to access the financial system, is the most likely reform to be passed at the federal level during Biden’s remaining term. Rivers, like many other CEOs, does not believe there is enough political capital to usher in de-scheduling or federal legalization right now. “We’re still stuck on first base,” she says.
The same buzzkill mentality is pervasive among investors. Jason Wild, a former pharmacist who launched cannabis hedge fund JW Asset Management ($600 million AUM) and is currently the chair of Canada-based cannabis operator TerrAscend, which has 35 dispensaries across California, Canada, Maryland, Michigan, New Jersey and Pennsylvania, laughs when asked if he incorporates federal reform in his business strategy. “We certainly do not model for federal legalization,” says Wild. “And, for that matter, we don’t model for incremental change. It’s a dangerous strategy. From a balance sheet perspective, you need to act like it’s not going to happen.”
Marijuana is still illegal federally for a very simple reason. “Politicians just don't really care,” says Paul Armentano, the deputy director of nonprofit legalization advocacy group NORML. “It's just not on their priority list. If it were, they would address it. They don't because it isn't. It’s simple stuff.”
Link---Political Capital---2NC 
Lawmakers are influenced from an older age. 
Sam Learner 23, journalist for the Financial Times, won a Press Gazette Future of Media award in 2023, 11/24/2023, “Cannabis redraws US’s 2024 electoral map,” https://www.ft.com/content/43e20ea8-4467-4823-9e39-686fd45c4306, kav
Morgan Fox, political director of the National Organization for the Reform of Marijuana Laws, said the dissonance between voters and elected officials reflected an unwillingness to prioritise what some politicians still considered a peripheral issue.
“Unless lawmakers actually hear from their constituents . . . they’re not going to spend the political capital,” Fox said, “because it still has a little bit of that taste of a fringe issue.”
Callender, the Ohio representative, pointed to a generational divide, driven by a period of heavy lobbying against marijuana that had culminated with Nancy Reagan’s “Just Say No” campaign during the US’s war on drugs in the 1980s and 1990s.
“A lot of the leadership in our party at this point is of an age where they were very influenced by that campaign,” he said. “It’s a subconscious thing among folks of a certain age.”
Specifically for Biden. 
Amy Sherman 22, senior correspondent with PolitiFact, 1/4/2022, “Biden hasn’t moved on promise to decriminalize marijuana use.” https://www.politifact.com/truth-o-meter/promises/biden-promise-tracker/promise/1529/decriminalize-marijuana/, kav
Most Americans support legalizing marijuana, according to Gallup, but that hasn't influenced President Joe Biden to take steps toward his campaign promise to decriminalize marijuana use at the federal level.
"Unfortunately, we have not seen any steps or even the indication of serious consideration for a step in the right direction when it comes to marijuana policy reform and the Biden administration," said Justin Strekal, political director of the National Organization for the Reform of Marijuana Laws, which supports decriminalization.
Drug policy experts pointed to several examples of steps the administration could take.
Maritza Perez, a director at the Drug Policy Alliance, an organization that supports changing marijuana laws, said that Biden could order the Justice Department to deprioritize marijuana prosecutions or use his clemency power to release people serving time for federal marijuana offenses. Biden could also throw his weight behind the MORE Act, a bill that would remove marijuana from the list of scheduled substances under the Controlled Substances Act and eliminate criminal penalties for an individual who manufactures, distributes or possesses marijuana. The bill was introduced in May by Rep. Jerrold Nadler, D-N.Y., and has 101 co-sponsors. 
The MORE Act is one of several legislative proposals to decriminalize marijuana possession that haven't reached a vote. U.S. Rep. Nancy Mace, R-S.C., introduced a bill in November that would decriminalize marijuana at the federal level, allowing states more latitude to set their own laws. Mace's bill had four co-sponsors as of early January. 
Under the Controlled Substance Act, the federal government considers marijuana a Schedule 1 substance, the most serious level, "meaning that it has a high potential for abuse, no currently accepted medical use in treatment in the United States, and a lack of accepted safety for use under medical supervision," according to the U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration.
Under federal law a person convicted of marijuana possession can face one year in jail for their first offense, and two or three years for subsequent offenses. But the majority of arrests are made by state or local law enforcement, and state penalties vary.
Many states over the past decade have legalized marijuana for recreational or medical use. Eighteen states, two territories and the District of Columbia have legalized small amounts of marijuana for adult recreational use, according to the National Conference of State Legislatures. As of May, 36 states and four territories allow for the medical use of cannabis products.
Andrew Sidman, chair of the political science department at John Jay College of Criminal Justice, said criminal justice reform has taken a back seat as the Biden administration focuses on other priorities including COVID-19, inflation and his Build Back Better social safety-net legislation. 
"Criminal justice reform is not a place where the president is going to try to spend political capital," Sidman said. 
Biden could take some actions without legislation, such as making drug enforcement a reduced priority, but he has chosen not to take steps on his own, Sidman said. Meanwhile, given the partisan split in the Senate, legislation to decriminalize marijuana is unlikely to move forward. 
Biden still has time, but so far he hasn't taken any steps to fulfill his promise. We rate this promise Stalled. 
PC works in the context of cannabis. 
Jonathan Ellis 19, investigative reporter for Argus, 2/15/2019, “Ellis: Noem squanders political capital on a weed,” https://eu.argusleader.com/story/opinion/2019/02/15/ellis-governor-krist-noem-south-dakota-state-legislature-hemp/2881419002/, kav
We can debate the pros and cons of marijuana legalization another day, but let’s first dispense with the asinine argument that hemp and marijuana are the same.
Now Noem finds herself in a direct showdown with the Legislature. Her only hope is to kill the bill in the Senate. If she can't, she faces the prospect of vetoing the bill and having the Legislature override her veto.
Dennis Daugaard was always candid about the amount of political capital he had as governor. Political capital, he would say, was a finite resource, to be used on issues where it mattered.
In her first legislative session, Noem has chosen to spend political capital on a harmless weed that grows in the wild. A weed that, even if it isn’t as miraculous as its proponents say, is probably a net benefit to society.
Link---Bipart---1NC 
Partisan divides exist in marijuana reform now. 
Kyle Jaeger 23, Marijuana Moment's Sacramento-based managing editor, 8/9/2023, “Even With Republican Support For Marijuana Legalization At Record High, Partisan Gap Persists As More Democrats Embrace Reform, Gallup Finds,” https://www.marijuanamoment.net/republican-support-for-marijuana-legalization-reaches-record-high-but-partisan-gap-persists-as-more-democrats-embrace-reform-gallup-finds/, kav
Republican support for marijuana legalization might be at a record high nationally—but despite majorities of voters in both parties now backing the reform, a partisan divide has widened over the past two decades as Democrats have been even quicker to embrace the issue, according to new analysis of survey data from Gallup.
Link---Bipart---2NC 
Partisan groups will backlash to the plan. 
Natalie Fertig 23, federal cannabis policy reporter for POLITICO Pro, 10/23/2023, “Weed wins galvanize Capitol Hill’s anti-cannabis club,” https://www.politico.com/news/2023/10/23/capitol-hill-anti-cannabis-club-00121487, kav
Fighting weed legalization on Capitol Hill can feel like a lonely struggle these days.
Marijuana is just as popular as ever. More than half of Americans now live in states where adults can legally possess the drug, and just over two-thirds support federal legalization. In Congress, more and more lawmakers — on both sides of the aisle — express some form of support for legal cannabis in the states.
Yet a small but vocal, ad-hoc coalition of lawmakers — almost all Republicans — is keeping the anti-weed fight alive in Washington. And they’re not exactly losing.
The lawmakers, while still disorganized, scored several notable victories in recent months, thwarting progress on key cannabis bills and leaving die-hard supporters of federal legalization conceding they had been briefly outmaneuvered.
“We have entered the ‘fight you’ stage,” said Justin Strekal, founder of a pro-legalization PAC and former political director at the National Organization for the Reform of Marijuana Laws. The losses to the conservative lawmakers, Strekal said, offered a reminder that things “can go very wrong at the very end.”
Link Turn---AT: Lobbying---2NC
Cannabis industry fails.
Nicholas Florko 23. 8-1-2023. "Cannabis industry scales back its lobbying in Washington." STAT. https://www.statnews.com/2023/08/01/cannabis-industry-lobbying/. ---ML
WASHINGTON – The cannabis industry is dramatically scaling back its presence in Washington.
Curaleaf, one the largest cannabis companies in the world, spent nearly 40% less on lobbying in the first half of 2023 than it did at its peak in 2019. Others like Columbia Care and Pax Labs got rid of their entire lobbying teams. Of the four major cannabis industry coalitions that have been pushing for federal legalization of marijuana the longest, one has seen its revenue cut in half; two others appear to have folded completely. Together, their spending on advocacy has dipped by more than 50% since 2019, back when federal weed lobbying was at its height.
The pullback is the clearest signal of the turbulence facing the cannabis industry. Cannabis companies are losing money, even as marijuana’s acceptance is higher than ever before. The financial woes are, in large part, a consequence of cannabis remaining illegal at the federal level. As a result, cannabis companies are ineligible for tax breaks, and often cannot even access business loans or open bank accounts.
“The cruel irony is that businesses are forced to cut back on their government relations spending when in fact that advocacy [is] what’s needed in order for the industry to actually succeed,” said Aaron Smith, the co-founder and CEO of the lobbying group National Cannabis Industry Association.
Advocates say the exodus is premature — and a potential death knell to the industry’s progress thus far in Washington. While Congress has so far failed to pass a major cannabis law, both Republicans and Democrats in Congress have introduced legislation to legalize the drug federally. Last July, even Senate Majority Leader Chuck Schumer introduced his own legislation to decriminalize marijuana federally. A closely watched bill that’s meant to make it easier for cannabis companies to get bank accounts also has over 100 cosponsors and has already received a hearing in the Senate this year; it’s passed the House a total of seven times.
“If they weren’t getting wins with lobbyists, how are they going to get wins without them?” asked Don Murphy, an independent lobbyist on cannabis banking who previously lobbied for the advocacy organization Marijuana Policy Project. “It’s like leaving the game in the third quarter.”

