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Includes a new advantage to PERA and some supplemental defense. 
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Contention XX is Capital Flight:
Capital flight is happening now due to weak IPR 
CSIS 21Center for Strategic & International Studies paraphrasing Paul Redmond Michel, former Chief Judge of the U.S. Federal Court of Appeals, J.D. @ Virginia School of Law, Assistant Watergate Special Prosecutor, professor @ GWU Law School, author of Patent Litigation and Strategy, judged several thousand appeals and authored more than 800 opinions, one third concerning intellectual property law, Hall of Fame @ Intellectual Asset Management, former Special Advisor to the Patent Reform Task Force., "2021 U.S. Innovation Competitiveness Summit", Center for Strategic & International Studies, 09-14-2021. https://www.csis.org/programs/renewing-american-innovation-project/featured-initiatives/2021-us-innovation. Accessed on 6-28-2024 by NT-JJ.
Stop weak IP related Capital Flight :Judge Michel also suggested that weak IP rights have caused venture firms to slow investment in areas that deal with patents (like critical technologies) and invest more heavily in trademark/copyright protected fields like entertainment, or in other countries with stronger IP rights.
Patent uncertainty because of Alice causes capital flight  due to lack of predictability— reversing it solves 
Brian Kearns and Matteo Sabattini 21, Director of the Patent Unit U.S.A at Ericsson, Director of IP Policy at Ericsson, 10/15/2021, “Response to USPTO Patent Eligibility Jurisprudence Study,” avr
‐       U.S. Application B relates to digital rights management and the secure provision of content keys used to encrypt streaming content. The B Application is part of an expansive patent family, including a corresponding PCT Application and granted   international patents throughout Europe and China. No eligibility rejections were raised in any of the corresponding foreign patents. The B Application, however, faced multiple rounds of § 101 challenges over the course of three years, which were finally withdrawn after subsequent amendments and argumentation.
‐	U.S. Patent C relates generally to digital rights management. The C Patent is part of an expansive patent family, including granted patents in Europe and Asia. No eligibility rejections were raised in these corresponding foreign patents. The C Patent similarly began prosecution, prior to the Supreme Court’s Alice decision, without any eligibility concerns in the first few Office Actions. However, after the Alice decision, the C Patent faced brand new § 101 rejections. After multiple additional rounds of prosecution, including claim amendments, the § 101 rejections were finally overcome, and the patent was granted, 13 years after filing.
In our increasingly global economy, it leaves the U.S. at a competitive disadvantage to allow for vital emerging technologies to be left without adequate patent protection—either at the Agency level or through the court system—that would be afforded in other IP5 jurisdictions. Eligibility standards must be able to follow quickly evolving technology. Furthermore, some form of harmonization and consistency with the IP5 jurisdictions will help provide consistency, reliability, and security in patent rights around the world.
Even when patents are granted in the U.S., Ericsson, like all companies, must strategically consider which patents to maintain to their full term. A healthy, efficient, and accurate USPTO depends on its ability to collect and retain fees from stakeholders. If innovators can’t reasonably rely on patents around key technology areas due to the lack of predictability of § 101, then companies may be forced to take their patent filing and maintenance fees to other more predictable jurisdictions. Investments may also follow, moving capital to either less IP-intensive industries or abroad, potentially creating a vicious cycle. If more companies, small businesses, universities, and small inventors decide to forego focusing on obtaining and maintaining their U.S. patent portfolios, the budget and operations of the USPTO could be significantly impacted in the future. Ericsson strongly opposes any attempts to divert USPTO fees outside of the Agency. We also further encourage more clarity and certainty on § 101 eligibility as a tool to further boost full participation in the U.S. patent system by the continued reinvestment in granted patents.
b. patent enforcement and litigation;
While the evolving USPTO guidance to examiners on § 101 has proved very helpful, the unpredictability of eligibility challenges in litigation remains. According to one study, a promising telecommunications patent that is granted by USPTO as novel, non-obvious patentable subject matter still has a nearly 50% chance3 of not surviving an eligibility challenge if raised during litigation post-Alice. In 2017, Ericsson was awarded a $75 million patent infringement award based on infringement of a patent that had been successfully prosecuted to grant before the USPTO. This patent had faced and survived multiple PTAB challenges and had been found valid and infringed by a district court jury. But in 2020, a split panel of the Federal Circuit reversed the decision, finding the patent invalid because it covered an ineligible abstract idea.4 In a strong dissent, Judge Newman pointed out that, not only did the majority set aside well-established rules of procedure to reach its decision, but the majority’s decision on eligibility was out of accord with law and precedent.5     This type of decision, coming after significant investments of time and money, erodes confidence in the U.S. patent system and discourages future investment.
d. research and development;
While Ericsson continues to file large numbers of patent applications and successfully license patents around the world, the unpredictability of the current eligibility jurisprudence does influence R&D investments and future filing decisions. As mentioned earlier, Ericsson invests significant portions of its revenue—including patent licensing revenue—back into R&D. If eligibility concerns begin to affect licensing and other revenue forecasts, the resulting re-investment in R&D will suffer as well, with potential repercussions throughout the U.S. innovation ecosystem. The U.S. is rightly viewed as a global leader in innovation and technology development. The rest of the world watches to see how the U.S. interprets and enforces important policy matters such as § 101 eligibility. The lack of clarity on this issue threatens to undermine the technology innovators investing in these key technology areas, potentially causing a decrease in U.S.-based investment and competitiveness in critical next generation and emerging technology.
n. competition.
The U.S. has long recognized that “intellectual property laws and the antitrust laws share the common purpose of promoting innovation and enhancing consumer welfare” and that “[t]he intellectual property laws provide incentives for innovation and its dissemination and commercialization by establishing enforceable property rights for the creators of new and useful products, more efficient processes, and original works of expression.”6 Innovation and competition are overlapping concepts since companies compete through innovation. In fact, the term “dynamic competition” has been used by antitrust agencies as intertwined with “innovation.”7
Another pro-competitive feature of patent rights is that they often serve as a check on significant market power held by incumbents. A strong patent system allows innovators of all sizes to compete by protecting the technology and R&D they develop. Patents are one of the few ways new entrants can effectively compete in the current global economy, which makes a strong patent system especially important at this time.8 In order for patents to effectively spur market competition, parties considering R&D and patenting activity must have a good idea of what is patentable. A lack of such clear notice generates uncertainty about the scope of the patent right. It therefore reduces patents’ pro-competitive role because it may discourage inventors from dedicating innovative efforts in fields where the availability of patents is in doubt. Thus, competition and innovation in such fields can be expected to be less robust, to the detriment of consumers. For this reason, antitrust luminaries have called for clarification of § 101 of the Patent Act to ensure that the competitive process is not curtailed.9      Ericsson agrees with this call from its first-hand experience described in this response.
3. Please explain how the current state of patent eligibility jurisprudence in the United States impacts particular technological fields, including investment and innovation in any of the following technological areas:
Ericsson innovates in many different emerging technological areas, including artificial intelligence, machine learning, media coding, virtual/augmented/extended reality, IoT, quantum technologies, and green technologies. As mentioned above, Ericsson has faced challenges obtaining U.S. patent protection on certain inventions, due to § 101 eligibility, in a wide range of technological fields, including in media coding, digital rights management, and network security. The challenge in obtaining robust U.S. patents on any of these or other emerging technologies, of a similar scope to their foreign counterparts, negatively affects the ability to utilize patents and obtain a fair return on R&D.
Artificial intelligence is an excellent specific example. As recognized by the USPTO, “[t]he broad scope of new products and services that build on AI technologies suggests that AI has the potential to fundamentally change how people perceive the world around them and live their daily lives…[which] is the essence of technological progress, and realizing these changes happens through innovation.”10 Ericsson certainly agrees, as AI is creating business value in terms of improved performance, higher efficiency, enhanced customer experience as well as creating new business models and use cases for 5G, IoT, and enterprise. Lack of clarity and uncertainty on § 101 eligibility could allow other countries to command a greater share of the market because of a void in U.S. policy. As a consequence, the inability to secure patent rights could increasingly force the market to be guided by the policies of other countries taking the lead.
4. Please explain how your experiences with the application of subject matter eligibility requirements in other jurisdictions, including China, Japan, Korea, and Europe, differ from your experiences in the United States.
For any given invention, Ericsson usually seeks patent protection in multiple countries. As mentioned above in Question 2(a), in some instances we have faced subject matter eligibility rejections in the U.S. for inventions where eligibility concerns are never even raised in China, Japan, Korea, and Europe. Many of these cases face the same art-based challenges across jurisdictions. It is extremely frustrating to overcome prior art challenges and obtain claims that are deemed patentable by every other jurisdiction, only to continue to face ambiguous § 101 challenges in the U.S.
5. Please identify instances where you have been denied patent protection for an invention in the United States solely on the basis of patent subject matter ineligibility, but obtained protection for the same invention in a foreign jurisdiction, or vice versa. Please provide specific examples, such as the technology(ies) and jurisdiction(s) involved, and the reason the invention was held ineligible in the United States or other jurisdiction.
Please see the example cases highlighted in Question 2(a). In some of those cases, a U.S. patent ultimately granted, but with amended claims from what was granted in other jurisdictions.
7. Please explain whether the state of patent eligibility jurisprudence in the United States has caused you to change business strategies for protecting your intellectual property (e.g., shifting from patents to trade secrets, or vice versa). If so, please identify the changes and their associated impacts.
The understated value of a patent is that it allows for new technologies to be made available to the public. The filing of a public patent application makes that technology known to the world. While the right to use that technology is exclusive when protected by a patent, other innovators are free to learn and build off of the shared knowledge around the created technology. In many ways, the filing of a patent allows for an open and transparent process. Without the ability to protect key technologies due to ambiguous and unpredictable § 101 challenges, innovators will be less likely to publish and share new technologies, hindering research and development and a sharing of knowledge through healthy technology transfer programs (as is currently done with many universities). Asa consequence, more companies will rely on trade secrets to protect valuable technology, which could lead to less sharing of valuable technologies, fewer new entrants to foster new innovation, and vulnerabilities in security due to lack of disclosure.11
8. Please explain whether you have changed your behavior with regard to filing, purchasing, licensing, selling, or maintaining patent applications and patents in the United States as a result of the current state of patent eligibility jurisprudence in the United States. If so, please describe how you changed your behavior.
Ericsson often must make strategic, cost-based decisions to abandon patent applications during prosecution or before the payment of maintenance fees. As mentioned above, the inability to overcome ambiguous § 101 challenges during prosecution and the unpredictability of ambiguous § 101 challenges in courts often factor into these decisions.
9. Please explain how, in your experience, the status of patent eligibility jurisprudence in the United States has affected any litigation for patent infringement in the United States in which you been involved as a party, as legal counsel, or as another participant (e.g., an expert witness). For example, please explain whether this jurisprudence has affected the cost or duration of such litigation, the ability to defend against claims of patent infringement, the certainty/uncertainty of litigation outcomes, or the likelihood of settlement.
As shown in the answer to Question 2(b), Ericsson has clearly seen the effects patent eligibility jurisprudence on U.S. patent litigation. All patent litigation requires a significant investment of time, money, and resources, and the unpredictability under the current jurisprudence will lead to wasted resources for all parties involved.
Section II—Impact of Subject Matter Eligibility on the General Marketplace
10. Please identify how the current state of patent eligibility jurisprudence in the United States impacts the global strength of U.S. intellectual property.
As several reputable and knowledgeable commentators have pointed out12, the current state of eligibility impacts the global strength of the U.S. patent system and the U.S. economy as a whole. The current eligibility jurisprudence is viewed by many as unpredictable. If this status remains, innovators are less likely to invest in U.S. patent protection or the U.S. economy. We strongly applaud the efforts taken by the USPTO and leaders in the U.S. Senate, including Senators Tillis, Hirono, Cotton, and Coons, to provide guidance and reform in this area. Without legislative change, unpredictability of U.S. eligibility jurisprudence is unlikely to improve.
11. Please identify how the current state of patent eligibility jurisprudence in the United States impacts the U.S. economy as a whole.
We believe that the strength of the U.S. patent system and the U.S. economy go hand-in-hand. As reported by the USPTO, “On September 26, 2016, the U.S. Commerce Department released a comprehensive report, ‘Intellectual Property and the U.S. Economy: 2016 Update,’ which found that IP-intensive industries support at least 45 million U.S. jobs and contribute more than $6 trillion dollars to, or 38.2 percent of, U.S. gross domestic product (GDP).”13 Other studies have shown that countries with strong, effective patent protection have significant advantages in attracting investment, producing innovation, and increasing competitiveness. For instance, those countries with effective patent protection are 39% more attractive to foreign investment, have 26% greater global competitiveness, have 6 times more high-skilled researchers, and are 70% more likely to produce more innovative output than other countries.14 Thus, any negative effects of the current eligibility jurisprudence will directly impact the U.S. economy as a whole.
Capital flight collapses the centrality of the dollar. 
Bremmer ’21 [Ian; December 2021; PhD in Political Science from Stanford University, President of Eurasia Group, Former Fellow at the Hoover Institution, BA in International Relations from Tulane University; Foreign Affairs, “The Technopolar Moment: How Digital Powers Will Reshape the Global Order,” https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/world/2021-10-19/ian-bremmer-big-tech-global-order]
States have been the primary actors in global affairs for nearly 400 years. That is starting to change, as a handful of large technology companies rival them for geopolitical influence. The aftermath of the January 6 riot serves as the latest proof that Amazon, Apple, Facebook, Google, and Twitter are no longer merely large companies; they have taken control of aspects of society, the economy, and national security that were long the exclusive preserve of the state. The same goes for Chinese technology companies, such as Alibaba, ByteDance, and Tencent. Nonstate actors are increasingly shaping geopolitics, with technology companies in the lead. And although Europe wants to play, its companies do not have the size or geopolitical influence to compete with their American and Chinese counterparts.
Most of the analysis of U.S.-Chinese technological competition, however, is stuck in a statist paradigm. It depicts technology companies as foot soldiers in a conflict between hostile countries. But technology companies are not mere tools in the hands of governments. None of their actions in the immediate aftermath of the Capitol insurrection, for instance, came at the behest of the government or law enforcement. These were private decisions made by for-profit companies exercising power over code, servers, and regulations under their control. These companies are increasingly shaping the global environment in which governments operate. They have huge influence over the technologies and services that will drive the next industrial revolution, determine how countries project economic and military power, shape the future of work, and redefine social contracts.
It is time to start thinking of the biggest technology companies as similar to states. These companies exercise a form of sovereignty over a rapidly expanding realm that extends beyond the reach of regulators: digital space. They bring resources to geopolitical competition but face constraints on their power to act. They maintain foreign relations and answer to constituencies, including shareholders, employees, users, and advertisers. 
Technology companies are shaping the global environment in which governments operate.
Political scientists rely on a wide array of terms to classify governments: there are “democracies,” “autocracies,” and “hybrid regimes,” which combine elements of both. But they have no such tools for understanding Big Tech. It’s time they started developing them, for not all technology companies operate in the same way. Even though technology companies, like countries, resist neat classifications, there are three broad forces that are driving their geopolitical postures and worldviews: globalism, nationalism, and techno-utopianism.
These categories illuminate the choices facing the biggest technology firms as they work to shape global affairs. Will we live in a world where the Internet is increasingly fragmented and technology companies serve the interests and goals of the states in which they reside, or will Big Tech decisively wrest control of digital space from governments, freeing itself from national boundaries and emerging as a truly global force? Or could the era of state dominance finally come to an end, supplanted by a techno-elite that assumes responsibility for offering the public goods once provided by governments? Analysts, policymakers, and the public would do well to understand the competing outlooks that determine how these new geopolitical actors wield their power, because the interplay among them will define the economic, social, and political life of the twenty-first century.
BIG TECH IS WATCHING YOU
To understand how the struggle for geopolitical influence between technology firms and governments will play out, it is important to grasp the nature of these companies’ power. The tools at their disposal are unique in global affairs, which is why governments are finding it so hard to rein them in. Although this isn’t the first time that private corporations have played a major role in geopolitics—consider the East India Company and Big Oil, for example—earlier giants could never match the pervasive global presence of today’s technology firms. It is one thing to wield power in the smoke-filled rooms of political power brokers; it is another to directly affect the livelihoods, relationships, security, and even thought patterns of billions of people across the globe. 
Today’s biggest technology firms have two critical advantages that have allowed them to carve out independent geopolitical influence. First, they do not operate or wield power exclusively in physical space. They have created a new dimension in geopolitics—digital space—over which they exercise primary influence. People are increasingly living out their lives in this vast territory, which governments do not and cannot fully control.
The implications of this fact bear on virtually all aspects of civic, economic, and private life. In many democracies today, politicians’ ability to gain followers on Facebook and Twitter unlocks the money and political support needed to win office. That is why the technology companies’ actions to deplatform Trump after the Capitol Hill riot were so powerful. For a new generation of entrepreneurs, Amazon’s marketplace and Web-hosting services, Apple’s app store, Facebook’s ad-targeting tools, and Google’s search engine have become indispensable for launching a successful business. Big Tech is even transforming human relationships. In their private lives, people increasingly connect with one another through algorithms. 
Technology companies are not just exercising a form of sovereignty over how citizens behave on digital platforms; they are also shaping behaviors and interactions. The little red Facebook notifications deliver dopamine hits to your brain, Google’s artificial intelligence (AI) algorithms complete sentences while you type, and Amazon’s methods of selecting which products pop up at the top of your search screen affect what you buy. In these ways, technology firms are guiding how people spend their time, what professional and social opportunities they pursue, and, ultimately, what they think. This power will grow as social, economic, and political institutions continue to shift from the physical world to digital space.
The second way these technology companies differ from their formidable predecessors is that they are increasingly providing a full spectrum of both the digital and the real-world products that are required to run a modern society. Although private companies have long played a role in delivering basic needs, from medicine to energy, today’s rapidly digitizing economy depends on a more complex array of goods, services, and information flows. Currently, just four companies—Alibaba, Amazon, Google, and Microsoft—meet the bulk of the world’s demand for cloud services, the essential computing infrastructure that has kept people working and children learning during the COVID-19 pandemic. The future competitiveness of traditional industries will depend on how effectively they seize new opportunities created by 5G networks, AI, and massive Internet-of-Things deployments. Internet companies and financial service providers already depend heavily on the infrastructure provided by these cloud leaders. Soon, growing numbers of cars, assembly lines, and cities will, too. 
Along with owning the world’s leading search engine and its most popular smartphone operating system, Google’s parent company, Alphabet, dabbles in health care, drug development, and autonomous vehicles. Amazon’s sprawling e-commerce and logistics network furnishes millions of people with basic consumer goods. In China, Alibaba and Tencent dominate payment systems, social media, video streaming, e-commerce, and logistics. They also invest in projects important to the Chinese government, such as the Digital Silk Road, which aims to bring to emerging markets the undersea cables, telecommunications networks, cloud capabilities, and apps needed to run a digital society.
Private-sector technology firms are also providing national security, a role that has traditionally been reserved for governments and the defense contractors they hire. When Russian hackers breached U.S. government agencies and private companies last year, it was Microsoft, not the National Security Agency or U.S. Cyber Command, that first discovered and cut off the intruders. Of course, private companies have long supported national security objectives. Before the biggest banks became “too big to fail,” that phrase was applied to the U.S. defense company Lockheed Corporation (now Lockheed Martin) during the Cold War. But Lockheed just made the fighter jets and missiles for the U.S. government. It didn’t operate the air force or police the skies. The biggest technology companies are building the backbone of the digital world and policing that world at the same time. 
Big Tech’s eclipse of the nation-state is not inevitable. Governments are taking steps to tame an unruly digital sphere: whether it is China’s recent moves targeting Alibaba and Ant Group, which derailed what would have been one of the world’s biggest-ever initial public offerings; the EU’s attempts to regulate personal data, AI, and the large technology companies that it defines as digital “gatekeepers”; the numerous antitrust bills introduced in the U.S. House of Representatives; or India’s ongoing pressure on foreign social media companies—the technology industry is facing a political and regulatory backlash on multiple fronts. 
Moreover, technology firms cannot decouple themselves from physical space, where they remain at the mercy of states. The code for the virtual worlds that these companies have created sits in data centers that are located on territory controlled by governments. Companies are subject to national laws. They can be fined or subjected to other sanctions, their websites can be blocked, and their executives can be arrested if they break the rules.
But as technology grows more sophisticated, states and regulators are increasingly constrained by outdated laws and limited capacity. Digital space is ever growing. Facebook now counts nearly three billion monthly active users. Google reports that over one billion hours of video are consumed on YouTube, its video-streaming platform, each day. Over 64 billion terabytes of digital information was created and stored in 2020, enough to fill some 500 billion smartphones. In its next phase, this “datasphere” will see cars, factories, and entire cities wired with Internet-connected sensors trading data. As this realm grows, the ability to control it will slip further beyond the reach of states. And because technology companies provide important digital and real-world goods and services, states that cannot provide those things risk shooting themselves in the foot if their draconian measures lead companies to stop their operations. 
Governments have long deployed sophisticated systems to monitor digital space: China created the so-called Great Firewall to control the information its citizens see, and the United States’ spy agencies established the echelon surveillance system to monitor global communications. But such systems can’t keep tabs on everything. Fines for failing to take down illegal content are a nuisance for businesses, not an existential threat. And governments realize that they could sabotage their own legitimacy if they go too far. The potential for a popular backlash is one reason why even Russian President Vladimir Putin is unlikely to ever go as far as Beijing has in restricting citizens’ access to the global Internet. 
That is not to say that Big Tech is massively well liked. Even before the pandemic, public opinion polls in the United States showed that what once was the most admired sector in the country was losing popularity among Americans. A majority of Americans are in favor of stricter regulations for big technology companies, according to a February 2021 Gallup survey. Global trust in those companies—especially social media firms—has also been hit hard during the pandemic, according to the annual Trust Barometer published by Edelman, a public relations consultancy. 
But even if getting tough on Big Tech is one of the few things on which both Democrats and Republicans agree, the fact that there hasn’t been a major crackdown yet is telling. In the United States, a combination of congressional dysfunction and Silicon Valley’s potent lobbying power will likely continue to preclude expansive new regulations that could pose a serious threat to the digital giants. It is different in Europe, where the lack of homegrown cloud, search, and social media conglomerates makes passing ambitious legislation easier. And it is certainly different in China, where a recent round of regulatory crackdowns has sent shares of the country’s own technology heavyweights reeling. 
In both Brussels and Beijing, politicians are trying to channel the power of the biggest technology companies in pursuit of national priorities. But with the cloud, AI, and other emerging technologies set to become even more important to people’s livelihoods—and to the ability of states to meet their people’s basic needs—it is far from certain that the politicians will succeed. 
THE STATE STRIKES BACK
The most important question in geopolitics today might be, Will countries that break up or clamp down on their biggest technology firms also be able to seize the opportunities of the digital revolution’s next phase, or will their efforts backfire? The EU, alarmed that it has not given rise to digital giants the way the United States and China have, appears intent on finding out. It is at the forefront of democratic societies pushing for greater sovereignty over digital space. In 2018, the EU passed a sweeping data protection law that restricts transfers of personal data outside the 27-member bloc and threatens steep fines on companies that fail to protect EU citizens’ sensitive information. 
A new regulatory package advancing in Brussels would give the European Commission new powers to fine Internet platforms over illegal content, control high-risk AI applications, and potentially break up technology companies that EU bureaucrats deem too powerful. The EU and influential member states, such as France, are also calling for technology-focused industrial policies—including billions of euros of government funding—to encourage new approaches to pooling data and computing resources. The goal is to develop alternatives to the biggest cloud platforms that, unlike the current options, are grounded in “European values.”
This is a massive gamble. Europe, acting from a position of weakness, is betting that it can corral the technology giants and unleash a new wave of European innovation. If it turns out instead that only the biggest technology platforms can muster the capital, talent, and infrastructure needed to develop and run the digital systems that companies rely on, Europe will have only accelerated its geopolitical decline. The outcome hinges on whether a handful of large-scale cloud platforms, with all the attendant economic opportunities and challenges, can continue to drive innovation or whether a group of companies operating under greater government supervision can still produce cutting-edge digital infrastructure that is globally competitive.
Big Tech is transforming human relationships.
It is expensive to create and maintain digital space on a massive scale. Alphabet, Amazon, Apple, Facebook, and Microsoft plowed a combined $109 billion into research and development in 2019. That is roughly equal to Germany’s total public and private R & D spending in the same period and more than double the amount spent that year by the United Kingdom’s government and private sector put together. If European states want greater control of the technology sector, they’re going to have to invest much more money. But even if governments were willing to finance these digital capabilities themselves, money is only part of the picture. They would likely struggle to bring together the engineering and other talent required to design, maintain, operate, and grow the complex cloud infrastructure, AI applications, and other systems that make these technologies work at scale. 
Achieving and maintaining global leadership in fields such as cloud computing or semiconductors requires huge and sustained investments of financial and human capital. It also requires close relationships with customers and other partners across complex global supply chains. Today’s modern semiconductor plants can cost in excess of $15 billion apiece and require legions of highly trained engineers to set them up and run them. The world’s leading cloud service providers can invest billions of dollars in R & D each year because they are continually refining their products in response to customers’ needs and funneling their profits back into research. Governments—and even groups of small firms working together—would struggle to muster the resources needed to deliver these technologies at the scale required to power the global economy. Even in China, where the government is not afraid to throw its weight around, the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) is counting on the country’s biggest private-sector technology companies to do the heavy lifting as it aims to build a wealthy and digitally advanced society. 
The next decade will test what happens as the politics of digital space and physical space converge. Governments and technology companies are poised to compete for influence over both worlds—hence the need for a better framework for understanding what the companies’ goals are and how their power interacts with that of governments in both domains. 
THE STRUGGLE WITHIN BIG TECH
Technology companies’ orientations are no less diverse than the states with which they compete. Strands of globalism, nationalism, and techno-utopianism often coexist within the same company. Which outlook predominates will have important consequences for global politics and society. 
First are the globalists—firms that built their empires by operating on a truly international scale. These companies, including Apple, Facebook, and Google, create and populate digital space, allowing their business presence and revenue streams to become untethered from physical territory. Each grew powerful by hitting on an idea that allowed it to dominate an economically valuable niche and then taking its business worldwide.
The likes of Alibaba, ByteDance, and Tencent emerged at the top of China’s massive domestic market before setting their sights on global growth. But the idea was the same: set up shop in as many countries as possible, respect local rules and regulations as necessary, and compete fiercely. Sure, they have also benefited from policy and financial support from Beijing, but it is still a cutthroat, profit-driven approach to global expansion that is driving innovation at these firms. 
Then there are the national champions, which are more willing to align themselves explicitly with the priorities of their home governments. These firms are partnering with governments in various important domains, including the cloud, AI, and cybersecurity. They secure massive revenues by selling their products to governments, and they use their expertise to help guide these same governments’ actions. The companies hewing closest to the national-champion model are in China, where firms have long faced pressure to further national goals. Huawei and SMIC are China’s core national champions in 5G and semiconductors. And in 2017, Chinese President Xi Jinping named Alibaba and Tencent, along with the search engine Baidu and the voice recognition company iFlytek, to China’s “national AI team,” giving each of them a leading role in building out parts of China’s AI-powered future. 
More than perhaps any other country, China has enlisted its technology giants during the pandemic, leaning heavily on digital services—including videoconferencing and telemedicine—and even using them to enforce lockdowns and other travel restrictions as the pandemic took hold. It has also tapped Chinese technology firms to manage reopenings by providing digital health passports and to engage in “mask diplomacy” by shipping badly needed medical supplies to needy countries to enhance China’s soft power. 
Today, even historically globalist U.S. companies are feeling the pull of the national-champion model. Microsoft’s growing role in policing digital space on behalf of the United States and allied democracies and targeting misinformation spread by state actors (particularly China and Russia) and international crime syndicates is leading it in that direction. Amazon and Microsoft are also competing to provide cloud-computing infrastructure to the U.S. government. Amazon’s new CEO, Andy Jassy, who previously headed its cloud business, was a member of the National Security Commission on Artificial Intelligence, a blue-ribbon advisory panel that published a major report earlier this year that is having a strong influence on the evolution of the United States’ national AI strategy. 
The forces of globalism and nationalism sometimes clash with a third camp: the techno-utopians. Some of the world’s most powerful technology firms are headed by charismatic visionaries who see technology not just as a global business opportunity but also as a potentially revolutionary force in human affairs. In contrast to the other two groups, this camp centers more on the personalities and ambitions of technology CEOs rather than the operations of the companies themselves. Whereas globalists want the state to leave them alone and maintain favorable conditions for global commerce, and national champions see an opportunity to get rich off the state, techno-utopians look to a future in which the nation-state paradigm that has dominated geopolitics since the seventeenth century has been replaced by something different altogether. 
Technology companies are increasingly geopolitical actors in and of themselves.
Elon Musk, the CEO of Tesla and SpaceX, is the most recognizable example, with his open ambition to reinvent transportation, link computers to human brains, and make humanity a “multiplanetary species” by colonizing Mars. Yes, he is also providing space lift capacity to the U.S. government, but he is chiefly focused on dominating near-space orbit and creating a future in which technology companies help societies evolve beyond the concept of nation-states. Mark Zuckerberg, the CEO of Facebook, has similar tendencies, even if he has become more open to government regulation of online content. Diem, a Facebook-backed digital currency, had to be scaled back dramatically after financial regulators almost universally raised concerns. Thanks to the dominance of the U.S. dollar, governments retain a far stronger grip on finance than on other domains in digital space. 
That may not be true for long if Vitalik Buterin and the entrepreneurs building on top of his Ethereum ecosystem get their way. Ethereum, the world’s second most popular blockchain after Bitcoin, is rapidly emerging as the underlying infrastructure powering a new generation of decentralized Internet applications. It may pose an even greater challenge to government power than Diem. Ethereum’s design includes smart contracts, which enable the parties to a transaction to embed the terms of doing business into hard-to-alter computer code. Entrepreneurs have seized on the technology and the surrounding hype to cook up new businesses, including betting markets, financial derivatives, and payment systems that are almost impossible to alter or abolish once they have been launched. Although much of this innovation to date has been in the financial realm, some proponents believe that blockchain technology and decentralized apps will be the keys to unlocking the next big leap forward for the Web: the metaverse, a place where augmented and virtual reality, next-generation data networks, and decentralized financing and payment systems contribute to a more realistic and immersive digital world where people can socialize, work, and trade digital goods. 
China still has its globalists and national champions, albeit with a more statist tilt than those in the United States. But it no longer has its own techno-utopians. The CCP once exalted Jack Ma, a co-founder of Alibaba and the country’s most prominent entrepreneur, who revolutionized how people buy and sell goods and tried to create a new version of the World Trade Organization to facilitate e-commerce and promote direct global trade. But the party reined him in after he gave a speech in October 2020 criticizing its financial regulators for stifling innovation. Beijing now has Ma and Alibaba on a much tighter leash, a cautionary tale for any would-be techno-utopians in China who might consider challenging the state.
Even so, China depends on the digital infrastructure provided by the likes of Ma to boost productivity and living standards—and thus ensure the CCP’s long-term survival. China’s authoritarianism enables it to be more forceful in its regulation of digital space and the companies that build and maintain it, but Beijing ultimately faces the same tradeoffs as Washington and Brussels. If it tightens its grip too much, it risks harming the country itself by smothering innovation. 
OUR DIGITAL FUTURES
As technology companies and governments negotiate for control over digital space, U.S. and Chinese technology giants will operate in one of three geopolitical environments: one in which the state reigns supreme, rewarding the national champions; one in which corporations wrest control from the state over digital space, empowering the globalists; or one in which the state fades away, elevating the techno-utopians. 
In the first scenario, the national champions win, and the state remains the dominant provider of security, regulation, and public goods. Systemic shocks, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, and long-term threats, such as climate change, coupled with a public backlash against the power of technology firms, entrench government authority as the only force that can resolve global challenges. A bipartisan push for regulation in the United States rewards “patriotic” companies that deploy their resources in support of national goals. The government hopes that a new generation of technology-enabled services for education, health care, and other components of the social contract will boost its legitimacy in the eyes of middle-class voters. Beijing and other authoritarian governments double down on cultivating their own national champions, pushing hard for self-sufficiency while competing for influence in important global swing markets, such as Brazil, India, and Southeast Asia. China’s private technology sector becomes less independent, and its technology companies no longer go public on international stock exchanges. 
U.S. allies and partners find it much harder to balance their ties with Washington and Beijing. Europe is the big loser here, as it lacks technology companies with the financial capacity or technological wherewithal to hold their own against those of the two major powers. As the EU’s push for digital sovereignty sputters and the U.S.-Chinese cold war makes national security in the technology space a dominant priority, Europe’s technology sector has little choice but to follow Washington’s agenda.
As the United States and China decouple, companies that can recast themselves as national champions are rewarded. Washington and Beijing both funnel resources to technology firms to align them with their national goals. The increasingly fragmented nature of the Internet, meanwhile, makes operating on a truly global scale increasingly difficult: when data, software, or advanced semiconductor technology can’t move across borders because of legal and policy barriers or when computers or phones made by U.S. and Chinese companies can’t talk to one another, it raises costs and regulatory risks for companies.
Amazon and Microsoft might not find it hard to adapt to this new order, as they are already responding to growing pressure to support national security imperatives. Both companies already compete to provide cloud services to the U.S. government and intelligence agencies. But Apple and Google could find working with the U.S. government more uncomfortable; the former has balked at government requests to crack encrypted smartphones, and the latter pulled out of a project with the Pentagon on image recognition. Facebook might have the hardest time navigating a landscape that favored national champions if it is seen as providing a platform for foreign disinformation without also offering useful assets for the government, such as cloud computing or military AI applications.
This would be a more geopolitically volatile world, with a greater risk of strategic and technological bifurcation. Taiwan would be a major concern, as U.S. and Chinese companies continue to rely on the Taiwan Semiconductor Manufacturing Company as a major supplier of cutting-edge chips. Washington is already moving to cut off leading Chinese technology firms from Taiwan and TSMC, fueling impressions in Beijing that Taiwan is being dragged further into the U.S. orbit. Although it remains unlikely that China would choose to invade Taiwan over semiconductors alone—the potential for a military conflict with the United States that escalates beyond Taiwan would be too great, and the damage to China’s international standing and business environment would be too severe—it remains a potentially potent tail risk. 
A world of national champions would also impede the international cooperation needed to address global crises—whether a pandemic disease more lethal than COVID-19 or a surge of global migration induced by climate change. It would be ironic if technology nationalism made it harder for governments to address these problems, given the role of such crises in shoring up the state’s position as the provider of last resort in the first place. 
In the second scenario, the state holds on but in a weakened condition—paving the way for the ascendancy of the globalists. Unable to keep pace with technological innovation, regulators accept that governments will share sovereignty over digital space with technology companies. Big Tech beats back restrictions that could curtail its overseas operations, arguing that the loss of market opportunities will harm innovation and, ultimately, governments’ ability to create jobs and meet global challenges. Rather than accept a technological cold war, companies pressure governments to agree on a set of common rules that preserve a global market for hardware, software, and data. 
Apple and Google would arguably have the most to gain from this outcome. Instead of being forced to choose between a U.S.- and a Chinese-dominated Internet, Apple could continue to offer its own unique technology ecosystem catering to elites in both San Francisco and Shanghai. Google’s advertising-heavy revenue model would thrive as people in democracies and authoritarian countries alike consumed products and services that commodified every piece of personal data.
Governments and technology companies are poised to compete for influence.
The triumph of globalism would also help Alibaba, which hosts the world’s largest e-commerce websites. ByteDance, whose video-sharing app TikTok has helped it achieve a valuation north of $140 billion, would be free to serve up viral videos to a global audience, supercharging its AI algorithms and its global revenues. Tencent is also a globalist but cooperates far more deeply with China’s internal security apparatus than Alibaba. It would find it easier to trend in the direction of a national champion as ideological competition between Washington and Beijing intensified.
The globalists need stability to succeed over the coming decade. Their worst fear is that the United States and China will continue to decouple, forcing them to choose sides in an economic war that will raise barriers to their attempts to globalize their businesses. Their fortunes would improve if Washington and Beijing decided that overregulation risks undercutting the innovation that drives their economies. In the case of Washington, that means pulling back from an industrial policy designed to convince companies that they can thrive as national champions; for Beijing, it means preserving the independence and autonomy of the private sector. 
A world in which the globalists reign supreme would give Europe a chance to reassert itself as a savvy bureaucratic player capable of designing the rules that allow technology companies and governments to share sovereignty in digital space. Washington and Beijing would still be the two dominant global powers, but the failure of the former’s industrial policy push and the latter’s quest to elevate national champions would loosen the two powers’ grip on geopolitics, increase the demand for global governance, and create more opportunities for global rule setting. This is a world with somewhat weaker American and Chinese governments but one that offers both countries their best chance to cooperate on urgent global challenges.
In the final scenario, the oft-predicted erosion of the state finally comes to pass. The techno-utopians capitalize on widespread disillusionment with governments that have failed to create prosperity and stability, drawing citizens into a digital economy that disintermediates the state. Confidence in the dollar as a global reserve currency erodes—or collapses. Cryptocurrencies prove too much for regulators to control, and they gain wide acceptance, undermining governments’ sway over the financial world. The disintegration of centralized authority renders the world substantially less capable of addressing transnational challenges. For technological visionaries with vaulting ambitions and commensurate resources, the question of patriotism becomes moot. Musk plays an ever-greater role in deciding how space is explored. Facebook substitutes for the public square, civil society, and the social safety net, creating a blockchain-based currency that gains widespread usage.
The implications of a world in which techno-utopians call the shots are the hardest to tease out, in part because people are so accustomed to thinking of the state as the principal problem-solving actor. Governments would not go down without a fight. And the erosion of the U.S. government’s authority would not give techno-utopians free rein; the Chinese state would also need to suffer a collapse in domestic credibility. The less that governments stand in their way, the more techno-utopians will be able to shape the evolution of a new world order, for good and for ill. 
A BRAVE NEW DIGITAL WORLD
A generation ago, the foundational premise of the Internet was that it would accelerate the globalization that transformed economics and politics in the 1990s. Many hoped that the digital age could foster the unfettered flow of information, challenging the grip of authoritarian holdouts who thought they could escape the so-called end of history. The picture is different today: a concentration of power in the hands of a few very large technology firms and the competing interventions of U.S.-, Chinese-, and EU-centered power blocs have led to a much more fragmented digital landscape. 
The consequences for the future world order will be no less profound. Right now, the world’s largest technology firms are assessing how best to position themselves as Washington and Beijing steel themselves for protracted competition. The United States believes that its foremost geopolitical imperative is to prevent its displacement by its techno-authoritarian rival. China’s top priority is to ensure that it can stand on its own two feet economically and technologically before a coalition of advanced industrial democracies stifles its further expansion. Big Tech will tread cautiously for now to make sure it does not further compound government insecurity about losing authority.
But as U.S.-Chinese competition grows more entrenched, these firms will wield their leverage more proactively. If they manage to establish themselves as “the indispensable companies”—much like the United States considers itself “the indispensable nation”—the national champions will push for greater government subsidies and preferential treatment over their rivals. They will also press for greater decoupling, arguing that their vital work needs maximum protection from adversarial hacking.
Extinction through nuclear war and global public goods. 
Zoffer ’20 [Joshua; February 3; Yale University, former non-resident fellow with the Responsible Asset Allocator Initiative and research manager at McKinsey & Co., B.A. with highest honors from Harvard University; The New Republic, “To End Forever War, Keep the Dollar Globally Dominant,” https://newrepublic.com/article/156417/end-forever-war-keep-dollar-globally-dominant]
In early 2016, Obama Treasury Secretary Jack Lew cautioned that the dollar’s dominance as a global currency rested, in part, on the U.S. government’s reluctance to fully weaponize it. If foreign markets and governments “feel that we will deploy sanctions without sufficient justification or for inappropriate reasons,” he warned, “we should not be surprised if they look for ways to avoid doing business in the United States or in U.S. dollars.” Lew’s case stemmed from the more fundamental view that the dollar’s international role is “a source of tremendous strength for our economy, a benefit for U.S. companies and a driver of U.S. global leadership”—in other words, a role worth keeping. This view is emblematic of American financial governance since the Second World War. U.S. economic analysts, especially at the Treasury, have jealously guarded the dollar’s role and the many benefits it offers: the ability to run large deficits at low cost and disproportionate influence over the structure of the global economy, among others.
Yet in their recent article in The New Republic, David Adler and Daniel Bessner argue the U.S. should abandon these advantages. In their view, the dollar’s role has encouraged American militarism and should be relinquished to curb such behavior. Dollar hegemony is not without cost, but to renounce it would be a profound mistake. Adler and Bessner’s view neglects the sizable economic benefits the dollar’s role confers on the U.S., as well as its possible use as an antidote to military adventurism. It ignores the enormous good that can be done with deficit spending, much of which has gone to the American military but could instead fund progressive programs. And it elides the inability of the U.S. and its global trading partners to shift away from dollar dominance without creating worldwide financial distress. Adler and Bessner are right that the U.S. has misused its privilege, but Washington should not abandon it; rather, American leaders should seek to transform it.
Generations of American policymakers have been right to protect the dollar’s key currency role for economic reasons. Most notably, dollar hegemony affords the U.S. the ability to run large and prolonged budget and balance-of-payments deficits. The dollar represents 62 percent of allocated foreign exchange reserves, is used to invoice and settle roughly half of world trade, and accounts for 42 percent of global payments. Because governments, banks, and businesses worldwide need lots of dollars, the world market always stands ready to absorb new U.S.-dollar-denominated debt without charging higher interest rates.
Adler and Bessner correctly point out that the rest of the world considers the dollar’s role as the world’s reserve currency to be an “exorbitant privilege,” a term coined in the 1960s by then French Finance Minister Valéry Giscard D’Estaing. The ability to spend beyond its means has enabled the U.S. to fund its impressive military might, whether one views that power as the fountainhead of Pax Americana or the source of illegitimate military adventurism.
But these economic benefits go beyond just deficits. The demand for dollars also pushes up the dollar’s value against other currencies, enhancing American purchasing power and offering consumers access to imports on the cheap. The dollar’s role also means American firms rarely need to do business in foreign currencies, reducing transaction costs and exchange-rate risks.
More broadly, America’s central economic role gives it outsize influence at crucial moments. At the height of the financial crisis that began in 2008, the Federal Reserve was able to inject vital liquidity into the global financial system by selectively offering dollar swap lines to trusted foreign central banks. Dollar hegemony enabled the U.S. to act swiftly, effectively, and on its own terms.
In addition, the dollar’s role offers a potent alternative to kinetic military action as a means of pursuing foreign policy objectives. The dollar’s broad use means access to dollar liquidity—which in turn requires access to the U.S. financial system—is essential for foreign governments and businesses. For foreign banks, especially, being cut off from dollar access is essentially a death sentence. That makes sanctions that do so a powerful tool in the international arena.
In 2005, for example, the U.S. used the dollar to strike a devastating blow against North Korea without firing a single shot or even formally enacting sanctions. Using authority provided by Section 311 of the Patriot Act, the Department of the Treasury crippled Banco Delta Asia, a bank accused of facilitating illegal activity by the North Korean government, by merely threatening to cut off its access to the American financial system. Deposit outflows began within days; within weeks the bank was placed under government administration to avoid a full collapse. Pyongyang was hit hard, as other banks ceased their business with it to avoid meeting the same fate.
Similarly, though the Trump administration has worked hard to undo it, the Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action with Iran to limit the development of nuclear weapons was made possible, in part, by painful dollar sanctions that brought Iran to the table. Far from being a proximate cause of military conflict, the dollar’s central global role has often been used to contain adversaries without military intervention.
Still, skeptics are right to point out that the dollar’s role has indirectly funded American interventionism and that dollar sanctions have been overused, provoking the ire of American allies. But these facts suggest we should use our dollar power to forge a more progressive U.S. order, not abandon the advantage altogether. America’s exorbitant privilege need not fund warships and missiles: The same low-interest borrowing could be used to fund a new universal health care system, expand access to higher education, or pursue any number of large-scale social policy objectives, including financing global public goods that no other country or consortium of countries is prepared to fund, such as climate change mitigation.
Independently, capital flight from the US collapses the economy
William M. Liefert and Mathew Shane 20, Former Economic Research Service Staff for the USDA; Senior Economist for Macroeconomics at Economic Research Service of USDA, 06/12/20, The World Economic Crisis and U.S. Agriculture: From Boom to Gloom?, https://www.choicesmagazine.org/magazine/article.php?article=59
The inflow of funds into the United States has the benefit of helping the U.S. government finance the policies needed to stimulate the economy, to the advantage of the entire world. On the other hand, the dollar appreciation is delaying the correction of the world macroeconomic imbalances that helped spawn the economic crisis in the first place. The dollar is appreciating against the currencies of most other countries, developed as well as developing. This means the appreciation is hurting U.S. agricultural exports by making them less price competitive compared to output produced not only by importing countries but also by export competitors, such as Canada, Australia, and Brazil.
In the longer term, there are two possible scenarios involving the dollar’s exchange rate. The first is that the dollar continues to appreciate against the Chinese Yuan and currencies of other countries with which the United States has large trade deficits. The trade surplus countries continue to invest the dollars they earn from their positive U.S. trade balance back into the United States. By keeping the dollar strong, this behavior would prevent market forces from eliminating the U.S. trade deficit through dollar depreciation. In this scenario, the world could rebound from the economic crisis, with the financial system strengthened, though with the same general patterns of growth and trade as before. U.S. agriculture would benefit from resumed world growth, unless or until another crisis hits, but not from the benefits that could come from dollar depreciation.
In this scenario, the macroeconomic imbalances between the United States and the trade surplus countries go uncorrected in both the long and short run. The scenario carries the risk of an equally or even more serious economic crisis in the future. The crisis would be sparked not by weaknesses within the world financial system, but rather by worries about the sustainability of the dollar’s value, which could trigger large-scale capital flight from the United States. The United States could have an economic crisis similar to that suffered by various emerging market economies during the last 15 years, such as Thailand and Indonesia in the late 1990s, which could pull the entire world economy down with it.
Global war AND existential risks are inevitable unless the U.S. avoids relative economic decline 
Haass ’20 [Richard; April 22; Ph.D. and M.A. from Oxford University, former Director of Policy Planning for the Department of State; NPR’s On Point, transcribed by an AI with grammatical edits, “International Relations In The COVID-19 Era: Richard Haass On What Comes After A Pandemic,” https://www.wbur.org/onpoint/2020/04/22/international-relations-coronavirus-richard-haass]
HAASS: No, absolutely. I think it's exactly right. And it's really interesting to ask, why is this the case? And I think you're right Meghna, it is bipartisan, it crosses party lines. I think there's a sense that foreign policy has costs more than its benefited us people look at Iraq, they look at the World War, also in Afghanistan. And they simply, correctly I would say, don't think in any way either was worth it. These issues are not taught in our schools, or if they are taught, they're not required. So, you can graduate from Harvard, or Stanford or Princeton, and have no background whatsoever in international relations or in history. Our media, for the most part doesn't cover these issues. Over the last 20-30 years, there's been a real reduction in the degree of international coverage. So, most Americans simply don't see the connection between what goes on in the world and what goes on here in the United States. 
So, you know, here was this place called Wuhan where a virus broke out. And what we've learned in an extraordinarily expensive way, is that nothing stays local for long. What happens in Wuhan doesn't stay in Wuhan, but it travels. And this has cost us trillions of dollars. And already what more than 40,000 lives and the toll keeps mounting by the hour. This is an expensive lesson in why isolationism is not an option in a global world. And the real question is, will we learn that lesson? Will we learn the right lesson? Will we basically say we have got to get more involved in the world to prepare for the next pandemic? To do something about climate change? To do something about structuring the world, the digital world so it's positive and not negative? Are we still going to deal say with the threat of terrorism or proliferation? The real question, for me, is coming out of this, do we have the bandwidth Do we have the resources to have we learned the lesson that we can't isolate ourselves from what goes on in the world and to do that safely? 
MEGHNA: I think that's a good question, Richard, because it seems to me that for there's a generation of Americans out there who most often see the effects of US foreign policy through the instruments of failed wars. I'm just going to put it like that. There have not been enough examples of the positive benefits of American foreign policy or American leaders and that is part of what is causing people to doubt right now. And on that point, I would like to actually take a caller who has something to say about this. So let's go to Jeremy, who's calling from Racine, Wisconsin. Jeremy, what's your thoughts? 
JEREMY: Alright, thanks for taking my call. I believe that we're coming into a point in our history. That is it's more of like an institutional crisis within our government and its inability to function with each other to have a clear intent, and to come together with all the resources to accomplish that. That intent clearly and to our desirable outcomes, given the fact what we did in Afghanistan and Iraq. We went in Iraq, we hosted Saddam Hussein, and then we kind of sat around and said, “now what”?. We just wasted incredible amount of lives, resources and money to to exert our foreign policy in an inefficient way. We just we have to restructure how we go about our foreign policy, how do we interact with other nations, instead of sending the big stick every time something goes wrong, we need to start working on better diplomacy and things like that. And Donald Trump is probably what I would consider, he is like, the fox in the henhouse. The American people just sent him into the henhouse, and he's just wreaking havoc all over the federal government. And that's pretty much what a lot of people feel right now. They just are tired with inability to come together and actually fix something and make it coherent, that everybody can understand. Yeah. 
MEGHNA: Well, Jeremy, thank you for that thought. Richard Haass, did you want to respond to him? 
HAASS: Sure. Let me react to Jeremy. I think he's right, that we've overused the military tool, and we've underused other tools, including diplomacy, foreign aid, and so forth. He points to the dangers of overreach in Iraq, Afghanistan, Jack before mentioned Vietnam, but I also think there's a real danger of underreach of the United States does too little. And you said Meghna, that people don't see the benefits. Well, think about it, the first half of the century, we had two enormous world wars, when the United States was detached from the world. We've avoided a world war between or among the great powers for the last 75 years, in large part because the United States has been involved. We've seen an enormous growth in the number of people who live in democracies and the degree of freedom. We've seen enormous improvements in the standard of living and the extension of lifespans. So, the last 70-75 years have actually been the most successful era of human history ever. Ever. 
MEGHNA: Some would say it's anomalous. Yeah. Someone say it's an anomalous 70 years. 
HAASS: Well, that's, to me, that's the big question. Were the last 70-75 years? Or are they the Can we make them the new normal? Can we extend them? Or did they become something of an aberration? And do we go back to the kind of world that for centuries before were we you know, that was the norm, World War One, World War Two constant wars in Europe? And that's where we are I actually think we're at one of those crossroads in history. And the issue for us. Another way to think about it: are we the United States, after World War One that's going to retreat from the world and let it and let it unravel? Or are we the United States after World War Two, that's going to have a creative surge, and try to restructure the world to deal with the challenges of this generation? And I think that is the fundamental question.
MEGHNA: And it is a very compelling one. Jack, did you do you have some I know, you have some thoughts on that? 
BEATTY: Well, I mean, that frames it will weigh and, and, you know, to be more specific will the election, even touch on this, you know, in in 2016, we had a Secretary of State running for president and she lost to a man who said, I know more about war than the generals and I alone can fix it. And I get my ideas about foreign policy from the Sunday shows. That showed what at least, you know, a decisive Electoral College majority thought about foreign policy. And Trump isn't going to run as the leader of the free world. He's going to run as ‘America First’, ‘America alone’, ‘America, The Wall’ is his metaphor. And I don't see how it keeps out. dizzy, but nevermind. In other words, that's going to be on the ballot and America's role in the world and his will Joe Biden who you know, can seem like yesterday's man in so many ways. Will Joe Biden rise to that and say no, even though it's difficult for Americans in theu may have to spend money in foreign places to deal with threats. We have to do it. Will he argue that it will he just simply let Trump American first carry that. 
MEGHNA: Well, when we come back, we're going to talk about what the possibilities are in this moment. So Richard Haass and Jack Beatty standby for just a moment. This is On Point. 
MEGHNA: This is On Point. I'm Meghna Chakrabarti, we're talking with Richard Haass. He's President of the Council on Foreign Relations. He's also a veteran diplomat who served under four presidents. His recent essay in Foreign Affairs magazine is headlined, The Pandemic Will Accelerate History, Rather Than Reshape It. And we have a link to it at onpointradio.org. He has a forthcoming book due out in May called The World A Brief Introduction. And Jack Beatty On Point news analyst joins us as well. Richard, I wanted to talk with you and Jack about, you know about specific possibilities also that present themselves in this moment, and let's get very granular. I mean, let's talk about North Korea right now. Because even in the midst of this pandemic, we could be at a turning point there with, you know, questions around the health of Kim Jong Un. I mean, is the US positioned right now to take advantage of whatever possibility might be emerging on the Korean peninsula? 
HAASS: Well, you're right. Anytime there's a crisis there, there are inevitably possibilities. One obvious one is in the area of improving global health governance. How do we increase the odds that the next outbreak of a disease does not lead to a global pandemic. In the case of North Korea, it's a little bit hard to read, it's in some ways the most closed country in the world. But, this could lead to a degree of instability, which on one hand, would be threatening, given their dozens of nuclear weapons could lead to significant refugee flows. But it could also, possibly, set in motion trends that would end the division of the Korean Peninsula. This is one of last holdout of the post World War Two situation, you still have a divided peninsula between a closed communist north and a democratic open south. It's the most armed border in the world. So it's just possible that this could set in motion trends. So I would very much hope the United States was talking to the government in Seoul and South Korea, and to Chinese about how we will manage a situation if there is a instability in North Korea. This could become a moment to at a minimum deal with the nuclear challenge in the North, and possibly even the, again, the fundamental division of the Peninsula. 
MEGHNA: In fact, you tweeted just yesterday that it's in fact essential for the US, China and South Korea to stay in close contact right now about this? 
HAASS: Oh, absolutely. Because you can imagine you have a situation where you suddenly have hundreds of thousands of refugees, going from North Korea, either into South Korea, or into China. China might be tempted to intervene well, so might South Korea, so might the United States. Well, we don't want to have a situation where suddenly you have a chaos and various armies moving forward. So, we've got to manage this at a minimum to avoid a bad situation becoming something incomparably worse. But also to see if we can steer the situation to a lasting outcome that would also be better. This really requires intimate choreography among Beijing, Seoul and Washington. 
MEGHNA: But let me ask you, though, honestly, given the trend that you write about in your, in your Foreign Affairs article that we've been watching over the past 15 years or so. Do you have any faith that that cooperation would actually happen? 
HAASS: I have very little faith, though, on the ground, the military they are is quite significant. And it's a US/UN force and they are in close touch with the South Koreans. We have some connections to the Chinese, but I worry about it, quite honestly, I'm not gonna sugarcoat it. People are so distracted for good reason. By the COVID-19. The US/Chinese relationship was in bad shape before this crisis, is now in worse shape. The US South Korean relationship hasn't been great. The President has been attacking the alliance trying to get the South Koreans to pay much more. So, I am not sure that we are up to the challenge. And again, North Korea is an extraordinarily difficult country to try to act in simply again, because it's the most shut off from the rest of the world. You know, we're sitting here talking about this and quite honestly, we do not know, either what the health reality is facing the North Korean leader or what, if anything, planning might be in place for succession. 
MEGHNA: Right. I also feel like it's a very good example about the choice that you and Jack have been talking about that the United States is on the cusp of having to make about what kind of nation it's going to be because the issue of North Korea and the Korean Peninsula cannot be solved without the direct involvement of the United States and China. So that brings me back to this underlying question. Richard, can you can you imagine, imagine a new model of American national security, a new paradigm of American national security, that doesn't have American primacy on the world stage at its heart? 
HAASS: Primacy can be understood as a fact of life or a goal. I don't think our goal ought to be one of primacy. We can't control that, because primacy is about relative strength. Right now, that the United States is still the world's most powerful military, we are the world's largest single economy. But the fact is, for all of our strength, we can't tackle the emerging problems in the world on our own. We can't maintain global health unilaterally, we obviously can't deal with climate change by ourselves. We can't control proliferation or terrorism, or set the rules for cyberspace on our own. So unilateralism, no matter how strong we are, is simply not a viable foreign policy strategy. We have got to partner with others. And the challenge with a country like China is: how do we selectively partner with China, given our profound disagreements, the difference between our systems and the fact that we, for example, have real foreign policy differences, say over the fate of Taiwan. And that that to me, is going to be one of the real foreign policy challenges going forward. 
MEGHNA: Jack, did you want to respond to that? 
BEATTY: Undoubtedly, it is going to be but you know, look at it. I mean, one of the one of the faults, I think of the of the current administration is the President sees things in a zero sum way, you know, we win, they lose even his view of trade, which is, you know, since Adam Smith, we accept that it's, you know, when comparative advantage and all that he sees that as No, I win, you lose, he was talking about the trade deficit with China just yesterday, and he said, Look, they ripped us off. They didn't rip us off. We got all that cheap goods that we wanted from China. That's, that's called trick, he doesn't seem to understand that basic fundamental of, of international economy. And he doesn't seem to, to look at foreign relations that way, either. Although you have to give him a lot of credit for trying to warm relations with North Korea at the top.
MEGHNA: Well, Richard, I wonder: it sounds like you are lamenting the death of a sort of liberal world order that, as you pointed out, the United States has been the beneficiary of and the leader of for the past 75 years. But if you had a magic wand, and you could you could wave it over Planet Earth right now, what would you change? I guess what I'm asking you is what would you do to, to set up the United States of the global community for success, as we come through this pandemic?
HAASS: I would look in two directions. Domestically, I would try to make the case to Americans about why foreign policy was in our national interest, why our involvement in the world would improve the quality of life here at home. At the same time, we would also need to attend to our many challenges and shortcomings here at home. I once wrote a book called Foreign Policy Begins At Home. And the whole idea was we needed to establish a greater domestic base if we were going to be capable of acting in the world and Americans were going to be willing to support it. I also made clear something the President might have missed in the book was the argument that foreign policy doesn't end at home, we've got to stay involved in the world. It's we now circling back to where we began the conversation. We've got to take into account this new global agenda and we've got to we've got to figure out how to narrow the gap between these emerging global challenges, like global health, like climate change, like terrorism, like proliferation, and global arrangements. One of the phrases you constantly hear from people in my businesses international community. Well, the fact is, there isn't one. And our goal should be to better build one where we take into account this newest security agenda. So that's what I would focus on, I wouldn't let go of the old agenda. I'm still worried about Russia, what they're doing in Europe. I'm worried about Iran. I'm worried about North Korea, worried to some extent about China. But I would put much greater emphasis on building global arrangements to deal with this new set of challenges that, as we've seen over the last few months, has the ability to fundamentally turn life here upside down.
Offshoring causes economic inequality
Choi ’17  Jaerim Choi is a PhD candidate in the U.C. Davis Department of Economics. “Offshoring, Matching and Income Inequality: Theory and Empirics”, https://sites.google.com/view/jaerimchoi/home?authuser=0 Jaerim Choi’s Personal Website, https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0304406823000393, Published October 28th, 2017, Accessed July 8th, 2024 by NT-BH
We bring our theory to data to test the model’s key predictions. First, our novel prediction from the model is that offshoring has two countervailing effects, complementary effect and substitution effect, on labor markets. We use data on U.S. BEA multinationals and U.S. BLS employment, and link them 45 to U.S. ACS individual-level information, and distinguish individuals by occupation, workers, and managers. Then, exploiting industry-year variation of offshoring measure, we have found compelling evidence that offshoring has differential impacts on workers and managers. We have also found that offshoring generates within task inequality using conditional quantile regression technique. Furthermore, we quantify the relative contribution of offshoring to the widening inequality and find that offshoring explains about 12 percent to 21 percent of the rising inequality during the period 2002 and 2011 in the U.S. Lastly, we use data on U.S. BEA multinationals and Barro and Lee (2013) educational attainment, and set up an offshoring gravity equation to test an inverted U-shape relation between the volume of offshoring and skill overlap between two countries. Using Poisson pseudo-maximumlikelihood (PPML) estimation technique, we have confirmed the inverted U-shape relation, and this explains why the U.S. is shifting most of its production activities to countries such as Brazil, China, Mexico and India whose skill distributions have intermediate skill overlaps with the U.S.
Pervasive income inequality reduces both institutional AND societal governance capacity---extinction.
Andreas T. Schmidt & Daan Juijn ’23; Faculty of Philosophy, Centre for PPE, University of Groningen; CE Delft, Delft, "Economic Inequality and the Long-Term Future;" 5/30/23; Politics, Philosophy & Economics
It is often argued that a country's long-term performance depends to a significant extent on the quality of its institutions, including its political and legal institutions (Acemoglu et al., 2005). Economic research mostly focuses on explaining long-term differences in growth rates. As seen above, some researchers argue that high inequality will reduce growth rates, among other things, because it can worsen institutional quality. However, besides facilitating economic growth, public institutions have other functions that matter from a long-term perspective. For example, disaster preparedness, education, public health, foreign policy, science policy, and many other areas could influence the expected value of the long-term future. If such things go badly, they could increase existential risk. Conversely, good institutions will help reduce existential risk. For many existential risk reduction strategies likely require public goods and collective action, which in turn require good public institutions (among other reasons, because some such public goods are unlikely to be provided by markets). So, it seems reasonable to assume that, with most other societal goals, good institutions can help deliver existential risk reduction. Here is a cheesy analogy: targeted actions like washing your hands regularly or getting a flu shot can reduce your risk of dying from an infection. But you will also do well investing in a strong immune system, as that is an ‘all-purpose good’ in lowering your risk of dying from any bacterium or virus. Investing in good institutions might similarly be an all-purpose-good: rather than tackling individual sources of existential risk directly, we improve conditions for tackling whatever existential risks may come our way.
There are several reasons why higher inequality could weaken institutional capacities for longtermist public goods.
First, there is some direct evidence that, whatever the causal pathway, inequality reduces institutional quality (which in turn typically leads to more inequality) (Chong and Gradstein, 2007; Savoia et al., 2010).
Second, high inequality can lead to elite capture. Empirical work on studying political and de facto legal power is difficult, yet there is a growing consensus that high levels of inequality can lead to elite capture and thereby reduce the long-term quality of legal and political institutions (Acemoglu and Robinson, 2008, 2013; Bartels, 2018; Chong and Gradstein, 2007; Cummins and Rodriguez, 2010; Savoia et al., 2010; van Bavel, 2016). Further, if institutions are disproportionately geared towards elite interests, then they might be less likely to be geared towards positive long-term trajectories. We might see more rent-seeking and less investment in public goods. Moreover, if elite capture is strong enough, such capture, and the potential inequality that comes with it, can intensify going forward (Chong and Gradstein, 2007).
Now, one might object and wonder whether elite interests and longtermist interests will necessarily be misaligned. Could an enlightened elite not even be more longtermist than a more democratic system? Here are two potential arguments. First, wealthy donors fund a significant part of research and direct action on existential risk and longtermism (the Open Philanthropy Project, for example). Indirectly, inequality might thus reduce existential risk through such funding. Second, rich people might have a lower rate of pure time preference than less well-off people, which might make them more aligned with investing in long-term causes.
In response to the first argument, remember we here focus on income inequality reductions. Private funding only requires ‘enough’ wealth inequality going forward, it need not require elite capture. And reducing income inequality is unlikely to eradicate the required wealth inequality and the existence of big donors. In response to the second argument, we are sceptical that elite capture would translate a lower impatience rate into longtermist strategies in policy. First off, a successful transmission would require influence to be systematic and well-coordinated across time and, probably, across different elite actors. Yet lobbying and elite influence must often capitalise on shorter windows of opportunities, which makes well-coordinated intertemporal policy capture less likely. Second, even if rich people have a lower impatience rate in the sense that they might care more about returns on investment rather than direct consumption, this is quite different from being concerned with the far future. It would be a coincidence if being concerned with getting a good return in the next years (or even decades) on my own investment converged much with policies that protect the interests of far-future people.
Of course, such considerations are speculative. But, in any case, we think that, on balance, there are stronger reasons to believe elite capture would increase – rather than decrease – existential risk. First, elite capture often comes with rent seeking, which lowers institutional quality (Chong and Gradstein, 2007). Second, industries like oil, gas, weapons and others are often concentrated and well organised in exerting influence in law and legislation. Their interests and influence overall are likely to be more short-term than longtermist. Third, recent decades have seen a shift towards a stronger shareholder value orientation in corporate governance. A common criticism of this shift is that it incentivises more short-term decisions. Accordingly, corporate influence into public institutions will likely display short-termist bias too. Finally, we can, of course, imagine that ‘pro-longtermist elite capture’ could happen and gamble on that possibility. However, if strong democratic and legal oversight and the power to check elite influence is lost, we might struggle to reverse our gamble.
Third, high inequality is likely to reduce social capital and trust (Alesina and La Ferrara, 2002; Knack and Keefer, 1997; Rothstein and Uslaner, 2005). Social capital and trust in public institutions in turn are important for effective public goods provision (Beugelsdijk et al., 2004; Knack and Keefer, 1997). Effective public goods provision, in turn, is important for (some) effective measures to reduce existential risk (and, more generally, to coordinate towards more valuable long-term trajectories). Therefore, high inequality could reduce societies’ capacities to effectively respond to large-scale challenges like existential risk.
Finally, some limited direct evidence suggests societies with higher social capital and lower inequality exhibit better preventive and adaptive outcomes for environmental risks and can show greater resilience to external shocks (Kahn, 2005; van Bavel et al., 2018). For example, Matthew Kahn provides some evidence that more equal countries, when controlled for GDP, have significantly lower death rates in natural catastrophes (Kahn, 2005). While smaller natural catastrophes are different from global catastrophic risk scenarios, resilience in such events might be somewhat indicative of societies’ resilience to catastrophic risks.
So, good social and institutional conditions could help reduce existential risk. Consider next how, conversely, bad conditions might increase existential risk. A key driver of existential risk is conflict, both between and within nation-states (or what (Ord, 2020: 175–9) calls a ‘risk factor’). Conflicts and arms races raise human-induced existential risks such as nuclear war, the outbreak of a bio-engineered virus or the launch of misaligned artificial intelligence. Note that an existential catastrophe could be set in motion either purposefully or accidentally. Both are more likely during conflict. Nuclear warheads, cyberweapons, and bioweapons could all be used purposefully to attack enemy states, leading to potential global escalation. But as past nuclear incidents and close calls during the Cold War show, arms races also increase the probability of accidental catastrophes (Schlosser, 2013).
Esteban and Schneider find that formal and empirical evidence suggests that political and social polarisation increases the risk of violent conflict, both intra-nationally and internationally (Esteban and Schneider, 2008). If income inequality increases polarisation, inequality may indirectly drive existential risk. Indeed, recent evidence suggests that income inequality can increase the degree of polarisation between groups of citizens. Bonica et al. find that the degree of polarisation within the US House of Representatives, for example, is accurately tracked by domestic income inequality, with correlation coefficients rising up to 0.95 depending on the chosen time-period (Bonica et al., 2013: 105–8). Of course, correlation does not imply causation and the correlation is likely at least partially the result of reverse causation or a confounding variable. That said, we should assign a non-negligible credence to inequality partially causing polarisation. Moreover, inequality and polarisation might also play some role in getting polarising and populist candidates elected (Piketty, 2018). In a preliminary analysis of US election data, Darvas and Efstathiou find that more unequal states were more likely to vote for Donald Trump, after controlling for variables such as income, race and education (Darvas and Efstathiou, 2016). Populist politicians – like Trump, Bolsonaro, and others – are likely bad news for existential risk reduction. They are less cooperative in delivering regional and global public goods and typically prefer riskier, and more conflictual and nationalistic policy styles.
Differential progress
We have surveyed some reasons why inequality might translate into worse institutional conditions for longtermism. Beyond more formal institutions and avenues for collective action, we might also consider the cultural, moral and informal social norms that could potentially impact existential risk or whose underlying values might get locked in in the future.
The simple idea is that countries that sustain low levels of inequality will foster – and require for their support – a public moral culture that values solidarity and cooperation. More egalitarian policies might in turn move citizens and leaders towards more altruism and stronger regard to moral and social considerations in decision processes. Societies that actively work against income inequality may thereby reinforce broadly ‘pro-social’ social norms. Arguably, more egalitarian attitudes and norms might support public goods provision and favour expanding one's moral circle to other countries and future generations. Countries with high levels of inequality, in contrast, might reinforce norms of competition, individualism, and personal responsibility. Policies that encourage competition and smaller moral circles also seem more likely to attract leaders that value individualism and competition. Indeed, as Wilkinson and Pickett note, more equal societies give more in development aid and score better on the Global Peace Index (Wilkinson and Pickett, 2010: 227). Again, we may wonder whether these relationships are not partially explained by confounding variables or reverse causality. That said, the causal link through social norms and public morality has some intuitive force. If true – and drawing on what we said above – a public commitment to equality might support a public moral culture that values solidarity and cooperation, which could help reduce existential risk and lower the risk of negative value lock-in.20
A related idea is that egalitarian societies might provide better conditions for differential progress (Tomasik, 2015). The thought is that new technologies often pose a risk when they become available before society has developed the collective ‘wisdom’ to use them well. Technology should not develop too fast relative to progress in wisdom. Consider artificial intelligence for example. Bostrom argues that once artificial intelligences (AI's) outsmart humans in AI-creation, systems might iteratively improve themselves and potentially set in motion an intelligence explosion (Bostrom, 2014). Quite quickly, it might become difficult to control AI and align it with our interest. Such a scenario, if it happens, might still be some time away (or not). However, if we do not develop collective wisdom first, it might be too late by the time superintelligent AI arrives on the scene.
But what goes into the wisdom side of differential progress? Minimally, it requires effective institutions, values, and empirical insight and understanding. We have argued that equality might help strengthen the public institutions required for effective collective action to reduce existential risks. But society and the institutions governing it might also require public commitment to values conducive to longtermism. A commitment to equality and cooperation, and the norms required to sustain such a commitment, might help. Together then, equality could improve differential progress.21
AT: Reshoring Now---2AC
US manufacturing and high-tech innovation are both in deep decline.
Robert D. Atkinson 20, PhD, founder and president of ITIF, “How Nine Flawed Policy Concepts Hinder the United States From Adopting the Advanced-Industry Strategy It Needs,” ITIF, 8/10/20, https://itif.org/publications/2020/08/10/how-nine-flawed-policy-concepts-hinder-united-states-adopting-advanced
THE CASE FOR ACTION
Before describing the chain of logic that points directly to the need for an advanced-industry strategy, it’s important to lay out the case for some sort of action. In short: Over the last two decades, the U.S. economy has lost its competitiveness edge
Perhaps the most obvious sign of U.S. economic decline has been the erosion of the country’s manufacturing base. From 2001 to 2010, the United States lost 42,400 factories (three-quarters of which employed at least 500 workers while in operation), 32 percent of its manufacturing jobs, and much of its technical edge.1
Since then there has been further erosion. From 2007 to 2019, while GDP grew by 22 percent, real manufacturing value-added grew by just 5.6 percent. As a result, manufacturing’s share of gross domestic product (GDP) fell from 13.2 percent to 11.4 percent. This also obscures significant differences within industry sectors. All of the eight nondurable goods sectors (such as paper, chemicals, and plastics) produced less in absolute terms in 2019 than they did in 2007. Moreover, as a number of analysts—including the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation (ITIF)—have shown, the Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA) significantly overstated the output growth of the computer sector (NIACS 334) because it assumes that when a computer doubles in speed due to Moore’s Law, actual output also doubles. Leaving out the production of computers—most of which has moved overseas—U.S. manufacturing output actually declined by 3 percent.
Just as troubling is that U.S. manufacturing is in a productivity slump. In 15 out of 18 years from 1990 to 2007, manufacturing productivity grew faster than overall non-farm business productivity, often by more than twice as much. But between 2008 and 2019, manufacturing productivity grew faster in just 3 of the 12 years. In 2019, while business productivity grew 1.9 percent, manufacturing productivity grew just 0.1 percent. One reason for this might be U.S. manufacturers increased capital expenditures by just 17 percent between 2008 and 2017 (the latest year for which data is available), or one-third the rate of the information sector (e.g., Internet, communications, etc.). Without robust productivity growth, manufacturing gets less competitive globally, which is why it grows more slowly than GDP.
One would think, with manufacturing productivity growing more slowly than the rest of the economy, job growth would be robust (and as other sectors become relatively more efficient). But at the end of 2019, manufacturing employment was still 6.5 percent below its pre-recession levels.
But even if America is losing manufacturing, surely it is still leading in innovation, right? So goes the thinking (as if manufacturing is not innovative). But on many measures, when controlling for the size of the economy—such as government and business research and development (R&D) expenditures and patenting—the United States is no longer the leader. It ranks 12th in patent cooperation treaty patents filed as share of GDP, 23rd in researchers per capita, 27th in high-tech exports as share of trade, and 44th in scientific and technical articles as a share of GDP.2 Moreover, in 2019, the United States ran an all-time-high trade deficit of $132 billion in advanced technology products, down from a $4.5 billion trade surplus in 2001.3 With China, the trade deficit in electronic products was $184 billion in 2017, as U.S. exports totaled just $21 billion.4
Also, many once-iconic U.S. advanced-industry firms have lost significant global market share or even gone out of business. Forbes issues a list of the top 2,000 firms each year. To be sure, from 2006 to 2019, a number of U.S. technology firms increased their global ranks significantly, particularly in software (e.g., Microsoft); semiconductors (e.g., Intel, Micron, and Nvidia); and Internet services (e.g., Facebook). But many hardware and related firms either lost ground or went out of business. Once-global leaders such as Lucent, Motorola, and Nortel (a Canadian firm that at one time employed thousands of U.S. workers) are now defunct. And leaders such as IBM, Hewlett Packard, Agilent (formerly part of HP), and General Electric all fell significantly. (See table 1.)
Offshoring to China now 
The Economist ’24 The Economist is a magazine that analyzes global economics and geopolitics. “China is the West’s Corporate R&D Lab. Can it Remain So?” The Economist, https://www.economist.com/business/2024/07/18/china-is-the-wests-corporate-r-and-d-lab-can-it-remain-so, Published July 18th, 2024, accessed July 23rd, 2024 by NT-BH
China is, famously, the world’s factory and a giant market for the world’s companies. More unremarked is its growing role as the world’s research-and-development laboratory. Between 2012 and 2021 foreign firms increased their collective Chinese research personnel by a fifth, to 716,000. Their annual R&D spending in the country almost doubled, to 338bn yuan ($52bn). Add investments by local firms and China now matches Europe’s R&D tally (see chart). Only America splurges more.
[CHART OMMITTED]
In 2022, despite harsh covid-19 lockdowns, 25 new foreign R&D centres opened in Shanghai. Last year, when overall foreign direct investments in China shrivelled by 80%, those in R&D rose by 4%. In the process, Western R&D centres in China have been re-engineered, from places to learn about the domestic market into hotbeds of innovation whose fruits can be found in products sold everywhere.
Foreign chief executives now believe that China’s brainpower and its innovation-curious regulatory regime are crucial ingredients of their companies’ global success. Nowhere else in the world can newfangled technologies, from novel drugs to flying taxis, be tested as quickly as in China, marvels a foreign diplomat. So even as the Chinese economy slows—it grew by a surprisingly tepid 4.7% in the second quarter, year on year—and multinational businesses try to reduce their reliance on Chinese supply chains amid mounting geopolitical tension, global CEOs are desperate to protect this critical third function of their Chinese operations.
Last year, Volkswagen invested more than $1bn in an innovation centre in the inland city of Hefei. Bosch, a fellow German firm that supplies parts to Volkswagen and other car giants, is building its own $1bn R&D outpost in nearby Suzhou. HSBC, a British bank, employs thousands of people at an R&D centre in southern China, where they are working on uses of AI as well as other advanced technology such as blockchains and biometrics.
In February AstraZeneca, a British pharmaceutical company, said it would turn its Shanghai operation into a global R&D hub. In March Apple, maker of the iPhone, unveiled new R&D initiatives around Shenzhen. The next month Bayer, a German drugs-and-chemicals firm, said it was increasing its presence in Shanghai to bring “more technology from China to the world”. In June Tesla, an American electric-vehicle (EV) pioneer, was granted permission by Shanghai’s authorities to conduct tests of its most advanced autonomous-driving systems on the city’s streets.
A big reason for doing lots of R&D in China is the country’s surplus of young engineers and scientists. Southern China is full of small companies developing all manner of clever technologies, from new chemicals to artificial intelligence (AI). This is a giant talent pool in which foreign multinationals can fish.

AT: Offshoring Alt Causes---2AC
Companies are attracted to places with strong IPR
Davis and Hashimoto ’23  Colin Davis has a PhD in Economics and teaches at Doshisha University at the Institute for The Liberal Arts, Ken-ichi Hashimoto has a PhD in Economics and teaches Doshisha University at the Graduate School of Economics. “Innovation Offshoring and Reshoring with Fully Endogenous Growth” Southern Economics Journal, https://onlinelibrary-wiley-com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/doi/epdf/10.1002/soej.12637, Published April 24th, 2023, accessed June 28th, 2024 by NT-BH
Finally, our analysis is closely related to a growing body of research investigating the rela-tionship between offshoring and intellectual property rights (IPR) reform. Indeed, stronger IPR regulation has been observed to be a key driver of both production offshoring (Branstetter et al.,2006, 2011; Canals & Şener, 2014) and innovation offshoring (Ito & Wakasugi, 2007; Moncada-Paterno-Castello et al., 2011). In part, this literature highlights the trade-off between access to low-cost high-skilled labor and the risk of product imitation in the offshoring decision for R&D activity. Interestingly, Bilir (2014) shows that strong IPR regulation attracts offshoring in indus-tries with relatively long product life cycles. Industries with short product life cycles are unaf-fected by IPR reform, however, because products tend to become obsolete before they are imitated. Cohle (2019a, 2019b) introduces employee mobility as a channel for imitation, study-ing the risk associated with researchers leaving firms to start businesses with competing prod-ucts, and shows that stronger IPR increases innovation offshoring, global welfare, and innovation activity. A key result is that high-tech firms are more likely to increase R&D offshoring in response to IPR reform (Cohle, 2021). In addition, stronger IPR protection may generate a brain effect by reducing employment opportunities for high-skilled researchers (Cohle, 2019a). 
Patent uncertainty increases capital flight---investors leave the US due to a lack of predictability.
Brian Kearns and Matteo Sabattini 21, Director of the Patent Unit U.S.A at Ericsson, Director of IP Policy at Ericsson, 10/15/2021, “Response to USPTO Patent Eligibility Jurisprudence Study,” avr
[bookmark: _page_1_0][bookmark: _page_4_0]‐       U.S. Application B relates to digital rights management and the secure provision of content keys used to encrypt streaming content. The B Application is part of an expansive patent family, including a corresponding PCT Application and granted   international patents throughout Europe and China. No eligibility rejections were raised in any of the corresponding foreign patents. The B Application, however, faced multiple rounds of § 101 challenges over the course of three years, which were finally withdrawn after subsequent amendments and argumentation.
‐	U.S. Patent C relates generally to digital rights management. The C Patent is part of an expansive patent family, including granted patents in Europe and Asia. No eligibility rejections were raised in these corresponding foreign patents. The C Patent similarly began prosecution, prior to the Supreme Court’s Alice decision, without any eligibility concerns in the first few Office Actions. However, after the Alice decision, the C Patent faced brand new § 101 rejections. After multiple additional rounds of prosecution, including claim amendments, the § 101 rejections were finally overcome, and the patent was granted, 13 years after filing.
In our increasingly global economy, it leaves the U.S. at a competitive disadvantage to allow for vital emerging technologies to be left without adequate patent protection—either at the Agency level or through the court system—that would be afforded in other IP5 jurisdictions. Eligibility standards must be able to follow quickly evolving technology. Furthermore, some form of harmonization and consistency with the IP5 jurisdictions will help provide consistency, reliability, and security in patent rights around the world.
Even when patents are granted in the U.S., Ericsson, like all companies, must strategically consider which patents to maintain to their full term. A healthy, efficient, and accurate USPTO depends on its ability to collect and retain fees from stakeholders. If innovators can’t reasonably rely on patents around key technology areas due to the lack of predictability of § 101, then companies may be forced to take their patent filing and maintenance fees to other more predictable jurisdictions. Investments may also follow, moving capital to either less IP-intensive industries or abroad, potentially creating a vicious cycle. If more companies, small businesses, universities, and small inventors decide to forego focusing on obtaining and maintaining their U.S. patent portfolios, the budget and operations of the USPTO could be significantly impacted in the future. Ericsson strongly opposes any attempts to divert USPTO fees outside of the Agency. We also further encourage more clarity and certainty on § 101 eligibility as a tool to further boost full participation in the U.S. patent system by the continued reinvestment in granted patents.
b. patent enforcement and litigation;
[bookmark: _page_7_0]While the evolving USPTO guidance to examiners on § 101 has proved very helpful, the unpredictability of eligibility challenges in litigation remains. According to one study, a promising telecommunications patent that is granted by USPTO as novel, non-obvious patentable subject matter still has a nearly 50% chance3 of not surviving an eligibility challenge if raised during litigation post-Alice. In 2017, Ericsson was awarded a $75 million patent infringement award based on infringement of a patent that had been successfully prosecuted to grant before the USPTO. This patent had faced and survived multiple PTAB challenges and had been found valid and infringed by a district court jury. But in 2020, a split panel of the Federal Circuit reversed the decision, finding the patent invalid because it covered an ineligible abstract idea.4 In a strong dissent, Judge Newman pointed out that, not only did the majority set aside well-established rules of procedure to reach its decision, but the majority’s decision on eligibility was out of accord with law and precedent.5     This type of decision, coming after significant investments of time and money, erodes confidence in the U.S. patent system and discourages future investment.
d. research and development;
While Ericsson continues to file large numbers of patent applications and successfully license patents around the world, the unpredictability of the current eligibility jurisprudence does influence R&D investments and future filing decisions. As mentioned earlier, Ericsson invests significant portions of its revenue—including patent licensing revenue—back into R&D. If eligibility concerns begin to affect licensing and other revenue forecasts, the resulting re-investment in R&D will suffer as well, with potential repercussions throughout the U.S. innovation ecosystem. The U.S. is rightly viewed as a global leader in innovation and technology development. The rest of the world watches to see how the U.S. interprets and enforces important policy matters such as § 101 eligibility. The lack of clarity on this issue threatens to undermine the technology innovators investing in these key technology areas, potentially causing a decrease in U.S.-based investment and competitiveness in critical next generation and emerging technology.
n. competition.
The U.S. has long recognized that “intellectual property laws and the antitrust laws share the common purpose of promoting innovation and enhancing consumer welfare” and that “[t]he intellectual property laws provide incentives for innovation and its dissemination and commercialization by establishing enforceable property rights for the creators of new and useful products, more efficient processes, and original works of expression.”6 Innovation and competition are overlapping concepts since companies compete through innovation. In fact, the term “dynamic competition” has been used by antitrust agencies as intertwined with “innovation.”7
[bookmark: _page_10_0]Another pro-competitive feature of patent rights is that they often serve as a check on significant market power held by incumbents. A strong patent system allows innovators of all sizes to compete by protecting the technology and R&D they develop. Patents are one of the few ways new entrants can effectively compete in the current global economy, which makes a strong patent system especially important at this time.8 In order for patents to effectively spur market competition, parties considering R&D and patenting activity must have a good idea of what is patentable. A lack of such clear notice generates uncertainty about the scope of the patent right. It therefore reduces patents’ pro-competitive role because it may discourage inventors from dedicating innovative efforts in fields where the availability of patents is in doubt. Thus, competition and innovation in such fields can be expected to be less robust, to the detriment of consumers. For this reason, antitrust luminaries have called for clarification of § 101 of the Patent Act to ensure that the competitive process is not curtailed.9      Ericsson agrees with this call from its first-hand experience described in this response.
3. Please explain how the current state of patent eligibility jurisprudence in the United States impacts particular technological fields, including investment and innovation in any of the following technological areas:
Ericsson innovates in many different emerging technological areas, including artificial intelligence, machine learning, media coding, virtual/augmented/extended reality, IoT, quantum technologies, and green technologies. As mentioned above, Ericsson has faced challenges obtaining U.S. patent protection on certain inventions, due to § 101 eligibility, in a wide range of technological fields, including in media coding, digital rights management, and network security. The challenge in obtaining robust U.S. patents on any of these or other emerging technologies, of a similar scope to their foreign counterparts, negatively affects the ability to utilize patents and obtain a fair return on R&D.
Artificial intelligence is an excellent specific example. As recognized by the USPTO, “[t]he broad scope of new products and services that build on AI technologies suggests that AI has the potential to fundamentally change how people perceive the world around them and live their daily lives…[which] is the essence of technological progress, and realizing these changes happens through innovation.”10 Ericsson certainly agrees, as AI is creating business value in terms of improved performance, higher efficiency, enhanced customer experience as well as creating new business models and use cases for 5G, IoT, and enterprise. Lack of clarity and uncertainty on § 101 eligibility could allow other countries to command a greater share of the market because of a void in U.S. policy. As a consequence, the inability to secure patent rights could increasingly force the market to be guided by the policies of other countries taking the lead.
4. Please explain how your experiences with the application of subject matter eligibility requirements in other jurisdictions, including China, Japan, Korea, and Europe, differ from your experiences in the United States.
[bookmark: _page_13_0]For any given invention, Ericsson usually seeks patent protection in multiple countries. As mentioned above in Question 2(a), in some instances we have faced subject matter eligibility rejections in the U.S. for inventions where eligibility concerns are never even raised in China, Japan, Korea, and Europe. Many of these cases face the same art-based challenges across jurisdictions. It is extremely frustrating to overcome prior art challenges and obtain claims that are deemed patentable by every other jurisdiction, only to continue to face ambiguous § 101 challenges in the U.S.
5. Please identify instances where you have been denied patent protection for an invention in the United States solely on the basis of patent subject matter ineligibility, but obtained protection for the same invention in a foreign jurisdiction, or vice versa. Please provide specific examples, such as the technology(ies) and jurisdiction(s) involved, and the reason the invention was held ineligible in the United States or other jurisdiction.
Please see the example cases highlighted in Question 2(a). In some of those cases, a U.S. patent ultimately granted, but with amended claims from what was granted in other jurisdictions.
7. Please explain whether the state of patent eligibility jurisprudence in the United States has caused you to change business strategies for protecting your intellectual property (e.g., shifting from patents to trade secrets, or vice versa). If so, please identify the changes and their associated impacts.
The understated value of a patent is that it allows for new technologies to be made available to the public. The filing of a public patent application makes that technology known to the world. While the right to use that technology is exclusive when protected by a patent, other innovators are free to learn and build off of the shared knowledge around the created technology. In many ways, the filing of a patent allows for an open and transparent process. Without the ability to protect key technologies due to ambiguous and unpredictable § 101 challenges, innovators will be less likely to publish and share new technologies, hindering research and development and a sharing of knowledge through healthy technology transfer programs (as is currently done with many universities). Asa consequence, more companies will rely on trade secrets to protect valuable technology, which could lead to less sharing of valuable technologies, fewer new entrants to foster new innovation, and vulnerabilities in security due to lack of disclosure.11
8. Please explain whether you have changed your behavior with regard to filing, purchasing, licensing, selling, or maintaining patent applications and patents in the United States as a result of the current state of patent eligibility jurisprudence in the United States. If so, please describe how you changed your behavior.
Ericsson often must make strategic, cost-based decisions to abandon patent applications during prosecution or before the payment of maintenance fees. As mentioned above, the inability to overcome ambiguous § 101 challenges during prosecution and the unpredictability of ambiguous § 101 challenges in courts often factor into these decisions.
9. Please explain how, in your experience, the status of patent eligibility jurisprudence in the United States has affected any litigation for patent infringement in the United States in which you been involved as a party, as legal counsel, or as another participant (e.g., an expert witness). For example, please explain whether this jurisprudence has affected the cost or duration of such litigation, the ability to defend against claims of patent infringement, the certainty/uncertainty of litigation outcomes, or the likelihood of settlement.
As shown in the answer to Question 2(b), Ericsson has clearly seen the effects patent eligibility jurisprudence on U.S. patent litigation. All patent litigation requires a significant investment of time, money, and resources, and the unpredictability under the current jurisprudence will lead to wasted resources for all parties involved.
Section II—Impact of Subject Matter Eligibility on the General Marketplace
10. Please identify how the current state of patent eligibility jurisprudence in the United States impacts the global strength of U.S. intellectual property.
As several reputable and knowledgeable commentators have pointed out12, the current state of eligibility impacts the global strength of the U.S. patent system and the U.S. economy as a whole. The current eligibility jurisprudence is viewed by many as unpredictable. If this status remains, innovators are less likely to invest in U.S. patent protection or the U.S. economy. We strongly applaud the efforts taken by the USPTO and leaders in the U.S. Senate, including Senators Tillis, Hirono, Cotton, and Coons, to provide guidance and reform in this area. Without legislative change, unpredictability of U.S. eligibility jurisprudence is unlikely to improve.
11. Please identify how the current state of patent eligibility jurisprudence in the United States impacts the U.S. economy as a whole.
We believe that the strength of the U.S. patent system and the U.S. economy go hand-in-hand. As reported by the USPTO, “On September 26, 2016, the U.S. Commerce Department released a comprehensive report, ‘Intellectual Property and the U.S. Economy: 2016 Update,’ which found that IP-intensive industries support at least 45 million U.S. jobs and contribute more than $6 trillion dollars to, or 38.2 percent of, U.S. gross domestic product (GDP).”13 Other studies have shown that countries with strong, effective patent protection have significant advantages in attracting investment, producing innovation, and increasing competitiveness. For instance, those countries with effective patent protection are 39% more attractive to foreign investment, have 26% greater global competitiveness, have 6 times more high-skilled researchers, and are 70% more likely to produce more innovative output than other countries.14 Thus, any negative effects of the current eligibility jurisprudence will directly impact the U.S. economy as a whole.
Capital flight is mainly driven by unclear eligibility law—no alt causes 
Michel 21
Paul Redmond Michel, former Chief Judge of the U.S. Federal Court of Appeals, J.D. @ Virginia School of Law, Assistant Watergate Special Prosecutor, professor @ GWU Law School, author of Patent Litigation and Strategy, judged several thousand appeals and authored more than 800 opinions, one third concerning intellectual property law, Hall of Fame @ Intellectual Asset Management, former Special Advisor to the Patent Reform Task Force.   "U.S. Innovation Competitiveness Summit", 09-14-2021. https://www.youtube.com/watch?t=4164&v=MPKg1uEj0l4&feature=youtu.be. Accessed on 6-28-2024 by NT-JJ. Transcribed with Tactiq. 01:09:37.359- 01:10:15.440. **Edited for ableist language. 
Capital is beginning to flee abroad to rival countries that have wider and clearer eligibility laws and stronger enforcement systems like Europe, particularly Germany, but many others as well, and increasingly even China. So, we are suffering compared to rivals and compared to our own needs, medical diagnostic tests are so important, including to combat the ongoing pandemic. But we badly handicapped[impeded]** that industry, almost destroyed it over the last decade.
[RETAG!!] Stronger IPR’s lead to an increase of tech transfer abroad within high-tech industry---high patent sensitive industries 
Canals and Şener 14 – Claudia Canals went to college at la Caiza, Spain with understanding of economics in trade. Fuat Sener went to college with PhD in economics, Union. https://minerva.union.edu:443/senerm/Research/Sener_Canals_Offshoring_IPR%20reform_JDE_2014_Final.pdf//HarrisC
We follow Branstetter et al. (2006) in identifying the countries that undertook patent reform. Their main criterion is whether or not there was an expansion or strengthening of patent rights along five dimensions: “1) an expansion in the range of goods eligible for patent protection, 2) an expansion in the effective scope of patent protection, 3) an increase in the length of patent protection, 4) an improvement in the enforcement of patent rights, and 5) an improvement in the administration of the patent system.” Branstetter et al. (2006) identify a total of 16 reforming countries and note that 15 of them expanded their patent rights protection along at least four of the five dimensions listed above. Table 1 provides the list of the reforming countries and the year of reform.9 
How exactly does IPR reform affect manufacturing offshoring by US firms? One of the main concerns of globally-operating firms is the leakage of their proprietary technology via imitation, which can occur through labor turnover, contacts with local producers, or reverse engineering by local firms. With stronger IPRs in place, US firms can more effectively protect their technology against imitators and thus will feel more inclined to engage in technology transfer abroad. More specifically, firms who own both local and foreign production facilities will feel more secure in sharing their technology with their foreign affiliates and thereby increase their acquisition of intermediate goods from them. Similarly, firms who work with subcontractors abroad will feel more confident about sharing their technology and thus put in more orders of intermediate goods from them. In addition, local suppliers can respond to IPR reform by upgrading their technology to render a wider range of intermediate goods appealing to US firms.10 In short, IPR reforms reduce the threat of imitation, raise the returns from technology transfer and thus are likely to lead to more offshoring either within the boundaries of the firm or outside the boundaries of the firm.11. 
In our econometric approach we follow Branstetter et al. (2006, 6 2011) and incorporate the broad measure of IPR reform as a binary variable, which takes the value of zero before reform and one in the year of reform and thereafter. Even though this dummy variable embodies the common features of the IPR reform along the five dimensions listed above, it obviously misses the heterogeneity of reform across countries and along finer dimensions. For example, it is possible that patent length and patent coverage can vary across countries and across industries even within the same country. To study the responsiveness of offshoring along these finer dimensions, one can code up industry specific patent laws across countries and conduct an empirical analysis. This is a fruitful avenue for further research but lies beyond the scope of the current paper. 
Another point that is well established in the literature is that patent reforms may not have equal effects across industries. Basic intuition suggests that industries that rely more heavily on patents can give a larger response to IPR reform compared to industries that rely less heavily on patents. Mansfield (1995) argues that the strength of the IPR regime can be more important for industries such as drugs, cosmetic and healthcare products; chemicals; machinery and equipment; and electrical equipment. The same set of industries is also emphasized in Baldwin (1996). Most of the existing empirical IPR-trade papers incorporate this distinction between patent-sensitive and patent-insensitive industries in their empirical specification.12 
In our empirical specification, we will capture this by following the industry classification of Branstetter et al. (2011, p.7), which is consistent with the classifications of other related studies, such as Maskus and Penubarti (1995) and Javorcik (2004), among others. To simplify labeling, we will henceforth refer to patent-sensitive industries as high-tech and patent insensitive industries as low-tech industries. Table 2 provides the complete breakdown of high-tech and low-tech industries. 
Finally, it is also reasonable to expect that, in high-tech sectors, the response of intra-industry offshoring to IPR reform is larger than the response of broad offshoring to IPR reform. What could drive this? Intellectual property of a typical high-tech industry is more likely to be embedded in its intra-industry intermediates. Hence, once IPR reform takes place, firms in the high-tech industry are more likely to pursue offshoring of those intra-industry intermediates relative to offshoring of intermediates from the broad set of industries
To see this, consider an auto maker operating in industry 20 (hightech), producing some of its engine parts in-house domestically and importing some of them from its affiliate in China. Assume also that the automaker purchases GPS devices from industry 21 (high-tech) and steel from industry 6 (low-tech) both from domestic producers and third party producers in China. We conjecture that our auto maker, and for that matter a typical producer, would be relatively more familiar with the production technologies and also business strategies related to its own-industry intermediates (i.e., the engine in our example) compared to those related to the intermediates coming from other industries (i.e., GPS and steel in our example). Therefore, when China reforms its IPR policy, the automaker is more likely to pursue offshoring opportunities in its engine parts to China (either through its affiliate or a Chinese producer) in comparison to offshoring of the intermediate products from the other industries combined. Moreover, the response of broad offshoring measure to IPR reform is expected to be relatively diluted since broad offshoring contains lowtech industries that are less-sensitive to patent reform. To investigate whether intra-industry and broad offshoring intensities in high-tech industries respond to IPR reform differently, we construct both of these measures and use them in our regressions as the dependent variable.
Add On---China---2AC
Offshoring shatters the defense base and overall military primacy 
Atkinson ’17 [Robert; January; founder and president of the Information Technology & Innovation Foundation; and Stephen Ezell, vice president of global innovation policy at ITIF; ITIF, “Ten Principles to Guide the Trump Administration’s Manufacturing Strategy,” http://www2.itif.org/2017-manufacturing-principles.pdf]
Even if America did not need a robust manufacturing base for balance of payments reasons—i.e., if the United States were to run a large enough trade surplus in services to offset the goods deficit—America would still need some manufacturing to support military capabilities. Wars are neither deterred nor won with services. Moreover, America’s military advantage has since WWII been based on technological superiority, not numerical superiority. This is why Obama administration Defense Secretaries Chuck Hagel and Ash Carter pursued the “third-offset strategy,” designed in part to develop next-generation, technology-enabled warfighting capabilities.57 This is critical because, according to Obama administration Deputy Defense Secretary Bob Work, China and Russia now “have theaterwide battle networks that are approaching parity with us.”58 Achieving the third offset depends on a robust advanced manufacturing innovation and production base in the United States. As the 2014 Quadrennial Defense Review stated, “U.S. innovations in warfighting, which have provided key capability advantages … are built on the continued strength of our defense industrial base.”59 But as the U.S. industrial base moves offshore, so does the defense industrial base. As Joel Yudken explains “Continued migration of manufacturing offshore is both undercutting U.S. technology leadership while enabling foreign countries to catch-up, if not leap-frog, U.S. capabilities in critical technologies important to national security.”60 Reliance on foreign manufacturers also increases U.S. vulnerability to receiving counterfeit goods. According to a study conducted by the Bureau of Industry and Security, in 2008 there were 9,356 incidents of counterfeit foreign products making their way into the Department of Defense supply line, a 142 percent increase over 2005.61 Therefore, if the U.S. defense industrial base is to retain its ability to develop the most technologically sophisticated defense platforms, the United States will need to be at the forefront of advanced-technology manufacturing capabilities in many areas, such as nanotechnology, advanced batteries, semiconductors, sensors, and autonomy. This means that any national manufacturing strategy has to pay particular attention to the current and future production and innovation needs of defense-based technologies and products, while at the same time ensuring that our potential adversaries, especially China, do not easily obtain key dual-use or military technologies. This will, of course, need to include ensuring that key weapons systems and components are made in the United States. But it will also mean that policy needs to ensure that America’s advanced-technology innovation and production base is healthy, as many defense capabilities depend on commercial innovations.
Strong commercial manufacturing key to U.S. defense 
Rodriguez ’17 [Stephen; 2017; Senior Fellow at the International Security Program at New America, MA in International Security; War on the Rocks, “EISENHOWER MEETS TRUMP: A NEW DEFENSE INDUSTRIAL BASE STRATEGY,” https://warontherocks.com/2017/08/eisenhower-meets-trump-a-new-defense-industrial-base-strategy]
The increase in foreign interest has coincided with the rapid closure of more than 60,000 factories as well as the consolidation of the defense industrial base. After the end of the Cold War, the dramatic drawdown of U.S. military forces appeared to validate this consolidation given the sharp decline in defense spending. This was infamously marked by the so-called “last supper” in 1993, when Secretary of Defense Les Aspin and his deputy William Perry hosted all the major defense suppliers and informed them that the government was prepared to watch half of them go out of business unless they consolidated. This kicked off more than $55 billion in mergers over the next five years. Yet the industry became dominated by a handful of major defense contractors that performed increasingly specialized work. It is little wonder those in the Pentagon are wondering where their manufacturing resilience went. The decline in defense industrial base capacity has been exacerbated by foreign competition and investment from Asia, and China in particular. The legacy defense electronics base in the San Fernando Valley — the original Silicon Valley — has been shriveling up for years, as has American access to rare earth metals. Competition is a good thing, yet there is also a cost to bear when choosing between quality foreign components and maintaining warm assembly lines in the U.S. for defense needs. The executive order should focus on expanding programs like the manufacturing institutes to renew and broaden the production capacity of the defense industrial base. The review mandated by the president’s executive order would identify the raw materials and manufacturing capabilities that are essential to U.S. national security, as well as highlight contingencies that may be disrupting critical supply chains that support national security needs. America’s manufacturing resilience has always been one of its greatest strengths, but modern supply chains are sophisticated. The Pentagon’s ability to procure goods critical to the common defense will be hampered by an inability to obtain commercial sub-components indirectly related to national security. The executive order’s assessment will provide visibility into these sub-component suppliers; only then can the government make informed procurement decisions across the entire manufacturing base. Large U.S. firms that build major defense programs like the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter should be prepared to enable this executive order by embracing nontraditional, commercial suppliers. In recent years, smaller defense corporations have won an increasingly large share of the Pentagon’s research and development budget, often by converting commercial technologies into military applications. This is an opportunity for heritage defense firms to proactively engage both small R&D contractors and nontraditional suppliers alike to ensure defense-critical technologies are seamlessly incorporated into their supply chains. Tactically, the timing of the executive order is problematic. The assessment’s recommendations are due in April 2018, thus missing the window for the 2018 five-year budget planning cycle as well as the congressional debate over the Fiscal Year 2019 budget. Still, this directive could not come soon enough. Eisenhower understood, and cautioned, that America couldn’t be a global power without a resilient manufacturing base to support economic and military objectives. But it is a difficult balance to maintain. While many contemporary interpretations of his final speech latch onto his warning against the influence of the military-industrial complex, Eisenhower also valued a robust defense industrial base, saying: A vital element in keeping the peace is our military establishment. Our arms must be mighty, ready for instant action, so that no potential aggressor may be tempted to risk his own destruction…American makers of plowshares could, with time and as required, make swords as well. But now we can no longer risk emergency improvisation of national defense; we have been compelled to create a permanent armaments industry of vast proportions. Eisenhower was cautioning against winnowing out the commercial manufacturing that supported American national security objectives. The executive order by Trump is a step in the right direction towards Ike’s goal. 

Extinction.
RECNA ’21 [Research Center for Nuclear Weapons Abolition; May 28; Based in Nagasaki University, directed by Dr. Fumihiko Yoshida, a Ph.D. in International Public Policy from Osaka University and member of the Advisory Panel of Experts on Nuclear Disarmament and Non-Proliferation for Japan’s Minister of Foreign Affairs; Journal for Peace and Nuclear Disarmament, “Pandemic Futures and Nuclear Weapon Risks: The Nagasaki 75th Anniversary pandemic-nuclear nexus scenarios final report,” vol. 4]
Introduction
The year 2020 marks a symbolic milestone for nuclear disarmament, as it is both the 75th anniversary of the atomic bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki and the 50th anniversary of the entry into force of the Treaty on Non-proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT). But the distressing reality is that the risk of a nuclear war – intentional or accidental – is greater than any time since the end of World War II. As of January 2020, the “doomsday clock” published by the Bulletin of Atomic Scientists shows only “100 seconds to midnight,” indicating we are the closest we have been to nuclear apocalypse since the clock was introduced in 1947.2
Over the past year, coronavirus (COVID-19) has transformed the world. It is estimated to have already killed more than 1.5 million people as of the start of December 20203 and has led to global economic shutdowns and societal shifts on an unprecedented scale. The pandemic has slowed efforts to support nuclear disarmament: the 10th NPT Review Conference, scheduled to take place in 2020, was postponed to the middle of 2021. How the COVID pandemic will affect the international order remains unclear: could it usher in a new era of international cooperation as nations join together in a coordinated fight against the disease? Or will economic recession, border closures, and beggar-thy-neighbor “vaccine competition” exacerbate global conflict and antagonism? Given these uncertainties, it is critically important to analyze the relationship between the post-pandemic international order and nuclear weapon risks.
The pandemic has also brought to light another key uncertainty: the changing role of local and state governments and civil society in the pandemic era. These institutions could play a role in reducing nuclear risks. Will civic diplomacy increase or decrease in relative power compared to interstate and corporate diplomacy, and will it prove sufficient to curb tendencies on the part of nuclear weapons states to use or threaten to use nuclear weapons during the pandemic? Asked broadly, how might the COVID-19 pandemic (and future pandemics) create new opportunities or challenges for governments, civil society, and market actors to reduce nuclear risk and resume nuclear disarmament? And how might those challenges and opportunities emerge in Northeast Asia, a region that has in recent years seen increased potential for conflict around issues such as the status of Hong Kong and Taiwan, territorial rights in the South and East China Seas, and the nuclear weapons program in the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea (DPRK, or North Korea)?
These questions were at the heart of the Nagasaki 75th Anniversary Pandemic-Nuclear Nexus Scenarios Project, an international collaboration aimed at exploring how the far-reaching effects of pandemics could alter the landscape for nuclear risk and disarmament. The project was co-sponsored by the Research Center for Nuclear Weapons Abolition, Nagasaki University (RECNA), the Asia Pacific Leadership Network for Nuclear Non-proliferation and Disarmament (APLN), and Nautilus Institute, in cooperation with Nagasaki University Planetary Health and the Panel on Peace and Security of Northeast Asia (PSNA).
Convened over the course of two weekends in October-November 2020, a series of four three-hour workshops brought together roughly 40 participants from around the world. Through the Zoom video conference platform, attendees were able to join from across time zones, including from Australia, China, Hong Kong, India, Italy, Japan, Mongolia, Philippines, Republic of Korea (ROK), Russia, and the United States. The workshops took place under the “Chatham House Rule,” and so ideas and insights are presented in this report without attribution.4
The workshops were centered on scenario planning, a non-predictive means of examining a variety of possible futures to identify critical uncertainties and strategic opportunities. As described in this report, the workshops led to the development of four distinct scenarios for the year 2030. These narratives are intended to highlight key questions about dynamics that could shape the “pandemic-nuclear nexus” over the next ten years.
The goals of the Pandemic-Nuclear Nexus Scenarios Project are to:
· Develop an analytical understanding of the interrelated nature of the co-occurring existential threats of nuclear weapons and global pandemics
· Explore potential levers and pathways to influence the future under various conditions
· Identify concrete strategies to reduce the risk of nuclear war and resume nuclear disarmament to be considered by state and non-state actors, particularly in the Northeast Asia region
The Challenge: Multiple Existential Threats
The relationship between pandemics and war is as long as human history. Past pandemics have set the scene for wars by weakening societies, undermining resilience, and exacerbating civil and inter-state conflict. Other disease outbreaks have erupted during wars, in part due to the appalling public health and battlefield conditions resulting from war, in turn sowing the seeds for new conflicts. In the post-Cold War era, pandemics have spread with unprecedented speed due to increased mobility created by globalization, especially between urbanized areas. Although there are positive signs that scientific advances and rapid innovation can help us manage pandemics, it is likely that deadly infectious viruses will be a challenge for years to come.
The COVID-19 is the most demonic pandemic threat in modern history. It has erupted at a juncture of other existential global threats, most importantly, accelerating climate change and resurgent nuclear threat-making. The most important issue, therefore, is how the coronavirus (and future pandemics) will increase or decrease the risks associated with these twin threats, climate change effects, and the next use of nuclear weapons in war.5
Today, the nine nuclear weapons arsenals not only can annihilate hundreds of cities, but also cause nuclear winter and mass starvation of a billion or more people, if not the entire human species. Concurrently, climate change is enveloping the planet with more frequent and intense storms, accelerating sea level rise, and advancing rapid ecological change, expressed in unprecedented forest fires across the world. Already stretched to a breaking point in many countries, the current pandemic may overcome resilience to the point of near or actual collapse of social, economic, and political order.
In this extraordinary moment, it is timely to reflect on the existence and possible uses of weapons of mass destruction under pandemic conditions – most importantly, nuclear weapons, but also chemical and biological weapons. Moments of extreme crisis and vulnerability can prompt aggressive and counterintuitive actions that in turn may destabilize already precariously balanced threat systems, underpinned by conventional and nuclear weapons, as well as the threat of weaponized chemical and biological technologies. Consequently, the risk of the use of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), especially nuclear weapons, increases at such times, possibly sharply.
The COVID-19 pandemic is clearly driving massive, rapid, and unpredictable changes that will redefine every aspect of the human condition, including WMD – just as the world wars of the first half of the 20th century led to a revolution in international affairs and entirely new ways of organizing societies, economies, and international relations, in part based on nuclear weapons and their threatened use. In a world reshaped by pandemics, nuclear weapons – as well as correlated non-nuclear WMD, nuclear alliances, “deterrence” doctrines, operational and declaratory policies, nuclear extended deterrence, organizational practices, and the existential risks posed by retaining these capabilities – are all up for redefinition.
A pandemic has potential to destabilize a nuclear-prone conflict by incapacitating the supreme nuclear commander or commanders who have to issue nuclear strike orders, creating uncertainty as to who is in charge, how to handle nuclear mistakes (such as errors, accidents, technological failures, and entanglement with conventional operations gone awry), and opening a brief opportunity for a first strike at a time when the COVID-infected state may not be able to retaliate efficiently – or at all – due to leadership confusion. In some nuclear-laden conflicts, a state might use a pandemic as a cover for political or military provocations in the belief that the adversary is distracted and partly disabled by the pandemic, increasing the risk of war in a nuclear-prone conflict. At the same time, a pandemic may lead nuclear armed states to increase the isolation and sanctions against a nuclear adversary, making it even harder to stop the spread of the disease, in turn creating a pandemic reservoir and transmission risk back to the nuclear armed state or its allies.
In principle, the common threat of the pandemic might induce nuclear-armed states to reduce the tension in a nuclear-prone conflict and thereby the risk of nuclear war. It may cause nuclear adversaries or their umbrella states to seek to resolve conflicts in a cooperative and collaborative manner by creating habits of communication, engagement, and mutual learning that come into play in the nuclear-military sphere. For example, militaries may cooperate to control pandemic transmission, including by working together against criminal-terrorist non-state actors that are trafficking people or by joining forces to ensure that a new pathogen is not developed as a bioweapon.
To date, however, the COVID-19 pandemic has increased the isolation of some nuclear-armed states and provided a textbook case of the failure of states to cooperate to overcome the pandemic. Borders have slammed shut, trade shut down, and budgets blown out, creating enormous pressure to focus on immediate domestic priorities. Foreign policies have become markedly more nationalistic. Dependence on nuclear weapons may increase as states seek to buttress a global re-spatialization 6 of all dimensions of human interaction at all levels to manage pandemics. The effect of nuclear threats on leaders may make it less likely – or even impossible – to achieve the kind of concert at a global level needed to respond to and administer an effective vaccine, making it harder and even impossible to revert to pre-pandemic international relations. The result is that some states may proliferate their own nuclear weapons, further reinforcing the spiral of conflicts contained by nuclear threat, with cascading effects on the risk of nuclear war.

Add On---Gene Editing---2AC
The biotech industry is at high risk to capital flight---that crushes innovation
Max Lipanov 22, Analyst at CG Results in the Healthcare team, 05/25/22, Biotech funding in a risk-off climate – does upstream trouble loom for pharma services providers?, https://resultsig.com/biotech-funding-in-a-risk-off-climate-does-upstream-trouble-loom-for-pharma-services-providers/
Biotech funding is the key driver of innovation in the pharmaceutical industry and is essential in supporting the healthcare ecosystem. More than 80% of drugs marketed by large pharmaceutical companies were discovered and initially developed by biotechs1. Biotech companies also discovered more than 60% of FDA-approved “priority” drugs, which treat life-threatening conditions and offer significant improvements over existing treatments2. In light of recent volatility in capital markets, we ask – are these vital funding flows at risk of being stemmed? 
The answer to this question will not only shape the future for biotechs and smaller pharma companies themselves – it will be critical also to the ecosystem of service providers to pharma who depend, one way or another, on the size of budgets for researching new drugs and then developing them to the point of launch. Even further downstream, the commercialisation sphere is dependent on new drugs being launched and marketed. In this way, a biotech funding crunch would represent a major risk to the growth plans of groups across several sectors who have been enjoying consistently benign market conditions for years.  
Biotechs usually secure capital using two methods: private capital raises and IPOs. VC funding has flowed into the sector at record levels in recent years, with $28 billion raised in 2021, which is 26% higher than in 2020 and more than 2x the level raised in 2019. The IPO route has also become popular as increased risk appetite and favourable macroeconomic conditions allowed earlier stage companies to achieve a listing.
As expectations of rising interest rates and other negative macroeconomic factors started affecting valuations in the second half of 2021, investors reassessed their risk tolerance. As a result, the biotech industry, considered a high-risk sector, experienced a significant capital outflow in the past several months. Many investors who snapped up shares of biotechs during the pandemic have now abandoned the sector, preferring value over growth investments. According to data from Refinitiv, biotech companies listed in 2021 are trading on average 37% below their IPO price3, making further capital raises harder and less attractive.
There are also several industry-specific factors that have contributed to the risk-off sentiment in capital markets:
Weak data flow from preclinical/clinical trials has significantly affected investors’ attitude towards investing in early-stage companies. In the past few years, capital poured into the sector but in some cases there was a disconnect between investments and actual progress arising from those investments. Capital came too early and sometimes was unnecessary, trials did not run adequately and management overpromised, leading to poor or weaker than expected clinical data. These factors have affected sentiment to the degree that several public biotech companies are now trading below their cash balances.
Talent has become a growing constraint for biotech start-ups. Most sectors in today’s economy are experiencing labour pressures of some kind, but in the biotech world, a lack of experienced personnel can severely limit growth and innovation potential. With a harder path through clinical milestones and lower prospects for M&A, top talent has been harder to attract to early-stage businesses.
Regulatory uncertainty in the US, especially the antitrust focus of the Federal Trade Commission and proposed pricing reform, has also featured on the list of investor concerns. While regulatory change could negatively affect ROI in the sector, several biotech VCs Results have spoken to remain positive and believe that the US government will find the right balance in terms of regulation, given the importance of sustaining innovation in biotechnology.
VC funding has held steadier than the public market route, with $7.9 billion raised in the first quarter of 2022 – down 28% year-on-year but still the second highest Q1 on record. Investment horizons for VCs are 8 to 10 years, therefore many private investors are not immediately concerned about the situation in public markets. However, investment strategies have shown signs of change in comparison to last year, with more emphasis on portfolio diversification at earlier clinical stages, and on selective investments in later stage businesses with meaningful interim data. Overall, we expect VCs to continue investing large amounts of capital into biotechs, with the objective to either transact or IPO when conditions improve. Currently, the most plausible exit would be through an acquisition from a large pharma; however, one VC investor Results have spoken to anticipates IPO and capital markets to pick up by the end of the year or early next year, driven by positive data, such as Nkarta’s encouraging Phase 1 results released recently4: “We need more good news in the sector on key data to lure investors back”.
Looking forward, we could expect more transactions across the sector with innovative companies leading the way. Record low valuations could be an opportunity for larger players to acquire emerging businesses. Big US and European pharmaceutical groups have an estimated c.$500bn to spend on M&A5 as they optimise their portfolios and replace revenues lost to patent expirations. Moreover, the need for continued investment remains strong as there is high unmet patient demand in areas such as cancer, HIV and blood diseases.
Despite tough public market conditions, the outlook for private investment remains positive. Unlike in previous downturns, VC firms currently have substantial dry powder to invest; and their long-term investment horizons should offer a cushion against public market turmoil. For the time being, at least, pharma services groups should keep upstream turbulence in perspective.
Biotech innovation is key to gene editing. 
Stephen Ezell 21, vice president of global innovation policy at the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, “Going, Going, Gone? To Stay Competitive in Biopharmaceuticals, America Must Learn from Its Semiconductor Mistakes”, https://itif.org/publications/2021/11/22/going-going-gone-stay-competitive-biopharmaceuticals-america-must-learn-its
Unfortunately, in this zealousness to rein in drug prices, policymakers risk imperiling future generations of biomedical innovation, to the detriment of both patients and the broader economy. That’s because the link between revenues and R&D investment is intrinsic to the biopharmaceutical industry. It’s why the OECD has found that “there exists a high degree of correlation between pharmaceutical sales revenues and R&D expenditures” and why there’s a statistically significant relationship between a biopharma enterprise’s revenues in the previous year and its R&D expenditures in the current year.222 Indeed, every $2.5 billion of additional biopharmaceutical revenue leads to one new drug approval.223
And this explains why academic studies consistently demonstrate that a reduction in current drug revenues leads to a decrease in future research and the number of new drug discoveries.224 For instance, one study found that a real 10 percent decrease in the growth of drug prices would be associated with an approximately 6 percent decrease in pharmaceutical R&D spending as a share of net revenues.225 Similarly, Columbia University’s Frank Lichtenberg found a 10-percent decrease in cancer drug prices would likely cause a 5- to 6-percent decline in both cancer regimens and research articles.226 Likewise, Golec and Vernon show that if the United States had used an EU-like drug pricing system from 1986-2004, this would have resulted in a decline in firms’ R&D expenditures of up to 33 percent and the development of 117 fewer new medicines.227
The CBO examined the potential impact of the proposed House legislation H.R. 3, which among other provisions would require drug companies to negotiate lower prices with the government. CBO’s preliminary conclusion was that reducing manufacturers’ revenues by between $500 billion and $1 trillion over the next decade could result in 8 to 15 fewer new drugs coming to market over that time (out of about 300 that would otherwise be expected), reducing the number of new drugs by 3 to 5 percent over the ensuing decade.228
Put simply, drug price controls decrease future biomedical innovation. Fortunately, the converse is true, which is why one study found that if government price controls in non-U.S. OECD countries were lifted—that is, if other countries paid their fair share for innovative medicines— the number of new treatments available would increase 9 to 12 percent by 2030, equivalent to 8 to 13 new drugs in that year, with this dynamic increasing the life expectancy of a 15-year-old OECD citizen today by 0.6 to 1.6 years on average.229 All this explains why the U.S. Council of Economic Advisors has written that while lowering reimbursement prices in the United States would reduce the prices Americans pay today for biopharmaceutical products, it would “make better health costlier in the future by curtailing innovation,” thus failing to achieve the goal of reducing the health care prices, by reducing incentives for innovative products in the future.230
Moreover, policymakers seeking to impose strict price controls on drugs have a natural experiment to learn from: When many European nations went down the same road in the 1980s, the result was dramatic—a transfer of global competitive advantage and jobs to the United States. There is no reason to believe that if U.S. policymakers follow Europe’s lead by price controls the result would not be a weakening of U.S. competitive advantage, and likely a shift over the next two decades of biopharma leadership to China.
Instead of trying to slash prices on the dubious theory drug companies can make do with lower revenues, lawmakers should turn their attention to the other side of the industry’s ledger—the staggering cost of R&D—by spurring the kinds of innovations that can radically improve R&D productivity. A new slate of biomedical technologies including AI, CRISPR gene editing, and biologics manufacturing is transforming how new drugs are discovered, developed, and clinically tested.231 Capitalizing on these trends to lower the cost of drug innovation is the only viable way to achieve what everyone wants—a long-term trend toward producing more cures (and more ancillary economic benefits) at less cost.
Gene editing averts extinction from numerous stressors on global agriculture.
Dr. Allen Van Deynze 1/25/22, the Director of the Seed Biotechnology Center and Associate Director of the Plant Breeding Center at University of California, Davis, holds a PhD in Plant Breeding from the University of Guelph, “Gene Editing: A 21st Century Tool to Combat Climate Change”, https://www.realclearpolicy.com/articles/2022/01/25/gene_editing_a_21st_century_tool_to_combat_climate_change_813480.html
In the 21st century, agriculture is more technologically sophisticated than ever. And yet, the core challenge for the world's farmers is the same as it has always been: How to maximize the quality and quantity of our food supply while minimizing waste and environmental damage.
In a world teeming with people, the tradeoffs of many so-called "successes" in eradicating hunger are distressingly apparent.
Producing food for a population of nearly eight billion takes an enormous toll on the world's fresh water supply. And because hundreds of millions around the world still face water vulnerability, nations feel forced to secure more of it from rainforests, wetlands, grasslands, and marshlands. 
But the biodiversity within those recedingly pristine ecosystems — and the benefits biodiversity yields to the world — are essential preconditions for the survival of human life. So is the world, in a manner of speaking, "eating" its way to extinction?
Enter gene editing.
Gene editing is a form of plant breeding that enables scientists to improve crops the way nature itself does, but in less time and with greater precision. Gene-editing can work within each crop's discrete genetic design to reveal the most sustainable version of itself.
Using gene-editing techniques, like CRISPR — which stands for "clustered regularly interspaced short palindromic repeats" within DNA — agricultural scientists are tweaking crops to make them more resistant to disease, spoilage, and even climate change.
A potato company in Idaho, for instance, uses gene-editing technology to create spuds that don't bruise easily. A pathologist at Penn State is tweaking the genes of white button mushrooms to make them less prone to discoloration. In Australia, scientists use CRISPR to make the world's most popular banana more resilient against a fungal disease that destroys harvests from the Middle East to the Philippines.
The promise of gene-edited crops is not just prettier or hardier produce, but reduced waste and, crucially, reduced land and water use: in other words, a smaller environmental footprint for agriculture the world over. It recognizes that in the 21st century, environmental sustainability is part of any serious discussions about improving agricultural productivity and efficiency.
Productivity and efficiency improvements will, ultimately, act in the service of the world's biodiversity. The myriad of species of flora and fauna — especially in dense ecosystems like the Amazon rainforest — positively contributes to the global society’s quality of life. Everyone knows the balance of species, from great trees to microorganisms, provides ecological ballast to the whole planet — fertilizing the soil, processing carbon, checking diseases.
But not everyone knows that rich ecosystems like coral reefs and rainforests are invaluable deposits of species and chemical compounds medical researchers use to develop treatments for incurable diseases like cancer and Alzheimer's. Seven thousand medicines already come from plants — and the pace of innovation will only accelerate. With every acre of protected biodiversity, we protect potential cures and medical innovations.
Nature-positive food systems are an urgent need, based on safeguarding the environment and biodiversity. These would be characterized by a "regenerative, non-depleting and non-destructive use of natural resources," to quote a research paper from the 2021 United Nations Food Systems Summit.
Technologies like gene-editing can make agriculture more productive while responsive to local and global ecosystems. It is an essential plant breeding tool for developing the next generation of climate-resilient and environmentally friendly crops to secure a nutritional food system. Foremostly, it is a tool that democratizes plant breeding and food production. Its efficiency makes it available to public scientists, non-profits, small and large companies and developing nations.
Using CRISPR and related methods, scientists can make crops or animal species healthier and safer. They could bring out coral that's more tolerant of rising ocean temperatures or changing acidity levels. They could rescue — even revive — species lost to human development. 
These advances can help to alleviate pressure of feeding the growing global population without further degrading natural resources. Gene editing could become a key tool in the stewardship of our global biodiversity.
Gene editing aligns and mutually reinforces the incentives of the earth and her inhabitants — more and better food, more and cleaner water, all the while safeguarding biodiversity. It is science at its best, a fellowship with nature, biodiversity, and agriculture.
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NIT’s kill the economy and cause unemployment
Lages Dos Santos, 04 (Perdo, French economist from Universite du Havre, 9/9,04, CERENE, “Negative Income Tax, Employment and Welfare”, https://www.aiel.it/Old/bacheca/MODENA/PAPERS/LagesdosSantos.pdf, Rosado)
The increase of the probability of separation between employer/employees has for direct effect to raise the number of unemployed people but also to decrease the number of vacant jobs making lower the tightness in labour market. Moreover, as it involves a diminution of the expected jobs’ life duration, the increase of s has for effect to raise wage that workers claims leading to an increase in λ to keep implicitly jobs profitability. As a consequence, average productivity as average wage decrease. We have to note that the probability to fill a vacant job rises since λ increases but also because there are less vacant jobs for more applicants. However, even if it is not possible to determine the effect on the hiring probability, the evident increase of the term s/p involves, because of flow equilibrium condition, an increase of unemployment. 4.2.2.3. Vacant job cost. The increase of the costs of creation and maintenance of vacant job has for consequence to decrease the number of these because they are less profitable. So it appears that it has a negative effect on the tightness in labour market. Concerning the effect on matching limit, λ, combining equation (28) and (33), we deduce that the diminution of θ induces a diminution of equilibrium value of less efficient job productivity y(λ) and, as a consequence, means an increase in λ (remind that y(λ) is decreasing in λ). This increase in limit λ has for direct effect to decrease the equilibrium average values of productivity and wage. Moreover, the probability of filling a vacant job raises seeing that the tightness on market is lower ant the investigation area is more important. However, taking into account equations (28) and (33), we show that the increase of the cost of a vacant job leads to a diminution of the probability p to be hired and consequently, an increase of the level of unemployment and a diminution of global production. 5. SIMULATIONS 5.1. Presentation In this 5th part, we initiate simulations in order to specify the results we obtained with theoretical analysis but also and mainly in order to determine the effect of the measure on θ. Consequently, for these simulations, in addition to the hypothesises already held, we consider as an explicit function of workers productivity a simple linear function of the form: y l = y − dl 0 )( As we have already precised, the budget constraint imposes us: ∫ = )0( ( ) ( ) 0 W w t w dw λ If we consider a tax function of the form t(w) = -α + γw and given that w(λ)<w(0), the financing of this measure imposes : γ λ α = + 2 w( ) w )0( These simulations, made with the software “Matlab”, permit us to study particularly the effects of the reform on unemployment rate, on production and on surplus. 5.2. The results The simulations gave the results presented in tables 2, 3 and 4. Case 1 corresponds to the reference situation that is the reform’s setting up. Consequently, cases 2, 3, 4 and 5 present the results of the implementation of a Negative Income Tax. In all the cases, we held the following parameters: β=0,5 ; d=0,5 ; s=0,05 ; x=0,9 ; c=0,5 ; N=1 and y0 = 0,5. Besides, in addition to the other variables already defined, Y represents global production, SC, the collective surplus and ,0( 544) WE, the utility of the worker initially the poorest.
NIT will disrupt future economy – people won’t want to work
Mintz, 20 (Jack Mintz, distinguished fellow at the Macdonald-Laurier Institute and President’s Fellow of the School of Public Policy at the University of Calgary, MLI, “A guaranteed basic income will be too expensive and bad for economic recovery: Jack Mintz for Inside Policy”, May 7, 2020, https://macdonaldlaurier.ca/a-guaranteed-basic-income-will-be-too-expensive-and-bad-for-economic-recovery-jack-mintz-for-inside-policy/, Rosado)
As appealing as it seems, Friedman’s negative income tax is not so simple to implement. Obviously, minimum payments would need to recognize different households’ characteristics. Single individuals would get less than those families with multiple adults and children. Households with a disabled parent or child should be given more to cover additional costs. Those temporarily out of work, after earning a higher income, might need replacement income that would be significantly above the minimum payment. So, once we start differentiating people by their needs, we get back too many current programs – and the bureaucracy – to determine eligibility for various benefit payments. Nor is it clear voters would support the elimination of, tuition tax credits, property tax and rent credits, pension and RRSP deductions, age credits, refundable GST tax credits and other targeted relief measures, which all play a role in social policy. And if voters dislike a flat rate, a much higher marginal tax rate would be needed than 49 percent to make up for special preferences. But such high marginal tax rates would discourage work, saving and risk-taking, ultimately eroding the ability for an economy to sustain a guaranteed income. The idea of just giving out cash to relieve poverty also raises eyebrows for many voters who have to pay tax on their earnings from work. And there’s the unknown labour-supply effect: how many recipients might choose to stay at home, receiving $30,000 cheques, rather than work? That’s why many economists concerned about the working poor prefer wage subsidies instead of just handing cash to otherwise able workers. And cash alone isn’t a panacea for helping all low-income families: we would still need professionals to support those with mental or other health issues, social problems or who lack the basic skills to contend with daily life. As we begin to recover from this pandemic, the last form of intervention we need is to discourage people from pursuing new opportunities and jobs that will eventually become available. That is a lesson so far from the grand experiment we had to adopt in a hurry to help many people survive a severe recession. While necessary in the short term, if the federal government were to heed calls to continue this policy on a permanent basis it could disrupt recovery for years to come.
Trade agreements can’t solve wage inequality and only affects the economy over the long run—prefer our short term impacts
Felbermayr ’16  Gabriel Felbermayr is professor of economics at the University of Munich. He has regularly taught courses on Microeconomics, International Finance, and Economic Growth. “Economic Analysis of TTIP” Leibniz Institute for Economic Research at the University of Munich, https://www.econstor.eu/bitstream/10419/145304/1/858743876.pdf, Published April 2016, Accessed July 22nd, 2024 by NT-BH *TTIP = Transatlantic Trade and Investment Partnership*
This chapter reviews the economic modeling of TTIP. It stresses commonalities across different studies and explains differences. A robust conclusion from the existing numerous studies is that TTIP promises long-run gains for the EU as a whole with the average estimate lying around 2%. However, there is substantial uncertainty, as the precise magnitude of the effect depends strongly on how ambitious the assumed scenario is. Also, while virtually all EU member states are consistently predicted to gain, there is substantial heterogeneity. The existing studies agree that TTIP can harm outsiders, in particular if there is a considerable overlap in exported products. But also regarding third countries, TTIP is likely to have very heterogeneous effects. Only if transatlantic cooperation also leads to lower trade costs elsewhere will TTIP yield substantial benefits for outsiders. Labor market effects of TTIP are likely to be weak, both regarding long run employment effects and net wage inequality. However, the agreement is bound to trigger reallocation of workers from shrinking firms and sectors to expanding ones. This transition can be dealt with using existing labor market instruments. Taking adjustment costs into account, TTIP still looks like a very promising investment for the EU.
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The United States Federal Government should:
· Institute a Negative income tax
· Establish a free trade agreement with the U.S. and EU
Plank 1 solves inequality
Lopez-Daneri ‘16, Research Associate in the USC-Dornsife Institute of New Economic Thinking at the University of Southern California, Associate Professor of Economics at Temple, Central Bank of Chile, the Ministry of Finance in Argentina,  (Martin, NIT picking: The macroeconomic effects of a Negative, Journal of Economic Dynamics & Control 0165-1889, January 22, Elsevier.)
The discussion on the merits of adopting unconditional basic income programs is a long-dated debate that is gaining momentum at present. Several countries in Europe are exploring the possibility and some have already passed basic income proposals; in the United States, there are calls to reform the entire welfare system (Steuerle, 2012; Murray, 2006; Alexander, 2013; among others) and there is an ongoing debate on whether to expand the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) to a broader audience.1 Under an unconditional basic income program, all citizens are assured a minimum income and there are no means tests or work requirements on behalf of the recipients, making it an effective tool to fight poverty without the administration costs of the current web of welfare programs. Naturally, a universal basic income can be instrumented in several ways and, following Friedman (1962), a Negative Income Tax (NIT) stands out because of its simplicity and progressive structure, thus becoming a valid candidate to replace the actual income tax and welfare system. A NIT does not distort the price system, as other income policies do, like the minimum wages policies or price controls, and it is able to eradicate the so-called welfare cliffs.2 It is no coincidence that a NIT is considered “one of the fundamental ideas of modern analysis of welfare programs” (Moffit, 2003). However, the effects that a NIT has on the labor supply or the increase on tax rates necessary to fund this minimum income is not clear yet. These are not minor questions and they need to be analyzed in the light of a general equilibrium model. In this paper, I will make a case for a NIT and carry out the first, to the best of my knowledge, quantitative analysis of the tax in a general equilibrium setting. Specifically, I will answer the following questions: What are the macroeconomic effects of replacing the actual U.S. income tax and the welfare system with a NIT on income and earnings, labor supply, tax rates, savings, and welfare? Should we pick a NIT? The present state of affairs makes the NIT a relevant and timely tax reform. On the one hand, the federal income tax has become increasingly complex and distortionary. Its considerable number of tax credits, deductions and overlapping provisions creates differences in the amounts paid by households earning the same level of income which lessens its progressivity and creates a fair share of distortions at all income levels. On the other hand, the welfare system makes it harder for low- and middle-income households who see their marginal tax rates surge at particular income thresholds, as many of the welfare programs in place vanish as their income increase. According to the Congressional Budget Office (Congressional Budget Office, 2012), 51% of taxpayers below 450% of the Federal Poverty Line face marginal rates higher than 30%, and 8% of them are taxed with marginal rates higher than 50%.3 In contrast, only 5% of the high-income households are taxed at such high rates.4 In its simplest version, a NIT combines a constant marginal tax rate and fixed lump-sum transfer to all households. It works as follows. At the beginning of the fiscal year, all households receive a transfer from the government, say $2000, and all income made is taxed at a constant rate, say 20%. If a household has a yearly income of $50,000, then its total tax payments for the period will be $8000 ($50,000  20% – $2000). This means that households earning less than $10,000 ($2000C0.2) pay no taxes and receive a positive net transfer (negative tax). All households have a guaranteed minimum income, and as income increases, the effect of the transfer declines. To demonstrate a NIT's suitability, I study a life-cycle economy, in which agents are ex-ante homogeneous but grow different over time as a result of life uncertainty, together with age-independent and idiosyncratic productivity shocks. At any point in time, the resulting heterogeneity is characterized by the agents' shock history, their level of asset accumulation, and their age. Welfare payments are modeled as a non-linear function of income to capture the progressive structure of the U.S. welfare system. In addition, there is a social security system; once retired, agents receive benefits in the form of lumpsum payments.5 I calibrate this model to match several features of the U.S. economy, reproducing the actual distributions of labor earnings, wealth, federal income tax liabilities, and transfers. I focus on an equilibrium with transitional dynamics for an open economy and find the level of transfers and marginal tax rate such that the NIT reform is revenue-neutral and maximizes ex-ante welfare (i.e., expected utility prior to birth and revelation of agents’ types) for an agent born at the time of the reform, taking into account the transitional path to the new steady state. My findings can be summarized as follows. First and foremost, the NIT produces important welfare gains. A NIT with a marginal tax rate of 22% and a transfer of 11% of per-capita GDP – roughly, $5800 – implies a welfare gain equivalent to 2.1% annual increase in consumption. Low-ability agents in the bottom quintile of the productivity distribution benefit the most, with welfare gains that range up to 25%, but there are losers under the NIT: those in the upper level of the productivity distribution. Under an optimal NIT, the degree of redistribution is not trivial. Second, the size of the transfers plays an important role in the results. Indeed, a proportional tax – that is, a NIT with no transfers (a “non-negative income tax”) – has a welfare loss of 4.1% relative to the current tax system. This result is unsurprising; redistribution is an important feature of the U.S. income tax and welfare system. The elimination of transfers benefits only the most productive agents who, as a result, face a lower marginal tax rate. The way transfers are designed is also important. A competing scenario where the welfare system is kept unchanged and a flat tax is enacted (a “non-negative income tax” with a fixed deduction instead of a transfer) likewise underperforms the NIT. In particular, the optimal flat tax (characterized by a marginal tax rate of 15% and a fixed deduction of 29% of per-capita GDP, roughly $15,400) produces a 0.4% welfare gain. Third, there is a negative relationship between the magnitude of the NIT's transfer and per-capita GDP, which decreases by 9% under the optimal NIT. As leisure is a normal good, this drop in per-capita GDP does not automatically translate into a fall in welfare. Quite on the contrary, as the transfer insures agents against periods of low productivity, they are now able to work more hours when they are more productive, increasing their consumption of leisure and reducing their need to save in order to buffer the impact of negative income shocks. The savings rate drops 13% – implying a 22% reduction in the capital stock – and the composition of the labor force changes, where agents with high-productivity shocks are now working more hours than low-productivity agents. The immediate consequence is that the Gini coefficient for labor earnings increases to 0.57 from 0.55, but not consumption inequality, which is reduced due to the effect of the lump-sum transfer from the NIT. Finally, the optimal NIT has a strong support in the population. However, whether the tax may be transformed into a law is an open question. For the sake of understanding how sensitive to particular voting rules the NIT design is, I search for a NIT with a level of transfers and a tax rate that has the minimum required support in the population to be enacted (i.e. only 50% of the households favor the new tax), and I call it a “Popular NIT.” Even though I am not considering a political economy model, this “Popular NIT” shows that in order to gain support from wealthy capitalists and high-income earners, its rate and transfer have to be lower than the optimal NIT (19% tax rate and a 9% transfer). Interestingly, this NIT produces a considerable welfare gain of 1.7% and still outperforms a flat tax reform. The “Popular NIT” has a stronger role in the economy's efficiency, giving the most productive agents a reduction in tax rates. All productivity types but the second most productive are better off, and there are still considerable welfare gains for less productive agents. Capital and GDP fall by less than in the optimal NIT – 6% and 2% respectively – and the labor supply, measured in efficiency units, has no changes despite the 3% plunge in hours worked.
Plank 2 solves econ
Cameron 14 David Cameron, Co-Chair, Council on State Fragility at International Growth Centre, President, Alzheimer’s Research UK and Chair, NCS Board of Patrons London, England, United Kingdom "5 reasons for an EU and US Free Trade Agreement”, LinkedIn, https://www.linkedin.com/pulse/5-reasons-eu-us-free-trade-david-cameron, Published December 18th, 2014, accessed July 17th, 2024 by NT-BH
Today the CBI published a report on trade between the European Union and the United States.
The CBI report makes a clear and important argument – a Free Trade Agreement between the EU and the US is good for businesses, good for consumers and will create new jobs both here in the UK and in the US. It would inject £100 billion into the European economy every year, and that is why I pressed to launch the negotiations at the UK G8 summit in Lough Erne, and it is why I have been making the case for this agreement ever since, and will continue to do so in Brussels today.
Opening up trade with the US won’t just help big businesses; it is the small and medium-sized enterprises who will benefit the most from having time-consuming red-tape removed from transatlantic deals. When businesses across Europe are telling us this agreement is the right thing to do for growth, it would be wrong to ignore them.
Today, together with leaders from Spain, Italy, Poland, Denmark and Finland, I have heard from business associations from across Europe who all agree that a Free Trade Agreement between the EU and the US will unlock growth and jobs.
The CBI has identified five key reasons as to why successfully concluding this trade deal is so essential:
Big opportunities for small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs)
As SMEs often lack the time, budget and expertise to deal with trade barriers, this agreement would help first-time exporters get their products to the US market at more competitive prices, and even non-exporters in the supply chain would benefit.
More choice and lower prices for consumers
Removal of tariff barriers means a bigger range of products in shops at cheaper prices. Tariffs do not just hurt companies and their employees - they also penalise the consumer.
Less red tape and bureaucracy
This deal will remove unnecessary and costly red tape, particularly where there are duplications. High safety standards would not be undermined, as smarter regulation on both sides will reduce bureaucracy and make trade cheaper and faster for all.
Bigger market for the UK's world-leading service companies
From engineering consultants to specialist insurers, an EU/US trade deal can support the next wave of service companies wanting to export to the US.
Plank 2 solves dollar heg
Broadbent 23 Meredith Broadbent is a Senior Adviser (Non-resident), Scholl Chair in Internation Business "U.S.-UK Trade Agreement: Now Is the Time”, CSIS, https://www.csis.org/analysis/us-uk-trade-agreement-now-time, Published January 23rd, 2023, accessed July 17th, 2024 by NT-BH
While the U.S. Trade Representative (USTR) declines to participate in substantive market access negotiations, many countries around the globe are dashing ahead to conclude trade agreements that open markets to their exports. As a practical matter, due to new trade agreements among other countries, the United States’ approach to regulating sensitive commercial matters is becoming less globally relevant. To rejuvenate its global influence in commerce, international trade, and regulation, the United States needs to move forward now with the United Kingdom.
Resetting and reinvigorating its close relationship with the United Kingdom should improve the United States’ ability to work bilaterally to develop constructive plurilateral responses to strategic challenges posed by China, based on coalitions of the willing, which could be precursors to multilateral solutions. Collaboration with the United Kingdom will improve the United States’ vantage point and influence when combatting the China challenge, which includes: repression in Hong Kong; genocide in Xinjiang; coercion aimed at Taiwan, Australia, and other allies; unfair government subsidies; and widespread theft of cutting-edge Western intellectual property. The United Kingdom will be a valuable partner for the United States on a common and positive free market agenda for the global economy, while simultaneously mitigating the effects of rising bilateral tensions with China. Working together, with a shared commitment to the principles of the World Trade Organization (WTO), the United States and the United Kingdom may be able to reset the global rules of trade and regulation with a new advanced template, so that the system of global commerce functions better for workers and businesses alike.
Solvency---2NC
NIT improves household welfare and reduces inequality 
Wolf and Gurgel 21
[Gurgel is a research scientist at MIT and Wolf is a professor at Universidade Federal de Viçosa (UFV), “Welfare impacts of a negative income tax on regions of Brazil,” December 2021, (graph excluded) https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Leonardo-Cardoso-2/publication/357141243_Welfare_impacts_of_a_negative_income_tax_on_regions_of_Brazil/links/61d0eff5e669ee0f5c7db00a/Welfare-impacts-of-a-negative-income-tax-on-regions-of-Brazil.pdf accessed 7/18/23 NR] 
The above suggests while social programs enhance the welfare of the Brazil’s poorest, their effects upon factor prices diminish the welfare benefits in the long run. It could be that an NIT could maintain the household welfare in the long run, while simultaneously reducing inequality and the relative size of government. Recall that NIT Scenario A eliminates existing social programs and conventional income tax, then sets an average tax rate of 25%, with the household income class 6 being tax-neutral; that is, in net, its households pay no federal taxes nor receive federal income supports. Scenario A results are shown in Table 8. The table shows the share of income paid as a tax or received as a social transfer before and after implementing the NIT. For example, in the North, the purchasing power of the income class 1 is 16.55% higher under Scenario A than currently exists. In all regions, the new policy’s welfare gain is much higher for class 1 households. Comparatively, in Brazil’s poorer regions (the North and Northeast), these households receive more than do equivalents in other regions. Currently, the poorest households receive a direct transfer from the government, regardless of their income. In Scenario A, they receive a portion of the income as a transfer that, in general, is larger than the value of the social programs they currently receive. That is, they would effectively gain welfare. The largest gains would be experienced by class 10 households in the Northeast (a 39.50% rise in welfare or US$ 10.147 billion). Meanwhile, the welfare of households of the same class in the South would rise by 12.82% or US$11.971 billion 
NIT incentivizes work and boosts employment 
Sorman 11
(Economic Advisor of former French Prime Minister and Korean president,"Why Not a Negative Income Tax?," City Journal, Winter 2011, https://www.city-journal.org/article/why-not-a-negative-income-tax)

But wouldn’t the NIT—in effect, a government-guaranteed income—still be a disincentive to work, just as no-questions-asked welfare benefits were before being reformed in the 1990s? “Any state intervention, any income redistribution, creates disincentives and distortions,” admits Gary Becker, a University of Chicago economist and Friedman disciple. “But if society decides that a certain level of redistribution must take place, the NIT is the best, the most minimally distorting, solution ever devised.” To limit the disincentive, Friedman argued, the NIT should be progressive. Say the government drew the income line at $10,000 for a family of four and the NIT was 50 percent, as most economists recommend. If the family had no income at all, it would receive $5,000—that is, 50 percent of the amount by which its income fell short of $10,000. If the family earned $2,000, it would get $4,000 from the government—again, 50 percent of its income shortfall—for a total post-tax income of $6,000. Bring in $4,000, and it would receive $3,000, for a total of $7,000. So as the family’s earnings rise, its post-tax income rises, too, preserving the work incentive. This is very different from many social welfare programs, in which a household either receives all of a benefit or, if it ceases to qualify, nothing at all. The all-or-nothing model encourages what social scientists call “poverty traps,” tempting the poor not to improve their situations. Robert Moffitt, an economist at Johns Hopkins University and a leading authority on the NIT, notes another advantage of the program over other forms of state assistance: “No stigma attaches to the NIT.” Everyone fills out the same forms, and no infantilizing government meddles with a household’s food, shelter, and health care, as under the current system. The NIT simply provides the poor with money, which they can use to meet their various needs. Friedman strongly believed that individuals have the capacity to promote their own interests. Yet another NIT advantage is a freer labor market. No minimum wage would be necessary, since a minimum income would now be guaranteed. This would boost employment: as economists recognize, a legal minimum wage tends to increase joblessness by discouraging employers from recruiting unskilled labor. The NIT would reduce illegal immigration, too. Managed by the IRS, it would apply only to citizens and legal residents, and since it would eliminate welfare programs, aliens would have less incentive to cross the border illegally for government benefits (though local authorities would still have to decide whether to grant them access to schools and hospitals). “From an economist’s perspective, the negative income tax is the perfect design,” Moffitt says. “The only reason an economist would oppose it would be from a strict libertarian perspective—opposition to any kind of government-managed welfare.”
Researchers in Canada found that NIT increases individual productivity and consumption 
Agia 22

("What is an Alternative to the Minimum Wage in Canada?: A Comprehensive Literature Review of Price Floors and Welfare Systems in Canada", International Journal of Policy Sciences and Law (IJPSL), https://ijpsl.in/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/What-is-an-Alternative-to-the-Minimum-Wage-in-Canada-A-Comprehensive-Literature-Review-of-Price-Floors-and-Welfare-Systems-in-Canada-merged.pdf)
Some of these studies assert that the minimum wage can negatively impact our economy, particularly in Canada. For example, firms would be more reluctant to hire new workers, impacting their productivity levels. One study, however, proposes that the Negative Income Tax can be a plausible and feasible solution to a price floor like the minimum wage. There was even evidence that an NIT could increase work activity and productivity in Manitoba, contrary to the initial viewpoint that suggested an NIT would reduce worker productivity. The researchers could discern the relationship between an NIT and productivity for welfare participant groups, which amounted to a 35% increase in hours worked, so there was a positive labour response (Riddell & Riddell, 2021). Furthermore, an NIT can eliminate poverty, which will improve Canada's economy. Lastly, through various quantitative exercises, the data suggest that the annual individual consumption rate would increase by an average of 2.1% (Lopez-Daneri, 2016). Therefore, the argument remains consistent. Accordingly, the authorbelieves that all nations worldwide should seriously evaluate the positive impacts of an NIT and use it as an alternative to the minimum wage. One of the limitations of this particular literature review is that there needs to be additional research regarding the NIT worldwide. However, COVID-19 prompted numerous governments to implement basic income policies, so this should incentivize economists to analyze the effects of basic income policies in both the short and long run.
NIT forces employers to keep wages competitive  
Agia 22
("What is an Alternative to the Minimum Wage in Canada?: A Comprehensive Literature Review of Price Floors and Welfare Systems in Canada", International Journal of Policy Sciences and Law (IJPSL), https://ijpsl.in/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/What-is-an-Alternative-to-the-Minimum-Wage-in-Canada-A-Comprehensive-Literature-Review-of-Price-Floors-and-Welfare-Systems-in-Canada-merged.pdf)
Additionally, there was a finding by a Berkeley researcher which suggests that an NIT would force employers to bid up wages as it can make workers more selective when searching for employment. Thus, while an NIT can discourage work for certain individuals, it will incentivize firms to increase their wages without a government-driven price floor, such as the minimum wage. An NIT could provide $1.39 in benefits for every $1 government expenditure on this policy (Rothstein, 2009).
Trade agreements assert leadership and power – international trade, spread of democracy, avoids conflict
Kagan & Daalder 16 (4-25-2016, Robert Kagan, Stephen & Barbara Friedman Senior Fellow - Foreign Policy, Strobe Talbott Center for Security, Strategy, and Technology, Project on International Order and Strategy; Ivo H. Daalder, Former Brookings Expert, President - Chicago Council on Global Affairs, Former U.S. Ambassador to NATO "The U.S. can’t afford to end its global leadership role”, Brookings, https://www.brookings.edu/articles/the-u-s-cant-afford-to-end-its-global-leadership-role/ // akb
The economic, political and security strategy that the United States has pursued for more than seven decades, under Democratic and Republican administrations alike, is today widely questioned by large segments of the American public and is under attack by leading political candidates in both parties. Many Americans no longer seem to value the liberal international order that the United States created after World War II and sustained throughout the Cold War and beyond. Or perhaps they take it for granted and have lost sight of the essential role the United States plays in supporting the international environment from which they benefit greatly. The unprecedented prosperity made possible by free and open markets and thriving international trade; the spread of democracy; and the avoidance of major conflict among great powers: All these remarkable accomplishments have depended on sustained U.S. engagement around the world. Yet politicians in both parties dangle before the public the vision of an America freed from the burdens of leadership.
What these politicians don’t say, perhaps because they don’t understand it themselves, is that the price of ending our engagement would far outweigh its costs. The international order created by the United States today faces challenges greater than at any time since the height of the Cold War. Rising authoritarian powers in Asia and Europe threaten to undermine the security structures that have kept the peace since World War II. Russia invaded Ukraine and has seized some of its territory. In East Asia, an increasingly aggressive China seeks to control the sea lanes through which a large share of global commerce flows. In the Middle East, Iran pursues hegemony by supporting Hezbollah and Hamas and the bloody tyranny in Syria. The Islamic State controls more territory than any terrorist group in history, brutally imposing its extreme vision of Islam and striking at targets throughout the Middle East, North Africa and Europe. None of these threats will simply go away. Nor will the United States be spared if the international order collapses, as it did twice in the 20th century. In the 21st century, oceans provide no security. Nor do walls along borders. Nor would cutting off the United States from the international economy by trashing trade agreements and erecting barriers to commerce.

Instead of following the irresponsible counsel of demagogues, we need to restore a bipartisan foreign policy consensus around renewing U.S. global leadership. Despite predictions of a “post-American world,” U.S. capacities remain considerable. The U.S. economy remains the most dynamic in the world. The widely touted “rise of the rest”—the idea that the United States was being overtaken by the economies of Brazil, Russia, India and China—has proved to be a myth. The dollar remains the world’s reserve currency, and people across the globe seek U.S. investment and entrepreneurial skills to help their flagging economies. U.S. institutions of higher learning remain the world’s best and attract students from every corner of the globe. The political values that the United States stands for remain potent forces for change. Even at a time of resurgent autocracy, popular demands for greater freedom can be heard in Russia, China, Iran and elsewhere, and those peoples look to the United States for support, both moral and material. And our strategic position remains strong. The United States has more than 50 allies and partners around the world. Russia and China between them have no more than a handful.
The task ahead is to play on these strengths and provide the kind of leadership that many around the world seek and that the American public can support. For the past two years, under the auspices of the World Economic Forum, we have worked with a diverse, bipartisan group of Americans and representatives from other countries to put together the broad outlines of a strategy for renewed U.S. leadership. There is nothing magical about our proposals. The strategies to sustain the present international order are much the same as the strategies that created it. But they need to be adapted and updated to meet new challenges and take advantage of new opportunities.
The widely touted “rise of the rest”—the idea that the United States was being overtaken by the economies of Brazil, Russia, India and China—has proved to be a myth.
For instance, one prime task today is to strengthen the international economy, from which the American people derive so many benefits. This means passing trade agreements that strengthen ties between the United States and the vast economies of East Asia and Europe. Contrary to what demagogues in both parties claim, ordinary Americans stand to gain significantly from the recently negotiated Trans-Pacific Partnership. According to the Peterson Institute for International Economics, the agreement will increase annual real incomes in the United States by $131 billion. The United States also needs to work to reform existing international institutions, such as the International Monetary Fund, so that rising economic powers such as China feel a greater stake in them, while also working with new institutions such as the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank to ensure that they reinforce rather than undermine liberal economic norms.
The revolution in energy, which has made the United States one of the world’s leading suppliers, offers another powerful advantage. With the right mix of policies, the United States could help allies in Europe and Asia diversify their sources of supply and thus reduce their vulnerability to Russian manipulation. Nations such as Russia and Iran that rely heavily on hydrocarbon exports would be weakened, as would the OPEC oil cartel. The overall result would be a relative increase in our power and ability to sustain the order.
The world has come to recognize that education, creativity and innovation are key to prosperity, and most see the United States as a leader in these areas. Other nations want access to the American market, American finance and American innovation. Businesspeople around the world seek to build up their own Silicon Valleys and other U.S.-style centers of entrepreneurship. The U.S. government can do a better job of working with the private sector in collaborating with developing countries. And Americans need to be more, not less, welcoming to immigrants. Students studying at our world-class universities, entrepreneurs innovating in our high-tech incubators and immigrants searching for new opportunities for their families strengthen the United States and show the world the opportunities offered by democracy.
Americans need to be reminded what is at stake.
Finally, the United States needs to do more to reassure allies that it will be there to back them up if they face aggression. Would-be adversaries need to know that they would do better by integrating themselves into the present international order than by trying to undermine it. Accomplishing this, however, requires ending budget sequestration and increasing spending on defense and on all the other tools of international affairs. This investment would be more than paid for by the global security it would provide.
All these efforts are interrelated, and, indeed, a key task for responsible political leaders will be to show how the pieces fit together: how trade enhances security, how military power undergirds prosperity and how providing access to American education strengthens the forces dedicated to a more open and freer world.
Above all, Americans need to be reminded what is at stake. Many millions around the world have benefited from an international order that has raised standards of living, opened political systems and preserved the general peace. But no nation and no people have benefited more than Americans. And no nation has a greater role to play in preserving this system for future generations.
Solvency---Gene Editing---2NC
---increase investments into CRISPR Cas9 technology, Retron Library Recombineering, Cas-CLOVER Nucleases, Mini-Cas9 Enzymes, NgAgo Protein Gene Editing, CRISPR-Cpf1,  Zinc Finger Nucleases, TALENs, and FANA Antisense technology 
Solves gene editing better than CRISPR.
Scispot ’23 [Scispot; 2023; organizatoin that empowers biotech research with an AI-driven platform specializing in R&D data management, “Top 8 Alternative CRISPR-Cas9 Gene Editing Technologies, https://www.scispot.com/blog/8-notable-crispr-cas9-alternative-technologies]
The CRISPR Cas9 gene editing technology has become the pinnacle of innovation in synthetic biology. It enables scientists to easily alter genomes while being cheaper and more versatile than previously present technologies. However, CRISPR Cas9 does have its limitations. It can easily cut any specific pieces of DNA, but creating desired mutations within this DNA can be tricky and often toxic to the cells.
Here are eight alternatives to CRISPR Cas9 gene editing technology:
Retron Library Recombineering (RLR) Platform
Other gene editing techniques such as recombineering are being used to introduce mutations easily without breaking the DNA. Scientists at the Wyss Institute for Biologically Inspired Engineering and Harvard Medical School have created a Retron Library Recombineering (RLR) platform that can create millions of mutations while tagging them so everything can be screened at once.
Cas-CLOVER Nucleases
The CRISPR Cas9 technology uses a single guide RNA that is to create genomic cuts in unwanted sites. Hera BioLabs have created a high-precision Cas-CLOVER gene with an undetectable off-target activity that can be used as an alternative to CRISPR/Cas9. It achieves this specificity through the utilization of two guide RNAs.
Revolutionize your Crispr Cas9 gene editing alternative research with Scispot
Mini-Cas9 Enzymes
The Cas9 enzyme and the single RNA strand are too large to functionwork in the viruses used for gene therapy. Researchers have responded by creating a mini-Cas9 from the bacterium Staphylococcus aureus, which is small enough to fit inside of these viruses and has been tested in mice to correct the gene responsible for muscular dystrophy.
‍NgAgo Protein Gene Editing System
Researchers have also unveiled a new gene-editing system using the NgAgo protein to cut DNA at a specific site without requiring a guide RNA. This approach is being worked on and provides hope that proteins from the Argonaute family could provide a better alternative to CRISPR Cas9 gene editing.
‍CRISPR-Cpf1 System
The CRISPR-Cpf1 serves as a viable alternative to CRISPR Cas9 as it is much easier to deliver into the cells and tissues due to its smaller size than CRISPR-Cas9 This is because it requires only one RNA whereas CRISPR Cas9 requires two. It also cuts the DNA with more precision, enabling researchers to integrate DNA more efficiently.
‍Zinc Finger Nucleases (ZFNs)
These were the first endonucleases that could recognize and cleave target DNA at specific positions. They are made up of around 30 amino acid modules that interact with nucleotide triplets and can recognize long DNA sequences providing on-target specificity. NovoHelix offers gene editing services using ZFNs on animal models.
‍Transcription activator-like effector nucleases (TALENs)
These are restriction enzymes engineered to cut specific DNA sequences made by fusing a TAL effector, which can be engineered to bind to any desired DNA sequences. When combined with a suitable nuclease, these TALENs can easily cut DNA at specific locations. CROs like Biocytogen perform TALEN design and validation services that includes mouse model designing, and genotypic identification.
‍FANA Antisense Oligonucleotide (FANA ASO) technology
AUM Biotech's FANA Antisense Oligonucleotide (FANA ASO) technology can be used to silence or regulate mRNA, microRNA etc. The FANA oligos do not need any delivery agents or transfection reagents and can work on both in vitro and in vivo models. The platform is easy to optimize, non-toxic and cost-effective.
ADV---Capital Flight
Reshoring Impossible---1NC
Reshoring fails 
Shannon K. O'Neil 20, senior fellow for Latin America studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, 12-3-2020, "America’s Supply Chains Are Foreign Policy Now," Foreign Policy, https://foreignpolicy.com/2021/02/16/biden-supply-chains-manufacturing-foreign-policy-allies-globalization/
The push to bring manufacturing home is growing. A bill circulating in the U.S. House of Representatives would pay Intel and other semiconductor producers to set up chip foundries in the United States instead of Asia. Other efforts aim to boost domestic manufacturing of solar panels, electric batteries, and other building blocks for the clean-energy economy. Bolstering domestic production has other benefits too, starting with increasing the number of higher-paying jobs.
Yet it can become too much of a good thing. Production concentrated with a few U.S.-based manufacturers will make the country more vulnerable to shortages, rather than less. A rush to reshore production that U.S. companies long ago outsourced or in which they no longer hold cutting-edge expertise would be a recipe for mishaps and bottlenecks—also making Americans less safe, not more. And the sheer amount of subsidies required for any large-scale reshoring will create an open invitation to powerful corporations and their Washington lobbyists to game the system, favoring not the best or most innovative companies but the best-connected.

Manufacturing economy is impossible to recover – and, any domestic gains offset global growth. 
Porter 16—Editor and finance reporter at NYT and a MS in quantum fields and fundamental forces from Imperial College, London [Eduardo “The Mirage of a Return to Manufacturing Greatness,” The New York Times, 26 Apr, http://tinyurl.com/mco6p24, accessed 22 Apr 2017] 
In America’s factories, jobs are inevitably disappearing, too. But despite the political rhetoric, the problem is not mainly globalization. Manufacturing jobs are on the decline in factories around the world. “The observation is uncontroversial,” said Joseph Stiglitz, the Nobel-winning economist at Columbia University. “Global employment in manufacturing is going down because productivity increases are exceeding increases in demand for manufactured products by a significant amount.” The consequences of this dynamic are often misunderstood, not least by politicians offering slogans to fix them. No matter how high the tariffs Mr. Trump wants to raise to encircle the American economy, he will not be able to produce a manufacturing renaissance at home. Neither would changing tax rules to limit corporate flight from the United States, as Mrs. Clinton proposes. “The likelihood that we will get a manufacturing recovery is close to nil,” Professor Stiglitz said. “We are more likely to have a smaller share of a shrinking pie.” Look at it this way: Over the course of the 20th century, farm employment in the United States dropped to 2 percent of the work force from 41 percent, even as output soared. Since 1950, manufacturing’s share has shrunk to 8.5 percent of nonfarm jobs, from 24 percent. It still has a ways to go. The shrinking of manufacturing employment is global. In other words, strategies to restore manufacturing jobs in one country will amount to destroying them in another, in a worldwide zero-sum game.

Reshoring Now---1NC
Manufacturing is reshoring---coming back home
Pytell ’21 [Jim; November 8, 2021; Managing Editor; NJB Magazine, “Bringing Manufacturing Back to US Shores,” https://njbmagazine.com/monthly-articles/bringing-manufacturing-back-to-us-shores]
The current reshoring of manufacturing may be more than just a fad.
The ability to claim that a product was “Made in America” is a symbol of pride for many businesses across the US. Supporting the national economy and providing jobs to fellow citizens is a clear motivator for many of our country’s manufacturers, but the rising costs of goods and labor over the years has seen companies shifting operations offshore and buying materials and products from other countries in an attempt to save money.
However, Paul Harencak, vice president of business development & technical services at Moonachie-based LPS Industries, believes that an increase in reshoring – the practice of bringing manufacturing and services back to the US from overseas – may become more common.
“There is a general trend within manufacturing companies to try to buy domestically,” Harencak says. “Offshoring began decades ago to take advantage of lower wages and more relaxed environmental and tax regulations, but [the savings which were] a major incentive 10 or 15 years ago have become less of an incentive over the past couple years.”
With price increases overseas, and the pandemic wreaking havoc on the supply chain, businesses may begin weighing their lower savings from offshoring against its common challenges such as longer shipping times, the potential for a lower quality of product, and concerns about protecting intellectual property rights.
Harencak says that given the current state of the supply chain, conducting international business has become an eye-opening experience for many companies.
“You are at the mercy of so many variables that it not only becomes expensive, but also uncontrollable,” he says.
To put into perspective how crazy things have gotten, at press time, the Los Angeles and Long Beach ports in California, which are responsible for nearly half of all US imports, are dealing with a record backlog of cargo ships, with some 65 ships anchored or drifting in the Pacific Ocean to dock and unload. With wait times for the vessels of up to three weeks, businesses could be waiting months before they see their products.
Reshoring now---it’s resurrecting domestic manufacturing
Salzman ‘21 [Avi; September 22, 2021; Barron’s Business Journal, “The U.S. Is On Track to Bring a Record Number of Jobs Back to the Country,” Factiva]
The trend of companies "reshoring" their workforces has accelerated this year, according to a new report from a nonprofit that tracks the trend. The U.S. is on track to add 220,000 jobs from reshoring or foreign direct investment in 2021, up from a record 160,000 jobs in 2020, according to the Reshoring Initiative, which promotes reshoring and helps manufacturers set up shop in the U.S.
The increase comes as the Biden administration has been pushing to add more manufacturing capacity in the U.S. to strengthen supply chains for essential items like computer chips used in cars and tech devices and raw materials used in electric vehicles. Shortages of those products have caused costs to rise and slowed production at U.S. manufacturers, weighing on overall economic growth.
Reshoring accounted for 62% of the jobs added in the first half of the year, with foreign investment accounting for the rest, the report said. The areas that added the most jobs include chips, electric vehicle batteries, personal protective equipment (PPE), pharmaceuticals, and rare earths—industries where global supply chains have been disrupted in the past two years. The initiative expects more than 1,800 companies will announce new jobs created by reshoring or foreign direct investment by the end of the year, a record.
Biden has spoken often about wanting manufacturing to return to the U.S. from countries like China, both because it would add to U.S. jobs and it would make the U.S. less prone to supply chain disruptions. President Trump had also made restoring domestic manufacturing a key part of his political platform.
Actually setting up new plants in the U.S. is no easy feat, however. The International Council on Clean Transportation said in a report this year that the U.S. share of cumulative electric vehicle production fell between 2017 and 2020, to 18% of global production from 20%, for instance. Biden has kept in place tariffs that Trump had issued against China, and issued an executive order earlier this year to study ways to stimulate domestic manufacturing. The Biden administration's study is leading it to invest more in building capacity to make medicines and other critical items domestically.
The Reshoring Initiative, which is partially sponsored by manufacturing associations and technology suppliers, says that the administration needs to focus more on bringing down costs for manufacturing. Among its proposals are changes to taxes, and longer-term investment in skilled training.
Alt Causes---1NC
Tons of alt causes to offshoring—less expenses, younger workforce, and higher productivity in other economies
The Economist ’24 The Economist is a magazine that analyzes global economics and geopolitics. “China is the West’s Corporate R&D Lab. Can it Remain So?” The Economist, https://www.economist.com/business/2024/07/18/china-is-the-wests-corporate-r-and-d-lab-can-it-remain-so, Published July 18th, 2024, accessed July 23rd, 2024 by NT-BH
China is, famously, the world’s factory and a giant market for the world’s companies. More unremarked is its growing role as the world’s research-and-development laboratory. Between 2012 and 2021 foreign firms increased their collective Chinese research personnel by a fifth, to 716,000. Their annual R&D spending in the country almost doubled, to 338bn yuan ($52bn). Add investments by local firms and China now matches Europe’s R&D tally (see chart). Only America splurges more.
[CHART OMMITTED] 
In 2022, despite harsh covid-19 lockdowns, 25 new foreign R&D centres opened in Shanghai. Last year, when overall foreign direct investments in China shrivelled by 80%, those in R&D rose by 4%. In the process, Western R&D centres in China have been re-engineered, from places to learn about the domestic market into hotbeds of innovation whose fruits can be found in products sold everywhere.
Foreign chief executives now believe that China’s brainpower and its innovation-curious regulatory regime are crucial ingredients of their companies’ global success. Nowhere else in the world can newfangled technologies, from novel drugs to flying taxis, be tested as quickly as in China, marvels a foreign diplomat. So even as the Chinese economy slows—it grew by a surprisingly tepid 4.7% in the second quarter, year on year—and multinational businesses try to reduce their reliance on Chinese supply chains amid mounting geopolitical tension, global CEOs are desperate to protect this critical third function of their Chinese operations.
Last year, Volkswagen invested more than $1bn in an innovation centre in the inland city of Hefei. Bosch, a fellow German firm that supplies parts to Volkswagen and other car giants, is building its own $1bn R&D outpost in nearby Suzhou. HSBC, a British bank, employs thousands of people at an R&D centre in southern China, where they are working on uses of AI. as well as other advanced technology such as blockchains and biometrics.
In February AstraZeneca, a British pharmaceutical company, said it would turn its Shanghai operation into a global R&D hub. In March Apple, maker of the iPhone, unveiled new R&D initiatives around Shenzhen. The next month Bayer, a German drugs-and-chemicals firm, said it was increasing its presence in Shanghai to bring “more technology from China to the world”. In June Tesla, an American electric-vehicle (EV) pioneer, was granted permission by Shanghai’s authorities to conduct tests of its most advanced autonomous-driving systems on the city’s streets.
A big reason for doing lots of R&D in China is the country’s surplus of young engineers and scientists. Southern China is full of small companies developing all manner of clever technologies, from new chemicals to artificial intelligence (AI). This is a giant talent pool in which foreign multinationals can fish.
The Chinese boffins are certainly quite a catch. They are no less talented than their counterparts in the West, where many of them studied and worked, but still command considerably lower pay. The average monthly salary for a newly minted PhD at a foreign company in China is around 13,000 yuan, a third of what they would make in America. One multinational’s China boss reckons he gets 30% more working hours out of his research staff in China than his company manages to coax from similar workers in Europe.
A lot of this work is focused on D rather than R. In many areas China still produces less basic research than America but, by many accounts, more applications. Its app economy is the world’s most sophisticated and, as one AI researcher at a foreign firm in Shanghai explains, leading the world in bringing machine learning to the masses. Cosmetics companies tend to launch more products in China than in other places—and also discontinue more. This lets them test consumers’ reactions more rapidly than in other places, says a marketing specialist. Products which pass the Chinese test can then be offered abroad.
Pharmaceutical companies, among the world’s biggest spenders on R&D, can tap a burgeoning network of world-class contract-research outfits that carry out trials more cheaply than in the West. They have also found that the Chinese are keener to participate in clinical trials than people in other places. China’s population of 1.4bn means that it is also easier to recruit sufficient numbers of patients even for trials of drugs targeting rare diseases, adds Eric Bouteiller of China Europe International Business School.
Trials, whether of cosmetics, apps, medicines or autonomous vehicles, are made simpler by China’s regulatory forbearance. Local governments vie with each other, and with other countries, to be leaders in emerging industries that will undergird what Xi Jinping, China’s president, calls “high-quality growth”.
Pharma executives praise Chinese rules for clinical studies that are independently designed and conducted by researchers rather than drugmakers. In some fields, such as cell therapies for cancer, these investigator-initiated trials in China are identifying successful treatments faster than in other places, says Susan Galbraith of AstraZeneca. Developers of passenger drones are similarly complimentary about rules that allow them to fly their contraptions in designated zones springing up in Chinese cities. Volkswagen began testing a prototype drone in the province of Inner Mongolia in 2022, a world first for a legacy carmaker. Forget San Francisco, says a foreign executive participating in such tests. If you want to set up a testing programme quickly, you had better come to China.
Western companies would understandably hate to be shut out of this R&D paradise. Some are nonetheless bracing for such an eventuality. In June America’s Treasury department issued draft rules that would ban American firms from investing in ai, semiconductors, microelectronics and quantum computing in China. These could come into force later this year.
High taxes are a massive cause of capital flight
Dr. Ithai Lurie 22, Financial Economist with the Office of Tax Analysis at the U.S. Department of Treasury with an Economics PhD from Northwestern; and Dr. Cristobal Young, Associate Sociology Professor at Cornell with a PhD from Princeton,7/28/2022, “Taxing the rich: The effect of tax reform and the COVID-19 pandemic on tax flight among U.S. millionaires,” https://equitablegrowth.org/taxing-the-rich-the-effect-of-tax-reform-and-the-covid-19-pandemic-on-tax-flight-among-u-s-millionaires/#:~:text=Taxing%20the%20rich%20is%20one,quality%20of%20life%20for%20everyone.
Taxing the rich is one of the central policy debates in this time of rising inequality. Elite taxation can change the distribution of income in society, support equitable growth, and finance public goods and services that improve the quality of life for everyone. None of these goals are well served, however, if taxes lead to high levels of tax flight among U.S. millionaires. Progressive taxation, especially at the state level, ultimately depends on the embeddedness of the tax base. In other words, are the rich “mobile millionaires,” readily drawn to places with lower tax rates? Or are they “embedded elites,” who are reluctant to migrate away from places where they have been highly successful?
Supply-side economics has long argued that taxes on the rich cause avoidance behavior and reduce the incentive to work, invest, and innovate. Amid the growing red state/blue state rivalry in the United States, tax incentives for migration have become a new focus of debate. Why would rich people continue to live in New York, New Jersey, or California when they could save large sums in taxes by moving to places such as Florida, Texas, or Nevada? Of course, taxes also fund public goods that the rich consume—not even the richest city dweller can get to work without public infrastructure—but top earners have greater ability to opt out of many public services such as schools and social services. From this view, the rich seem motivated and mobile—sensitive to taxation and readily capable of exit.
Yet there are myriad social dimensions that rich households face when migrating to avoid taxes. Top earners are often the “working rich,” with many roots in the places where they built their careers. Others are business owners with complex ties between customers, suppliers, and workers that are not easily relocated. Top earners are often married, have school-aged children, and have lived in their state for many years—social factors that tie people to places. These ties represent place-specific social capital, a form of embeddedness that makes migration costly.
Our new working paper, “Taxing the Rich: How Incentives and Embeddedness Shape Millionaire Tax Flight,” examines the joint effect of incentives and embeddedness on the mobility of the rich in the United States. Drawing on administrative tax data from IRS tax returns of top income earners, we study two large-scale “natural experiments,” which are contrasting real-life situations that social scientists investigate to determine cause-and-effect relationships. The first is the federal Tax Cuts and Jobs Act of 2017, which changed tax incentives to favor low-tax states. The second is the COVID-19 pandemic, which began in early 2020 in the United States and which deeply disrupted people’s socioeconomic attachments to places.
The 2017 federal tax bill championed by then-President Donald Trump cut the top income tax rate but also raised taxes on some top earners by capping a deduction used most heavily in so-called blue states: the state and local tax deduction. This made the tax reform highly polarizing, actually raising taxes on millionaires in many blue states, such as New York and California, while cutting taxes in red states, such as Florida and Texas. Many predicted dramatic migration flows of top earners from high-tax to low-tax states. President Trump himself soon moved his permanent residence from New York to Florida.
To study the 2017 tax reform, we used administrative data from IRS tax returns, drawing on more than 12 million observations. We employed so-called difference-in-differences models, which compare the changes in outcomes over time between a population affected by the tax cuts and the pandemic (the treatment group) and a population not affected (the comparison group). Tax-induced migration can occur along two different margins: the decision of whether to move at all and, conditional on moving, what destination to select. We examine each margin in detail.
In a typical year, a small number of millionaires circulate between states: Roughly 2.7 percent of the millionaire population moves across state lines, exchanging one state for another. How much did the 2017 tax reform influence this migration? In our working paper, we examined migration rates for every income group, starting from those with the lowest incomes to those making $5 million a year or more. We also examined migration rates for those living in low-tax states, who were incentivized to stay, and high-tax states, who were incentivized to move. Migration patterns before and after the tax reform law passed were essentially identical. (See Figure 1.)
In a 2018 opinion piece published in The Wall Street Journal, “So Long, California. Sayonara, New York,” economists Arthur Laffer and Stephen Moore predicted that “based on the historical relationship between tax rates and migration patterns, both California and New York will lose on net about 800,000 residents over the next three years—roughly twice the number that left from 2014-16.” Then-New York Gov. Andrew Cuomo (D) likewise feared that his state’s millionaires would flee to a better tax environment. Yet our estimate of this migration, as shown in Figure 1, is zero.
Indeed, millionaires generally have low rates of migration—lower than that of the poor—because they are rooted in place by socioeconomic ties, such as employment, marriage, children at home, and business ownership. There is a subset of millionaires with high migration rates and who fit the image of the mobile millionaire. They are relatively young, unmarried, childless, and earn their money from capital rather than work. We term these individuals the “anomic elite,” who are unencumbered by place-based attachments. They move more frequently but are a small minority of the millionaire population.
After the decision to move, a second element of tax migration is the choice of destinations that movers select. To analyze this, we focus only on those millionaires who actually move. Among movers, did lower-tax states become more attractive after federal tax reform? 
It is perhaps surprisingly common to see millionaires move into states that charge them higher tax rates. Basketball star LeBron James, for example, made a series of moves from Florida (no income tax) to Ohio (5 percent top rate) to California (13 percent top rate). Many millionaire moves are also between states that have roughly the same tax rate. There are many idiosyncratic and personal reasons why millionaires move, and most migrations do not come with a net tax advantage. Nevertheless, there is a systematic pattern in which low-tax states are favored as migration destinations. The effect is modest, but millionaire migration tends to flow from high-tax to low-tax states.
In our database on cross-border migration flows, the elasticity of the millionaire population with respect to the top tax rate is 0.14. For the average state, if top tax rates rise by 1 percent, this causes roughly 13 more out-migrations and 12 fewer in-migrations, from a base population of more than 9,000 millionaires—amounting to a population loss among millionaires of one-third of 1 percent.
We also see that when the tax reform changed the relative tax rates between states, low-tax states increased their share of millionaire destinations while high-tax states lost shares. For California, the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act produced a loss of roughly 380 millionaires from a base population of 81,000, or 0.5 percent of the millionaire population. Similarly, we calculate that Texas gained 140 millionaires due to the 2017 tax law, a 0.4 percent increase on its base population of 39,000 millionaires.
Inequality---1NC
Inequality is decreasing---AFF evidence is doomerism. 
James Pethokoukis, 1-12-2024, senior fellow and the DeWitt Wallace Chair at the American Enterprise Institute (AEI), where he analyzes US economic policy, "When It Comes to the State of the American Economy, Let’s Keep It Real," American Enterprise Institute - AEI, https://www.aei.org/economics/when-it-comes-to-the-state-of-the-american-economy-lets-keep-it-real/, KL
Of course, if your goal is merely to spread misinformation—kind of common social media—you’re probably not too concerned about getting the facts wrong over and over and over. Such a person is also probably not too interested in info suggesting American poverty is way lower than many people think. As a group of economists write in the new study “Evaluating the Success of the War on Poverty since 1963 Using an Absolute Full-Income Poverty Measure”: “While the official poverty rate fell from 19.5% in 1963 to 10.5% in 2019, our absolute full-income poverty measure—which uses a fuller income measure and updates thresholds only for inflation—fell from 19.5% to 1.6%.” 
Or how about a recent study by Gerald Auten and David Splinter that found that income inequality has changed little over time, challenging the widespread notion that it has substantially increased. Specifically, they discovered that the top one percent of income earners received nine percent of after-tax income in 2019, only a slight increase from eight percent in 1960. Then there’s research by my AEI colleague Michael Strain that found income inequality across all households—after accounting for taxes and government transfers and estimated with a Gini coefficient—fell by more than five percent between 2007 and 2019.
The impulse to push doom and gloom is alluring, I know. So on it goes, another day, another questionable stat overstating economic troubles. As such the good work countering such presenting economic reality also continues.
Inequality’s declining. 
Wright et. al ‘19 [Joshua D., Elyse Dorsey, Jonathan Klick, and Jan M. Rybnicek; University Professor and Executive Director, Global Antitrust Institute at Scalia Law School; Attorney Advisor to Commissioner Noah Joshua Phillips, United States Federal Trade Commission; Professor of Law, University of Pennsylvania; Counsel in the antitrust, competition, and trade practice of Freshfields, Bruckahus Deringer LLP; Arizona State Law Review, “REQUIEM FOR A PARADOX: The Dubious Rise and Inevitable Fall of Hipster Antitrust,” vol. 51] 
2. The Empirical Evidence: Is Inequality Really Growing?
All of the papers discussed above assume that inequality has increased in recent years. This view is fairly common among economists and would seem to be borne out as seen in Figure 2 below, which presents the Gini coefficient for U.S. incomes for the last fifty years.166
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Figure 3, which plots the ratio of the share of US income among the fifth quintile of income-earning households to the share among the first quintile of households167 tells a similar story.
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Robert Kaestner and Darren Lubotsky underscore the point that inequality measures can be significantly affected by a failure to account for government transfers and employee benefits that presumably substitute for cash income.168 Given that healthcare costs have grown faster than inflation in recent years, a failure to account for health insurance benefits could significantly affect economic inequality measures. Reviewing estimates from the literature, Kaestner and Lubotsky find that including health insurance substantially reduces the gap between incomes at the high end of the distribution and those at the low end.169 Interestingly, however, the authors find that there is still an upward trend in inequality over time when the cash equivalent of health insurance and government transfers are included.170 The trend, however, is substantially muted.171 Specifically, including government transfers and the imputed value of employer subsidized health insurance, Kaestner and Lubotsky indicate that the ratio of income between households at the ninetieth percentile and the tenth percentile was about five in 1995, growing to 5.2 in 2004 and to 5.6 in 2012.172
Census data proves.
Gramm ’21 [Phil and John Early; March 23; a former chairman of the Senate Banking Committee and a visiting scholar at the American Enterprise Institute; served twice as assistant commissioner at the Bureau of Labor Statistics; Wall Street Journal, “Incredible Shrinking Income Inequality,” https://www.wsj.com/articles/incredible-shrinking-income-inequality-11616517284;] 
Twice over the past 50 years, the Census Bureau has significantly changed how it collects and records income statistics. In 1993 and 2013 the Census Bureau changed its methods in an effort to collect better information from high-income households. These changes created two major discontinuities and distorted the time-series so that the change in measured income inequality in those years was as much as 15 times the average annual change found for the entire 50-year period. At the time, the Census Bureau explained in detail what it had done. It also explained the limitations the changes imposed on the use of its income-inequality measure to look at changes over extended periods. In subsequent use of the data by the Census Bureau and others, however, those warnings have been neglected.
The simple solution would have been to isolate the distortions caused solely by the changes in data-collection techniques and adjusted the previous years’ measures to reflect the effect of the changes. We made these adjustments and they are shown in the nearby figure. The blue line is the actual reported Census Bureau measurement of income inequality. The yellow line eliminates the effects of the 1993 and 2013 discontinuities caused solely by changes in measurement technique. The black line shows income inequality when the value of all transfer payments received is counted as income, income is reduced by taxes paid, and the two technical corrections are made.
Lo and behold—income inequality is lower than it was 50 years ago.
The raging debate over income inequality in America calls to mind the old Will Rogers adage: “It ain’t what you don’t know that gets you into trouble. It is what you do know that ain’t so.” We are debating the alleged injustice of a supposedly growing social problem when—for all the reasons outlined above—that problem isn’t growing, it’s shrinking. Those who want to transform the greatest economic system in the history of the world ought to get their facts straight first.
Including rental and self-income data shows inequality hasn’t changed in nine decades.
Atkinson ‘21 [Robert; 3/10/21; Founder and President of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, Ph.D. in City and Regional Planning from the University of North Carolina; "How Progressives Have Spun Dubious Theories and Faulty Research Into a Harmful New Antitrust Doctrine," https://itif.org/publications/2021/03/10/how-progressives-have-spun-dubious-theories-and-faulty-research-harmful-new]
Myth 7: Market Concentration Has Caused Labor’s Share of Income to Fall26
Neo-Brandeisians have argued that increased market concentration has reduced the share of national income going to labor. The idea is that as companies gain more market power, they take an increased share of economic output, with workers getting less.
But according to the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, virtually none of labor’s lost share of income goes to increased profits, as a theory of market power might predict. Rather, the gains are almost totally from increases in both rental income—imputed rent (the value an owner would get from renting the home they occupy at market rates) homeowners receive and actual rent renters pay—and to some extent the mismeasurement of self-employment income. And when looking at the change in combined worker, rental, and self-employment income as a share of net national income, versus combined profits and net interest income, the former ratio is essentially unchanged over the last 90 years. (See figure 4.) In other words, the declining share of labor income has almost nothing do with monopoly power.
Economy---1NC
Global economy resilient to recessions---no collapse AND rebound true---proven by COVID
Tran ’19 [Hung and Jaime Caruana; April 9; nonresident senior fellow with the Atlantic Council and a former executive managing director of the Institute of International Finance; former general manager at Bank for International Settlements, member of the board of directors at BBVA; Atlantic Council, “Diversity builds financial resilience,” https://www.atlanticcouncil.org/blogs/new-atlanticist/diversity-builds-financial-resilience/]
The diversity of financial institutions, with their differences in business models, liability structures, time horizons, and investment motivations could contribute greatly to financial resilience. Since the 2008 crisis, financial institutional diversity has helped sustain market liquidity while banks have curtailed their market-making activity [a readiness to buy and sell securities to accommodate their clients] due to regulatory changes and business strategies. Improving resiliency and liquidity in financial markets is critical to better finance the real economy, allocate risks properly, and support financial stability.
Many financial institutions and practices, together with regulatory and accounting requirements, however, tend to exacerbate cyclical fluctuations in the economy by buying assets or extending credit in good times and cutting back in bad times. It is important, therefore, to promote financial diversity and foster counter-cyclical behaviors among institutions capable of doing so. This helps reduce the risk of market imbalances leading to liquidity crises and offset self-reinforcing dynamics in times of financial stress. This risk has become important to guard against as the International Monetary Fund’s just-released World Economic Outlook finds the global economy entering a synchronized slowing phase.
The idea is to exploit the natural differences in the balance sheet structures of financial institutions like banks and investment funds on the one hand, and insurance companies and pension funds on the other, and develop regulatory and accounting regimes that encourage diversity of behaviors.
Banks and investment funds have a positive duration gap in their balance sheets—meaning the average duration of their assets tends to be longer than that of their liabilities. Consequently, banks and investment funds tend to act in a pro-cyclical manner. When asset quality deteriorates, prices fall, and interest rates rise, the value of banks’ assets declines by more than that of their liabilities. Regulatory capital and liquidity requirements increase under those circumstances, pressuring banks to liquidate falling assets.
Investment funds can sell into falling markets to meet redemption demand, according to research by the Bank for International Settlements. Funds can also buy and sell at the same time if they use similar investment strategies, sharing economic and market views.
The pro-cyclical practices described above can be ameliorated to some extent by regulations requiring higher capital and liquidity ratios for banks as well as heightened liquidity risk management. Better capitalized banks with sufficient liquidity can arguably contribute less, but more reliable, market liquidity—compared with the very liquid pre-crisis market conditions driven by high leverage, which turned out to be illusionary. Funds can also maintain adequate cash positions to meet possible redemption demand. In any event, pro-cyclicality remains a natural tendency for those institutions and needs to be managed.
By contrast, insurance companies and pension funds have a negative duration gap in their balance sheets and, under some circumstances, could play a stabilizing role in mitigating selling pressure. As their average asset duration is much shorter than that of their liabilities, when rates rise, the value of their assets fall by less than that of their liabilities. This strengthens their solvency, allowing them to acquire assets having fallen in prices. They thus can act in a counter-cyclical manner. However, some research indicates that this counter-cyclical behavior may need to be further supported. The International Monetary Fund’s Global Financial Stability Report observed that life insurance companies—but not property and casualty insurers—and pension funds act counter-cyclically in liquidity crises, but pro-cyclically in solvency crises.
More recent empirical research, using recently available granular data on security-by-security holdings by EU institutional investors, shows that their behavior is more nuanced. Overall, insurers and pension funds behaved in a counter-cyclical manner, but the intensity of such effect has weakened since the pre-crisis period. Other preliminary research notes that the counter-cyclical behavior of insurers and pension funds can be observed for safe assets whose value can be discounted by the same risk-free rate used for liabilities. However, these institutions tend to pro-cyclically reduce holding of risk assets, including equities and corporate bonds, as their values tend to fall by more than liabilities in a market correction.
Regulators should encourage insurers and pension funds to make more use of the counter-cyclical measures provided in the EU insurance regulatory regime Solvency II—as highlighted by the European Insurance and Occupational Pension Authority. While interventions by government authorities are necessary to stabilize severe financial turmoil, more counter-cyclical behaviors by insurers and pension funds, many of which likely stay resilient in a crisis, can help reduce the frequency and severity of financial crises. Remember: during the Great Depression in the United States and its aftermath, some 7,000 banks failed but most of the insurers remained financially healthy.
Every theory of economic war is disproven by comprehensive studies.
Drezner ’16 [Daniel; 2016; Ph.D. and International Politics Professor at Tufts University; The System Worked: How the World Stopped Another Great Depression, “Chapter 3: Why the Misperception?” Oxford University Press, Reprint Edition]
Finally, the Great Recession did not lead to a deterioration in international security. Because political instability and violence can impinge on cross-border flows, increases in international conflict can dampen cross-border trade and exchange. During the initial stages of the crisis, multiple analysts asserted that the Great Recession would lead states to increase the use of political violence as a tool to stay in power.44 They voiced genuine concerns that the global economic downturn would lead to an increase in conflict—whether through greater internal repression, diversionary wars, arms races, or a ratcheting up of great-power rivalries. Violence in the Middle East, piracy on the high seas, border disputes in the South China Sea, riots in European cities, and even the disruptions of the Occupy movement fueled impressions of a global surge in public disorder. As fiscal austerity in the developed economies curtailed social spending, economists predicted an explosion of unrest. 45 
Initially, there was some evidence of deterioration. Following the 2008 financial crisis, there was a spike in global piracy, particularly off the Horn of Africa. The International Maritime Bureau reported that in 2009 alone, there was a 40 percent surge in piracy attacks, with attacks near Somalia quadrupling during the same period. The Institute for Economics and Peace, which has constructed the Global Peace Index annually since 2007, reported in 2013 that there had been a 5 percent deterioration in global peace since 2008. 46 
A closer look at the numbers, however, reveals more encouraging findings. What seemed to be an inexorable increase in piracy, for example, turned out to be a blip. By September 2013, the total numbers of piracy attacks had fallen to their lowest levels in seven years. Attacks near Somalia, in particular, declined substantially; the total number of attacks fell by 70 percent in 2012 and an additional 86 percent in the first nine months of 2013. Actual hijackings were down 43 percent compared to 2008/9 levels.47 The US Navy's figures reveal similar declines in the number and success rate of pirate attacks.48 Security concerns have not dented the opening of the global economy. As for the effect of the Great Recession on political conflict, the aggregate effects were surprisingly modest. A key conclusion of the Institute for Economics and Peace in its 2012 report was that "the average level of peacefulness in 2012 is approximately the same as it was in 2007."49 The institute's concern in its 2013 report about a decline in peace was grounded primarily in the increase in homicide rates—a source of concern, to be sure, but not exactly the province of global governance. Both interstate violence and global military expenditures have declined since the start of the financial crisis. Other studies confirm that the Great Recession has not triggered any increase in violent conflict. Looking at the post-crisis years, Lotta Themner and Peter Wallensteen conclude, "The pattern is one of relative stability when we consider the trend for the past five years." 50 The decline in secular violence that started with the end of the Cold War has not been reversed. Rogers Brubaker 73/452 observes that "the crisis has not to date generated the surge in protectionist nationalism or ethnic exclusion that might have been expected." 51
It won’t spillover. 
Djankov et al. ’21 [Simeon; April 19; Senior Fellow at the Peterson Institute for International Economics, Ph.D. in Economics from the University of Michigan; Peterson Institute for International Economics, “The United States has been disengaging from the global economy,” https://www.piie.com/research/piie-charts/united-states-has-been-disengaging-global-economy]
[bookmark: _ftnref1]The United States’ openness to the global economy can be measured by the cross-border flows of goods and services (trade); of capital (foreign direct investment and other types of financial assets); and of people (immigration).[1] By some of the most central measures, depicted in the figures below, US disengagement from globalization has been significant, particularly in comparison to the general trend in and behavior of other large high-income democracies. Former President Donald J. Trump may have pursued that decoupling with his policies discouraging offshoring of US manufacturing and imposing tariffs on imports. But the trend of US deglobalization began with US administrations well before Trump took office in 2017.
The figures also illustrate that these successive US governments’ efforts to protect selected domestic workers by insulating them from the global economy have already failed—the US workforce is no better off, and in many ways worse off, than other advanced democracies, which increased their openness to the global economy at the same time: Labor force participation in general and for women in particular is lower; manufacturing jobs have declined as a share of employment at the same rate; and labor earnings as a share of GDP have followed the same path.
In his newly published article “The Price of Nostalgia: America’s Self-Defeating Economic Retreat” in Foreign Affairs, the bimonthly journal published by the Council on Foreign Relations, Adam S. Posen argues that making life better for American lower-income workers depends on the United States reopening to global economic cooperation and integration. The figures below showing signs of the deteriorating US role in the world economy were adapted from research for that article.
Dollar Heg---1NC
Dollar heg is resilient because of geopolitics, not economics. 
Carla Norrlöf 23, Senior Fellow at the Atlantic Council, Professor of Political Science at the University of Toronto, Ph.D. from the Graduate Institute of International Studies, “The Dollar Still Dominates,” Foreign Affairs, 02-21-2023, https://www.foreignaffairs.com/united-states/dollar-still-dominates
The sanctions against Russia are contributing to a realignment of global currency holdings. The countries supporting sanctions on Russia have strong geopolitical incentives to continue holding and using dollars for international reserve and payment purposes since doing so reinforces the constraining impact of the sanctions and helps ensure their future effectiveness. Any economic incentives these governments previously had to diversify away from traditional currencies, particularly the U.S. dollar, by increasing the proportion of other currencies in their reserves and international transactions must now be weighed against the geopolitical incentives to hold dollars. As security concerns eclipse economic ones, the United States and Europe are limiting their economic dependence on foreign adversaries and pushing to relocate manufacturing and supply chains to allied nations in what has come to be known as “friend shoring.” Just as countries are beginning to source goods and inputs from friendly nations, they are likely to adopt the currencies of friendly nations. The size of the sanctioning coalition, the number of nonparticipating sanctions supporters, and the number of countries under the U.S. security umbrella, make large-scale currency diversification away from the dollar unlikely, as shown by two recent studies.
Together, the coalition arrayed against Russia accounts for more than 90 percent of global currency reserves, approximately 80 percent of global investment, and 60 percent of world trade and world economic output. Overcoming that dominance would be difficult even if every country that has declined to sanction Russia fell in line behind an organized anti-dollar coalition.
Countries not participating in sanctions against Russia do not necessarily disagree with the goals behind them: ending the war in Ukraine and deterring future territorial aggression. And many of those countries still have incentives to strengthen the global dollar-centered system. Fully half of the United States’ formal security allies are not participating in the sanctions regime against Russia. Together, this group of countries, which includes Argentina, Brazil, Chile, Pakistan, the Philippines, Thailand, and Turkey, represents six percent of the world’s GDP, seven percent of global trade, and two percent of global investment. Developing countries that have not sanctioned Russia are feeling the brunt of the sanctions’ secondary effects: inflation, currency depreciation, and supply chain shortages. Still, they are unlikely to respond to this fallout by siding with Russia unless the West inflicts further pain on them—for example, by diverting aid to Ukraine and cutting off foreign aid to them.
With geopolitical tensions rising, it is likely that an old security logic for the use of the dollar will take hold. Historically, allies have offered currency support in exchange for defense commitments. Most famously, the United States stationed 200,000 troops in West Germany during the Cold War. In return, President John F. Kennedy asked Berlin to procure military equipment as a way of reducing the U.S. current account deficit, supporting the dollar, decreasing the outflow of gold, and bolstering the credibility of the fixed dollar-gold regime arising from U.S. military spending. When security concerns receded after the Cold War, economic calculations took over, with geopolitics taking a back seat in determining dollar holdings and transactions. But with Russia’s invasion of Ukraine, the security drivers of economic exchange have returned with a vengeance.
BUCK UP	
Great-power competition poses serious risks to the dollar’s dominance in the global economy. Geopolitically induced dollar support is, however, working to stabilize and increase dollar holdings. The coalition behind the sanctions against Russia is broad, wealthy, and militarily powerful, and its objective of ending Russia’s barbarous war is widely shared, even by those not participating in the sanctions. And even though many countries look on the sanctions against Russia with alarm, they have other geopolitical reasons to support the dollar. For in a less secure world, countries privilege survival and are more likely to support states capable of helping them secure their territorial integrity, giving the United States an edge because of its vast security network.
Dollar hegemony is resilient.
Andreas Kluth 10-9-2023, Bloomberg Opinion columnist covering US diplomacy, national security and geopolitics. "Dollar Hegemony Is Here to Stay, for Worse and (Mostly) Better." Bloomberg. https://www.bloomberg.com/opinion/articles/2023-10-09/dollar-hegemony-is-here-to-stay-for-worse-and-mostly-better. DL
Which, more or less, it continues to be, despite the hallucinations of people like Gaetz, and to the chagrin of Lula and his ilk. Central banks around the world still keep most of their foreign-exchange reserves in dollars. And exporters everywhere love to invoice in dollars — the euro tops the dollar only in Europe itself. Most tellingly perhaps, individual people outside the US hoard an estimated $1 trillion in dollar notes as if those were gold ingots.
All the reports in recent decades of the dollar’s imminent demise as global money have therefore been vastly exaggerated. The euro didn’t displace it, nor will crypto currencies or the Chinese renminbi. One reason is the inertia of network effects. As Steven Kamin, a former director of international finance at the Federal Reserve Board, puts it, “everyone uses the dollar because everyone uses the dollar.” Even China, which hates dollar supremacy, only seems to be diversifying away from the US currency, but really isn’t.
No impact to dollar decline
Stratfor 16 – “The Decline of the Dollar Is Not the Decline of the United States”, 5/2/2016 https://worldview.stratfor.com/article/decline-dollar-not-decline-united-states
For the United States, such a loss would be manageable so long as the transition is slow and does not cause a sudden run on the dollar. The tangible benefits of having the global reserve currency have always been up for debate, with some studies suggesting it adds less than 1 percent to gross domestic product. Former Fed Chairman Ben Bernanke recently noted that the benefits are "mostly symbolic." However, from a geopolitical perspective, a more distributed international financial system would surely undermine the United States' ability to slap sanctions on companies that do business with U.S. rivals. That said, the United States' power does not rest on any single tool. A weakening of its stranglehold over international financial transactions would weaken just one method for the United States to project power. Our view is that the dollar would likely still play a large part in any successor currency regime. That role might not approach, as it does today, the roughly 45 percent of cross-border payments nor the 64 percent of global foreign exchange reserves held, but the dollar would likely retain the largest share in a successor regime — especially if the eurozone falls apart. While this might require the United States to adjust its debt situation, it is likely that the transition would be slow as other countries gradually diversify their holdings and payments away from the dollar, given that the dollar has no clear successor. The U.S. debt situation could certainly come to a head over the next two decades (as could those of other major economies) but in the aftermath, the overall strengths of the U.S. economy would make recovery easier. Superpowers throughout history have seen the levers that enforce their status come and go, but the very definition of a superpower is that it naturally develops new ones to replace those that break. Until a single, unified bloc can balance the United States in the same way that the Soviet Union did, it will remain the center of the global geopolitical system regardless of the role the dollar plays.

No alternative.
Desmond Lachman 21, Resident fellow at the American Enterprise Institute. He was formerly a deputy director in the International Monetary Fund's Policy Development and Review Department and the chief emerging market economic strategist at Salomon Smith Barney, "Coming Soon: The Demise of the U.S. Dollar?" National Interest, 02/01/2021, https://nationalinterest.org/feature/coming-soon-demise-us-dollar-177428.
A basic point that the dollar bears overlook is that for the U.S. dollar to depreciate, it has to depreciate against the world’s other major currencies. Yet currently it would seem that those currencies are beset by problems as serious, if not more serious, than those besetting the U.S. dollar.
The troubles currently facing the Euro, the main challenger to the dollar’s dominant international reserve currency position, would illustrate this point. Not only is Europe experiencing a very much deeper economic recession than the United States and not only does Europe now have significantly negative interest rates. Europe also appears to be on the cusp of another round of the Eurozone debt crisis that could pose an existential threat to the Euro.
It is particularly troubling that the next Eurozone sovereign debt crisis is likely to be centered on Italy, a country whose economy is some ten times the size of that of Greece. Never before has Italy had a larger budget deficit or a higher public debt to GDP ratio than it has today. Yet stuck in a Euro straitjacket and deep in an economic recession, Italy will not be able to restore order to its public finances without resorting to a debt restructuring that could shake the Euro’s very foundations.
Neither Japan nor China, whose currencies to date have not been very widely used as reserve currencies, are likely to pose a real threat to the dollar anytime soon. Japan currently has public finances that make those in the United States look balanced. Meanwhile, China is presently in the midst of a credit bubble of epic proportion and it continues to maintain strict capital controls that would seem to disqualify its extensive use as a reserve currency.
ADV---Innovation
1NC---State Regs
State regs solve pollution.
Safer States, ND, national alliance of environmental health organizations and coalitions from across the nation working to safeguard people and the planet from toxic chemicals, "PFAS", Safer States, No Date,, https://www.saferstates.org/priorities/pfas/. Accessed 7-17-2024 by NT-JJ.
Policies for Addressing PFAS
34 states have introduced 301 policies to protect people from toxic chemicals.
145 state policies have been adopted in 28 states.

2NC---State Regs
Plenty of safe states---we’ll insert a chart.
Safer States, ND, national alliance of environmental health organizations and coalitions from across the nation working to safeguard people and the planet from toxic chemicals, "PFAS", Safer States, No Date,, https://www.saferstates.org/priorities/pfas/. Accessed 7-17-2024 by NT-JJ.
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1NC---PFAS
No PFAS impact---new EPA rule solves.
EPA, 24, It’s the United States Environmental Protection Agency, "Key EPA Actions to Address PFAS", 05-07-2024, https://www.epa.gov/pfas/key-epa-actions-address-pfas. Accessed 7-17-2024 by NT-JJ.
First-Ever National Drinking Water Standard for PFAS
In April 2024, EPA issued the first-ever national, legally enforceable drinking water standard to protect communities from exposure to harmful PFAS. The final rule will reduce PFAS exposure for approximately 100 million people, prevent thousands of deaths, and reduce tens of thousands of serious illnesses. EPA concurrently announced a further $1 billion to help states and territories implement PFAS testing and treatment at public water systems and to help owners of private wells address PFAS contamination.

1NC---Microplastics
No microplastics impact---prefer the WHO’s report.
Jonathan Watts, 19, global environment editor @ the Guardian, "Microplastics in water: no proof yet they are harmful, says WHO", Guardian, 8-21-2019, https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2019/aug/22/microplastics-in-water-not-harmful-to-humans-says-who-report. Accessed 7-17-2024 by NT-JJ.
Microplastics are increasingly found in drinking water, but there is no evidence so far that this poses a risk to humans, according to a new assessment by the World Health Organization.
However, the United Nations body warned against complacency because more research is needed to fully understand how plastic spreads into the environment and works its way through human bodies.
There is no universally agreed definition of microplastics but they are generally considered to be smaller than half a millimetre across.
Plastic production has grown exponentially in recent decades and is predicted to double again by 2025, said the report, which means more beads and threads are breaking down into minute particles and winding up in water supplies, pipes, cups, throats and bellies. Studies suggest bottled drinking water even contains minuscule elements of the polymers used in the container and cap.
This has prompted concerns that humans might be contaminated by the chemicals used in plastics or the pathogens that ride on the particles. More alarming still are suggestions that vital systems could be overwhelmed by the alien matter, conjuring up images of seabirds, fish and other wild animals with their innards choked with plastic waste.
These fears are not grounded in science, according to the WHO report, which summarises peer-reviewed research on the subject.
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