Negative: Electronic Funds Transfer Fees – not a problem
Negative: BIOSECURE Act
By “Coach Vance” Trefethen
AFF enacts a bill pending in Congress called the BIOSECURE Act.  It  prohibits federal agencies and recipients of federal funds from using biotechnology equipment or services from a list of 5 Chinse companies and any other company determined in the future to pose a national security risk based on association with an adversary of the US. The bill names Chinese companies WuXi Apptec, MGI, BGI, and Complete Genomics as the ones they are concerned about.  The big issue is something called collection of “multiomic data.”  
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Negative: Electronic Funds Transfer Fees – not a problem
[bookmark: _Toc198830305]TOPICALITY
[bookmark: _Toc198830306]1.  Bill text isn’t “health care” reform
[bookmark: _Toc198830307]Link:  Clear statement of the bill’s mandate proves it’s not changing health care policies
Text of HR 8333 the “BIOSECURE Act” 10 Sept 2024 https://www.congress.gov/bill/118th-congress/house-bill/8333/text (accessed 22 May 2025) 
SEC. 2. Prohibition on contracting with certain biotechnology providers.
(a) In general.—The head of an executive agency may not—
(1) procure or obtain any biotechnology equipment or service produced or provided by a biotechnology company of concern; 
[bookmark: _Toc198830308]Violation:  No health care happens when the head of an executive agency contracts with a biotech equipment company
This is several steps removed from health care.  The logical implications of this are stunning because it opens up the resolution to an infinite list of possible cases.  Energy policies become topical because a doctor has to put gas in his car to drive to the hospital to perform operations.  Climate change policies become topical because of the cost of snow removal in hospital parking lots in northern states in the winter and that affects the cost of health care.  The logic of “A affects B, which affects C, which affects health care” means anything is topical.
[bookmark: _Toc198830309]Impact:  Infinite expansion of the resolution justifies a Negative ballot 
The reason Affirmatives try to infinitely expand the resolution to anything that affects anything that affects health care is simply to try to find things that Negatives aren’t prepared for, just to unfairly increase their chance of winning.  They failed today in this round, but the fact that this is their strategy deserves to be met with a Negative ballot to teach them not to do this in the future.  It’s a great opportunity for you, the Judge, to use this as an educational teaching tool to help them in their homeschooling.
[bookmark: _Toc198830310][bookmark: _Toc182505430]2.  Biotech research is not health care
[bookmark: _Toc182505424][bookmark: _Toc198830311]Health Care is a service delivered by “health care providers”
National Library of Medicine 1990.  “Health, Health Care, and Quality of Care.” Nih.gov, National Academies Press (US), “Medicare: A Strategy for Quality Assurance: Volume 1” (accessed 13 Sept 2024) https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/books/NBK235460/ 
Health care implies a broad set of services, including acute, chronic, preventive, restorative, and rehabilitative care, which are delivered in many different settings by many different health care providers. 
[bookmark: _Toc182505425][bookmark: _Toc198830312]Violation:  None of the actors in the AFF plan are “health care providers”
The Chinese companies are not providing health care to anyone – neither in China nor in the USA.  The federal agencies that are procuring equipment from these companies are not providing health care to anyone.  
[bookmark: _Toc182505462][bookmark: _Toc198830313]Research involves lots of things that don’t involve applying treatment to a patient (health care)
Dr Joshua Liberman 2023 (PhD; MBA) 9 Jan 2023 “Why is Research Important in Healthcare?” (accessed 14 Sept 2024) https://healthanalytics.com/expertise/why-is-research-important-in-healthcare/
Research in healthcare is scientific and academic innovation aimed at answering medical and social questions. It typically involves observing, comparing, and sometimes testing people with different conditions; analyzing samples of blood or other tissues; examining patient records; surveying data from health and lifestyle surveys; and exploring the benefits, costs, acceptability, and wider impact of treatments.
[bookmark: _Toc182505426][bookmark: _Toc198830314]Impact:  Resolution is not justified – Negative ballot is warranted.
They may be hoping their plan somehow affects health care.   Even if they did at some point prove that, which they haven’t yet, it still wouldn’t prove that the federal government should reform any health care policy.  It would prove we should reform something else and hope it benefits health care.  Failing to uphold the resolution means the resolution hasn’t been proven to be true.  If the resolution isn’t proven true, then a Negative ballot is justified.

[bookmark: _Toc198830315]HARMS / SIGNIFICANCE
[bookmark: _Toc198830316]1.  A/T “Chinese biotech threat”
[bookmark: _Toc198830317]No threat to US national security from Chinese biotech companies
Scott Moore and Abigail Coplin  2022 (Moore - Director of China Programs and Strategic Initiatives and Lecturer in Political Science at the Univ of Pennsylvania, where he teaches Chinese politics.  Coplin - Assistant Professor of Sociology and Science, Technology, and Society at Vassar College. Her research analyzes the development of China’s biotechnology) “Closing the U.S. to Chinese Biotech Would Do Far More Harm Than Good” 8 Apr 2022 (accessed 22 May 2025) https://www.chinafile.com/reporting-opinion/viewpoint/closing-us-chinese-biotech-would-do-far-more-harm-good
Just as security-driven approaches stand at odds with many realities of the biotechnology sector, U.S. policymakers and politicians sometimes mischaracterize and exoticize the threats that China’s growing global role in biotechnology pose to U.S. national security. These mischaracterizations often take the form of highlighting behavior that is hardly unique to China, and is, in fact, common in the industry. Fears expressed by some U.S. officials that Beijing is pursuing research in areas like human genetic enhancement for military purposes, for instance, are wildly exaggerated; such techniques lie well beyond the realm of scientific feasibility. Moreover, while links between the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) and Chinese biotechnology companies and research institutes should be thoroughly investigated, not all military-funded medical research and dual-use technologies constitute security threats. For instance, the media has problematized BGI’s hearing loss research with the PLA, yet the American Department of Defense funds multiple hearing loss projects at American academic and commercial medical institutions, in addition to countless other medical research projects on topics as uncontroversial as ovarian cancer, breast cancer, and lupus. In both countries, many military-funded dual-use projects in the biological sciences consist of rather innocuous medical research, including vaccine development.
[bookmark: _Toc198830318]2.  No “Collection of data” harm 
[bookmark: _Toc198830319]No threat from collection of biomedical data from Chinese biotech companies
Scott Moore and Abigail Coplin  2022 (Moore - Director of China Programs and Strategic Initiatives and Lecturer in Political Science at the Univ of Pennsylvania, where he teaches Chinese politics.  Coplin - Assistant Professor of Sociology and Science, Technology, and Society at Vassar College. Her research analyzes the development of China’s biotechnology) “Closing the U.S. to Chinese Biotech Would Do Far More Harm Than Good” 8 Apr 2022 (accessed 22 May 2025) https://www.chinafile.com/reporting-opinion/viewpoint/closing-us-chinese-biotech-would-do-far-more-harm-good
Another dubious concern is the growing collection of biomedical data by Chinese firms operating abroad. Surreptitious collection of personal medical data was highlighted last summer both by Senator Tom Cotton and in a Reuters report finding that BGI Group, a leading Chinese genomics firm, was collecting data from millions of prenatal tests offered to pregnant women within and outside China. But the sort of collection undertaken by BGI, for instance, does not appear to be illegal, or even out-of-line with the practices of its foreign competitors. While BGI’s data collection efforts benefit from China’s more centralized healthcare provision system, using genetic diagnostic tests to build datasets is the main business model of both the direct-to-consumer testing industry and the clinical genetics industry globally. In fact, BGI’s proclivity for academic research, publishing, and international collaboration arguably renders some aspects of the organization’s data use more transparent than some of its international counterparts.

[bookmark: _Toc198830320]Stealing biomedical data isn’t easy to do, isn’t very useful, and security concerns are based on unfounded assumptions
Kathleen M. Vogel, Sonia Ben Ouagrham-Gormley  2022 (Vogel is interim director and professor at the School for the Future of Innovation in Society at Arizona State Univ. Ouagrham-Gormley is an associate professor at the George Mason Univ. Schar School of Policy and Government) Summer 2022 “China’s Biomedical Data Hacking Threat: Applying Big Data Isn’t as Easy as It Seems” (accessed 22 May 2025) https://tnsr.org/2022/04/chinas-biomedical-data-hacking-threat-applying-big-data-isnt-as-easy-as-it-seems/
Bioinformatics and science and technology scholarship provides a more accurate, empirically based account of the challenges of working with and applying biomedical data — challenges that stem from the heterogeneous nature of big data. These studies indicate that there are a number of bottlenecks and errors that can get introduced from the moment that a piece of biomedical big data is created through the journey to processing, storing, transferring, and using the data. In addition, laboratories that produce biomedical big data do not have standardized methods for creating or working with data. Thus, moving the data from one location to another can often involve tedious and nontrivial data curation and translation in order to use that data in a new setting. All of these data usage issues pose challenges to actors — whether state or nonstate — wishing to licitly or illicitly acquire biomedical big data and use them for their economic or security benefit. For far too long, the U.S. security community has jumped to assumptions about how easily data can become a security threat, without considering the more complex socio-technical factors shaping how those data can be used in practice.
[bookmark: _Toc198830321]“Information mythology” means we exaggerate the hype about Chinese biomedical data when there’s no actual threat
Kathleen M. Vogel, Sonia Ben Ouagrham-Gormley  2022 (Vogel is interim director and professor at the School for the Future of Innovation in Society at Arizona State Univ. Ouagrham-Gormley is an associate professor at the George Mason Univ. Schar School of Policy and Government) Summer 2022 “China’s Biomedical Data Hacking Threat: Applying Big Data Isn’t as Easy as It Seems” (accessed 22 May 2025) https://tnsr.org/2022/04/chinas-biomedical-data-hacking-threat-applying-big-data-isnt-as-easy-as-it-seems/
Sociologist of information technology Geoffrey Bowker warns about the dangers of being caught up in what he calls the “information mythology” — a contemporary understanding of information that assumes that “information is everything,” and everything is rendered coherent through the more or less systematic communication of information. The threat from China’s acquisition of U.S. biomedical big data has been a key focus of U.S. intelligence and law enforcement. However, existing literature concerned with biomedical big data and bioinformatics shows that there are major challenges in trying to use biomedical big data for any kind of applied purpose. Therefore, it is very unclear what threats are actually posed by the mere acquisition of data alone.
[bookmark: _Toc198830322]“China getting more data!” = China getting more noise. It’s not actually helping them
Kathleen M. Vogel, Sonia Ben Ouagrham-Gormley  2022 (Vogel is interim director and professor at the School for the Future of Innovation in Society at Arizona State Univ. Ouagrham-Gormley is an associate professor at the George Mason Univ. Schar School of Policy and Government) Summer 2022 “China’s Biomedical Data Hacking Threat: Applying Big Data Isn’t as Easy as It Seems” (accessed 22 May 2025) https://tnsr.org/2022/04/chinas-biomedical-data-hacking-threat-applying-big-data-isnt-as-easy-as-it-seems/
However, another problematic claim that proponents of biomedical big data and precision medicine make is that the availability of more data at all of these levels is always beneficial and makes things easier. A corollary to this premise can be found in the U.S. security community, which argues that a growing abundance of biomedical big data can readily translate into new and dangerous security threats. However, Duffy cautions that “[m]ore data do not necessarily translate into more knowledge; rather, it can mean an increase in noise.”
[bookmark: _Toc198830323]3.  More study needed
[bookmark: _Toc198830324]We need more study to find sufficient evidence to justify new policies on biotech “threat” from China
Kathleen M. Vogel, Sonia Ben Ouagrham-Gormley  2022 (Vogel is interim director and professor at the School for the Future of Innovation in Society at Arizona State Univ. Ouagrham-Gormley is an associate professor at the George Mason Univ. Schar School of Policy and Government) Summer 2022 “China’s Biomedical Data Hacking Threat: Applying Big Data Isn’t as Easy as It Seems” (accessed 22 May 2025) https://tnsr.org/2022/04/chinas-biomedical-data-hacking-threat-applying-big-data-isnt-as-easy-as-it-seems/
We need to do a better job of conducting more complex socio-technical assessments of how China might try to use biomedical big data, as well as studying China’s bioinformatics personnel and technical infrastructure. Just focusing on the data and the people who steal them does not tell us enough about China’s ability to use those data for economic or security purposes. Security concerns about biomedical big data (and China’s role in biomedical data hacking) need to be further studied and scrutinized with more robust empirical evidence in order to better inform U.S. decision-makers about the true nature of China’s economic and national security threats.
[bookmark: _Toc198830325]List of all the additional study that should be done before changing policy on China (or other adversary) biotechnology
Kathleen M. Vogel, Sonia Ben Ouagrham-Gormley  2022 (Vogel is interim director and professor at the School for the Future of Innovation in Society at Arizona State Univ. Ouagrham-Gormley is an associate professor at the George Mason Univ. Schar School of Policy and Government) Summer 2022 “China’s Biomedical Data Hacking Threat: Applying Big Data Isn’t as Easy as It Seems” (accessed 22 May 2025) https://tnsr.org/2022/04/chinas-biomedical-data-hacking-threat-applying-big-data-isnt-as-easy-as-it-seems/
If academia, intelligence analysts, and law enforcement could collect and analyze data relevant to answer these kinds of research questions, they would acquire a much better understanding of what China’s science and technology capabilities are when it comes to actually using the biomedical big data that they acquire. And this kind of data and analysis could serve as a baseline and be updated over time to reflect changes in China’s growth and science and technology development. Such data journey research questions could also then create a baseline set of data to feed into testing existing technology diffusion and adoption models noted earlier in the paper. In particular, such analyses could focus on data, data expertise and skills, and data infrastructures. These assessments about China could be conducted by the CIA’s Open Source Enterprise within its Directorate of Digital Innovation, as well as within the CIA’s new China Mission Center. The CIA has also launched a new CIA Technology Fellows program to bring promising experts to the agency for one to two years of public service. This would be a way for the CIA to collaborate with an interdisciplinary team of China experts, science and technology studies scholars, and bioinformatics researchers to conduct studies on the above research questions. In addition, the State Department’s intelligence arm, the Bureau of Intelligence and Research, could also bring in Jefferson Science Fellows to work on China-focused biomedical big data analyses during their year of public service. The National Security Agency-funded Laboratory for Analytic Sciences could also be a site of year-long, focused, unclassified analyses of China and its big data capabilities that could bring together researchers from academia, industry, and the intelligence community.  In addition, the Intelligence Advanced Research Projects Agency could create new research calls to support larger interdisciplinary academia-industry research teams to study these problems over a multi-year period. Competing analyses could also be conducted by Five Eyes partners, such as the National Cybersecurity Centre in the United Kingdom in partnership with the Alan Turing Institute (the United Kingdom’s leading data science research center), as well as Canadian and Australian scholars and intelligence practitioners. The U.S. intelligence community could also commission specific research studies on this topic from academic scholars through its National Intelligence Council Associates Program or its CIA Labs program. Although this paper has focused on China, the same assessments could be conducted of other state or nonstate actors who are attempting to acquire illicitly biomedical big data.


[bookmark: _Toc198830326]4.  No specific examples of harm
[bookmark: _Toc198830327]Not a harm until someone gets harmed
“Worry” is not a harm, it’s a bad habit we should avoid.  One wise man called worry “the interest paid by people who borrow trouble.”
[bookmark: _Toc198830328]Must show specific examples of harm to justify new policies
Kathleen M. Vogel, Sonia Ben Ouagrham-Gormley  2022 (Vogel is interim director and professor at the School for the Future of Innovation in Society at Arizona State Univ. Ouagrham-Gormley is an associate professor at the George Mason Univ. Schar School of Policy and Government) Summer 2022 “China’s Biomedical Data Hacking Threat: Applying Big Data Isn’t as Easy as It Seems” (accessed 22 May 2025) https://tnsr.org/2022/04/chinas-biomedical-data-hacking-threat-applying-big-data-isnt-as-easy-as-it-seems/
For far too long, the U.S. security community has jumped to assumptions about how easily data or materials (usually related to emerging technologies) can be translated to security threats. Usually, the standard pieces of evidence used to make those judgments are generic references to the technology (or assumed trends of the technology) without relying on rigorous, real-world empirical data and studies of the various social and technical factors involved in shaping the development and use of that data or technology.
[bookmark: _Toc198830329]5.  No geopolitical threat from China
[bookmark: _Toc150359212][bookmark: _Toc198830330]China is not an existential threat to the US and we need to stop declaring a new “Cold War” against them
Michael D. Swaine 2021 (director of the East Asia program at the Quincy Institute) 21 Apr 2021 “China Doesn’t Pose an Existential Threat for America” (accessed 8 Nov 2023) https://foreignpolicy.com/2021/04/21/china-existential-threat-america/
And in this regard, it is extremely counterproductive to U.S. interests to assert or even imply, as many now do, that the above Chinese actions constitute an all-of-society, existential threat to the United States, the West, and ultimately the entire world, thereby justifying a Cold War-style, zero-sum containment stance toward Beijing. Such an extreme stance stifles debate and the search for more positive-sum policy outcomes while leading to the usual calls for major increases in defense spending. In fact, there isn’t much actual evidence to support the notion of China as an existential threat.
END QUOTE. HE GOES ON TO CONCLUDE LATER QUOTE:
As a military power, China has no ability to destroy the United States without destroying itself. China’s nuclear capabilities are far below those of the United States, and its conventional military, while regionally potentially powerful, has a fraction of the budget of that of the United States.
[bookmark: _Toc150359213][bookmark: _Toc198830331]China is no threat to US allies.  Turn: Hyping the threat would make things worse
Michael D. Swaine 2021 (director of the East Asia program at the Quincy Institute) 21 Apr 2021 “China Doesn’t Pose an Existential Threat for America” (accessed 8 Nov 2023) https://foreignpolicy.com/2021/04/21/china-existential-threat-america/
Some argue that China could militarily push the United States out of Asia and dominate that region, denying the country air and naval access and hence support for critical allies. This would presumably have an existential impact by virtue of the supposedly critical importance of that region to the stability and prosperity of the United States. Yet there are no signs that Washington is losing either the will or the capacity to remain a major military actor in the region and one closely connected to major Asian allies, which are themselves opposed to China dominating the region. In reality, the greater danger in Asia is that Washington could so militarize its response to China that its actions and policies become repugnant even to U.S. allies.
[bookmark: _Toc150359215][bookmark: _Toc198830332]China cannot dominate the US in economics, technology, or influence because it has serious disadvantages
Michael D. Swaine 2021 (director of the East Asia program at the Quincy Institute) 21 Apr 2021 “China Doesn’t Pose an Existential Threat for America” (accessed 8 Nov 2023) https://foreignpolicy.com/2021/04/21/china-existential-threat-america/
It is virtually inconceivable that China could achieve such a level of dominance over the United States. The United States possesses abundant energy, human, technological, and other resources; a huge and dynamic domestic market; enormous levels of accumulated wealth and capital stocks; and the globe’s financial reserve currency. In contrast, while China boasts a highly entrepreneurial and dynamic workforce, it labors under major structural and political constraints such as insufficient arable land, a rapidly aging society, a heavy reliance on energy imports, and stifling ideological and state-centered controls across society. Beijing has certainly used its economic leverage (such as market access) to pressure foreign companies and governments to support Chinese policies or stop what it regards as unacceptable behavior, e.g., regarding Taiwan. While such economic coercion is by no means unique to China, it certainly can erode freedom of speech, thus threatening one of democracy’s core principles. But this hardly rises to the level of an existential threat to American values, given both the limited reach of Chinese economic power and the countervailing global economic power and political influence of democratic states.
[bookmark: _Toc150359216][bookmark: _Toc198830333]Chinese tech companies cannot dominate US and European companies to the point of any military threat
Michael D. Swaine 2021 (director of the East Asia program at the Quincy Institute) 21 Apr 2021 “China Doesn’t Pose an Existential Threat for America” (accessed 8 Nov 2023) https://foreignpolicy.com/2021/04/21/china-existential-threat-america/
Some observers claim that Beijing could somehow set standards in critical technology areas and install tech hardware around the world, to the extent that China would be able to relegate the United States to a permanently inferior status in both the commercial and military realms, thus threatening the very existence of the country. This is also highly unlikely. Chinese companies are certainly participating in standard-setting in key areas, including 5G. But this process is highly competitive globally, and U.S., Asian, and European companies all hold major portions of the standards and the standard-essential patents that undergird the global technology ecosystem. There is little if any chance that Chinese companies could come to dominate this process.



[bookmark: _Toc198830334]SOLVENCY
[bookmark: _Toc198830335]1.   Bill author advocacy - not helpful
[bookmark: _Toc198830336]Illogical and bad public policy to accept the “evidence” of the bill’s author as reason to vote for it
Every bill is submitted into Congress by someone who thinks it’s a good idea.  Logically if a congressman’s endorsement of his own bill proves we should vote for it, then Congress should vote for every bill that is submitted.   Sometimes congressmen submit bills that do the exact opposite of each other.  If the endorsement of the bill’s author validates the wisdom of the bill, we face the absurdity of two congressmen who introduce bills, one to abolish a federal agency and the other to increase its funding.  Congress and the public cannot make good public policy by voting for every bill just because a congressman says it’s good.  Someone else besides the bill’s author must advocate it for us to begin considering it.  Evidence from the author of the bill should be disregarded in the round.
[bookmark: _Toc198830337]2. No science advocacy
[bookmark: _Toc198830338]Biotech policy towards China must have input from scientists, researchers and industry leaders to get it right.  AFF has no advocacy from the ones who know the most about it
Scott Moore and Abigail Coplin  2022 (Moore - Director of China Programs and Strategic Initiatives and Lecturer in Political Science at the Univ of Pennsylvania, where he teaches Chinese politics.  Coplin - Assistant Professor of Sociology and Science, Technology, and Society at Vassar College. Her research analyzes the development of China’s biotechnology) “Closing the U.S. to Chinese Biotech Would Do Far More Harm Than Good” 8 Apr 2022 (accessed 22 May 2025) https://www.chinafile.com/reporting-opinion/viewpoint/closing-us-chinese-biotech-would-do-far-more-harm-good
Finally, to enable effective regulation of shared biotech challenges, science itself needs to be brought back into policymaking. Policymakers need to better understand how the biotechnology sector works, while researchers and industry leaders—those most familiar with the science behind and implications of these technologies—need to be brought into policy conversations. Giving researchers more voice in policymaking will help to counter the tendency to politicize, exoticize, and securitize biotechnology issues.


[bookmark: _Toc198830339]DISADVANTAGES
[bookmark: _Toc121055989][bookmark: _Toc198830340]1.  Medical equipment shortages
[bookmark: _Toc121055990][bookmark: _Toc198830341]Link:  China is a major supplier of crucial medical equipment
Prof. James Bacchus 2021 (member of the Herbert A. Stiefel Center for Trade Policy Studies, the Distinguished University Professor of Global Affairs and director of the Center for Global Economic and Environmental Opportunity at the University of Central Florida. He was a founding judge and was twice the chairman—the chief judge—of the highest court of world trade, the Appellate Body of the World Trade Organization in Geneva)  Trade Is Good for Your Health 30 June 2021 https://www.cato.org/policy-analysis/trade-good-health-freeing-trade-medicines-other-medical-goods-during-beyond-covid (accessed 3 Dec 2022)
China is, however, the world’s largest exporter of medical equipment, including several medical devices that have proven crucial for combating the pandemic.  Much noticed in the United States during the COVID-19 pandemic has been the fact that — even with the contentious trade conflicts between the United States and China — imports of medical equipment have remained significant. According to China’s foreign ministry, between March 2020 and March 2021 Chinese exports to the United States included more than 43 billion medical masks. China was a major global supplier of face shields, protective garments, mouth‐​nose‐​protection equipment, gloves, and goggles before the pandemic, and it has remained so during the pandemic.
[bookmark: _Toc121055991][bookmark: _Toc198830342]Impact:  People die.  Shortages of medical equipment cost lives
Martha Mendoza & Juliet Linderman 2020 (journalists) 6 Oct 2020 " U.S. Medical Supply Chains Failed, and COVID Deaths Followed" (accessed 3 Dec 2022) https://www.pbs.org/wgbh/frontline/article/us-medical-supply-chains-failed-covid-deaths-followed/
Although it will take years for researchers to understand why the pandemic was disproportionately worse in the U.S., early studies that compare different countries’ responses are finding that shortages of masks, gloves, gowns, shields, testing kits and other medical supplies indeed cost lives.
[bookmark: _Toc121055992][bookmark: _Toc198830343]A/T "We'll produce it all ourselves" - 1) Extremely difficult to do.  2) Greater cost.  3) Reduced US standard of living
Prof. James Bacchus 2021 (member of the Herbert A. Stiefel Center for Trade Policy Studies, the Distinguished University Professor of Global Affairs and director of the Center for Global Economic and Environmental Opportunity at the University of Central Florida. He was a founding judge and was twice the chairman—the chief judge—of the highest court of world trade, the Appellate Body of the World Trade Organization in Geneva)  Trade Is Good for Your Health 30 June 2021 https://www.cato.org/policy-analysis/trade-good-health-freeing-trade-medicines-other-medical-goods-during-beyond-covid (accessed 3 Dec 2022)
Further, the timeless objections to recurring attempts at economic self‐​sufficiency and autarky still apply. It would be exceedingly difficult for any one country to ensure for itself all the vast variety of essential medicines and medical supplies that its people demand. Even if it could be done, it could only be done at great cost to that country’s economic efficiency and to its standard of living.
[bookmark: _Toc121056001][bookmark: _Toc150359235][bookmark: _Toc198830344]2.  Harms US biotech industry
[bookmark: _Toc198830345]Blacklisting China biotech will backfire and set back the US biotech industry
Scott Moore and Abigail Coplin  2022 (Moore - Director of China Programs and Strategic Initiatives and Lecturer in Political Science at the Univ of Pennsylvania, where he teaches Chinese politics.  Coplin - Assistant Professor of Sociology and Science, Technology, and Society at Vassar College. Her research analyzes the development of China’s biotechnology) “Closing the U.S. to Chinese Biotech Would Do Far More Harm Than Good” 8 Apr 2022 (accessed 22 May 2025) https://www.chinafile.com/reporting-opinion/viewpoint/closing-us-chinese-biotech-would-do-far-more-harm-good
 In September, Arkansas Republican Senator Tom Cotton and Wisconsin Representative Mike Gallagher called for “blacklisting” Chinese biotechnology companies over concerns they may be attempting to gather biomedical information on U.S. citizens for nefarious purposes. Just a few months later, the U.S. government sanctioned 12 Chinese life sciences research institutes and 22 private firms on security grounds. There is a big problem, however, with these largely reactive, security-focused responses. Biotechnology is an intrinsically transnational and rapidly evolving sector that holds just as much promise for mutually beneficial collaboration and cooperation as for competition and contention. These distinctive characteristics of biotechnology mean that Washington’s security-driven approach to China and biotechnology risks harming U.S. competitiveness in the sector instead of enhancing it, while also limiting America’s ability to share in the development of mutually-beneficial technologies and work with Beijing to address the shared challenges posed by rapid developments in fields like gene editing.
[bookmark: _Toc198830346]US/China cooperation essential to biotech discoveries.  Example: That’s how Covid-19 vaccines were invented
Scott Moore and Abigail Coplin  2022 (Moore - Director of China Programs and Strategic Initiatives and Lecturer in Political Science at the Univ of Pennsylvania, where he teaches Chinese politics.  Coplin - Assistant Professor of Sociology and Science, Technology, and Society at Vassar College. Her research analyzes the development of China’s biotechnology) “Closing the U.S. to Chinese Biotech Would Do Far More Harm Than Good” 8 Apr 2022 (accessed 22 May 2025) https://www.chinafile.com/reporting-opinion/viewpoint/closing-us-chinese-biotech-would-do-far-more-harm-good
A raft of studies on scientific and technological innovation conducted over the past two decades demonstrate that the ability of individual researchers to collaborate with firms and institutions in different countries significantly increases the quality of their work, especially when the collaboration is between U.S. and Chinese researchers, and especially in the field of biotechnology. COVID-19 vaccines likewise provide a powerful example of how U.S.-China knowledge networks help translate basic biotech research into commercial and medical applications. One of the key innovations underpinning the development of Pfizer’s and Moderna’s mRNA vaccines—the stabilization of the coronavirus spike protein—stemmed from the research of Dr. Wang Nianshuang, a graduate of China’s Tsinghua University studying on a postdoctoral fellowship in the lab of Dr. Jason McLellan at the University of Texas at Austin.
[bookmark: _Toc198830347]Impact:  Negative net benefits.  Blocking Chinese biotech wouldn’t set back China at all, but it would harm the U.S. biotech industry
Scott Moore and Abigail Coplin  2022 (Moore - Director of China Programs and Strategic Initiatives and Lecturer in Political Science at the Univ of Pennsylvania, where he teaches Chinese politics.  Coplin - Assistant Professor of Sociology and Science, Technology, and Society at Vassar College. Her research analyzes the development of China’s biotechnology) “Closing the U.S. to Chinese Biotech Would Do Far More Harm Than Good” 8 Apr 2022 (accessed 22 May 2025) https://www.chinafile.com/reporting-opinion/viewpoint/closing-us-chinese-biotech-would-do-far-more-harm-good
Similarly, Japan’s ongoing struggle to grow its biotechnology industry, given its low level of integration into global clinical research networks, highlights the potential perils of constricting U.S.-China knowledge networks in the sector. Blocking Chinese biotechnology companies from entering American markets is unlikely to impede China’s emergence as a major player in the industry, but it does threaten to prevent American firms and researchers from accessing the talent, ideas, and technologies these firms have to offer. To decouple is to risk missing out, and thus risk falling behind.
[bookmark: _Toc198830348]3.   Higher risk of bio-terrorism
[bookmark: _Toc198830349]Link:  US cuts off international cooperation with China on biotechnology
That’s their plan. But that’s bad because…
[bookmark: _Toc198830350]Link:  Cooperation with China is key to preventing bioterrorism and bioweapons
Scott Moore and Abigail Coplin  2022 (Moore - Director of China Programs and Strategic Initiatives and Lecturer in Political Science at the Univ of Pennsylvania, where he teaches Chinese politics.  Coplin - Assistant Professor of Sociology and Science, Technology, and Society at Vassar College. Her research analyzes the development of China’s biotechnology) “Closing the U.S. to Chinese Biotech Would Do Far More Harm Than Good” 8 Apr 2022 (accessed 22 May 2025) https://www.chinafile.com/reporting-opinion/viewpoint/closing-us-chinese-biotech-would-do-far-more-harm-good
The most advanced areas of biotechnology, like gene editing and synthetic biology, are double-edged swords. They show great promise to help cure chronic diseases and develop drought-resistant crops, but also to create dangerous new viruses, human genetic modifications, and even genetically-engineered terrorism. The risks and threats posed by these emerging biotechnologies cannot be confined to any one country. Potentially dangerous biotechnology research can be undertaken virtually anywhere, meaning that all countries need to develop and enforce rules preventing research that could create new viruses or bioweapons, for example. China is an especially important player in international biosafety and biosecurity, and the country’s 2020 legislation on both topics is, on paper at least, among the most stringent in the world. 
[bookmark: _Toc198830351]Impact: International cooperation on biotechnology is essential to reduce the risk of bio-terrorism
Dr. Margaret E. Kosal 2020 (PhD chemistry; Associate Professor, Sam Nunn School of International Affairs, Georgia Institute of Technology ) “Emerging Life Sciences and Possible Threats to International Security” Sept 2020 (accessed 22 May 2025) https://pmc.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/articles/PMC7515815/
Reducing the risk from state-based misuse of biotechnology for biological proliferation will mean considering the highly transnational nature of biotechnology research and development. In order to reduce the risk of malfeasant application of technology, traditional and innovative new approaches to nonproliferation and counterproliferation are important policy elements considerations to reduce the risk of malfeasant application of technology. Robust international agreements lower the risk of terrorist applications by eliminating legal routes for states and terrorists to obtain agents, precursors, or weaponization materials. Additionally, they also can minimize possible transfers from state to non-state actors through theft, deception, or other means through monitoring and verification of materials protection, control, and accountability efforts and establishment of legal norms. Efforts to strengthen the international regime to control transfers of dual-use materials and equipment are also important. To reduce the risk of misusing biotechnology for weapons, the highly transnational nature of biotechnology research and development is a major consideration. For example, the U.S. National Science Advisory Board for Biosecurity (NSABB) notes, “Synthetic genomics technology is globally distributed and used by scientists worldwide. Yet, not all countries recognize the dissemination of synthetic genomics research and technology as an issue of global biosecurity concern, which could limit the effectiveness of domestically-led strategies.” Similar concerns apply to gene editing technologies.
END QUOTE. 
HER CONCLUSION EARLIER IN THE ARTICLE REBUKES THE AFFIRMATIVE MINDSET WHEN SHE CONCLUDED QUOTE:
Biosecurity and other emerging technologies require new models, not simple extrapolations of Cold War or more recent deterrence (or nonproliferation) paradigms.
[bookmark: _Toc198830352]4. Harms US economy
[bookmark: _Toc121056002][bookmark: _Toc150359236][bookmark: _Toc198830353]Openness to trade with China directly correlates to higher economic growth
Oxford Economics 2017 (economic advisory firm) Understanding the US-China Trade Relationship, Jan 2017 (accessed 3 Dec 2022) https://www.uschina.org/sites/default/files/Oxford%20Economics%20US%20Jobs%20and%20China%20Trade%20Report.pdf
China’s growth has benefitted other economies. Many factors determine a country’s economic performance, ranging from population and education to investment and R&D, but Fig. 2 shows that countries with the biggest increase in openness (the sum of exports and imports as a share of GDP) with China—particularly neighboring Hong Kong and South Korea—had the highest growth since 2001. Despite the Great Recession of 2008, the United States has experienced stronger growth than most other developed economies outside of Asia. Since 2000, US compound annual growth rate (CAGR) in GDP has been 1.8 percent, ahead of most large industrialized nations. In fact, among developed countries, it is only those economies that are closer in proximity to China (Singapore, Korea, Hong Kong, and Taiwan) or are major exporters of mineral products, coal, and agricultural commodities like dairy products (Australia, New Zealand, and Canada) have benefited more from China’s rapid growth.
[bookmark: _Toc121056003][bookmark: _Toc150359237][bookmark: _Toc198830354]Not just "correlation" but "causation" - China "causes" economic growth by increasing US exports
Oxford Economics 2017 (economic advisory firm) Understanding the US-China Trade Relationship, Jan 2017 (accessed 3 Dec 2022) https://www.uschina.org/sites/default/files/Oxford%20Economics%20US%20Jobs%20and%20China%20Trade%20Report.pdf
China’s rapid growth and rising consumer demand does not only have an impact on growing US exports. It also influences how much China’s neighbors purchase from the United States, as their increased trade with China assists their expansion as well. As highlighted in Fig. 2, South Korea, Hong Kong, Singapore, and Taiwan all benefited from China’s rise, and these economies all sit in the top 15 export markets for the United States.
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[bookmark: _Toc198830355]5.  Hyping “China threat” increases risk of war
[bookmark: _Toc150359242][bookmark: _Toc198830356]Hyping “China threat” increases risk of war with China
Michael E. O’Hanlon 2022 (Director of Research - Foreign Policy, Director - Strobe Talbott Center for Security, Strategy, and Technology, Co-Director - Africa Security Initiative, Senior Fellow - Foreign Policy, Strobe Talbott Center for Security, Strategy, and Technology, Philip H. Knight Chair in Defense and Strategy, Brookings Institution) 2 Dec 2022 “Does the Pentagon report on China’s military correctly judge the threat?” (accessed 8 Nov 2023) https://www.brookings.edu/articles/does-the-pentagon-report-on-chinas-military-correctly-judge-the-threat/
Although it is Russian President Vladimir Putin who is raining down death and destruction on Ukraine, issuing nuclear threats to the West, and distorting energy as well as food markets worldwide, China gets pride of place as security challenge number one — even though China has not employed large-scale military force against an adversary since its 1979 war with Vietnam. Given Beijing’s capacities, the Pentagon is convincing when it describes China as its “pacing challenge.” But we Americans have demonstrated before the veracity of the slogan that if it’s worth doing, it’s worth overdoing — and we are tending towards overhyping the China threat in a way that could raise the risks of war.
[bookmark: _Toc150359243][bookmark: _Toc198830357]Turn AFF case: Best way to safeguard US national security versus China is to calm down and stop hyping the “threat”
Michael D. Swaine 2021 (director of the East Asia program at the Quincy Institute) 21 Apr 2021 “China Doesn’t Pose an Existential Threat for America” (accessed 8 Nov 2023) https://foreignpolicy.com/2021/04/21/china-existential-threat-america/
The challenge for the United States is not how to fend off the imagined existential threats posed by China. Rather, it lies in developing a much clearer and factually based overall understanding of the limited challenges, threats, and indeed opportunities China poses to the United States and the policies needed to address them. Rejecting the specious notion that China is threatening to destroy an entire way of life will make this task much easier.

