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Majority of U.S voters support the TRIPS COVID-19 waiver
Stone 23 [Christopher Stone, Space Review, February 25, 2023, “US cooperation with China in space: Some thoughts to consider for space advocates and policy makers,” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/2246] //nealgupta
Senator Bernie Sanders & Representative Ilhan Omar respond to a shock poll showing that a large majority of US voters want Biden to temporarily waive patent protections on Covid-19 vaccines.
A new poll finds that 60% of US voters want President Joe Biden to endorse the motion by more than 100 lower- and middle-income countries to temporarily waive patent protections on Covid-19 vaccines at the World Trade Organization. Only 28% disagreed.
The survey, carried out by Data for Progress and the Progressive International, shows a super majority of 72% registered Democrats want Biden to temporarily waive patent barriers to speed vaccine roll out and reduce costs for developing nations. Even registered Republicans support the action by margin of 50% in favor to 36% opposed.
The new polling shows that “there is a popular mandate from the US American people to put human life and economic recovery ahead of corporate profits and a broken intellectual property system,” said David Adler, the general coordinator of the Progressive International. Burcu Kilic, research director of the access to medicines program at Public Citizen and member of Progressive International’s Council, called on Biden to “listen to Americans who put him in power” and “do the right thing.”
Due to WTO intellectual property rules, countries are barred from producing the current leading approved vaccines, including US-produced Moderna, Pfizer and Johnson & Johnson. In October of 2020, South Africa and India presented the WTO with a proposal to temporarily waivers these rules for the duration of the pandemic so that vaccines can be manufactured across different countries, increasing their availability, reducing their cost and ensuring that they are delivered to everyone on earth as quickly as possible.
In the absence of the waiver, the current manufacturing and distribution rates are unlikely to stem the pandemic’s momentum, especially as new variants, which are more infectious and seem to evade the acquired immunity from prior infection or from the current vaccines, continue to emerge. The US under President Trump joined other richer nations to block them.
The shock poll reveals a level of public support for intellectual property waivers that will likely add to growing congressional pressure on Biden to join those pushing to save lives through a global vaccination drive. Congresswoman Jan Schakowsky is working on a letter to the president to which Schakowsky says more than 60 lawmakers have added their signature, including House Speaker Nancy Pelosi.
Senator Bernie Sanders, Chair of the Senate Budget Committee, responded to the poll saying the US should be “leading the global effort to end the coronavirus pandemic.” According to Sanders, “a temporary WTO waiver, which would enable the transfer of vaccine technologies to poorer countries, is a good way to do that.
Responding to the new poll, Representative Ilhan Omar called on Biden to “support a waiver to boost the production of vaccines, treatment and tests worldwide,” arguing that it was “not just an issue of basic morality, but of public health.”
Adler argues, “US Americans know rigged rules to prop up big pharma’s profits are not in their interest. The longer the virus has to spread, the more it can mutate and become vaccine-resistant. Covid-19 anywhere is a threat to public health and economic wellbeing everywhere. If intellectual property restrictions are not lifted, the pandemic will go on for longer, killing more people and damaging more livelihoods.”
The threat to the Global South from vaccine apartheid is a “death sentence for millions around the world—and it is because giant pharmaceutical corporations would rather maximize profit than provide vaccines to people who need it,” according to Omar.
Sanders agrees, saying “the bottom line is, the faster we help vaccinate the global population, the safer we will all be. That should be our number one priority, not maximizing the profits of pharmaceutical companies and their shareholders.”

Trump Good Links
Generic
Harris unpopular because of Biden administration’s weak ip protection policies, plan reverses and shift voters back
Bahye dole’24 diverse group of innovation-oriented organizations and individuals committed to celebrating and protecting the Bayh-Dole Act  “Voters Strongly Oppose Weakening Patents, New Poll Shows” https://bayhdolecoalition.org/voters-strongly-oppose-weakening-patents-new-poll-shows/?mkt_tok=NDkwLUVIWi05OTkAAAGQvBQpxkR-LCNf_btQS9H8TF8oPAWsIYLmS63cRAipCb2FX6YG1w2ykkcAZzTOsquxzZt7E3rgUCFEAIC8FgZCV02QOlscV-Vn4GOx0zcC6l2Y

Seven in ten voters believe that it is important for the Biden administration to preserve WTO standards for protecting IP. And 77% are at least slightly concerned that the pending proposal would stifle medical research and kill American manufacturing jobs.

“This poll clearly demonstrates that voters value intellectual property protections and oppose giving away U.S. intellectual property, especially to competitors like China,” said Joseph P. Allen, Executive Director of the Bayh-Dole Coalition.

Opposition to this waiver is bipartisan, with supermajorities of both Republicans and Democrats preferring political candidates who prioritize protecting American inventors’ IP rights.

“Voters expect U.S. officials to resist this misguided proposal which would undermine the American economy,” said Allen.

The poll, conducted by Morning Consult, surveyed 2,202 registered voters between December 22 and December 24. Results have a margin of error of plus or minus two percentage points. 

E-commerce
Plan implements a similar plan to shop safe, Amazon supports
Robby Soave, 2022 – senior editor at Reason “The SHOP SAFE Act Would Entrench Amazon's Dominance: An ill-conceived proposal to increase liability for online marketplaces could effectively outlaw all but the biggest players.”reason.com [BLOG] Reason Foundation. Jan 19, 2022. Proquest. Accessed via University of Michigan //DH
The SHOP SAFE Act is a typical piece of safety-themed legislation, in that it would accomplish something much more sinister than what its name promises. Far from protecting online shoppers from harmful products, this legislation—sponsored by Rep. Jerry Nadler (D–N.Y.) in the House and by Sen. Chris Coons (D–Del.) in the Senate—threatens to obliterate online marketplaces by subjecting them to increased liability.
Democrats are currently plotting to add the SHOP SAFE Act to the bipartisan Endless Frontier Act, a technology infrastructure bill that already passed in the Senate and could certainly become law sometime in the future. This would be a disaster; the SHOP SAFE Act has massive problems that would make it very difficult for smaller online marketplaces to survive. While the bill is undoubtedly intended to seize on Congress's anti–Big Tech fervor, the likely outcome of its passage would be the solidification of Amazon's dominance.
That's because the bill would raise the liability threshold for online marketplaces: not just Amazon and eBay, but also Etsy, Facebook, and virtually any internet platform where goods can be sold—even Gmail.
"The current bill language could be interpreted to cover anything from Craigslist to Gmail—basically any online service that can play a role in advertising, selling, or delivering goods," argues the Electronic Frontier Foundation (EFF). "This isn't just some reach reading that we came up with; at least two anti-counterfeiting organizations supporting SHOP SAFE have urged Congress to make sure it applies even to Facebook Messenger and WhatsApp."
Any online platform where goods can theoretically be exchanged could be liable if those goods were counterfeit and "implicate health and safety," per the bill's wording. Needless to say, this is extremely broad language that could scare the big platforms' would-be competitors out of the market entirely. One of the easiest ways to entrench Amazon as the default online marketplace would be for regulators to add a crippling liability burden that only Amazon is wealthy enough to survive.
If that weren't bad enough, the SHOP SAFE Act also raises serious digital privacy concerns, by requiring platforms to collect information from their vendors. Given how vast the coverage is here, EFF worries about a world in which users have to "provide a copy of your driver's license to Craigslist just to advertise your garage sale or sell a used bike."
Eric Goldman, a professor of law at Santa Clara University, describes the bill as a massive invasion of privacy that could inadvertently help hackers obtain damaging information on buyers and sellers.
"This bill will kill online marketplaces and make markets less efficient," he writes. "The net competitive effects, then, are that consumers will pay higher prices, consumers will lose their ability to find long-tail items and incur higher search costs to do so, existing market leaders will consolidate their dominant positions, and hundreds of thousands of people will lose their jobs."
Gen AI
Voters want major Gen AI reform, wins bipartisan votes
U-Chicago 23 
University of Chicago News; News organization for the University of Chicago, 11/6/24, , Accessed 7/25/24 UChicago Harris/AP-NORC poll shows majority believe AI will increase spread of election misinformation, University of Chicago News, https://news.uchicago.edu/story/poll-finds-bipartisan-concern-about-use-artificial-intelligence-2024-elections AM-COP

The public is worried about thew role AI could play in spreading false election information. Most adults (58%) believe that the use of AI will increase the spread of misinformation during the 2024 presidential election, and those who are more familiar with AI tools are more likely to say its use will increase the spread of misinformation (66% vs 51%). 
The survey reveals that about 8 in 10 adults believe that technology companies, social media companies, the news media, and the federal government all share at least some responsibility when it comes to preventing the spread of misinformation by AI. 
There is bipartisan support when it comes to a variety of actions to address the use of AI in the election. Majorities favor the federal government banning AI-generated content that contains false or misleading images in political ads (66%), technology companies labeling all AI-generated content made on their platforms (65%), and politicians and the groups that support them pledging not to use AI-generated content in their campaigns (62%). 
“The findings highlight that the public is very skeptical about any positive impacts from AI being used in the 2024 presidential elections,” said David Sterrett, a senior research scientist at NORC. “Given all the concerns about AI, majorities of both Democrats and Republicans seem open to various actions to regulate the use of AI ahead of the 2024 election.”

Pharma Patents
Plan brings Big Pharma to new Harris administration – undoes unpopular decision 
Ian Lopez’24  Senior health report at bloomberg law, graduate of Colombia college Chicago “Backlash Builds Over Biden Plan for Seizing Drug Patents” https://news.bloomberglaw.com/health-law-and-business/backlash-builds-over-biden-plan-for-seizing-drug-patents 

The pharmaceutical industry, Trump and Obama administration officials, and others are urging the Biden administration to reconsider a controversial plan for seizing patents on a drug when its cost gets too high, claiming the approach misinterprets decades-old law and threatens the delicate pipeline that produces innovative, life-saving drugs.

Over 500 comments were filed by the Feb. 6 deadline for groups and individuals to weigh in on the Biden administration’s framework for the federal government to use its march-in rights. The proposal lays out the Biden administration’s stance in a longstanding debate over whether price is a justifiable reason for the government to “march in” and take over a patent on technology developed with the help of taxpayer dollars and then license it to an outside manufacturer.

The Biden plan is already drawing blowback from a broad swath of players in the innovation space. A collection of former US Patent and Trademark Office directors and other government officials under the George W. Bush, Obama, and Trump administrations wrote to warn that the proposed framework, if adopted, would prove destabilizing.

The Pharmaceutical Research and Manufacturers of America likewise is urging the administration to pump the breaks, calling the plan a misinterpretation of the Bayh-Dole Act, which established march-in rights.

“The proposed framework sounds politically sexy—grab patents of companies if their drug prices are too high. But the impact will disappoint consumers—even the most aggressive efforts to reinterpret march-in rights would not affect 99 percent of drugs,” the Council for Affordable Health Coverage wrote.

“While the Biden Administration talks tough, its approach will simply chill investment in new treatments and cures because the threat of the government stealing patents hangs over every new idea’s success,” the council said.

Big Pharma backs Biden Administration (Harris now) when patent waivers gets blocked
Carmen Paun’24 global health reporter for POLITICO, and spent five years covering health policy at POLITICO in Brussels, Biden’s got pharma’s back in global pandemic treaty negotiations
https://www.politico.com/news/2024/01/29/bidens-got-pharmas-back-in-global-pandemic-treaty-negotiations-00138133

But in the international arena, they’re united in an effort to block developing countries from access to U.S. firms’ patented information on vaccines and drugs when the next pandemic hits.
U.S. negotiators working on a global treaty that aims to guide the world’s response whenever a new deadly pathogen emerges have rejected proposals to loosen patent protections, a step that could enable developing countries to quickly make their own versions of the vaccines and drugs.
For those countries and their advocates, it’s a striking stance — given what happened after Covid arrived: They shared data about new variants only to see the rich world hoard most of the vaccines.
“There’s a contradiction, [an] enormous amount of hypocrisy,” said James Love, director of Knowledge Ecology International, who advocates for wider access to health products, of the Biden administration’s position.
Love said the U.S. has used some of the same measures developing countries have proposed to limit intellectual property rights in the production of Covid vaccines at home.
Asked about the Biden administration’s stance, a spokesperson for the Department of Health and Human Services said it was seeking a balance.
“The U.S. wants outcomes that are effective and operationally viable to protect national and global health, promote innovation and promote access to medical countermeasures, strengthen investments in global health security, secure additional governmental commitments and responsibility for pandemic prevention and response, that are consistent with U.S. laws, policies and practices,” the spokesperson said.
The State Department declined a request to interview the chief U.S. negotiator, Pamela Hamamoto, who has said that strong intellectual property rights enabled the quick development of vaccines and therapeutics that saved millions of lives during the pandemic.
The U.S. position in the treaty negotiations — in contrast to Biden’s aggressive push to force drugmakers to lower their prices in the U.S. via pending Medicare price negotiations — shows there are limits to the president’s willingness to upend the patent system.
Unlike Medicare price negotiations, pharma views the erosion of intellectual property rights as an existential threat to its business model, said Lawrence Gostin, faculty director of the O’Neill Institute for National and Global Health Law at Georgetown University. He has advised the White House and the World Health Organization, the U.N. body that convened the pandemic treaty negotiations.
“The Biden administration is willing to push the envelope, but they’re not willing to break the business model,” Gostin said.
Waivers
American voters favor strengthening IP protections – TRIPS isn’t popular
BDC 24 [Published Jan 18, 2024; “U.S. voters favor strong IP protection”; https://www.bio.org/gooddaybio-archive/us-voters-favor-strong-ip-protection] /// GH - CS
A new poll finds most Americans want the Biden administration to protect IP rights on the international stage, and both consumers and investors are increasingly interested in products made from captured carbon. (560 words, 2 minutes, 48 seconds) U.S. voters favor strong international IP protection, poll finds Most Americans want the Biden administration to protect intellectual property rights at the World Trade Organization (WTO) and express concerns about waiving those rights, finds a new poll commissioned by the Bayh-Dole Coalition. Why it matters: In 2022, the U.S. Trade Representative (USTR) agreed to a waiver of WTO IP protection for COVID vaccines. Now, USTR is considering an extension of the waiver to include COVID diagnostics and therapeutics. The key finding: 7 in 10 respondents said it’s important for the Biden administration to preserve WTO IP protections, and most said it’s very important, finds a Morning Consult poll of 2,202 U.S. adults conducted Dec. 22-24. China is a concern: 68% said U.S. adversaries like China should not be able to replicate American-made technologies without permission from the inventors—with only 11% disagreeing and 21% saying they don’t know. Vote for IP protection: 66% would be inclined to vote for a candidate who prioritizes stronger IP rights, while 11% said they prefer a candidate who weakens IP rights. IP waivers aren’t necessary—and the COVID vaccine IP waiver was never used because IP was never a barrier to global distribution, 19 House Democrats recently told USTR. BIO agrees: “There is no credible evidence supporting the need for an expanded TRIPS waiver,” said BIO Chief Policy Officer John Murphy. 
US voters hate the waiver – they think it’s useless and a net negative for America – overwhelming empirics.
Loiaciano 24 [Hannah Loiacino is a poll reporter for pharma.org; a research and politics reporting group. She is a special correspondent in the 2024 Election. “Americans agree that expanding the TRIPS waiver will harm US global manufacturing” 01-29-2024 https://phrma.org/Blog/New-poll-Americans-agree-that-expanding-the-TRIPS-waiver-will-harm-US-global-manufacturing-and-innovation-leadership//nealgupta
Despite the end of the COVID-19 public health emergency, the World Trade Organization (WTO) continues to consider expanding the 2022 intellectual property (IP) waiver on COVID-19 vaccines to include treatments and tests under the WTO Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS).
The Biden Administration is still considering whether to support the expansion, despite voters’ clear support of IP protections. A recent Morning Consult/PhRMA poll found that Americans are deeply concerned about how a waiver expansion would weaken the innovation environment, threaten U.S. manufacturing and jobs, and cede innovation leadership to other countries.
Here are four insights from the survey: 
1. Americans believe waiving IP will not help pandemic preparedness.
When asked how the U.S. can prepare for the next global pandemic, the overwhelming majority (76%) of Americans say that U.S. companies should build on their research and manufacturing capabilities. Less than one in four (24%) prefer waiving IP.
Similarly, 71% believe that trade, regulatory and distribution channels are the major barriers for patient access to COVID-19 treatments, not IP protections (29%). 

2. Americans see the proposed TRIPS waiver expansion as a threat to domestic manufacturing and jobs.
More than six of every 10 (63%) Americans agree now is not the time to expand the TRIPS waiver because it would help foreign competitors and weaken a strategically important American industry. Americans who self-report living in labor union households are even more likely to agree (74%).
Strong majorities are concerned that expanding the TRIPS waiver will undermine American jobs (63%), have damaging effects for U.S. manufacturing and our skilled workers (63%), and outsource American jobs overseas (64%). 
3. Americans believe that strong IP protections are the backbone of innovation, which is critical to the continued strength of the U.S. economy and development of new medicines.
Three-quarters of Americans (74%) — including 78% of Americans living in labor households — agree that protecting the IP of U.S. innovators supports U.S. manufacturing and jobs.
Strong consensus shows that the U.S. needs strong IP protections to encourage innovation (80% agree), and that innovation and creativity are highly valued in the U.S. (78% agree).  
4. Americans saw the importance of IP during the COVID-19 pandemic and recognize alternative solutions to expand global access and public health instead of undermining American innovators.
More than twice as many Americans say that IP protections are a main reason innovative solutions were developed in record time for COVID-19 (68%) than think IP protections are a barrier to access for many patients (32%).
Americans value collaboration between the U.S. government and the pharmaceutical industry. 63% of Americans — including 71% of Americans living in labor union households — agree that public-private-partnerships are the best way to ensure global health security. 
Instead of waiving commitments to protect IP, Americans want to see policymakers protect American jobs and economic growth by supporting innovative industries and workers. The Biden Administration should reject any expansion of the TRIPS waiver and instead focus on solving real global health challenge and ensuring that global policies promote innovation.


US voters hate the waiver – they think it’s useless and a net negative for America – overwhelming empirics.
Loiaciano 24 [Hannah Loiacino is a poll reporter for pharma.org; a research and politics reporting group. She is a special correspondent in the 2024 Election. “Americans agree that expanding the TRIPS waiver will harm US global manufacturing” 01-29-2024 https://phrma.org/Blog/New-poll-Americans-agree-that-expanding-the-TRIPS-waiver-will-harm-US-global-manufacturing-and-innovation-leadership//nealgupta
Despite the end of the COVID-19 public health emergency, the World Trade Organization (WTO) continues to consider expanding the 2022 intellectual property (IP) waiver on COVID-19 vaccines to include treatments and tests under the WTO Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS).
The Biden Administration is still considering whether to support the expansion, despite voters’ clear support of IP protections. A recent Morning Consult/PhRMA poll found that Americans are deeply concerned about how a waiver expansion would weaken the innovation environment, threaten U.S. manufacturing and jobs, and cede innovation leadership to other countries.
Here are four insights from the survey: 
1. Americans believe waiving IP will not help pandemic preparedness.
When asked how the U.S. can prepare for the next global pandemic, the overwhelming majority (76%) of Americans say that U.S. companies should build on their research and manufacturing capabilities. Less than one in four (24%) prefer waiving IP.
Similarly, 71% believe that trade, regulatory and distribution channels are the major barriers for patient access to COVID-19 treatments, not IP protections (29%). 

2. Americans see the proposed TRIPS waiver expansion as a threat to domestic manufacturing and jobs.
More than six of every 10 (63%) Americans agree now is not the time to expand the TRIPS waiver because it would help foreign competitors and weaken a strategically important American industry. Americans who self-report living in labor union households are even more likely to agree (74%).
Strong majorities are concerned that expanding the TRIPS waiver will undermine American jobs (63%), have damaging effects for U.S. manufacturing and our skilled workers (63%), and outsource American jobs overseas (64%). 
3. Americans believe that strong IP protections are the backbone of innovation, which is critical to the continued strength of the U.S. economy and development of new medicines.
Three-quarters of Americans (74%) — including 78% of Americans living in labor households — agree that protecting the IP of U.S. innovators supports U.S. manufacturing and jobs.
Strong consensus shows that the U.S. needs strong IP protections to encourage innovation (80% agree), and that innovation and creativity are highly valued in the U.S. (78% agree).  
4. Americans saw the importance of IP during the COVID-19 pandemic and recognize alternative solutions to expand global access and public health instead of undermining American innovators.
More than twice as many Americans say that IP protections are a main reason innovative solutions were developed in record time for COVID-19 (68%) than think IP protections are a barrier to access for many patients (32%).
Americans value collaboration between the U.S. government and the pharmaceutical industry. 63% of Americans — including 71% of Americans living in labor union households — agree that public-private-partnerships are the best way to ensure global health security. 
Instead of waiving commitments to protect IP, Americans want to see policymakers protect American jobs and economic growth by supporting innovative industries and workers. The Biden Administration should reject any expansion of the TRIPS waiver and instead focus on solving real global health challenge and ensuring that global policies promote innovation.

The plan brings voters back to the Harris after Biden administration supports patent waivers
Bahye dole’24 diverse group of innovation-oriented organizations and individuals committed to celebrating and protecting the Bayh-Dole Act  “Voters Strongly Oppose Weakening Patents, New Poll Shows” https://bayhdolecoalition.org/voters-strongly-oppose-weakening-patents-new-poll-shows/?mkt_tok=NDkwLUVIWi05OTkAAAGQvBQpxkR-LCNf_btQS9H8TF8oPAWsIYLmS63cRAipCb2FX6YG1w2ykkcAZzTOsquxzZt7E3rgUCFEAIC8FgZCV02QOlscV-Vn4GOx0zcC6l2Y

The Biden administration may soon endorse a proposal before the World Trade Organization (WTO) that would suspend patent protections on Covid-19 treatments and tests and, in doing so, thwart existing WTO standards. This move would be enormously unpopular with American voters, according to a new poll released today by the Bayh-Dole Coalition. Seven in ten voters believe that it is important for the Biden administration to preserve WTO standards for protecting IP. And 77% are at least slightly concerned that the pending proposal would stifle medical research and kill American manufacturing jobs. “This poll clearly demonstrates that voters value intellectual property protections and oppose giving away U.S. intellectual property, especially to competitors like China,” said Joseph P. Allen, Executive Director of the Bayh-Dole Coalition. Opposition to this waiver is bipartisan, with supermajorities of both Republicans and Democrats preferring political candidates who prioritize protecting American inventors’ IP rights. “Voters expect U.S. officials to resist this misguided proposal which would undermine the American economy,” said Allen. The poll, conducted by Morning Consult, surveyed 2,202 registered voters between December 22 and December 24. Results have a margin of error of plus or minus two percentage points.

Democrats and Republicans oppose waivers, plan brings support to Harris
Carmen Paun 24 global health reporter for POLITICO, and  spent five years covering health policy at POLITICO in Brussels, Biden’s got pharma’s back in global pandemic treaty negotiations
https://www.politico.com/news/2024/01/29/bidens-got-pharmas-back-in-global-pandemic-treaty-negotiations-00138133

During the worst of the Covid pandemic, under pressure from the progressive wing of his party, the Biden administration reversed longstanding U.S. policy opposing waivers of patent protections. In May 2021, as developing countries watched rich nations vaccinate their citizens while they waited for shots, U.S. Trade Representative Katherine Tai announced America’s support for a proposal from South Africa and India that would waive those protections for Covid vaccines as part of World Trade Organization talks. The administration supported the waiver because of the gravity of the situation at the time in an effort to end the pandemic, the HHS spokesperson said. But when WTO member countries agreed finally in June 2022 to issue the waiver, theoretically permitting developing countries to make their own Covid vaccines using U.S. drugmakers’ formulas, it came too late. Pharmaceutical companies in Western countries and India were pumping out millions of doses but demand for shots had waned globally, as people saw the risk of severe disease diminishing. Talks about extending the waiver to include Covid tests and treatments continue at the WTO but face bipartisan opposition in Congress. The WTO process revealed a deep split within the Democratic Party, with progressives supportive of broad waivers of U.S. intellectual property rights, and moderate Democrats strongly opposed. Republicans also opposed the waivers. More than a dozen senators from both parties, including Chris Coons (D-Del.) and Mike Crapo (R-Idaho), wrote to Biden and Tai this month asking them to reject the waiver of patent protections for tests and treatments because, they said, it wouldn’t improve global access to Covid drugs while negatively impacting “American manufacturers, innovation, and global competitiveness.” Nearly 20 House Democrats signed a similar letter in December. Pharma representatives said that forcing them to share their formulas wouldn’t lead to much manufacturing in the developing world because companies seeking to produce vaccines and drugs need knowledge and expertise that don’t come with patents. “This doesn’t work if it’s coerced,” said Thomas Cueni, director general of the International Federation of Pharmaceutical Manufacturers & Associations, of the patent waivers. And the Biden administration, despite its willingness to loosen patent protections during the worst days of Covid, has taken pharma’s side in the treaty negotiations that could guide the world’s response to the next pandemic. Some European nations, including Germany, have also sided with their drugmakers. The top U.S. negotiator for the pandemic treaty, Hamamoto, argued in a meeting in Geneva in November that requiring more access to U.S. drugmakers’ inventions would undermine the very system that worked in response to Covid without improving access during future pandemics. “The United States believes strongly in IP protections, which serve to fuel investment and innovations,” she said, adding that the U.S. is also “exploring options” to make tests, drugs and vaccines more readily available for developing countries during future pandemics. Jim Risch, the Senate Foreign Relations Committee’s top Republican, who would exercise influence if a treaty ever makes it to the Senate for ratification, said he couldn’t support a deal that threatens intellectual property rights. The Idaho senator agrees the U.S. needs to help others access vaccines, but he said “giving away IP protections will kill innovation.”

Voters hate waivers — the plan would boost the Democrats’ popularity.
BDC  ’24 [Bayh-Dole Coalition, , “Voters Strongly Oppose Weakening Patents, New Poll Shows”, 01/17/2024, https://bayhdolecoalition.org/voters-strongly-oppose-weakening-patents-new-poll-shows] // K Nahm 
WASHINGTON, D.C. (January 17, 2024) — The Biden administration may soon endorse a proposal before the World Trade Organization (WTO) that would suspend patent protections on Covid-19 treatments and tests and, in doing so, thwart existing WTO standards. This move would be enormously unpopular with American voters, according to a new poll released today by the Bayh-Dole Coalition.
Seven in ten voters believe that it is important for the Biden administration to preserve WTO standards for protecting IP. And 77% are at least slightly concerned that the pending proposal would stifle medical research and kill American manufacturing jobs.
“This poll clearly demonstrates that voters value intellectual property protections and oppose giving away U.S. intellectual property, especially to competitors like China,” said Joseph P. Allen, Executive Director of the Bayh-Dole Coalition.
Opposition to this waiver is bipartisan, with supermajorities of both Republicans and Democrats preferring political candidates who prioritize protecting American inventors’ IP rights.
“Voters expect U.S. officials to resist this misguided proposal which would undermine the American economy,” said Allen.
The poll, conducted by Morning Consult, surveyed 2,202 registered voters between December 22 and December 24. Results have a margin of error of plus or minus two percentage points.

Internal Link Mechanics
Harris = Biden – Generic 

Harris will continue all Biden policy – every sector checks back – means Biden wall still turns the case
Loiaciano 24 [Hannah Loiacino is a poll reporter for pharma.org; a research and politics reporting group. She is a special correspondent in the 2024 Election. “Americans agree that expanding the TRIPS waiver will harm US global manufacturing” 01-29-2024 https://phrma.org/Blog/New-poll-Americans-agree-that-expanding-the-TRIPS-waiver-will-harm-US-global-manufacturing-and-innovation-leadership//nealgupta
The Economist produced a series of charts that demonstrate this. They show manufacturing and construction booming, higher wages, infrastructure rebuilds and a diverse energy platform. 
Harris is unlikely to change Biden’s formula. However, expect continued legislative attacks on bad corporate conduct and more access for small businesses.  
Immigration 
Immigration at the southern border has increased exponentially as people flee corruption and climate change in Latin America. Most immigrants are from Central America; the leading three countries are Mexico, El Salvador and Guatemala, but refugees from South America (mainly Venezuela) and Asia are increasing.  
Corruption and recession also drive migration. The recession in China has badly hurt Chinese middle-class workers. Some of them pay traffickers to guide them to the U.S. border.  
After a bipartisan bill to manage immigration at the border was rejected by the U.S. House of Representatives, President Biden enacted an executive order on immigration, based on the bill. 
Expect Kamala Harris, who in July 2024 said “our immigration system is broken and needs to be fixed,” to sustain that order and seek to reshape the bipartisan bill. 
Crime and guns 
Despite all the sky-screaming headlines from far-right media, violent crime rates are much lower than they were in the 1990s. According to the FBI, crime decreased in 2023, including murder (down 13.2 percent) and violent crime (down 5.7 percent).  
Biden’s main answer to crime is to get people working. As John Roman of the National Prevention Science Coalition to Improve Lives concluded, “the reason crime has declined so much in 2023 is because local governments have mainly returned to normal.” 
Expect Kamala Harris to continue the same policies, but with an emphasis on issues such as racial profiling and gun violence. Because of the Second Amendment to the U.S. Constitution, which guarantees the right to keep and bear arms, she likely will lean on executive orders to enact change, as her predecessor has done. An assault weapons ban could be in the cards as well, after Harris, herself a licensed handgun owner, expressed support for one in 2023. 
Energy and the environment 
In 2020, Joe Biden ran for president on the most ambitious climate action platform in U.S. history. Then, in 2022 he signed into law the Inflation Reduction Act, investing hundreds of billions of dollars into clean energy, electric vehicles and environmental justice.  
Kamala Harris has comprehensively supported Biden in this, and in April 2019 she said that she wanted to go further and introduce a carbon tax on oil producers and ban shale fracking.  
President Biden by nature is risk averse in dealing with foreign nations. As articulated by Heritage Foundation expert James Jay Carafano, “the Biden administration prefers soft power (e.g., diplomacy and foreign aid) over hard power (e.g., use of military force and punitive economic sanctions), and [tries] to rely on international norms and international institutions to mitigate national behavior.” 
In February 2024 Harris said, “Our sacred commitment to NATO remains ironclad”; expect her to continue the Biden legacy. She will inherit the capable Biden team of Antony Blinken, Jake Sullivan, Linda Thomas-Greenfield and Llyod Austin.  
In a political international environment where younger leaders are being elected, Harris is the right fit. However, gender perspective always plays a part. For example, 68 percent of Canadian women have a positive view of Harris, while only 51 percent of Canadian men say the same. Significant differences between male and female views appear in Singapore, Australia, Italy, Malaysia, Sweden and the Netherlands. 
Of course, a degree of misogyny also exists in America — women in leadership roles are often judged harder than men. 
Patrick Drennan is a journalist based in New Zealand, with a degree in American history and economics.  
Harris presidency is just an extension of Biden – her policies will be worse than Biden’s
Relatkis 24’ [Victor Reklatis is a news reporter and correspondent for the Market News Network –  “Harris will follow most of Biden’s policies if she’s elected president” 07-04-2024 https://www.marketwatch.com/story/how-kamala-harriss-policies-may-differ-from-bidens-if-shes-the-democratic-nominee-ac1528b9]//nealgupta
If President Joe Biden were to bow out of the White House race, Vice President Kamala Harris is widely viewed as most likely to take his place as the Democratic nominee.
So what would her policy priorities look like — and would there be much difference from Biden’s approach?
“A Harris presidency would be, for all intents and purposes, a continuation of the Biden administration,” said Isaac Boltansky, director of policy research at BTIG. “From a Democratic perspective, I think that’s a feature, not a bug. We need to keep in mind Joe Biden is slowly being led towards the door not because of his policies but because of his health and capacity.”
Other analysts have agreed that Harris would follow Biden’s playbook in many respects. Analysts also have emphasized that any Democratic president could be kept in check by having to work with one or two chambers of Congress controlled by Republicans. The Senate, in particular, is seen as poised to swing to the GOP because Democrats — with a 51-49 majority, including the four independents who caucus with the Democrats — face tough races for a number of the seats that they’re trying to retain.
At the same time, there are possible differences between Biden and Harris.
Harris is more tied to the Democratic Party’s progressive wing than Biden, and her proposals could be “more aggressive than Biden’s.
In addition, she might try to do more on bank regulations or consumer-focused regulations, according to Haines.
But the Pangaea Policy expert also said he expects that any president in 2025 will be dealing with a divided Washington, so there’s only a 20% or 30% chance of a “meaningful” extension of the GOP’s 2017 tax-code overhaul.
From the archives (March 2023): 2025 sunsetting of notable 2017 tax rules is ‘a hurricane we already see on the radar’
Another difference could stem from Harris’s having been a point person on abortion rights for the Biden administration, according to Stephen Myrow, managing partner at Beacon Policy Advisors. “So I think she can be even more aggressive and beat the drum stronger on protecting abortion rights,” Myrow told MarketWatch.
Harris = Biden – Economics 
Harris will continue Biden’s ‘bidenomics’ nonsense – turns the case
Cassidy 24’ [John Cassidy is a reporter and correspondent specializing in the 2024 Election for Fox News Network –  “The Financial page and Kamala Harris’ connection to Biden Economics” 07-29-2024 https://www.newyorker.com/news/the-financial-page/kamala-harris-and-the-legacy-of-bidenomicspresidential //nealgupta 
Now that Kamala Harris has effectively wrapped up the Democratic nomination for President, journalists and pundits are examining her every word for clues about how she might govern. To some extent, the answer is obvious. Having served for four years under Joe Biden, the Vice-President would seek to extend his Administration’s policy accomplishments, which she described last week as “unmatched in modern history.” But, on the economy, what exactly is the Biden legacy?
In a report published last November, the Roosevelt Institute, a progressive think tank based in New York, pointed out that the defining goal of Bidenomics, its “North Star,” has been to rebalance the economy, moving power away from large corporations toward workers and consumers. This principle has guided many of the Biden Administration’s economic actions: using stimulus policy to promote strong job growth and low unemployment, which strengthens the bargaining power of workers; enforcing labor laws and making it harder for companies to thwart unionization drives; using antitrust statutes to contain the monopoly power of big corporations in industries ranging from high tech to supermarkets to airlines. “Empowering workers and curbing corporate power—that is the essence of the Biden legacy,” Felicia Wong, the president of Roosevelt Forward, the advocacy organization affiliated with the institute, and a co-author of the report, told me. “The big question going forward is: How long will that last?”
The answer depends on the result of the election, of course. Donald Trump has promised to roll back much of Bidenomics, including its subsidies for green energy and electric vehicles. If Harris wins, these policies, and many others, will remain in place. Bharat Ramamurti, who served as the deputy director of the National Economic Council from 2021 to 2023, told me that the over-all Biden-Harris economic agenda “is likely to persist, in part because it is reflective of the Vice-President’s input.” During Ramamurti’s time in the White House, he worked with Harris and her staff on a number of issues, including reducing medical-debt burdens, broadening broadband access, and making sure that small-business owners, including minority ones, gained access to covid-relief funds. Harris, he said, was interested in practicalities: “I think her focus tended to be on, How is this stuff going to work?”
Harris Good Impacts
Warming
Harris solves warming --- federal funding, bans, and restrictions on fuel --- empirically proven
Partlow and Dennis 7-24-‘24 [Joshua Partlow and Brady Dennis, Parlow is a former correspondent focusing on Latin America and the Middle East. Dennis is a Pulitzer Prize-winning reporter for The Washington Post, focusing on the environmental and climate stories, primarily around the Southeast. "What a Harris campaign could mean for the fight against climate change", Washington Post, https://www.washingtonpost.com/climate-environment/2024/07/23/kamala-harris-climate-change-environment/] LZ
At the top of President Biden’s letter announcing his withdrawal from his reelection campaign, he staked a major legacy claim, saying his administration passed “the most significant climate legislation in the history of the world.”
Now environmental groups and voters have begun parsing how Vice President Harris — and her possible running mates — might be different from Biden on key questions of climate change, the movement away from fossil fuels, and environmental regulation.
While climate issues might not be decisive in swing states in November, this election has enormous implications for the trajectory of the U.S.'s carbon emissions in coming years. The Biden administration has put the country on a path to lower planet-warming emissions by funding the transition to clean energy. Former president Donald Trump, the Republican nominee, has been hostile to the idea of climate change and unabashedly pro-fossil fuels.
Environmentalists have long praised Harris’s commitment to climate and environmental issues, beginning when she was a local elected official in California. She created an environmental justice office while district attorney in San Francisco, prioritized electric school buses, opposed drilling on public lands, and defended California’s push to require less-polluting cars. As a senator, she was an original sponsor of the Green New Deal.
The League of Conservation Voters has given Harris a near-perfect lifetime voting record on environmental issues. Prominent environmentalists praised the Biden administration’s climate policies and said they would be in good hands if Harris were to move to the top of the ticket.
Monday evening, a group of prominent environmental groups, including the Sierra Club and the political advocacy arms of LCV and the Natural Resources Defense Council, endorsed Harris’s campaign.
“I think these issues really are core to who she is, and she cares deeply,” said Tiernan Sittenfeld, senior vice president for government affairs at the League of Conservation Voters. “I think she would be rock solid and determined to carry on and build on the progress of this administration.”
When Harris ran for president five years ago, she staked out a more liberal climate stance than her eventual running mate. Harris vowed to end federal support for the fossil fuel industry and immediately stop new oil leases on federal lands and waters. She endorsed a ban on fracking — which Biden did not — and proposed a $10 trillion plan to fight climate change, which she described as “an existential threat to us as a species.”
Some of her campaign promises got dropped along the way. During the Biden administration, oil permitting on federal lands and waters has outpaced the Trump administration. The Willow project — ConocoPhillips’s controversial drilling plan in the Alaskan arctic — got the green light. The oil industry still gets tax breaks, although the administration raised fees for drilling on public land.
Despite this, environmentalists have praised the Biden-Harris administration for turbocharging the renewable energy economy — particularly through the Inflation Reduction Act — and tightening environmental regulations loosened by Trump.
“President Biden has done more on climate and clean energy than any other president by far, and we are eternally grateful,” Sittenfeld said.
As vice president, Harris — whose candidacy Biden endorsed Sunday — cast the tiebreaking vote on the 2022 Inflation Reduction Act, which provides hundreds of billions in government subsidies for electric cars, solar panels, and other clean energy technology. The law is expected to help reduce emissions about 40 percent below 2005 levels by 2030, according to the Environmental Protection Agency.
Harris has spent time on the road touting these achievements and last year led the United Nations COP28 climate summit in Dubai, where she said “we must do more” to halt the warming of the planet.
At an event in Charlotte, in April, Harris aggressively defended the Biden administration’s actions on climate change, saying the investments it had overseen ultimately will create millions of jobs, provide huge amounts of capital for clean energy projects and lower energy bills for many American families.
“When we invest in climate, we create jobs, we lower costs, and we invest in families,” Harris said.
The Biden administration worked to reverse many of Trump’s regulatory rollbacks that weakened pollution rules and made it easier for oil and gas companies to operate. It also enacted an EPA rule to limit tailpipe pollution in coming years, forcing a shift to zero emissions vehicles that are expected to amount to more than half of new cars sold by 2032. Republicans and oil industry groups have criticized the effort to phase out gas-powered cars.
In the past, Trump mocked climate change as a “hoax.” As president he embraced coal mining and oil drilling, rolled back or eliminated more than 100 regulations designed to protect the country’s land, air, and water, and pulled the United States out of the Paris agreement, the main forum for nations of the world to address the warming planet.
“It’s fair to expect a Harris Administration approach to climate and energy policy would follow the California model,” Kevin Slagle, a spokesman for the Western States Petroleum Association, said in a statement. “We could see EV mandates imposed nationwide, new production bans and further restrictions on fuel and energy choices.”
In the Senate, Harris proposed bills aimed to help low-income and minority communities avoid harm from pollution and contaminated water.
As California attorney general, she helped win about $50 million in settlements by suing oil companies such as Chevron, BP, and ConocoPhillips over pollution issues, her campaign said in 2019. She also filed criminal indictments against a pipeline company relating to a 2015 oil spill in Santa Barbara County. The company was found guilty in 2018.
“I was proud to be a fighter and took on the Big Oil companies — great, powerful interests,” then-Sen. Harris said in a “Climate Crisis Town Hall” hosted by CNN in September 2019.
She suggested she would take executive action and use the legal system where possible to punish polluters.
“On this issue, guys, as far as I’m concerned, it’s not a question of debating the science. It’s a question of taking on powerful interests, taking on the polluters, understanding that they have a profit motive to pollute,” Harris said during the town hall.
After that event, Harris took criticism for one of her statements, when she claimed: “I have sued Exxon Mobil.” In fact, New York had sued, but not California, and Harris later clarified that she investigated the oil company relating to what it knew about climate change.
For Democrats, climate change is a key issue for the next administration, and one that energizes young voters, as the world continues to get battered by rising sea levels, intensifying floods, megadroughts, and steadily rising temperatures.
And any Harris-led ticket will be a stark contrast to Trump. The Republican Party platform adopted last week did not mention climate change. Instead, coming off the hottest year on record, it celebrated fossil fuels, saying: “Drill, baby, drill.”
Trump Good Impacts
NATO Bad
Trump withdrawals from NATO
Scott R. Anderson, July 25, 2018 (David M. Rubenstein fellow in Governance Studies at the Brookings Institution. He previously served as an Attorney-Adviser in the Office of the Legal Adviser at the U.S. Department of State) Saving NATO, Lawfare//guptaneal
Trump has made clear that he believes he can withdraw from NATO without seeking congressional approval, consistent with the mainstream position discussed above. This leaves Congress without any clear mechanism for blocking such action. And even if Congress passed a law opposing withdrawal, it seems unlikely that the executive branch would consider itself bound to respect the legislature’s wishes. Instead, Congress would most likely need to challenge the constitutionality of the president’s actions in the courts—an approach that has failed in the past, though there is reason to think that certain challenges may have more success in the future.
US withdrawal causes NATO collapse – follow on
Monov 19 (Lyubomir Monov works for the ministry in defense in Sofia, Bulgaria, “NATO Under Pressure”, )//guptaneal
Are there any scenarios for dissolution of NATO? Peter Schwartz and Doug Randall consider this question in their essay “Ahead of the Curve: Anticipating Strategic Surprise”. They insist than in the future the fundamental strategic interests of the US and Europe will diverge. The Americans will not be willing to pay billions for the protection of rich European countries. The Europeans will refrain from participating in peacekeeping operations in places such Africa. Europe’s main goal will be to deter the rising power of America. The United States will withdraw their forces from Europe. The United Kingdom is suspicious of its continental allies and generally follows the United States. Consequently, without America and Great Britain, NATO will collapse. 24 The collapse of NATO may be a sequential result from several correlated events. They might include partisan actions from the U.S. leadership and responses from the European states that will increase political and military disparity. For instance, a reason for possible dissolution of NATO could be the difference between America's national interests and those of the European allies especially with regard to military interventions outside the Euro-Atlantic area. America is likely to feel frustrated by the lack of reciprocity, considering the fact that during the last seventy years the United States invested enormous funds in the reconstruction of the European continent. Americans might have some additional disappointments based on the probability that European partners will delay or will not implement the commitment to provide 2 percent of their GDP to mutual defense. Consequently, the probable European failure to commit to the common security may increase the financial responsibility and may raise the military burden on the United States. The latter may increase the level of dissatisfaction with NATO from U.S. citizens. The possibility of a continued lack of European investment in the area of defense will widen the technological gap and will affect the ability of Allied Forces to act as one entity. Conceived in this way, these factors combined with the traditional American rhetoric about isolationism may lead to the withdrawal of the United States from NATO. Canada without the American military machine will not be able to ensure the survivability of the transatlantic link, which means the effective disintegration of NATO. 25 Richard Jordan from the conservative website the Federalist asserts that the Alliance will crumble slowly and gradually. The author claims the world no longer needs the Cold War’s NATO. Furthermore, he insists that NATO has had a privilege to behave irrationally, there are no reasons for its existence, and there is no force, which might transform it. Nowadays the world is in a different paradigm–America is not willing to pay any price and bear any burden. The current Administration sees the world through the prism of realism, which general assumption is that each party acts only in their own narrow interests. Since the United States has a number of domestic political differences and external economic concerns, Washington does not want to invest resources and efforts to subsidize the luxurious European lifestyle. In five to ten years, the writer proclaims, Europe will experience a crisis, which Europeans will not manage to solve. In addition, Jordan thinks that, due to exhausted political patience the United States might not support Europe which ultimate result is a collapse of NATO.

NATO collapse is good – laundry list of reasons the organization fails at all of its mission and makes every conflict more likely
Benjamin 19’ (Madea - co-founder of , is the author of several books, including  and . “NATO Should Be Dissolved,” 4 Dec. 2019, )//guptaneal
The three smartest words that Donald Trump during his presidential campaign are “NATO is obsolete.” His adversary, Hillary Clinton, that NATO was “the strongest alliance in the history of the world.” Now that Trump has been in power, the White House the same worn line that NATO is “the most successful Alliance in history, guaranteeing the security, prosperity, and freedom of its members.” But Trump was right the first time around: Rather than being a strong alliance with a clear purpose, this 70-year-old organization that is meeting in London on December 4 is a stale military holdover from the Cold War days that should have gracefully retired many years ago. NATO was originally founded by the United States and 11 other Western nations as an attempt to curb the rise of communism in 1949. Six years later, Communist nations founded the Warsaw Pact and through these two multilateral institutions, the entire globe became a Cold War battleground. When the USSR collapsed in 1991, the Warsaw Pact disbanded but NATO expanded, growing from its original 12 members to 29 member countries. North Macedonia, set to join next year, will bring the number to 30. NATO has also expanded well beyond the North Atlantic, a partnership with Colombia in 2017. Donald Trump recently that Brazil could one day become a full member. NATO’s post-Cold War expansion toward Russia’s borders, despite earlier promises not to move eastward, has led to rising tensions between Western powers and Russia, including multiple close calls between military forces. It has also contributed to a new arms race, including upgrades in nuclear arsenals, and the NATO “war games” since the Cold War. While claiming to “preserve peace,” NATO has a history of bombing civilians and committing war crimes. In 1999, NATO engaged in military operations without UN approval in Yugoslavia. Its illegal airstrikes during the Kosovo War left hundreds of civilians dead. And far from the “North Atlantic,” NATO joined the United States in invading Afghanistan in 2001, where it is still bogged down two decades later. In 2011, NATO forces illegally invaded Libya, creating a failed state that caused masses of people to flee. Rather than take responsibility for these refugees, NATO countries have turned back desperate migrants on the Mediterranean Sea, letting thousands die. In London, NATO wants to show it is ready to fight new wars. It will showcase its readiness initiative—the ability to deploy 30 battalions by land, 30 air squadrons and 30 naval vessels in just 30 days, and to confront future threats from China and Russia, including with hypersonic missiles and cyberwarfare. But far from being a lean, mean war machine, NATO is actually riddled with divisions and contradictions. Here are some of them: French President Emmanuel Macron questions the U.S. commitment to fight for Europe, has called NATO “brain dead” and has proposed a European Army under the nuclear umbrella of France. Turkey has enraged NATO members with its incursion into Syria to attack the Kurds, who have been Western allies in the fight against ISIS. And Turkey has threatened to veto a Baltic defense plan until allies support its controversial incursion into Syria. Turkey has also infuriated NATO members, especially Trump, by purchasing Russia’s S-400 missile system. Trump wants NATO to push back against China’s growing influence, including the use of Chinese companies for the construction of 5G mobile networks—something many NATO countries are unwilling to do. Is Russia really NATO’s adversary? France’s Macron has reached out to Russia, inviting Putin to discuss ways in which the European Union can put the Crimean invasion behind it. Donald Trump has publicly attacked Germany over its to pipe in Russian gas, but a recent German poll saw 66 percent wanting closer ties with Russia. The UK has bigger problems. Britain has been convulsed over the Brexit conflict and is holding a contentious national election on December 12. British Prime Minister Boris Johnson, knowing that Trump is wildly unpopular, is reluctant to be seen as close to him. Also, Johnson’s major contender, Jeremy Corbyn, is a reluctant supporter of NATO. While his Labour Party is committed to NATO, over his career as an anti-war champion, Corbyn has NATO “a danger to world peace and a danger to world security.” The last time Britain hosted NATO leaders in 2014, Corbyn an anti-NATO rally that the end of the Cold War “should have been the time for NATO to shut up shop, give up, go home and go away.” A further complication is Scotland, which is home to a very unpopular Trident nuclear submarine base as part of NATO’s nuclear deterrent. A new Labour government would need the support of the Scottish National Party. But its leader, Nicola Sturgeon, insists that a precondition for her party’s support is a commitment to close the base. Europeans can’t stand Trump (a recent poll found he is by only 4 percent of Europeans!) and their leaders can’t rely on him. Allied leaders learn of presidential decisions that affect their interests via Twitter. The lack of coordination was clear in October, when Trump ignored NATO allies when he ordered U.S. special forces out of northern Syria, where they had been operating alongside French and British commandos against Islamic State militants. The U.S. unreliability has led the European Commission to draw up plans for a European “defense union” that will coordinate military spending and procurement. The next step may be to coordinate military actions separate from NATO. The Pentagon has complained about EU countries purchasing military equipment from each other instead of from the United States, and this defense union “a dramatic reversal of the last three decades of increased integration of the transatlantic defence sector.” Do Americans really want to go to war for Estonia? Article 5 of the Treaty states that an attack against one member “shall be considered an attack against them all,” meaning that the treaty obligates the U.S. to go to war on behalf of 28 nations—something most likely opposed by war-weary Americans who a less aggressive foreign policy that focuses on peace, diplomacy, and economic engagement instead of military force. An additional major bone of contention is who will pay for NATO. The last time NATO leaders met, President Trump derailed the agenda by berating NATO countries for not paying their fair share, and at the London meeting, Trump is expected to announce symbolic U.S. cuts to NATO’s operations budget. Trump’s main concern is that member states step up to the NATO target of spending 2 percent of their gross domestic products on defense by 2024, a goal that is unpopular among Europeans, who that their tax dollars go to nonmilitary items. Nevertheless, Secretary-General will brag that Europe and Canada have added $100 billion to their military budgets since 2016—something Donald Trump will take credit for—and that more NATO officials are meeting the 2 percent goal, even though a 2019 NATO report shows only seven members have done so: the U.S., Greece, Estonia, the UK, Romania, Poland and Latvia. In an age where people around the world want to avoid war and to focus instead on the climate chaos that threatens future life on earth, NATO is an anachronism. It now accounts for about three-quarters of military spending and weapons dealing around the globe. Instead of preventing war, it promotes militarism, exacerbates global tensions and makes war more likely. This Cold War relic shouldn’t be reconfigured to maintain U.S. domination in Europe, or to mobilize against Russia or China, or to launch new wars in space. It should not be expanded, but disbanded. Seventy years of militarism is more than enough.

Tech
Trump better for tech than Harris 
Lee and West 24 [Nicol T. and Darrell M.; Jul 23, 2024; Senior Fellow - Governance Studies, Director - Center for Technology Innovation; Senior Fellow - Center for Technology Innovation, Douglas Dillon Chair in Governmental Studies; “How Harris and Trump differ on tech policy”; https://www.brookings.edu/articles/how-harris-and-trump-differ-on-tech-policy/] /// GH - CS
President Joe Biden’s decision to withdraw from the 2024 presidential campaign and endorse Vice President Kamala Harris upends the contest and alters its policy and strategic dynamics. It pits a younger Democrat against an older Republican, a woman of color campaigning against a white man, and a former prosecutor from California versus a New York/Florida billionaire. In this blog, we compare how a President Harris and a re-elected President Trump would differ on major tech policy issues. In particular, we compare their views on Biden’s artificial intelligence (AI) Executive Order, antitrust enforcement, taxes, racial/gender biases, cryptocurrency regulation, and digital equity. There is a vast gulf in how each leader would handle these pressing tech matters and what they would do to shape the future of digital technologies. Biden’s AI Executive Order One of the hallmarks of Biden’s technology agenda was an ambitious executive order calling for greater public oversight and regulation of AI. AI is the transformative technology of our time, seeing implementation in virtually every sector. As such, President Biden issued an executive order, which called for every federal agency to examine the impacts of AI in its specific sector and the avenues for addressing its problems. He gave agencies several months to review their AI usage and oversight, with deliverables due sometime in December 2024. Former President Trump’s platform seeks to repeal the executive order, while a President Harris likely would keep it. In general, Trump supports a lighter regulatory touch on AI and other emerging technologies. In his initial term, very little news was generated around AI regulation. In contrast, Harris understands the way AI is transforming communications and service delivery, and the need for public oversight. She likely would extend Biden’s executive order and urge Congress to pass legislation that would codify greater protections to promote consumer privacy, cybersecurity, and human safety. She might also encourage the federal government to use its procurement power to make sure agencies provide appropriate guardrails for their AI use. Antitrust enforcement A President Harris would likely continue Biden’s tough antitrust enforcement. She has talked repeatedly about the need to reduce inflation and improve economic opportunity for all Americans. The administration has gone after large platforms, which they feel have abused their strong market positions and engaged in predatory behavior that has harmed consumers and made it harder for people to buy necessary goods. Trump probably would not be as vigorous at anti-trust enforcement as Biden and Harris have been. He might continue current tech antitrust enforcement cases but would give a green light to tech mergers and acquisitions. His business background makes him generally more sympathetic to the business community, and he is unlikely to appoint strong enforcers to the Department of Justice, Federal Trade Commission, or Federal Communications Commission. That was the case in his first term as president and likely would continue if he wins another term as chief executive. Tech billionaire taxes Trump has indicated he wants to extend his 2017 tax cuts when they expire in 2025 and cut income and corporate taxes even further. Even though a considerable amount of his earlier tax cuts went to rich individuals and wealthy corporations, his tax cut plans likely will continue those trends and push cuts in those directions. Harris likely will continue Biden’s avoidance of income tax increases for those earning less than $400,000. But like President Biden, she wants to raise taxes on the ultra-wealthy on grounds they need to pay their fair share. Those tax increases would help pay for needed services for less-fortunate people. Racial/gender biases There are well-documented racial and gender biases in AI that need to be taken seriously. Trump does not have a track record of supporting strong bias mitigation efforts, especially for racial bias, or of appointing regulators who take tough action in these areas. He has made many dubious claims in this area, most recently using the term “Black jobs“ in the last debate—a term for which no one still has ascertained the meaning. In fact, he has been part of a swarm of diversity, equity, and inclusion (DEI) critics that have condemned the use of race in college admissions on the grounds that such preferences no longer are warranted. Harris, in contrast, has a record of fighting racial and gender biases and supporting effective enforcement actions against those who violate basic rights. She has fought for anti-discrimination action in housing and wealth creation and has spoken clearly on the importance of effective government action. Her focus on these issues will likely continue as she forms a more pro-consumer, tech policy agenda. Cryptocurrency regulation The two candidates differ considerably regarding cryptocurrency regulation. Although Trump previously supported tough regulation against cryptocurrencies, he has recently moderated his position and advocated for a lighter approach. His view appears to be that crypto is an innovation that requires some time to work out and does not require tough oversight at this point. Unlike her Republican opponent, Harris has a tougher stance on cryptocurrency regulation. She thinks consumers need adequate protection and there should be greater transparency in the crypto marketplace. Administration appointments already have called for tougher U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC) enforcement against cryptocurrency firms. Digital equity In her new book, “Digitally Invisible: How the Internet is Creating the New Underclass,” Nicol Turner Lee argues that who gets into office often determines the scope of national tech policy, especially when it comes to the rewards for industry and communities. During his administration, Trump upended all of Obama’s policies from data privacy to school connectivity, including those connecting the nation’s schools to the internet. However, Trump did advance policies for more robust 5G wireless infrastructure, especially in rural communities. Under the Biden-Harris administration, the largest allotment of funds has been allocated toward national broadband infrastructure under any administration, and federal agencies are steep into getting states the funds to launch their approved projects. If history is a dictate, Trump will halt all those programs and attempt to recoup the funds, while Harris would stay committed to bringing broadband to all communities. With the election more than three months away, it’s still too early to tell how each candidate will fare. But what is expected of Harris, assuming she secures the Democratic nomination, is that she will continue many of the tech policies of the Biden administration and stay that course as president if she were to win.


A Harris Presidency would continue Biden’s restrictive tech policies.
Bajarin ’24 [Tim Bajarin, leading industry consultants, analysts and futurists, covering the field of personal computers and consumer technology; consultant to IBM, Apple, Xerox, Hewlett Packard/Compaq, Dell, AT&T, Microsoft, Sony, Panasonic, Intel, Qualcomm, AMD, nVidia, Polaroid, Lotus, Epson, Toshiba, “How A Harris Presidency Could Affect Big Tech”, 07/25/2024, https://www.forbes.com/sites/timbajarin/2024/07/25/how-a-harris-presidency-could-affect-big-tech/] // K Nahm 
As Joe Biden bowed out of the 2024 presidential race last weekend, he endorsed Vice President Kamala Harris to replace him.
We in Silicon Valley know Harris well, as she was a top prosecutor in San Francisco, California's attorney general, and U.S. Senator. In those roles, she often visited Silicon Valley to meet with its leaders and became a long-time friend of the tech industry.
Now that she is the leading Democratic candidate to replace President Biden, tech leaders are scrutinizing how a potential Harris presidency could affect them and the industry at large.
In addition to her deep relations with tech leaders, Harris has a solid grasp of technology and understands its role in the U.S. and around the world.
President Biden appointed Harris to lead his AI task force last year. In May 2023, she met with major tech CEOs about advancing responsible AI innovation.
AI has great potential but also serious downsides. This will perhaps be the most important tech, demanding many forms of regulation in the near future. Biden has already put in place an aggressive executive order on AI that, among other things, has a big emphasis on human rights and algorithmic fairness.
Since Harris helped craft this executive order, a potential Harris administration would adhere to its principles and push hard for congressional leaders to craft laws needed to keep AI on the right track and safe for all.
Besides AI, many tech issues are at stake, such as regulating companies in other segments of the industry, antitrust, privacy, protecting kids from predators, and more.
Silicon Valley leaders could benefit from having someone in the White House who understands technology and could be friendly with Big Tech in the coming years.
One big question about a potential Harris presidency is whether she would alter the current ongoing tech antitrust cases at the DOJ and FTC.
I would be surprised if she changed the current leadership of these agencies since, as Vice President, Harris has been close to these cases and has not shown any sign of opposing them.
I spent the last two days talking to senior executives of major tech companies about their views on a Harris presidency's potential impacts on the technology industry. Here is a summary of those discussions.
Data privacy and consumer protection: Harris has strongly advocated data privacy. She might push for stricter regulations on how tech companies collect, use, and share user data, potentially similar to the E.U.'s GDPR.
Antitrust enforcement: Harris has expressed concerns about the concentration of power among Big Tech companies. Her administration might pursue more aggressive antitrust actions, potentially leading to increased scrutiny of mergers and acquisitions in the tech sector.
Artificial intelligence regulation: Harris has called for responsible AI development. Her administration might introduce guidelines or regulations to ensure AI systems are developed and deployed ethically, with a focus on preventing bias and protecting civil rights.
Cybersecurity: Given her background as California's attorney general and her work in the Senate, Harris might prioritize strengthening national cybersecurity measures, which could impact tech companies' security practices and responsibilities.
Broadband access: Harris has supported expanding broadband access, especially in rural and underserved areas. This could create opportunities for telecom and internet service providers.
STEM education and workforce development: Harris has advocated for increased investment in STEM education and workforce development programs, which could benefit the tech industry by expanding the pool of skilled workers.
Immigration reform: Harris has supported immigration reform that could make it easier for high-skilled tech workers to obtain visas, potentially addressing talent shortages in the industry.
Climate tech: Given her focus on climate change, a Harris administration might provide incentives or support for clean energy and climate-related technologies.
Section 230 reform: Harris has expressed interest in reforming Section 230 of the Communications Decency Act, which could have significant implications for social media and other internet platforms.
In 2022, the United States tech sector contributed nearly two trillion U.S. dollars to the country's overall gross domestic product (GDP), making up approximately 9.3 percent of total GDP.
Given that the U.S. tech industry drives nearly 10% of the total U.S. GDP, Silicon Valley will examine Harris and Trump closely to see if they are friends or foes.
AT: Trump Good Impacts
NATO 
Trump legally can’t exit NATO due to passed Congress bill with bipartisan support 
Igor Khrestin 5/1/24 Bradford M. Freeman Managing Director of Global Policy of the George W. Bush Institute. Served as Managing Director at FGS Global, a leading public affairs firm. Khrestin worked in high-level roles in foreign affairs and advocacy for nearly 2 decades. “Can Congress Prevent Trump From Exiting NATO?” American Purpose, https://www.americanpurpose.com/articles/can-congress-prevent-trump-from-exitingnato/#:~:text=At%20the%20end%20of%202023,from%20unilaterally%20withdrawing%20from%20NATO.
Congress this week approved a measure aimed at preventing any U.S. president from unilaterally withdrawing the United States from NATO without congressional approval. Passage came amid long-standing concerns that Donald Trump may try to exit the alliance if he returns to office. The provision was included in the National Defense Authorization Act, an annual bill detailing defense policy, which was passed by the House on Thursday and is awaiting the signature of President Biden. Under the measure, advocated by Sens. Tim Kaine (D-Va.) and Marco Rubio (R-Fla.), the president would be prohibited from withdrawing from NATO without the approval of two-thirds of the Senate or separate legislation passed by Congress. Kaine and Rubio had tried to advance similar measures since 2021. Passage of the defense policy bill this week marked the first time the House had embraced the tactic. The Republican-led House Armed Services Committee did not respond to questions about why the chamber accepted the provision. The office of Speaker Mike Johnson (R-La.) declined to comment.
The bipartisan attempt to add checks and balances highlights the lengths Congress is willing to go to protect the U.S.-NATO relationship amid ongoing Russian aggression and after years of criticism of the military alliance during Trump’s presidential tenure.
Biden has sought to reassert the leadership role of the United States in global diplomacy, helping galvanize NATO member countries in support of Ukraine after Russia’s invasion, and encouraging efforts to expand the alliance to include Finland and Sweden.
During his presidency, Trump frequently lambasted the alliance, accusing its members of being “delinquents” and questioning the wisdom of NATO’s collective defense clause.
Article 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty, which formed the legal basis for NATO, states that an armed attack on one member of the alliance will be viewed as an attack on all of them, and that they will defend one other.
In 2018, Trump publicly mused about why the United States might come to the aid of NATO member Monte­negro, saying that sending troops from the alliance to defend an “aggressive” ally could result in World War III.
Former Trump aides, including former national security adviser John Bolton, have said they feared at times that Trump could pull the United States out of the alliance. But Trump and his allies argue that his tough approach to NATO pushed member states to boost their defense spending obligations and strengthened the alliance.
Kaine, in a statement, said that the provision in the defense policy bill affirmed “U.S. support for this crucial alliance” and sent “a strong message to authoritarians around the world that the free world remains united.”
Rubio said in a statement: “The Senate should maintain oversight on whether or not our nation withdraws from NATO. We must ensure we are protecting our national interests and protecting the security of our democratic allies.”
While the defense policy bill is set to be signed into law by Biden, it’s unclear how exactly a scenario might play out in which the president and Congress are at odds over NATO membership.
Michael E. O’Hanlon, a senior fellow at the Brookings Institution, pointed out that there is precedent for presidents withdrawing unilaterally from treaties without consulting Congress. A chief executive conceivably could push back on efforts to restrict that — particularly if the treaty addresses the United States’ defense posture abroad.
A “future president might challenge such an effort and invoke the president’s authorities as commander in chief under Article 2 of the Constitution,” O’Hanlon said in an email. “It would, I think, be uncharted territory if this issue were forced to a confrontation.”
Janine Kritschgau, a spokesman for Kaine, said that while the Constitution is clear about the process to enter a treaty — including ratification by the Senate — it is silent on withdrawal. The provision offered by Kaine and Rubio was an attempt to offer specific guidance about the process, Kritschgau said.
If a president violates the law, Congress can seek recourse in the courts, the aide said

Trump will remain in NATO and provide aid
Cailey Gleeson 3/19/24 Political breaking news preporter, formerly worked at Forbes, graduated from DePaul University with a double major in journalism and psychology. “Trump Says U.S. Won’t Leave NATO If European Countries ‘Play Fair,’ Report Says” Forbes, https://www.forbes.com/sites/caileygleeson/2024/03/19/trump-says-us-wont-leave-nato-if-european-countries-play-fair-report-says/
Former President Donald Trump said in an interview slated to air Tuesday that the U.S. will remain in NATO if he’s reelected, Politico reported, amid mounting fears that the U.S. would quit the alliance during a second Trump term after his most recent series of controversial remarks.
In an interview with Nigel Farage, former UK Independence Party leader and Trump ally, Trump said NATO “has to treat the U.S. fairly,” adding that if it wasn’t for the U.S. “NATO literally doesn't even exist” while encouraging European nations to “play fair,” according to Politico.
Trump also reportedly said the U.S. would come to the defense of NATO allies under attack, and went on to say all involved parties should pay their “fair share”—echoing recent criticisms of the contributions of European members to aid Ukraine.
Politico reported the former president also warned NATO members to “not take advantage” of the nation’s support.

Europe is increasing NATO funding, meets Trump’s goals
Fenella McGerty 7/8/24 Defense Economist for the International Institute for Strategic Studies, expertise in Military expenditure analysis and forecasting, defence industry, equipment and investment, NATO, Middle East and North Africa, BSc in economics from the University of York and an MSc in economics from the University of London. “NATO defence spending: a bumper year” International Institute for Strategic Studies, https://www.iiss.org/online-analysis/military-balance/2024/07/nato-defence-spending-a-bumper-year/
NATO defence expenditure has surged in 2024, with 19 of the 32 Alliance members implementing double-digit growth in real terms to their military budgets. Increases by European members continue to be driven by the threat posed by Russia’s war in Ukraine, in addition to the ambition set in the Wales Summit Declaration in 2014 to spend at least 2% of gross domestic product on defence within a decade. 
Progress towards the 2% benchmark has been notable, particularly since 2022. According to the latest military-expenditure data released by NATO, 23 members will reach or exceed the 2% of GDP target this year, compared to seven in 2022 and just three in 2014. The data also finds that aggregate spending for the Alliance now exceeds the target level as a proportion of total GDP.
The level of growth implemented by countries to reach the target level in 2024 was significant. Overall, total NATO spending increased by 11% in 2024, compared to 3% in 2023. Growth was even stronger among NATO’s European members, who increased their combined military spending by 19% in real terms in 2024, following not-insignificant growth of 9% in 2023. This is remarkable given that the annual average for 2014–22 was just 3%, and is a stark indication of the deterioration in the strategic environment in Europe. This growth spurt, however, will likely skew underlying trends and, as ever, raises concerns that when funding increases too rapidly, it may not be spent effectively. 
Monitoring the breakdown of expenditure is therefore key. According to NATO data, the share of spending on equipment has increased dramatically. In 2014, the average share of the defence budget spent on equipment by European NATO members came to 14%. This has since increased to 32%, again with considerable growth since 2022. 
Spending more, more wisely, more clearly

Europe meets 2% collective GDP requirement due to funding increases
NATO, 2/15/24, North Atlantic Treaty Organization Newsroom, provides news about NATO. “Secretary General welcomes unprecedented rise in NATO defence spending” NATO Newsroom, https://www.nato.int/cps/en/natohq/news_222664.htm
Secretary General Jens Stoltenberg released NATO's latest defence spending figures on Wednesday (14 February 2024), which show an unprecedented increase across European Allies and Canada.
[Omit Graphs]
Previewing this week's meetings of Defence Ministers, Mr Stoltenberg announced that since the Defence Investment Pledge was made in 2014, European Allies and Canada have added more than $600 billion for defence. In 2023, we saw a real increase of 11% in defence spending across European Allies and Canada, which the Secretary General called an “unprecedented rise”. He added that he expects 18 Allies to spend 2% of GDP on defence in 2024 – a six-fold increase since 2014, when only three Allies met the target.
“In 2024, NATO Allies in Europe will invest a combined total of 380 billion US dollars in defence. For the first time, this amounts to 2% of their combined GDP," said Mr Stoltenberg. He added: “we are making real progress: European Allies are spending more. However, some Allies still have a ways to go. Because we agreed at the Vilnius Summit that all Allies should invest 2%, and that 2% is a minimum.”
In 2014, NATO Allies in Europe invested 1.47% of their collective GDP in defence. That figure has risen steadily over a decade, and will reach 2% in 2024.


Tech 
Trump supports antitrust focusing on the monopolistic control of Big Tech – bad for tech and the econ 
Godoy 07/15 [Jody; July 15, 2024 at 6:37PM EST; B.A. in English literature and philosophy from Azusa Pacific University, Guild's Executive Committee at Reuters. “Trump VP pick supports Big Tech antitrust crackdown”. https://www.investing.com/news/stock-market-news/trump-vp-pick-supports-big-tech-antitrust-crackdown-3520026] /// GH - CS
Former U.S. President Donald Trump's vice presidential pick J.D. Vance has openly praised the work of Federal Trade Commission Chair Lina Khan, a sign that the agency's broad approach to antitrust enforcement could enjoy some level of support from a second Trump administration. Vance, a Republican U.S. senator from Ohio, joined the presidential ticket on Monday at the Republican National Convention in Milwaukee, where Trump officially became the party's nominee. Vance is one of several Republican lawmakers, including U.S. Senator Josh Hawley of Missouri and Florida U.S. Representative Matt Gaetz, called "Khanservatives" for their agreement with the FTC chair that U.S. antitrust law has a broader purpose than keeping prices down for consumers. "She recognized there has to be a broader understanding of how we think about competition in the marketplace," Vance said at an event in Washington in February. The comments reflect a tension in the conservative movement, between an impulse to shrink regulatory agencies and a willingness to use antitrust laws to challenge powerful corporations — especially in Big Tech, where some hope to tackle perceived censorship of conservatives online. Joseph Coniglio, director of antitrust policy at the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation, said Vance is among the latter. "I do think that picking Senator Vance as vice president certainly sends a signal in one direction," said Coniglio. His think tank receives funding from several major technology companies. Scrutiny of Big Tech would not be a departure for Trump. The FTC and Department of Justice under Trump initiated investigations into Meta (NASDAQ:META), Amazon (NASDAQ:AMZN), Apple (NASDAQ:AAPL) and Google (NASDAQ:GOOGL) over alleged antitrust violations. All four companies were eventually sued, and have denied wrongdoing. 3rd party Ad. Not an offer or recommendation by Investing.com. See disclosure here or remove ads. Vance is a Yale-educated lawyer and venture capitalist who worked at corporate law firm Sidley Austin and has helped Trump fundraise in Silicon Valley. He has also called for the breakup of one of its biggest companies. "Long overdue, but it's time to break Google up," Vance tweeted in February, lamenting that "monopolistic control of information in our society resides with an explicitly progressive technology company." It remains to be seen what a potential second Trump administration would focus on. The conservative Heritage Foundation's Project 2025 policy platform discusses ways conservative causes can be championed by antitrust enforcers, but also questions whether the FTC should continue to exist. Business groups have criticized President Joe Biden's antitrust enforcers for going beyond traditional considerations of how competition affects prices to focus on issues including labor. The U.S. Chamber of Commerce has sued to block the FTC's recent ban on employers requiring workers to sign agreements not to join rivals or launch competing businesses. Vance said at the February event, hosted by Silicon Valley startup incubator Y Combinator, that his view of antitrust encompasses not only helping small firms compete, but also on workers and the quality of consumer goods. He disagreed with what he described as some conservatives' view that corporations' behavior cannot be "tyrannical." "I want people to live good lives in our country," he said. "I don't really care if the entity that is most threatening to that vision is a private entity or a public entity."
A second trump term would mean tech antitrust in an overarching “America First” mindset.
Golodner 5/2 [Adam M.; May 2, 2024 at 3:19 PM GMT; CEO of Vortex Strategic Consulting, LLC, University of Colorado Law School and Colorado College, Fellow at the Center for Digital Strategies, Tuck School of Business at Dartmouth and an Adjunct Professor of Law at the George Mason University Law School; “Trump vs. Biden: The Implications for U.S. Tech Regulation”; https://worldview.stratfor.com/article/trump-vs-biden-implications-us-tech-regulation] /// GH - CS
Regardless of whoever emerges as the winner of the Nov. 5 U.S. presidential election, technology policy – particularly towards China – will be a major focus of the incoming U.S. administration. While both President Joe Biden and former President Donald Trump will have similar national security concerns about China's access to foreign technology and exports of technology goods, Trump may entertain talks with China on a second trade deal or another agreement that could lead to a slowdown or a deal on some of the U.S. restrictions – an outcome that is highly unlikely to occur in a second Biden term. Domestically, a Trump presidency may dial back aggressive antitrust action by the Department of Justice and Federal Trade Commission across all sectors. Still, Trump would instead likely focus his criticism and scrutiny on specific technology companies, including those he believes have squelched his speech or that of his conservative followers, or specific deals he does not like, similar to his focus on TikTok during tenure as president. To discuss the election's impact on technology policy, RANE spoke with Adam Golodner, CEO of Vortex Strategic Consulting, LLC. Both Trump and Biden Will Have Core National Security Concerns, and Neither Will Push Through AI, Data Privacy Legislation. No matter who wins on Nov. 5, Golodner says either administration will implement core national security and technology policies. He notes that both Biden and Trump would want to keep hostile actors — primarily China, but Golodner also mentions Iran and Russia — in mind when creating these policies, with Trump being less concerned about Russia and likely open to giving Putin a wide berth. Both presidential candidates are concerned about "China's developing military capacity and the challenge and threats that it poses to the US," says Golodner, and this continued idea will inspire policy. Specifically, U.S. policy will aim to "police China's civil-military fusion and the ability of U.S. technology or intellectual property to flow from the commercial side in China to the military side." Congress will also likely continue pushing for increased legislation targeting China, especially via the House Select Committee on the Chinese Communist Party. A report released by the Committee in December 2023 outlined a number of policy recommendations designed to slow down China's military technology modernization program and support American leadership in critical technologies. In addition to matters relevant to trade and other policy domains, the Committee recommended Congress enact legislation requiring large public companies to disclose key supply chain risks associated with the potential loss of access to Chinese suppliers. Furthermore, it proposes giving the president the authority to ban Chinese technology products from the U.S. market and to enact legislation to allow the Treasury Department to place sanctions on Chinese companies directly tied to the Chinese military-industrial complex. Golodner also says both potential administrations would likely continue focusing on the artificial intelligence (AI), quantum computing, critical and advanced materials (materials for military application and rare earth metals), biotechnology, and semiconductor industries. Policies and restrictions on these key industries will likely increase as these technologies and their military applications advance. This may include tightening export controls on the most advanced semiconductors as both semiconductors and their application in AI and supercomputing also advance. China will continue to try to build up its own indigenous semiconductor industry to compensate for the loss of the most advanced Western chips and equipment. Restrictions like export controls, however, tend to be a "lagging indicator" catching up to the advances in technology, according to Golodner. Fundamentally, Golodner notes that future tech policy will likely be rooted in protecting U.S. national security, as opposed to denying purely commercial technology to others, as the sale of commercial technology to others helps fund U.S. company innovation. Irrespective of the incoming administration, Golodner anticipates little progress toward the enactment of comprehensive federal legislation pertaining to data privacy or a highly regulatory federal AI law akin to the European Union's AI Act that was approved in the European Union this year. He says one exception might be a privacy law focused on protecting children, an idea that seems to have broad bi-partisan support. Golodner expects the states to continue to take the lead with state-level data privacy acts in the absence of a federal data privacy law. In total, 13 U.S. states have enacted comprehensive data privacy laws as of Feb. 28, 2024, with New Hampshire also passing legislation that still needs to be signed into law. Another 18 states – primarily in the Midwest, Mid-Atlantic and Northeast – have bills that have been introduced. While some Democrat-led states have been aggressive in passing data privacy laws, like California, many Republican states have also sought to pass data privacy laws, including Texas and Montana. On AI in the United States, Golodner expects voluntary pledges, National Institute of Science and Technology (NIST) AI best practices and guidelines, and OECD and G7 sets of good practices – as opposed to explicit requirements – for AI companies. One exception may be in U.S. government procurement, where agencies may try to impose specific requirements. Biden's October 2023 Executive Order largely focused on ordering various government agencies to develop voluntary standards and guidance for the use of AI, with only a small portion of AI models posing a risk to national security, economic security or public health and safety, requiring higher standards of operation and reporting. A Second Biden Term Would Focus on Pushing U.S. Allies to Place Restrictions on China In a second term, Golodner believes the Biden administration would likely continue its existing framework of implementing further national security-based export controls on technology exports to China, as well as U.S. investments in sensitive industries. As noted by Commerce Secretary Gina Raimondo in October 2023, the Biden administration is looking at a "grand vision" of about five to six years to decouple semiconductor supply chains from China, with the current policies working toward that goal. Golodner forecasts a continuation of technology policy that is both national security-based and aware of the benefits to U.S. industry and innovation from the sale and export of commercial technologies globally. On the core military use side, the United States will continue global policies that "create a balance against China's continued expansion of its sphere of control and policies." The core principle of protecting U.S. national security will remain constant, but the targeted industries and specific policies will likely change in accordance with the evolving nature of technology. Additionally, a second-term Biden administration would likely increase pressure on its allies and partners to implement similar measures. Golodner emphasizes that Biden aims to cooperate with allies and align foreign policy measures with other democracies "to present a values-based proposition for people around the world" in the face of rising autocracies. This could result in an organized multilateral framework coordinated on technological restrictions on China or, as Golodner mentions, increased cooperation in existing partnerships like the Quad — a strategic security dialogue between Australia, India, Japan and the United States. The Biden Administration is currently pressing many of its allies to step up restrictions on China, and a second Biden term would see similar pressure. Specifically, the United States is pushing the Netherlands to stop semiconductor manufacturing equipment producer ASML from servicing advanced lithography machines that it sold in China before the Netherlands placed restrictions on the export of those machines last year. The United States is also pressuring Japan to restrict chemical exports to China for use in chipmaking. The United States is similarly pressuring South Korea and Germany. A Second Trump Presidency Would Bring Back An 'America First' Policy But Also a Potential Deal with China Golodner says that a second Trump administration would bring back an 'America First' approach to foreign and national security policy that would differ significantly from Biden's and would inform Trump's technology policy towards China and Russia, even if Trump continues to, largely speaking, implement more national security-focused restrictions on China. Golodner points out that Trump "does not view the role of the United States as having an obligation to provide for the stability of the world." He adds that as president, Trump's policies would push Europe away from the United States, as in his previous term. Trump's focus on 'America First' trade policies would likely mean a resumption of the U.S. trade war with the European Union – and likely continue to increase tariffs on China. This will make it more difficult for Trump to place any pressure on European countries to implement harsher technology restrictions on China, similar to those for which the Biden administration is currently pressing. Without European or Asian countries placing restrictions on technology exports to China, a second Trump administration would likely need to be even more expansive in unilateral restrictions by the United States – possibly even increased sanctions – in order to have the same impact on China's technology sector that a second Biden administration would be able to achieve through global cooperation. Golodner also warns that there could be policy whiplash, or 'zigzag,' on China in a second Trump term. While Golodner expects a second Trump Administration to place more restrictions on China due to national security concerns, he points out that a second Trump term is likely to have more political appointees that are aligned with his 'America First' approach to foreign policy than he did in his first term. As a result, while many U.S. government agencies will still be pushing for a hardline approach to China, the White House may quickly latch onto an issue and redirect the United States' focus to something else. Golodner points out that in his first term, Trump was "enamored of making deals with dictators, and [he thinks] that will continue." He points out that Trump is very "transactional" and that a second Trump term would have "fewer people who might put brakes on [his] policies appointed to positions of authority, and there will be much less of the structure to hold back or stymie some of his impulses." He adds that if there's a deal to be made, Trump might trade off "what one might consider a national security interest for an interest that he personally thinks is more important." Golodner notes that the first Trump Administration reportedly delayed placing some restrictions on Huawei over concerns that it would have disrupted China-U.S. negotiations on a trade deal. A Second Trump Administration Would Narrow Focus on Antitrust Concerns With Tech Companies Golodner does not expect a second Trump administration to focus on launching antitrust lawsuits against all technology companies for 'big is bad' philosophical reasons, but says the administration could instead focus its enforcement efforts on whether or not the administration believes a particular technology company has been curbing conservative or Trump's own speech. He adds that the concern over curbing conservative speech has gotten significant attention from Republican Congressional leaders. Overall, he says it will be important to watch who will get key antitrust positions in a second Trump administration at the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) and the Department of Justice (DOJ) Antitrust Division. If the appointees are traditional Republican Chicago School, economic-based antitrust professionals, then Golodner says there will likely be a return to a more traditional view of antitrust enforcement across sectors. However, regarding technology companies, a Trump appointee may still be compelled to focus particularly on the speech issues Trump espouses. For non-technology enforcement, it would be hard to imagine a full-on 'big is bad' approach followed by the current FTC chair, Lina Khan. However, Golodner cautions that just as Trump was previously able to readily involve himself in a technology dispute with China, he maintains the capacity to push for antitrust and regulatory investigations across various sectors and "take enforcement actions against companies and owners of companies that he did not like." At the minimum, this could result in regulators taking a "hard, close look" at deals Trump is interested in. Under a Trump presidency, CFIUS reviews of foreign takeovers of domestic companies in strategic industries are likely to be heightened, even from allied countries. A Biden administration would be less concerned about such takeovers. Still, as the bipartisan push against Nippon Steel’s acquisition of U.S. Steel demonstrates, even a second Biden administration could still be skeptical of some takeovers by foreign firms from allied countries in politically sensitive industries where unions oppose the acquisitions. If Biden wins, Golodner says it will be crucial to see what happens to Khan and her position as chair of the FTC. Khan's term as chair expires Sept. 25, 2024, and Golodner points out that she is not required to leave until a replacement for her slot is confirmed; she could therefore, retain her position, at least for a while, even if she is not renominated. He notes that even if Biden is re-elected, the FTC nomination and confirmation process will receive a lot of attention because of how Lina Khan was appointed previously. President Biden nominated her as an FTC commissioner, later surprising many in the Senate by appointing her as Chair immediately upon confirmation, a move considered controversial given her views on antitrust and application to tech companies. Golodner says that if the Republicans regain control of the Senate and Biden is president, they will take a hard look at the FTC chair appointment, and it is unlikely the Senate would approve anyone with her expansive views on anti-trust issues. Khan has launched a number of high-profile antitrust investigations and lawsuits against technology companies, approaching antitrust in a different way from her predecessors by focusing less on consumer welfare and more on how monopolies harm competition in other ways, such as potential competitors, actual competitors, sellers and labor markets. Her mixed track record in cases that have gone to court – including a high-profile court defeat for the FTC trying to block Microsoft's $70 billion acquisition of Activision Blizzard – has led critics to question her approach. In a second Biden administration, Golodner adds that regardless of who the FTC chair is, "you will continue to see the FTC de facto making Privacy Law and [using] enforcement actions." On domestic technology subsidies, Golodner says that he would not expect the Trump administration to back another Chips Act, referring to the $280 billion 2022 law that set aside more than $52 billion in subsidies and tax benefits for semiconductor production in the United States. While Trump would certainly push for increased domestic semiconductor manufacturing — during his first term, he personally pushed for TSMC to build a plant in the United States — Trump, as well as most Republican fiscal hawks in Congress, have criticized the Biden administration's spending bills for the industrial sectors, including the 2021 Bipartisan Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act, the 2022 Inflation Reduction Act and the Chips Act. A return to a Trump presidency would likely lead to more emphasis on tax cuts rather than subsidies, while new subsidies for green technologies like those included in the Inflation Reduction Act will discontinue. A Biden administration would likely try to increase subsidies and other financial incentives for domestic manufacturing similar to the three major acts passed in its first term. What Companies Should Do to Prepare Companies should immediately start planning a strategy for the next U.S. administration, says Golodner. He explains that companies need to ensure they understand the technology restrictions, policies and related issues discussed above, elaborating that they need to also understand "the policies not just in the U.S. but in Europe, India, Australia, Korea and Japan." Golodner adds that companies should be looking at how these issues are relevant to their particular industries and products, as the impact on companies directly in the technology sector differs from those just using technology goods in their own services and products. Golodner adds that this strategy planning needs to be "cross-functional between business units, government affairs, the CFO's office and communications" to understand how the election may impact them and how they might adjust their course based on the election outcome. Golodner says that it is also "vitally important for corporate leaders to decide whether or not to engage with policymakers in the U.S. and globally in order to shape those changes and to push those changes." He points out that second-term administrations are "just different." Second-term presidents do not need to be as concerned with how their decisions affect their electability in the future, giving them more freedom to express their personal views on specific issues. Golodner says he thinks there will be "opportunities in [a] second Biden Administration to push for changes." He also says that companies will need to decide whether or not they will want to interact with a second Trump administration as well. He concludes that if corporate leaders do decide to act to shift corporate decisions based on what comes out of the election, they need to have a "very clear path forward both in the U.S. and globally," given the narrowing window for such actions. Golodner's view that Congress is unlikely to pass a broad-based federal data privacy law regardless of the outcome of the election also means that companies should continue to prepare for greater compliance burdens resulting from the patchwork of state laws. Under a Biden administration, the FTC will continue its efforts to alleviate this issue by effectively establishing federal regulations in in specific realms where its authority is clearly defined, such as matters concerning discrimination, protection of children and consumer consent. In a Trump administration, the FTC will not be nearly as active, magnifying the differences between state-level data privacy laws.
Trump Bad Impacts
Inflation
Trump causes inflation -- 16 Nobel Prize-winning economists agree 
Picchi 6/25 
[Aimee Picchi a renowned journalist and associate managing editor for CBS MoneyWatch ; 6/25/24] 16 Nobel Prize-winning economists warn that Trump's economic plans could reignite inflation https://www.cbsnews.com/news/trump-economy-nobel-prize-winners-letter-inflation-warning//WM

Sixteen of the world's most notable economists — all Nobel Prize winners — are warning that former President Donald Trump could stoke inflation if he wins the presidency in November and moves forward with his economic plans. 
"Many Americans are concerned about inflation, which has come down remarkably fast. There is rightly a worry that Donald Trump will reignite this inflation, with his fiscally irresponsible budgets," according to a letter signed by the economists, who include Joseph Stiglitz, a Columbia University professor who won the Nobel prize for economics in 2001; and Yale professor Robert Shiller, who won the Nobel prize for economics in 2013. 
The warning comes as the U.S. continues to battle sticky inflation, with the Federal Reserve maintaining the highest interest rates in more than two decades with the goal of cooling the economy and driving inflation down to a 2% annual rate. Even though inflation has cooled from a recent peak of 9.1% in June 2022, inflation-weary Americans are glum about the economy, with 6 in 10 rating it as either bad, fairly bad or very bad, according to the latest CBS News poll. 
Trump's policies could prove to be inflationary, other economists also warned, such as his proposal to create a 10% across-the-board tariff on all imports to deporting immigrants. The tariff plan would add $1,700 in annual costs for the typical U.S. household, essentially acting as an inflationary tax, according to experts at the Peterson Institute for International Economics. 
Deporting immigrants could shrink the labor force, creating more competition for U.S. workers and pushing up wages, also adding to inflationary pressure, economists warn. 
While the letter from Stiglitz and the other 15 Nobel Prize winners didn't detail the specifics of any part of Trump's plans, it did single out praise for some of President Joe Biden's economic policies, ranging from his Inflation Reduction Act to investment in U.S. manufacturing. 
"In his first four years as President, Joe Biden signed into law major investments in the U.S. economy, including in infrastructure, domestic manufacturing and climate," the letter said. "Together, these investments are likely to increase productivity and economic growth while lowering long-term inflationary pressures and facilitating the clean energy transition."
They added, "While each of us has different views on the particulars of various economic policies, we all agree that Joe Biden's economic agenda is vastly superior to Donald Trump's."
"Top economists, Nobel Prize winners, and business leaders all know America can't afford Trump's dangerous economic agenda," Biden campaign spokesperson, James Singer, told CBS MoneyWatch.
 "In Donald Trump's America, the rich pay less, and working Americans pay more," he added.
"The American people don't need worthless out-of-touch Nobel Prize winners to tell them which president put more money in their pockets," Trump campaign national press secretary Karoline Leavitt said in an emailed statement to CBS MoneyWatch.
If re-elected, Trump plans to implement a "pro-growth, pro-energy, pro-jobs agenda to bring down the cost of living and uplift all Americans," she added.

Trump causes inflation 4 reasons – tariffs, lower interest rates, lower taxes, limited immigration
Basu 5/8 
[Zachary Basu a Axios Director of News, focusing on economics and politics; 5/8/24] Trump's inflation bomb: How his second-term plans could make it worse. https://www.axios.com/2024/05/08/trump-biden-2024-economy-inflation//WM
Former President Trump is betting that high gas and grocery prices will fuel his return to the White House. But his second-term plans could make inflation worse.
Why it matters: President Biden's approval rating has suffered under the crushing weight of inflation, which voters consistently rank as their top issue for the 2024 election.
Trump, meanwhile, is taking advantage of his non-incumbent status, lobbing grenades from the sidelines as Biden has struggled to bring inflation back to pre-pandemic levels.
Simmering frustration with high prices has allowed Trump to build a decisive polling advantage on the economy — while some of his own plans have largely escaped scrutiny.
Zoom in: At least four of the main principles of Trump's economic philosophy carry significant inflationary risks, according to economists and Wall Street analysts.
1. Universal tariffs: In what would likely trigger a massive global trade war, Trump has called for 10% tariffs on all imports, 100% tariffs on cars made outside the U.S., and a minimum 60% tariffs on Chinese goods.
An analysis by the Center for American Progress Action Fund, a Democrat-aligned group, found that the 10% tariffs "would amount to a roughly $1,500 annual tax increase for the typical household."
In an interview with TIME, Trump disputed that his plans would drive up prices in the U.S. and falsely claimed — as he did throughout his presidency — that tariffs force foreign countries to pay the U.S.
2. Lower interest rates: Trump broke precedent in office by frequently attacking the Federal Reserve for not dramatically lowering interest rates to compete with other countries.
Hiking interest rates is the Fed's primary tool for fighting inflation, which is part of its mandate in addition to promoting maximum employment.
The Wall Street Journal reports that Trump allies are drafting plans to gut the Fed independence and allow the president to have more influence on the central bank's rate decisions.
3. Lower taxes: Republicans' top fiscal priority is extending Trump's 2017 tax cuts, which would cost $3.3 trillion over the next decade, according to the Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget.
Tax cuts may make life more affordable for many Americans, but more money in the economy also juices consumer demand — potentially pushing up prices.
4. Limits on immigration: Trump has vowed to carry out the "largest domestic deportation operation in American history," planning mass detention camps and raids targeting millions of undocumented immigrants.
Despite the significant backlash Biden has faced for his handling of the border, economists believe last year's immigration increase allowed the job market to continue booming without adding to inflationary pressures.
Trump's deportation plans — while supported by the majority of Americans — could exacerbate labor shortages and reignite inflation.
The intrigue: Trump's former trade chief Robert Lighthizer, who is likely to serve in a future administration, wants to devalue the U.S. dollar, Politico has reported. That would be a major shift in currency policy that could send prices of imported goods soaring.
Zoom out: Economic historian and Columbia University professor Adam Tooze warned in a recent podcast that Trump's positions are a "recipe" for inflationary shocks to the economy.
The other side: Trump's Agenda47 website outlines plans to use presidential "impoundment" authority to cut out "wasteful and unnecessary" spending by federal agencies, which Trump says will help stop inflation. The former president frequently points to his plans to "unleash energy dominance" by expanding oil and gas drilling, which could ease prices at the pump. Conservative economists and many business leaders also argue that Trump's broad deregulatory approach across government would help lower costs for companies — and in turn, their customers.
What they're saying: "What Trump and his allies are proposing will bring chaos to economic markets, raise costs on working families, and send inflation skyrocketing," Biden campaign spokesperson James Singer said in a statement.
The bottom line: Trump's biggest advantage in the inflation debate is his own record: The average yearly inflation rate was under 2% for his first term, before COVID wreaked havoc on the economy. Nearly 9 in 10 Americans say the economy and inflation will be the most important issues determining who they support for president in November, according to a new ABC News/Ipsos poll. Right now, that's a bad sign for the White House: 44% of Americans trust Trump to handle inflation, while just 30% trust Biden.

Democracy
Trump will ruin democracy
Frantz et al. 24 [Erica; Jan 30, 2024 at 8:34 AM EST; professor of political science at Michigan State University; Kendall-Taylor, Andrea; Distinguished Practitioner in Grand Strategy, Jackson School of Public Affairs, Yale University; Wright, Joseph; Professor of Political Science, Penn State; “Why Trump’s control of the Republican Party is bad for democracy”; https://theconversation.com/why-trumps-control-of-the-republican-party-is-bad-for-democracy-221828] /// GH - CS
As former President Donald Trump edges closer to clinching the Republican presidential nomination in 2024, our political science research has shown that a second Trump presidency is likely to damage American democracy even more than his first term did. The reason has less to do with Trump and his ambitions than with how power dynamics have shifted within the Republican Party. In our forthcoming book, “The Origins of Elected Strongmen: How Personalist Parties Destroy Democracy from Within,” we explain the dangers that arise when leaders come to power backed by political parties that exist primarily to promote the leader’s personal agenda, as opposed to advancing particular policies. In general, typical political parties select new leaders at regular intervals, which gives elites in the party another chance to win a nomination in the future if the party is popular. And typical parties tend to select leaders who rise up the ranks of the party, having worked with other party elites along the way. But so-called personalist parties, as political scientists like us call them, are a threat to democracy because they lack the incentives and ability to resist their leader’s efforts to amass more power. The Conversation is a news organization dedicated to facts and evidence Learn more From 1990 to 2020, in countries all over the world, elected leaders backed by personalist parties have gone on to undermine democracy from within. There are three reasons personalist parties are harmful to democracy, all of which have clear parallels to experiences with Trump and the Republican Party. 1. Loyalty to the person, not the party Personalist party elites are loyal to the leader. A classic indicator of party personalization is the ouster of politically experienced people in the party elite, who are often highly qualified and more independent of the leader – and their replacement with less experienced people who are personally loyal to the leader. These people are more likely to view their political success as being intertwined with that of the leader rather than the party. They therefore are more likely to support the leader’s agenda, no matter how harmful it may be for democracy. In Turkey, for example, Recep Tayyip Erdogan’s Justice and Development Party, known in Turkish as the AKP, initially included elites who were established politicians, such as Ali Babacan, Abdullah Gul and Bulent Arinc. As time passed, however, Erdogan weeded out these veterans and replaced them with more loyal supporters. This paved the way for Erdogan to consolidate control, including – among other things – shifting power in 2018 from the parliament to the presidency and expanding his powers considerably. 2. Official endorsement of leader’s actions In personalist parties, elites endorse the leader’s actions, cueing voters to do the same. Ordinary citizens who support personalist parties often go along with leaders’ efforts to dismantle democracy, even if they care about democracy, because they are highly receptive to signals provided by the party elite. When the party higher-ups endorse – rather than condemn – the leader’s undemocratic inclinations, supporters get the message that nothing is wrong, and they fall in line. In Brazil, for example, then-President Jair Bolsonaro generated doubts among supporters that the 2022 presidential elections would be fair, suggesting that electoral officials might manipulate the results in his opponent’s favor. The political elite, including members of Brazil’s Congress, amplified these claims. These elite cues signaled to Bolsonaro supporters that his actions were compatible with a healthy democracy, ultimately setting the stage for them to resort to violence when Bolsonaro lost the election in a contest that independent observers considered free and fair. 3. Polarizing society with controversy Leaders of personalist parties polarize the societies they govern. While many kinds of leaders demonize their political opponents, we have found that personalist party leaders’ anti-democratic behaviors – such as attempting to overturn an election they’ve lost – split society into polarized factions: those who support them and everyone else. When opponents of the leader raise concerns that the leader’s actions are harmful to democracy, as the Democrats regularly have since Trump won office in 2016, supporters dig in their heels in defiance, incredulous that there is cause for concern. Affective polarization, where citizens increasingly dislike their opponents, deepens. With the opponents vilified, the leader has the political support to take actions to keep the other side out of power, even if those actions undermine democracy in the process. Take Venezuela, historically one of the most stable democracies in Latin America. Former President Hugo Chavez’s power grabs splintered Venezuelan society, dividing citizens over what the rules of the game should be and who should have access to power. As the chasm between his backers and the opposition grew, so did the abuses of power his supporters were willing to accept to ensure his continued rule. Chavez’s actions, which faced no resistance from those in his party, polarized society, ultimately pushing the country toward dictatorship. A man stands waving to a crowd of people holding signs. Many Republican Party members back Trump, in part because other party leaders signal their own support. AP Photo/Sue Ogrocki The GOP is a personalist party The present Republican Party closely fits the personalist mold. Conventionally, a party leader rises through the party ranks. But Trump didn’t do that, and before seeking the presidency, he didn’t have strong, collegial relationships with key Republican figures in government. Rather, he switched party allegiance several times and before becoming president had never held any elected office. Since 2016, Trump has increasingly sidelined the traditional party establishment to remake the party into an instrument to further his own personal, political and financial interests. As an indicator of this, the party elite have grown fearful of diverging from his agenda, so much so that the 2020 GOP platform essentially amounted to “whatever Trump wants.” Today, the main qualification for a Republican candidate or appointee appears to be loyalty to Trump himself, not fealty to longstanding GOP principles. Traditional parties, including the pre-Trump Republican Party, offer voters a bundle of policy positions hashed out among multiple elite factions of the party. Trump’s supersized control over the Republican Party has transformed other leading party figures into sycophants, always seeking Trump’s favor. Even Florida Gov. Ron DeSantis, after experiencing ridicule and abuse from Trump, endorsed the former president’s bid to return to the White House. No resistance to a Trump power grab The personalist nature of the Republican Party means that if Trump were to win office again, he is unlikely to face pushback from the party on any issue. All signs indicate that Trump, if reelected, is likely to pursue an authoritarian power grab by, for example, purging professional bureaucrats, expanding the Supreme Court or using the Insurrection Act to deploy the military against protesters. Party members may even support him in that power grab. Most elected leaders are ambitious and, like Trump, seek to gain and hold onto power for as long as they can. Indeed, very few elected leaders resign voluntarily. The octogenarians who fill Congress attest to many politicians’ unwillingness to relinquish the power they have. We have found that what matters for democracy is not so much the ambitions of power-hungry leaders, but rather whether those in their support group will tame them. As our research shows, the most danger comes when personalist ruling parties hold legislative majorities and the presidency, meaning opposition parties in the legislature can’t stop the ruling party from dominating. In those circumstances, there is little that stands in the way of a grab for power. For instance, if Republicans won a slim Senate majority, they might abolish the filibuster. That would limit Democrats’ ability to hold up legislation they opposed. Elected leaders backed by personalist parties are therefore often successful in dismantling institutional checks on their power, whether from the legislature or the courts. Leaders of personalist parties have attempted to curb judicial constraints in countries as different as El Salvador, Hungary and Israel, with the ruling parties doing little to stop their efforts. Long-standing and wealthy democracies, like the U.S., are remarkably resilient to the challenges that confront them. But ruling party personalism helps elected leaders undercut these protective guardrails. Because the Republican Party has taken a personalist turn under Trump’s spell, democracy in the U.S. would suffer should Trump win a second term.
AT: Trump Bad Impacts
Democracy
Even Dems think Trump isn’t a threat to Democracy
Wulfsohn 7/11 [Joseph A.; Jul 11, 2024 at 7:00 AM EDT; a writer and columnist for Mediaite and a contributor for The Federalist and The Daily Caller, graduate of Columbia College Chicago; https://www.foxnews.com/media/progressives-enraged-democrats-reportedly-privately-admit-trump-isnt-existential-threat-democracy] /// GH - CS
Liberals on social media seethed in reaction to Democratic lawmakers reportedly admitting behind the scenes that former President Trump isn't a "threat to democracy" as their party loudly claims. New York Times columnist Ezra Klein appeared on The Bulwark Podcast Tuesday and revealed what "top Democrats" have told him off the record as they panic over whether they should support or abandon President Biden on their ticket. "People are weighing this set of things. Like, ‘It would be quite unpleasant for me personally to come out against the president as an elected official in the Democratic Party,' and weighing what will happen if Donald Trump wins, and saying, in a revealed preference way, ‘I can live with Donald Trump winning,’" Klein said. "And I've heard people say that to me off the record, to be fair-" BIDEN INTERVIEWERS SHED LIGHT ON HIS FRAILTY BEHIND THE SCENES: ‘IT’S IMPOSSIBLE NOT TO NOTICE' Ezra Klein New York Times columnist Ezra Klein said "top Democrats" told him that they don't actually think former President Trump is an "existential threat to democracy." (Lloyd Bishop/NBCU Photo Bank/NBCUniversal via Getty Images) "Really?" podcast host Tim Miller reacted. "I've had top Democrats say to me, basically, say something like, ‘I don’t know why all these Democrats who think Donald Trump is an existential threat to democracy are acting the way they are. But the reason I'm acting the way I am is because I don't think that,'" Klein continued. "Who the f--- is this?" an angered Miller exclaimed. "Out your sources, Ezra!" "I find it maddening, but I do find it consistent," Klein responded. Klein later told Miller, "I think you have to at some point say, whatever these Democrats are saying in public, they're more resigned and more willing to just be the resistance to a Trump presidency than a lot of their public-facing rhetoric would suggest." "You have a calm voice, but you're skyrocketing my f---ing blood pressure right now," Miller said. "Ezra, I'm just, like, so f---ing mad." ABC'S GEORGE STEPHANOPOULOS AFTER BIDEN INTERVIEW: ‘I DON’T THINK HE CAN SERVE FOUR MORE YEARS' Donald Trump Former President Trump has seen a bump in the polls following last month's presidential debate. (Mario Tama/Getty Images) Miller shared the "GALLING exchange" on X, sparking anger among other anti-Trump voices. "Absolutely f---ing enraging," former Obama speechwriter and Pod Save America co-host Jon Favreau reacted. "Correction: I was not being much too easy on the Democrats. I was being much, much, much too easy on them," New York Magazine writer Jonathan Chait said. CRITICS PILE ON BIDEN FOLLOWING ABC INTERVIEW, BLAST HIS REFUSAL TO COMMIT TO COGNITIVE TEST: ‘DISQUALIFYING’ Progressive activist Aaron Regunberg posted, "This is a story with actual, legitimate villains. Here they are. May they rot in hell." "If a party is filled with this many useless people, there is no reason for it to exist," Vox writer Sean Illing said. Washington Post assignment editor Damir Marusic remarked, "It’s so quaint, the idealism. It’s as if people living in a city devoted to politics don’t understand politics at all." Joe Biden President Biden shocked the nation with his disastrous debate performance, sparking calls for him to step out of the 2024 race. (Getty Images) Rep. Jared Golden, D-Maine, offered a similar sentiment publicly in an op-ed published in the Bangor Daily News with the headline "Donald Trump is going to win the election and democracy will be just fine." Biden is facing mounting pressure to withdraw from the presidential race despite vowing to remain on the ballot til November following his disastrous debate performance. Democrats on Capitol Hill have been facing turmoil in recent weeks, with many publicly supporting Biden but reportedly expressing otherwise in private. Wednesday night Vermont Sen. Peter Welch joined eight House Democrats in calling for Biden to step aside. Several members of the media have also been vocal in calling for his removal from the ticket. Hollywood A-lister and Democratic megadonor George Clooney, who co-hosted Biden's star-studded fundraiser in Los Angeles just weeks before the debate, penned a scathing essay in The New York Times calling for a new nominee. "It’s devastating to say it, but the Joe Biden I was with three weeks ago at the fund-raiser was not the Joe "big F-ing deal" Biden of 2010. He wasn’t even the Joe Biden of 2020. He was the same man we all witnessed at the debate," Clooney wrote.
Trump will win and not affect democracy
Hall 07/02 [Alexander; Jul 2, 2024 at 8:00 PM EDT; graduated from Saint Mary's College of California in 2017 with a degree in communications; “Dem lawmaker declares Trump is 'going to win the election' and US democracy will survive.”; https://www.foxnews.com/media/dem-lawmaker-declares-trump-going-win-election-us-democracy-survive] /// GH - CS Rep. Jared Golden, D-Maine, chastised politicians for panicking about a potential Trump victory, arguing that America's system will hold and keep him in check like any other president. Democrats have been reeling since President Biden’s widely-criticized performance in last week's presidential debate. The president’s appearance and gaffes had sparked yet another national furor about his ability to serve, leading many of his staunchest supporters to ask him to step down. By contrast, Golden called on fellow Democrats to stop worrying about former President Trump as if he were a threat to America's political system and accept that he will win in November. "After the first presidential debate, lots of Democrats are panicking about whether President Joe Biden should step down as the party’s nominee. Biden’s poor performance in the debate was not a surprise. It also didn’t rattle me as it has others, because the outcome of this election has been clear to me for months: While I don’t plan to vote for him, Donald Trump is going to win. And I’m OK with that," Golden wrote in the Bangor Daily News. He went on to argue, "Democrats’ post-debate hand-wringing is based on the idea that a Trump victory is not just a political loss, but a unique threat to our democracy. I reject the premise. Unlike Biden and many others, I refuse to participate in a campaign to scare voters with the idea that Trump will end our democratic system." Biden looks up during rain President Biden looks up at the rain during his remarks during an event in the Rose Garden of the White House on May 14, 2024. (Demetrius Freeman/The Washington Post via Getty Images) LESS THAN A THIRD OF VOTERS PREFER BIDEN OVER TRUMP TO HANDLE IMMIGRATION: POLL After talking about past trials and tribulations America has survived since its first Independence Day, he pivoted and said, "This election is about the economy, not democracy. And when it comes to our economy, our Congress matters far more than who occupies the White House." "Some of Congress’ best work in recent years has happened in spite of the president, not because of him," he argued. "A handful of responsible Democrats, including myself and West Virginia Sen. Joe Manchin, rejected Biden’s bloated ‘Build Back Better’ bill and instead passed a law that supercharged American energy production, saved Medicare billions of dollars and reduced the deficit." He also cited another example of congress holding major political shakeups in check, this time under the Trump presidency. "Years earlier, Congress stood up to the GOP establishment who tried to hijack Trump’s agenda to achieve their long-held goal of repealing the Affordable Care Act," he wrote. "Defeating them saved health coverage for tens of millions of Americans and protections for people with preexisting conditions." Donald Trump Former President Trump smiles before he delivers remarks at a Nevada Republican volunteer recruiting event at Fervent: A Calvary Chapel on July 8, 2023, in Las Vegas. (Mario Tama/Getty Images) DEBATE GIVES TRUMP A BUMP OVER BIDEN, ACCORDING TO A NEW NATIONAL POLL While he argued, "Maine’s representatives will need to work with [Trump] when it benefits Mainers, hold him accountable when it does not," he also said that even the Trump reforms he personally agrees with will face staunch political opposition. "Congress will need to stand up to economic elites and so-called experts in both parties who are already working overtime to stop Trump’s proposed trade policies that would reverse the harms of globalization and protect American businesses from unfair foreign competition," he wrote. "We need to protect from extremists the law I helped pass that caps seniors’ insulin costs at $35 and forces Big Pharma to negotiate and lower the cost of prescription drugs." 
Judiciary checks Trump in 2nd Term, international autocracies prove.
Aydintasbas ’24 [Asli Aydintasbas, former journalist from Turkey and a visiting fellow at the Brookings Institution’s Center; New York University, Robert College, Bates College, Politico , “Trump Can’t Be Dictator on ‘Day One’ — Or in a Second Term. Here’s Why”, 01/28/2024 07:00 AM EST, https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2024/01/28/a-trump-dictatorship-is-possible-but-not-in-four-years-00137949] // K Nahm
Many Democrats are terrified that a second term for Donald Trump would turn America into a dictatorship. They aren’t wrong to worry. For one thing, Trump has talked about the idea without completely dismissing it. And the U.S. is neither immune to populism, which is a precursor of authoritarianism, nor unshakable in its institutional attachment to liberal democracy. Given enough time, America, too, can loosen its checks and balances and slide into some type of electoral tyranny of the majority. At the same time, panic is unnecessary. As someone who lived through the birth and growth of authoritarianism in Turkey, I’m something of an expert on the subject — and no, another four years of Trump is not enough time to turn America into a dictatorship. What I saw in Turkey over the course of two decades of Tayyip Erdogan’s rule — working as a journalist for much of that time — is that building a dictatorship takes a long time. Similarly in Poland and Hungary, illiberal governments have needed years to chip away at the rule of law. There is a particular rhythm and process to dismantling a democracy, a kind of incubation period for despotism: There are laws to change, institutions to dismantle, alliances to build. With a concerted effort by Trump, the incubation period could be squeezed into eight more consecutive years, but not four. To be fair, Trump had something of a head start during his first term, appointing an impressive number of federal judges, tipping the balance of power in the Supreme Court, promoting MAGA-aligned media as an alternative source of reality, denying election results, and lately, claiming immunity from laws even after leaving office. But he is still a long way off from achieving total control over U.S. institutions, media and the judiciary, or building the kind of social consensus he’d need to reign as an autocrat. Let me describe some of the obstacles Trump or any dictator wannabe would encounter during the autocratization of America, based on what has happened in other countries. A camera monitor shows Republican presidential candidate Donald Trump speaking to thousands of supporters at SNHU Arena during a campaign stop in Manchester, New Hampshire. An entire ecosystem of pro-Trump media, such as Fox News, amplifies his narratives, such as stolen elections. Most illiberal populists pretend to run against some type of elite conspiracy that denies voters a say in the destiny of the nation. Having an alternative media landscape is essential to push such narratives, such as stolen elections, and Trump will have no problem there, since the Fox News channel as well as an entire ecosystem of pro-Trump alternative media are already doing that job. But the problem for him will be the persistence of the old guard — the independent media outlets and mainstream news channels which do not sing from the MAGA hymn sheet and continue to provide good journalism to raise questions on his judgment. Getting rid of them is laborious. I used to work at one of Turkey’s top dailies, Sabah, when it was taken over by the government in 2007, marking the beginning of a decadelong struggle for Erdogan to take control of the media landscape in the country. But it wasn’t easy. To silence Sabah and other newspapers, Erdogan had to use the tax authority, the courts, call for public boycott of newspapers and threaten individual journalists publicly — eventually forcing media owners to sell off. After Sabah, the Turkish government focused on other distressed media holdings, provided the financial support for cronies to buy them, and over the years passed anti-terrorism legislation to stifle free speech. In 2017, Erdogan finally held a referendum on expanding his presidential powers and consolidated power. Even in an imperfect democracy like Turkey, it took a full decade from 2007 to 2017 for Erdogan to gain full compliance and transfer media ownership to his cronies. Similarly in Poland, the recently ousted Law and Justice Party tried to reshape the media landscape after they took power in 2015 by turning state broadcasters into partisan hacks — but made only incremental progress during their eight years in power. That kind of takeover is doable in the U.S. too, but it would take longer than four years. The Judiciary Courts are necessary to wage culture wars and create a climate of fear among dissidents — the sine quo non for a dictatorship. But to move from a proto-dictator to a real one, Trump would need full loyalty from the judiciary. That’s easier said than done in America, where the judicial system is designed to put limits on the executive and judges have long tenures. Trump may have shifted the balance of power on the Supreme Court and appointed more than 200 federal judges to reshape the federal judiciary, including an impressive number of appointments to the powerful appeals court and district courts. That means by the end of his term, over a quarter of active judges were Trump appointees. But that’s not so unusual. The courts have long been an ideological battleground in U.S. politics and the highest number of judicial appointments in modern times came during Ronald Reagan’s presidency — though it still wasn’t enough to create a permanent right-wing governance structure. Moreover, not all Trump appointees have ruled in ways Donald Trump wanted, even though many emerged from some type of a Republican vetting process through an alliance with Senate Majority Leader Mitch McConnell. Based on examples from Hungary, Poland and Turkey, we can safely say that Trump’s real problem will not be the loyalty or the conservative credentials of his judicial appointees but the presence of others — the non-Trumpians. Out of 800-something federal judges (numbers vary depending on vacancies), only a quarter have been appointed by Trump, leaving hundreds of others within the system. Meanwhile, the Biden administration has been in a race to shape the courts by filling vacancies and pushing ahead with confirmations of their own, non-Trumpy judges. In a country that prides itself on checks and balances, “cleaning up” the hundreds of active judges and prosecutors who are not loyal to him would present a challenge for any burgeoning autocrat, since judges have long tenures and plenty of independence. The U.S. Constitution says federal judges may hold their position “during good behavior” — meaning, lifelong. This makes it harder to push around or penalize unruly justices even when their verdicts go against the wishes of the White House. What Trump would really need to bring the judiciary to heel is a centralized administrative structure, as in Turkey, Hungary and elsewhere, where he could easily reassign uncooperative judges to different courts, take punitive action, or relocate them to different cities — all common practices in Turkey. Instead, the U.S. has overlapping judicial systems and once an appointment is made, it is harder to fully control a judge. U.S. judges also are well compensated, and, in some states, directly elected, further increasing their independence. All this makes the full control of the U.S. judiciary a long-term, even a multi-generational challenge for an aspiring autocrat. Trump could try to do what populists elsewhere have tried, namely, changing the rules of the game. Since 2010, Orban and his Fidesz Party have incrementally dismantled the independence of the judiciary by forcing judges into retirement, creating an alternative court system and expanding the powers of the Minister of Justice over the judges. Law and Justice in Poland tried to reshape the courts through similar methods after it regained power in 2015, including lowering the retirement age and expanding the powers of a national body that appoints judges. It used government-controlled media to target judges and made courts a core element of its culture wars. But at each step of the way, Law and Justice met significant pushback and eventually lost power last October. Biden raised his voice over House Dem commander-in-chief concerns: ‘I don’t want to hear that crap’ The judiciary was a big headache for Erdogan as well. In 2006, the Turkish government’s attempts to reshape the justice system and break the monopoly of secularists met with enormous social pushback, forcing the government to hold referendums on judiciary reforms in 2007 and 2010. But what finally gave Erdogan the control he wanted was his declaration of emergency presidential powers after a failed coup attempt in 2016 that allowed the president or Turkish Justice Department the right to dismiss or move judges at will. Can Trump claim similar emergency powers? Not without first gaining institutional and social consensus. Even in Turkey, it took a bloody military coup attempt for Erdogan to assume the type of powers he wanted. Trump would need a dramatic event of similar nature that would serve as a force-majeure and convince U.S. society that it would be OK for the president to take control of the judiciary. Of course, Trump has other options that are legally available but politically difficult. Surprisingly, the U.S. Constitution does not stipulate the number of judges at the Supreme and District courts. If he has the support of Congress, Trump could pack the courts by expanding the number of judges on federal benches and the Supreme Court. But such a move would be too alarming and unlikely to be fully backed by Congress or the Republican establishment. President Franklin D. Roosevelt tried to pack the courts but failed. It is hard to imagine Trump’s Justice Department being able to build in four more years the social and institutional consensus to achieve what FDR failed to do after the New Deal. 

Every level of the body politic will resist Trump’s authoritarianism.
Aydintasbas ’24 [Asli Aydintasbas, former journalist from Turkey and a visiting fellow at the Brookings Institution’s Center; New York University, Robert College, Bates College, Politico , “Trump Can’t Be Dictator on ‘Day One’ — Or in a Second Term. Here’s Why”, 01/28/2024 07:00 AM EST, https://www.politico.com/news/magazine/2024/01/28/a-trump-dictatorship-is-possible-but-not-in-four-years-00137949] // K Nahm
Cities, Mayors, Governors another major hurdle that will slow down Trump’s path toward dictatorship is the emergence of cities as liberal strongholds, with younger Democratic governors and mayors as opposition leaders. Democracies that have experienced an illiberal transformation have all seen big cities emerge as strongholds for dissent and liberal values, with charismatic mayors often becoming the public face of opposition. Trump is America’s rural candidate. Both in 2016 and 2020, he did better in small towns than in metropolitan areas. That isn’t all that different from what happened in Hungary, Turkey and Poland. In 2019, Erdogan lost all major Turkish cities in local elections, with Istanbul’s opposition mayor, Ekrem Imamoglu, effectively turning into his political rival. In 2020, the charismatic mayor of Warsaw, Rafał Trzaskowski, ran as a presidential candidate and while he lost by a thin margin, he played an important role in the opposition’s victory in 2023. In Hungary, despite his immense hold on political power, Orban lost the capital, Budapest, to the opposition candidate Gergely Szilveszter Karácsony in 2019 — making the mayor a prominent opposition voice. Trump should remember the massive anti-government protests in Hong Kong, Warsaw, Istanbul and Budapest and worry about the power of cities and the rise of younger and more energetic politicians, both mayors and governors, some of whom could galvanize the Democratic Party’s base and urban elites, turning New York, San Francisco, Chicago, or Washington, D.C., into strongholds of civil disobedience. Of course, no one should relax thinking “Dictatorship doesn’t work in America as long as we have New York!” Cities and urban centers — where professionals, young people and educated elites gravitate — will resist an illiberal takeover for as long as they can. This tension already played out during Trump’s first term on issues like pandemic response, immigration and abortion and will only grow in a second Trump administration. Bringing cities and blue states to heel takes a long time — and demands a real social and institutional consensus, which Trump, in a second term, will not have. Trump’s problem during the Jan. 6 insurrection was that while his MAGA base wanted him to retain power, he had not built an institutional consensus within the U.S. bureaucracy or the GOP that supported his allegations of election denial — and he was therefore unable to galvanize Republicans or bureaucrats. During the four years of a possible second term, Trump will work hard to build the type of social consensus that would allow him to remain in power for a third term, but the example of other countries, even those with less robust democracies, suggests that four more years is not enough time for him to do that. Don’t get me wrong — I’m not saying there’s nothing to worry about. No country should take democracy for granted and there is plenty to fear in a second Trump term. Even if Trump doesn’t turn himself into a full-on dictator, he can do a lot of damage to American society and democracy if he wants to. Still, four years pass quickly and even in another four years as president, Trump will not gain the organizational capacity, popular mandate, or institutional consensus to build a dictatorship or prolong his tenure past a second term. What I have seen in Turkey, Poland and Hungary suggests there is a turbulent time between the election of an illiberal leader and the establishment of a dictatorship when resistance will flourish. Any attempt at state capture by Trump will face a pushback from media, bureaucracy, major cities and the judiciary. That resistance is necessary and will emerge at every level of civic life. It will also damage and tear up America in ways that are unimaginable today. It is easier to stop Trump now than to wait until after he becomes president again, when polarization and the push-and-pull between Trump and his opposition will consume the nation’s energy and cripple state resources. It will drain every bit of energy this country has. So my message to America is, do not panic — but organize. The most successful method of fighting creeping authoritarianism is alliance building and effective opposition — preferably before the election. After the election, it will be more costly to stop it. Even in an imperfect democracy like Turkey, it took more than a decade to dismantle the rule of law. Donald Trump might try, but he will find that it takes a long time to become dictator.

American democracy is resilient and checks Trump’s authoritarianism.
Willick ’24 [Jason Willick, Stanford University, BA; columnist, The Washington Post, “Trump the autocrat? This research suggests the odds are against him”, 02/26/2024 07:00 AM EST, https://www.washingtonpost.com/opinions/2024/02/26/democratic-institutions-resilience-trump] // K Nahm
One paradox of America’s debate over democracy is that many of its most ardent professed defenders also seem most convinced of its frailty — and perhaps, if Donald Trump wins a second term, its imminent demise. Can a governing system portrayed even by its champions as weak and decrepit maintain the public’s confidence?
Kurt Weyland, a political scientist at the University of Texas at Austin, rests his case for democracy not on the system’s vulnerability but on what he sees as its enduring strength. His book, “Democracy’s Resilience to Populism’s Threat,” published last month by Cambridge University Press, has gone virtually unnoticed in the popular media. Surveying 40 examples of populist leaders elected in Latin America and Europe since the late 20th century, Weyland argues that only seven overturned their country’s democratic system. And each of those instances occurred under conditions that are unlikely to occur in the United States any time soon.
Trump’s rise has prompted scholars to amplify examples of states that transitioned from democracy to competitive authoritarianism, such as Peru under Alberto Fujimori in the 1990s and in Hungary under Viktor Orban in the 2010s. A Supreme Court brief by “experts in democracy” urging Trump’s removal from the presidential ballot observes: “While the Cold War was marked by democracies collapsing via coups and wars, the majority of decline and failure today occurs under democratically elected politicians who use their popularity to undermine constitutions, laws, and norms from within.”
Weyland goes this far with the doomsayers: Populism fits uneasily with liberal democracy and can threaten its foundations. He defines populism as a style of charismatic leadership based on the populist’s “redemptive mission” and “direct emotional connection” to supporters. Drawing authority from the force of their personality, populist leaders circumvent existing institutions once elected and often try to “engineer their own self-perpetuation.”
Usually, however, they fail. Weyland contends that the many instances where populists hold power and liberal democracy emerges intact, such as Silvio Berlusconi’s Italy and Carlos Menem’s Argentina, are given short shrift by scholars. Comparing those cases of democratic resilience with the minority of cases where democracy fell under populist rule, Weyland detects several patterns that should temper fears of a Trumpian autocracy in the United States.
First, democracies with a strong separation of powers between different institutions and branches of government were especially difficult to overthrow. But rickety institutions can also be a major obstacle, Weyland argues. A would-be authoritarian must achieve overwhelming popularity to set them aside. That’s possible only if one or more crises hit and the populist successfully resolves them, or — in the case of left-wing populists in Latin America — a resource bonanza enables massive expansion in government largesse.
For all the complaints about “counter-majoritarian” features of the U.S. Constitution, such as the Senate and the Supreme Court, it’s precisely this division of authority that stands in the way of the democratic backsliding highlighted in other countries. Raw majoritarianism makes it easier for populists in power to rewrite the rules to suppress their opposition. As Weyland notes, Hungary — the most prominent example of revived authoritarianism in the West — “constituted Eastern Europe’s ‘most majoritarian’ democracy” before Orban won office.
Trump, by contrast, was frequently blocked by Congress from 2017 to 2021. And as Weyland observes, he “did not push his ostentatious penchant for transgression so far as to disrespect court orders as populists elsewhere, ranging from [Hugo] Chávez in Venezuela to [Vladimir] Meciar in Slovakia, have frequently done.”
That’s partly because Trump, with an average approval rating in the low 40s during his time in office, never had an overwhelming democratic mandate. The less popular the executive, the less likely his power grabs are to succeed. When Fujimori shut down the Peruvian Congress in 1992, ending the country’s democracy less than two years after his election, Weyland notes, he commanded over 80 percent approval. That popularity wasn’t manufactured; it was earned through Fujimori’s phenomenal success in repressing a bloody domestic insurgency and taming hyperinflation.
Supermajority support was possible for presidents in earlier eras of U.S. history — and may still be possible under extraordinary conditions — but could a figure as deliberately polarizing as Trump ever marshal it? As Weyland puts it: “Even a bold feat of charisma may no longer overcome the profound fault line cleaving contemporary American politics.” The precise features of Trumpian behavior that make him irresistible to his base also ensure that he will always face a powerful and well-resourced opposition.
None of this is cause for complacency about a second Trump term. America’s separation of powers is too strong for any one president, much less one as undisciplined as Trump, to suppress his political competition along the lines that, say, Recep Tayyip Erdogan has in Turkey. But given Trump’s behavior after the 2020 election, no one can discount the risk that with his reelection — and the backing of a more brazen coterie of advisers — he would court chaos and provoke unrest, with severe consequences.
One of Weyland’s examples of a failed populist assault on democracy is in Honduras in 2009 under Manuel Zelaya, who attempted a power grab without the economic preconditions that made such maneuvers successful in other Latin American states. “When the obstinate president kept disrespecting legislative and judicial prohibitions,” Weyland writes, “the military finally ejected him, forestalling his assault on liberal pluralism but interrupting democracy in the process.”
This example shows how populists “can provoke trouble for liberal pluralism not only through their own nefarious actions, but also by challenging their powerful opponents among elites and prompting them to defend their interests with all means, even by overthrowing democracy themselves.” The Constitution’s extraordinary checks on majorities, plus polarization, make the modern populist formula for democratic subversion especially unlikely to succeed in the contemporary United States. Other formulas may still be available.

American democratic institutions will survive Trump 2.0.
Young ’24 [Catherine Alicia Young, Rutgers University, New Brunswick (BA), Newsday, “Trump won't destroy liberal democracy if he wins, unless we let him”, 07/11/2024 07:00 AM EST, https://www.newsday.com/opinion/columnists/cathy-young/donald-trump-joe-biden-democracy-supreme-court-immunity-ifjx9n73] // K Nahm
As Donald Trump’s election victory looks more probable with questions swirling about President Joe Biden’s health and fitness, many people left of center — and Trump critics on the right — are voicing urgent concerns about the survival of American democracy. Is this political hyperbole or a real danger? And what can we do to keep liberal democracy alive?
The argument that we already had a Trump presidency and democracy is doing fine isn’t as heartening as one might think. When Trump took office in 2017, he hadn’t really expected to win and didn’t have a structure in place to take over the government; the Trump administration was full of more traditional Republicans who were not Trump loyalists or Trumpist ideologues. What’s more, Trump’s presidency ended with a blatant attempt to overturn a legitimate election — and his 2024 campaign is filled with rhetoric about revenge against those who tried to hold him accountable.
If Trump takes office in January 2025, many critics say, he will have a ready-made blueprint for restructuring American government in his image: Project 2025, prepared by the pro-Trump Heritage Foundation with input from many former Trump administration officials. While Trump has claimed to know nothing about the project — and, given his notorious intellectual laziness, it’s plausible he has only the sketchiest knowledge of it — it is very likely that it will have significant input in a new Trump administration.
Whether Trump enacts some of the project’s more socially conservative recommendations such as taking the abortion pill off the market, there is little doubt he will implement changes increasing his power: for instance, replacing thousands of career civil servants with Trump movement loyalists and giving the president more direct authority over federal agencies including the Justice Department.
The recent Supreme Court ruling that gives the president total immunity from prosecution for official acts related to the presidency’s core functions, and presumptive though rebuttable immunity for other official acts, is seen as creating further danger of Trump-led authoritarianism.
Unlike other countries that have experienced authoritarian backsliding, such as Vladimir Putin’s Russia, the United States has a liberal democratic tradition more than two centuries old, with a massive and complex network of institutions on the federal and state levels. Some of those institutions will almost certainly be damaged by a new Trump presidency. Others may be strengthened by resistance to authoritarian moves from Washington. Their cumulative power is a restraint.
The Supreme Court ruling on presidential immunity does not make Trump a king. He can still face impeachment — though, of course, it’s up to the voters to elect Congress members willing to hold him accountable. A Democratically controlled Senate or House would be an effective check on Trump’s power even if it’s unable to override his veto or remove him from office. His actions can still be blocked by the courts even if the options for subjecting his executive overreach to criminal prosecution are reduced. Trump may repost social media calls for televised military tribunals for his political enemies, but nothing in American law would authorize such proceedings.
Above all, Americans will still have the ability to vote and to protest. American democracy will be tarnished by a new Trump presidency. It will not be destroyed if we’re willing to defend it.

Econ
[bookmark: _vylwf8ds8hna][bookmark: _axj9xoocvqir]Trumponomics is a bogeyman that will be checked and restrained.
Economist ’24 [The Economist, “Trumponomics would not be as bad as most expect: Opposition would come from all angles”, 07/11/2024 07:00 AM EST, https://www.economist.com/finance-and-economics/2024/07/11/trumponomics-would-not-be-as-bad-as-most-expect] // K Nahm
In markets it is known as the “Trump trade”, a bet that Donald Trump’s return to the White House would herald more inflation and higher interest rates. Many of Mr Trump’s core policies push in this direction: tariffs would add to import costs, deportations of immigrants could push up wages and deficit-financed tax cuts would juice the economy. Amid mounting inflation, the Federal Reserve would have little choice but to opt for higher rates.
In the wake of Joe Biden’s calamitous debate on June 27th, a preview of the trade played out. As investors grappled with the likelihood that Mr Trump would romp to the presidency, they sold off Treasuries, which led to a brief surge in yields. The big fear is that much worse would come to pass. If Mr Trump fought the Fed on rates, he might sow doubts about the central bank’s independence, undermining confidence in America’s markets and the dollar. That is the economic nightmare scenario for a second Trump administration.
But as with any nightmare, the bogeyman of Trumponomics may be more terrible than its reality. Mr Trump and his advisers have many rotten ideas. They also have some decent ones. And their ability to implement damaging policies will be constrained, with Congress, America’s institutions and markets all serving as checks.
Mr Trump has honed his agenda in speeches and interviews, and on July 8th it was enshrined by Republicans as the party’s election platform. Three elements stand out. The first is deregulation, a staple for Republicans. In contrast to 2017, when he and his advisers were ill prepared for the presidency, this time they have lined up personnel and policies. Mr Trump will waste little time in rescinding many of the Biden administration’s environmental rules, easing drilling restrictions for oil companies and putting pressure on federal agencies to cut spending. He has promised, as in his first presidency, to eliminate two regulations for each one issued.
But much of this is marketing buzz. The number of restrictions in the Code of Federal Regulations, a proxy for the intensity of regulation in America, was basically unchanged under Mr Trump. What is more, his administration was stymied by the courts. It was unsuccessful in nearly 80% of litigation over its use of federal agencies, according to the Institute for Policy Integrity, a research group. Goldman Sachs, a bank, reckons that the impact of all Mr Trump’s deregulation was ultimately insignificant for the wider economy—a result likely to be repeated.
On tax, Mr Trump can, in some sense, be seen as a continuity candidate. Action will focus on the looming expiration of much of the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act, Mr Trump’s package from 2017. The tcja’s reduction in corporate taxes was permanent, but much of the rest of the law, including cuts to personal income taxes, will expire at the end of 2025. Mr Trump’s main objective is to make these cuts permanent.
That will not be simple because to get the bill through Congress, Republicans will need to pay the cost of extending the cuts, about $4.5trn over the next decade. But Mr Trump has options. One slug of revenue may come from tariffs, which could bring in $3trn over the decade. There is also money in reversing some of Mr Biden’s policies. The cost of the Inflation Reduction Act, Mr Biden’s climate-subsidy package, is expected to reach about $1trn. Republicans can eliminate some tax credits, starting with discounts for electric vehicles. Mr Trump has also suggested he may unwind Mr Biden’s student-debt cancellations, on track to cost $1trn.
Mr Trump’s other tax ideas are more modest. He has talked about shaving a percentage point off the corporate tax rate, to cut it to 20% (he likes a round number). His zaniest proposal is to make tipping exempt from taxes. Legislators would have to craft that exemption carefully, otherwise everyone might demand pay as gratuities decoupling. Without offsetting revenue or spending cuts, every tax cut will make America’s deficit worse, a risk under Mr Trump. But it is not as if Mr Biden has been a paragon of fiscal rectitude: the federal deficit is on track to hit a hefty 7% of gdp this year.
The economic strategy for which Mr Trump is most infamous, especially outside America, is his protectionism. He has been clear about where he wants to go next, aiming for a 10% universal tariff on all imports into America and a 60% levy on Chinese-made goods. He also wants a more concerted from China.
There is no doubting the global fallout if Mr Trump were to deliver on his panoply of America-first trade policies. Would he be able to do so? In the traditional wing of the Republican Party, there is still resistance to tariffs. If Mr Trump decides to cut Congress out of the picture, he may declare a national-security emergency, which would give him special powers. That, however, may be struck down in court.
Higher tariffs on China would be more achievable, since the White House could piggyback them on existing measures. It could, for instance, conclude that China has not lived up to a deal signed with Mr Trump in 2020, which would be easy to demonstrate. Cracking down on the rerouting of Chinese exports via other countries would be harder without co-operation from foreign governments, which Mr Trump has struggled to elicit in the past.
Moreover, even within Mr Trump’s White House, there may well be opposition to his most aggressive trade policies. Hawks such as Peter Navarro, an economic adviser, have been the most voluble, but Mr Trump likes to assemble a team of rivals, letting him adjudicate between contrasting opinions. He may once again appoint a Wall Street veteran as his treasury secretary and such a figure would be a counterweight to fire-breathing protectionists.
Mr Trump’s agenda will face other hurdles. He wants to hit the ground running but his first year in office features a dense legislative calendar. The debt ceiling will be reinstated on January 2nd, forcing the White House to enter talks with Congress. Another deadline looms at the end of April when Congress will have to make swingeing cuts if it has not worked out a new budget. All the while, the clock will be ticking on Mr Trump’s tax cuts. If the Democrats manage to win the House, all of these negotiations will be that much thornier.
Mr Trump will make even less headway on reshaping the Fed. Investors worry that he wants to influence the central bank’s rate decisions. Putting that desire into practice, though, is difficult. His first chance to appoint a new governor will come in 2026, after which he can also nominate a chair to replace Jerome Powell. But the Fed’s board is seven-strong and all nominations must go through the Senate, which previously blocked two of Mr Trump’s four nominees. If Mr Trump tried to fire Mr Powell, insiders at the Fed think that he would have another unwinnable legal fight on his hands.
Perhaps the biggest short-term damage that Mr Trump can inflict on America’s economy is through his immigration policy. Stopping “the invasion”, as he calls it, will consume his administration. The millions who have entered the country in the past few years have been vital to sustaining economic growth while taming inflation. A halt to migration would be a shock to the labour market. Nevertheless, as with other Trumpian policies, there will be resistance every step of the way, with courts striking down deportation orders, Democrat states refusing to co-operate and businesses lobbying for a lighter touch.
Through all of this, the financial world would also rein in Mr Trump. He is sensitive to the stockmarket, even ascribing its good run earlier this year to expectations of his victory. Were equities to fall or yields to soar when Mr Trump attacks his latest target—whether the Fed, migrants or foreign trade—it would catch his attention.
This is not to be sanguine about Mr Trump’s hold over American politics. There is a risk that his second term would spiral out of control. Checks on his excesses are not automatic, and would need people to go against him in the Republican Party, the courts and society at large. But that ought to happen, which would keep the worst of Trumponomics at bay. 
[bookmark: _c4oq3438hyv0]Trump’s economic policies have a historic win rate and boosts the economy
Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley 20 
[John T. Woodlley Professor, Director of American Presidency Project UCSB. Gerhard Peters is a professor of Political Science at Citrus College where he has taught full-time since 2007; 02/20/20] American Presidency Project, Fact Sheet - The Historic Results Of President Donald J. Trump's Economic Agenda. https://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/documents/fact-sheet-the-historic-results-president-donald-j-trumps-economic-agenda//WM
LEADING AN ECONOMIC RESURGENCE: President Trump has reversed the failed economic policies of old and ushered in a new era of economic prosperity for the United States.
Real GDP growth under President Trump has beaten the Congressional Budget Office's (CBO) Administration's projections every year and exceeded the rate of the Obama expansion.
5 million more jobs have been added than the CBO projected prior to the 2016 election.
The economy added more jobs in 2019 alone than the CBO projected would be created during the President's first three years in office.
The unemployment rate is 1.4% percentage points lower than the CBO's pre-election projection.
CREATING NEW OPPORTUNITY: Thanks to the President's policies, millions of jobs have been added to our economy, creating new opportunity for every American.
Nearly 7 million jobs have been created nationwide since President Trump's election, including more than 500,000 manufacturing jobs.
Last year, the unemployment rate reached its lowest level in half a century.
Unemployment rates for African Americans, Hispanic Americans, Asian Americans, Americans without a high school degree, and disabled Americans have logged record lows.
The Trump economy is bringing workers off the sidelines after they were left behind for years.
The prime-age labor force has expanded by 2.3 million under President Trump after shrinking by almost 1.6 million under the previous administration.
LIFTING UP ALL AMERICANS: President Trump's pro-growth policies are reducing inequality and benefiting Americans who were previously left behind.
Nearly 2.5 million Americans have been lifted out of poverty, including nearly 1.4 million children.
The poverty rates for African Americans and Hispanic Americans hit new lows in 2018.
Wages are rising faster for the bottom 10 percent of earners than for the top 10 percent of earners, and wage growth for employees has surpassed wage growth for managers.
Since President Trump's historic tax reform, the lowest earners have enjoyed faster wage gains than every other income group.
The net wealth held by the bottom half of households has grown by 47 percent—more than three times the rate of increase for the top 1 percent of households.
DELIVERING REAL GAINS FOR FAMILIES: American families are benefiting from President Trump's pro-growth policies.
Real household wealth has increased by nearly $12 trillion since the start of 2017.
The President's historic efforts to cut costly regulations are projected to increase household incomes by $3,100 a year.
The domestic energy boom is resulting in real savings for families.
The shale energy revolution saves American families an average of $2,500 a year.
The President is expanding affordable healthcare and child care options for families.
Eliminating the individual mandate penalty, expanding Association Health Plans, and expanding short-term plans are expected to generate $450 billion in economic benefits.
Inflation
Trump corrects economic failures- handles inflation, interest rates, and the federal deficit better
Stephen Moore 7/17/2024 Stephen Moore is a Senior Visiting Fellow in Economics “Trump’s Record Far Superior to Biden’s on Debt and Inflation” https://www.heritage.org/debt/commentary/trumps-record-far-superior-bidens-debt-and-inflation
Let’s start with inflation. Over Biden’s near-four years in office, inflation is up roughly 20%. Under Trump, inflation was up 8%. So how could anyone argue that Biden will be better on inflation given that his rate is nearly three times HIGHER than Trump’s. This would be like saying a batter who has struck out four times in a row is more likely to hit a home run than a batter who has hit three homers in his last four at bats. By the way, Biden did NOT inherit inflation from Trump. In his last four months in office the inflation rate was Oct. 20—1.2% Nov. 20—1.3%  Dec. 20—1.5% Jan. 21—1.4% Then, 18 months later, under Biden, it was 9.1%. Now let’s look at interest rates. The mortgage interest rate was 2.9% when Trump left office. The mortgage interest rate is now roughly 7%. That’s more than twice as high. The higher interest rates and the inflation in rents and housing prices mean that the mortgage payment on a median value home is now TWICE as high under Biden as under Trump. How about the interest rate on federal borrowing? During Trump’s last year in office, the 10-year Treasury bill was 0.9%. After three and a half years of Biden, the interest rate is at 4.3%. Finally, there is the issue of the federal deficits and debt. Neither president has a good record on controlling spending and borrowing. That’s because both parties like to spend money and play Santa Claus. The question is which president had a worse record? When we take out the two COVID years, 2020 and 2021, we find that the average deficits under Trump were roughly $750 billion. That’s bad. But under Biden, the average deficit was $1.5 trillion. Even adjusting for Bidenflation, deficits have been at least 50% higher under Biden than Trump. But let’s put aside the real world record of Trump and Biden and look at their policy proposals. Trump wants to make the tax rate reductions permanent, continue to deregulate the economy, and encourage greater production of U.S. energy.
Warming
Turn – Biden opens more land for oil than Trump
Anna Philips, updated 7/15/24, BA in American history from Columbia University, national reporter for the Washington Post, focusing on the Biden administration's efforts to tackle climate change. She previously covered environmental policy for the Los Angeles Times and was a courts and local government reporter for the Tampa Bay Times. Washington Post, “Biden Outpaces Trump in Issues Drilling Permits on Public Lands” https://www.washingtonpost.com/climate-environment/2022/01/27/oil-gas-leasing-biden-climate/
After years of federal lease sales to oil, gas and coal companies, environmentalists had hopes that President Biden would end the fossil fuel bonanza.
But one year after announcing a halt to any new federal oil and gas leasing, Biden has outpaced Donald Trump in issuing drilling permits on public lands. After setting a record for the largest offshore lease sale last year in the Gulf of Mexico, the Interior Department plans to auction off oil and gas drilling rights on more than 200,000 acres across Western states by the end of March, followed by 1 million acres in the Cook Inlet, off the coast of Alaska.
The administration’s actions reveal an uncomfortable truth: Although Biden supports a shift to cleaner sources of energy, he has failed to curb fossil fuel development in the United States. His push to suspend federal oil and gas auctions has run headlong into political and legal challenges, and his administration has offered no plan to address the climate impact of mining in Wyoming’s coal-rich Powder River Basin. Collectively, these activities account for nearly a quarter of the nation’s greenhouse gas emissions.
This month, Interior’s Bureau of Land Management indicated it would reverse the Trump administration’s decision to expand oil and gas production on the largest swath of federal land, the National Petroleum Reserve in Alaska — but would allow drilling on half of the reserve.
Four days later, lawyers for the federal government declined to defend the Obama administration’s 2016 coal moratorium, which Trump lifted two months after taking office. Instead, they argued that environmentalists’ lawsuit to restore it should be dismissed on technical grounds.
Climate activists have expressed dismay at the administration’s actions, questioning how the White House can allow more fossil fuel extraction on public lands, given its commitment to cut U.S. emissions.
“On one hand, we’re very happy with the administration’s climate goals,” said Athan Manuel, director of the Sierra Club’s lands protection program. “But we’re very disappointed and really kind of confused as to why the actions on leasing and drilling haven’t matched the rhetoric.”
U.S. District Judge Terry A. Doughty in Louisiana struck down Biden’s Jan. 27, 2021, executive order in June, dealing a major blow to the president’s plans to cut greenhouse gas emissions from fossil fuels. The decision by Doughty, a Trump appointee, highlights the challenge in curbing fossil fuel production when current law directs the government to auction off federal land and many states rely on royalty revenue. The authority to suspend oil and gas leasing lies “solely with Congress,” Doughty wrote.
Biden officials said they could be held in contempt if they didn’t resume leasing.
Legal challenges have “made it impossible for us to stop many of these leases,” White House press secretary Jen Psaki said during Thursday’s daily briefing.
"We have an entirely different policy from the Trump administration on addressing ... the climate crisis,” Psaki added.
Interior spokeswoman Melissa Schwartz said the department is “conducting a more comprehensive analysis of greenhouse gas impacts from potential oil and gas lease sales than ever before,” by evaluating the societal impacts of burning fossil fuels and the total climate impact of multiple sales.
Climate advocates said they had expected Biden officials would find a way to slow drilling, either through litigation or by reopening the environmental review process for proposed lease sales — delaying them and possibly canceling them outright.
Instead, the administration approved more than 3,500 oil and gas drilling permits in its first year, nearly 900 more than the Trump administration did in its first year, according to an analysis of federal data by the Center for Biological Diversity.
Last fall, Biden officials put 80 million acres in the Gulf of Mexico up for auction in the largest offshore oil and gas lease sale in U.S. history. While it sold only a fraction of that amount — about 1.7 million acres — it netted nearly $192 million and ranked as the most profitable offshore auction since March 2019.
Trump won’t destroy the IRA, laundry list of reasons
Thomas Helm 2/1/24, specializes in climate, natural issues and financial markets. Work has appeared in Financial Times, Bloomberg, Euromoney, Global Capital, International Financial Law Review, Net Zero Investor, La Vanguardia, Oxford Business Group, and Kashmir Observer, Net zero investor “Can Trump ruin Biden’s Inflation Reduction Act? https://www.netzeroinvestor.net/news-and-views/can-trump-ruin-bidens-inflation-reduction-act
The Inflation Reduction Act (IRA) has so far survived Republican-led attempts to repeal major parts of its $369 billion in clean energy and climate spending. But President Joe Biden’s signature legislation faces a new threat: the possible re-election of Donald Trump.
Recent polls show Trump leading Biden in key swing states that will likely decide the 2024 election.
Investors, who appreciate the policy certainty of the ambitious ten-year subsidy programme, understandably feel dismayed at the possibility of disruption, and are carefully trying to work out where the Republican fist would hit hardest.
“While the politicians of a potential Trump administration are talking about rolling back the IRA, the reality is that it would take an act of congress to do so,” said Shannon Rinehart, portfolio manager at Threadneedle.
Trump may not be able to roll back the law unilaterally, but he could make its "implementation more difficult", she added.
A new Republican administration could hinder the climate law through executive action by tightening limits on tax credits, holding back some of its loans and grants, or revising treasury department rules that haven’t yet been finalised.
Some investors, like Robeco, opt for a cautious “bipartisan” approach to IRA-related investments, picking areas that are unlikely to be affected by a regime change.
“Some parts of the IRA will receive more pushback from Republicans than others,” said Robeco, Chris Berkouwer, portfolio manager at Robeco. “We’re trying to steer clear of those parts.”
For example, investments in improving the grid infrastructure are likely to receive support from both parties, and are therefore a safe bet for investors worried about political risk.
However, even here there is a difference. While democrats want the grid to cater for the rollout of more renewables, Republicans look to the many utilities companies that would use the renewed infrastructure for coal and gas fired energy generation.
Grid infrastructure investments can consist of hardware and equipment, but also transformers and smart grids with higher levels of automation.
Smart grids are widely seen as essential for managing the “intermittency issues” associated with renewables, according to Berkouwer.
Other parts of the IRA, especially those related to electric vehicles and longer-dated renewable energy projects, are more likely to enter the Republican crosshairs.
“Those who make investments that pay off in ten or 15 years don’t want the rules of the game to keep on changing,” said Berkouwer. “From that perspective, the Republican rhetoric, at least going into the elections, looks dangerous.”
Rust-belt states and manufacturing
All sources argued that the IRA is simply too big to roll back entirely. The worst a Trump administration could do is stymie and delay certain parts of its implementation.
“We don’t believe a Trump administration will disrupt the biggest parts of the IRA, simply because it is not in its interest to do so,” said Ashish Bhardwaj, portfolio manager at Fidelity Investors. “However, there will likely be plenty of tweaks.”
Studies show that Republican states have actually benefitted the most from the Democrat-led climate law, a bias that could help soften the impact of a new Trump administration.
Republican states account for 58% of the projects announced under the IRA, Democrat states 32%, and swing states 10%, according to research from Fidelity.
Republicans, who tend to be ideologically opposed to large-scale spending programmes, may feel duty-bound to rail against the IRA publicly, but privately appreciate the jobs and investments.
It is also noteworthy that Trump has promoted himself as a kind of anti-elitist political hero for citizens of the left-behind, “rust belt” US – the very group that stands to make significant gains from the Biden-branded IRA.
“While Republicans may like the sound bites, it might be very difficult to find political support to vote for the rollback of the bill, on account of its boost for manufacturing in Republican states,” said Rinehart.

