*** Corporate Tax Rates CP***
CTR CP 1NC

Text: The United States federal government should eliminate tax expenditures for all US aerospace corporations. 

The CP solves US aerospace competitiveness – boosts investment and encourages innovation.

Zrust 6/2- Vice President of Tax The Boeing Company( James, testimony before the Committee on Ways and Means U.S. House of Representatives “Hearing on How Business Tax Reform Can Encourage Job Creation”, June 2, 2011, http://waysandmeans.house.gov/UploadedFiles/Zrust_testimony.pdf) AE
Competitiveness- Lower Statutory Tax Rate is Needed The Boeing Company is proud to have customers located in more than 90 countries. Historically, 70 percent of the commercial airplane business is derived from outside of the United States and we are rapidly growing our defense business outside of the U.S. In fact, developing and emerging markets account for a significant portion of the forecasted growth in the aerospace and defense sector. Although a significant portion of our customers are outside of the United States, our employees, manufacturing and support operations, research and development activities and intellectual property are predominantly located in the United States. Historically, over 95 percent of our net income is attributable to these domestic activities. Unlike other large multinational companies, almost all of our current worldwide income is subject to U.S. tax, and our effective rate is generally between 31-33 percent. The tax incentives that have the most impact on our effective rate are primarily the research and development tax credit (“R&D credit”) and, to a lesser extent, the domestic manufacturing deduction. Last year Boeing spent over $4 billion on research and development, primarily on our two major commercial development programs. In addition to a significant percentage of our customers being outside of the U.S., many of our competitors are as well. It is well known that our largest commercial competitor is located in Europe, and new competition is rapidly emerging from China, Canada, Brazil, and Russia-all with lower combined federal and local statutory tax rates than the United States. Everyone here today is well aware that the combined US statutory tax rate is almost 15 percentage points higher than the average combined rate of other 3 OECD member countries. It is our view that significantly reducing the corporate tax rate will improve U.S. competitiveness. We believe lowering the corporate rate would dramatically reduce tax policy pressure and rhetoric by ensuring that U.S. companies are competitive, and importantly, would not tip the scale in favor of foreign production. A 2005 study by the Congressional Joint Committee on Taxation concluded that a reduction in the corporate income tax had the greatest impact on increasing long-term economic growth due to increased capital investment and labor productivity. 1 We can no longer deny that capital is mobile. However, a workforce generally is not. Manufacturing in particular is capital intensive, so a higher corporate tax rate results in less investment in not only our facilities but also in our workforce. Recently, a commercial aircraft customer located in the Middle East approached Boeing with a concern regarding the lack of US companies willing to bid on a contract in that region. The general sentiment is that price bids received from companies based in Asia, Europe and Australia are consistently lower than those made by US aerospace companies due to our tax system and high corporate rate. This is not the outcome we should want. We believe that a concerted effort to enact a corporate rate reduction to ensure that the US remains competitive and an attractive place to do business in the global marketplace needs to be made now. The statutory tax rate can impact where a company makes new capital investments. The U.S. corporate tax rate is inherently built into the price of our products. We are committed to bricks and mortar here in the U.S. and are proud to be the largest U.S. manufacturing exporter. However, in order to continue to grow, we need a level playing field with our competitors. Lower combined corporate tax rates in the countries where our competitors are located make the price of their products less expensive for the global customers for which we compete. Our Chairman and CEO, Jim McNerney, recently noted that Boeing consistently wins contracts globally through innovation, which has always kept us ahead of our competitors. However, as the rest of the world attempts to gain market share and compete with us, a significantly lower corporate tax rate will become crucial to our continued success. Revenue Concerns 1 (JCX-4-05) 4 We appreciate the current deficit position and are not asking Congress to ignore the cost associated with a meaningful rate reduction. Like many of the bipartisan proposals outlined recently, we agree that tax expenditures should be on the table if a meaningful rate reduction is considered. It is our position that we could support eliminating tax expenditures in order to obtain a meaningful lower corporate tax rate. Making U.S. businesses more competitive by reducing the rate could, from our perspective, address some of the long-term fiscal issues we face today.

Solvency – Innovation/Confidence

Corporate tax rates can boost confidence in the US economy- key to allow companies access to new market opportunities and technology 

Kim 10-  Policy Analyst in Heritage's Center for International Trade and Economics (Anthony B, “U.S. Losing Global Competitiveness with High Corporate Tax Burden” February 2, 2010, The Heritage Network- The Foundry, http://blog.heritage.org/2010/02/02/u-s-losing-global-competitiveness-with-high-corporate-tax-burden/) AE

High corporate tax rates are undermining U.S. international competitiveness. The global economy continues to demand that companies be flexible and swift in order to remain competitive. High tax rates deprive companies of both the means and the incentive to take advantage of new market opportunities or technological changes that can improve productivity. Most advanced countries in the world have responded to new global economic realities by slashing corporate tax rates. The U.S. stands almost alone in having resisted such cuts, and its corporate tax rates are now among the highest in the world. Future U.S. prosperity depends on the willingness of our political leaders to resist populist anti-corporate dogma and make the necessary adjustments to keep the U.S. economy competitive. America’s strength and economic success are based on economic freedom, which fosters the virtuous cycle of entrepreneurship, innovation, and growth. Our economic freedom has sustained economic opportunity and prosperity, as well as the creativity that leads to new products and new jobs. Clearly, U.S. inaction in improving fiscal freedom through more competitive tax rates undermines our economy’s innovative pulse; America stands still while its competitors are moving forward. As the 2010 Index reveals, since July 2008, more than 30 countries have introduced reforms in direct taxes or have implemented tax cuts as previously planned, despite the challenging economic and political environment caused by the global economic slowdown. America’s inaction is particularly damaging in a time of economic slowdown and ongoing recovery. A long-term policy plan that strengthens economic fundamentals would calm fears among entrepreneurs and restore confidence in the U.S. economy. 

Lowering the corporate tax rate is key to maintain global competitiveness, long-term economic success, and encourage investor confidence

Hanna 2/3- (2011, Rep. Richard, The Hills Congress Blog “Cut taxes on business to restore American competitiveness,” http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/economy-a-budget/141995-cut-taxes-on-business-to-restore-american-competitiveness-rep-richard-hanna) AE

America's corporate tax rate undermines our country's competitiveness, hurts consumers, jeopardizes jobs and weakens the confidence of shareholders and investors. Recognizing this disadvantage, President Obama has singled out our corporate taxes - the highest in the developed world at around a blended 40 percent - as a bipartisan opportunity for us to stop encouraging the exportation of businesses and jobs and allow our companies to do what America has always done best - compete. Next week, I'll introduce "The American Competitiveness Act," which follows up on calls from the President and members of both parties to cut the corporate tax rate. Under this legislation, the federal corporate tax rate will be lowered from 35 percent to 25 percent over two years-and kept at 25 percent permanently. Ideally, the phase-in period gives us time to simplify our tax code because government shouldn't pick winners and losers. What we know is that a vibrant, diverse economy is directly linked to our ability to compete - something I learned well in my 30 years as a businessman in Upstate New York. Increasingly, such competition is on an international basis. Compared to the rest of the world, our tax rate is punitive and discourages business investment and job creation in the United States. Other countries have taken notice of this penalizing tax and its effects on their economies. Recently, Japan cut its corporate tax rate, formerly the highest among developed nations. European nations that once boasted exorbitantly high corporate tax rates have dramatically lowered them. Even our northern neighbor Canada is at 18 percent-and the Canadians are still cutting. The average rate in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development countries is just over 25 percent, meaning the effective U.S. corporate tax burden, when state and local taxes are considered, can be 50 percent higher than some of our developed competitors, rendering our companies and workers less competitive, if at all. Such a tax climate is occurring in the country that has been the creator of and home to the most successful multi-national companies in history: the United States. But we're losing our edge as a result, and it can only be stopped and reserved if we incentivize companies to stay here. It is simply unrealistic to expect businesses to pay more in this country when they can pay less someplace else. The United States needs a corporate tax structure roughly equal to that of our competitors. The American Competitiveness Act accomplishes that goal, allowing our nation's businesses to compete in the global marketplace in the 21st Century, and it provides the motivation to make the necessary structural changes to our tax code that are vital to our long-term economic success.
Lowering corporate tax rates increases competition and levels the playing field 

WSJ 1/27- (David Wessel, “Tax Redo to Seek 'Level Playing Field'” Wall Street Journal, January 27, 2011, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703293204576106483031438912.html?mod=googlenews_wsj) AE
In his State of the Union address, President Barack Obama called on Congress to embark on a major revamp of corporate taxes: "[S]implify the system. Get rid of the loopholes. And use the savings to lower the corporate tax rate for the first time in 25 years—without adding to our deficit." On Wednesday, Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner talked to The Wall Street Journal's David Wessel about the initiative. Mr. Geithner emphasized the administration's insistence on offsetting the corporate rate, now 35%, by eliminating deductions, credits and incentives. Raising more revenue from businesses in light of global competition "isn't realistic," he said. But, given the deficit, "We can't raise taxes on individuals to lower business taxes." He wouldn't say if the administration wants to move from taxing multinational corporations' global profits and instead tax only domestic profits, as most other countries do and as U.S. business wants. But he said a "level playing field" is a major goal. View Full ImageBloomberg News Timothy Geithner in Washington, D.C. on Jan. 12. The White House isn't planning to include a specific proposal in the president's February budget. Q. How would corporate tax reform help economic growth? A. Lowering rates, removing the distortions in the present system, helps growth because it allows business to compete on the basis of performance and return rather than on their ability to get or protect special provisions in the tax code. If you level the playing field, you allow the market rather than the tax system to drive investment. Q. How much does the corporate tax rate need to fall to make a difference? A. To have a more competitive system, you want to try to bring down the rate closer to the range of our major trading partners. We have a high statutory rate, which is made necessary by all the special provisions. How low you can go depends on how much of the reform you can achieve. Q. What's the point of going through the political minefield if this doesn't ultimately lower the business tax burden? A. All businesses want lower taxes. But business understands that their success as businesses depends in part on what the government does—on education, infrastructure, national security….Most business understand that we have limited resources, that we can't raise taxes on individuals to lower business taxes and that unsustainable long-term deficits hurt growth too. Q. Given the deficit, what's the point of going through all this if it doesn't raise revenue to reduce the deficit? A. You've had a very broad substantial reduction in corporate tax rates outside the U.S. That occurs at a time when it's much easier—because of technology—for companies to shift investment and income to take advantage of lower tax rates overseas. We can't expect to raise significant additional revenue from business, as a share of GDP, from the corporate tax without hurting our competitive position, without hurting growth. It isn't realistic. Q. Half of all business profits go to enterprises that don't pay the corporate tax. They're taxed as individuals. Are you looking at them too? A. A lot of people have suggested that we look at business income generated outside what we call the corporate sector. There is a lot of income there and many of the distortions in the corporate sector affect them too. It's worth taking a look at. Q. Are you willing to consider a shift away from the current system, in which multinationals are taxed on their world-wide profits, to a territorial one, in which they're taxed only on their U.S. profits? A. We want to find a way to reduce the incentive to shift income overseas, to increase the incentive to invest in the U.S. and to put U.S. firms that operate overseas on a level playing field with their competitors. Q. The president also mentioned his interest in pursuing simplification of individual income taxes. Is that as high a priority? A. As he said, along with corporate tax reform, we want to explore comprehensive individual reform. There's a good case for doing both. We want to start the process of exploring what's possible. Q. What are the next steps? A. It's good for confidence if we can find things that both Democrats and Republicans want to do. We're in the first inning. We're going to keep consulting—with key committee chairman, with ranking members, with other stakeholders, with architects of past reforms, both ones that worked and those that didn't. Everybody who looks at the current system says: We can do better than this. And there's a lot of interest in doing it. A lot of people in the business community are prepared to be part of something that is revenue neutral, broadens the base, and lowers the top rate. Others want to hold out for something better.
Solvency – Jobs
Corporate tax reform will increase growth, provide more jobs and higher income- little cost to the goverment

CNS News 3/2- (Christopher Goins, “Lowering U.S. Corporate Tax Rate to 10 Percent Will Create Jobs, Spur Economic Growth, Study Says” March 02, 2011, http://www.cnsnews.com/news/article/lowering-us-corporate-tax-rate-10-percen) AE

 (CNSNews.com) – President Barack Obama discussed cutting the corporate tax rate in his State of the Union address, and a new Cato Institute study suggests that implementing such a cut, specifically down to a 10 percent rate, would spur economic growth and create real jobs. In his Jan. 25 speech before Congress, Obama said, “So tonight, I’m asking Democrats and Republicans to simplify the system. Get rid of the loopholes. Level the playing field. And use the savings to lower the corporate tax rate for the first time in 25 years – without adding to our deficit. It can be done.” Concerning Obama’s remark, Chris Edwards, director of tax policy studies at the libertarian Cato Institute, said, “It shows that President Obama is on the right track by suggesting that we lower our corporate tax rate. And that is an area of bipartisan agreement that the Republicans and the Democrats should be able to agree on right away and actually do something this year.” According to the Cato report, “New Estimates of Effective Corporate Tax Rates on Business Investment,” the U.S. corporate tax rate on new investment ranked among the highest in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) at 34.6 percent. This puts the U.S. corporate tax rate above that of France (34.0 percent), India (33.6 percent), Russia (31.9 percent) and Japan (29.5 percent). Argentina, Chad, Brazil, and Uzbekistan are the only countries with higher corporate tax rates than America, which makes the United States number five in a total of 83 nations surveyed. The mission of the OECD, according to its Web site, “is to promote policies that will improve the economic and social well-being of people around the world.” Some of the countries with the lowest corporate tax rates include Singapore (8.5 percent), Chile (6.7 percent), Hong Kong (4.0 percent) and the Ukraine (3.1 percent). State and federal governments must reduce their high corporate tax rates to engender economic growth and certainty among investors, according to the report, which also argued that reductions will shape an economic climate suitable for domestic investment and foreign investment here in the United States. While President Obama’s National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform proposed two options for lowering the effective corporate tax rate to 32.5 percent and 28.7 percent, the Cato study calls those proposals “modest” and still places the latter reform almost 11 percent higher than the OECD average of 18.6 percent. The statutory tax rate refers to the taxable income of a corporation (income minus costs). The effective tax rate refers to the tax on a company’s profit. When a country cuts its statutory rate, it automatically lowers its effective rate, because the statutory rate is included. For example, Canada and Taiwan both cut their statutory corporate rates in 2010: Canada from 43 percent to 29 percent; Taiwan from 25 percent to 17 percent. Canada’s effective rate therefore plunged to 21 percent from 43 percent, according to the researchers’ calculations. Taiwan’s effective rate is now 10.9 percent. Edwards explained that in the mid-1980s, the United States led a revolution in lowering corporate tax rates. However, while other countries kept cutting over the years, the United States did not. “The United States led the world when it cut its corporate tax rate back in the big 1986 Tax Reform Act – and when the United States cut its corporate and individual taxes back in 1986, it started kind of a revolution around the world, and most other major countries followed us like Canada and a lot of European countries,” said Edwards. In 1986, President Ronald Reagan signed into law the Tax Reform Act of 1986, which simplified the tax code and brought about a fairer and more efficient tax system. “A growing number of policymakers are recognizing that the U.S. corporate tax system is a major barrier to economic growth,” the Cato report stated. “The aim of corporate tax reforms should be to create a system that has a competitive rate and is neutral between different business activities. “A sharp reduction to the federal corporate rate of 10 percentage points or more combined with tax base reforms would help generate higher growth and ultimately more jobs and income. Such reforms would likely lose the government little, if any, revenue over the long run,” the report added.

Even if lowering the tax rate to 25% isn’t adequate, gap is still closed by public perception and capable work force

Filch Ratings 6/22/11- (“ U.S. Tax Reform Impact on Corporate Issuers ” US Special Report, June 22, 2011, http://www.scribd.com/doc/58748193/Fitch-Ratings-US-Special-Report-Tax-Reform-Impact-on-Corporate-Issuers) AE
 Tax Reform Impact by Sector Worldwide versus Territorial Primer This report analyzes a flat tax rate of 25% under both the worldwide and territorial systems. A 25% worldwide tax system would tax income for all U.S. corporations at 25%regardless of where the income was earned. A 25% territorial tax system would only tax income earned in the U.S. at 25%. Income earned outside the U.S. is shielded from taxation in the U.S. even if repatriated back. Under a territorial system, a 25% flat tax in the U.S. still may not be adequate to bring jobs, intellectual property (IP), or headquarters back to the U.S. (still competing with10%– 15% tax rates in Ireland, Switzerland, and other foreign jurisdictions). However, Fitch would expect the gap differential to close substantially and potentially be a net neutral situation after factoring in executive quality of life, public perception, abundant and capable work force, and other costs of doing business overseas. Additionally, the sustainability of low tax rates in some foreign countries such as Ireland may continue to be called into question given significant fiscal challenges. A worldwide flat tax would have its own issues, as it could encourage more companies to incorporate overseas. Over the last several years many U.S. companies, including Transocean, Weatherford, Seagate Technology, and TE Connectivity have reincorporated in tax-friendly countries. However, the potential for U.S. government restrictions on doing business with reincorporated companies, and a negative backlash from the general public would likely play a part in curtailing reincorporation. Aside from that, a worldwide system would make asset-shifting to low-tax jurisdictions obsolete for U.S. corporations, as earnings will be taxed regardless of where earned. The worldwide analysis in this report assumes U.S. incorporation for all companies within each subsector. 

Solvency – Growth 
Lowering corporate tax rates increases investment across the economy and company profit- better than short-term policies

Chen and Mintz 2011-  George Weston Analyst in Tax Policy at the C.D. Howe Institute,  Research Associate at the International Tax Program, Rotman School,  external consultant to various international organizations --- former president and CEO of the C.D. Howe Institute and world-renowned fiscal and tax policy specialist,  (Duanjie, Jack, “New Estimates of Effective Corporate Tax Rates on Business Investment” No. 64 • February 2011, School of Public Policy, University of Calgary, CATO institute, Tax and Budget Bulletin, http://www.cato.org/pubs/tbb/tbb_64.pdf) AE

Many industrial and emerging countries have reduced their corporate tax rates over the last decade or so. The largest rate cuts were in Austria, Bulgaria, Canada, the Czech Republic, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Poland, Slovakia, Turkey, Egypt, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Lesotho, Mauritius, and Singapore. America’s largest trading partner, Canada, cut its statutory corporate rate from 43 percent to 29 percent, which helped to bring down its effective rate from 44 percent to 21 percent, according to our calculations. Substantial cuts were also achieved in Australia, Belgium, China, Denmark, Finland, Korea, Luxembourg, Mexico, New Zealand, Taiwan, and the United Kingdom. Taiwan cut its statutory rate from 25 percent to 17 percent in 2010, and now has an effective rate of just 10.9 percent. A number of countries are initiating or phasing-in further corporate tax-rate cuts in coming years, including Australia, Canada, Ecuador, Israel, Japan, New Zealand, and the United Kingdom. In some countries, such as Israel and Japan, these are straight rate cuts. In other countries, such as New Zealand and the United Kingdom, rate cuts are being paired with base-broadening measures. When these reforms are in place, the average effective tax rate in 2014 will be 18.0 percent in the OECD and 17.4 percent among all 83 countries. Table 1 shows our calculations of effective corporate tax rates for 83 countries. The calculations include both national and subnational corporate taxes in each country. Effective Tax Rates: Which One? Treasury Secretary Geithner recently said, “Although our effective tax rates for corporations … are roughly the average of the other major economies, our statutory rates are much higher.” 3 However, the frequent claim that the U.S. effective corporate rate is average or low is off-base. It is true that often dubious tax preferences help many companies pay federal tax at an average effective rate lower than the 35 percent statutory rate. But we find that the marginal effective tax rate on new investment is 34.6 percent, and thus just about as high as the statutory rate. It is also true that temporary capital expensing or “bonus depreciation” rules recently passed by Congress have reduced effective tax rates for 2011. We do not think that temporary or narrow tax breaks are good policy. Potential investors usually look at the longer-term tax structure in making major investment decisions. Under the temporary U.S. rules, businesses may deduct 100 percent of the cost of new capital equipment in the first year. 4 We calculate that this provision reduces the U.S. effective tax rate to as low as 17.5 percent, but this is only a single-year windfall. It does not create certainty for businesses in their capital planning, and it may simply accelerate investment ahead of the normal replacement schedule.  Bonus depreciation also discriminates against investment in the services sector relative to the manufacturing sector. That is because businesses in the services sector use relatively fewer shorter-lived capital assets (e.g., equipment with a useful life of 20 years or less), which qualify for bonus depreciation, and relatively more longer-lived capital assets (e.g., office buildings), which do not qualify for bonus depreciation. Therefore, bonus depreciation is an inferior policy to a substantial statutory tax-rate cut, which would improve long-term investment incentives broadly across the economy. For these reasons, we do not include the effect of the bonus depreciation in our effective tax-rate calculations. 

Lowering the corporate tax rate solves growth.

Bloomberg 6/2- (By Steven Sloan and Andrew Zajac, “Boeing, Emerson Press Congress to Drop Tax Rates” Jun 2, 2011, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-06-02/boeing-emerson-executives-press-congress-to-lower-tax-rates.html) AE
Executives from Boeing Co. (BA) and Emerson Electric Co. (EMR) told lawmakers they will struggle to compete with overseas rivals if Congress doesn’t lower maximum corporate tax rates. Testifying today before the House Ways and Means Committee, the executives said the current 35 percent top corporate tax rate hampers job creation. Walter Galvin, the vice chairman of St. Louis-based Emerson Electric, said existing tax policy puts U.S. businesses at risk of being acquired by companies based in other countries with more favorable tax rates. “The risk you have is if the U.S. isn’t put on a level playing field, more and more small-cap U.S. companies will be acquired by larger companies in Europe,” he said. “Not having a competitive tax rate with the rest of the world causes more and more jobs to be lost.” Those comments stand to encourage House Ways and Means Chairman Dave Camp, a Michigan Republican, in his efforts to lower the top corporate rate to 25 percent, which he has said will create U.S. jobs. James Zrust, vice president of tax at Chicago-based Boeing, said businesses are willing to give up some tax breaks for a significant drop in the corporate rate. “We could support eliminating tax expenditures in order to obtain a meaningful lower corporate tax rate,” he said, without specifying which benefits he would support being eliminated. Incentive to Invest James Misplon, vice president of tax at Sears Holdings Corp. (SHLD), based in Hoffman Estates, Illinois, said reducing the corporate tax rate would provide an incentive for retailers to invest in store improvements or new distribution centers. “These types of investments lead to higher employment both within and outside of the retail industry,” he said. Misplon also said retailers would support eliminating tax benefits in exchange for lowering the rate. Retailers typically receive few tax benefits, compared with manufacturers that are eligible for a special deduction and research-intensive companies that can receive a special credit. Representative Sander Levin of Michigan, the top Democrat on the committee, expressed doubt that businesses are open to losing their tax benefits. “We learned long ago that on the table is different than action,” he said. Democrats also said they are skeptical that corporate tax cuts would spur the economic growth the executives suggested. Representative Jim McDermott, a Washington Democrat, pressed Galvin on the business effects of reducing tax rates. “If we lower the tax rate to 25 percent, will you stop laying people off?” McDermott asked. Galvin said he couldn’t provide any assurances. ‘No Crystal Ball’ “I have no crystal ball as to the sales revenue we’ll have,” he said. “If there is higher growth in the U.S., we will obviously grow.” A report released yesterday by Citizens for Tax Justice said 12 corporations, including Boeing, paid an effective tax rate of negative 1.5 percent on $171 billion in profits earned between 2008 and 2010. Boeing’s effective rate in that period was a negative 1.8 percent on $9.7 billion in profits, according to the group, which is backed by labor groups. Representative Pete Stark, a California Democrat, referred to the report at the hearing and asked Boeing’s Zrust by how much tax rates should be dropped. Zrust didn’t specify a rate. He said Boeing’s tax bill is poised to rise in the next three years because the company won’t be able to claim as many deductions for airplanes that are on track for delivery. Stark remained skeptical. “Oh yeah?” he said. “How much more do you think Boeing is going to pay us?” 

Solvency – Investment

Current corporate tax rate distorts financial decions and relative cost- reductions would increase competitiveness and foreign investment

Brill 2008-  former senior adviser and chief economist to the House Ways and Means Committee, also served on the staff of the President's Council of Economic Advisers (CEA) (Alex, “ Corporate Tax Rates: Receipts and Distortions ” Tax Analysts, http://www.aei.org/docLib/20090102_TaxNotesBrill.pdf) AE

C. U.S. Corporate Tax Rate: Economic Distortions In addition to the possibility that the revenuemaximizing corporate tax rate in the United States is below the current statutory rate of 35 percent, there are several improvements in economic efficiency that could be realized by a reduction in the corporate tax rate. The current corporate income tax affects the cost of capital, distorts financing decisions (debt versus equity), and affects the relative cost of different types of assets. Domestic distortions: debt versus equity, and corporate versus noncorporate. The effective marginal tax rate (EMTR) on corporate capital is a function of several variables, including the corporate tax rate, the fraction of debt-versus-equity financing, and the difference between economic depreciation and tax depreciation schedules. The Congressional Budget Office (2005) provides a comprehensive study of the tax rate on capital across assets types and financing structures. The CBO finds the EMTR on capital held by corporate entities to be 24.2 percent. 12 Treasury (2007) finds a similar estimate of 29.4 percent. 13 Those estimates are weighted averages of the EMTR on corporate capital. However, there is considerable variation across asset type. This is mainly because the tax depreciation life and the economic depreciation life can vary significantly. As a result, the EMTR for computers and peripheral equipment (36.9 percent) is much higher than the EMTR for gas pipelines (9.2 percent). 14 Two important consequences of the current corporate tax system is that debt is tax-favored relative to equity financing and that noncorporate business structures are tax-favored relative to C corporation entities. The CBO estimates that the EMTR for debt-financed corporate capital is -6.4 percent and that the EMTR on equity-financed corporate capital is 36.1 percent; the spread between those two rates is a whopping 42.5 percentage points. Thus, the tax incentives for leveraged investment are quite high. The EMTR equipment is 20.8 percent in the corporate sector, compared with 15.3 percent in the noncorporate sector — a 5.5 percentage point gap. 15 Those disparities cause economic distortions, but the distortions can be mitigated by a reduction in the corporate tax rate. Using a model developed by the CBO, 16 I calculate average EMTRs if the U.S. corporate tax rate was reduced to 20 percent. As you can see from Table 2, not only are EMTRs reduced, but the disparity between debt and equity as well as between corporate and noncorporate capital is reduced considerably. The tax rate differential between corporate and noncorporate investment for equipment is eliminated. The tax rate on debtfinanced investment is increased 12.6 percentage points and the tax rate on equity-financed investment (in the corporate sector for both) is reduced 12.5 percentage points. 2. Corporate tax rate: international competitiveness. The U.S. corporate tax system is a worldwide system of taxation, meaning that all foreign-source income is subject to U.S. taxation. However, the U.S. tax code also provides a tax credit for foreign income tax paid. As a simple example, if a U.S. corporation earns $100 abroad in a country with a 20 percent corporate income tax, the company would then pay $20 to the foreign taxing authority. When the corporation pays U.S. corporate tax on that income at 35 percent, it would receive a $20 tax credit and thus owe only $15 to the IRS. While the $15 in U.S. tax can be deferred until it is repatriated to the United States, this eventual tax burden is nevertheless a penalty relative to the tax paid by a foreign competitor. Many other industrialized countries operate on a territorial tax system whereby foreign-source active income is not taxed. Other countries operate on a worldwide based tax system but with lower rates. Researchers have argued that aspects of the worldwide basis of taxation adversely affects U.S.-based corporations by reducing their after-tax rate of return for a foreign investment below that earned by foreign competitors. 17 This effect is exacerbated by the fact that the U.S. rate is the second-highest among all major developed economies, and thus there is often additional tax due to the IRS for earned foreign-source income. This tax burden not only affects the competitiveness of U.S.-based multinationals but also is associated with significant administrative burden. 18 However, a reduction in the corporate statutory tax rate could significantly reduce the amount of foreign source income subject to U.S. corporate tax, thereby allowing more foreign activity of U.S.-based multinationals to be effectively taxed in a manner similar to that of a territorial tax system. If the U.S. statutory rate is less than or equal to that of the host country where the foreign-source income is earned, the foreign tax credit would eliminate any U.S. tax liability and, in those cases, create a level playing field for the U.S.-based multinational. Consider again the example above but assume that the U.S. corporate tax rate has been reduced to 20 percent. A U.S. corporation would again pay $20 in foreign tax on $100 in foreign-source income and receive a $20 foreign tax credit. However, when the remaining $80 is repatriated to the United States, the foreign tax credit eliminates all U.S. income tax liability, so the marginal U.S. tax on that income is zero. In addition to reducing the EMTR, that change would also eliminate the distortion whereby a U.S.-based corporation faces a disincentive to repatriate earnings. D. Conclusion and Policy Recommendation The U.S. corporate statutory tax rate is among the highest in the world. Among OECD countries, corporate tax rates have been declining while tax receipts have been rising. An econometric analysis of OECD data suggests that the revenue-maximizing corporate tax rate within the OECD is well below the U.S. statutory rate of 35 percent. It is possible that a reduction in the corporate tax rate in the United States would not result in a loss of revenue, but it is certain that such a move would improve economic efficiencies. Based on calculations of EMTRs as estimated using a model constructed by the CBO, distortions between corporate and noncorporate capital will be minimal with a corporate tax rate near 20 percent. Such a rate cut would significantly reduce the distortion between debt and equity-financing, make the United States more attractive for foreign direct investment, and eliminate many distortions in international tax policy. Although large differences would remain between the United States and tax haven countries where little or no tax regimes exist, even in those cases, incentives to shelter income abroad would be reduced. One approach to lowering the corporate tax rate while mitigating the risk of a large deficit impact would be to phase down the U.S. corporate tax rate over time. This approach would reduce the windfall benefit to existing capital and could encourage a short-term investment boom, because capital investment costs would be deductible at a rate higher than its future income would be taxed. The U.S. corporate tax system, with its high statutory tax rate, imposes harmful distortions and may be set at a point above its revenue-maximizing level. A dramatic reduction in the corporate tax rate would improve efficiency and global competitiveness. Depending on the magnitude of the reduction and other accompanying tax changes, the change could be revenue neutral.  

Corporate taxes hurt investment, entrepreneurship, and encourages debt- assumes other taxes

Djankov et al. 09-  Bulgarian economist and Deputy Prime Minister and Minister of Finance of Bulgaria, previously Chief economist of the finance and private sector vice-presidency of the World Bank (Simeon, Tim Ganser, Caralee McLiesh, Rita Ramalho, Andrei Shleifer, “The effect of corporate taxes on investment and entrepreneurship” March 2009, Fourth Draft, http://pdfcast.org/download/the-effect-of-corporate-taxes-on-investment-and-entrepreneurship.pdf) AE

Research in public finance has developed elaborate constructs of corporate tax rates that are relevant to particular investment decisions. In some instances, statutory rates measure the correct marginal tax rates. Hall and Jorgenson (1967) started an extensive literature on how to compute the economically correct marginal tax rates using assessments of profitability of future projects. But average rates might also be relevant for investment decisions if firms are credit constrained or if they make discrete investment choices (Devereux and Griffith 2003). In this paper, we remain agnostic as to which is the correct rate, and present a variety of measures and their effect on investment. The principal corporate income tax measure we use is the effective tax rate that TaxpayerCo pays if it complies with its country’s laws, defined as the actual corporate income tax owed by the company relative to pre-tax profits. Unlike much of the literature, we can actually compute that rate under our case facts. Since TaxpayerCo is a new company, we compute both the 1 st year effective tax rate, and the 5-year tax rate taking account of the present value of depreciation and other deductions. Our data reveal a consistent and large adverse effect of corporate taxes on both investment and 4entrepreneurship. A 10 percentage point increase in the 1 st year effective corporate tax rate reduces the aggregate investment to GDP ratio by about 2 percentage points (mean is 21%), and the official entry rate by 1.4 percentage points (mean is 8 %). To check the robustness of our results, we consider several additional potential determinants of investment and entrepreneurship. These include other taxes, including additional taxes imposed on the firm as well as the VAT and the personal income tax, measures of the cost of tax compliance, estimates of tax evasion, security of property rights, economic development, regulation, trade openness, inflation, and seignorage. Some of these factors affect some measures of investment and entrepreneurship, but they do not eliminate the large adverse effect of corporate taxes. Finally, our data enable us to ask, in a cross-country context, whether corporate taxes encourage debt as opposed to equity finance (see Modigliani and Miller 1958, Auerbach 1979, Miller 1977, Graham 1996, Mackie-Mason 1990, Desai, Foley, and Hines 2004a). We find a large and significant positive association between the effective corporate tax rate and the aggregate debt to equity ratio. The next section of the paper describes our data. Section 3 presents summary statistics. Section 4 presents the basic results on corporate taxation, investment, and entrepreneurship. Section 5 concludes. 

Solvency – Offshoring 
High corporate tax rate drives US jobs overseas allowing foreign countries to come out ahead

Pino 5/20-  Editor-in-Chief at Pitt Political Review Writer and Researcher at Ridgway Center for International Security Studies (John J, “Letter to the Editor: Cutting corporate tax rate would keep jobs in U.S.” April 20, 2011, Daily Times, http://www.delcotimes.com/articles/2011/04/20/opinion/doc4dae30844f725613047155.txt?viewmode=fullstory) AE
Much has been said in recent years about American jobs going overseas, but does anyone realize the reason why we are loosing good jobs to other countries? For a long time, it was thought that besides the lower wages, the reason for the success of overseas’ markets was the belief products made outside the United States, particularly in Europe and Asia, had a higher quality standard than those products made in the USA. The perfect example for this kind of belief system was and still remains, the car manufacturers. Japanese cars and other imports would never have had the success they currently have in the United States had not been for producing a car far better and more reliable than American-made cars. I personally vouch for this kind of mindset because driving American-made cars became for me, a total nightmare. For more than 50 years, I drove American-ade automobiles and except for my first car that I purchased in 1966 (Chevy Nova) every American-made car I owned (Cadillac, Buick, Ford Country Squire, Jeep, etc.) broke down continually resulting in time and financial losses. Fifteen year ago, I purchase a Nissan and for the 15 years I owned the car, the only expense I had were brakes and oil changes. I finally sold the car in great condition for $1,500. You and I would have had a hard time getting the same return with a GM or a Ford automobile in the 1970s or in the 1980s. The same is true with appliances and other products. After the warranty is over, everything breaks down. Sometimes, appliances break down even before the warranty expires. But, 50 years ago this was not true in this country when America-made cars and other products were made to last for the long term. I remember my mother’s refrigerator that she purchased in 1959. That Frigidaire lasted for 20 years in my mother’s house and another 15 years in my own home when it was left to me when my parents retired to Italy. The same cannot be said for today’s appliances when in the past 15 years, I have replaced my refrigerator twice, my dishwasher three times and my washing machine twice. No, today’s products do not equal the excellent quality of years past. Recently, though, I learned that in addition to poor quality, the reason our jobs are going overseas in droves is the rate of corporate taxes applied to corporations here in the United States. American businesses have to pay 35 percent of their profits in taxes while the same businesses abroad are only paying 16-20 percent. This is an enormous amount of money that the financial officer of a company cannot ignore. Let us face it, the main purpose of a business is to increase profits for their shareholders not to employ workers. In the final analysis, a company executive’s responsibility and loyalty is to the corporation, not to the men and women who work. This is why many American corporations are busy moving their operations overseas, away from the 35 percent tax nightmare. Many pharmaceutical companies have moved to Ireland where corporate taxes are only 20 percent. This is also true in Switzerland where in some places; their business tax structure is around 16 percent. Today, even Canada is attracting American companies to do business there. So, while our deficits keep increasing, foreign countries are reaping the benefits of taxation — payments that should be collected in this country. According to the latest statistics, it is estimated the United States is losing more than $40 billion each and every year that American companies do business outside the United States. More damaging is the fact that some of these companies (technology in particular) i.e. Cisco and others, sincerely want to bring their businesses back to this country but the current tax structure is prohibiting them to do so. Currently, the U.S. has the highest corporate tax in the world. So while people scream about their jobs going overseas, the government does nothing to lower the tax rate of American corporations. It does not make sense. If we truly want the jobs to come back to this country, first, we have to start making better quality products and second, we have to pressure our government officials in Washington to lower the corporate tax rate of American businesses. 

Current tax rates encourages companies to keep money overseas.

Norquist  1/24-  president of Americans for Tax Reform(Grover, “Bringing Home the Capital” Let business bring foreign profits back to the U.S.—free of charge, January 24, 2011, National review Online, http://www.nationalreview.com/articles/257695/president-americans-tax-reform-grover-norquist) AE
Reports indicate that President Obama will use his State of the Union address in part to advance a job-creating tax-reform agenda. He’s already begun, having agreed — in the December tax deal with Republicans — to a year of full business expensing. His recent outreach to corporations and trade associations suggests that a cut in the corporate-income tax is in the cards. And another pro-growth reform he should consider involves the “repatriation” of deferred foreign earnings of American companies back to the United States. The United States, unlike most other developed nations, taxes the international income of its companies when they bring that income home. This “worldwide” tax regime is in stark contrast to most countries’ “territorial” tax systems, which tax only that business activity occurring within their borders. Therefore, a U.S. company earning a profit in Germany is responsible for paying both the German tax authorities and, should the company want to bring the money back to the United States, the IRS. There is a complex hodgepodge of deferrals and tax credits that clumsily combat this inequity. Having the highest corporate-tax rate in the developed world doesn’t help. When factoring in state income taxes, the U.S. rate is nearly 40 percent. Suppose an American company has already paid a 28 percent corporate-income tax to Italy. Should the company want to bring the after-tax dollars back to the United States, it will have to pay the IRS the difference between our rate and Italy’s, or an additional 12 percent. For most companies, the smarter move is to not pay extra taxes, keep the money overseas, and invest it in jobs over there. The “repatriation tax” we impose is one of the most singularly stupid tax policies in existence today. If the United States wants to be truly competitive, it should move to a territorial system, like the ones our trading partners have. This would reduce the complexity of the tax code by eliminating the need for corporate deductions and credits on international income Congress and President Bush recognized this in 2004 when they passed the “American Jobs Creation Act.” Among other things, that law set the repatriation tax at 5.35 percent (regardless of the tax rate of the country where the business occurred) for one year. For money coming from all but the highest-rate countries, this represented a significant cut in the repatriation tax. The result was predictable and welcome, and should serve as a blueprint for future policy. In the low-tax year of 2005, some $318 billion of deferred foreign earnings was repatriated by American companies to the United States. As a result, corporate-tax receipts rose by $17 billion that year. This money was used to pay down debt, shore up pension plans, increase wages, and create jobs. Multiple reports indicate that $1 trillion is currently sitting in overseas deferred accounts. Another round of repatriation could be just as big, if not bigger, than the one we enjoyed in 2005. Assuming the same tax rate as then, even a $500 billion repatriation (half the amount that could be brought back) would boost the economy, like defibrillator paddles on a dying patient. Flush with cash, companies could do all sorts of good things with that money: invest in plant and equipment, raise wages, fund pension plans, create jobs, open new establishments, pay dividends, or buy back shares to help savers — the list is extensive. The only reason not to do this is pigheaded resentment. Many on the professional Left will oppose this plan merely because they don’t want to permit corporations to do more with their own money without the government taking some. What they don’t get is that under the current system, these companies aren’t bringing this money back to the U.S. for taxation at all. The only way to get them to do so is to reduce (or, ideally, eliminate) the second bite at the international tax apple (remember that all this money is from after-tax profits earned in other countries). This self-destructive mentality would prevent many on the left from agreeing to this proven jobs-creating plan. It should not prevent President Obama — who wants to try to repair some of the damage he and the professional Left have done to the economy before the November 2012 election — from seizing on this obvious and easy win. 

Failure to reform corporate tax encourages business to move overseas and increases unemployment- lowering the tax rate below 29% solves

NCFRR 2010- (The National Commission  On Fiscal Responsibility and Reform, “The Moment of Truth, December 2010, The White House, http://www.fiscalcommission.gov/sites/fiscalcommission.gov/files/documents/TheMomentofTruth12_1_2010.pdf) AE

RECOMMENDATION 2.2: ENACT CORPORATE REFORM TO LOWER RATES, CLOSE LOOPHOLES, AND MOVE TO A TERRITORIAL SYSTEM. The U.S. corporate tax is a patchwork of overly complex and inefficient provisions that creates perverse incentives for investment. Corporations engage in self-help to decrease their tax liability and improve their bottom line. Moreover, corporations are able to minimize tax through various tax expenditures inserted into the tax code as a result of successful lobbying. Without reform, it is likely that U.S. competitiveness will continue to suffer. The results of inaction are undesirable: the loss of American jobs, the movement of business operations overseas, reduced investment by foreign businesses in the U.S., reduced innovation and creation of intellectual property in the U.S., the sale of U.S. companies to foreign multinationals, and a general erosion of the corporate tax base. Reform of the corporate tax structure should include the following: 2.2.1 Establish single corporate tax rate between 23 percent and 29 percent. Corporate tax reform should replace the multiple brackets (the top being 35 percent), with a single bracket as low as 23 percent and no higher than 29 percent. 2.2.2 Eliminate all tax expenditures for businesses. Corporate tax reform should eliminate special subsidies for different industries. By eliminating business tax expenditures – currently more than 75 – the corporate tax rate can be significantly reduced while contributing to deficit reduction. A lower overall tax rate will improve American business competitiveness. Abolishing special subsidies will also create an even playing field for all businesses instead of artificially picking winners and losers. 

A2: Lost Revenue Turn

Corporate tax rates harm economic growth- reductions are key to avoid misallocation and revenue neutrality- all countries will work together ensures no race to the bottom
Chen and Mintz 2011-  George Weston Analyst in Tax Policy at the C.D. Howe Institute,  Research Associate at the International Tax Program, Rotman School,  external consultant to various international organizations --- former president and CEO of the C.D. Howe Institute and world-renowned fiscal and tax policy specialist,  (Duanjie, Jack, “New Estimates of Effective Corporate Tax Rates on Business Investment” No. 64 • February 2011, School of Public Policy, University of Calgary, CATO institute, Tax and Budget Bulletin, http://www.cato.org/pubs/tbb/tbb_64.pdf) AE

A Growing Consensus on Corporate Rate Reduction New findings emerging from academic tax literature point strongly to the advantages of tax rate reductions for corporations. One finding is that when considering the efficiency characteristics of different taxes, corporate income taxes are the most distortive, and hence the most harmful for economic growth. Reductions in corporate tax rates can help boost domestic investment and spur inflows of foreign investment. Another finding is that corporate tax rate cuts in highrate countries will probably not cause substantial revenue losses. Instead, in a global economy, aligning a nation’s corporate tax rate with the international average rate or less is important to protecting the tax base. Keeping the corporate rate competitive helps avoid “income shifting” by multinational companies from high-tax to low-tax jurisdictions. Accordingly, there is less concern today about corporate tax rates “racing to the bottom.” Rather, countries that are major trading partners often reduce their rates together over time, and all countries gain as the efficiency of tax systems are increased. A third message from recent studies is that corporate tax rate reduction should be accompanied by base broadening, but it should not be constrained by demanding corporate “revenue neutrality.” Broader tax bases can raise a particular amount of revenue to support lower tax rates. But the purpose of base broadening should be to enhance tax neutrality, which allows businesses to make efficient decisions that reduce the misallocation of resources and minimizes tax planning and administration. Countries should avoid special tax breaks for particular industries or segments of business.9 Thus, countries should broaden their tax bases to improve neutrality while reducing rates. But if the rate is still above international norms, a further pure rate cut is in order regardless of “revenue neutrality.” One reason is that revenue neutrality is often measured statically, without fully accounting for the positive dynamic effects of tax rate reduction. If reducing the corporate tax rate spurs capital investment and the shifting of profits into the United States, it will generate economic growth and higher overall revenue collections. In sum, a consensus has emerged among corporate tax experts that tax reforms should aim at achieving longerterm efficiency and economic growth rather than just being guided by a revenue target.
US Corporate tax rate causes companies to move over seas- lowering the rate increases spending, employment, and tax revenues that are key to the economy

The Examiner 3/28 (Kenneth Schortgen Jr, Finance Examiner, “US corporate tax rates the primary cause for companies moving overseas,” March 28, 2011, http://www.examiner.com/finance-examiner-in-national/us-corporate-tax-rates-the-primary-cause-for-companies-moving-overseas) AE
The US corporate tax rate has become a new cause for companies to move overseas to avoid what is the largest tax burden in the industrialized world. At 35%, the US tax rate on companies and businesses is nearly triple the rates in some places, and well above the tax requirements of countries such as Ireland and Switzerland. In an expose on March 27th by CBS's 60 Minutes, hundreds of companies, and over $1.1 trillion dollars, are now being kept overseas providing nothing to the US economy due to stringent tax laws and regulations which make it difficult to invest, create new jobs, and find profitability if incorporated in America. Cisco alone has moved eight different companies to Ireland, where the tax rate is at 12.5%. On top of this, google, Facebook, and several other technical firms employ over 100,000 workers in Ireland, which they might otherwise employ in the US if the tax code was changed or adjusted. While many companies moved to China, India, and other places around the world for cheaper labor, one of the main reasons for the move offshore was the draconian tax rates the US government imposes on businesses headquartered domestically. In an poll taken in January on the Fair Tax, over 500 companies said they would instantly move back to the United States if this tax structure were implemented in the economy. Advertisement Ronald Reagan proved that the lowering of taxes stimulates the economy and creates jobs better than any government program every created. By lowering taxes for businesses and for individuals, you allow more spending to take place in the economy, which creates profits, jobs, tax revenues, and a better standard of living. When you raise taxes on incomes, profits, and purchases, you force people into borrowing, less discretionary spending, and corporate businesses to delay or halt job creation. The policies of the Federal government, much more than the desire for cheap labor, is the catalyst today in companies moving out the United States, and running their multi-national corporations in countries overseas. As unemployment continues to rise above 16%, and the debt crisis grows daily for citizens and for the government, the need for tax reform is not only vital, but becoming a desperate clarion call to save the American economy going forward. As the US corporate tax rates remain the highest in the industrialized world, more and more companies will move overseas, as there is no longer a requirement to dismantle and reinstall entire factories as was done in the past.  Instead, simply patenting ideas and incorporating your headquarters abroad will allow them to pay taxes in their new countries, and keep trillions of dollars from entering into the US economy.
A2: Small Business Turn 

Current tax codes are rigged for big businesses- lowering the corporate tax rate won’t add to the deficit and will return jobs to the US

 Cohn 1/25- veteran journalist and editor-in-chief of Accounting Today, as well as editorial director for all accounting-related content at parent company SourceMedia,(Michael, “Obama Calls for Tax Reform,”  January 25, 2011, Accounting Today, http://www.accountingtoday.com/news/Obama-Calls-for-Tax-Reform-57039-1.html) AE
President Obama urged Congress to work across party lines on an overhaul of both corporate and individual taxes to reduce tax loopholes during his State of the Union address on Tuesday night. “Over the years, a parade of lobbyists has rigged the tax code to benefit particular companies and industries,” he said. “Those with accountants or lawyers to work the system can end up paying no taxes at all. But all the rest are hit with one of the highest corporate tax rates in the world. It makes no sense, and it has to change. So tonight, I’m asking Democrats and Republicans to simplify the system. Get rid of the loopholes. Level the playing field. And use the savings to lower the corporate tax rate for the first time in 25 years—without adding to our deficit.” Obama also called for simplifying the individual tax code. “In fact, the best thing we could do on taxes for all Americans is to simplify the individual tax code,” he said. “This will be a tough job, but members of both parties have expressed interest in doing this, and I am prepared to join them.” ADVERTISEMENT Obama cited some of the progress made in the past year on taxes during his hour-long speech, including the budget deal he worked out last month to extend the Bush-era tax cuts. “Thanks to the tax cuts we passed, Americans' paychecks are a little bigger today,” he said. “Every business can write off the full cost of the new investments they make this year. These steps, taken by Democrats and Republicans, will grow the economy and add to the more than one million private sector jobs created last year.” However, Obama cautioned that the tax cuts extension should not be made permanent for the wealthy in order to deal with the growing budget deficit. “And if we truly care about our deficit, we simply cannot afford a permanent extension of the tax cuts for the wealthiest 2 percent of Americans,” he said. “Before we take money away from our schools, or scholarships away from our students, we should ask millionaires to give up their tax break. It's not a matter of punishing their success. It's about promoting America's success.” However, Obama did call for making the tuition tax credit permanent. “To compete, higher education must be within reach of every American,” he said. “That's why we've ended the unwarranted taxpayer subsidies that went to banks, and used the savings to make college affordable for millions of students. And this year, I ask Congress to go further, and make permanent our tuition tax credit—worth $10,000 for four years of college." He described the efforts he planned to rein in spending and tackle the budget deficit by freezing annual domestic spending over the next five years, making cuts in programs such as defense, and consolidating government agencies that deal with matters such as exports and housing policy. However, he also emphasized the need to invest more money in education, technology, infrastructure, transportation, and clean energy development to ensure U.S. competitiveness against other countries, likening it to the space race against the Soviet Union. “This is our generation’s Sputnik moment,” he said. Obama suggested the money for clean energy technology could come from rolling back tax breaks and other federal aid for the oil industry. "With more research and incentives, we can break our dependence on oil with biofuels, and become the first country to have 1 million electric vehicles on the road by 2015," he said. "We need to get behind this innovation. And to help pay for it, I'm asking Congress to eliminate the billions in taxpayer dollars we currently give to oil companies. I don't know if you've noticed, but they're doing just fine on their own. So instead of subsidizing yesterday's energy, let's invest in tomorrow's." He cited the work of the bipartisan deficit commission as a starting point for negotiations on how to control the budget deficit. "The bipartisan Fiscal Commission I created last year made this crystal clear," he said. "I don't agree with all their proposals, but they made important progress. And their conclusion is that the only way to tackle our deficit is to cut excessive spending wherever we find it – in domestic spending, defense spending, health care spending, and spending through tax breaks and loopholes." Obama also called for Republicans and Democrats to work together to improve the health care reform law, but not to fight battles over repealing the law. He indicated his willingness to repeal the expanded 1099 reporting provisions, however. “Now, I've heard rumors that a few of you have some concerns about the new health care law,” he said. “So let me be the first to say that anything can be improved. If you have ideas about how to improve this law by making care better or more affordable, I am eager to work with you. We can start right now by correcting a flaw in the legislation that has placed an unnecessary bookkeeping burden on small businesses.” In the official Republican response to Obama’s speech, Rep. Paul Ryan, R-Wis., emphasized the dangers of the growing budget deficit and the need to control spending. “Our nation is approaching a tipping point,” he warned. “We are at a moment where if government’s growth is left unchecked and unchallenged, America’s best century will be considered its past century.” Another Republican lawmaker, Rep. Michele Bachmann, R-Minn., delivered the first-ever Tea Party Caucus response to the State of the Union address after Ryan spoke, emphasizing the growth in the unemployment rate and the budget deficit after Obama took office. However, she agreed with the need to reduce corporate taxes. “We need to start making things again in this country, and we can do that by reducing the tax and regulatory burden on job-creators,” she said. “America will have the highest corporate tax rate in the world. Think about that. Look no further to see why jobs are moving overseas.” 

Current tax code encourages companies to move income overseas- small companies don’t get any benefits

NPR 1/29- (Brett Neely, “For Many Companies, Low Taxes Are Key To Profits” January 29, 2011, http://www.npr.org/2011/01/29/133311907/for-many-companies-low-taxes-are-key-to-profits) AE
During his State of the Union address, President Obama said the current tax system is broken. "Those with accountants or lawyers to work the system can end up paying no taxes at all," he said. "But all the rest are hit with one of the highest corporate tax rates in the world. It makes no sense, and it has to change." Just how broken is the corporate tax system? Consider the tax rate paid by two of America's biggest companies — Wal-Mart and General Electric. Wal-Mart paid 34 cents in taxes for every dollar of profit it made in the past three years. General Electric paid just 3.6 cents on the dollar. Welcome to the mysterious world of the corporate income tax, says tax expert Len Burman at Syracuse University. "There are big companies that consider their tax departments to be profit centers," he says. That's right; instead of concentrating on making light bulbs, power plants or whatnot, companies use the tax system to boost their profits. Moving Income Overseas How do they do it? Burman says it helps to be large and have lots of overseas subsidiaries. "They make money by moving income overseas or in different kinds of activities or adjusting their accounting in such a way that they can pay less taxes than their competitors do," he says. Winners And Losers Under The Current Tax Code Low effective tax rates are common in the pharmaceutical and computer equipment industries. But in other industries that are more dependent on domestic customers and services, the opportunities for reducing taxes are more limited. Tax rates are an average of three years, as presented in the most recent company annual reports. Source: Data compiled by economist Martin Sullivan in his testimony (PDF) Jan. 20 before the House Ways and Means Committee. Companies say their behavior is driven by the fact that corporate taxes in United States are among the highest in the world. True — but there are other ways to look at it, says Roberton Williams of the Tax Policy Center in Washington. "If you look at the statutory tax rate — the 35 percent tax rate — we're among the highest among industrialized countries. If you look at the effective tax rate — the actual tax rate that companies pay after all the adjustments they make — we're much closer to the center of the pack," he says. That's around 25 percent or so. And when companies work aggressively to minimize their U.S. taxes, they leave billions of dollars in profits parked overseas. When Companies Make Tax-Based Decisions For example, Burman says, think about a company that moves its pharmaceutical plant from New Jersey to Ireland for tax purposes. In addition to the loss of American jobs, there are other costs to consider. "The company might say, 'Well, it's worth incurring the transportation costs, hauling all the medicines back overseas from Ireland to the U.S., because of all the money they save on taxes, but that's just a pure waste." Pharmaceutical and biotech companies pay some of the lowest tax rates around — in the low single digits, according to research from New York University. Most retailers — like Wal-Mart — pay the full 35 percent corporate tax rate. "Right now, we have the tax code that provides incentives for you to do this type of behavior or that type of behavior," says Rachelle Bernstein, the tax counsel for the National Retail Federation. "The better way to do it [is to] lower the rates, broaden the base and let businesses make the right decisions without the tax code in the way." There are big companies that consider their tax departments to be profit centers. - Len Burman, a tax expert at Syracuse University Congress has showered the pharmaceutical and biotech industries with tax write-offs for research and development. Meanwhile, energy companies get tax breaks for exploration. But retailers and many companies that don't do much business overseas tend to get very few write-offs. Obama didn't lay out a detailed plan for reforming the corporate tax in his State of the Union speech. He said only that he wants to weed out the loopholes so that overall rates can be lower for everyone while raising the same amount of money. Yet Another Try At Tax Overhaul There is a precedent for the kind of tax overhaul he's proposing. Back in 1986, President Reagan reached a deal with Congress that cleaned out many loopholes. Syracuse University's Burman says that deal actually raised corporate taxes quite a bit while lowering individual tax rates. "There was a turning point when a bunch of corporate CEOs came to Washington and said, 'Well, we really like this proposal even though you're going to hammer our companies because we personally are going to pay a whole lot less in income tax.' " But in the current fiscal environment, there may not be enough money to buy off CEOs with yet another round of tax cuts.  

A2: Perms

The aerospace industry is focused on biofuel development

Journal Record 1/12- (Jessica Mitchell, “Sky's the Limit for Oklahoma's Aerospace Industry” January 12th, 2011,The Journal Record (Oklahoma City, OK), http://www.amtonline.com/article/article.jsp?siteSection=1&id=11045)

Faced with lower-priced foreign competition and a tough economy, the Oklahoma aerospace industry is developing new techniques for maintenance and repair of aircraft and building innovative engines that use biofuels. Oklahoma's aerospace industry is an essential part of the state's economy. According to the Oklahoma Aerospace Alliance, the industry is responsible for more than 143,000 jobs in the state, a $5 billion annual payroll, and nearly $12 billion in industrial output or about 10 percent of Oklahoma's economy. The largest sector of aerospace work is in maintenance, repair and overhaul (MRO) of the world's aging fleets. Oklahoma is home to both the world's largest military aviation MRO at Tinker Air Force Base and commercial MRO facility at the American Airlines Engineering and Maintenance Center in Tulsa. "The suppliers that exist to support Tinker and AA MRO, along with the aerospace companies that represent manufacturing, machining, business aviation, companies that serve the space and unmanned aerial systems sectors, flight training and airport services serve as one of the three largest and most significant economic engines in Oklahoma," said Mary Smith, executive director of the Oklahoma Aerospace Alliance. "One in 10 Oklahoma residents derive their income from the aerospace industry. That means dollars for families and communities through salaries and taxes that supply critical services to all Oklahomans. MRO in Oklahoma is our bread and butter. " As technological and economic forces continue to drive change in the industry, Oklahoma's aerospace companies are developing new techniques such as using composites to make the plane lighter and more agile. "The aviation industry has changed dramatically in recent years. Arguably, the most significant is in the usage of composite materials for aircraft structures and assemblies," said Bernd Riggers, president and CEO, Lufthansa Technik Tulsa, a leading provider of technical services for commercial aircraft. "The focus has also switched to a more eco-friendly (green) approach. As an example, biofuel test flights and other forms of green technologies have seen a growth in the industry. I see nothing but a positive future for the aviation industry as a whole, and I look forward to being a part of it. " Their co-location with Tinker Air Force Base has many aerospace companies directly involved in the evolution of engineering design for systems upgrade, said Billy Gililland, vice president of ARINC's Aircraft Integration and Modification (AIM) Division. "The emphasis now is to extend the service life of our military aerospace weapon systems rather than field new aircraft," he said. "This means replacing older systems with new more reliable and maintainable systems. Now, our legacy aircraft like the KC-135 and E-3 AWACS perform their missions longer with more efficiency and the cost of maintenance is lowered by the power of technology. Oklahoma-based aerospace companies are key to make this happen for Tinker AFB and for the U.S. Air Force, not just in Oklahoma, but around the world. " In addition, industry officials are optimistic about an additional path for success in aerospace - unmanned aerial systems (UAS) that can perform operations including everything from surveillance and firing weapons to monitoring crops. Depending on progress made in opening the national airspace to unmanned aerial systems usage, the commercial applications have great growth potential. Right now, Oklahoma can take advantage of airspace near Lawton, which is believed to be the only area in the country where nonmilitary creators of unmanned aerial systems can fly them without Federal Aviation Administration approval. "Robotic aircraft are at the leading edge of aerospace technology. The industry is in its infancy with huge growth potential. Today most remotely piloted aircraft are flown by the military. As time goes by, commercial applications will become common," said Bob Conner, director of the Oklahoma Aerospace Institute. "This capability to fly UAS aircraft gives our state a leg up in growing the industry. Coupled with the efforts of entrepreneurs and ongoing research at our universities, Oklahoma is a player in this exciting sector of the aerospace industry. " Oklahoma's internationally recognized MRO industrial base enables Oklahoma to utilize an existing strong base of engineering and technical experts along with facilities and resources for UAS-related efforts. For example, Oklahoma has many unique assets that are valuable to the emerging UAS industry, such as the one-of-a-kind University Multispectral Laboratories UAS test center adjacent to Fort Sill in Lawton. The UML test range offers a unique capability to the global UAS research and development community since it enables rapid access to airspace that is crucial for development and testing. "The UAS industry represents the most dynamic growth area in the aerospace sector in the next decade and beyond and opens up a new frontier for science and engineering," said James Grimsley, president and CEO of Design Intelligence Inc. Grimsley's Norman company is involved in advanced research and development, including work on small unmanned aircraft. "Oklahoma has a rich legacy in areas such as education and research in aerospace-related fields. This rich legacy and capability can be leveraged to position Oklahoma for a significant role in the UAS industry," he said. "The emerging UAS industry represents an opportunity to revitalize the aerospace industry by drawing young engineers and scientists into the aerospace field, much like the satellite and space race in the 1950s and 1960s. " Ensuring the health and continued growth of the aviation industry is the main goal of the Oklahoma Aerospace Alliance. The industry-led group is designed to provide a venue for the state's aerospace companies to network for the purpose of business development, information exchange and finding solutions to a variety of challenges. The alliance will host the 9th Annual Oklahoma Aerospace Summit & Expo Tuesday through June 4 in Oklahoma City. Industry and government leaders will gather to discuss ways to improve the state's aerospace work force, the potential of unmanned aerial systems and many other topics affecting the sector. For information, visit www.okaero.com/summit. 

Biofuels prevent the greenhouse gas effect and help the economy

VegBioDiesel.com 09- (Andrew Watt, “Why Use Biofuel” January 14, 2009, http://www.vegbiodiesel.com/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=3&Itemid=3)

What is BioFuel? BioFuels are fuels made from once living organic materials. In its strictest sense, all fossil fuels could be regarded as such. However fossil fuels take millions of years, and extreme pressure and heat from the Earth, to be formed. BioFuels are commonly known as liquid fuels and blending components produced from biomass (plants) feedstocks, used primarily for transportation. In other words, those fuels that can be manufactured from organic materials and produce fuels such as bio-diesel and ethanol. When the petrol or diesel are burnt, the carbon atoms combine with Oxygen (O2) to form Carbon dioxide (CO2) (which adds to global warming and greenhouse effect) and the hydrogen combines with Oxygen to form water (H2O). Both these processes produce energy, which is the bit that makes the car, truck or plane go. The problem with crude oil is that it takes millions of years to form, once it's gone, it's gone! BioFuels on the other hand, are made from by-products of farming. In the case of ethanol; by using sugarcane waste, wheat or corn. Or from (waste) vegetable oil, in the case of bio-diesel. Benefits of BioFuel: Increased demand for domestic agricultural products. It is a green fuel, does not contribute to the carbon dioxide (CO2)burden and produces drastically reduced engine emissions. It is non-toxic and biodegradable. BioDiesel is a much better lubricant than petroleum diesel and its use can prolong engine life. Renewable - BioDiesel is derived from vegetable oil which is essentially home-grown. It is a sustainable resource that will not run out. We need more, we grow more. Petroleum diesel is derived from crude oil, which is finite and will eventually run out. Carbon Neutral - BioDiesel use does not lead to any overall change in the amount of CO2 in the atmosphere. The vegetables, from which the oil has been extracted, remove CO2 from the atmosphere to grow. When Bio-diesel is burned the CO2 is released back into atmosphere, only to be taken up again when we grow more. Less noxious, non-toxic - Bio-diesel lacks the unpleasant odor of petroleum diesel and exhaust emissions smell like a barbecue. Users can expect a near 100% reduction in Sulphur dioxide (SO2), 40-60% reduction in soot & particulates, 10-50% reduction in Carbon monoxide (CO), and a reduction in all Poly Aromatic Hydrocarbons PAHs - Phenanthren -97%, Benzofluoroanthen -56%, Benzapyren -71%, Aldehydes & Aromatics -13%. Unlike petroleum diesel, it is biodegradable. A spill of crude oil in the ocean or on land can be an environmental disaster. And it happens a lot more often then most people know. Between 1974 and 2004 there have been 9,266 reported incidences of spills1. Nearly 1500 of these were larger then 7 tonnes (about 7,000 litres). 340 of them were larger then 700 tonnes totalling more then 5.5 million tonnes (5.5 billion litres) of spilled oil. To put this into some perspective, the Exxon Valdez spill, in 1989, was only 37,000 tonnes, and we all know what a disaster that was. The cost of this cleanup alone was about US$2.5 billion. BioDiesel is simple to make, and can be produced from waste animal or vegetable oil (cooking oil). Classed as non-hazardous because it is non-toxic and has a high flash-point. Burns more efficiently than petroleum diesel. Can be used directly in unmodified diesel engines, either neat, or blended in any ratio with petroleum diesel. In other words, if bio-diesel is not available, for whatever reason, normal petroleum diesel can be used. Greenhouse effect of BioFuel. Carbon Neutral - BioDiesel use does not lead to any overall change in the amount of CO2 in the atmosphere. The plants, from which the oil has been extracted, remove CO2 from the atmosphere to grow. When BioDiesel is burned the CO2 is released back into atmosphere, only to be taken up again when we grow more. Example, if 17.5 billion litres of diesel is used. This produces 52 Million tonnes of CO2. if using BioDiesel instead we would save 52,000,000 tonnes of CO2 per year. Why use biodiesel? The prices of diesel and petroleum derivatives tend to rise more and more. Every year, oil consumption grows and oil reserves get lower. Besides there’s the political problem: every war threat or international crisis makes the barrel of oil prices soar. The greenhouse effect makes our planet hotter due to carbon dioxide increase in the atmosphere (for every gallon of fuel burned , approximately 20 pounds of CO2 are released in the atmosphere). The combustion of petroleum derivatives contributes to the warming of the global climate and to increase the levels of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere. Advantages in the use of biodiesel • It is a renewable energy. Around the world, there are many arable lands that can produce an enormous variety of oilseeds, mainly in less productive soils, with a low production cost. • Biodiesel is a great lubricant and can increase the engine useful life. • Biodiesel has low explosion risk. It will only explode at temperatures above 300º F. • It is easy to transport and store due to its low explosion risk. • Its use as fuel provides environmental benefits for the whole planet, as it helps to reduce pollution and prevent the greenhouse effect. • Use of pure biodiesel proved feasible. Tests run on the engine parts showed no deposits that could compromise its performance. • No engine modification is needed to run biodiesel in trucks, tractors or machines. • Biodiesel is a clean and renewable source of energy that will create jobs and income for the rural areas. • On the other hand, petroleum diesel is a non-renewable fuel. Petroleum takes millions of years to form. • It substitutes diesel in engines without need of any modifications. • Farmers can produce their own fuel. • Decrease in atmospheric pollution. • Reduction of costs for farmers. • The grower rotates crops in his land, incorporating nutrients into the soil. • Biodiesel can be used as a pure fuel in engines or blended with petrodiesel at any ratio because it is a miscible product. • Another great benefit is that, during formation of seeds, the plant absorbs carbon dioxide from the air. • The heat of combustion of biodiesel is almost the same as that of petrodiesel. • The use of biodiesel reduces emissions of unburned hydrocarbons due to its more complete combustion.Biodiesel is an ester and contains two oxygen atoms in the molecule. • Biodiesel enables a more complete combustion to CO2. • The burning of biodiesel requires less oxygen compared to diesel. • It is a source of renewable energy, like every agricultural product. The energy stored in the plant, soybean for instance, is made into fuel. After combustion, part of this energy is destined to the operation of the engine and the rest feeds back the carbon cycle in the form of CO2. • No modification is needed in the engine (parts and components). Biodiesel has to meet quality standards to be used. Since it's a natural and biodegradable product, problems of natural degradation appear. Biodiesel stands for quality fuel. • Vegetable oils used in the production of biodiesel can be obtained from sunflower, turnip grass, cotton, castor bean plant, soybean, rapeseed or any other oilseeds. • It is made up of neutral carbon. Plants absorb all CO2 emitted by the burning of biodiesel and separate CO2 into carbon and oxygen, neutralizing its emissions (net gain of carbon dioxide to the environment). • A lot of money is spent on oil prospecting. This money could be better used generating a social benefit, as biodiesel doesn’t require that type of investment. • We can clearly foresee the positive effects of the biodiesel, analyzing the benefits of the addition of the ethanol in the gasoline. Ethanol comes from the ethanol industry, a strong industry that circulates a great volume of capital, generates jobs and even generates money for the government through taxes, helping to reduce the public deficit. • The majority of the agricultural and transport fleet runs on diesel fuel nowadays. Biodiesel is a reliable, renewable and economic alternative to diesel fuel that will strengthen the country’s economy by creating new jobs. • The use of biodiesel as fuel is already a reality. • It benefits farmers and contributes to economic growth, because it prevents exit of funds and allows reduction of input costs. • It is in the national interest; • It promotes development, expands the job market and stresses the importance of energy resources; • It protects the consumer interests regarding products price, quality and supply; • It helps protecting the environment and promotes energy saving; • It promotes the use of alternative energy sources, through economic employment of the available inputs and applicable technologies. • Reduction in local pollutant emissions translating into improvements in quality of life and public health. • Possibility of using carbon credits following Clean Development Mechanism principles under the Kyoto Protocol. • Strengthening of agricultural and industrial production technologies. • Optimized lubricity. • Minimum cetane number of 51. • No presence of aromatic compounds (containing benzene rings). • Stable, with good activity. • It helps in the efficiency of catalysts. • Current technology allows diesel vehicles to meet EURO III specification using a particle retention device - regenerative filters (they can function better with B100 cause it contains no sulfur or particulate matter) • Prospects of biodiesel export as an additive for low-sulfur content fuel, especially for the European Union, where the sulfur content is being gradually reduced from 2000 ppm in 1996, to 350 ppm in 2002, and 50 ppm in 2005. • It improves cetane number (combustion quality during ignition) and lubricity (reduces wear, especially of the ignition system). • It extends the useful life of the catalyst in the exhaust system of a car. • The biodiesel is a technically feasible alternative to petroleum diesel, but its cost today, 1.5 to 3 times bigger than the petrodiesel, makes it non-competitive, if positive externalities (such as local environment, global climate, generation and maintenance of jobs and balance sheet of payments) are not considered. Those costs already consider all credits from by-products (use of the oil cake; glycerin). Significant reductions of production costs are not predicted for vegetable oils used in Europe to make biodiesel. Their agricultural and industrial processes are already known and efficient. 

Alternative energy is key to reduce oil dependency that risks high prices and production instability

Aurilio 3/30- Director of Environment America’s Washington D.C. office (Anna, “Renewable Energy and Efficiency Are the Keys to Energy Security” March 30, 2011, Environment America, http://www.environmentamerica.org/news-releases/new-energy-future/new-energy-future/renewable-energy-and-efficiency-are-the-keys-to-energy-security)

WASHINGTON, D.C. — President Obama spoke at Georgetown University today at 11:20 AM to outline his plans for America’s energy security. “We wake up every morning to more bad news about the danger and instability of our current dirty fuel mix. It’s time to tap into American ingenuity for a cleaner, healthier energy future. President Obama’s speech today shone a spotlight on important steps that the government has taken -- from new cars standards that will help us get off oil, to energy efficiency programs that save consumers money and reduce our consumption of energy, to new offshore wind projects that can power our homes and businesses cleanly. “This very day, Congress is launching various attacks on the Clean Air Act that would cripple our ability to move forward and threaten our energy security for years to come. The president’s affirmation of his commitment to continue this important work to move away from our use of dirty, dangerous energy like oil is an important message of hope in a time of uncertainty and of escalating energy concerns. “Our continued addiction to oil is one threat to our energy security that must be immediately addressed—it has pumped millions of tons of pollution into our atmosphere, and tragic oil spills, like BP’s spill in the Gulf, have dumped millions of gallons on our coasts. Now, instability in the Middle East, along with other factors, is forcing us to pay millions more at the pump. The only way that we can overcome the overwhelming consequences of our oil dependence is to get off oil. “While we applaud President Obama’s call to reduce oil imports by one third in the next decade, stronger action is necessary. We must decrease our oil dependence more rapidly and more comprehensively. The oil we drill for in the United States does the same damage to our health, threatens our coasts and waterways, and does nothing to alleviate the gas prices that plague consumers every day. Measures to get off oil, such as the measures the president has taken to invest in high speed rail and public transit, as well as his critical steps in issuing new fuel standards for vehicles, will start alleviating consumer costs as early as this year. “Now, the president must focus on his plans to establish car and truck standards that will take us through 2025. According to research by the Natural Resources Defense Council and the Union of Concerned Scientists, getting our cars and light trucks to 60 miles per gallon in the next 14 years would save Americans $101 billion at the gas pump in 2030 and cut our use of oil by nearly one-third of the gas used by cars and light trucks by 2025. Let’s create the cars that will leave our oil dependence and all of the problems that come with it in the dust. “While the President set out some strong plans for reducing dependence on oil, his continued support of dangerous, dirty and expensive sources of energy, like nuclear power, is a disappointment. The events unfolding in Japan are a wake-up call for Americans about the dangers of nuclear power. Our current use of nuclear power is gambling with the environment and our families’ health. Unfortunately, in Japan Mother Nature has yet again proven stronger than anything we can design. We must act now to ensure the relative safety of existing plants, put a moratorium on any new plants, and begin to phase out our use nuclear power not expand it. “The havoc that outdated fuels wreak on our health, our environment, and our wallets demands that we put American ingenuity to work and create true energy security. We are heartened by the steps President Obama has taken so far to create a clean energy economy. We hope that President Obama will rise to the occasion again and focus on stepping forward to end the country’s costly dependence on oil and investing in clean, renewable energy -- that is the only way to a stronger, more secure America.” 

Further development of renewable energy is key to prevent climate change

AP 5/9- (Michael Case, “ UN: Renewable energy key in climate change fight ” The Washington Times, Associated Press, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/may/9/un-renewable-energy-key-in-climate-change-fight/?page=all#pagebreak)

ABU DHABI, UNITED ARAB EMIRATES (AP) - Renewable sources such as solar and wind could supply up to 80 percent of the world’s energy needs by 2050 and play a significant role in fighting global warming, a top climate panel concluded Monday. But the U.N. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change said that to achieve that level, governments would have to spend significantly more money and introduce policies that integrate renewables into existing power grids and promote their benefits in terms of reducing air pollution and improving public health. Authors said the report concluded that the use of renewables is on the rise, their prices are declining and that with the right policies, they will be an important tool both in tackling climate change and helping poor countries use the likes of solar or wind to develop their economies in a sustainable fashion. “The report shows that it is not the availability of the resource but the public policies that will either expand or constrain renewable energy development over the coming decades,” said Ramon Pichs, who co-chaired the group tasked with producing the report. “Developing countries have an important stake in this future _ this is where 1.4 billion people without access to electricity live yet also where some of the best conditions exist for renewable energy deployment.” Governments endorsed the renewable report Monday after a four-day meeting. The nonbinding scientific policy document is to advise governments as they draw up policies and to help guide the private sector as it considers areas in which to invest. Greenpeace and other environmentalists said Saudi Arabia and Qatar, two oil-rich states that don’t have an interest in alternatives, successfully watered down the report’s language on the cost benefits of renewables _ a charge the Saudis denied, saying they only were arguing to stick with the science. Brazil, a major ethanol producer, opposed language on the negative effects of biofuels and hydro as well as the economic potential of other renewables. The report reviewed bioenergy, solar energy, geothermal, hydropower, ocean energy and wind. It did not consider nuclear, so IPCC chairman Rajendar Pachauri said the recent nuclear accident in Japan was not discussed nor did it have any impact on the report’s conclusions. The IPCC has said swift, deep reductions in use of non-renewables are required to keep temperatures from rising more than 3.8 degrees Fahrenheit (2 Celsius) above preindustrial levels, which could trigger catastrophic climate impacts. Stephan Singer, director for Global Energy Policy at WWF International, welcomed the report but said the IPCC should have gone further. He said its studies have found that the world could be fueled 100 percent by renewables by 2050. “IPCC delivers a landmark report that shows the rapid growth, low-cost potential for renewable energy _ but unfortunately does not endorse a 100 percent renewable energy pathway until 2050,” Singer said in a statement. “We need to be fast if we want to tackle pressing issues as varied as energy security and efficiency and at the same time keep climate change well below the danger threshold of 2 degrees.” Greenpeace’s Sven Teske agreed. “This is an invitation to governments to initiate a radical overhaul of their policies and place renewable energy center stage,” he said. “On the run-up to the next major climate conference in South Africa in December, the onus is clearly on governments to step up to the mark.” Adnan Amin, the director general of the International Renewable Energy Agency which is based in Abu Dhabi, said the report “shows there is a growing global awareness about the potential for renewable energy” which he made clear has taken off in recent years. From 2009 to 2010, Amin said investment in renewables has gone from $186 billion to $243 billion with China alone seeing a 30 percent increase. He said research and development in the sector has seen “record growth.” “These are remarkable figures for a sector still emerging,” Amin said. “Where it points is some of the conclusions that the IPCC is coming to. We are seeing through research and development the technologic possibilities increasing and costs coming down and feasibility of investment in renewable energy increasing by the day. The opportunities are tremendous.” But the IPCC warned that further development of the sector will require significant investment in the next two decades _ of as much as $1.5 trillion by 2020 and up to $7.2 trillion from 2020 to 2030. “The deployment and development of renewables requires development of new infrastructure, otherwise we will not see further growth of renewables,” said another of the report’s co-chairs Ottmar Edenhofer. 

NextGen program implementation is key now- creates new jobs, incentivizes students, and aids the global economy

Captain et. al 11– US aerospace and defense sector leader (Tom, Charles F. Wad, Allen Hockenbury, “ Transforming the Air Transportation System A business case for program acceleration” Deloitte, 2011, http://www.deloitte.com/assets/Dcom-UnitedStates/Local%20Assets/Documents/AD/us_ad_Transforming_ATS_06132011.pdf)

One of the primary purposes of this business case is to assess the investment return of the potential acceleration of global ATS transformation programs by five years, with completion by the end of 2020 . However, as described in detail above, there are significant challenges and risks that would prevent an accelerated implementation, no matter what the financial merits . But given the opportunity to overcome these risks, we found that in all scenarios, an assumed inclusion of all three Tiers of benefits, the business case improves in terms of NPV, payback, and IRR metrics . In summary, we found the business case NPV improvement is in a range of between $68 billion in the Grounded scenario to $131 billion in the Takeoff scenario . Projected IRR investment metrics improve in a similar fashion under the ATS program acceleration case . As stated earlier, however, the Grounded scenario at the lower end of the improvement range only includes Tier 1 benefits of direct fuel and operating savings . We believe this is a very unlikely scenario, as air travel demand would be expected to grow at least moderately over the investment time horizon through 2035 . Acceleration of ATS transformation program In summary, the Deloitte base business case (Steady Flight), without program acceleration, has an NPV of $897 billion as stated earlier . However, we found that by accelerating global programs with completion by 2020, the NPV increases $100 billion to $997 billion, an 11 .1% improvement . For the U .S ., accelerating the NextGen program increases the NPV $20 billion to $301 billion . Accelerating the SESAR program increases the NPV $51 billion to $318 billion . NPV increases for the ROW rise $29 billion to $378 billion . With program acceleration in the base case, aircraft delay reductions by the end of 2020 are expected to reduce emissions by 128 million metric tons of CO2 , N 2 O, and SOX , and save 15 million hours saved in flight delays, representing $41 billion of additional benefit to airlines and a further $17 billion of savings to the global economy in passenger productivity . Finally, the transformation is expected to free up additional capacity in terms of increased aircraft movements, which translates to $21 billion in additional operating revenue for airlines and $49 billion in added value to the global economy . The following table illustrates the varying levels of improvements in the business case under each scenario in the “what-if” case of accelerating the global ATS program initiatives .Transforming the Air Transportation System — A business case for program acceleration 39 Note: • Tier 1 benefits include: Airline operating expense savings, operational benefits to infrastructure, and additional economic value accruing to airlines from increased capacity in airports. • Tier 2 benefits include: Economic value derived from saved emissions and savings in social costs of airport noise. • Tier 3 benefits include: Savings in passenger opportunity cost due to reduced delays, value of reduction in passenger losses to airlines from delays, and the economic benefit to society resulting from increased air traffic capacity. • Costs include recurring and one-time investments for equipage, plus investments and costs borne by ATM service providers and federal/government agencies in airport equipment. Figure 13: Business case summary — comparison to accelerated option (“acc”) From a cost perspective, we estimate cumulative expenditures of $56 billion to global air network service providers (ANSP) and airports as well as $57 billion to global airline infrastructure are required . Expenditures consist of both one-time equipage and infrastructure costs, as well as recurring costs associated with personnel and programs to operate the transformed ATM systems . Taking into account the required investment and expenses, total program PV costs are estimated at $113 billion . As stated earlier, these costs are consistent with estimates made by global ATS authorities, but include a 10% contingency for risk as described earlier . So far we have looked at the scenarios of implementation that contemplate a planned completion by 2025 as well as an accelerated timeline with completion by 2020 . We have also assessed the financial affect of a delayed implementation, with completion by 2030 . We found that in all scenarios, an assumed inclusion of all three tiers of benefits, the business case for a delayed implementation is still positive, but degrades significantly in terms of NPV and IRR metrics over the nonaccelerated base case . In summary, we found the business case is between $500 billion in the Grounded scenario to $1,130 billion in the Takeoff scenario . Projected IRR investment metrics are positive, but degrade in a similar fashion under the ATS program nonacceleration case . As stated earlier however, the Grounded scenario at the lower end of the improvement range only includes Tier 1 benefits of direct fuel and operating savings . We believe this is a very unlikely scenario, as air travel demand would be expected to grow at least moderately over the investment time horizon . Delay of ATS transformation program In summary, the Deloitte base business case (Steady Flight), under a nonaccelerated implementation schedule, has an NPV of $897 billion as stated earlier . However, we found that by delaying global programs with completion by 2030, the NPV decreases $148 billion to $749 billion, a 16 .5% decrease . For the U .S ., delaying the NextGen program reduces the NPV $47 billion to $234 billion . Delaying the SESAR program reduces the NPV $40 billion to $226 billion . NPV for the ROW decreases $61 billion to $289 billion .42 Note: • Tier 1 benefits include: Airline operating expense savings, operational benefits to infrastructure, and additional economic value accruing to airlines from increased capacity in airports. • Tier 2 benefits include: Economic value derived from saved emissions and savings in social costs of airport noise. • Tier 3 benefits include: Savings in passenger opportunity cost due to reduced delays, value of reduction in passenger losses to airlines from delays, and the economic benefit to society resulting from increased air traffic capacity. • Costs include recurring and one-time investments for equipage, plus investments and costs borne by ATM service providers and federal/government agencies in airport equipment. Figure 15: Business case summary — comparison to delayed option Due to this difference between the delayed “what-if” and base case scenarios for the ROW, cumulative nominal costs and benefits are different between the two scenarios for the business case as a whole . Note: Nominal costs and benefits differ between base case scenario and “what-if” scenario because of the ROW business case results. The relevant analysis is explained below: • In the base case scenario, ROW benefits were calculated by multiplying U.S. business case benefits by the ratio of air traffic volumes in ROW to air traffic volumes in the U.S. • In the base case scenario, ROW costs were similarly calculated by multiplying U.S. business case costs by the ratio of airport investments 54 in the ROW to airport investments 55 in the U.S. • In the delayed “what-if” scenario, while the ratio of air traffic volumes and airport investments did not change from year to year, the nominal benefits and costs for the U.S. business case did change from year to year, and this changed the cumulative nominal benefits and costs for the ROW. The PV of costs is lower for the delayed case because the cash flows for 2020–2025 were equally distributed over 2020–2030. The time value effect reduced the total PV for costs for the delayed scenario. Gorunded Turbulence Steady Flight Takeoff Non acc Acc Delayed U.S $. bill oi nsTransforming the Air Transportation System — A business case for program acceleration 45 The Deloitte business case for ATS transformation generally confirms other previous reports that the investment case is positive and implementation going forward for the NextGen, SESAR, and other global initiatives would bring benefits well beyond their costs . Furthermore, we found that the investment case improves significantly where transformation programs are accelerated by five years and completed by the end of 2020 . Implementing the accelerated ATS transformation program results in an NPV increase of $100 billion, an 11 .1% improvement . For the U .S ., accelerating the NextGen program increases the NPV $20 billion to $301 billion . Accelerating the European SESAR program increases the NPV $51 billion to $318 billion . These benefits would accrue to various constituents such as government ATM organizations, airline operators, passengers, the general public and associated sovereign economies . Of the total benefits identified above, we found that specific estimated benefits accrued to constituents as follows: airlines, 31%; passengers, 34%; ANSP/ Airports/ATC organizations, 5%; and the overall economy, 30% . There are potentially additional other “upside” benefits not included in this business case scope that might significantly improve the return on investment . These include benefits such as the potential for some level of ATS facility and airspace consolidation, reduced pace of hiring air traffic controllers in the U .S ., some level of shutdown of the ground-based ATC system, delayed need to expand airport capacity, application to general aviation, and military aircraft control . Validation of Summary these actions and quantification of resulting benefits might be considered for further analysis . In addition, given the current economic climate and significant emphasis on the creation of new jobs, many have recognized the range of employment opportunities both in new and enhanced jobs that the NextGen, SESAR, and other ATS programs might create in fields such as engineering, systems integration, manufacturing and mechanics/inspectors, etc . Lastly, should the 10% contingency for possible cost and schedule overruns not be needed, this would represent additional upside NPV . Principal benefits of program acceleration are driven primarily by projected lower relative fuel usage where there are increases in air traffic and to more efficient flight paths, which are expected sooner in this ATS acceleration business case . These benefits also include the following expectations: decreases in weather delays, increased airspace capacity and lower environmental affect of emissions . These benefits are enabled by the deployment of satellite based navigation, real-time digital data communications, advanced weather prediction technologies, and precision airspace situational awareness technologies in out years when the system is forecasted to be more congested and capacity in the airspace capacity is more constrained . Funding decisions for ATS transformation initiatives like NextGen and SESAR are made by governments globally, and there remain concerns regarding the affordability and allocation of costs among sovereign and local government agencies, airline operators, and passengers . For the overall system to work most effectively, adoption rates for 46 equipage on the ground and in the cockpit need to be substantial . For this reason, mechanisms for financing of upgrades in a coordinated manner become important . Ongoing dialogue regarding proposals for funding, such as PPI financing, infrastructure bank, “best equipped-best served,” “cash for carbon,” government loans, and other means to increase adoption rates are encouraging, given the difficult economic environment we face . Additional debate and study to understand and quantify the benefits and costs associated with ATS transformation will help guide the way for making appropriate tradeoffs and finding a path for allocation of costs in this important and game-changing investment decision . This cost and benefit allocation analysis could include various constituents, such as commercial aircraft operators, government ATS agencies, the general public, and passengers . This study did not include in its scope the potential benefits of ATS transformation on the general aviation community nor military use . However, these constituents might also have a role in the cost allocation analysis . Cost allocation breakdown data (costs incurred by military, general aviation) was available for the case of SESAR and have been considered in the study . This has not been done for U .S . and ROW due to unavailability of data . In addition, there are many challenges to accelerating ATS transformation initiatives even though the business case might find a net positive benefit for sooner implementation . These include, but are not limited to funding, technology risk, regulatory reform, ATC procedures, technical and certification standards, and harmonization and workforce transformation . Lastly, the aerospace and defense industry continues to be affected by program management challenges of cost overruns and schedule delays due to technical complexity, requirements growth, and systems testing and integration challenges . These are but some of the issues that could affect a potential accelerated implementation, let alone by the scheduled implementation 2025 date . In summary, this business case does demonstrate that the investment case for accelerating ATS transformation programs is positive, even when considering more conservative assumptions of only including direct savings as well as higher costs for implementation . Indeed, the additional NPV of $100 billion on a global basis compares favorably to the costs for equipage . In the U .S ., with industry expert estimates in a range lower than $12 billion for equipage, the additional NPV of $20 billion from NextGen program acceleration would compare favorable to those costs alone . However, as described above, there are very real challenges and risks associated with an accelerated implementation schedule 

Politics NB
No link to politics- both parties want corporate tax reform

Peterson 6/2- reports for Dow Jones Newswires (Kristina, “US Cos Willing To Forego Tax Breaks For Lower Rate” June 02, 2011, The Wall Street Journal, http://www.foxbusiness.com/industries/2011/06/02/us-cos-willing-to-forego-tax-breaks-for-lower-rate/) AE
WASHINGTON -(Dow Jones)- Executives from major U.S. businesses told lawmakers Thursday that they would be willing to give up major tax breaks in exchange for a lower top corporate tax rate. An executive from Boeing Co. (BA) told members of the House Ways and Means Committee that Boeing would be willing to give up a tax credit for research and development, as well as a domestic manufacturing credit, in exchange for a lower top business tax rate. "Though we spent last year $4 billion in research and development, given the way the R&D credit is administered right now and the fact that renewal is constantly in question, we would certainly, in return for a significantly lower rate, give up the R&D credit," said James Zrust, Boeing's vice president of tax. "In return for simplicity, we would like to get rid of the complexity." Lawmakers said corporations' willingness to make trade-offs signaled their commitment to overhauling the tax system. "We had employers come and say they're willing to give up some of their preferences, deductions, provisions in the code for a lower statutory rate," said Ways and Means Chairman Dave Camp (R., Mich.). "It was important to get that on the record." Executives from Sears Holdings Corp. (SHLD), Emerson Electric Inc. (EMR) and others urged lawmakers to cut the top tax rate on U.S. businesses. Last week, Republican lawmakers introduced a plan for generating new jobs that would include lowering the top U.S. corporate tax rate to 25% from 35%. Business executives said they would favor eliminating wrinkles in the tax code that have complicated complying with the law. "Eliminating the bulk of deductions and credits in exchange for a lower corporate rate will keep U.S. companies competitive and create jobs," said Walter Galvin, vice chairman of Emerson Electric, a global manufacturing company. Rep. Charles Boustany (R., La.) said the companies' sentiments reflected their unhappiness with a tax code they feel puts them at a global disadvantage. "They're saying we are clearly non-competitive because of our higher rate and it has to be addressed," he said. Democratic lawmakers have also advocated overhauling the corporate tax code, though many have pushed to repeal industry-specific tax breaks. Many were skeptical that a lower corporate tax rate could be paid for without shifting higher taxes onto individuals or other industries. Rep. Jim McDermott (D., Wash.) asked whose taxes would go up to pay for a 5% to 10% lowering of the corporate tax rate if the system remains "revenue neutral." "Tell me who's going to pay more taxes to take the weight off?" he asked. "Who's it shifted to if it's a zero-sum game here?" Rep. Chris Van Hollen (D., Md.), a member of the Biden deficit talks, said later Thursday that both parties favor corporate tax reform and that eliminating certain credits should be examined. "The question is whether you do this in a totally revenue-neutral way or whether you can close some loopholes and generate some revenue," he said. "The obvious example would be getting rid of the subsidies for the big oil companies." The executives at Thursday's hearing cautioned that the tax code should treat all industries equally. Retailers emphasized that a lower corporate tax rate shouldn't be achieved by imposing a tax based on what people buy, such as a value-added tax. "One of the most harmful things that could be done to our economy at this time would be to place a direct federal tax on consumption," said James Misplon, Sears' vice president of tax, speaking on behalf of the National Retail Federation. A study conducted for the organization found that enactment of a value-added tax could cause the economy to lose 850,000 jobs, he said.

Reducing corporate tax rates doesn’t link to politics- no opposition

 AP 1/26/11- (Chip Cutter, “Investors focus on State of the Union, earnings” Stocks are headed for a higher opening Wednesday as major companies released another round of earnings reports and President Barack Obama called for an overhaul of corporate taxes, January 26, 2011, The Seattle Times, http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/businesstechnology/2014038031_apuswallstreet1stldwritethru.html) AE

NEW YORK — Stocks are headed for a higher opening Wednesday as major companies released another round of earnings reports and President Barack Obama called for an overhaul of corporate taxes. During his State of the Union address Tuesday night, Obama said he wanted to close corporate tax loopholes and use the additional revenue to lower corporate tax rates for the first time in 25 years. That move would be popular with business leaders from both political parties, since the U.S. has some of the highest corporate tax rates in the industrialized world. "If he can take steps to simplify the tax codes, be it for individuals or corporations, I think it would be a lot easier to do business," said Jack Ablin, chief investment officer at Harris Private Bank. Obama's speech came during a week when many companies were also releasing earnings results. On Wednesday, Xerox Corp. said its fourth-quarter net income dipped 5 percent from a year ago, largely due to the costs of restructuring. The company also issued a modest earnings forecast for the first quarter, and that sent its stock down 3.8 percent to $10.97 ahead of the opening bell. Boeing Co. fell 3.1 percent to $69.99 in pre-market trading after the airplane builder and defense company said its fourth-quarter profit fell 8 percent from the same time last year. Boeing also said delays to its new 787 aircraft and higher pension expenses would hurt its 2011 profit. Eastman Kodak Co. said fourth-quarter net income fell 95 percent as results were undermined by weaker camera revenue and a large gain from a year earlier. That sent its shares down 2.7 percent to $4.40 in pre-market trading. United Continental Holdings Inc. said it lost $325 million in the fourth quarter because of expenses from combining United and Continental airlines. Excluding those costs, the world's biggest airline would have made a profit. It shares rose 2 percent to $24.62 in pre-market trading. Starbucks Corp., Netflix Inc. and Qualcomm Inc. will report their earnings after the market closes. Ahead of the opening bell, Dow Jones industrial average futures are up 12 points, or 0.1 percent, at 11,934. Standard & Poor's 500 index futures are up 4, or 0.3 percent, at 1,291. Nasdaq 100 index futures are up 8, or 0.3 percent, at 2,309. Later in the day, the Commerce Department will release a report on new home sales for December. It's expected to a show a slight improvement from the previous month. Still, economists expect home sales for the full year to be the lowest on records dating back nearly a half century. The Federal Reserve also releases a statement from its latest policy meeting, although it's not expected to announce any changes to interest rates or the Fed's $600 billion bond-buying program. 

Start-Ups/Small Firm NB
Investing in small firms is more likely to create jobs- stimulus spending and job retraining will fail- structural problems

The Economist 10- (“How to fix unemployment” Labour Markets, Aug 31st 2010, http://www.economist.com/blogs/freeexchange/2010/08/labour_markets_6) AE

TWO years into the Great Recession unemployment in America remains well above 9%. This has resulted in economic and emotional pain among the long-term jobless and endless commentary on what we can do about it. Paul Krugman reckons that if we just had a bigger stimulus we could’ve restored full employment. Maybe, but I wonder what he means by full employment. In economic terms it means eradicating cyclical unemployment. Cyclical unemployment is a short-term problem; it occurs in a recession when there’s deficient demand. Monetary or fiscal stimulus just needs to give the economy a good kick in the pants to prop up demand and get firms to start hiring again. This can be expensive, especially if some of that new momentum finds itself overseas, but may be worth the cost if it can get people back to work. But I fear the problem goes deeper. Demand is weak, but not enough to account for so many jobless. There’s good reason to believe some of the unemployment is due to long-term structural problems. This means some of the unemployment comes from firms who fired workers from jobs that no longer exist. This is not caused by deficient demand; it happens when an economy goes through a structural change (more globalisation, new technology, permanently higher taxes) which leads to a permanent change in demand for labour and skills. To remedy this kind of unemployment requires more subtle long-term solutions. An enormous fiscal stimulus may restore the economy back to “full-employment”, but full employment might be the new structural level, much higher than the 5 or 6% pre-crisis level. Voters might be disappointed to find that trillions of future taxpayer dollars were spent to only reduce unemployment a little bit. What can policy do to immediately reduce structural unemployment? Usually, not much. There are retraining programmes which certainly can help. If the diagnosis is a labour market demanding different skills, retraining would seem to be the cure. But job retraining programmes are tough to successfully implement. They must reach many people of different skills and ages. To be truly effective they must also predict what the job market will need in the future. So far I’ve not heard much beyond “green jobs”. There’s still not a tonne of concrete evidence this will really be the next big thing. The idea that we’ll soon have tens of thousands of new long-term jobs building solar panels and wind-turbines sounds to me like wishful thinking. Ultimately the global market will determine what the labour force in America must look like. In the past sustainable, long-term job growth did not come from getting existing companies to hire again, but from new, small companies creating jobs. A new paper from economists John Haltiwanger, Ron Jarmin, and Javier Miranda looks at which firms typically create new jobs. Earlier work found that small firms are the ones who tend to create more jobs. This new paper finds that when you control for firm age the small firm effect weakens. Newer firms are the ones who create jobs and because most companies start small, small firms are more likely to create jobs. In many ways this is not news, we know start-ups keep the economy dynamic, competitive, and innovative. But they are also a primary engine of job creation, and not just in Silicon Valley. This suggests there is scope for policy to support these ventures. Start-ups may lead to lots of job creation, but also to job destruction because they often go bust. Some start-ups need to fail, but many others do not expand due to their limited access to capital. Poor information on small, new firms means that credit is more expensive and less available compared to larger, older firms. Or, if the government really wanted to spur small firm hiring it could tackle health care costs. Providing benefits to employees is getting increasingly expensive—especially for small firms who face relatively large administrative costs and a smaller pool of workers (driving up premiums). This may depress the ability of a small, new businesses to hire new people (or at least hire full time staff instead of contractors). Perhaps the new health care legislation will ease the burden small firms bear providing benefits, but I doubt it. It’s too soon to tell, but I suspect the law may have made the problem worse. It’s a tall order to ask the government to reduce unemployment, especially when it is structural. It requires more subtle and gradual changes, the benefits to which take years to notice (outlasting the typical election cycle). It provides a false comfort and creates unrealistic expectations to think the government can simply spend its way out of unemployment by boosting demand. Doing that prescribes an insufficient, short-term remedy for a long-term, deeper problem. There is still scope for government policy, but it needs to be well-crafted and target the true engine of job creation—entrepreneurship. 

Small business investing is key to the economy- creates jobs and better salaries

Redfish Tecnology 5/30/11- (“Crowd Fund Investing, Reversing The Decline In Capital Formation” MAY 30, 2011, http://www.redfishtech.com/catch_of_the_day/2011/05/crowd-fund-investing/) AE

CROWD FUND INVESTING, REVERSING THE DECLINE IN CAPITAL FORMATION Startups and Small Businesses are a critical part of our economy. They provide the majority of new jobs and salaries that are used to purchase goods (food, gas, rent), and stimulate the economy. However, Startups and Small Businesses need cash to fund their businesses and hire Americans. With the financial meltdown, the traditional means of business financing (bank loans, credit cards and venture capital) are no longer available to 98% of businesses because banks are holding on to their cash, credit card interest rates are exorbitant and private capital is only available to a select few. Without access to cash, thousands of businesses in 2011 will not start or grow and that means fewer jobs and a weaker US economy. There is a solution. It is called crowd funding – regular Americans, choosing to invest small amounts of money in small businesses in their communities. However the SEC doesn’t allow the average American to invest at all because of regulations written almost 80 years ago. Read on to learn about proposed commonsense modifications that the SEC should make to these regulations to provide a reasonable level of investor protection (anti-fraud & transparency) while easing the restrictions so that capital can flow to startups and small businesses from individuals who want to invest small amounts of money in them. REFORM TO ALLOW MICRO-ANGEL INVESTORS Entrepreneur Sherwood Neiss created this testimony for the House Committee on Oversight and Government Reform, United States House of Representatives. Crowd Fund Investing (CFI) is not permitted by securities laws today but it stands to be a powerful method of financing, where groups of people will come together to invest in startups and provide valuable knowledge and experience to help an entrepreneur succeed. It will provide a way for unaccredited investors to pool their individual small contributions (likely between $50 – $500 each), and invest in companies and entrepreneurs they believe in. The funding rounds will occur on Internet platforms, which provide an added level of transparency and communication between the investors and the entrepreneurs. And “Micro-Angel Investors” will support people and businesses they believe in and in turn, help to grow the economy. In order to make this a reality, we support creating common sense modifications to existing regulations to enable small businesses to raise capital. These reforms are modest, follow the spirit of the Securities Act of 1933 and the Exchange Act of 1934 and include: 1. Strong anti-fraud provisions 2. Limited risk and exposure for unaccredited investors 3. Transparency 4. Standards-based reporting and a 5. Limit to the amount of seed capital a company can raise

Crowd Funding will allow investments in small companies- increases employment and transforms the market

Neiss 5/10/2011- entrepreneur, founder of FLAVORx,  peaks at universities  about what it takes to be an entrepreneur, how to fund your idea, and building a winning company.  He also testified at a Congressional hearing on the impediments to capital formation under Sarbanes-Oxley aiding the Small Business Exemption to section 404(b) audit requirements in passage (Sherwood, “Our Congressional Testimony: Reversing the Decline in Capital Formation” May 10, 2011, Before the Committee on Oversight and Government Reform United States House of Representatives, http://www.startupexemption.com/?p=89#axzz1QunVDBq2) AE

CROWD FUNDING – A SIMILAR PRACTICE CURRENTLY AVAILABLE IN THE US: A sort of Crowd Funding has been successfully taking place online for the past 5 years. The current model allows a group of people to pool their money to fund an idea. It has its roots in the foundation of our country and examples of it can be traced to the Statue of Liberty, as over half of the funds to erect the pedestal came from $1 and $5 donations by thousands of Americans. Most recently, crowd funding has become a source of capital for artists and musicians on websites like Kickstarter and Indiegogo where the average donation is $80. It has become a source of capital on Kiva, to the tune of $211M, for entrepreneurs in developing countries. People doing three-day walks or other activities for charitable causes raise contributions on websites set up specifically for them. Politicians, understanding the power of crowd funding, have raised millions of dollars in little donations for elections. And all this took place in the absence of clear securities laws governing Crowd Funding. Imagine the potential benefits if there were clear securities laws in place. According to current law, crowd funding is perfectly legal if you are just giving $80 away without expecting anything in return. However, the minute you decide to invest the same $80 dollars in a startup, securities laws might be violated. These are the unintended consequences of our current securities laws and they are preventing startups and entrepreneurs from critical access to seed, early-stage and working capital. Over the past 5 years, more than 500,000 people with ideas for films, albums and art projects, and entrepreneurs in developing countries, have used crowd funding sites to raise money. They make their pitch, say how much they need to get started, and ask for donations. The projects are vetted by the crowd and people in the crowd decide whether or not to fund these projects. A project is not funded until it meets its minimum target of funds sought. Only then is money withdrawn from donor accounts and projects start. If crowd funding of a project does not raise enough money to hit the minimum target, then no money is withdrawn. It is an all-or-nothing proposition. Since then, backers have “donated” over $300M to crowd fund projects without expecting a penny in return. CURRENT ENVIRONMENT: If starting or growing a business weren’t hard enough before the 2008 financial crisis, try doing so today. Without bemoaning what we already know about the current situation, we think it is important to reiterate the facts so that we can connect the dots: According to the Small Business and Entrepreneurship Council, Small businesses represent over 99% of the employer firms in the U.S., and employ half of the private sector employees. Between 1993 and 2009, small businesses accounted for 65 percent of the 15 million net new jobs created. Bureau of Statistics data shows that since the 1970s small businesses hire two out of every three job seekers, and the Ewing Kauffman Foundation has noted that in the last 30 years, all net job creation in the U.S. took place in firms less than five years old. According to the Department of Labor, prior to the financial meltdown, 76% of small businesses received traditional funding (e.g.: bank loans, credit card advances, finance companies, etc). Any entrepreneur will tell you that cash is king. Without it you cannot grow or hire employees. Part of this comes from working capital (cash on hand) and the other part from financing (traditional funding just mentioned). With the financial meltdown, our economy stalled, over 8 millions jobs were lost and unemployment rose to its highest level in recent history. Economists and politicians are in agreement. Jobs create prosperity. With the launch of Startup America in February 2011, the White House stated that, “Startups bring a wealth of transformative innovations to market, and they also play a critical role in job creation in the United States. Those entrepreneurs who are intent on growing their businesses create the lion’s share of these new jobs.” Jobs create taxable wages and spending which stimulate the economy and replenish the government coiffeurs. Since the financial meltdown, traditional financing has virtually disappeared. Banks are holding on to their cash, credit card companies have upped interest rates and cut credit and according to the private financing group Angelsoft, only 2.3% of startups receive private financing, such as from venture capitalists or angel investors. Because money is very difficult to come by for the remaining 97.7% of startups today, they need to find other avenues to raise capital; namely their friends, family and community. However, if that startup offers any kind of financial return, it just might be breaking the law. That is unless they hire a lawyer and spend tens of thousands of dollars and countless hours completing forms. According to the Sustainable Economies Law Center, “the current registration requirements under Section 5 of the Securities Act of 1933, as well as existing exemptions from registration, impose considerable hurdles on small businesses.” The securities laws were written to address the abuses of large corporations. However, today, these laws require a small start-up trying to raise $50,000 to jump through the same hoops as a large corporation seeking to raise millions of dollars. Even if a startup were to try to take advantage of regulations that permit companies to raise money without having to register with the SEC, the current regulations still include many restrictions that are unduly onerous for fledgling companies, including: Limits on startups in seeking capital outside of their immediate state; Requirements of additional costly and burdensome state filings; Restrictions on the amount of “unaccredited” investors to 35 individuals; and/or Requirements for complete audited financials and state filings. In 1933 when the framework of our current securities laws was established, 4% of Americans invested in the markets. Today that number is over 50%, clearly showing that the majority of individuals understand the basics of investing. Almost 80 years ago when the telephone was a luxury item, and television and the Internet didn’t exist, we crafted rules to hold companies accountable and transparent. Today, we have 24-hour eyewitness news, the Internet and a wide array of social media where deceptive practices and false moves are documented and discussed by thousands on Facebook, Twitter, and other platforms. So even though we live in an age where we encounter risk and manage it and we have tools at our fingertips to give us more information than ever before, we still act as if it were 1933. WHY THE RULE CHANGE IS NECESSARY NOW, AND WHY IT WILL BE EFFECTIVE: Why is that we allow anyone to invest their hard earned money in the regulated and “disclosed” markets where people have made and lost billions of dollars under the mindful watch of the SEC yet we can’t let those same people invest modest amounts in local community startups and small businesses where they know the players with the same potential outcome? There are few rules in life about what you can spend your money on until it comes to investing. Current securities laws presume that Americans are not responsible and are incapable of understanding that life is full of risk. And yet our everyday lives are full of examples. We don’t expect a new restaurant to go through elaborate taste tests, even though people who spend $50 to $100 may wind up with a bad meal. Imagine if every seller on eBay had to be vetted with SEC rigor – commerce on the site would come crashing down. Or buy something on sale and then find out 2 weeks later, the same item is now 50% cheaper. People casually spend hundreds of dollars on iPads, tickets to concerts and sporting events, and even on products on the Internet from sellers that they might never have even heard of before. Why should we treat an investment of $100 as riskier than $100 of consumption? When it comes to securities laws there is a different standard. One in which we must protect the interests of the investors because they are not “wealthy,” “smart” or “responsible” enough to make their own decisions. The current rules make it seem that in order to take money from the general public we need to make investing in startups the most secure investment possible. It isn’t, and it never will be. But people still want to invest in entrepreneurs because they believe in people with ideas. It is a shame that instead of encouraging this activity, we throw pessimism in the face of entrepreneurs. This is not American. This was not the intention of our forefathers and this is NOT the America of the future. Crowd funding offers something unique with its strong elements of social networking. Opening the funding process to the general public adds transparency and trust signaling. It’s much harder for fraud to occur when the whole world is watching on an open and transparent platform, especially with credibility and performance ratings that are visible to the community. Raising money nearly always requires using a first-level network as a trust signal to drive the network effect. No trust circle equals no funding. In addition there is a disparity that exists in between the funding world and gender. Women run only 8% of companies that receive money from venture capitalists. Compare this to the 41% of small businesses that are run by women. If getting capital to women under the old methods was challenging, ask them today. As you well know, women make great entrepreneurs and investors, and they continue to start businesses at a greater rate then men. Opening up other avenues for capital will help women-owned enterprises grow more rapidly — a distinct challenge for women entrepreneurs as they continue to lag behind men in business growth. It is ironic that thousands of people were able to invest money into scams like that perpetrated by Bernie Madoff (predominately through experienced and licensed financial advisors) yet they are prevented from making their own decisions about putting a fraction of that same money to use in a community startup. Never mind that Crowd Fund Investing requires that “the investor” sit down, look at a deal, and analyze rather than trust the judgment of an advisor who makes their money the instant the investment is made. Our nation’s small businesses have suffered disproportionately during the downturn and continue to struggle more than their larger counterparts. Many existing businesses, with their credit lines tapped out and their revenues battered, have struggled to remain afloat, much less expand. Businesses wanting to grow have often found themselves stymied by the reluctance of banks to lend again after the crisis. New start-ups, which have fueled job creation after previous recessions, have not taken root at the same pace as in the past. Crowd funding is like being part of a college team. You are only as strong as your weakest link. You aren’t in the majors, and it takes both a good team and a great fan base to propel you to the championship. In crowd funding the fans are the investors that more likely than not will know the players and rally around them, providing strategy, experience and money, not so they can pay their way to the BIG game but so they can launch a company that will benefit the entire community. Believe it or not, crowd funded companies will be the vetting ground for both public and private financing of winning companies. The ones the crowd gets behind and helps succeed will be the ones the VC’s will line up to help grow. And you know what? In the end, everyone will benefit – the entrepreneur, the crowd that supported them and the VC that took them to the next level.

***AFF Answers 

No Solvency
CP doesn’t help the economy

Milligan 11 (Susan, political and foreign affairs analyst for US News, http://www.usnews.com/opinion/blogs/susan-milligan/2011/06/20/corporate-tax-cuts-dont-stimulate-job-growth, 6/20/11, MM)

Prevailing conservative wisdom dictates that businesses need tax cuts—and investors need capital gains tax cuts—to get the economy moving. But two very well-executed articles on wages and taxes published recently suggest that targeting tax cuts at business executives may do little to improve the dismal unemployment picture. [Check out a roundup of political cartoons on the economy.] The Washington Post offers a startling analysis of income disparity, noting that the gap between the very rich and the rest of us has grown dramatically in the past few decades, reaching current levels that have not been seen since the Great Depression. In 2008, the Post reports, the top one-tenth of one percent of earners took in more than a tenth of the personal income in the United States. But the moneyed class is not dominated by professional athletes or big-name artistic performers or even hedge fund managers, the Post found. Instead, it is due to a big increase in executive compensation, even as real wages for some of their workers have dropped: The top 0.1 percent of earners make about $1.7 million or more, including capital gains. Of those, 41 percent were executives, managers and supervisors at non-financial companies, according to the analysis, with nearly half of them deriving most of their income from their ownership in privately-held firms. An additional 18 percent were managers at financial firms or financial professionals at any sort of firm. In all, nearly 60 percent fell into one of those two categories. The New York Times has a fascinating story that serves as an unwitting companion piece to the Post story. Corporate executives, the paper reports, are clamoring for a tax holiday to encourage them to bring their offshore profits back to the United States. And the money in question is big, the Times notes: Apple has $12 billion in offshore cash, while Google has $17 billion, and Microsoft, $29 billion. The companies with money sitting offshore argue that if the federal government were to offer them a huge tax break—say, a one-year drop from 35 percent to 5.25 percent—the businesses would bring the money home and operate as a private-sector economic stimulus. [See a slide show of the top 10 cities to find a job.] However, the Times notes: (T)hat’s not how it worked last time. Congress and the Bush administration offered companies a similar tax incentive, in 2005, in hopes of spurring domestic hiring and investment, and 800 took advantage. Though the tax break lured them into bringing $312 billion back to the United States, 92 percent of that money was returned to shareholders in the form of dividends and stock buybacks, according to a study by the nonpartisan National Bureau of Economic Research. Who needs a tax cut, then? The U.S. economy is very much consumer-driven; companies aren’t hiring, many business owners say, because people aren’t buying. The past behavior of corporations that have received huge tax cuts has not necessarily been to use the money to hire more people; the Bush-era tax cuts have been in place for a decade, and the unemployment rate is still 9.1 percent. And executive compensation has grown. Executives may feel entitled to earn more and more if their companies are doing well and expanding. But without customers, those companies will go bust. 

Congress will lower to 25% and businesses are already paying lower than that- no effect on economy

Morrison et al 11 (Pat, reporter and radio host with guests  Rep. Jim McDermott, D-Washington’s 7th District; member of the House Ways & Means Committee, Curtis Dubay, senior policy analyst for tax policy, The Heritage Foundation,  Congress agrees: more tax cuts for U.S. corporations!, http://www.scpr.org/programs/patt-morrison/2011/04/25/congress-agrees-more-tax-cuts-for-us-corporations/, 4/25/11, MM)

 There isn't consensus on much in Congress these days, but one thing both parties seem to agree on is that the corporate tax rate should be reduced. House Republicans want to it lowered to 25%--it's currently at 35%. The Obama Administration and many Democrats want it reduced as well, but not by as much. The proposed cut comes at a time when U.S. corporations are doing better than ever. In 2010, Hewlett-Packard, for example, reported $11 billion in profit. Its CEO made $24 million, but the company paid $2.2 billion in taxes—a 20% rate that’s well below 35%. Big corporations hire professionals to find loopholes which can wind up saving millions in taxes. Some argue that the corporate tax cut will make U.S. corporations more competitive and level the playing field for smaller business that don't have the resources to employee tax attorneys to find loopholes. Is a lower corporate tax rate good for U.S. business and thus good for the economy? Will a corporate tax cut trickle down and benefit all Americans, or will it result in the need to make up government revenue elsewhere, such as cuts to Medicare or Social Security? 

CP doesn’t do anything- we take less in taxes now and some companies don’t even pay

Eichler 11 (Alexander, writer for the Huffington Post, Bill Clinton: Lower The Corporate Tax Rate For Debt-Ceiling Deal, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/07/05/clinton-corporate-tax-rate_n_890166.html, 7/5/11, MM)

As the deadline to strike a deal on the debt ceiling draws closer, former president Bill Clinton criticized the nation’s corporate tax rate over the weekend, saying it should be lowered as part of an agreement between the parties, according to Politico. “We’ve got an uncompetitive rate,” Clinton told a crowd at the Aspen Ideas Festival on Saturday, Politico reports. “We tax at 35 percent of income, although we only take about 23 percent. So we should cut the rate to 25 percent, or whatever’s competitive, and eliminate a lot of the deductions so that we still get a fair amount, and there’s not so much variance in what the corporations pay." “But how can they do that by August 2?” Clinton added, referring to the cutoff point for negotiations, the date when the U.S. will reach the limit of its borrowing abilities and likely begin defaulting on its loans. In practice, though, American corporations often end up paying significantly less than the full 35 percent. Through tax breaks and loopholes, The New York Times reported in May, "United States corporations pay only slightly more on average than their counterparts in other industrial countries." And it's common for major corporations -- including, in the past year, General Electric, Exxon Mobil, and Boeing -- to sidestep taxes entirely. 

Squo solves the cp- companies are already paying lower

Reuters 11 (GOP Official Proposes 25% Tax Cap, http://www.cnbc.com/id/42132518/GOP_Official_Proposes_25_Tax_Cap, 3/17/11, MM)

The chief Republican tax-writer in the U.S. House of Representatives is aiming to cut the top rate for individuals and corporations to 25 percent, laying down a marker in a likely years-long effort to overhaul the tax code. “Chairman Camp will push for a top rate of 25 percent for corporate and individual tax rates, so that the tax code is simpler, provides more certainty and creates more opportunities for families and employers of all sizes," Michelle Dimarob, spokeswoman for Representative Dave Camp, chairman of the tax-writing Ways and Means Committee, said on Thursday. President Barack Obama and lawmakers are exploring an overhaul of the tax code, which all sides agree is exceedingly complex and lengthy at more than a million words. Obama has begun specifically talking about trimming the top marginal corporate rate, now at 35 percent, among the steepest in the industrialized world. U.S. Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner said last month his goal would be get the corporate rate closer to that of major U.S. trading partners, around the high 20-percent level. Obama wants to pay for the cuts by paring sections of the law that companies use to minimize their tax bill, a move expected to create a frenzy of lobbying among business wanting to preserve their favored breaks. Many companies now pay rates much lower than the 35 percent rate, because of tax breaks, deductions and credits. Camp and many others believe a revamp will require looking at both the corporate and individual sides of the tax code in unison, in part because many businesses file through the individual side of the tax code. Tackling the individual rate may be more tricky, because Obama and many fellow Democrats want to return the top tax rates for high-earners to the steeper levels they were at during the presidency of Democrat Bill Clinton. The top individual rate for the wealthiest earners is now 35 percent, and Obama wants to return that rate to 39.6 percent. Camp and his counterparts in the Senate have begun a series of hearings on tax reform. He and others say an overhaul will take several years, akin to an effort under former President Ronald Reagan in the 1980s.

CP Links to Politics 

Even if lowering the corporate tax rate is popular, democrats want guarantees of no more layoffs and elimination of reductions 

Becker 6/2- staff writer for The Hill (Bernie, “Another crop of corporate execs: We need lower tax rate to compete” June 2, 2011, The Hill, http://thehill.com/contact/about-us) AE
Corporate executives continued to say Thursday that they would be willing to consider the elimination of a broad range of tax credits and deductions in exchange for lower tax rates. But at a hearing of the House Ways and Means Committee, when the executives made those comments, Republicans and Democrats continued to express different concerns and visions on how to proceed with the tax reform discussion. In their testimony, the executives from Boeing, Emerson, Perrigo and Sears said they needed the corporate tax rate to be decreased from 35 percent in order to help them compete in the global marketplace – much like another group of corporate executives said before Ways and Means last month. Under questioning from Rep. Aaron Schock (R-Ill.), the executives also said they would be willing to put every so-called tax expenditure on the chopping block in exchange for lower rates – which would include the research and development credit and a deduction for domestic manufacturing. Speaking to reporters after the hearing, Rep. Dave Camp (R-Mich.), the committee's chairman, said the executives’ testimony was another promising sign as policymakers continue to discuss tax reform. But Rep. Sandy Levin, the panel’s ranking member, cautioned that “we learned long ago that on the table is different from action.” The Michigan Democrat added that he did believe that there should be discussions about the future of the research and development credit and the manufacturing deduction. At the hearing, Camp continued to stress the need for a comprehensive, revenue-neutral tax reform, a day after telling reporters he believes the administration might look to use an overhaul to reduce deficits. Camp is among the Republicans pushing to reduce both the top corporate and individual rates to 25 percent. “Tax reform cannot and should not be confused with increasing taxes – it must be done in a revenue-neutral manner,” Camp said in his opening statement. “We will not grow if Washington is taking an ever-increasing share of our economic output in the form of federal taxes.” But Democrats on the panel had sharp questions for the corporate executives, with Rep. Jim McDermott (D-Wash.) asking Walter Galvin of Emerson would definitely not lay off American workers if the rate did come down to 25 percent. For his part, Galvin called the issue “complex.” “We have no crystal ball on the economic outcome,” Galvin added. Democrats also wondered whose taxes would rise to pay for a reduction in corporate rates in an overall revenue-neutral package. The Treasury Department said in 2007 that eliminating a wide range of credits and deductions would pay for to bring the corporate rates down to 28 percent. Rep. Pete Stark (D-Calif.) questioned Boeing about its tax bill as well, after the liberal group Citizens for Tax Justice said the aerospace giant had a negative effective tax rate over the last three years. James Zrust of Boeing responded that he expected the companies’ bill to rise in the years to come because it won’t be able to claim as many deductions. In his prepared testimony, Zrust also said that Boeing’s effective rate was generally between 31 percent and 33 percent. And Schock shot back that Democrats complaining about effective tax rates were engaging in “a little disingenuous demagoguery,” noting that the Obama administration had touted targeted tax cuts and deductions for manufacturing. “It’s one thing to say you don’t like the rules,” Schock said. “It’s another thing to write the rules and then criticize people for following the rules.” 
Recession Turn

CP doesn’t solve and causes another recession- the problem is the demand

Auerback 11 (Marshall, Senior Fellow at the Roosevelt Institute, Corporate Tax Cuts Won't Work, http://www.thedailybeast.com/articles/2011/06/15/corporate-tax-cuts-won-t-work.html, 6/15/11, MM)

To be fair, it’s not as if the President is totally oblivious to this problem. He’s just getting advice from all of the wrong people – the very sorts who got us into our current mess in the first place. Last week, for example, President Obama convened a meeting of several Wall Street executives, consulting them for their thoughts on how to speed up economic recovery. And in his new business-friendly guise, Obama has also been consulting a number of CEOs from leading Fortune 500 firms. The overwhelming consensus to jump-start the economy appears to be an endorsement to cut in corporate tax rates. This represents a fundamentally flawed approach. Why? Because corporate tax cuts represent a supply side response to a problem that is fundamentally one of poor aggregate demand. Leaving aside the fact that a number of corporations do not pay anywhere near the current prevailing marginal rate (hello, GE), supporters of corporate tax cuts have to explain how further cuts in their marginal rates will help the economy, given that prevailing historically high profit margins and high profit rates already in place have done little to reduce unemployment. Why are firms ignoring the profit signal to expand production, and hence increase jobs? In fact, you can make the case that with a booming stock market, why should businesses bother with all the uncertainty of reinvesting in tangible productive capital when they can buy back shares, issue a special dividend, or initiate a merger to get their stock price up pronto? How will corporate tax cuts change all of that? Even one of the former architects of our current misfortune, former Treasury Secretary Lawrence Summers, recognizes this basic fact. In a recent Financial Times piece, Summers notes that what we are experiencing today is fundamentally a problem of aggregate demand -- or, to put it more succinctly, a lack of spending power in the economy. Summers notes, correctly, that introducing supply side reforms – i.e., corporate taxes (a lot of which aren’t paid in any case) -- will not solve the problem of an economy characterized by lack of demand. There is little point, for example, in offering a slew of new investment or R&D tax credits if businesses can’t sell the goods subsequently produced as a consequence of the credits. Once spending decisions are taken and acted on, the firms then find out whether they have overproduced or under-produced. If they have overproduced – that is overestimated aggregate demand – they observe an unintended build-up of inventories. That signals to firms that they were overly optimistic about the level of demand in that particular period. Once firms realize they have over-produced, output starts to fall. Firms lay-off workers and the loss of income starts to multiply as those workers reduce their spending elsewhere. At that point, the economy is heading for a recession. Corporate tax cuts won’t alter that reality because the problem is fundamentally one of consumers being unable to buy their products. 

Lost Revenue Turn
CP costs hundreds of billions

Garofalo 11 (Pat, writer for thinkprogress, Bachmann Calls For Huge Corporate Tax Cut Alongside Tax Increase For The Working Poor, http://thinkprogress.org/economy/2011/06/11/242953/bachmann-tax-increase-poor/, 6/11/11, MM) 

Let’s take these one at a time. First, cutting the corporate tax rate to 9 percent — a reduction about two and a half times larger than that called for in the radical House Republican budget — would cost more than $2 trillion over ten years. (The Tax Policy Center estimated that a 10 point reduction in the corporate tax rate would cost about $915 billion.) Second, zeroing out the capital gains tax and the estate tax would overwhelmingly benefit the wealthy, as about 68 percent of capital gains taxes are paid by the richest one percent of the country, and fewer than the richest one quarter of one percent pay the estate tax. Finally, Bachmann implies that she would raise taxes on those Americans who earn too little to have any income tax liability. (It’s simply not true that they pay nothing, as Bachmann seems to believe, since those who have no income tax liability still pay payroll taxes and any state and local taxes.) The reason so much of the income tax liability has become concentrated at the top of the income scale is because over the last few decades income inequality has skyrocketed. The richest one percent of the country currently earn nearly one quarter of the income, and therefore pay the lion’s share of the income tax. Bachmann would raise taxes on those who have seen their incomes stagnate or even drop over the last ten years, even as she cuts taxes on the ultra-wealthy. 

A2 Moving Overseas

Moving companies overseas are empty threats- major companies don’t pay any taxes anyways- lowering the corporate tax rate only increases deficits

Goldstein 6/3- author of the HorsesAss.org most widely read liberal political blog in Washington (David, “Boeing Asks Congress to Lower Corporate Tax Rates, After Paying No Corporate Taxes for Three Years,” June 3, 2011, http://slog.thestranger.com/slog/archives/2011/06/03/boeing-asks-congress-to-lower-corporate-tax-rates-after-paying-no-corporate-taxes-for-three-years) AE
According to a report released this week by Citizens for Tax Justice (PDF), Boeing recorded pretax profits of over $4.4 billion dollars in 2010, yet paid a net federal income tax of, um, negative $3 million. That's right, Boeing's net federal tax rate for 2010 was -0.1 percent, up slightly from its three-year average of -1.8 percent. (Yes, those are minus signs.) So of course, that explains why Boeing Vice-President of Tax James Zrust was on Capitol Hill yesterday, testifying before the US House Ways and Means Committee, asking Congress to dramatically lower corporate tax rates: Everyone here today is well aware that the combined US statutory tax rate is almost 15 percentage points higher than the average combined rate of other OECD member countries. It is our view that significantly reducing the corporate tax rate will improve U.S. competitiveness. We believe lowering the corporate rate would dramatically reduce tax policy pressure and rhetoric by ensuring that U.S. companies are competitive, and importantly, would not tip the scale in favor of foreign production. So, um, unless Congress reduces Boeing's corporate tax rate below it's currently staggeringly uncompetitive negative 1.8 percent, the aerospace giant may be forced to move production elsewhere. Hmm. Where have I heard that threat before? And this from a company that also benefits from billions of dollars in government contracts. Assholes. As ThinkProgress points out, Boeing is far from the only highly profitable corporation to pay little or no federal taxes. For example, General Electric has infamously collected over $4.7 billion in tax benefits over the past three years on $7.7 billion in pretax profits. That comes to a net corporate federal tax rate of negative 61.3 percent! That's the sort of creative accounting that makes Boeing's Zrust look like H&R Block. Zrust allows that "tax expenditures should be on the table if a meaningful rate reduction is considered." But most of the "reforms" being discussed in Congress are revenue neutral at best, or would even cost the government money, increasing deficits. After all, Zrust didn't go to the Capitol to ask Congress to raise Boeing's taxes, did he? And with billions of dollars of untaxed profits available to fund its lobbying, we shouldn't be surprised to see Boeing get what it wants. 

*** Domestic Mine/RESTART CP***

RESTART CP 1NC

Text: The United States federal government should remove all barriers that prevent domestic access to rare earth elements and pass the Rare Earth Supply-Chain Technology and Resource Transformation Act of 2011.
The CP solves resource shortages and Chinese monopoly

a. Removing barriers gives the US a sustainable supply of mines. 

Goff 10 (Emily, member of the Young Leaders Program at the Heritage Foundation. For more information on interning at Heritage, 11/19/10, Heritage Foundation, “Access to Domestic Reserves Is Best Solution to Rare Earths Dilemma” http://blog.heritage.org/2010/11/19/access-to-domestic-reserves-is-best-solution-to-rare-earths-dilemma/ MGE)

China maintains a virtual monopoly in rare earth exports, accounting for about 97 percent of world totals in 2009 and about 95 percent today. The mining consolidation and export cuts in China both recently and planned for next year signal the need for countries like the U.S. to develop a solution to meeting rare earths needs. That solution is straightforward: give the U.S. access to its own rare earth mineral reserves. The U.S. alone possesses about 15 percent of known world reserves. A U.S. Geological Survey report released Wednesday estimates that 13,000 million metric tons of rare earth elements exist in the U.S., with significant deposits located in Alaska, California, and Wyoming. However, onerous bureaucratic processes and outdated laws on federal land management and mining make gaining access difficult. Cheaper production costs, coupled with these environmental problems, moved production overseas. For example, California’s Mountain Pass mine once allowed the U.S. to be self-sufficient in rare earth production, but it lost its license in 2002 following contaminated waste water issues. Molycorp Minerals, the owner of Mountain Pass, and aerospace and defense corporation Boeing are already acting to reopen and expand U.S. mining capacity and better identify U.S. reserves. Concerns about reliance on foreign supply for rare earths can be alleviated if the federal government simply removes barriers that prevent access to America’s own rare minerals. Such action would stimulate a potentially competitive market at home and undermine the ability of China (or any other country) to monopolize the global rare earths market. 
b. The RESTART Act ensures REE’s are institutionally prioritized.
Coffman 10 (5/17/10, House of Representatives Coffman Website, “Coffman Introduces RESTART Act to Develop Rare Earths Supply Chain” http://coffman.house.gov/index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id=259&Itemid=8 MGE)

Rep. Mike Coffman (R-Aurora) today introduced a bill to address the looming rare earths crisis.  Coffman’s legislation, H.R. 4866, the Rare Earths Supply-Chain Technology and Resources Transformation Act of 2010 (RESTART Act) would, through a series of assessments and specific programs, attempt to reestablish a competitive domestic rare earth supply chain.  Rare earths are the key to technological innovation and the growth of green jobs and critical to U.S. national security.  Currently the U.S. is nearly 100 percent reliant on imports for these vital materials and a disruption in supply could jeopardize national security. “Over 95 percent of worldwide rare earth mining today is located in China.  There is no rare earth element mining taking place in North America and with worldwide demand growing exponentially the situation is only going to get worse.  Rare earth elements are critical to high-technology industries and many critical weapons systems.  It is a critical national security issue with potentially severe consequences.  The looming crisis can be averted, but the U.S. needs to act now.” Coffman said. The RESTART Act would initiate a number of key activities including; establish a federal rare earths working group to assess and monitor strategic needs, create a national stockpile, evaluate international trade practices, facilitate loan guarantees for domestic supply-chain development, and support innovation and workforce development to support the industry.
2NC Solvency

CP establishes a variety of programs that solve for REEs including stockpiling of resource, DOD restructuring, financial incentives for production and technological alternatives, and international cooperation on supplies. These outweigh the aff’s internal link. 

Grasso 11 (Valerie, Specialist in Defense Acquisition for the Congressional Research Service, Rare Earth Elements in National Defense: Background, Oversight Issues, and Options for Congress, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R41744.pdf, 6/8/11, MM)

Congress may consider both short-range and long-range options for securing a source for rare earth elements as part of its oversight role in addressing U.S. national security interests. Shortrange options potentially include requiring DOD to release the rare earths report, convening defense suppliers to discuss rare earth material shortages, establishing rare earth material stockpiles for defense purposes, instituting a new critical minerals program, and reconvening the SMPB. Long-range options could include reducing DOD consumption of rare earth elements by identifying and securing equally effective alternatives to rare earths, establishing partnerships with foreign allies that could potentially offer a diversified source of foreign suppliers outside of China, and providing more financial assistance for rare earth production within the United States. Each of these potential options is discussed below. Congressional insight on these potential actions will largely depend on the findings and conclusions reached in DOD’s long-overdue self-assessment on the defense rare earth supply chain. However, it is not clear if or when DOD will release its report. Require DOD to Immediately Release the Rare Earths Report and Conduct Hearings on the Report Congress could require DOD to immediately release the rare earths report, hold public hearings on its findings, and examine the methodology and assumptions used in collecting the data. DOD had reported to GAO that DOD’s assessment of the defense supply chain would be released in September 2010. As of March 2011, the report has not been released. The reasons for the delay are uncertain. One press report stated that at least one Member of Congress was initially provided a briefing on the report and disagreed with its conclusion, reportedly, that China’s monopoly on rare earth materials did not pose a national security threat.31 Convene Defense Suppliers to Discuss Supply Chain Issues Congress could meet with defense suppliers, at all tiers of the supply chain, to ascertain their knowledge of material shortages and bottlenecks. While DOD purchases the end product (the weapons system) from prime contractors and relies on prime contractors to deliver the finished product, rare earth elements are important throughout the supply chain from the prime contractor through successive subcontractor tiers. Some contractors at lower ends of the tiers may be reluctant to signal to DOD that there are supply chain issues or challenges. An issue that warrants further understanding is where there is convergence between the rare earth value supply chain and the defense supply chain. The rare earth supply chain starts with mining, flows from ore to concentrate, to oxide, to metal, to alloy, and then to the finished product, the magnet. In contrast, the defense supply chain starts with the prime contractor and moves through a successive number of subcontractors down to the ultimate “first line processor” who purchases a rare earth, value-added product such as metal, alloy, or permanent magnets for incorporation into a defense component. Convene the Strategic Materials Protection Board Congress could require DOD to convene the Strategic Materials Protection Board (SMPB). In its December 2008 report, as discussed above, the SMPB defined critical materials in this way: “the criticality of a material is a function of its importance in DOD applications, the extent to which DOD actions are required to shape and sustain the market, and the impact and likelihood of supply disruption.”32 As a result, the SMPB defined only one rare earth element, beryllium, as a “strategic material critical to national security.” Congress may convene the board because the present board might determine that some rare earth elements have moved into a position where they are now more critical to national security purposes. The next SMPB might determine that some rare earth elements have moved into a position where they are now more critical to national security. Congress might demand the 2010 statutorily required meeting of the board to commence immediately. The next SMPB will be required to use the new definition of “materials critical to national security” as defined in Section 829 of the FY2011 NDAA, which states the following: Sec. 829. Definition of Materials Critical To National Security (1) The term “materials critical to national security” means materials (A) upon which the production or sustainment of military equipment is dependent; and (B) the supply of which could be restricted by actions or events outside the control of the Government of the United States.33 In the short run, however, creating a stockpile could raise prices even further because of the increased demand. Require Stockpiling of Specific Materials Congress could require a strategic rare earth elements stockpile. Stockpiles might possibly increase the security of the domestic U.S. supply for rare earths. Congress may consider compiling a “virtual” stockpile database, with commitments and contracts with suppliers to buy the items when needed. One trade association, USMMA, advocates for a limited strategic reserve of rare earth alloys, metals, and magnets. USMMA asserts that government action is needed to ensure that there is a downstream domestic manufacturing capability. This strategic stockpile would ensure our Department of Defense has ready access to those materials needed to ensure our national security and to incentivize the return of domestic manufacturing. With defense critical materials such as dysprosium being sourced solely from China, it is critical that the Department of Defense have access to rare earth oxides from reliable producers and manufacturers in the United States and ally nations to perform value added processes, such as metal, alloy and magnet manufacturing.34 Fund the Downstream Supply Capacity Once DOD and its suppliers identify whether and where material shortfalls exist, Congress could determine which stages of the supply chain (e.g., mining or manufacturing) require federal funding. Fund Rare Earth Research With the growing strategic importance of rare earths, and in order to create interest and build additional U.S. leadership in rare earth research and development, Congress may consider funding rare earth application sciences in curriculums for military and other government institutes or in national research and development centers designed to train students, scientists, and engineers. Institute a New Critical Minerals Program Should DOD determine that rare earths fall into the classification of critical minerals, Congress could institute a new Critical Minerals Program. In the early 1980s, there existed a Critical Minerals Program aimed at warning Congress about potential supply shortages, protecting strategic materials, and keeping an inventory of those minerals on hand in order to mitigate a supply shock.35 This program ended in the 1990s as the consensus within Congress grew that the market could handle mineral supply disruptions without government intervention. Two decades later, at a 2010 hearing of the House Science and Technology Committee on rare earths, one policymaker suggested that the time has come to revive the program: This is not the first time the Committee has been concerned with the competitive implications of materials such as rare earths. In 1980—30 years ago—this Committee established a national minerals and materials policy. One core element in that legislation was the call to support for “a vigorous, comprehensive and coordinated program of materials research and development.” Unfortunately, over successive administrations, the effort to keep that program going fell apart. Now, it is time to ask whether we need to revive a coordinated effort to level the playing field in rare earths. In particular, I want to learn if there is a need for increased research and development to help address this Nation’s rare earth shortage, or if we need to re-orient the research we already have underway. Based on my review of the written submissions, it appears that we could benefit from more research both in basic and applied materials sciences.36 Develop Partnerships with Allies to Diversify the Supply Source Congress may encourage DOD to pursue joint ventures with other nations, as many other nations are seeking alternatives to a near total dependence on rare earths from China. These partnerships may take place at any stage of the supply chain. It is critical for DOD to consider the implications of sourcing utilized by these partner nations. For example, if DOD relies on a partner nation for rare earth metals, and that nation procures their oxides from China, this partnership may not provide the requisite security of supply. 36 

Solvency – Mining Regulations Block
Regulations are preventing domestic mining

Kidela 5/17 (Kidela Capital Group, research, consulting and communications firm, 5/17/11, “No Shortage of Rules for Rare Earth Miners in America” http://www.kidela.com/kidela/no-shortage-of-rules-for-rare-earth-miners-in-america MGE)

In the case of Rare Earth Elements (REEs), the US was the world’s largest producer well into the 1990’s, with MolyCorp’s Mountain Pass mine in California producing almost all of the country’s REEs. Molycorp found it increasingly difficult to compete with cheaper Chinese imported REs, and after hundreds of thousands of gallons of water carrying radioactive waste spilled into and around Ivanpah Dry Lake in 1998, the chemical processing at Mountain Pass was stopped and the mine shut its doors.3 Global production of Rare Earths (REs) came to be dominated almost entirely by China. This would suggest that there is a market for domestic production of REEs in the United States. According to the US Government Accountability Office, and the US Department of the Interior, there are significant recoverable quantities of REs in Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Utah and Wyoming, in addition to California.4 However, due to state and federal regulations, it can take anywhere from seven to 15 years to open a new mine.5 “The United States not so long ago, was the world leader in producing and exporting Rare Earths. Today, China is the world’s leader. If we intend to foster a home-grown capability to make the devices that provide wind energy, we need to rebuild America’s capability to supply its own needs in Rare Earth materials.” Brad Miller, D-North Carolina, Chairman of the House Subcommittee on Investigations and Oversight of the House Committee on Science and Technology 6 The current rise in RE prices has led Molycorp to move to reopen Mountain Pass, despite numerous regulations the company has had to work through in order to get its Light Rare Earth mine and processing facility back in operation. 

Regulations keep costs high

Kidela 5/17 (Kidela Capital Group, research, consulting and communications firm, 5/17/11, “No Shortage of Rules for Rare Earth Miners in America” http://www.kidela.com/kidela/no-shortage-of-rules-for-rare-earth-miners-in-america MGE)

Within the US there are renewed calls for reform of mining regulations, and the drive for vital Rare Earths is one sector that is leading the push – for example, Republican Congressman Mike Coffman, of Colorado introduced legislation in the US House of Representatives in 2010 aimed at redeveloping the domestic supply of REEs. There is also some support for the idea that the playing field may not be level, given the disparity between American and Chinese environmental regulations.10

Some environmentalists are making the claim that national security rather than environmental regulation reform seems to be the key in the change of attitude among US lawmakers. That and price.  It remains a fact, however, that the US will remain one of the most regulated countries when it comes to mining. This – along with a legacy of environmental problems, including within the RE industry - will keep the calls for regulation and vigilance high and will ultimately keep costs elevated.

Solvency – Domestic Mines
Mining for REEs solves

Livergood 10 (Reed,  research associate with the Defense-Industrial Initiatives Group (DIIG) at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, 2010, Center for Strategic and Inernational Studies, “Rare Earth Elements” http://csis.org/files/publication/101005_DIIG_Current_Issues_no22_Rare_earth_elements.pdf MGE)

For all DOD acquisitions, the Defense Acquisition Guidebook (DAG) provides the existing criteria for identifying and investigating supplier base concerns. DAG 2.3.9.2 states that elevating industrial capabilities to a level of concern occurs when a single or sole-source produced item meets one or more of four criteria.8 REEs meet at least three of the DAG criteria yet they have not been elevated to a level of concern. Furthermore, other U.S. acts and provisions provide a murky definition and responsibility for “critical” or “strategic” elements, which clouds precise acquisition guidelines. Clarifying these definitions instead of the current ad hoc utilization of them would provide clearer policy directives for defense acquisition managers. Should DOD want to mitigate this security of supply risk, defense policymakers will need to explore new REE acquisition options. Stockpiles of military items are an option currently used for petroleum, helium, and medical supplies.9 This option would secure supplies needed for critical production capabilities and alleviate price spikes due to market fluctuations. Another option is to build a buffer into the supply chain for critical non-US-produced items. This would mean more on-time deliveries of rare earths. The April 2009 National Defense Stockpile report mentioned the Defense Production Act as a possible solution. It would require businesses to sign contracts to fulfill REE orders, establish mechanisms to allocate materials to promote national defense, and would authorize the President to oversee the REE market so that scarce materials are available for national defense. A solution suggested by the U.S. mining industry is for the United States to re-start mining REEs domestically to reduce the dependency on China sources. Similar efforts were initiated in Canada and Australia to rejuvenate their supplies, but these are still in the early stages of rebuilding the necessary infrastructure. The barriers to entry include large amounts of investment capital, advanced mining techniques, and dangerous environmental impact stipulations. There is also a need for greater domestic R&D effort on REE refining techniques as this capability is currently weak in the U.S. With such a long lead time for developing a solid domestic mining base, a combination of stockpiling supplies and building future capacities appears to be the most viable option for the U.S. defense industry to resolve REE security of supply concerns. 

When domestic mines are exploited, China prices will be pushed lower

Datta 11 (Shubh, 3/17/11, Fool, “China Likely to Lose Rare Earth Metal Market Dominance” http://www.fool.com/investing/general/2011/03/17/china-likely-to-lose-rare-earth-metal-market-domin.aspx MGE)

What needs to be done The recent surge in prices has caused companies such as Colorado's Molycorp (NYSE: MCP ) , Australia's Lynas, Toronto's Avalon Rare Metals (AMEX: AVL ) , Vancouver's Rare Element Resources (AMEX: REE ) , and Great Western Minerals Group to spring into action. These companies have started to redevelop mines that have the capacity to produce rare earth elements, but have so far remained in a dormant state because they take years to develop and are not environmentally friendly. This was why production of rare earth metals has more or less remained confined to China until now. The Japanese Ministry of Economy, Trade, and Industry had, in February, said that the major rare-earth-consuming countries such as the U.S., Japan, and the EU should come forward to boost supply and develop alternatives for rare earth elements, as prices continued to rise. Recently, while China banned rare earth exports to Japan, Japanese manufacturing giant Hitachi (NYSE: HIT ) said it had found a cheaper alternative to a rare earth metal, and it was able to develop a fully functioning motor using ferric oxide. Tweaking it a bit would allow it to use the oxide in hybrid cars. Foolish takeaway. When these mines start functioning fully as expected, China's dominance in this sector will diminish, pushing prices lower -- a boon for customers but potentially hazardous for producers. We'll have to see what happens. 

Companies are ready to mine once restrictions are removed

Homans 10 (Charles, 6/15/10, Foreign Policy, “Are Rare Earth Elements Actually Rare?” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/06/15/are_rare_earth_minerals_actually_rare MGE)

An April report from the U.S. Government Accountability Office found that developing a domestic supply would take seven to 15 years, but a U.S. congressman has introduced a bill that would try to speed things up with federal loan guarantees and other perks for mining companies. At least two North American companies are waiting in the wings: Molycorp Minerals, which bought the Mountain Pass mine in 2000 and hopes to have it up and running again soon, and Avalon Rare Metals, which wants to develop a very large deposit in Canada's Northwest Territories. If prices continue to rise, it could be enough for a handful of these smaller operators to turn a profit -- though probably not enough for anyone to tell stories of the Great Praseodymium Rush of 2011.

Congress must to end regulations and re-open mining.

Lifton 10 (Jack, Senior Fellow at the Institute for the Analysis of Global Security. He is an independent consultant, writer and lecturer focusing on the market fundamentals and end uses of the "technology metals," 1/12/10, Journal of Energy Security, “The Battle Over Rare Earth Metals,” http://www.ensec.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=228:the-battle-over-rare-earth-metals&catid=102:issuecontent&Itemid=355 MGE)

Mountain Pass was, as early as 1984, the largest rare earth mine in the world; it produced then fully one-third of all of the global supply of rare earths and 100% of the US demand for them. Mountain Pass has proven reserves of more than 30,000,000 tons of ore when measured using a lower cut-off grade of 7.6%. Much of the ore is at 9.5%, which means that at today’s American demand of 20,000 metric tons a year, Mountain Pass could provide "light" rare earths, lanthanum through samarium, in sufficient quantities to supply current demand for 150 years. If this mine were operating and its output were merged with other known US deposits containing “heavy rare earths,” such as dysprosium, terbium, and europium, in commercial quantities, then America would be self-sufficient in rare earths. It is important to note rare earth supply security may now be on an even keel with rapid return on investment as a driver for developing American domestic rare earth resources. Market forces are the preferred avenue to bringing US production of rare earth resources back online, but the issue is so vital to the US manufacturing sector and to US national security interests that Congress should address the it a priority. Indeed these observations catalyzed the proposed the Rare Earths Supply-Chain Technology and Resources Transformation Act of 2009 (RESTART Act) referenced earlier. China’s gradual reduction of its export of raw ores and ore concentrates has forced the rare earth refining, separating, metal and alloy production industries to move to China. Therefore investment in China and the employment of Chinese laborers and engineers is the surest way for a foreign company to assure a supply allocation of rare earths for its own end-use. The West has now been essentially denuded or contrarily has denuded itself of almost all its rare earth mine-to-market supply and value chains. Only some of the final assembly of permanent magnet using devices such as DC electric motors and electric generators for civilian use remain anywhere outside of China today. The US military and the allies it equips require that the final manufacture and assembly of all munitions or guidance devices and components be within the US or in an allied country such as the UK. Even so, rare earth metals — from which military components such as permanent magnet electric motors and generators, lasers, and infrared and sonar sensors are constructed all or in part — are exclusively imported from China and then alloyed and fabricated in the US or in another allied military contractor’s country. 

Domestic markets solve Chinese monopoly

Bogaisky 10 (Jeremy, writer for Forbes, Japan Works To Slip China’s Choke Hold On Rare Earth Metals, http://blogs.forbes.com/jeremybogaisky/2010/09/09/eroding-chinas-grip-on-rare-earth-metals/?boxes=financechannelforbes, 9/9/10, MM)

If China is trying to give its manufacturers a leg up by restricting exports of rare earth metals, it may find the advantage temporary. With prices spiking following the latest in a series of annual export quota reductions by Beijing earlier this summer, miners in the U.S., Australia and Vietnam have been scrambling to develop deposits of the essential industrial minerals. Now Japan’s Nikkei business daily reports that Japanese manufacturers are making progress on developing automotive and home appliance motors that don’t use rare earth metals. Hitachi has come up with an electric motor that uses a ferrite magnet made of the cheaper and more common ferric oxide. Meanwhile, the chemicals conglomerate Teijin and Tohoku University have co-developed a powerful magnet using a new composite made of iron and nitrogen. (To read the story, you’ll need a subscription to the Nikkei, which can be obtained here.) They still have a way to go before they’re ready for the market. Hitachi says its alternative achieves almost the same performance level as motors based on rare earth magnets–at 10% lower power consumption–but the company hasn’t developed a motor yet that is large enough for vehicles. The hard to procure rare earth metals, 17 in all, are vital for manufacturers, allowing for the production of the smaller, lighter motors and batteries that go into electric cars and handheld devices like cell phones. China produces over 90% of the world supply; in July it announced it would cut exports by 40%. China and Japan are the biggest users of rare earth metals. China says its export reductions are meant to protect the environment (production is messy) and national security; the cynical explanation is that restricting supplies could help Chinese manufacturers climb the value chain and gain market share in more sophisticated products. The restrictions have rung alarm bells in Tokyo as well as Washington, where the Department of Defense is studying the risks of reliance on China for materials that are widely used in weapons systems. The good news for the U.S. national security-wise is that Molycorp Minerals is set to reopen its Mountain Pass mine in California in 2012. At one point Mountain Pass produced a significant portion of the world’s rare earth oxides, but cheaper Chinese production led to its closure in the mid-1980s. The bad news: According to a GAO report released in April, it would take 15 years to develop the processing infrastructure to reestablish a domestic supply chain. 

Solvency – RESTART

RESTART ensures REE’s are institutionally prioritized. 

Gold Stock Trades 6/29 (6/29/11, Gold Stock Trades, “Will Rare Earth Stocks Be Hurt By Surprise Oil Release?” http://goldstocktrades.com/blog/2011/06/29/will-rare-earth-stocks-be-hurt-by-surprise-oil-release/ MGE)

Washington is beginning to take notice of the rare earth crisis affecting our most critical industries. It is apparent that the West will not be relying on trade sanctions alone to counter China’s export cuts of critical rare earths. Artificially lowering the price of oil is only a short term move and the US must move fast to find alternative energy sources. Rare earth assets in the US must progress rapidly or domestic high end users such as Apple(AAPL) and General Motors (GM) may face supply shortages. The President has set aside funds for 2012 to create a rare earth research hub. It is being modeled after the famous “Manhattan Project” where top scientists will be brought together to develop a rare earth supply chain. This will consist of targeting the top domestic development projects and creating a separation facility to manufacture the ore into a final product. This could potentially be a tonic to many of the North American rare earth miners who are developing the assets but need the government’s assistance to subsidize refining and separating capabilities. In the article Molycorp, Rare Earth Sector Sees Major Developments This Week, I mentioned that “Colorado Congressman Mike Coffman introduced the Rare Earth Supply-Chain Technology and Resource Transformation (RESTART) Act of 2011, which will give loans to the industry and speed up permitting.” These initiatives from Washington have been long overdue. The US needs to recapture this industry co-opted long ago by China. Fortunately important forces in the US are beginning to take action to regain the high ground. The Bin Laden Mission was a prime example of unintentionally revealing to the world one of the many uses of rare earths in top secret technologies. For the first time, the public became aware of the existence of a stealth helicopter. Stealth technology depends on rare earth oxides. The rare earths absorb the opposition’s laser wavelengths to avoid detection. We are witnessing only one of many hitherto unknown applications. Imagine the plethora of rare earth developments that await mankind. One can now begin to comprehend the significance of Congressman Mike Coffman’s urgency in stressing the importance of fast tracking the production of rare earths for our national security. There’s no better example of this than the indigenous mother-load of rich rare earth assets in our own country.

Provides domestic demand

Metal Miner 6/7 (6/7/11, Metal Miner, “US Rare Earth Public Policy Needs to Move From Studies to Actions” http://agmetalminer.com/2011/06/07/us-rare-earth-public-policy-needs-to-move-from-studies-to-actions/ MGE) 

“A lot of people are misperceiving what is being debated related to a stockpile,” Green said. “The only proposal on the table involves a new version of the RESTART Act (Rare Earths Supply Chain Technology and Resources Transformation (RESTART) Act of 2011) that calls for a 250-ton inventory of rare earth alloy and rare earth magnets.” The concept involves creating a small vendor-managed inventory that could be drawn down in a time of war. The “stockpile” would involve the government essentially buying up capacity from one of the US mining firms, as opposed to actually taking title and inventory. This approach, according to Green, provides critical domestic demand, a key component of re-starting US industry. An Incremental Approach – the RESTART Act Another approach, one that Green favors, was offered by Rep. Mike Coffman (R-Co.) as an amendment to the Fiscal Year 2012 National Defense Authorization Act. It requires the DOD to create a Rare Earth Inventory Plan that would explore risk mitigation for those individual elements expected to be in short supply like neodymium and dysprosium. This plan would be a follow-up to another congressionally mandated report, due to come out this summer, that essentially includes a supply and demand analysis by element for DOD. The Coffman amendment to the FY12 NDAA would require the Defense National Stockpile Center (now renamed Defense Logistics Agency Strategic Materials) to look at the elements in shorter supply and identify how the government plans on securing those elements and downstream value-added products such as metal, alloy and magnets. The amendment would only cover defense applications (not commercial), though the executive branch could take it further, should it so choose, according to Green.
RESTART would expedite permitting for mining

Glasco 11 (Timothy A., 5/6/11, Podesta Group, “An Issue of Rare Agreement in Washington: Rare Earth Elements Debate Critical to Health of US Economic and National Security” http://www.podesta.com/pulse/issue-rare-agreement-washington-rare-earth-elements-debate-critical-health-us-economic-and-nat MGE)

To address the growing concern about REE supply, a number of bills have been introduced in the previous and current congresses aimed at developing domestic US production of REEs. Additionally, several prominent Washington think tanks have hosted recent forums on the crisis, and more press coverage is slowly emerging as REE supply issues gain traction on the Hill. In April of this year, Rep. Mike Coffman (R-CO) introduced the Rare Earths Supply Chain Technology and Resources Transformation Act of 2011, hoping to assist US companies with meeting their needs for REEs while ensuring national security. The legislation would seek to expedite permitting to increase the development of domestic REEs without waiving environmental laws. It also calls for the establishment of a multi-agency task force to carry out this process, availability of federally backed loans for REE production, the appointment of executive agents for REEs and establishing a rare earth program at the US Geological Survey.

RESTART immediately get companies involved

Brown 11 (Josh, 4/11/11, Washington Times, “U.S. urged to mine ‘rare earth’ minerals for high-tech devices” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/apr/11/us-urged-to-mine-rare-earth-minerals/print/ MGE)

Rep. Mike Coffman, Colorado Republican, also introduced a bill last week that aims to boost rare earth mining operations and give the U.S. an edge in the industry. His Rare Earth Supply-Chain Technology and Resource Transformation bill would, among other items, direct federal agencies to expedite rare earth production permits, have the Defense Logistics Agency build a federal inventory through long-term supply contracts to boost domestic production, and offer federally backed loans to producers if private financing proves inadequate. "Our nation must act to protect our security interests with regard to rare earth elements," Mr. Coffman said in introducing his bill. "China is neither an ally of the United States nor is it a reliable trade partner when it comes to these strategic metals." The Coffman bill undoubtedly would benefit Colorado-based Molycorp Minerals, which is the largest U.S. supplier of rare earth elements. The company is hopeful that legislation will pass swiftly through Congress. "The reality we are facing is that there will be shortages [of rare earth elements] in 2011 to 2013," Molycorp spokesman Andy Davis told the AEI gathering. "Time is of the essence. The funding is definitely a challenge, [but] this is one of the few issues where you are not finding a blatantly partisan fight." The buzz about rare earth minerals has led Congress to ask Department of Defense officials to evaluate how much they rely on these elements and whether or not the shortage is an issue of national security, said Belva Martin, director of the acquisition and sourcing management team at the Government Accountability Office.

Solvency – DOD Restructure 

DOD restructuring solves. 

Weslosky 11 (Tracy, expert on rare earths whose articles have been cited by CNBC, PBS and Discovery,  Congressional Research Service Release a Report on Rare Earth Materials and US National Security, http://www.raremetalblog.com/2011/04/congressional-research-service-release-a-report-on-rare-earth-materials-and-us-national-security.html, 4/5/11, MM)

What short-term and long-term options might DOD consider in response to a lack of domestic production and China's continued dominance in this area? In addition to requiring DOD to assess rare earth supply chain vulnerability issues, Congress may want to consider alternatives including development of a domestic rare earths stockpile; government investment in rare earths production, including various aspects of its supply chain; and partnering with foreign allies to diversify rare earth sources and decrease dependence on China. Congress may encourage DOD to develop a collaborative, long-term, well-thought-out strategy designed to identify any material weaknesses and vulnerabilities associated with rare earths and to protect the long-term national security interests of the United States. 

DOD R&D funding solves monopoly on REE

Sadden 11 (Euan, researcher with Pike Research- a group that specializes in Cleantech Market Intelligence, Rare Earth Metals: Digging for Alternatives with New DOE Funding, http://www.pikeresearch.com/blog/articles/rare-earth-metals-digging-for-alternatives-with-new-doe-funding, 5/11/11, MM)

Rare earth metals with unique chemical and physical properties are an important part of the material composites crucial for prominent clean technology applications including electric vehicles, fuel cells, wind turbines, and energy efficient lighting. China currently accounts for 97% of rare earth production. In July, Beijing introduced new export quotas aimed at consolidating its fractured mining industry. Rare earth prices have subsequently skyrocketed. As a consequence, many large-scale consumers of REMs are examining new ways to reduce their REM expenditure and diversify their supply sources away from China. One way of achieving this is through greater investment in replacement technologies and metal compositions that reduce dependence on rare earth metals and oxides. Subsequently a number of companies are involved in the research and development of potential alternatives. For example, in January 2011 Toyota announced that it was developing a new type of induction motor that does not use any rare earth metals. Working in collaboration with Tesla Motors of California, Toyota has contributed $60 million toward the development of the new motor. According to Toyota, these new motors can be lighter and more efficient than the PM motors now used in hybrid vehicles, like the Toyota Prius. Development is understood to be at an “advanced stage.” By 2012, Toyota plans to release its RAV4 EV concept sport-utility vehicle with the induction motor supplied by Tesla Motors. Until recently, the majority of this activity has been seen in Japan where anxieties surrounding rare earths have been particularly high. However, last week the U.S. DOE announced that the Advanced Research Projects Agency-Energy (ARPA-E) will make $30 million available for early stage technology alternatives that greatly reduce or eliminate the need for scarce rare earths. The two relevant areas up for funding are EV batteries and wind power generators. However, the fourth round of ARPA-E funding will provide an additional $100 million for innovative research in biofuels, thermal energy storage, solar power electronics, and grid controls. This new American emphasis on developing rare earths alternatives is notable in that it represents the first real steps on the part of the U.S. government to shift the clean energy industry away from dependence on these increasingly costly resources. As prices continue to rise we expect to see further government engagement with respect to rare earth metals and the clean technology industry. 

Solvency – International Coop

Cooperation with allies is key

Rogers 11 (Will, analyst at CNAS, Summer Minerals Reading List: “Elements of Security: Mitigating the Risks of U.S. Dependence on Critical Minerals” and “Rare Earth Elements in National Defense: Background, Oversight Issues, and Options”, http://www.cnas.org/blogs/naturalsecurity/2011/06/summer-minerals-reading-list-elements-security-mitigating-risks-us-dep, 6/30/11, MM)

Not surprisingly there has been greater attention to critical minerals recently, including potential U.S. vulnerability with dependence on rare earth elements. The increased focus can, in part, be attributed to recent events in the South and East China Seas, where if you recall there was a tense diplomatic row between China and Japan last year that prompted Beijing to allegedly suspend exports of rare earth minerals to Japan. As the conversation about rare earths and U.S. vulnerabilities continues in Washington, there are two important reports that you should add to your minerals reading list. Last month, CNAS launched Christine Parthemore's new report, Elements of Security: Mitigating the Risks of U.S. Dependence on Critical Minerals. The report explores a range of potential vulnerabilities that stem from dependence on several minerals that the United States will need for defense supply chains and clean energy goals in the decades ahead and offers several cost-effective, proactive measures to prevent mineral issues from impinging on security, foreign policy and economic growth plans in the years ahead. Among the recommendations Christine makes, international cooperation figures prominently, including promoting information sharing with our international partners and U.S. companies that do business abroad. “For instance, more open dialogue can provide important information to companies on emerging government concerns and geopolitical trends that may affect their businesses,” Parthemore writes. A recent CRS report, Rare Earth Elements in National Defense: Background, Oversight Issues, and Options, offers another choice for the Department of Defense to leverage the relationships with our allies. According to that report, “Congress may encourage DOD to pursue joint ventures with other nations, as many other nations are seeking alternatives to a near total dependence on rare earths from China. These partnerships may take place at any stage of the supply chain.” Yet CRS rightly cautions that these international partnerships need to be developed carefully. “It is critical for DOD to consider the implications of sourcing utilized by these partner nations. For example, if DOD relies on a partner nation for rare earth metals, and that nation procures their oxides from China, this partnership may not provide the requisite security of supply.” 

There are more REE in international territories to meet the need. International coop solves.

Reuters 11 (Huge rare earth deposits found in Pacific: Japan experts, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/07/04/us-rareearth-japan-idUSTRE76300320110704, 7/4/11, MM)

Vast deposits of rare earth minerals, crucial in making high-tech electronics products, have been found on the floor of the Pacific Ocean and can be readily extracted, Japanese scientists said on Monday. "The deposits have a heavy concentration of rare earths. Just one square kilometer (0.4 square mile) of deposits will be able to provide one-fifth of the current global annual consumption," said Yasuhiro Kato, an associate professor of earth science at the University of Tokyo. The discovery was made by a team led by Kato and including researchers from the Japan Agency for Marine-Earth Science and Technology. They found the minerals in sea mud extracted from depths of 3,500 to 6,000 meters (11,500-20,000 ft) below the ocean surface at 78 locations. One-third of the sites yielded rich contents of rare earths and the metal yttrium, Kato said in a telephone interview. The deposits are in international waters in an area stretching east and west of Hawaii, as well as east of Tahiti in French Polynesia, he said. He estimated rare earths contained in the deposits amounted to 80 to 100 billion metric tons, compared to global reserves currently confirmed by the U.S. Geological Survey of just 110 million tonnes that have been found mainly in China, Russia and other former Soviet countries, and the United States. Details of the discovery were published on Monday in the online version of British journal Nature Geoscience. The level of uranium and thorium -- radioactive ingredients that are usually contained in such deposits that can pose environmental hazards -- was found to be one-fifth of those in deposits on land, Kato said. A chronic shortage of rare earths, vital for making a range of high-technology electronics, magnets and batteries, has encouraged mining projects for them in recent years. China, which accounts for 97 percent of global rare earth supplies, has been tightening trade in the strategic metals, sparking an explosion in prices. Japan, which accounts for a third of global demand, has been stung badly, and has been looking to diversify its supply sources, particularly of heavy rare earths such as dysprosium used in magnets. Kato said the sea mud was especially rich in heavier rare earths such as gadolinium, lutetium, terbium and dysprosium. "These are used to manufacture flat-screen TVs, LED (light-emitting diode) valves, and hybrid cars," he said. Extracting the deposits requires pumping up material from the ocean floor. "Sea mud can be brought up to ships and we can extract rare earths right there using simple acid leaching," he said. "Using diluted acid, the process is fast, and within a few hours we can extract 80-90 percent of rare earths from the mud." The team found that sites close to Hawaii and Tahiti were especially rich in rare earths, he said. He gave no estimate of when extraction of the materials from the seabed might start. 

Solvency – Stockpiling

Stockpile solves

Humphries 10 (Marc, analyst in energy policy for the CRS, Rare Earth Elements: The Global Supply Chain, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R41347.pdf, 9/30/10, MM)

Establish a Stockpile Establishing a government-run economic stockpile and/or private-sector stockpiles that would contain supplies of specific REE broadly needed for “green initiatives” and defense applications is a policy advocated by some in industry and government. This may be a prudent investment. Generally, stockpiles and stockpile releases could have an impact on prices and supply but would also ensure supplies of REE materials (oxides, metals, etc.) during times of normal supply bottlenecks. An economic stockpile could be costly and risky, as prices and technology may change the composition of REEs that are needed in the economy. According to USGS,34 DOD along with USGS is examining which of the REEs might be necessary in the National Defense Stockpile (NDS). In the recent past, NDS materials were stored for wartime use based on a three-year war scenario. Some of the rare earth elements contained in the National Defense Stockpile were sold off by 1998. However, rare earth elements were never classified as strategic minerals.35 DOD had stockpiled some yttrium but has since sold it off, and none of the REEs have been classified as strategic materials. A critical question for stockpile development would be: What materials along the supply chain should be stockpiled? For example, should the stockpile contain rare earth oxides or alloyed magnets which contain the REEs, or some combination of products? The National Research Council (NRC) has produced an in-depth report on minerals critical to the U.S. economy and offers its analysis as described here: “... most critical minerals are both essential in use (difficult to substitute for) and prone to supply restrictions.”36 While the NRC report is based on several availability criteria used to rank minerals for criticality (geological, technical, environmental and social, political, and economic), REEs were determined to be critical materials assessed at a high supply risk and the possibility of severe impacts if supplies were restricted. Some of the REE applications are viewed as more important than others and some are at greater risk than others, namely the Heavy Rare Earth Elements (HREEs), as substitutes are unavailable or not as effective.37 The federal government and private sectors are beginning to address how to secure reliable rare earth materials (raw materials through metals and alloys) from China and non-Chinese sources in the short term, and how to rebuild the U.S. supply chain for the long term. 

A2: Environmental Waste Turn

New techniques solve environmental problems. 

Bourzac 10 (Katherine, writer for  Technology Review- a periodical published by MIT, “US Undermining China's Monopoly on Rare Earth Elements,” http://www.technologyreview.com/energy/26980/page1/, 12/22/10, MM)

Molycorp has secured the permits and funding needed to restart production at a mine in Mountain Pass, California, that would become the first U.S. source of rare earth elements in more than a decade. The mine is one of the world's richest deposits of these elements, which are critical for making components found in a wide range of technologies. On Tuesday, the company announced that it will partner with Hitachi Metals of Japan to turn materials from the mine into high-strength magnets, which are vital in electric vehicles, wind turbines, and many other products. China currently has a lock on the market for rare earth materials: in 2009 it provided 95 percent of the world's supply, or 120,000 tons. This concentration of supply has become a major issue in recent months, particularly after China temporarily blocked exports of these materials to Japan in September. A Critical Materials Strategy document issued by the U.S. Department of Energy last week points to the "risk of supply disruption" in the short term. Worldwide demand for rare earth elements was 125,000 tons in 2010 and is expected to rise to 225,000 tons by 2015. The mine is a 50-acre open pit about 50 miles outside Las Vegas, surrounded by a stark landscape of red-brown mountains, Joshua trees, and the occasional cactus. Molycorp has begun draining groundwater that seeps into the bottom of the pit and removing areas of rock called "overburden" to expose a layer of bastnäsite, a mineral rich in rare earth elements. Expansion of operations will push the mine from a depth of 500 feet to 1,000 feet in the coming years. By 2012, the revamped U.S. mine is expected to produce around 20,000 tons of rare earth materials per year. Molycorp plans to use new processing techniques that it claims are more environmentally friendly and less expensive than conventional methods. The Mountain Pass mine used to be the world's biggest supplier of rare earth elements, but it closed in 2004, after a 1998 wastewater leak and the arrival of Chinese suppliers that offered lower prices. (One reason for the lower prices is that nearly half the rare earths produced in China are made as a by-product of iron mining.) Molycorp expects to sell about 3,000 tons of rare earths this year, produced from ore stockpiled before the mine was closed. It is also gearing up for active mining, with financial support from an initial public offering this summer and recent investment from Japanese firm Sumimoto. The company's total projected production could meet the current demand for rare earths in the United States. Molycorp has not disclosed who its customers will be, but CEO Mark Smith said on a tour of the mine last week that it has inked contracts to sell 25 percent of the 20,000 tons of material it expects to produce during the first year of full-scale operations, in 2012, and has letters of intent to sell the rest. "We're focused on the U.S., Japanese, and European markets," he said.
Politics NB

Domestic Mining Popular; bipartisan support

Lasley 6/26, Shane, former placer miner and freelance writer, has taken on the job of publisher and news editor for the monthly newspaper, “Mining News: Critical minerals bills land in Congress; Murkowski, Lamborn introduce legislation aimed at bolstering domestic mining of elements most vital to the U.S. economy, security” 2011 NM

Inclusive bill draws bipartisan support Two of the primary objectives of the critical minerals legislation Murkowski introduced to the Senate on May 26 is to direct the U.S. Geological Survey to compile a list of any and all minerals vital to the U.S. and establish a comprehensive set of policies that ensure the nation is able to meet its own mineral needs. Introducing S. 1113, Murkowski wrote, “Minerals shape our daily lives, our standard of living, and our ability to prosper. We rely on minerals for everything from the smallest computer chips to the tallest skyscrapers, and yet the United States somehow lacks clear policies to ensure an affordable and abundant domestic supply. The ‘Critical Minerals Policy Act’ will help solve that problem by modernizing our policies for production, processing, environmental protection, manufacturing and recycling. Through this act, we will ensure more opportunities for domestic jobs, technological innovation, increased national security and greater competitiveness.” S. 1113 includes provisions related to: • Designations – creates a process for designating minerals as critical based upon a review of potential supply restrictions and the importance of their use. • Policy – articulates a statement of policy regarding presidential leadership on the critical minerals supply chain. • Resource assessment – seeks an updated assessment of critical mineral resources located in the United States, in coordination with state geologic surveys. • Permitting – establishes working group to review permitting, quantify delays, assess environmental protections and recommend improvements. • Manufacturing – facilitates memoranda of agreement between states and the federal government on coordinated permitting for manufacturing facilities. • Recycling and alternatives – authorizes research to promote the efficient use and recycling of critical minerals as well as alternatives to them. • Analysis and forecasting – builds upon existing capabilities to provide more forward-looking analyses of critical mineral supply chain trends. • Education and workforce – provides workforce assessments, curriculum development, worker training and associated grant authorizations. • International cooperation – reaffirms interagency coordination to share critical mineral information and practices via diplomatic channels. “It’s my hope that a transparent and inclusive process – designed to gather feedback from stakeholders even prior to the bill’s introduction – will lead to a common-sense bill that draws broad, bipartisan support,” Murkowski said. The Republican senator, who came out on top of rivals as a write-in candidate during the 2010 general election, drew support to her legislation from both sides of the aisle, with Democrats making up eight of the bill’s 17 original co-sponsors. “Our dependence on foreign sources for critical minerals is unacceptable. The bipartisan ‘Critical Minerals Policy Act’ ensures the American critical mineral supply is stable and affordable to support next-generation manufacturing,” said Sen. Kay Hagan, D-North Carolina. “The legislation includes my Powering America’s Lithium Production Act, which increases domestic production of advanced lithium products that will power the cars and smart grid of the future. With gas prices sky high, it’s more vital than ever to support clean energy research and development.” For nearly half a century, starting in the early 1950s, the world’s primary source of lithium was North Carolina, much of it from a mine in the town of Kings Mountain. REEs on lawmakers’ minds. 
Domestic rare earth development popular

Krause 10 (Richard, writer for Investor’s Business Daily, House Passes Rare Earth Bill; Republicans Seek More Mining, http://blogs.investors.com/click/index.php/home/60-tech/2023-house-passes-rare-earth-bill-republicans-seek-more-mining, 9/30/10, MM)

The House of Representatives on Tuesday passed the Rare Earths and Critical Materials Revitalization Act, which aims to increase U.S. production of the critical commodities. All but one of the votes cast against the bill were by Republicans, including Rep. Jerry Lewis, R.-Calif., says Tech Law Journal. Molycorp’s Mountain Pass mine lies in his district. In July, Molycorp raised nearly $400 million in an initial public offering. Molycorp has renewed production of some rare earth elements — but from stockpiles. The mine was closed in 2002 because of environmental concerns. Molycorp aims to have a new land use permit approved by year-end, says a Morgan Stanley research note. Molycorp plans to break ground on new construction in early 2011 and move into full production in 2013. Republicans who voted nay on Tuesday said the legislation didn’t do enough to open up public lands to new mining. The bill, sponsored by Rep. Kathy Dahlkemper, D-Pa., authorizes the Department of Energy to study U.S. needs, worldwide supply trends and alternative materials. The Senate won’t consider legislation until after November’s election. It could be influenced by an upcoming report on rare earth element supply risks from the Department of Defense, says Morgan Stanley. Meanwhile, Molycorp shares were up more than 6% midday, rising 2.8% on Wednesday after tumbling 10.6% on Tuesday. 
***AFF Answers

No Solvency

CP can’t solve – too many State restrictions

Kidela 5/17 (Kidela Capital Group, research, consulting and communications firm, 5/17/11, “No Shortage of Rules for Rare Earth Miners in America” http://www.kidela.com/kidela/no-shortage-of-rules-for-rare-earth-miners-in-america MGE)

Where these laws regulate mining operations on Federal lands, there are also laws which regulate mining in national forest lands. All mines must comply with provisions of the Clean Water and Clean Air Acts, both of which have detailed regulations for the use and disposal of mining waste. Further acts that can be triggered by mines and the wastes that are generated from their operations include the Safe Drinking Water Act, The Water Quality Act Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, and the Comprehensive Response Compensation and Liability Act. Each of these acts requires prior review or an assessment process prior to any mining work and can often take years to undertake. On top of all this, there are numerous state statutes that also affect mining. Most states require permits be obtained prior to commencement of mining activities; permits that require environmental assessments not only of the design and operation of the mine, but require specific plans for closure and reclamation when the mine is no longer viable.9 Companies may also be required to monitor a mine for many years after closure. Most states also have laws that hold mine companies liable for any environmental damage caused by mine wastes on adjacent properties or to water supplies, performance, closure, and reclamation standards, and may impose monitoring requirements. 

Mines don’t have enough REEs

Green 10 (Jeff, 11/9/10, US Magnetic Materials Association, “USMMA Welcomes USGS Report on Rare Earths, Offers Clarifying Comments” http://www.usmagneticmaterials.com/press-releases/USMMA-November2010-PR.pdf MGE)

In its 2008 Minerals Yearbook, USGS cites U.S. imports of REE material at over 20,000 tons. Thus, based on USGS’ own data, the United States runs a material shortfall of about 10,000 tons annually – a shortfall which carries over from year to year. o This figure from 2008 does not consider rapidly increasing domestic demand associated with REE-dependent “green technologies” like hybrid electric vehicles, nickel-metal hydride batteries, and wind turbines, which stands to further exacerbate the existing U.S. supply shortage. • The press release accompanying the report states that domestic deposits have the potential to meet U.S. demand but fails to clarify that many of these deposits are not economically viable, potentially creating a false sense of security. 
Not enough deposits, and stockpiling has empirically failed

Worthington 11 (David, 2/18/11, Smart Planet, “Experts: U.S. cannot mine enough rare earth minerals” http://www.smartplanet.com/blog/intelligent-energy/experts-us-cannot-mine-enough-rare-earth-minerals/4900 MGE)

The U.S. can’t dig its way out of its rare earth minerals shortage. Instead, increased government investments are necessary to foster the development of alternatives, experts groups concluded in a joint study. The American Physical Society (APS) and Materials Research Society were unanimous in calling for broader research into new materials and increased electronics recycling. The study was released to lawmakers today. Ask as they may, the U.S. House of Representatives seems unlikely to oblige. The House majority’s FY 2011 discretionary budget proposal dramatically reduces government spending for the sciences by 33 percent, the APS reports. House Republicans have committed to cut US$100 billion in government spending, with the possibility of further cuts to come. Washington’s nascent austerity politics puts the experts at loggerheads with policy makers: the study saw no away around greater government involvement. The Associated Press quoted Robert Jaffe, co-chair of the joint study group and professor at Massachusetts Institute of Technology, as saying, ”We do not recommend economic stockpiling, which we believe is a disincentive to innovation and has backfired in the past.” Jaffe continued, “After all, many of these elements are not even found in significant deposits in the United States so mining independence doesn’t even make sense.” 

Domestic production and protectionism is not sustainable

Parthemore 11 (Christine, Fellow at the Center for a New American Security (CNAS), where she directs the Natural Security Program and the Natural Security Blog, June 2011, Center for New American Security, “Elements of Security Mitigating the Risks of U.S. Dependence on Critical Minerals” http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/CNAS_Minerals_Parthemore.pdf MGE)

In making policy choices, policymakers should embrace one key principle: avoid blanket protectionism. While supporting domestic production may be a useful remedial action for some specific minerals, domestic production is not a panacea. Often, protectionist tendencies reflect a misdiagnosis of U.S. mineral problems as a result of import dependence, which this report shows is not the core problem in most cases. Moreover, protectionism could be an overly narrow policy solution that would not mitigate other serious risks. Since increased domestic production is not always possible or economical for all minerals, some dependence on imports is unavoidable. 
Doesn’t solve – we’d still be dependent on China

 Lifton 10 (Jack, Senior Fellow at the Institute for the Analysis of Global Security. He is an independent consultant, writer and lecturer focusing on the market fundamentals and end uses of the "technology metals," 1/12/10, Journal of Energy Security, “The Battle Over Rare Earth Metals,” http://www.ensec.org/index.php?option=com_content&view=article&id=228:the-battle-over-rare-earth-metals&catid=102:issuecontent&Itemid=355 MGE)

Also equal to supply concerns regarding rare earths is the fact that even if tomorrow the US would restart the mining of heavy rare earths it lacks the capacity to refine these elements. Thus, should the United States begin to mine its heavy rare earth oxides, it would still be dependent on overseas refineries for further elemental and alloy processing.

CP Links to Politics 
Congress does not support acquisition of REE’s

Grasso 6/8 – Specialist in Defense Acquisition (6/08/11, Valerie, “Rare Earth Elements in National Defense: Background, Oversight Issues, and Options for Congress,” http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R41744.pdf)

Some Members of Congress have expressed concern over U.S. acquisition of rare earth elements used in various components of defense weapon systems. Rare earths consist of 17 elements on the periodic table, including 15 elements beginning with atomic number 57 (lanthanum) and extending through number 71 (lutetium), as well as two other elements having similar properties (yttrium and scandium). These are referred to as “rare” because although relatively abundant in total quantity, they appear in low concentrations in the earth’s crust and extraction and processing is both difficult and costly. From the 1960s to the 1980s, the United States was the leader in global rare earth production. Since then, production has shifted almost entirely to China, in part due to lower labor costs and lower environmental standards. China now produces about 97% of rare earth oxides, is the only exporter of commercial quantities of rare earth refined metals, and is the majority producer of the world’s two strongest magnets (samarium cobalt (SmCo) and neodymium iron boron (NeFeB) permanent rare earth magnets). However, Molycorp, Inc., a U.S. company with mining operations in Mountain Pass, CA, recently announced that it will restart mining in 2012 and has secured the final permits needed to build a rare earth manufacturing facility, now scheduled to open in 2012. Molycorp produces rare earth oxides and recently announced a cooperative research and development agreement with the U.S. Department of Energy’s Ames Laboratory. The Molycorp-Ames effort will focus on developing new methods to create commercial-grade, rare earth permanent magnets. Recently, a series of events and press reports have highlighted what some refer to as the rare earth “crisis.” Policymakers are concerned with the nearly total U.S. dependence on China for rare earth elements, including oxides, phosphors, metals, alloys, and magnets, and its implications for U.S. national security. The rare earth element supply chain cuts across the manufacturing, defense, and science and technology sectors of the global economy. Because some Members of Congress see a reliable domestic supply chain as critical to maintaining existing and acquiring new defense weapons systems, they support development of a domestic source for rare earth elements. Other policymakers see alternative rare earth sources (outside of China) as a way to mitigate the lack of domestic mining and manufacturing. The “crisis” for many policymakers is not that China has cut its rare earth exports and appears to be restricting the world’s access to rare earths, but that the United States has lost its domestic capacity to produce strategic and critical materials. The Department of Defense (DOD) is examining whether there is a supply chain vulnerability issue. No one knows what percentage of rare earths are used for DOD purposes; it has been estimated that DOD uses less than 10% of domestic rare earth consumption. However, no firm estimates are currently available. Congress has mandated that the Secretary of Defense, pursuant to the Ike Skelton National Defense Authorization Act for FY2011 (P.L. 111-383), conduct an assessment of the rare earth supply chain issues and develop a plan to address any vulnerabilities. Congress may use its oversight role to seek more complete answers to the following important questions: • Is there a rare earth material vulnerability that will affect national security? • Does dependence on foreign sources alone for rare earths pose a national security problem? What are the factors to consider when determining the extent to which import dependence for rare earths may pose a threat to economic or national security? • Are there substitutes for rare earths that are economic, efficient, and available? • What short- and long-term options might DOD consider in response to a lack of domestic production and China’s continued dominance in this area? In addition to requiring DOD to assess rare earth supply chain vulnerability, Congress may want to consider alternatives including • development of a domestic rare earths stockpile; • government investment in rare earths production, including aspects of the supply chain; and • partnering with foreign allies to diversify rare earth sources and decrease dependence on China. Congress may encourage DOD to develop a collaborative, long-term, well-thought-out strategy designed to identify any material weaknesses and vulnerabilities associated with rare earths and to protect long-term U.S. national security interests.

Congress wants to keep mines unavailable 

Washington Times 11 (1/7/11, Washinton Times, “Facing reality on our rare-earth policies” Lexis MGE)

 Worse, Mr. Lee's analysis was done in 1994. Tens of millions more acres have been locked up since then in wilderness, park, preserve, wildlife refuge, wilderness study and other restrictive land-use categories, or simply made unavailable by bureaucratic fiat or foot-dragging. And the White House, Interior Department, Congress and eco-activists are hell-bent on making even more prospects unavailable.

How ironic. First these eco-ideologues lock up the raw materials. Then they impose "renewable energy standards" that require the very materials they've locked up and which were rarely needed until now. Then they go bellyaching to the WTO when China decides to slash its raw material exports, create manufacturing jobs in the Middle Kingdom and sell us its shiny, new wind turbines, solar panels, magnets, batteries and compact fluorescent lamp light bulbs.

House of representatives doesn’t support it

Worthington 11 (David, 2/18/11, Smart Planet, “Experts: U.S. cannot mine enough rare earth minerals” http://www.smartplanet.com/blog/intelligent-energy/experts-us-cannot-mine-enough-rare-earth-minerals/4900 MGE)

The U.S. can’t dig its way out of its rare earth minerals shortage. Instead, increased government investments are necessary to foster the development of alternatives, experts groups concluded in a joint study. The American Physical Society (APS) and Materials Research Society were unanimous in calling for broader research into new materials and increased electronics recycling. The study was released to lawmakers today. Ask as they may, the U.S. House of Representatives seems unlikely to oblige. The House majority’s FY 2011 discretionary budget proposal dramatically reduces government spending for the sciences by 33 percent, the APS reports. House Republicans have committed to cut US$100 billion in government spending, with the possibility of further cuts to come. Washington’s nascent austerity politics puts the experts at loggerheads with policy makers: the study saw no away around greater government involvement. The Associated Press quoted Robert Jaffe, co-chair of the joint study group and professor at Massachusetts Institute of Technology, as saying, ”We do not recommend economic stockpiling, which we believe is a disincentive to innovation and has backfired in the past.” Jaffe continued, “After all, many of these elements are not even found in significant deposits in the United States so mining independence doesn’t even make sense.”
Waste DA

Waste from mining destroys the possibility of beating China – makes impact inevitable

Homans 10 (Charles, 6/15/10, Foreign Policy, “Are Rare Earth Elements Actually Rare?” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2010/06/15/are_rare_earth_minerals_actually_rare MGE)

But the limited supply of the minerals in the marketplace is the result of economics and environmental concerns, not scarcity. Even with iPads flying off the shelves and high-end electric cars on showroom floors, the world consumes only a tiny amount of rare earth -- about 130,000 metric tons of it a year, or just over a tenth of the amount of copper produced last February alone. Market forecasters expect the global trade in rare earths to reach $2 billion to $3 billion by 2014, but even that amounts to barely 1 percent of today's iron market. And rare earth elements aren't actually worth very much at the mine -- most of their market value is added in the refining process. There are also the environmental hazards. Rare-earth mining produces radioactive waste, and dealing with it in the United States and Canada requires a lot of permitting and expensive mitigation efforts -- the sort of thing that puts North American producers at a disadvantage to less scrupulously monitored operations in China. As a result, though prices have jumped in recent years, mining rare earth is still orders of magnitude less lucrative than copper or iron; for the big mining companies, it simply isn't worth the effort.

*** Naval Hegemony CP***
Navy Expansion CP 1NC
Text: The United States federal government should substantially expand the size and capability of the Navy.  
The CP solves American Primacy – 

Space is insignificant compared to naval power. The CP solves deterrence, global economy, alliances, trade, and war fighting. 

Ealgen and McGrath 5/16, Mackenzie Eaglen is Research Fellow for National Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation. Bryan McGrath is a retired naval officer and the Director of Delex Consulting, Studies and Analysis in Vienna, Virginia. On active duty, he commanded the destroyer USS Bulkeley (DDG 84) and served as the primary author of the current maritime strategy. (5/16/11, Mackenzie, Bryan, “Thinking about A Day Without US Sea Power: Implications for US defense Policies” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/05/Thinking-About-a-Day-Without-Sea-Power-Implications-for-US-Defense-Policy) AT
Abstract: America is a maritime power, and a strong U.S. Navy is both in America’s long-term interest and essential to the nation’s prosperity. Yet U.S. sea power is in decline. If not reversed, this decline could pass the tipping point, leaving the country economically and strategically unable to reverse course, which would have profound economic and geopolitical consequences. Members of Congress and the Navy need to work together to develop long-range technology road maps, foster innovation, and properly fund and manage shipbuilding to ensure that the future Navy has the size and capabilities needed to protect and advance U.S. interests around the world. Not since the end of World War II has America more urgently needed honest and clear thinking about its enduring national interests and a bipartisan commitment to build up the civilian and military capabilities necessary to protect them. Yet Washington is increasingly looking inward. Policymakers spend enormous energy arguing about tactics without thinking about strategy. They react to today’s events rather than planning for the future. Without a common purpose and driven by the desire to save money, they take steps that will reduce military spending in the short term but vastly increase the danger and cost to America in the long term. The margins of U.S. military superiority are narrowing for every military service and in every domain. After the Cold War, military overmatch had seemingly become an American birthright and helped to uphold the implicit contract that most Americans have had with the all-volunteer military: that U.S. forces would never be put in a “fair fight.” This is simply no longer the case, as indicated by America’s recent experience in Iraq and Afghanistan and potential challenges from Iran and China. Before some of America’s core defense capabilities disappear without discussion or debate, Congress and the services would be wise to step back and examine the costs and benefits of these long-held capabilities, many of which are fundamental to U.S. military primacy. Understanding a world without these U.S. advantages will highlight their essential role both in creating and maintaining the economic and geopolitical position that America enjoys today and in fostering U.S. prosperity in the future. Congress should use this thought exercise to inform its oversight of the services and to restore the legislative branch’s legitimate role in policymaking. Providing Security That Protects and Bolsters the U.S. Economy Modern American sea power—represented for the purposes of this paper by the U.S. Navy and its expeditionary land force, the U.S. Marine Corps—is the most flexible, adaptable, useful, and powerful naval force the world has ever known. The ascendance of American sea power since the fall of the Soviet Union has been so benign and complete that many nations have forgone traditional investments in their own naval forces,[1] confident in the peace and stability provided by the United States or convinced of the futility of trying to challenge so powerful a force head-on: [T]he strong tendency toward counterhegemonic balancing in the European system during the last five centuries has not been replicated in the global maritime system. High concentrations of naval power (and in the economic correlates of naval power) tend to generate alliances with the leading power rather than against it. The decision of many of the strongest powers in the contemporary system to ally with the United States rather than against it in the Cold War and post–Cold War periods is fully consistent with behavior in the global system for the last five centuries.[2] The overwhelming majority of world commerce moves virtually unmolested across the great expanse of the maritime commons. This is as near a “given” on the international scene as can be conjured. So engrained is this sense of security in the free flow of goods across the world’s oceans that the activities of a relatively insignificant group of brigands off the East African coast have caught the world’s attention, forcing many to consider for the first time the impact of sea power on their lives. American sea power is taken for granted. Policymakers in the United States, friendly and allied governments, executive officers of international conglomerates, and would-be competitors are all affected by the daily operations of the world’s most pervasive and successful naval power, but few ever consider what the world would be like without it. Exploring this question is the central aim of this paper. The U.S. Air Force recently considered the operational implications of a “Day Without Space.” The exercise vividly demonstrated the U.S. military’s dependence on the communications and surveillance infrastructure provided by the nation’s satellites. Out of operational necessity, forces turned to backup networks, some of which current operators had long since forgotten how to operate nimbly. This eye-opening exercise has caused military planners to think more profoundly about air operations in a space-denied environment. However, as difficult as such operations may have been, backups were available. These backups may have become technologically outmoded and may be less secure from enemy intrusion, and their operators may need to call upon skills long since atrophied, but in the end, the backups existed. Implications of the Loss of Preponderant Sea Power Poverty, econ, deterrence How the United States might replace its preponderant sea power—if that day ever comes—seems less straightforward. Indeed, the question seems almost ludicrous. The United States is a maritime nation, bordered by two oceans and for much of its history protected by them. Over the past 60 years, the oceans have been highways for worldwide trade that has helped to lift more than a billion people out of poverty,[3] and those sea lanes have been patrolled by the U.S. Navy, the world’s preeminent naval power. The U.S. Navy’s global presence has added immeasurably to U.S. economic vitality and to the economies of America’s friends and allies, not to mention those of its enemies. World wars, which destroyed Europe and much of East Asia, have become almost incomprehensible thanks to the “nuclear taboo” and preponderant American sea power. If these conditions are removed, all bets are off. For more than five centuries, the global system of trade and economic development has grown and prospered in the presence of some dominant naval power. Portugal, Spain, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and now the U.S. have each taken a turn as the major provider of naval power to maintain the global system. Each benefited handsomely from the investment: [These navies], in times of peace, secured the global commons and ensured freedom of movement of goods and people across the globe. They supported global trading systems from the age of mercantilism to the industrial revolution and into the modern era of capitalism. They were a gold standard for international exchange. These forces supported national governments that had specific global agendas for liberal trade, the rule of law at sea, and the protection of maritime commerce from illicit activities such as piracy and smuggling.[4] A preponderant naval power occupies a unique position in the global order, a special seat at the table, which when unoccupied creates conditions for instability. Both world wars, several European-wide conflicts, and innumerable regional fights have been fueled by naval arms races, inflamed by the combination of passionate rising powers and feckless declining powers. This thought experiment cannot go so far as to conjure “a day without the U.S. Navy,” because it strains credulity to believe the nation would ever do without one. Yet for much of its history, the country had little more than a coastal defense force. In other periods, America has maintained small, far-flung cruising squadrons that in no way compare to the combat power arrayed continuously in the Middle East and the Western Pacific for the past two decades. The relevant question is: “What would a day without preponderant American sea power be like?” Building the current level of American sea power has taken enormous resources and many decades,[5] and the size of the fleet is not likely to be dramatically reduced in the near term. More likely, incremental cuts based on faulty premises and a lack of strategic direction will, over time, diminish American sea power as the country’s vision of itself becomes more modest and its sense of destiny and centrality is reduced. While ill-considered procurement reductions will slowly reduce the number of ships and aircraft in the Navy, financial decisions could also erode the Navy’s ability to deploy credible and relevant forces persistently, regardless of how many ships the Navy may have. Today’s Navy is experiencing extreme levels of stress. [6] While the fleet has shrunk by about 15 percent since 1998,[7] the number of ships deployed overseas has remained constant at about 100. Each ship goes to sea longer and more often, resulting in problems such as the well-publicized shortfalls in surface ship condition.[8] With no surge capacity left in the fleet, each new casualty ripples through the schedules of dozens of ships. With the end of supplemental funding, Navy maintenance funding will be cut by almost 20 percent this year. In this context, a relatively small additional reduction in maintenance funding could render a Navy with 250–280 ships capable of keeping only 50 to 60 ships at sea. Even if the Navy can sustain today’s number of ships or even grow slightly over the next decade as predicted by current Navy shipbuilding plans, the fleet will increasingly be composed of smaller and less capable littoral combat ships and logistics ships, such as Joint High Speed Vessels. This trend toward a fleet for engagement and maritime security could be enabled by the country’s increasingly modest vision of itself and the erosion of its sense of destiny and centrality. With ship design times of 20 years or longer and service lives of up to 50 years, the fleet could degrade to a point at which the country will be economically and strategically unable to reverse course. The nation and the most versatile element of its military power would then continue to decline to second-rate status. An absolute decline in American sea power would probably span decades, but the examples of the Soviet Union and previous naval powers unable to deploy and maintain a robust fleet demonstrate how rapidly a navy can become hollow and unable to influence events abroad. 

Solvency – Funding Key

Funding navy key to naval power which is key to US prosperity. Lack of naval power causes emboldening of adversaries and loss of leadership.  
Ealgen and McGrath 5/16, Mackenzie Eaglen is Research Fellow for National Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation. Bryan McGrath is a retired naval officer and the Director of Delex Consulting, Studies and Analysis in Vienna, Virginia. On active duty, he commanded the destroyer USS Bulkeley (DDG 84) and served as the primary author of the current maritime strategy. (5/16/11, Mackenzie, Bryan, “Thinking about A Day Without US Sea Power: Implications for US defense Policies” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/05/Thinking-About-a-Day-Without-Sea-Power-Implications-for-US-Defense-Policy) AT
Conclusion Financing the future Navy fleet is simply common sense for a maritime power. A strong Navy is in America’s long-term interest and essential to the nation’s prosperity. Failure to invest in the fleet, reverse its decline, and maintain steady growth in the number of ships in the Navy’s inventory will only embolden U.S. adversaries. History has seen more than one great naval power (e.g., Spain, Portugal, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom) become a shadow of its former self when it failed to maintain its maritime preeminence. It is difficult to imagine that the nation desires such a decline—and even more difficult to accept that Congress and the Administration are letting it happen.
Solvency – Hegemony 
Naval power is the largest internal link to leadership and deterrence. 

Ealgen and McGrath 6/6, Mackenzie Eaglen is Research Fellow for National Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation. Bryan McGrath is a retired naval officer and the Director of Delex Consulting, Studies and Analysis in Vienna, Virginia. On active duty, he commanded the destroyer USS Bulkeley (DDG 84) and served as the primary author of the current maritime strategy. (6/6/11, Mackenzie, Bryan, “A Day Without US Sea Power” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Commentary/2011/06/A-Day-Without-US-Seapower) AT 
Back to 2011: How might we arrive at this same abysmal state of naval readiness absent a crippling world financial crisis? By continuing down the path that we are on now. Changes in world naval power tend to play out over decades, and by the time action is taken to arrest decline, it could easily be too late. Some steps that might be taken to preclude this fate include: Recapturing innovation and a sound industrial base. Congress can still prevent the loss of innovation in defense-related research and development. Members should already be alarmed that the U.S. military has no manned aircraft under development, a first in the history of aviation. Similarly, no surface ships or attack submarines are in the design phase. With development cycles lasting 20 years or longer, elected leaders need to ensure the Defense Department is not losing access to critical skills that will be needed to imagine and build the next generation of ships, aircraft, sensors, and weapons for the U.S. Navy. Developing a long-term research and development plan. After numerous studies and a half-dozen shipbuilding plans, Navy leaders have correctly concluded that the United States needs a larger fleet—not simply in numbers of ships and aircraft, but also in terms of increased network capability, longer range, and increased persistence. Navy leaders recognize that the United States is quickly losing its monopolies on guided weapons and the ability to project power. Precision munitions (guided rockets, artillery, mortars, and missiles) and battle networks are proliferating, while advances in radar and electro-optical technology are increasingly rendering stealth capabilities less effective. Congress should demand long-range technology road maps, including a science and technology plan and a research and development plan for the U.S. Navy. These plans should broadly outline future investments, capabilities, and requirements. Getting the fleet size right. Congress should direct the Navy to provide a “resource unconstrained” fleet composition appropriate to meeting the requirements of A Cooperative Strategy for 21st Century Seapower, the Navy’s 2007 maritime strategy. The study should include an analysis of the capabilities and missions called for in the strategy and identify which are at risk, given current and planned fleet size and resources. This study should include options for additional forward stationing of U.S. Navy vessels and proposals for new classes of ships designed specifically for low-end naval presence missions. Without this type of strategy-driven analysis by Navy leaders, Congress will continue to struggle to determine where to apply diminishing resources within the defense budget and how to justify the additional investments needed in higher-priority areas. America is a maritime nation, and our Navy is the most visible and effective symbol of our national power and strength overseas. Washington decision-makers should recognize the impact and influence of forces that are as useful in peacetime in deterring conflict as they are in wartime while pursuing it. And they need to recognize it before it’s too late.
US hegemony declining, increase naval power key to minimize risk of interstate conflict and keeping peace within the Indian Ocean. 

Kaplan 9, National Correspondent for The Atlantic and a Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security, in Washington, D.C., is writing a book on the Indian Ocean, Distinguished Visiting Professor in National Security at the U.S. Naval Academy (3/16/09, Robert D., “Rivalry in the Indian Ocean” http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2009/03/rivalry_in_the_indian_ocean.html) AT
Owing to the debilitating U.S.-led wars in Afghanistan and Iraq, headlines in recent years have been dominated by discussions about land forces and counterinsurgency. But with 75 percent of the earth's population living within 200 miles of the sea, the world's military future may well be dominated by naval (and air) forces operating over vast regions. And to a greater extent than the other armed services, navies exist to protect economic interests and the system in which these interests operate. Aware of how much the international economy depends on sea traffic, U.S. admirals are thinking beyond the fighting and winning of wars to responsibilities such as policing a global trading arrangement. They are also attuned to the effects that a U.S. military strike against Iran would have on maritime commerce and the price of oil. With such concerns in mind, the U.S. Navy has for decades been helping to secure vital chokepoints in the Indian Ocean, often operating from a base on the British atoll of Diego Garcia, a thousand miles south of India and close to major sea-lanes. And in October 2007, it implied that it was seeking a sustained forward presence in the Indian Ocean and the western Pacific but no longer in the Atlantic -- a momentous shift in overall U.S. maritime strategy. The document Marine Corps Vision and Strategy 2025 also concluded that the Indian Ocean and its adjacent waters will be a central theater of global conflict and competition this century. Yet as the challenges for the United States on the high seas multiply, it is unclear how much longer U.S. naval dominance will last. At the end of the Cold War, the U.S. Navy boasted about 600 warships; it is now down to 279. That number might rise to 313 in the coming years with the addition of the new "littoral combat ships," but it could also drop to the low 200s given cost overruns of 34 percent and the slow pace of shipbuilding. Although the revolution in precision-guided weapons means that existing ships pack better firepower than those of the Cold War fleet did, since a ship cannot be in two places at once, the fewer the vessels, the riskier every decision to deploy them. There comes a point at which insufficient quantity hurts quality. Meanwhile, by sometime in the next decade, China's navy will have more warships than the United States'. China is producing and acquiring submarines five times as fast as is the United States. In addition to submarines, the Chinese have wisely focused on buying naval mines, ballistic missiles that can hit moving targets at sea, and technology that blocks signals from GPS satellites, on which the U.S. Navy depends. (They also have plans to acquire at least one aircraft carrier; not having one hindered their attempts to help with the tsunami relief effort in 2004-5.) The goal of the Chinese is "sea denial," or dissuading U.S. carrier strike groups from closing in on the Asian mainland wherever and whenever Washington would like. The Chinese are also more aggressive than U.S. military planners. Whereas the prospect of ethnic warfare has scared away U.S. admirals from considering a base in Sri Lanka, which is strategically located at the confluence of the Arabian Sea and the Bay of Bengal, the Chinese are constructing a refueling station for their warships there. There is nothing illegitimate about the rise of China's navy. As the country's economic interests expand dramatically, so must China expand its military, and particularly its navy, to guard these interests. The United Kingdom did just that in the nineteenth century, and so did the United States when it emerged as a great power between the American Civil War and World War I. In 1890, the American military theorist Alfred Thayer Mahan published The Influence of Sea Power Upon History, 1660-1783, which argued that the power to protect merchant fleets had been the determining factor in world history. Both Chinese and Indian naval strategists read him avidly nowadays. China's quest for a major presence in the Indian Ocean was also evinced in 2005 by the beginning of an extensive commemoration of Zheng He, the Ming dynasty explorer and admiral who plied the seas between China and Indonesia, Sri Lanka, the Persian Gulf, and the Horn of Africa in the early decades of the fifteenth century -- a celebration that signals China's belief that these seas have always been part of its zone of influence. Just as at the end of the nineteenth century the British Royal Navy began to reduce its presence worldwide by leveraging the growing sea power of its naval allies (Japan and the United States), at the beginning of the twenty-first century, the United States is beginning an elegant decline by leveraging the growing sea power of allies such as India and Japan to balance against China. What better way to scale back than to give more responsibilities to like-minded states, especially allies that, unlike those in Europe, still cherish military power? India, for one, is more than willing to help. "India has never waited for American permission to balance [against] China," the Indian strategist C. Raja Mohan wrote in 2006, adding that India has been balancing against China since the day the Chinese invaded Tibet. Threatened by China's rise, India has expanded its naval presence from as far west as the Mozambique Channel to as far east as the South China Sea. It has been establishing naval staging posts and listening stations on the island nations of Madagascar, Mauritius, and the Seychelles, as well as military relationships with them, precisely in order to counter China's own very active military cooperation with these states. With a Chinese-Pakistani alliance taking shape, most visibly in the construction of the Gwadar port, near the Strait of Hormuz, and an Indian naval buildup on the Andaman and Nicobar Islands, near the Strait of Malacca, the Indian-Chinese rivalry is taking on the dimensions of a maritime Great Game. This is a reason for the United States to quietly encourage India to balance against China, even as the United States seeks greater cooperation with China. During the Cold War, the Pacific and Indian oceans were veritable U.S. lakes. But such hegemony will not last, and the United States must seek to replace it with a subtle balance-of-power arrangement.

Naval power critical to security, deterrence, and key to US leadership.

Stratfor 8 (“U.S.: Naval Dominance and the Importance of Oceans,” August 5, 2008, http://www.stratfor.com/memberships/121079/analysis/u_s_naval_dominance_and_importance_oceans)

The geographic position of the United States, situated comfortably between the Atlantic and Pacific oceans, is a critical dynamic in its fundamental security, and U.S. naval dominance in the world’s oceans is a key dynamic of the international system. Our statement that control of the world’s oceans is a cornerstone of U.S. geopolitical security and keeps any potential adversary half a world away sparked extensive comment. This is a long-standing STRATFOR position, not a casual assertion, and is crucial to the way we see the world. In his 1890 classic “The Influence of Sea Power Upon History,” U.S. Naval officer Alfred Thayer Mahan examines the decisive role superior sea power played in geopolitical competition and conflict from 1660 to 1783. His work has made him perhaps the foremost theorist of naval power in the United States. At the risk of oversimplification, Mahan’s thesis is that control of the sea can be decisive in both peacetime and wartime, and has far-reaching military, economic and geopolitical ramifications. Mahan is required reading at STRATFOR. The world has changed quite a bit since the time of Mahan, who wrote as sail was giving way to steam as the principal method of naval propulsion. Indeed, a common question from our readers has been about the applicability of the oceans to U.S. security in the 21st century, particularly in the context of globalization. In essence, readers have asked us whether oceans still matter after globalization has so reduced transit times and increased interconnectivity that transnational terrorism and cyberspace have come into existence. While aviation, the intercontinental ballistic missile, satellites and the Internet have all fundamentally altered the way the world interacts and how wars are fought, Mahan’s analysis holds true. Over the course of a century, but particularly during and after World War II, the United States honed and perfected expeditionary naval operations. Washington’s ability to function on the other side of the planet from home port is unparalleled and has surpassed the sea power of the British Empire that Mahan so admired. The importance of this cannot be overstated, and has broad applicability. Globalization has massively increased, not decreased seaborne commerce. As the dominant global naval power, Washington exercises a decisive influence over the principal avenue of both international trade and the flow of the world’s oil (and, increasingly, natural gas). In addition to wielding this as a lever over other countries, the U.S. Navy is the guarantor of America’s global supply lines. That Washington has claim to both the world’s foremost navy and the world’s foremost economy is no coincidence, and it is a key dynamic of the entire international system. From a military perspective, the last shooting war in the Western Hemisphere of any strategic significance for the United States was the Spanish-American War. That conflict resulted in the expulsion at the end of the 19th century of the last Eastern Hemispheric power from Washington’s periphery. For more than a century now, the United States has fought its wars abroad, with the only strategic threat to the homeland being Soviet (and to a much lesser extent, Chinese) nuclear weapons. Indeed, the fundamental value of naval dominance was demonstrated in 1962. During the Cuban Missile Crisis, Washington was able to prevent the re-emergence of an outside power’s beachhead in Cuba because U.S. naval dominance made the situation untenable for the Kremlin. The Russian navy was not in a position to sustain forces there in the face of concerted U.S. naval opposition. And while the notion of “invasion” in the 21st century may seem anachronistic in the U.S. perspective, the rest of the world sees things very differently. That apparent anachronism is symptomatic of fundamental U.S. geopolitical security. Across the oceans, even much of Europe still looks east over the open Northern European plain and remembers columns of Soviet armor. Nations the world over continue to struggle day in and day out with their neighbors. Pakistan, India and China continue to squabble over Kashmir, which they each consider core to their geographic security. Russia’s foremost geopolitical struggle is the re-establishment of some semblance of a peripheral buffer in Europe and the Caucasus — necessary buffers, but a poor compensation for unfavorable geography. These issues — crucial geopolitical objectives — keep Eurasia divided and restrict (but obviously do not eliminate) other countries’ bandwidth to deal with global issues farther afield. The ultimate consequence of this division is the prevention of the emergence of a potential challenger to the United States. By this, we mean the emergence of a country so secure in its geopolitical position that the mustering of resources necessary to project military force across the Atlantic or Pacific to meaningfully challenge the strategic security of the North American continent becomes a possibility. More simply, U.S. naval dominance allows Washington to keep the costs of projecting hostile military force across the world’s oceans prohibitively high. The countries of the world are thus largely left confronting geopolitical challenges in their own backyards, unable to militarily challenge the United States in its backyard. All the while, the U.S. Navy conducts operations daily in Eurasia’s backyard. This is a secure and enviable geopolitical position. This is not to say that threats to the United States do not exist. But while hijacked airliners, rogue ballistic missiles, smuggling in shipping containers and cybercrime are all legitimate security threats that must be defended against, they are generally not strategic security threats. That the United States has the bandwidth to confront them is emblematic of the fundamental strategic security — not insecurity — of the American position, insulated as it is by the waters of the Atlantic and Pacific.

Solvency – China

Forget the “space race”, China is actively modernizing it’s navy – US maritime capabilities key to heg.  

O’Rourke 6/8, Specialist in Naval Affairs, Congressional Research Service (6/8/11, Ronald, “China Naval Modernization: Implications for U.S. Navy Capabilities – Background and Issues for Congress” www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33153.pdf_) AT
Admiral Michael Mullen, the Chairman ofthe Joints Chiefs of`StafI stated in June 2010 that "l have moved from being curious to being genuinely concemed"� about China's military progams. The question of how the United States should respond to China's military modemization effort is of particular importance to the U.S. Navy, because many U.S. military programs for countering improved Chinese military forces would fall within the Navy's budget. Decisions that Congress and the executive branch make regarding U.S. Navy programs for countering improved Chinese maritime military capabilities could affect the likelihood or possible outcome of a potential U.S.-Chinese military conflict in the Pacific over Taiwan or some other issue. Some observers consider such a conflict to be very unlikely, in part because of significant U.S.-Chinese economic linkages and the tremendous damage that such a conflict could cause on both sides. ln the absence of such a conflict, however, the U.S.-Chinese military balance in the Pacific could nevertheless influence day-to-day choices made by other Pacific countries, including choices on whether to align their policies more closely with China or the United States. In this sense, decisions tl1at Congress and the executive branch make regarding U.S. Navy programs fm' countering improved Chinae maritime milita.ry forces could influence the political evolution of the Pacific, which in turn could affect the ability of the United States to pursue goals relating to various policy issues, both in the Pacific and elsewhere China's naval modemization effort, which began in the l990s, encompasses a broad army of weapon acquisition progams, including anti-ship ballistic missiles (ASBMs), submarines, and surliiee ships. China's naval modernization effort also includes refomis and inlprovements in n"˜u|intena|'k:e and logistics, naval doctrine, personnel quality, education, training, and exercises. Observers believe that the near-term focus of China's military modernization effect has been to develop military options for addressing the situation with Taiwan. Consistent with this goaL observers believe that China wants its military to be capable of acting as a so-called anti-access force-a force that can deter U.S. intervention in a conflict involving Taiwan, or failing that, delay the arrival can reduce the effectiveness of intervening U.S. naval and air forces. Observers believe that China's miIita.ry modernization effort, including its naval modernization effort, is increasingly oriented toward pursuing additional goals, such as asserting or defending China's territmial claims in the South China Sea and East China S ; e|1forcing China's view@a minority view among world nations-tlmt it luis the right to regulate fmeign military activities in its 200mile maritime exclusive economic zone (EEZ); protecting China's sm lines of communications; protecting and evacuating Chinese nationals living and working in foreign countries; displacing U.S. influence in the Pacific; and asserting China's status as a major world power.

China increasing naval power with the development of the aircraft-carrier, key to control of shipping lanes. 

Holmes 6/27, (6/27/11, James, Foreign Policy, “Blue Water Dreams” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/06/27/blue_water_dreams?page=0,1&hidecomments=yes) AT
On a visit to Washington this month, Chinese Gen. Chen Bingde, chief of the People's Liberation Army (PLA) General Staff, confirmedwhat Asahi Shimbun and the Financial Times reported last December: China, he said, has officially committed itself to deploying aircraft-carrier task forces, a program that has evidently been under way since 2009. A Soviet flattop called Varyag, refitted and reportedly rechristened Shi Lang, may take to China's "near seas" for sea trials sometime around July 1. Whenever it takes place, the maiden cruise of the Varyag will mark a milestone in China's return to great power. Any number of excellent technical studies of Beijing's carrier plans have appeared in recent years, and much ink has been spilled debating the ship's design characteristics: flight-deck configurations, launch and recovery systems, and propulsion plants. But to my mind, the best guide for figuring out what it all means in terms of China's naval strategy isn't the latest edition of Jane's Fighting Ships, but rather the two-plus-millennia-old History of the Peloponnesian War. In his chronicle of the protracted war between Athens and Sparta in the fifth century B.C., the Greek general and historian Thucydides proclaims that "three of the strongest motives" animating states' actions are "fear, honor, and interest." Peoples must arm lest they fall victim to the "law that the weaker should be subject to the stronger." China's aircraft-carrier ambitions can be seen in similar terms. During his tenure as chairman of the early People's Republic, Mao Zedong took little interest in the sea, focusing instead on land defense. Even after the Great Helmsman's demise, Chinese leaders like Deng Xiaoping contented themselves with free-riding on U.S. maritime supremacy, reasoning that finite resources were better spent on economic development than on putting steel in the water. But with development came increasing reliance on the sea for imports of fuel and raw materials, not to mention exports of finished goods. Shipping lanes now figure prominently in China's foreign-policy calculus. Chinese statesmen accordingly fret that the United States will hold China's economic interests hostage during a crisis or war in the Taiwan Strait or elsewhere in maritime Asia, mounting a "distant blockade" to interdict the crucial sea routes on which Chinese commerce overwhelmingly depends.

China maritime power supremacy causes China-Taiwan war 
Holmes 6/27, (6/27/11, James, Foreign Policy, “Blue Water Dreams” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/06/27/blue_water_dreams?page=0,1&hidecomments=yes) AT
Furthermore, Chinese observers have looked around the U.N. Security Council and noticed that all five permanent members except China deploy aircraft carriers. Closer to home, the Japan Maritime Self-Defense Force operates light carriers known euphemistically as "helicopter destroyers"; South Korea has a similar vessel. Even Thailand has a flattop. The upshot is that a carrier will certify China's arrival as a sea power. But there's more to China's navy than nationalism -- and there's more to the Chinese aircraft-carrier program than salvaging China's good name or keeping up with the Joneses. Beijing can use carrier task forces to uphold real, tangible interests. Most obviously, a PLA Navy carrier group could exit from the China seas through the Ryukyus, to Taiwan's north, or the Luzon Strait, to the island's south, during times of strife. By threatening the east coast of Taiwan, carrier groups would further complicate a tactical picture for the island's defenders that already verges on hopeless. The PLA already holds a commanding margin of superiority, so carrier operations would not decide a cross-strait war. But compelling the Taiwan Navy and Air Force to look eastward -- as well as westward and skyward -- would further disorient them, letting the PLA set the terms of engagement. PLA forces could thus prevail before the U.S. military could intervene, and Beijing would fulfill its dream of national unification with minimal disturbance to the regional order.

China’s increasing naval power to check back America power. US naval power key to check China-Taiwan war. 

Bowell 09, (4/21/09, Bill, Time World, “The Chinese Navy: How Big a Threat to the US?” http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1892954,00.html#ixzz1RjdyGE3m) AT
The boats will sail together just off the coast of the historic port city of Qingdao, an armada of Chinese naval vessels, accompanied by 21 visiting ships from 14 different foreign Navies — the United States very much included. On April 19, the U.S.S. Fitzgerald, a 6,800 ton missile destroyer with the storied 7th Fleet, cruised into Qingdao harbor, a welcoming phalanx of Chinese sailors standing at attention dockside. On April 23, it will be 60 years to the day that nine warships and 17 other boats defected from Chiang Kai-shek's Kuomingtang during China's civil war, becoming the first vessels in what would become the Chinese Communist government's Navy. To commemorate the occasion, China's military is hosting four days of pomp and ceremony, to recall its meager beginnings, and to celebrate how far it has come. (See pictures of China's economic expansion into Africa.) China's rapidly growing Navy today patrols the Gulf of Aden, helping to protect Chinese commercial ships from piracy. It has eight new kilo class submarines — whose silence underwater makes them difficult to detect. Many of them are housed at a huge, new Naval base on the tropical island of Hainan, the "Hawaii" of China. Just last week, Admiral Wu Shengli, China's top naval officer, said his country needed to acquire more high tech weaponry in "order to boost the ability to fight in regional sea wars." Toward that end, many military analysts believe, China will soon build its first aircraft carrier group, evidence of China's intention to field a globe straddling blue water navy. (Check out a story about the coming naval rivalry between China and India.) The anniversary celebrations come at a pivotal moment for the United States and China. On April 6 Defense Secretary Robert Gates announced his intention — and a budget to back it up — to build future defense spending around the "wars we are in," rather than those that military planners can imagine. The decision is hugely consequential. Even as the U.S. was engaged in two fronts in the so called War on Terror over the last eight years, it simultaneously spent defense dollars on weapons systems grounded in the assumption that someday the U.S. might well find itself in conflict with a big, technologically sophisticated nation with global ambitions, one with a well-funded, well-equipped army, navy and air force. America needed, in other words, to be ready to go to war with China. (See pictures of how China and other nations are joining the space race.) For years, a fierce debate about Bejing's military intentions has raged among defense intellectuals and the brass inside the Pentagon. Hawks insist that the Chinese are seeking to drive the U.S. military out of the Pacific, and make it Beijing's lake rather than what it has been for decades, an American pond. They point to episodes such as the March 8 incident involving the U.S.S. Impeccable, a Navy surveillance ship that was harassed while cruising 75 nautical miles off the coast of Hainan. Five Chinese vessels surrounded it and tried to snatch its towed array radar from the water. Gates, responding to the incident, said he "didn't think [the Chinese] are trying to push the 7th Fleet out of that area." But hawks, as Thomas Donnelly of the American Enterprise Institute has said, believe "that is precisely what the Chinese would like to do." Gate's new budget tries to settle this debate, at least for now. The Obama Administration's decision to try to end the stealthy F22 Raptor program at 187 planes, as well as allow the number of aircraft carriers to drop by one (from 11 to 10) and delay the next generation of cruisers, drives those who believe in the China threat up the wall. As AEI's Donnelly writes, "as the air defense and air combat capabilities of other nations, most notably China, increase, the demand for F22s would likewise rise." For years, as defense analyst and occasional Pentagon consultant Thomas P.M. Barnett writes in his new book Great Powers: America in the World After Bush, the promoters of what he calls Washington's "Leviathan" force have used the prospect of war with China over Taiwan or possibly North Korea as justification for the purchase of "big ticket items." The Obama-Gates desire to buy fewer of them — while better equipping the U.S. to fight insurgencies and small wars like that in Afghanistan — sends an unmistakable (indeed, arguably historic) signal to Beijing: the U.S. strategy of hedging its bets over potential wars is being scaled back. Maybe we don't think you guys are a threat after all. If they are smart, China's political leaders in Beijing will force its military to respond in kind. Prior to the festivities in Qingdao this week, Admiral Gary Roughead, the U.S. Chief of Naval Operations, visited his counterpart in Beijing, Vice Admiral Wu. There, the two talked up the two nation's cooperation in combating Somali pirates, but that wasn't the real point of the meeting. For years, the Pentagon has been frustrated by China's secrecy over its military budgeting and its intentions. The U.S. brass simply doesn't believe Beijing when it says its defense spending in 2008 was only $60 billion. It's double or three times that, Pentagon planners believe. Even Barnett concedes that China "goes out of its way to hide what it procures and then slyly trots out its big ticket items every so often so our satellites can get a few shots of them." That, in the past, has fueled the suspicion that has driven the Pentagon's budget — which in turn convinces China's hawks that Washington does indeed see Beijing as an enemy. The Gates budget can change that dynamic — if China now responds, and levels a bit more with the outside world about its military. Big anniversaries come and go, but moments like this arise only rarely. Is the Chinese leadership smart enough to seize it?

Naval Power Good

The scenario of declining naval power causes loss of world leadership, declining international cooperation, worldwide economic collapse 

Ealgen and McGrath 5/16, Mackenzie Eaglen is Research Fellow for National Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation. Bryan McGrath is a retired naval officer and the Director of Delex Consulting, Studies and Analysis in Vienna, Virginia. On active duty, he commanded the destroyer USS Bulkeley (DDG 84) and served as the primary author of the current maritime strategy. (5/16/11, Mackenzie, Bryan, “Thinking about A Day Without US Sea Power: Implications for US defense Policies” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/05/Thinking-About-a-Day-Without-Sea-Power-Implications-for-US-Defense-Policy) AT
Scenario: Severe Degradation of U.S. Naval Capabilities. The primary reason to consider a near-term scenario is that, if the U.S. gradually declined over the course of decades, another nation could slowly rise in its place and assume much of the world leadership that the United States currently exercises. The changes produced by such a decline would occur slowly and incrementally, with each successive step deviating only slightly from the status quo. Currently, although China may have the resources to assume world leadership, it appears disinclined to assume that role quickly, and no other nation possesses the means or the will to do so. Therefore, in considering the present value of sea power, it is more useful to create a scenario in which U.S. sea power declines quickly and radically rather than one in which it is slowly superseded. In essence, this scenario divines the worth of an asset by evaluating the impact of its absence. The scenario described here is inspired by work done by Decision Strategies International (DSI) for the U.S. Navy’s Strategic Planning Process, with which one of the authors was loosely associated in 2006–2007.[9] In this scenario, events unfold in a world that is very unstable and unsafe. International cooperation declines dramatically as countries hoard natural resources and the U.S. struggles against the strength of other resource-rich and economically robust regions of the world. Like the recession of 2008, the main trigger for this catastrophe is the international finance system. In 2020, several major European nations default on their debt, causing a flight of private money from the formal financial systems of the European Union (EU), the U.S., and Japan. Contagion in the financial markets plunges the world economy into global depression. Virtually every major Western nation finds itself in horrific economic straits, and only nations without expansive social safety nets are able to meet current obligations. Those with robust social welfare programs face aging populations, smaller workforces, and drastic cuts in services that spill over into all sectors of their economies. The U.S. economy contracts from $20 trillion in 2020 to $12 trillion in 2025. During this time, two separate U.S. presidential Administrations seek and obtain significant cuts in the size of the U.S. armed forces. Homeland security becomes the sole focus of the Department of Defense, with policymakers concentrating primarily on port and border security, land-based strategic nuclear forces, anti-terrorism, and managing civil unrest. Islamic terrorism accelerates the turn inward, which had abated in the second decade of the 21st century, as terrorists take advantage of the weakened condition of the West, especially the United States. Two “dirty bomb” explosions in 2021 accelerate the worldwide redeployment of U.S. military forces to home bases as the nation demands protection from terrorism. By 2025, U.S. international influence has all but disappeared, and U.S. efforts to counter Islamic terrorism garner little worldwide support due to economic and political interests. While the worldwide depression is devastating, it is less so in China, which in 2015 began to rebalance its economy aggressively toward domestic consumption. A China–Russia entente dominates the international distribution of resources and is ascendant economically. A global “basket currency” replaces the dollar as the reserve currency of choice, and Southeast Asia leads in technology development. Global maritime trade declines dramatically due to rising oil prices, terrorism, and piracy, and international cooperation to provide enhanced security does not materialize. With the decrease in long-haul international trade, regional trade blocs become the dominant mode of commerce. Even as the depression reduces demand, supply is reduced further. The United Nations is ineffective and ignored, a relic of an age of international cooperation long since past. Worldwide competition for declining energy resources increases, exacerbated by a global decline in energy innovation as commercial investment slows dramatically. Industrial nations with domestic access to energy engage in power politics, creating even more conflict in an already unstable world. In this environment, Americans are not embraced internationally, and the U.S. military loses many of its basing rights as it redeploys to the United States. Implications for Naval Force Structure. In 2025, the Navy consists of 70 deployable ships. The rest of the fleet is either mothballed or kept pierside as a result of the worldwide depression. All aircraft carriers and all but six attack submarines are sidelined as the Navy cuts back dramatically on expensive nuclear engineers and pilots. Additionally, the Navy completely deemphasizes projecting power and sea control beyond territorial waters. It maintains a fleet of four ballistic missile submarines, with one in maximum readiness and capable of launching its missiles, including the possibility of pierside launch. While deemphasizing power projection decimates the carrier force, the amphibious force is cut less severely, both because of the flexibility of these platforms and because they are highly valued for their usefulness in defense support to civil authority missions, such as disaster relief and internal security. All forward-deployed forces redeploy to the naval bases in Norfolk, Virginia, and San Diego, California. A third naval base in Bangor, Washington, remains open to support the four remaining ballistic missile submarines. A greatly diminished U.S. Coast Guard maintains a presence in Hawaii. All other naval bases are closed. The fleet of 70 ships consists of six attack submarines, four ballistic missile submarines, eight aviation-capable amphibious ships, eight other amphibious ships, 15 destroyers, and 29 small combatants. In addition to these 70 ships, the Navy operates two hospital ships, which are in heavy domestic demand. The Navy does not operate a logistics force because all fueling, provisioning, and arming is done in port. The Navy’s operational mandate is homeland defense, and its activities have become largely indistinguishable from those of the Coast Guard. Some Members of Congress call for combining the two services. Lacking its traditional mobility provider and the mandate for expeditionary operations, the U.S. Marine Corps is disestablished. There is one remaining private shipyard suitable for building both conventional and nuclear combatants. Fear of an irreversible loss of specialized shipbuilding trades is at an all-time high. The ship repair business has disappeared, and all depot-level maintenance is conducted in two heavily subsidized public shipyards. The U.S.-flagged merchant marine consists solely of vessels engaged in Jones Act[10] trade, and there is no commercial shipbuilding in the United States. The U.S. Navy ceases to conduct exercises with allies and partners, although it does cooperate in maritime security operations with Canadian maritime forces. Global Implications. Under a scenario of dramatically reduced naval power, the United States would cease to be active in any international alliances. While it is reasonable to assume that land and air forces would be similarly reduced in this scenario, the lack of credible maritime capability to move their bulk and establish forward bases would render these forces irrelevant, even if the Army and Air Force were retained at today’s levels. In Iraq and Afghanistan today, 90 percent of material arrives by sea, although material bound for Afghanistan must then make a laborious journey by land into theater.

The scenario of declining naval power portrays international havoc, a violent transition to multilateralism, loss of world resources and goods, and the US living in riots. US naval power necessary for protection of allies, security, and economic benefits which outweighs the cost of maintaining a strong naval power. 

Ealgen and McGrath 5/16, Mackenzie Eaglen is Research Fellow for National Security in the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, a division of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies, at The Heritage Foundation. Bryan McGrath is a retired naval officer and the Director of Delex Consulting, Studies and Analysis in Vienna, Virginia. On active duty, he commanded the destroyer USS Bulkeley (DDG 84) and served as the primary author of the current maritime strategy. (5/16/11, Mackenzie, Bryan, “Thinking about A Day Without US Sea Power: Implications for US defense Policies” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/05/Thinking-About-a-Day-Without-Sea-Power-Implications-for-US-Defense-Policy) AT
China’s claims on the South China Sea, previously disputed by virtually all nations in the region and routinely contested by U.S. and partner naval forces, are accepted as a fait accompli, effectively turning the region into a “Chinese lake.” China establishes expansive oil and gas exploration with new deepwater drilling technology and secures its local sea lanes from intervention. Korea, unified in 2017 after the implosion of the North, signs a mutual defense treaty with China and solidifies their relationship. Japan is increasingly isolated and in 2020–2025 executes long-rumored plans to create an indigenous nuclear weapons capability.[11] By 2025, Japan has 25 mobile nuclear-armed missiles ostensibly targeting China, toward which Japan’s historical animus remains strong. China’s entente with Russia leaves the Eurasian landmass dominated by Russia looking west and China looking east and south. Each cedes a sphere of dominance to the other and remains largely unconcerned with the events in the other’s sphere. Worldwide, trade in foodstuffs collapses. Expanding populations in the Middle East increase pressure on their governments, which are already stressed as the breakdown in world trade disproportionately affects food importers. Piracy increases worldwide, driving food transportation costs even higher. In the Arctic, Russia aggressively asserts its dominance and effectively shoulders out other nations with legitimate claims to seabed resources. No naval power exists to counter Russia’s claims. India, recognizing that its previous role as a balancer to China has lost relevance with the retrenchment of the Americans, agrees to supplement Chinese naval power in the Indian Ocean and Persian Gulf to protect the flow of oil to Southeast Asia. In exchange, China agrees to exercise increased influence on its client state Pakistan. The great typhoon of 2023 strikes Bangladesh, killing 23,000 people initially, and 200,000 more die in the subsequent weeks and months as the international community provides little humanitarian relief. Cholera and malaria are epidemic. Iran dominates the Persian Gulf and is a nuclear power. Its navy aggressively patrols the Gulf while the Revolutionary Guard Navy harasses shipping and oil infrastructure to force Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) countries into Tehran’s orbit. Russia supplies Iran with a steady flow of military technology and nuclear industry expertise. Lacking a regional threat, the Iranians happily control the flow of oil from the Gulf and benefit economically from the “protection” provided to other GCC nations. In Egypt, the decade-long experiment in participatory democracy ends with the ascendance of the Muslim Brotherhood in a violent seizure of power. The United States is identified closely with the previous coalition government, and riots break out at the U.S. embassy. Americans in Egypt are left to their own devices because the U.S. has no forces in the Mediterranean capable of performing a noncombatant evacuation when the government closes major airports. Led by Iran, a coalition of Egypt, Syria, Jordan, and Iraq attacks Israel. Over 300,000 die in six months of fighting that includes a limited nuclear exchange between Iran and Israel. Israel is defeated, and the State of Palestine is declared in its place. Massive “refugee” camps are created to house the internally displaced Israelis, but a humanitarian nightmare ensues from the inability of conquering forces to support them. The NATO alliance is shattered. The security of European nations depends increasingly on the lack of external threats and the nuclear capability of France, Britain, and Germany, which overcame its reticence to military capability in light of America’s retrenchment. Europe depends for its energy security on Russia and Iran, which control the main supply lines and sources of oil and gas to Europe. Major European nations stand down their militaries and instead make limited contributions to a new EU military constabulary force. No European nation maintains the ability to conduct significant out-of-area operations, and Europe as a whole maintains little airlift capacity. Implications for America’s Economy. If the United States slashed its Navy and ended its mission as a guarantor of the free flow of transoceanic goods and trade, globalized world trade would decrease substantially. As early as 1890, noted U.S. naval officer and historian Alfred Thayer Mahan described the world’s oceans as a “great highway…a wide common,” underscoring the long-running importance of the seas to trade.[12] Geographically organized trading blocs develop as the maritime highways suffer from insecurity and rising fuel prices. Asia prospers thanks to internal trade and Middle Eastern oil, Europe muddles along on the largesse of Russia and Iran, and the Western Hemisphere declines to a “new normal” with the exception of energy-independent Brazil. For America, Venezuelan oil grows in importance as other supplies decline. Mexico runs out of oil—as predicted—when it fails to take advantage of Western oil technology and investment. Nigerian output, which for five years had been secured through a partnership of the U.S. Navy and Nigerian maritime forces, is decimated by the bloody civil war of 2021. Canadian exports, which a decade earlier had been strong as a result of the oil shale industry, decline as a result of environmental concerns in Canada and elsewhere about the “fracking” (hydraulic fracturing) process used to free oil from shale. State and non-state actors increase the hazards to seaborne shipping, which are compounded by the necessity of traversing key chokepoints that are easily targeted by those who wish to restrict trade. These chokepoints include the Strait of Hormuz, which Iran could quickly close to trade if it wishes. More than half of the world’s oil is transported by sea. “From 1970 to 2006, the amount of goods transported via the oceans of the world…increased from 2.6 billion tons to 7.4 billion tons, an increase of over 284%.”[13] In 2010, “$40 billion dollars [sic] worth of oil passes through the world’s geographic ‘chokepoints’ on a daily basis…not to mention $3.2 trillion…annually in commerce that moves underwater on transoceanic cables.”[14] These quantities of goods simply cannot be moved by any other means. Thus, a reduction of sea trade reduces overall international trade. U.S. consumers face a greatly diminished selection of goods because domestic production largely disappeared in the decades before the global depression. As countries increasingly focus on regional rather than global trade, costs rise and Americans are forced to accept a much lower standard of living. Some domestic manufacturing improves, but at significant cost. In addition, shippers avoid U.S. ports due to the onerous container inspection regime implemented after investigators discover that the second dirty bomb was smuggled into the U.S. in a shipping container on an innocuous Panamanian-flagged freighter. As a result, American consumers bear higher shipping costs. The market also constrains the variety of goods available to the U.S. consumer and increases their cost. A Congressional Budget Office (CBO) report makes this abundantly clear. A one-week shutdown of the Los Angeles and Long Beach ports would lead to production losses of $65 million to $150 million (in 2006 dollars) per day. A three-year closure would cost $45 billion to $70 billion per year ($125 million to $200 million per day). Perhaps even more shocking, the simulation estimated that employment would shrink by approximately 1 million jobs.[15] These estimates demonstrate the effects of closing only the Los Angeles and Long Beach ports. On a national scale, such a shutdown would be catastrophic. The Government Accountability Office notes that: [O]ver 95 percent of U.S. international trade is transported by water[;] thus, the safety and economic security of the United States depends in large part on the secure use of the world’s seaports and waterways. A successful attack on a major seaport could potentially result in a dramatic slowdown in the international supply chain with impacts in the billions of dollars.[16] As of 2008, “U.S. ports move 99 percent of the nation’s overseas cargo, handle more than 2.5 billion tons of trade annually, and move $5.5 billion worth of goods in and out every day.” Further, “approximately 95 percent of U.S. military forces and supplies that are sent overseas, including those for Operations Iraqi Freedom and Enduring Freedom, pass through U.S. ports.”[17] General Conclusions. This simple thought experiment is designed to highlight the impact of the loss of preponderant American sea power. Because this is a scenario-based excursion, it is important to retain perspective. In order to create this absence of sea power, a Hobbesian nightmare had to be imposed, although a slow erosion of naval power in the next decade could leave the country dramatically unprepared for something less than Hobbes might conjure. Certainly, America would have many important needs if such a scenario became reality. Yet the scenario’s description shows the extent to which America’s power as a maritime nation depends on its ability to field and operate a global fleet that aggressively protects its interests even as it provides a benign security environment for other nations to enjoy. Put another way, the cost of maintaining a fleet that can project power and presence around the globe—even if it encourages others to underinvest in their naval forces—produces substantial national security and economic benefits for the American people, and these benefits far outweigh the costs of maintaining it.
***AFF Answers
CP Links to Politics
The counter-plan would face widespread domestic opposition

Preble 93 – (Christopher A., director of foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, 8-2-1993,  The Cold War Navy in the Post War World, http://www.cato.org/pubs/pas/pa-195.html) 

Without a reassessment of the national strategy that governs the use of naval assets--including de-emphasizing the importance of carriers--we are unlikely to see the types of reductions contemplated in Aspin's proposal, much less deeper cuts. The authors of ". . . From the Sea" simply refused to confront the crucial issue of carriers. The aircraft carrier, central to the Maritime Strategy's emphasis on confronting a huge Soviet fleet in the open ocean, should no longer be regarded as the central element of U.S. naval strategy. Moreover, parochial political factors are undermining attempts to implement reductions in force that are anything more than marginal. Domestic political pressures may, in fact, force the continued construction of some new ships and aircraft deemed no longer essential even by members of the defense establishment.(6) For now, the construction of the USS John Stennis (CVN-74) and the USS United States (CVN-75) is funded through FY96 at a tremendous cost to taxpayers. In FY93 the Navy allocated $832 million to the purchase of long- lead-time materials for CVN-76.(7) That represents a mere fraction of the total cost of such a vessel, estimated at over $10 billion. Those construction programs were initiated during the Cold War and justified by the Maritime Strategy. With the end of the Cold War, and within the framework of a new strategy, they are no longer needed. 

China Turn

Turn –Increase of US maritime power incentivizes China to build up naval power. 

Holmes 6/27, (6/27/11, James, Foreign Policy, “Blue Water Dreams” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/06/27/blue_water_dreams?page=0,1&hidecomments=yes) AT
Fear that the U.S. Navy will cut China's economic lifelines from afar beckons China's strategic gaze irresistibly seaward. Aneditorial in the official People's Dailylast December captured China's broader geopolitical anxieties. The United States, the editors write, is intent on preserving "its hegemony across the world," including on the high seas in Asia. Focused on latter-day containment, Washington has stayed outside the U.N. Convention on the Law of the Sea. Why? Because, the editors write, it "considers exclusive economic zones to be international waters, which, by its hegemonic logic, should be included in the U.S. sphere of influence." In voicing their own fears, Chinese pundits -- not unreasonably -- impute fear to the United States. "Any fast-developing country," concludes the Daily, will be "instinctively seen" as a challenge to U.S. primacy. Such countries must construct strong military and naval forces, equipping themselves to resist a domineering America. Such a bleak analysis would be instantly familiar to Thucydides, who found the "real cause" of the Peloponnesian War in the "growth of the power of Athens, and the alarm which this inspired in Sparta." Fear made great-power war "inevitable." From Beijing's standpoint, assenting to permanent U.S. maritime supremacy would amount to knuckling under to Thucydides's law condemning the weak to remain subservient to the strong. Dread of what U.S. leaders might do with overwhelming sea power helps account for China's quest for a great navy. But why aircraft carriers specifically? Beijing is already fielding an impressive cruise-missile navy specifically designed to deny U.S. naval forces access to Asian seas and skies during a Taiwan confrontation or some other upheaval. Cruise missiles, augmented by submarines, ballistic missiles, and land-based tactical aircraft, would be far more lethal against the U.S. Navy than any carrier fleet Beijing will put to sea anytime soon. Writing in International Security, Boston College professor Robert Ross ascribes China's carrier-centric naval buildup to "naval nationalism." In this view, high-end warships represent tokens of great power that Beijing simply must have to fulfill its destiny as a seafaring state. Such talismans fire popular enthusiasm for nautical endeavors, and for the state that undertakes them. History is not unimportant here. China still nurses memories of its long "century of humiliation" at the hands of seaborne conquerors like imperial Britain, France, Germany, and Japan. Starting with the First Opium War (1839-1842), imperial powers defeated the ruling Qing dynasty again and again, compelling Qing emperors to accept "unequal treaties" along with such indignities as foreign gunboats patrolling Chinese rivers. Such memories are a lot for Asia's historical central power to stomach.

China naval power good – peaceful transition without US-China was and vessels responding to humanitarian disasters

Holmes 6/27, (6/27/11, James, Foreign Policy, “Blue Water Dreams” http://www.foreignpolicy.com/articles/2011/06/27/blue_water_dreams?page=0,1&hidecomments=yes) AT
There's also the South China Sea, which has dominated headlines of late. Some Chinese-claimed islets in the Spratlys and Paracels are too small to fortify; carrier groups would provide a forward, mobile airfield from which to defend the islands, the adjacent waters, and the rich natural resources thought to lie in the seabed beneath. And as Beijing turns its gaze further southwest, carriers could anchor a PLA Navy presence in South Asia, should Chinese leaders opt to create a standing Indian Ocean squadron. Flattops could perform many functions, just as these multimission platforms have spearheaded U.S. naval operations since World War II. Nor must Chinese carriers match their U.S. Navy counterparts on a ship-for-ship basis to achieve Beijing's goals. As noted before, the PLA Navy surface fleet benefits from dense land-based fire support. For instance, the PLA Second Artillery Corps, or missile force, is reportedly fielding the world's first anti-ship ballistic missile (ASBM), a truck-launched weapon capable of striking ships under way hundreds of miles from Asian shores. There is no known defense against it. If the missile lives up to its hype -- and if Beijing acquires sufficient numbers of rounds -- U.S. Pacific Fleet commanders will be increasingly reluctant to venture westward of Guam. And if they do accept the losses inflicted by ASBM strikes, U.S. mariners will encounter land-based combat aircraft, quiet diesel submarines, and stealthy high-speed catamarans toting long-range anti-ship cruise missiles. Just reaching the combat theater could come at a steep cost. If indeed the PLA converts the Western Pacific into a no-go zone for the U.S. Navy, it can uphold China's Thucydidean interests without ever risking a battle with its major antagonist. Land-based defenses may grant PLA naval commanders time to train pilots. It's a steep learning curve: In 1954 alone -- fully eight yearsafter a jet fighter first landed aboard the carrier USS Franklin D. Roosevelt, and despite having developed sound concepts for flying jet aircraft from carrier decks -- the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps lost 776 aircraft and 535 airmen. China is by no means exempt from such hazards. Shore defenses also give China's navy a respite to work the engineering kinks out of the flattops themselves and to experiment with fleet tactics. Carriers steam in company with an entourage of escorts and logistics ships. It takes time to sort through various formations, defensive screens, underway replenishment techniques, and the like. Shore fire support affords the PLA leisure to devise its own approach to carrier operations, and it spares China the need for a costly, uncertain naval arms race with the United States. Why waste scarce resources? By no means is combat readiness the sole motive propelling China's carrier ambitions. Carriers can prosecute numerous noncombat missions. After the 2004 Indian Ocean tsunami, for instance, Chinese pundits took note of how U.S. Navy vessels transiting the afflicted region rushed to the scene to render assistance. Hard power, in other words, enabled the soft kind, and Beijing felt sidelined. To remedy such shortcomings, it has built vessels like hospital ships and amphibious transports suitable for responding to natural and humanitarian disasters. Big-deck carriers would make a worthy addition to China's emerging disaster-relief repertoire. And even these non-Thucydidean errands of mercy add luster to China's maritime reputation, bolstering the legitimacy of its naval enterprise and thus indirectly advancing its national interests. Great powers do well by doing good. Comforting the afflicted is not only worthwhile in its own right but helps the benefactor establish a track record for using its martial prowess wisely and humanely. Such a power eases suspicions of its intentions by furnishing international public goods that benefit not only China but its Asian neighbors. Beijing knows that to truly be a great sea power, you have to look -- and act -- the part.

*** STEM CP***
STEM CP 1NC

Text: The United States federal government should increase incentives for college students to pursue STEM programs and offer corporate incentives for investing in the aerospace workforce. The United States federal government should revise the NCLB Act to improve student achievement in STEM fields. The United States federal government should enhance recruitment, professional development and incentives for new and incumbent STEM teachers and remove barriers to the employment of retiring aerospace works as teachers.
CP solves the aerospace industry

a. Workforce focus is key. 

AIAA, 2009 (American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, “Recruiting, Retaining, and Developing a World-Class Aerospace Workforce: An AIAA Information Paper”, March 18th, http://pdf.aiaa.org/downloads/publicpolicypositionpapers//Retaining%20Aero%20Workforce.pdf) 

Without a strong aerospace workforce, the United States will lose the resulting economic and national security benefits. Incentives are needed for industry to invest in domestic aerospace workforce development, and for U.S. students to choose an engineering career. Barriers to employing talented foreign nationals must also be removed. BACKGROUND Aerospace represents about $200 billion (or 1.5%) of the domestic economy and in 1997 provided a $56 billion positive trade balance. The aerospace workforce is the foundation of the industry’s success, yet unique workforce demographics present challenges. Figure 11 shows the age distribution of the aerospace business workforce compared to the total U.S. workforce. Up to half of the current aerospace workforce will be eligible for retirement within five years. Aerospace workforce composition does not match national demographic averages. Compared to the total US workforce, the aerospace industry and NASA have a disproportionately large percentage of workers aged 40-55, and a disproportionately small percentage of workers younger than 40. Student loans, research dollars to support universities, and service scholarships can provide incentives for younger workers to consider aerospace and join the industry. If talented young engineers are not recruited, retained, and developed to replace the workforce generation that is near retirement, then the U.S. stands to lose the valuable economic and critical national security benefits of the domestic aerospace industry. As shown in Figure 22, large percentages of engineers are working outside the science and engineering professions. Engineering students burdened with college loans are seeking greener pastures. As shown in Figure 33, aerospace engineering salaries are low compared to other industries. If the U.S. is to retain its edge in this industry, salaries need to rise and incentives given for entering the industry. Further, since 1980, the number of nonacademic science and engineering jobs has grown at more than four times the rate of the U.S. labor force as a whole2. With a growing number of science and engineering jobs anticipated, the supply of visas set aside under law for “highly qualified foreign workers,” – 65,000 a year4 – is not enough. A decline in student, exchange, and temporary high-skilled worker visas issued since 2001 interrupted a long-term trend of growth. The number of student visas and of temporary high-skilled worker visas issued have both declined by more than 25% since FY 2001. These declines were due both to fewer applications and to an increase in the proportion of visa applications rejected2.To add to the supply pressures of science and engineering workers in our economy, there is increased recruitment of high-skilled labor, including scientists and engineers, by many national governments and private firms. For example, in 1999, 241,000 individuals entered Japan with temporary high-skill work visas, a 75 percent increase over 19925. Research and development expenditures keep the aerospace industry strong and help maintain US leadership in this sector. As shown in Figure 46, the R&D tax credit is working to increase corporate spending on this important activity. In the early 1990s, after implementation of the R&D tax credit legislation, private expenditures on R&D rose2. Yet even with this incentive, U.S. industry research and development funding is lagging. In 2001, US industry spent more on tort litigation than on research and development4. Perhaps as a result, American companies are lagging in patents. In 2005, only four American companies ranked among the top 10 corporate recipients of patents granted by the United States Patent and Trademark Office4. And to further add to this distressing R&D dollars situation, federal research funding is lagging as well. The amount invested annually by the US federal government in research in the physical sciences, mathematics, and engineering combined is less than what Americans spend on potato chips7,8. RECOMMENDATIONS To remain globally competitive, the U.S. must adopt policies to increase our talent base in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM), must educate, engage, and retain STEM professionals using means consistent with generational changes in technologies and markets, and must provide incentives for investment in research and development that helps to attract applicable talent. The AIAA recommends policies in three areas to achieve these goals: incentives for college students to study engineering, and corporate incentives for investing in the aerospace workforce, and immigration for STEM professionals. In the area of incentives for college students to study engineering, forgivable loan programs should be implemented for students who study engineering and enter the domestic technical workforce. Service scholarships should be created to pay college for students who desire to and will serve in aerospace-related U.S. government agencies after graduation. In addition, investments must be made in aerospace research infrastructure and increasing R&D funding to universities, since good research opportunities attract talented students into graduate STEM studies. R&D dollars provide a fourfold return by supporting graduate students, generating knowledge, creating innovation opportunities for small businesses around universities, and building the next generation of talented engineers. In the area of corporate incentives for investing in the aerospace workforce, targeted tax credits or incentives should be instituted for domestic aerospace workforce development expenses. An IR&D-like program for aerospace workforce development should be established by allowing a small percentage of government contract funding to aerospace companies to go into a development fund to be used on effective programs to expand domestic workforce capabilities. In addition, the R&D tax credit should be made permanent, providing stability to corporate fiscal policies, and thereby fostering a critical technology and engineering research environment that attracts the best and brightest into the technology and engineering fields. Lastly, in the area of immigration, barriers should be removed so that the US may retain talented foreign nationals in STEM professions critical to the aerospace industry. 

b. A homegrown STEM workforce is key – education and recruitment solves. 

AIA 2008 (Aerospace Industries Association, December 2oo8, Aerospace Industries Association's National Security Council and the Industrial Base and Workforce Committee: “A Special Report- Launching the 21st Century American Aerospace Workforce”, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/report_workforce_1208.pdf)

Economic growth is unattainable without a capable scientific and technological workforce. A skilled and talented workforce is a fundamental requirement to attract investment, foster wealth creation and spur innovation. This linkage is understood around the globe. According to China’s President Hu Jintao, “The worldwide competition of overall national strength is actually a competition for talents, especially for innovative talent.” In the 20th century the achievements of the Sputnik-generation workforce propelled the U.S. position as the world leader in the development of new technologies and products. Innovations that resulted from research and development during World War II, the Space Race, and afterwards — many that originated in the aerospace and defense industry — were critical to the prosperity of the nation in the second half of the 20th century. Those innovations, upon which virtually all aspects of current society now depend, were made possible because of the American men and women who led the world in science and technology. Today, however, stark indicators suggest that the United States is losing its lead: • Aging Science and Engineering Workforce. Retirements from the STEM labor force are likely to become more significant over the next decade. Twenty-six percent of all STEM degree holders in the labor force are age 50 or older. Among STEM doctorate holders in the labor force, 40 percent are age 50 or older.4 According to the National Science Board’s Science and Engineering Indicators, by age 62 half of STEM bachelor’s degree holders had left full-time employment. Doctoral degree holders work slightly longer with half leaving full-time employment by age 66. • Declining "Homegrown" STEM Workforce. At the same time that retirements are increasing, the number of American workers with STEM degrees is declining. In 2003, 25 percent of all U.S. collegeeducated workers in STEM occupations were foreign born as were 40 percent of doctorate holders in STEM occupations.5 In 2007, 60 percent of engineering Ph.D.s were awarded to foreign nationals.6 According to a recent RAND Corporation report, the inflow of foreign workers has been critical in maintaining the U.S. STEM workforce and the major reason that the nation is currently not in a crisis-state. Due to the national security nature of our industry, however, this report focuses on the need for the United States to continue its efforts to cultivate homegrown talent. • Propensity toward a STEM Career. For every new Ph.D. in engineering, America graduates one new Ph.D. in physical science, 18 new lawyers and 50 new MBAs.7 More than one-half of those holding bachelor of science degrees in engineering enter careers outside of engineering, including investment banking, law and business. Recruiting domestic STEM talent depends heavily on student perceptions of the STEM careers that await them. Those perceptions can be solidified early in the educational process — before students graduate from high school. The desirability of a career in STEM is determined largely by the prospect of attractive employment opportunities in the field. Some aspects of the graduate education and training process can also influence student decisions to enter STEM fields. The “pull factors” include time to degree, availability of fellowships, research assistantships or teaching assistantships and whether a long, post-doctoral appointment is required after completion of the Ph.D The Need for Action: Preparing the next-generation scientific and engineering workforce is critical to the future of the entire national economy. Although scientists and engineers today make up only 4 percent of U.S. employment, they contribute disproportionately to the creation of jobs for the other 96 percent of the nation’s workforce by generating knowledge, innovating and establishing new companies based on that knowledge and innovation. Numerous reports, commissions and educational leaders have determined and argued the need for the United States to address and invest in our STEM capabilities — from training a highly qualified STEMliterate workforce to funding research projects and programs for these workers to take on. The Council on Competitiveness, the Business Roundtable, the Business-Higher Education Forum and others, with membership including some of the top CEOs from a variety of American industries, have expressed concern about the state of STEM education and research and the impact it will have on America’s ability to compete. The Department of Defense and our national laboratories have sounded similar alarms. Civil scientists and engineers are just as in demand as their private sector counterparts. The issue came to the forefront for the aerospace industry in 2002 when the Commission on the Future of the U.S. Aerospace Industry declared workforce to be a priority.

c. Teacher improvement solves your indicts. 
AIA 08 (Aerospace Industries Association, December 2oo8, Aerospace Industries Association's National Security Council and the Industrial Base and Workforce Committee: “A Special Report- Launching the 21st Century American Aerospace Workforce”, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/report_workforce_1208.pdf)

Effective strategies must be developed to attract talented STEM professionals to teaching and to ensure that they are adequately prepared. Actions to increase the number of highly qualified K-12 math and science teachers could include strengthening proven teacher preparation programs; implementing comprehensive packages to recruit STEM teachers that include incentives such as scholarships, signing bonuses and differential pay; and establishing a national standard for STEM teachers. Skilled STEM teachers are essential to the success of our students. We must position our teachers for success by providing better professional development and compensation. A few of our companies support programs for teacher development, and we believe that the federal government must step up and lead to ensure a nationwide impact in this important area. Government must support the expansion of proven programs, such as UTeach. Government should also examine establishing national standards for STEM teachers. If a strong economic and competitiveness agenda demands that our students be held to world class standards, then their teachers must be judged in like manner. Raising the bar for STEM teachers will help make the profession more attractive. Government can lead the way on this, and industry can play an important supporting role if government enables our participation.
STEM Solves Aerospace 

STEM key to aerospace industry. 

Shalal Esa 08, (5/12/08, Andrea, Reuters, “US Aerospace industry urges export control reforms” http://www.reuters.com/article/2008/05/12/usa-aerospace-idUSN1231906120080512) AT

The officials also underscored the need to attract more young people to careers in science and engineering, noting that many workers in the industry were getting ready to retire in five to 10 years and there were not enough replacements. Hattis said the 2002 federal No Child Left Behind education law and other efforts to improve basic skills had diverted resources from programs for gifted students that fostered the creativity and innovation needed in the aerospace industry. A backlog of security clearance requests and tighter visa rules imposed after the Sept. 11, 2001 hijacking attacks were also hampering recruitment for the sector, the officials added. (Editing by Andre Grenon) 

30% of aerospace workers capable of retiring – STEM key to aerospace industries 

AIA 2, the most authoritative and influential trade association representing the nation's leading manufacturers and suppliers of civil, military and business aircraft, helicopters, unmanned aircraft systems, space systems, aircraft engines, homeland and cybersecurity systems, materiel and related components, equipment services and information technology (“Industry Perspectives on the National Aeronautics Policy” www.aviationweek.com/ExecutiveRoundtable/.../Industrial%20Base- ...) AT
Education and Training: Secure the future of America’s workforce through emphasis on secondary and post-secondary education in engineering, mathematics and science disciplines that are critical to the aviation sector. “[Job] losses, coupled with pending retirements, represent a devastating loss of skill, experience, and intellectual capital to the industry,” stated the final report of the President’s Commission on the Future of the U.S. Aerospace Industry. With nearly 30 percent of the aerospace workforce eligible for retirement in 2008, the aging U.S. workforce in the defense and aerospace industries may cost us valuable ground in maintaining our global competitive position. Congress, industry, labor, academia and other stakeholders need to assist U.S. industry to identify and develop needed skills at all levels, ensuring existence of a workforce to support our current and future technological and national security interests. Congress and federal agencies must ensure that unnecessary regulation does not impede job and economic growth. At present, the U.S. educational system is not providing enough students with the needed math and science skills to fill the critical positions being vacated by retiring workers. Fewer American students are pursuing undergraduate or graduate degrees in science and engineering disciplines. As employers, the aerospace and defense businesses’ cyclical nature often influences new graduates to pursue careers in more secure sectors. To secure the requisite national aerospace workforce, a coordinated and broad-based national plan to promote career opportunities within the industry is needed to secure the required workforce. This plan would: Identify aerospace workforce needs, accommodate the increasing demand for aeronautical researchers and engineers, and help ensure that the demand is largely met by U.S. science and engineering education graduates. Help develop and maintain a strong partnership among industry, academia (community, technical, four-year, graduate, and post-graduate colleges), local communities, and the public workforce investment system. Oversee and monitor continuously enhanced-skills training curricula in response to in- demand occupations within aerospace. Systematically improve the quality and capacity of education, training those who provide skills and expanding programs to meet demand.

America’s entire economy and competitive base depends on a skilled STEM workforce – the CP controls the largest internal link. 

Paulus, ‘9 (Dr. Eugenia, “STEM Education,” The Star Tribune, 

http://www.startribune.com/yourvoices/42109707.html)


By the time U.S. students reach their senior year of high school, they rank below their counterparts in 17 other countries in math and science literacy, according to the Third International Mathematics and Science Study, the largest international study of scientific achievement ever conducted.  In physics, U.S. high school seniors scored last among 16 countries tested. The depressing reality is that when it comes to educating the next generation in these subjects, America is no longer a world contender. In fact, U.S. students have fallen far behind their competitiors in much of Western Europe and in advanced Asian nations like Japan, India, China and South Korea. Most high school graduates are not adequately prepared for college-level science courses. It is reported that just 26% of the 2003 high school graduates scored high enough on the ACT science test to have a good chance of completing a first-year college science course. That's one reason why enrollments of U.S. students in science and engineering majors have been flat or declining-even as the demand for these skills increases. The U.S. now ranks below 13 other countries in the percentage of 24-year olds with a college degree in these subjects, down from third place 25 years ago. You don't have to be a scientist to recognize that the status quo is a recipe for big trouble. This trend has disturbing implications, not just for the future of American technological leadership, but for the broader economy. Already, there is a shortage of highly-skilled workers and a surplus of lesser-skilled workers. This is creating an imbalance between the supply of such workers and the burgeoning demand for them, placing the future of the U.S. science and engineering workforce in peril. Until recently, America has compensated for its failure to adequately educate the next generation by importing brainpower. In 2000, a stunning 38% of U.S. jobs requiring a PhD in science and technology were filled by people who were born abroad, up from 24% in 1990. Similarly, doctoral positions and graduate programs in science at the nation's leading universities are often filled with foreign students. However, as the global competition for science and engineering talent is intensifying, the United States may not be able to rely on the international market to meet its needs. As globalization accelerates, bright young Indian or Chinese scientists may well have better opportunities at home than in the U.S. The consequences of this could be enormous. Because the quality of a nation's workforce has such a huge influence on productivity, effective school reform could easily stimulate the economy more than conventional strategies, such as Bush tax cuts. Consider what would happen if the U.S. could raise the performance of its high school students in math and science to the levels of Western Europe within a decade. According to the Eric A. Hanushek, a senior fellow at the Hoover Institution in Stanford University, U.S. gross domestic product would then be 4% higher than otherwise by 2025 and 10% higher in 30 years. That may not sound like much. But Hanushek figures that the 4% annual increase alone would be enough to offset the entire cost of America's public K-12 school system for the same year. Improving the teaching and learning of mathematics and science in U.S. schools is vital to maintaining America's global leadership.
Shortages cause a ripple effect on the supply chain – overall air and space power will collapse

Thompson 9 (“The aerospace workforce” federal news service)

Aerospace systems are of considerable importance to U.S. national security, economic prosperity, technological vitality, and global leadership. Aeronautical and space systems protect our citizens, armed forces, and allies abroad. They connect the farthest corners of the world with safe and efficient air transportation and satellite communications, and they monitor the Earth, explore the solar system, and study the wider universe. The U.S. aerospace sector also contributes in major ways to America's economic output and high- technology employment. Aerospace research and development and manufacturing companies generated approximately $240 billion in sales in 2008, or nearly 1.75 percent of our country's gross national product. They currently employ about 650,000 people throughout our country. U.S. government agencies and departments engaged in aerospace research and operations add another 125,000 employees to the sector's workforce, bringing the total to over 775,000 people. Included in this number are more than 200,000 engineers and scientists -- one of the largest concentrations of technical brainpower on Earth However, the U.S. aerospace workforce is now facing the most serious demographic challenge in his 100-year history. Simply put, today, many more older, experienced professionals are retiring from or otherwise leaving our industrial and governmental aerospace workforce than early career professionals are entering it. This imbalance is expected to become even more severe over the next five years as the final members of the Apollo-era generation of engineers and scientists complete 40- or 45-year careers and transition to well-deserved retirements. In fact, around 50 percent of the current aerospace workforce will be eligible for retirement within just the next five years. Meanwhile, the supply of younger aerospace engineers and scientists entering the industry is woefully insufficient to replace the mounting wave of retirements and other departures that we see in the near future. In part, this is the result of broader technical career trends as engineering and science graduates from our country's universities continue a multi-decade decline, even as the demand for their knowledge and skills in aerospace and other industries keeps increasing. Today, only about 15 percent of U.S. students earn their first college degree in engineering or science, well behind the 40 or 50 percent levels seen in many European and Asian countries. Due to the dual-use nature of aerospace technology and the limited supply of visas available to highly-qualified non-U.S. citizens, our industry's ability to hire the best and brightest graduates from overseas is also severely constrained. As a result, unless effective action is taken to reverse current trends, the U. S. aerospace sector is expected to experience a dramatic decrease in its technical workforce over the next decade. Your second question concerns the implications of a cutback inhuman spaceflight programs. AIAA's view on this is as follows. While U.S. human spaceflight programs directly employ somewhat less than 10 percent of our country's aerospace workers, its influence on attracting and motivating tomorrow's aerospace professionals is much greater than its immediate employment contribution. For nearly 50 years the excitement and challenge of human spaceflight have been tremendously important factors in the decisions of generations of young people to prepare for and to pursue careers in the aerospace sector. This remains true today, as indicated by hundreds of testimonies AIAA members have recorded over the past two years, a few of which I'll show in brief video interviews at the end of my statement. Further evidence of the catalytic role of human space missions is found in a recent study conducted earlier this year by MIT which found that 40 percent of current aerospace engineering undergraduates cited human space programs as the main reason they chose this field of study. Therefore, I think it can be predicted with high confidence that a major cutback in U.S. human space programs would be substantially detrimental to the future of the aerospace workforce. Such a cutback would put even greater stress on an already weakened strategic sector of our domestic high-technology workforce. Your final question centers on other issues that should be considered as decisions are made on the finding and direction for NASA, particularly in the human spaceflight area. In conclusion, AIAA offers the following suggestions in this regard. Beyond the previously noted critical influence on the future supply of aerospace professionals, administration and congressional leaders should also consider the collateral damage to the space industrial base if human space programs were substantially curtailed. Due to low annual production rates and highly-specialized product requirements, the domestic supply chain for space systems is relatively fragile. Many second- and third-tier suppliers in particular operate at marginal volumes today, so even a small reduction in their business could form some critical suppliers to exit this sector. Human space programs represent around 20 percent of the $47 billion in total U.S. space and missile systems sales from 2008. Accordingly, a major cutback in human space spending could have large and highly adverse ripple effects throughout commercial defense and scientific space programs as well, potentially triggering a series of disruptive changes in the common industrial supply base that our entire space sector relies on. 

A strong domestic STEM workforce of citizens is vital to fill defense and aerospace jobs – key to competitiveness and a strong defense industrial base
Stephens, 10 - Senior Vice President, Human Resources and Administration at Boeing and Chair of the Aerospace Industries Association (Richard, Testimony to the House Science and Technology Committee, 2/4,
http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/Stephens%20Written%20Testimony%202-4-2010(1).pdf)
We are proud to be among those industries that have placed the United States in its leadership role in technology, innovation and the ability to solve highly complex problems. But as both the pace of innovation and the need for problem-solving accelerate globally, the United States faces a competitive gap that we can close only if more of our young people pursue careers in the growing fields of STEM disciplines.

In my industry, the Aviation Week 2009 Workforce Study (conducted in cooperation with


the Aerospace Industries Association, American Institute of Aeronautics & Astronautics,

and the National Defense Industries Association) indicates aerospace companies that are hiring need systems engineers, aerospace engineers, mechanical engineers, programming/software engineers and program managers. Today, across the aerospace industry, the average age of the workforce continues to increase, and expectations are that approximately 20 percent of our current technical talent will be eligible to retire within3the next three years. As a result, in the very near future, our companies and our nation’s aerospace programs will need tens of thousands of engineers—in addition to those joining the workforce today.
These are becoming difficult jobs to fill not because there is a labor shortage but because there is a skills shortage: Our industry needs more innovative young scientists, technologists, engineers, and mathematicians to replace our disproportionately large
(compared to the total U.S. workforce) population of Baby Boomers as they retire. At the same time that retirements are increasing, the number of American workers with STEM degrees is declining, as the National Science Board pointed out in 2008.

This skills shortage is a global concern across the board in all high-tech sectors—public as well as private.

But it is especially acute in the U.S. defense industry because many government programs carry security requirements that can be fulfilled only by workers who are U.S. citizens. According to the Aviation Week 2009 Workforce Study, of the positions open in the aerospace and defense industry in 2009, 66.5 percent required U.S. citizenship. Yet only 5 percent of U.S. bachelor’s degrees are in engineering, compared with 20 percent in Asia, for example. Meanwhile, in 2007, foreign students received 4 percent of science and engineering bachelor’s degrees, 24 percent of science and engineering master’s degrees, and 33 percent of science and engineering doctoral degrees awarded in the United States, according to the National Science Board. And most foreign students who earn undergraduate and graduate degrees from U.S. institutions are not eligible for U.S security clearances.

Clearly, the throughput of our U.S. STEM pipeline carries serious implications for our national security, our competitiveness as a nation, and our defense industrial base.

Three key actions are necessary to ensure that we have enough scientists and engineers to meet future needs: 1) Successfully graduate all (or at least a lot more of) those who enter colleges and universities; 2) Ensure colleges and universities produce enough qualified secondary teachers for science, math and technology; and 3) Motivate our youth to pursue STEM-related careers that provide great pay, deliver on the promise of challenging and fun work, and create the future.
Workforce Shortage Key
The US space sector is on the brink of a mass worker and skills shortage – The CP solves the stronger internal link.
Holmes & Bates, editors of Satellite Magazine, ‘10 
[Mark, Associate Editor of Via Satellite magazine Jason, editor of Via Satellite magazine

July 1, “Space Workforce: Attracting the Next Generation,” http://www.satellitetoday.com/via/features/Space-WorkforceAttracting-the-Next-Generation_34429.html, Vincent Castellano.] 

One of the main issues facing the space sector is an aging workforce, and attracting the young people that will build, launch and operate the rockets, satellites and communications networks of the future has proven difficult. The sector has lost the appeal it once had and now faces increased competition in convincing future engineers that space is more relevant than ever. Concerns over the aging workforce is the number two issue for members of the Aerospace Industries Association (AIA), whose members includes U.S. manufacturers and suppliers of aircraft, space systems, equipment, services and information technology, says Daphne Dador, AIA’s manager, workforce. “A lot of our leaders and companies are really focused on developing a qualified workforce for the future. As it stands now, there are certainly challenges for our workforce.” Among them is that 38 percent of the U.S. aerospace workforce is 50 or older, with 20 percent of the workforce forecasted to reach retirement age in the next three to five years. “When it comes to pending retirements and the supply side, getting young people to work in this industry is a concern,” she says. Before the House Science and Technology Subcommittee on Research and Science Education in February, Rick Stephens, senior vice president of human resources and administration at Boeing and chair of the AIA Workforce Steering Committee, said the United States is “falling further behind” in science and engineering education. “These are becoming difficult jobs to fill, not because there is a labor shortage but because there is a skills shortage. Our industry needs more innovative young scientists, technologists, engineers and mathematicians to replace baby boomers as they retire. United States Organizations and companies around the globe are working on improving the situation, and with many, it begins by spurring interest in science, technology, engineering and math (STEM) in the youngest generations and keeping that interest alive as they pursue college and then careers. “If we in the United States hope to retain our nation’s leadership in science, technology and innovation, we must immediately address the looming STEM skills gap,” says Stephens. The AIA has helped develop an industry-wide STEM coalition that includes contributions from other sectors such as information technology, health and entertainment. While these are the same sectors that the aerospace business is competing with for talent, the aging workforce also is affecting them as well, says Dador. “It’s one issue we all agree on, and the approach and attitude when we work with different industries is that a rising tide raises all boasts. Then we can go out as aerospace and compete for these individuals,” she says. Members made investments in STEM education efforts in 2008 with organizations such as 4-H, the Boy Scouts and the Mathcounts Foundation. One of the AIA’s more successful programs is its Team America Rocketry Challenge for middle and high school students. The competition, conducted in coordination with the National Association of Rocketry, pits teams against each other in a competition to design, build and fly a model rocket to a specific altitude and duration. The most recent version, held in May, was the eighth the AIA has conducted and was won by a high school team from Millersville, Pa., which will represent the United States in an International Fly-Off in July at the Farnborough International Air Show in England against teams from the United Kingdom and France. 

No STEM students now, companies will be forced to go overseas

Jacobs 10 (Karen, 8/18/10, EDI Weekly, “Shortage of STEM Workers Looms in US Aerospace Industry,” http://ediweekly.com/features/2010/8/18/shortage-of-stem-workers-looms-in-us-aerospace-industry.html MGE)

Raytheon is targeting students at the middle-school level as research shows that is when children lose interest in science and math. The missile maker created MathMovesU, a program that includes an interactive website, contests, live events, scholarships and tutoring to help send the message that math and science are cool and can lead to interesting careers.

Aerospace companies are also calling for better training and pay for math and science teachers.
"The gestation period for fixing this may be three, four, five, 10 years out before you start to see the curve change," Swanson said.

Clay Jones, the CEO of avionics maker Rockwell Collins Inc, said if there is not enough U.S. technical talent to meet the need, aerospace companies may have no choice but to go after more workers in places that are producing STEM-trained personnel, such as India and China.

Five percent of U.S. bachelor's degrees are in engineering, compared with 20 percent in Asia, according to the Aerospace Industries Association report.

"It's not so much that the source of supply is not there," Jones said. "It's that the source of supply in the United States may not be there."

Retirement means that more STEM students are needed
Jacobs 10 (Karen, 8/18/10, EDI Weekly, “Shortage of STEM Workers Looms in US Aerospace Industry,” http://ediweekly.com/features/2010/8/18/shortage-of-stem-workers-looms-in-us-aerospace-industry.html MGE)
Companies are sponsoring student robotics competitions, forming partnerships with technical schools and calling for higher national education standards in an effort to bring new urgency to the coming U.S. shortage of workers trained in science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM). "If we can work on retention and we can work on the excitement of STEM or engineering, then we can change the equation," William Swanson, chief executive of Raytheon Co, said in an interview. A 2010 study by Aviation Week magazine found that, among companies with more than 100,000 workers, 19 percent of employees are now at retirement age. That figure will jump to more than 30 percent in 2012 and nearly 40 percent by 2014, the publication said. But with only about 70,000 bachelor's degrees in engineering awarded in the United States annually, according to a 2008 report from the Aerospace Industries Association trade group, there are not enough graduates to replenish the workforce.

Huge STEM shortages now – multiple studies, expert consensus

Smydo 9 (Joe, 2/9/10, Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, “STEM education is the root of concern” http://www.post-gazette.com/pg/09041/948078-298.stm MGE)

Mr. Wu does see an acute shortage in at least one area -- information-technology workers for the health care sector. He sponsored a bill -- now folded into the economic stimulus package -- to provide federal money to train 10,000 health care IT workers by 2010. To Mr. Wu, the issue is broader than a debate over numbers of STEM workers. He said schools must strive to make all students scientifically literate so they can be good citizens and jump into a STEM field at any number of points in their educational journeys. Some differ in what they count as STEM fields. The National Science Foundation includes the social sciences, such as psychology and economics, but a consortium of business groups focused more narrowly on math, computer science, natural sciences and other sciences. In a 2005 report called "Tapping America's Potential: The Education for Innovation Initiative," the business consortium called for doubling, to 400,000, the number of U.S. college students annually graduating with bachelor's degrees in STEM fields. The groups wanted the target reached by 2015, warning that a diminishing STEM work force could yield a Sputnik-style period of foreign technological superiority. The group cited declining numbers of U.S. engineering students, what it called overreliance on foreign scientists by U.S. companies and increasing numbers of STEM graduates in China, South Korea and other countries. It called for improvements in U.S. public-school science courses and incentives for students to major in STEM fields at the college level. The alarm was sounded again as recently as September, when a Bayer Corp. survey of Fortune 1,000 executives revealed concerns about the nation's STEM capacity. The survey included 100 executives at STEM-related companies. Ninety-five said they were concerned about the nation losing its economic competitiveness because of a shortage of STEM talent; 55 reported shortages at their own companies, and 68 expressed concern about other countries' growing access to STEM talent. "We do see a demand issue, and we have real concerns," said Rebecca Lucore, executive director of the Bayer USA Foundation, which sponsors education and workforce development initiatives involving schools, universities and community groups. The executives called for additional efforts to recruit women and underrepresented minorities into STEM professions. Bill Gates is among those concerned about the talent pool. Without using statistics, he told a House committee last year that American companies "face a severe shortfall of scientists and engineers with expertise to develop the next generation of breakthroughs." Brian Kennedy, vice president for government and external relations for the Pittsburgh Technology Council, a business group with about 1,400 members, said the metropolitan area isn't producing enough STEM workers to meet local needs. In a recent survey, members ranked the attraction of experienced talent their No. 2 concern, behind only business development. Other top concerns included talent retention and attraction of entry-level talent, Mark Whittaker, strategic analyst for the council, said. From 2004 through last year, members posted 34,700 job openings on the council's Web site, including 18,430 openings for computer scientists, 2,650 for computer engineers and 950 for electrical engineers. 

Shortage of talented workers is putting our aerospace and defense sector on the edge- immediate solutions are vital to save the industry

Businesswire 10 “Progress in North American Aerospace & Defense Industry Threatened by Leadership-Development, Talent, Organizational and Cultural Problems, Accenture Research Finds; New entrepreneurial nature of industry requires more comprehensive approaches to developing human capital, including enhancing capabilities in leadership, talent, culture and organization” 6/21; NM

The North American aerospace and defense industry will face serious business challenges due to its existing leadership development, talent sourcing, organizational structure, and corporate culture problems, according to new Accenture (NYSE: ACN) research that included a survey and interviews with a broad range of industry executives. The research findings point to future industry threats such as an escalating talent management problem. According to the research, high percentages of skilled workers are rapidly approaching retirement age. More than half (51 percent) of respondents indicated that the potential for decreased business performance due to changing workforce demographics is either looming or critical. In addition, 67 percent of the executive respondents lack confidence in their company’s ability to execute programs to develop future leaders. Consistent with this finding, 63 percent lack confidence in their company’s capability to deal with human capital challenges. Asked whether they were confident in their company’s ability to transition from a command-and-control mindset to a more entrepreneurial outlook, more than half either disagreed or strongly disagreed that their firms were capable of handling this transition well. “The problems with leadership development, talent sourcing, organizational structure and corporate culture are acute, systemic and intensifying in the North American aerospace and defense industry,” said Pinaki Dasgupta, managing director of Accenture’s North American Aerospace and Defense business. “Companies that do not take comprehensive steps very soon to solve these problems are likely to be severely challenged to innovate, transition and grow during the next several years. Time is not a luxury for them at this point.”

Labor crisis in aerospace now – temporary workers key to industry competitiveness and innovation

AIAA 10 (“recruiting, retaining and developing a world-class aerospace workforce: An AIAA Information Paper”)
Aerospace represents about $200 billion (or 1.5%) of the domestic economy and in 1997 provided a $56 billion positive trade balance. The aerospace workforce is the foundation of the industry’s success, yet unique workforce demographics present challenges. Figure 1 1 shows the age distribution of the aerospace business workforce compared to the total U.S. workforce. Up to half of the current aerospace workforce will be eligible for retirement within five years. Aerospace workforce composition does not match national demographic averages. Compared to the total US workforce, the aerospace industry and NASA have a disproportionately large percentage of workers aged 4055, and a disproportionately small percentage of workers younger than 40. Student loans, research dollars to support universities, and service scholarships can provide incentives for younger workers to consider aerospace and join the industry. If talented young engineers are not recruited, retained, and developed to replace the workforce generation that is near retirement, then the U.S. stands to lose the valuable economic and critical national security benefits of the domestic aerospace industry. As shown in Figure 2 2 , large percentages of engineers are working outside the science and engineering professions. Engineering students burdened with college loans are seeking greener pastures. As shown in Figure 3 3 , aerospace engineering salaries are low compared to other industries. If the U.S. is to retain its edge in this industry, salaries need to rise and incentives given for entering the industry. Further, since 1980, the number of nonacademic science and engineering jobs has grown at more than four times the rate of the U.S. labor force as a whole 2 . With a growing number of science and engineering jobs anticipated, the supply of visas set aside under law for “highly qualified foreign workers,” – 65,000 a year 4 – is not enough. A decline in student, exchange, and temporary high-skilled worker visas issued since 2001 interrupted a long-term trend of growth. The number of student visas and of temporary high-skilled worker visas issued have both declined by more than 25% since FY 2001. These declines were due both to fewer applications and to an increase in the proportion of visa applications rejected 2 .To add to the supply pressures of science and engineering workers in our economy, there is increased recruitment of high-skilled labor, including scientists and engineers, by many national governments and private firms. For example, in 1999, 241,000 individuals entered Japan with temporary high-skill work visas, a 75 percent increase over 1992. Research and development expenditures keep the aerospace industry strong and help maintain US leadership in this sector. As shown in Figure 4 6 , the R&D tax credit is working to increase corporate spending on this important activity. In the early 1990s, after implementation of the R&D tax credit legislation, private expenditures on R&D rose 2 . Yet even with this incentive, U.S. industry research and development funding is lagging. In 2001, US industry spent more on tort litigation than on research and development 4 . Perhaps as a result, American companies are lagging in patents. In 2005, only four American companies ranked among the top 10 corporate recipients of patents granted by the United States Patent and Trademark Office 4 . And to further add to this distressing R&D dollars situation, federal research funding is lagging as well. The amount invested annually by the US federal government in research in the physical sciences, mathematics, and engineering combined is less than what Americans spend on potato chips 7,8 . 

Solvency – National Standards

Better national assessments is key quality teachers, and better national strategy 

PCAST 10- President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology- (PCAST) is an advisory group of the nation’s leading scientists and engineers, appointed by the President to augment the science and technology advice available to him from inside the White House and from cabinet departments and other Federal agencies. PCAST is consulted about and often makes policy recommendations concerning the full range of issues where understandings from the domains of science, technology, and innovation bear potentially on the policy choices before the President. (September 2010,: “Prepare and Inspire: K-12 Education in Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (Stem) for America’s Future” http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ostp/pcast-stemed-report.pdf)

The Need for Clear, High-Quality Assessments. A useful assessment makes clear whether a student has met a standard and reveals what teachers should be covering to help their students advance. But the appropriate formative and summative assessments for a given standard are often not obvious; nor are such assessments necessarily aligned with what is measured in current accountability exams. For example, in New Jersey, one standard stipulates that students in grade 7 should be able to “understand and use ratios, proportions, and percents in a variety of situations.” In his book Driven by Data, Paul Bambrick-Santoyo shows how this single standard can correspond to a wide range of possible levels of understanding of ratios, proportions, and percents, depending on how the standard is assessed (see Box 4-3). In short, the meaning of a standard only becomes clear in light of the difficulty, scope, and design of the questions used to assess it. Bambrick-Santoyo writes that “if teachers were given this standard without clarification and commentary, no one could fault them” if they taught only the skills needed to answer an easy problem, even if the end-of-year state test demanded skills necessary to answer a very difficult problem. Assessments require just as much attention and clarity as the standards themselves. To effectively teach STEM and raise student achievement to the level of standards and beyond, schools and teachers also need much more support in acquiring, delivering, and learning from assessments. The assessments must reflect what we want students to learn. As important, assessments need to be fair, valid, and transparent to maintain the public’s trust. It is crucial, moreover, that teachers agree to, embrace, and fully understand assessments so that they fulfill their purpose. School and school district leaders should also have an understanding of the assessments and their usefulness. They should know how to use the data yielded by assessments for reporting, management, and administration purposes. Assessments aligned with new state standards also need to foster high-quality teaching rather than discourage it. Such assessments should measure higher levels of thinking and reasoning as well as students’ content knowledge and skills. They need to help all students achieve at high levels while not holding back students who want to explore a subject more quickly or at a deeper level. Thus, when teachers aim to increase student scores on these assessments, they should foster all the types of learning that the standards emphasize – not merely the factual recall aspects of learning that are by far the easiest and least expensive to test. A good assessment encourages quality teaching and learning. This is no small feat given that excellence in STEM education means cultivating in students not simply the ability to answer predictable questions, but the capacity to pose probing questions and to figure out methods of answering those questions. Most current assessments fail to meet these goals. Observers and educators note that they tend to over-represent low-level skills and factual recall, which may lead teachers to drill students on specific skills and facts they need for the test. Current tests often do a mediocre job of measuring the understanding and application of core concepts and principles, and they typically neglect the higher-order reasoning, problem-solving skills, and mathematical and scientific creativity that students need for college and for their careers. The reason for the widespread use of these annual mathematics and science assessments is clear: Assessments that measure the ability to apply concepts and reasoning are harder to write and are more expensive to administer and score. Currently, average annual state-assessment costs for mathematics, reading, and writing are about $20 per student. For a moderately sized state, a four-year testing cycle 50 costs about $52 million.101 The national costs for annual state assessments required by the No Child Left Behind Act are estimated to be in excess of $800 million. Most of the costs are borne by the states, with the Federal Government providing about $400 million annually to support required testing programs. Innovative, higher quality assessments are estimated to cost considerably more than traditional assessments – perhaps as much as $56 per student per year for mathematics, reading, and writing, with lower costs estimated if consortia of states organize to develop and administer assessments (see Box 4-4). Inexpensive mathematics and science assessments, however, represent a false economy. They can undermine mathematics and science programs when teachers feel obligated to teach to poor tests. An annual educational investment of as much as $10,000 or more per student should not be driven by assessments costing $20 per student or less. Moreover, technology-based assessments have the potential to make such high-quality assessments available at a lower cost. Currently, most states contract with testing companies to produce assessments that are aligned with their own specific standards. Developing the assessments accounts for about 25 percent of the total cost; the remainder of the cost is in administering the tests. This state-by-state development process is inefficient and costly and impedes comparison of results across states. Shared standards and assessments will make the process more efficient and could be used to refocus assessments on higher level skills and knowledge. Online assessments could drive costs even lower. (Box 4-4 summarizes cost models for new assessments.) Although the cost of developing higher quality assessments will initially be higher, the information gathered from such assessments will be more valuable for students and teachers, as well as for purposes of accountability. The critical goal for new assessments is that they should truly reflect what we want students to learn. When teachers teach with the goal of improving test scores (that is, when they “teach to the test”), it should be the case that they are emphasizing the higher level skills that all students will need for success as adults in today’s world. Creating assessment systems that meet this goal will require vigorous support for long-term, high-quality research in actual schools and classrooms focused on producing the feedback needed for successive improvements of assessment systems.

Current STEM education is uncoordinated, better teachers and curriculums are key to increasing STEM education and interest

CNJ 6/22 (June 22, 2011, Clovis New Journal, “Press release: Luján Introduces Legislation to Encourage Innovation in STEM Education” http://www.cnjonline.com/news/luj%C3%A1n-43857-education-press.html)

 “In order for our children and young adults to compete in the global economy they must have the training and skills necessary to compete in the STEM fields,” Congressman Luján said. “High-quality teachers and a rigorous curriculum that focus on the needs of employers hiring for the jobs of tomorrow is critical. With one-third of fourth graders and one-fifth of eighth graders struggling to perform basic math skills, we have no time to waste in improving the quality of education and ensuring that our children have a strong foundation in math and science.” Currently, students are lacking in the STEM skills that employers need. College programs preparing future teachers, current classroom teachers, curricular specialists and business leaders are often not coordinating to assure that students are learning what employers require. To address the lack of coordination among STEM efforts, the STEM2 Act will establish a planning grant program for states to identify future STEM skills needed. The program will also develop effective state STEM networks for communications and collaboration among teachers and administrators, institutions of higher education, nonprofit organizations, and businesses. Middle school is an important time in students’ development and fostering an interest in STEM possibilities. Strengthening the STEM teaching skills of middle and high school teachers will spark this interest. To strengthen the capacity of teachers and schools to prepare students for STEM careers, this bill also establishes a training grant program for summer institutes and other professional development enrichment programs that use best practice models for STEM master teachers and current teachers and administrators. In addition, the bill develops a national panel to evaluate and identify rigorous K-12 STEM curricula models. 

CP increases National tests, school leadership, and recruits more teachers. Solves for STEM education

AIA 08 (Aerospace Industries Association, December 2oo8, Aerospace Industries Association's National Security Council and the Industrial Base and Workforce Committee: “A Special Report- Launching the 21st Century American Aerospace Workforce”, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/report_workforce_1208.pdf)

Such revisions could include requiring all states to administer the same age appropriate test on math and science set to the highest international standards; providing schools with resources to meet these tests; strengthening and improving leadership capacity for school administrators and teachers, including provisions on teacher recruitment and retention; and placing more emphasis on math, science and technology at all grade levels. The Obama Administration should consult with existing programs, such as Project Lead The Way, to consider establishing a national curriculum standard for pre-engineering. The No Child Left Behind Act has enabled educational progress by implementing tests that evaluate student performance and holding schools accountable by linking federal funding to performance, although there appear to be many issues with the current state of the act’s implementation. We have heard a common complaint that educators now “teach to a test.” When teachers are pressured only to cover material that will be tested, students miss the real-world application of their lesson plans. Another problem is that the rigor of these tests varies from state to state, making it difficult for teachers and students to define achievement. A student deemed proficient in one state might be much more advanced than a “proficient” student in another state. Because the industry wants the best in its homegrown workforce and, in many cases, our positions require citizenship for security reasons, we believe strongly that 1) tests should be set to the highest international standards in order to make the American workforce as competitive as other nations, 2) tests should be designed so teachers are able to provide real-world context to their lessons and 3) the federal government must provide the policies, tools and resources schools need to meet this challenge. Such resources include not only funding but also provisions that give school administrators more authority and support professional development for teachers.

Solvency – Teachers key

Teachers are key, only policy option that can increase student performance

PCAST 10- President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology- (PCAST) is an advisory group of the nation’s leading scientists and engineers, appointed by the President to augment the science and technology advice available to him from inside the White House and from cabinet departments and other Federal agencies. PCAST is consulted about and often makes policy recommendations concerning the full range of issues where understandings from the domains of science, technology, and innovation bear potentially on the policy choices before the President. (September 2010,: “Prepare and Inspire: K-12 Education in Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (Stem) for America’s Future” http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ostp/pcast-stemed-report.pdf)

Teachers are arguably the single most important component of education that can be influenced by policy. We know that teachers are not all the same, and that great teachers expand how much and improve how well students learn. Yet, there are vast gaps in our knowledge about how to produce great teachers and retain them. Many studies are not directly useful in policymaking, owing to inadequate or inconsistent research design or data collection. Based on what research has emerged over the past two decades, however, we know the most about how students learn, the next most about the characteristics of effective teaching, and the least about characteristics of programs that are effective in producing effective teachers – let alone great teachers. We briefly elaborate on these points below. That teachers have a large, measurable impact on student learning and achievement is clear. A National Research Council panel recently completed a five-year study, entitled Preparing Teachers: Building Evidence for Sound Policy, which examines what is known about effective teacher preparation in mathematics, science, and reading. The report notes that there is broad agreement and clear evidence that “teachers have enormously important effects on students’ learning, and that the quality of teaching explains a meaningful proportion of the variation in achievement among children.”112 Various studies have demonstrated this impact in different ways. For example, researchers have shown that teachers who see gains in student achievement in their classes tend to see them repeatedly over time.113 Also, students taught by a series of teachers deemed exemplary for previously raising test scores learn and achieve more.114 115 Research indicates that a teacher who has consistently raised student achievement can make a greater difference in student outcomes than more costly interventions such as reducing class size.116 The National Mathematics Advisory Panel has pointed to evidence showing that variation in teacher quality could account for a substantial fraction of the total variation (as much as 12 to 14 percent) in mathematics learning by elementary students in a given school year.117 Despite the broad agreement on the importance of teachers, the NRC report concluded that there is little solid research about precisely how and why teachers influence student outcomes and about how teacher preparation programs should be designed to train great teachers. How much students learn depends on many factors, both internal and external to the education system, and it is difficult to carry out research that can definitively distinguish causation from correlation to identify the effects of teaching. Many studies about connections between teachers and student outcomes have not yielded truly meaningful conclusions. (We address the need for improved education implementation research in Chapter 3.)

Teachers are key to STEM, and we need to reward good ones

PCAST 10- President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology- (PCAST) is an advisory group of the nation’s leading scientists and engineers, appointed by the President to augment the science and technology advice available to him from inside the White House and from cabinet departments and other Federal agencies. PCAST is consulted about and often makes policy recommendations concerning the full range of issues where understandings from the domains of science, technology, and innovation bear potentially on the policy choices before the President. (September 2010,: “Prepare and Inspire: K-12 Education in Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (Stem) for America’s Future” http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ostp/pcast-stemed-report.pdf)

Teachers are the single most important factor in the K-12 education system, and they are crucial to the strategy of preparing and inspiring students in STEM. Great STEM teachers have at least two attributes: deep content knowledge in STEM, and strong pedagogical skills for teaching their students STEM. These two attributes allow great teachers to help students achieve deep understandings of STEM that they can use in their lives and careers. These attributes also enable teachers to excite students about the dynamic nature of STEM fields, motivating them for lifelong study. Too few of these teachers are in the Nation’s classrooms, in part because of a lack of professional respect, the inconsistency of teacher preparation programs, and the salary disparity of teaching relative to other STEM fields. The Federal Government should help recruit, prepare, and support at least 100,000 new STEM teachers with these attributes at the middle school and high school levels over the next decade. It also should support the professional development of all teachers to help them achieve deep STEM content knowledge and mastery of STEM pedagogy. And the Federal Government should recognize and reward the best STEM teachers nationwide through the creation of a STEM Master Teachers Corps.

Solvency – Coordination

Better coordination within the government is needed for STEM education 

PCAST 10- President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology- (PCAST) is an advisory group of the nation’s leading scientists and engineers, appointed by the President to augment the science and technology advice available to him from inside the White House and from cabinet departments and other Federal agencies. PCAST is consulted about and often makes policy recommendations concerning the full range of issues where understandings from the domains of science, technology, and innovation bear potentially on the policy choices before the President. (September 2010, Report to the President: “Prepare and Inspire: K-12 Education in Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (Stem) for America’s Future” http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ostp/pcast-stemed-report.pdf)

Leadership and Coordination within the Federal Government: The Obama administration has clearly signaled its intent to place much greater emphasis on K-12 STEM education programs throughout the Federal Government. What is needed is a more strategic, coherent, and coordinated set of programs across the agencies, as well as greater overall investment of dedicated funds. To achieve this coherence, new structures need to be created to ensure strong leadership, partnership, coordination, evaluation, and integration. Improving STEM education will require a strong new partnership between the Department of Education and the National Science Foundation, supported by strategic leadership within each agency. • The Department of Education is moving to play a more active role in K-12 STEM education under the administration’s proposals. The Department has historically lacked significant internal leadership on STEM education. Currently, the Department has only one individual dedicated to creating and coordinating STEM education efforts within the Department and across agencies. It will need a new mechanism to provide leadership, strategic planning, and coordination. Ideally, this mechanism would be an Office of STEM Education with adequate personnel and budget to achieve critical goals. • The National Science Foundation has historically had a major influence on K-12 STEM education, but in recent years it has not placed enough emphasis on projects that can make a widespread impact on schools and on education policy. The NSF should expand its strategic focus in STEM education and broaden its approach to maximize its impact. In addition to funding basic research and development on STEM teaching and learning, it should seek to drive systemic improvements in K-12 STEM education by funding potentially transformative technologies and materials and by focusing on how its projects can be scaled up through partnerships. • The two agencies are complementary in their expertise. The Department of Education has strong ties to the Nation’s schools and education policy but has lacked the strong ties to the STEM community that would allow it to incorporate scientific expertise into its projects. The National Science Foundation possesses the required staff expertise and the ties to the scientific community while lacking the systemic focus and levers for large-scale change that will be required to catalyze major changes in STEM education. A high-level partnership between the agencies could bridge this gap, driving systemic reform though innovative research and data-driven program evaluation. This partnership must be sustained by solid leadership, intertwined processes, and the alignment of major projects and resources. In addition, the efforts of the many other Federal agencies engaged in STEM education activities are not well coordinated. The Federal Government lacks an effective mechanism to align the strategy, execution, and evaluation of the STEM education activities across agencies. There have been ad hoc efforts, such as a temporary education subcommittee of the National Science and Technology Council (NSTC).81 A standing NSTC Committee on STEM Education could help ensure a more coherent approach.

Coordination between parties is key to an effective STEM strategy

AIA 08 (Aerospace Industries Association, December 2oo8, Aerospace Industries Association's National Security Council and the Industrial Base and Workforce Committee: “A Special Report- Launching the 21st Century American Aerospace Workforce”, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/report_workforce_1208.pdf)

In consultation with education and business leaders, this STEM council should work across federal departments to identify, align and coordinate government efforts on STEM education toward achieving common strategic goals. Our industry leadership has undertaken an initiative in which member companies will inventory and assess the STEM programs they already support. The next step is for them to align their programs in an effective, strategic manner that will produce significant results in developing the next-generation aerospace workforce. In a similar vein, we believe that the federal government should create a high-level official body in the executive branch to identify, assess, strategically align and oversee government investments in STEM education programs. We applaud the first steps taken by the Academic Competitiveness Council in inventorying federal programs that found that more than $3 billion dollars had been spent by the government on STEM programs in fiscal 2006. Common sense suggests that the next step is to determine how better to measure and coordinate all these programs to ensure meaningful results. Additionally, this federal council should work with state governments as well as private nonprofit and forprofit entities to identify common goals. Only by such cooperation, coordination, partnerships and alignment can we activate a systemic approach that will produce real solutions. One possible model for the federal workforce council is the Interagency Aerospace Revitalization Task Force led by the Department of Labor with members from the U.S. Departments of Commerce, Defense, Education, Energy, Homeland Security and Transportation’s Federal Aviation Administration; the National Aeronautics and Space Administration; the National Science Foundation; the President’s Council of Economic Advisors; the President’s Office of Science and Technology Policy; and with broad advisory participation from the aerospace industry and educators. We believe that a similar body should be created to address the overall national STEM workforce issue.

Solvency – Professional Development

Lack of professional development and respect cause many STEM teachers to quit…is increase then it will retain them longer and increase their performance

PCAST 10- President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology- (PCAST) is an advisory group of the nation’s leading scientists and engineers, appointed by the President to augment the science and technology advice available to him from inside the White House and from cabinet departments and other Federal agencies. PCAST is consulted about and often makes policy recommendations concerning the full range of issues where understandings from the domains of science, technology, and innovation bear potentially on the policy choices before the President. (September 2010,: “Prepare and Inspire: K-12 Education in Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (Stem) for America’s Future” http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ostp/pcast-stemed-report.pdf)

Professional Recognition and Respect. STEM teaching lacks the professional stature and prestige it deserves given the influence that STEM teachers will have on the future of our country. STEM teachers are underappreciated and under-recognized. Many lack role models, mentors, and networks of support. STEM teachers lack sufficient opportunities for professional growth that allow them to do what they love: teach. Science and mathematics teachers who leave the profession frequently cite job dissatisfaction as their reason for departure. After the 2003-04 school year, survey results show that 14,000 of the 26,000 mathematics and science teachers who stopped teaching were not satisfied with their jobs. When STEM teachers leave their schools for other schools, they also frequently cite their professional frustrations as a reason. What lies beneath such dissatisfaction is complex, but when STEM teachers leave their schools they often point to a lack of useful professional development and to problems they have with classroom management. In addition, many STEM teachers are frustrated by unresponsive school, district, and state management systems. Unless we give our best teachers access to decision-makers and a voice in the many policy decisions that affect their lives, we will continue to make poor use of the talented teachers in our schools, and large numbers of them will leave the profession for jobs that are more responsive to their needs. In short, we need to treat STEM teachers – and, indeed, all teachers – as professionals if we hope to attract and keep great teachers in our schools. Teachers need access to relevant professional support and to peers who have grappled with similar problems, and they need to feel that their work is respected and recognized. They need opportunities to serve as leaders among their peers and in their profession. In turn, we need to expect of teachers the accreditation and performance of professionals. 
Solvency – Salaries

Increased salaries and rewards are key to obtaining good STEM teachers 

PCAST 10- President’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology- (PCAST) is an advisory group of the nation’s leading scientists and engineers, appointed by the President to augment the science and technology advice available to him from inside the White House and from cabinet departments and other Federal agencies. PCAST is consulted about and often makes policy recommendations concerning the full range of issues where understandings from the domains of science, technology, and innovation bear potentially on the policy choices before the President. (September 2010, “Prepare and Inspire: K-12 Education in Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (Stem) for America’s Future” http://www.whitehouse.gov/sites/default/files/microsites/ostp/pcast-stemed-report.pdf)

Salaries for public school teachers are set by state and local authorities, and the salaries vary across jurisdictions. Nonetheless, it is fair to say that, in purely financial terms, it does not pay to be a STEM teacher in the United States. College graduates with comparable educational backgrounds to high-quality STEM teachers often pursue careers in which they have greater earning potential. The median salary offer for recent college graduates going into elementary teaching is $30,000; the median salary for new secondary teachers is $36,000. By contrast, the median salary offered to recent college graduates in certain STEM-related fields, including physics, computer science, accounting, and engineering, is more than $60,000. Even if one accounts for the fact that teachers work for a nine-month period and could seek summer employment to obtain some additional salary, the gap is substantial. Moreover, salaries in STEM teaching have not kept pace with other STEM professions. The median salary for high school science and mathematics teachers in the United States grew by 8 percent adjusted for inflation between 1993 and 2003, while the salary gains in STEM professions that represent alternative career trajectories for individuals with STEM degrees grew by 21 to 29 percent.143 In international comparisons, teacher salaries in the United States lag behind most developed countries, even though teachers here work more hours on average. Relative to per capita GDP, the U.S. ranks in the bottom third of OECD countries in terms of teacher salary (see Box 5-3). U.S. salaries even lag in absolute terms behind countries like Germany, Japan, South Korea, and Switzerland. Ideally, school systems across the Nation would significantly improve salaries and working conditions for all STEM teachers across the board. For a variety of reasons, this is not economically feasible, at least in the short term. Nonetheless, we believe that the Federal Government can make a significant impact on the profession by recognizing and rewarding a significant fraction of the very best STEM teachers in the United States. The Federal Government administers some programs to recognize excellence in teaching, but they touch only a minuscule fraction of the STEM teaching force. The Presidential Awards for Excellence in Mathematics and Science Teaching Program provides a one-time award of $10,000 to STEM teachers, but the annual number of awardees is only about 100, corresponding to far less than 0.1 percent of STEM teachers in the United States. The Robert Noyce Scholarships and the Leonore Annenberg Teaching Fellowships together award scholarships to about 950 aspiring and new teachers each year who teach mathematics and science in high needs schools.146 These programs are commendable and have an impact on the individuals recognized. But the programs are far too limited to have a significant impact on the profession overall. To attract and retain great STEM teachers, we must significantly and visibly reward excellence in STEM teaching, signal the importance of the profession, and elevate the level of STEM teachers by setting a new high bar for excellence. This requires recognizing a substantial number of STEM teachers nationwide and creating a network among them that can drive progress and aspiration in the profession.
Solvency – Retirees

CP makes it easier for retirees to re-enter the workforce, key to economy and STEM education

AIA 08 (Aerospace Industries Association, December 2oo8, Aerospace Industries Association's National Security Council and the Industrial Base and Workforce Committee: “A Special Report- Launching the 21st Century American Aerospace Workforce”, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/report_workforce_1208.pdf)

Such actions include revising the federal tax code and other federal laws as appropriate to mitigate the financial impact for STEM retirees who decide to re-enter the workforce as teachers. Also, these actions would provide tax incentives to businesses for allowing employees time to enroll in an alternative teacher credentialing program toward becoming a STEM educator. The existing aerospace STEM workforce possesses a wealth of knowledge and experience that can benefit students in the classroom. If offered strong teacher preparation/alternative credentialing programs, retirees who are looking to give back to the community can become a remarkable pool for the teaching workforce. Industry, government and the education community must develop programs to help aerospace retirees transition to become teachers, mentors and serve in other roles. This approach would employ their experience and skills to help young people pursue STEM careers and transfer knowledge to the next generation. Government must make it easier for retirees to re-enter the workforce by exploring legal and regulatory issues that pose barriers for older workers, such as within the Employee Retirement Income Security Act and the tax code. Government must remove the financial and other disincentives that actually make it more beneficial to retirees not to work. Keeping our greatly experienced older workers engaged in the workforce — contributing to the economy and helping educate and train the next generation of high-tech workers — is just common sense.

Science and engineering are down in schools—retirees can provide insight to both teachers and student. Key STEM

Herget et. Al 10 – President of IEEE Intelligent Transportation System Society (February 2010, Dr. Charles Herget, Director of the Office of Science & Special Projects Judith Wilson, Arthur Krakowsky, “ Starting Early: Increasing Elementary (K-8) Student Science Achievement With Retired Scientists and Engineers”, http://ieeexplore.ieee.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/stamp/stamp.jsp?tp=&arnumber=5235090)

IN A REPORT published by the United States Academies (National Academy of Sciences, the National Academy of Engineering, the Institute of Medicine, and the National Research Council) [1], preparing students in elementary school (K-8) for careers in science and engineering (S&E) is vital to the United States staying competitive in the global market. In order for students to succeed in high-school- and college-level mathematics and science, it is imperative that they receive an adequate introduction to basic S&E concepts at the elementary levels. According to the 2000 survey of Mathematics and Science Education’s “Status of Elementary Science Teaching” conducted by Horizon Research [2], only 62% of grade K–5 teachers have had coursework in physical science, and 53% have had coursework in chemistry. Less than one-third of elementary teachers reported feeling very well qualified to teach the science disciplines. Seventy-six percent of teachers surveyed felt very well qualified to teach reading/language arts, but in contrast, only 18% felt very well qualified to teach physical science [2]. In addition, the amount of time devoted to reading/language arts instruction in elementary schools is consistently reported as being much larger than that spent on either mathematics or science. Thus, it is no surprise that student gaps in science knowledge begin in third grade. According to the National Science Foundation’s S&E Indicators 2008 [3], elementary students reveal performance disparities among demographic subgroups starting when they enter kindergarten.

To combat this problem and attempt to develop an earlier start for future scientists and engineers, retired scientists and engineers have successfully been volunteering and helping to teach science as part of the Teaching Opportunities for Partners in Science (TOPS) program in northern California. This 15-year-old program attempts to boost science achievement of K-8 students in order to solve the complex S&E problems facing society. Retired scientists and engineers are “walking libraries” of knowledge and experience and still possess enthusiasm and interest in “giving back” to the younger generation. These volunteer “partners” go into classrooms and assist elementary school teachers at a school for an entire school year. Not only do the K-8 students receive enhanced science lessons and motivation, but the teachers receive ongoing professional development. This paper covers the history of the TOPS program in California, the selection and training of partners, the relationship between the partners and classroom teachers, development of lessons, stories from a partner and a classroom teacher, and the results of program evaluation.

Over a million retirees could be used to educate STEM

Rea and Nielsen 10 (7/16/2010, Donald and Katherine, chairman of SSE/AAAS and co-director of the SEP/UCSF program, “A Volunteer Army for Science”, http://www.sciencemag.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/329/5989/257.full)

Late last year, President Obama announced an “Educate to Innovate” campaign to increase the engagement and performance of America's students in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM). The United States has more than a million scientists and engineers over 60 years of age with bachelor's degrees or higher, and nearly 600,000 doctoral students and 50,000 postdoctoral trainees in STEM fields. Existing volunteer programs prove that if the government were to dedicate new federal resources, tens of thousands of volunteers could be recruited from these groups and trained to help the United States achieve its national goals. There are several successful models of programs that bring STEM volunteers into U.S. schools, from early to pre-college stages [kindergarten through grade 12 (K-12)]. In the early 1990s, government funds were used to help form two programs that allow senior scientists and engineers to assist teachers. Retirees Enhancing Science Education through Experiments and Demonstrations (RE-SEED), centered at Northeastern University, operates a middle-school program in the Boston area in addition to training volunteers in other locations. Teaching Opportunities for Partners in Science (TOPS) is led by the San Joaquin County Office of Education in California and targets elementary schools in five northern California counties. Both programs require volunteers to participate for an entire school year and commit a few hours a week. TOPS and RE-SEED have served as examples for more recent programs: the Senior Scientists and Engineers Volunteer Program of the American Association for the Advancement of Science (SSE/AAAS); the Maine School Science Volunteers; and RE-SEED of Silicon Valley, California. Other volunteer programs utilize seniors at different levels of commitment. 

A license to teach should not be required for ex-engineers to teach STEM

Helm 10 (Leslie D. Helm, Editor at Seattle Business Magazine, April 2010, “Tapping Experts to Teach”, http://www.seattlebusinessmag.com/article/tapping-experts-teach)

At a time when so many of the jobs available in our region require a high level of math and science, our public schools are failing us. What chance do we have of graduating students in such important fields as chemistry, physics and computer science when so many give up on math by the eighth grade? Key to the success of our before-school math class was the teacher we ended up hiring: She had a Ph.D. in philosophy and logic, and had taught math at the college level in California. She wanted to teach in the Seattle Public Schools system, but couldn’t get a job because she didn’t have the requisite credentials. Public schools need to take advantage of our region’s wealth of science and math talent. We should give public school principals, like private school principals, the authority to pick the best people available to teach math and science classes, regardless of what their credentials may be. No doubt there are many retired engineers and scientists who would enjoy a second career teaching in the schools. They would not only understand their subjects better than many credentialed teachers, but they might also even be able to get students excited about careers in their fields. Many youth avoid those fields because of the tough work required. But few realize that once they get over the hurdle of acquiring an education, prospects for an exciting and lucrative career are higher in the sciences than in liberal arts. Former Microsoft executive Scott Oki has been an aggressive advocate for school reform not just on the question of certification but also on a range of issues outlined in his book, Outrageous Learning: An Education Manifesto. Oki’s next step is to create a parents’ union, a membership organization that would raise money to represent the interests of parents and kids to counter the influence of principals’ unions and teachers’ unions. It’s a great idea. Our failure in Washington to pursue innovative solutions to improving schools is particularly punishing today because this intransigence has prevented us from gaining access to grants offered under President Obama’s Race to the Top program. At a time when our schools are in crisis, we can’t afford to let unions and bureaucratic inertia stymie progress. There are smart, obvious solutions that we fail to pursue at our peril.

Small scale programs have proved successful –implementation needed on national level

Herget et. Al 10 – President of IEEE Intelligent Transportation System Society (February 2010, Dr. Charles Herget, Director of the Office of Science & Special Projects Judith Wilson, Arthur Krakowsky, “ Starting Early: Increasing Elementary (K-8) Student Science Achievement With Retired Scientists and Engineers”, http://ieeexplore.ieee.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/stamp/stamp.jsp?tp=&arnumber=5235090)

The TOPS Program has enabled volunteer scientists and engineers to be successful as volunteers to teach science in K-8 classrooms for over 15 years, enhancing science education and providing professional development to teachers. Starting with three schools and three partners in 1993, it has expanded to 32 schools and 33 partners. In the 2008–2009 school year, it will provide over approximately 2400 h of science instruction. The program has been well received by the schools, the children, the teachers, and the volunteers, and studies to date have been overwhelmingly positive in their evaluation of its success. Retired scientists and engineers have the motivation, enthusiasm, and expertise to make a significant impact on the achievement of elementary students. They can help to prepare students for rigorous and advanced coursework at the high school and college level so as to produce more qualified scientists and engineers to meet the demands of a global economy and enable the solutions of complex societal problems. Many studies have shown the global need for increasing the motivation and preparation of students at an early age for a career in science and engineering. The authors of this paper believe that the model demonstrated by the TOPS Program is one that could be followed by schools throughout the United States and other countries where this outreach to students is urgently needed.

Politics NB

STEM education is key to the economy and leadership. There is bipartisan support for the CP.

Castle 10- ranking Republican on the House Education and Labor Committee. (Rep. Mike Castle (R-Del.) - 03/01/10, The Hill: “Build on successes of No Child Left Behind”, http://thehill.com/special-reports/science-a-math-march-2010/84347-build-on-successes-of-no-child-left-behind)

Over the past century, America’s economic growth has been attributed to advancements in science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM). These innovations have enabled the United States to be the first in flight, build the Ford Model T, put a man on the moon and develop nuclear power. Today, the Bureau of Labor Statistics projects that employment in science and engineering occupations will grow 70 percent faster than the overall growth for all occupations, and that STEM graduates will enjoy higher starting salaries than graduates in non-STEM fields. Despite these achievements and the growing demand for graduates in STEM fields, however, our country has begun to fall behind other nations in these critical areas. In order for the United States to preserve its reputation as an innovative world leader throughout the next century and beyond, our country will need a capable scientific and technological workforce to maintain and improve our country’s economic competitiveness. To achieve these standards we must focus our attention to our nation’s classrooms. As the senior Republican of the House Subcommittee on Early Childhood, Elementary and Secondary Education, and as a senior member on the subcommittee that oversees postsecondary education, I have heard many express their concern that our country is not preparing a sufficient number of students, teachers, and practitioners in STEM. According to the 2003 Program for International Student Assessment (PISA), an international assessment of 15-year-old students, the United States ranked 28th in math literacy and 24th in science literacy. Furthermore, according to the National Science Foundation, the United States ranks 20th among all nations in the proportion of 24-year-olds earning degrees in science or engineering. These rankings are staggering when one considers the early innovative successes the United States achieved in science, technology, engineering and mathematics. Research indicates that one of the most important factors in increasing student achievement is having a highly qualified teacher in the classroom. According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, however, school districts throughout the United States are having difficulty hiring qualified math and science teachers. The U.S. Department of Education found that 51.5 percent of middle school teachers teaching math and 40 percent of those teaching science did not have a major or minor in either subject. Among high school teachers, 14.5 percent of those teaching math and 11.2 percent of those teaching science did not have a major or minor in these areas. Since coming to Congress, I have lent my support to a number of bills that have aimed to improve current STEM programs. I also joined the House STEM Education Caucus in order to work with my House colleagues to strengthen STEM education at every level. We must, however, revitalize our commitment to educating our young people in math and science and to developing and retaining a high-quality mathematics- and science-teaching workforce. In his State of the Union Address, President Barack Obama articulated the need to build upon the bipartisan strengths of the No Child Left Behind Act by making additional reforms to the aspects that are helping to improve student achievement, particularly those that inspire students to excel in math and science, and revisiting weaker aspects of the law. I look forward to working with the administration and my colleagues on both sides of the aisle to consider bipartisan ideas that aim to support students and educators so that our country can maintain its position as the world’s leading innovator. Specifically, Congress should look at ways we can invest in basic research in physical sciences and math and science education; fund loan forgiveness for STEM teachers and potential scholarships for students to become science and math teachers; recruit pre-service teachers to study math and science and gain certification in these fields; encourage pathways for baby boomers in science, math and engineering occupations to enter teaching upon retirement; sustain support of new math and science teachers so that they do not leave the profession; and provide quality and sustained professional development to STEM educators. By making STEM fields more appealing for our students and professionals, we can spur economic growth and improve the standard of living for all Americans. Technology, engineering and mathematics will continue to be vital to American society. These fields are not only important for developing a productive workforce and improving our economy, but are critical in improving our safety and well-being. Failure to invest in STEM education places America’s future economic and technological leadership at risk. If we are to keep pace with the rest of the world, Congress’s policies must support the development of critical STEM educational programs.

National standards are widely supported – the CP would be couched as NCLB improvement. 

McKinney, ‘9 (Jessica Master of Public Policy candidate in the Trachtenberg School. A 2004 graduate of Georgetown University, “K–12 Education in the United States Should We Implement National Standards and Assessments?” July 28, 2009. Policy Perspectives, http://www.policy-perspectives.org/article/view/4242/10.4079pp.v16i1.4242]

Shifting standards and assessments from state to federal administration will likely be more effective in increasing student achievement and less costly than the status quo. As long as national standards set the threshold for student achievement at a high level, the system will prepare students in the United States for the technical challenges of the workforce. National standards and assessments are politically feasible if couched in the same manner of NCLB, which uses federal funding incentives instead of regu- latory mandates. A significant coalition has been building in favor of na- tional standards, making their passage more likely than in the past, but by no means assured. National standards and assessments would impose a minimal burden and would ease state-level duties in scoring and reporting. National standards and assessments offer important benefits and long term improvements. Public decisionmaking on education is not simple. Clear trade-offs exist between state-level authority and national cohesion. Since the im- plementation of No Child Left Behind in 2002, variations among school performances have become easier to understand. National standards and assessments would further clarify areas of strength and weakness. Jurisdictions are naturally competitive (Brunori 2003) and would have incentives to improve as a way to attract residents and ensure local workforce adequacy. Future education policy could further incentivize improvement for lagging districts. While standardized testing is imperfect, it provides a beginning for candid dialogue and national self-reflection, which could lead to targeted support and improvement. The market for global intellectual capital is tight, and national standards and assessments would improve the competitiveness of the labor force in the United States.
And, no opposition to nationalized education standards. 

Cary ‘9 – *frequent contributor to American Thinker (Lee, "Nationalizing Public Education Comes After Health Care" http://www.americanthinker.com/2009/06/nationalizing_public_education.html) 

And, making a case for nationalizing public education will attract broader support than the three previous venues (banking, autos, and health care).   President Obama will proclaim public education K-12 as too crucial to the future of the nation to be left in the hands of volunteer citizen committees, also known as School Boards and Independent School Districts. And, the distribution of school financing is, Obama will say, too dependent on the varying affluence levels among the states, and within their divergent communities. All of America's youth are entitled to an equal opportunity to receive a world class education. Anything less is unfair. Equal opportunity demands equal funding. It doesn't take a crystal ball to see this coming. The pragmatic case for uniform public education will cite economy-of-scale advantages whereby the federal government will eliminate multiple duplications of effort in a currently over-staffed management equation where every school district constructs its own buildings, buys its own materials, hires its own staff, and manages its own curriculum to its own state's standards. Why not centralize all those processes and save time, effort and money? will be the argument. Works for Wal-Mart.  Large metropolitan school districts that are almost all dismal failures will gladly turn over their responsibility to the federal government. Most teachers and administrators will welcome the opportunity to become GS workers and enjoy the benefits of greater and more equitable pay, plus relocation opportunities without compensation penalties. Many will welcome the end of the politico-educational fiefdoms called school districts.   Compared to the complexity of redesigning the American health care system, rationalizing the nationalizing of public education K-12 will be a snap.  Most citizens will see no inherent danger in bringing central planning to public education. After all, central equals public, public equals central. So the argument will go.  Obama will claim that taxpayers will pay less for nationalized education since the increase in their federal taxes will be less than what they're now paying in local school taxes, which will go away. Lower taxes - that'll sell.    What groups will oppose this?  Besides home schoolers, that is. They'll be required to meet the same certification standards as national teachers, and jump through bureaucratic hoops that'll eventually dissuade many from being their child's teacher as well as their parent.     

Moderate democrats love the plan. 

AC ‘9 (American Chronicle, 6/25/09, http://www.americanchronicle.com/articles/view/107638) 

Washington—Ten moderate Senate Democrats today sent a letter to President Barack Obama voicing support for his key education goals and pledging to "lend our voices to the debate as proponents of education reform." The letter was initiated by Senators Evan Bayh (D-IN), Tom Carper (D-DE), and Blanche Lincoln (D-AR), leaders of the Senate Moderate Dems Working Group, and signed by seven of their moderate colleagues. "As legislators, we believe we must embrace promising new approaches to education policy if we are to prepare our children to fill the jobs of the future," they wrote to President Obama. "By 2016, four out of every 10 new American jobs will require at least some advanced education or training. To retain our global economic leadership, we share your sense of urgency in moving an education reform agenda through Congress." Saying that "now is the time to explore new paths and reject stale thinking," the moderate Democrats commended President Obama for his focus on teacher quality and noted a recent report by McKinsey and Company that highlights the achievement gaps that persist among various economic, regional and racial backgrounds in the United States and the gaps between American students and their peers in other industrialized nations. Based on this report, the senators noted that "had the United States closed the gap in education achievement with better-performing nations like Finland, Iceland, and Poland, our GDP could have been up to $2.3 trillion higher last year." The senators expressed support for new pay-for-performance teacher incentives and expansions of effective public charter schools. They also endorsed the Obama administration´s desire to extend student learning time to stay globally competitive and called for investments in state-of-the-art data systems so school systems can track student performance across grades, schools, towns and teachers. Other signatories on the letter include Senators Mary Landrieu (D-LA), Michael Bennet (D-CO), Joseph Lieberman (ID-CT), Bill Nelson (D-FL), Claire McCaskill (D-MO), Mark Warner (D-VA) and Herb Kohl (D-WI). 
***AFF Answers

No STEM Shortage
STEM shortages are an exaggeration – companies want funding

Smydo 9 (Joe, 2/9/10, Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, “STEM education is the root of concern” http://www.post-gazette.com/pg/09041/948078-298.stm MGE)
While calling for additional study, Rand Corp. in a report five years ago said it found no evidence of current or looming shortages of STEM talent at various federal agencies. Rather, in many fields, Rand said, the supply of workers appeared to exceed demand. Michael Teitelbaum, vice president of the New York-based Sloan Foundation, a philanthropy focused on STEM and economic issues, told Mr. Wu's subcommittee two years ago that there might be isolated shortages in certain fields. But he said the notion of widespread shortages was invented by "interest groups and their lobbyists," including employers who want to increase labor pools and keep labor costs down; universities seeking an influx of grant money and graduate students; and others who see STEM advocacy as a way to attract funding. According to the U.S. Department of Labor's "Occupational Outlook Handbook," future demand for STEM workers will vary considerably by field. From 2006 through 2016, demand for mechanical engineers, for example, is projected to grow by 4 percent; environmental scientists and hydrologists, 25 percent; and software engineers 38 percent. Sometimes, the data disagree or projections are at odds with anecdotal evidence about STEM demand. The U.S. Labor Department projects a 7 percent spike in demand for nuclear engineers from 2006 through 2016, a rate it considers about average. Yet Mr. Gilbert, the Westinghouse spokesman, described the nuclear field as "hot," not only for engineers but the skilled tradesmen needed to build power plants. Depending on the number of new facilities brought on line in coming years, a panel of the American Physical Sociey last summer said the need for nuclear engineers at power plans could jump about 60 percent, to 12,500, by 2020. The society is a professional group of physicists. Companies with a continuing need for new talent have established a recruiting infrastructure to give them a leg up on competitors. Mr. Gilbert said Westinghouse has partnerships with engineering programs at various universities. Software engineering giant Ansys Inc. has a two-person in-house recruiting staff to scour resumes, work the phones and raise the company's profile among candidates for technical and non-technical positions. Employees get $3,000 bonuses for steering new hires to the company. And at any given time, the Cecil-based company is working with two dozen or more university engineering students through a co-op program that often leads to job offers. The recent economic downtown has added another dimension to the debate, but Renee Starek, assistant director of the career center and a career consultant at Carnegie Mellon University's Mellon College of Science, said the job prospects of Carnegie Mellon graduates with STEM degrees so far don't seem affected. 

No Solvency

Space missions are key to inspiring STEM and maintain the US’ lead on global competition

Technician 7/5 (July 5, 2011, Technician Online-Staff Editorial, “Ending space program hinders STEM education” http://www.technicianonline.com/viewpoint/ending-space-program-hinders-stem-education-1.2603897)

The facts: NASA space shuttle Atlantis will leave Earth July 8th, marking the program's final flight. The future of the program is currently unclear. Our opinion: If the nation wishes to gain an edge on foreign competition in the sciences, the cut of the space shuttle program is a hypocritical backward step that goes against the national interest. July 8th will mark the final note in NASA space shuttle history. Half a century ago, our space endeavor stood as a symbol of national pride and inspiration. Now space missions have become routine and NASA has failed to provide new milestones to spark the old nationalistic sentiment. Although NASA may not have found alien life on Mars or a sustainable galactic planet, there is still a promising future for the space program. Ending this U.S. space shuttle series will only yield a backward step for America in global competition and thus, it is in the best interests of the nation to continue the space program. President Barack Obama announced an initiative to train an additional 10,000 engineers during a speech on Monday, June 13. He also voiced that the STEM – science, technology, engineering, and math – subjects should be emphasized in education because this are the jobs of the future, and these are the jobs that are in jeopardy due to foreign competitors. Astronauts and aircraft designers were once the heroes of future students. Young children aspired to be astronauts and it was space that fascinated the minds of the youth. Space held prospects of discovery and innovation that surpassed Earth's bounds. If the president truly desires more children to pursue the STEM subjects and compete with China, India and other competitors for jobs, he should take a moment to realize that the future engineers of America need a point of inspiration. NASA and the space shuttle program provided this in the past and will again, if given another chance. One of the main reasons for Obama's 10,000 engineers speech was because of the growing concern of jobs going to other countries. With the end of the space shuttle program, American astronauts will have no other option but to tag along on Russian space shuttles. Some supporters of the motion say that NASA may now have the money for more university grants for aeronautic research. However, new graduates in the aerospace field will not be able to experiment in space without special permission from the Russians. Students will be unlikely to research innovations that may never make it past the hypothetical which is detrimental to our nation. The decision to end NASA's space program goes against the president's words and the national interest. If the American government wishes to gain a competitive edge in the global job market and enhance scientific education, the end of the space shuttle is disappointing and hypocritical.

Education isn’t key to the economy

SCHLAFLY 2011 (Phyllis, “Education Spending Won't Create Jobs,” Townhall.com, March 29, http://townhall.com/columnists/phyllisschlafly/2011/03/29/education_spending_wont_create_jobs)

Contrary to President Obama's political rhetoric, more taxpayer spending to send more students to college will not reduce unemployment or improve the economy. It's just Obama's way of finagling the unemployment statistics by listing young people as students instead of as unemployed. A report by the Federal Reserve Bank of Cleveland confirmed that when it comes to long-term unemployment, the length of unemployment is unrelated to education level. Although employment is higher for people with more years of education, the duration of unemployment is the same for all education levels. A new phrase is now commonly included in job ads for all kinds of positions: "must be currently employed." Charts from the Bureau of Labor Statistics show remarkably parallel lines for the duration of unemployment of Americans age 25 and older who have less than a high school diploma, only a high school diploma, some college or a college degree. The Obama administration continues to propagate the falsehood that solving the unemployment problem requires "more investments in education." Investment is a favorite liberal code word for more spending and higher taxes. As globalization spread and was touted by the elites as the wave of the future, conventional wisdom was that only blue-collar manufacturing jobs would be sent overseas, while college grads were safe. That assumption is now obsolete, as computers and telecommunications have made it possible to offshore the jobs of college-educated employees. I thought it was a tossup as to which was the greatest education scandal: the $2 trillion taxpayers poured into public schools that failed the twin goals of improving student achievement and closing the gap between higher-income and lower-income students OR the colossal debt students accumulate to pay exorbitant college tuition prices. But the Chronicle of Higher Education reported a third scandal under the headline, "The Great College-Degree Scam." The Center for College Affordability and Productivity (CCAP) found that approximately 60 percent of the increase in the number of college graduates from 1992 to 2008 now work in relatively low-skilled jobs that need only a high school diploma or less. The actual count is 17.4 million college grads working in occupations that the Bureau of Labor Statistics classifies as not requiring college, such as cashier, waiter, waitress or bartender.

CP Links to Politics 

Republicans and powerful groups oppose the plan

Saba, 8 - president of the American Board for Certification of Teacher Excellence

(Dave, “Student Success Strategy,” American Board for Certification of Teacher Excellence blog, December 3rd, http://www.abcte.org/blog/2008/12/student-success-strategy) 

It has been incredibly difficult to gain momentum for the systemic change necessary for success in all of America’s schools. True change requires a comprehensive strategy that focuses on the many variables that affect student performance. While many individual programs are working toward this goal, those organizations working alone will not produce the education our students deserve and require in order to be competitive in the world market. The politics of education overshadows the merits of education change in America. The two camps have become so entrenched that many politicians determine which side they need to be on by who supports or fights against any given program. While conservatives usually focus on working toward education reform, that reform is perceived as principally revolving around school choice. As Andy Rotherham opined in a recent blog, conservatives are seen as “reflexively hostile to public schools.” On the other side, there are powerful groups that want to maintain the status quo. They have been very effective in positioning themselves as the student advocate through a comprehensive strategy to push for smaller class sizes, universal pre-k, more spending on education in general, higher salaries for teachers and reduced testing for students. These have the appearance of advocating for students when they really benefit the adults. A state group will work at the state level toward these goals, often with the advice and additional resources of a national group. Meanwhile, education reform groups operate in a single silo with national leadership and maybe a state group that is advocating for a single item in the reform agenda. Each state represents a win or lose scenario for each group. But each silo really only impacts a small number of students so it is too easy to marginalize that group when compared to the entire system. Reaching a small number of students has not, and will not, induce systemic change to provide better opportunities for all students. The position from the defenders of the status quo is that each education reform does not address the larger need of all students so we should continue to stay with the current and implement their strategy.

***Market Economy Status CP***

China MES CP 1NC
Text: The United States federal government should declare and back all initiatives to grant the People’s Republic of China market-economy status.

The CP solves Sino relations. 

Rui 5/6/11 (Pan, professor at the Center for American Studies, Ending trade discrimination, http://europe.chinadaily.com.cn/opinion/2011-05/06/content_12460003.htm, MM)

US and EU should recognize China's market economy status and stop rampant restrictions against its products Although solid Sino-US economic and trade relations do not automatically mean good political ties, they serve as a buffer to serious clashes between the two countries. Healthy and sustained development of Sino-US commercial links will not only be beneficial to both countries but also favorable to maintaining peace and stability in the Asia-Pacific region and the world as a whole. However, under its non-market economy provisions, China's foreign trade has suffered, as it has become a victim of anti-dumping and countervailing practices by other members of the World Trade Organization (WTO). According to China's Ministry of Commerce and its "Foreign Market Access Report," discriminatory trade barriers against China exist in its dealings with major trade partners, such as the United States and the European Union. Due to some safeguard mechanisms, as well as other WTO members' concerns about China's rapidly growing international competitiveness, China faces more challenges than other members in terms of market access. This is largely the result of the non-market economy provisions of the protocol of China's accession to WTO. The restrictions imposed by being a "non-market economy country" are drawn from the US Trade Act of 1974, which states the general provisions of the Act should not be applied to communist countries, as these countries operate a planned economy with public ownership, in which their governments seek to direct all economic activities, decide what needs to be manufactured, to whom it should be distributed and at what price, and whose currency is not freely convertible. In the final stage of China's negotiations to obtain WTO membership, the US and EU collaborated to refuse recognition of China's market economy status. At that time, in order to join the WTO as soon as possible, China made the concession to other WTO members that it be treated as a non-market economy country for the first 15 years. This non-market economy provision applies exclusively to China, and China is the only country subjected to such discriminatory provisions. All other WTO members can randomly invoke this provision to issue discriminatory restrictions on imports from China. Consequently, the non-market economy provision has become an excuse for anti-dumping legal action against China under fair-trade provisions. To date, the US and the EU have been the two most active players in anti-dumping proceedings against China, which in effect impose restrictions on the competitiveness of Chinese enterprises. China's non-market economy status has become an Achilles' heel for its exporters with respect to anti-dumping investigations. For more than a decade, China has been the world's largest subject for anti-dumping investigations, and in the resulting adjudications, China has suffered the highest proportion of anti-dumping penalties. Indeed, China is often deemed to be the only guilty party and has become the No 1 target of anti-dumping investigations in terms of the number of cases. From 1995 to the first half of 2008, China's export products were cited in 640 anti-dumping investigations, accounting for 19.4 percent of total global anti-dumping investigations; 441 of these investigations resulted in implementation of safeguard mechanisms, which accounted for 20.9 percent of such cases. In defending an anti-dumping lawsuit, Chinese enterprises need deep pockets as it is a very difficult and bitter process. For example, a lighter factory in Wenzhou had to spend 1 million yuan in responding to an EU anti-dumping lawsuit. On the surface an economic problem, China's non-market economy status has in fact been turned to a political issue. The US has specified criteria that narrow China's market economy status to those that suit the US' own interests: "the extent to which the currency of the foreign country is convertible into the currency of other countries" and "the extent to which wage rates in the foreign country are determined by free bargaining between labor and management". As long as China complies with the above criteria, the US might grant China market economy status. However, this means China's market economy status depends on whether it makes strategic concessions to suit the US, which has decided to use market economy status as a bargaining chip to deal with China. The US has used market economy status as a flexible standard in the past. For example, most Eastern European countries have been removed from the non-market economy list since the 1990s. Romania and Bulgaria, which supported the Iraq War, were granted market economy status in 2003. Therefore, only when the US follows fair-trade practices can the issue be easily solved on a mutually beneficial basis. 

2NC Solvency – Relations 

Market Economy Status is the vital internal link to Sino-US relations – The CP overwhelms the solvency deficit.

Plowright and Wilson 5/5/11 (Matthew and Elliot, analysts for Emerging Markets, Growing Sino-US tensions ‘may hinder trade and currency talks’, http://www.emergingmarkets.org/Article/2819236/Growing-Sino-US-tensions-may-hinder-trade-and-currency-talks.html, MM)

Sino-US relations are showing signs of mounting strain ahead of a high-profile meeting in Washington next week, and analysts fear this could hamper progress in relaxing tensions between the world’s two largest economies. Chinese and American leaders will convene in the US capital for the latest round of the annual US-China Strategic and Economic Dialogue (SED), with experts warning of signs of a deterioration in political, military and economic ties. Pieter Botellier, professor of China studies at the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies and former chief of the World Bank’s Beijing mission, said that relations between the nations had become “very stressed”. Protectionism on both sides, and ongoing US frustration at the perceived slow pace of Chinese currency appreciation, are drivers behind the growing tension, he said. Diplomatic sources have identified a similar trend. “The sense is that the American loss of patience with the Chinese on many fronts continues, and is more aggravated now than a year ago,” William McCahill, a former senior diplomat at the US Embassy in Beijing, told Emerging Markets. “Even though there has been more movement especially in recent weeks on the currency, other doing-business issues – [intellectual property rights] violations and Chinese protectionism – have really come to the fore. These have irritated the US administration and seriously eroded support within the business community.” On the Chinese side, Bottelier detects a growing frustration with the US’s failure to back China’s quest for full market-economy status in the WTO. “For China this is a really important issue, and the US occasionally makes noises about pushing the conversation along, but nothing so far has come of it,” he said. Chinese trade officials also feel aggrieved at the perception that mainland corporates are being shut out of American markets. They are concerned about interventions by the Committee on Foreign Investment in the United States (CFIUS) on proposed Chinese takeover attempts of US companies – most recently, Huawei’s attempt to buy US server technology company 3Leaf. “There is a distinct lack of clarity concerning how the US deals with Chinese investment proposals. Other nations don’t seem to get the same level of scrutiny from CFIUS,” Bottelier said. The SED, formally announced by US President Barack Obama and Chinese President Hu Jintao at the G20 summit in April 2009, was designed as a platform for high-level discussion on a number of key issues, from trade to international relations. However, increased disagreement means that the prospect of significant progress on key issues such as currency and protectionism at next week’s Washington meeting, the third installment of the SED, now appears slim. McCahill said: “I’m quite willing to be pleasantly surprised, but I don’t see the mood in place to achieve progress or any particular incentive on either side. “We’re going to have a dialogue of the deaf for the next couple of years”, he said, although he did not believe the relationship would “go off the rails”. While analysts expect little progress in addressing the two nations’ imbalanced trade relationship and political disagreements, they also do not expect a serious public falling out. ANZ’s Liu said: “Neither side would like to rock the boat. It’s in the interests of both to have a smooth economic relationship.” 

Solvency – Relations 

The US is key to Chinese market-economy status

Rui 5/1/11 (Pan, professor at the Center for American Studies, United States Should Recognize Reality Of China’s Market Economy, http://www.chinausfocus.com/finance-economy/united-states-should-recognize-reality-of-china%E2%80%99s-market-economy/, MM)

In order to obtain full market economy status – a high priority objective - China needs to be recognized by the importing country. As discussed earlier, the United States and European Union refused to grant China market economy status, but in June and July 2002, despite the fact that China’s market had developed much better than Russia, both Western trade blocs respectively granted Russia full market economy status. Ironically, Russia still has not obtained WTO membership. In June 2004, China’s bid for market economy status was denied again both by the United States and European Union. China has been working assiduously through diplomatic means to persuade WTO members to abolish its non-market economy status in their domestic anti-dumping laws. From 2004 to 2005, China convinced 51 countries, including New Zealand, ASEAN countries and Africa countries, to recognize its market economy status. On the surface an economic problem, the non-market economy status is essentially a political issue. The US specified criteria which narrowed the focus to “the extent to which the currency of the foreign country is convertible into the currency of other countries” and “the extent to which wage rates in the foreign country are determined by free bargaining between labor and management”. Given the actual situation in China, its the non-market economy status seems only to be an economic problem. As long as China complies with the above criteria, the US should grant China market economy status. However, the US criteria don’t rely on quantifiable indicators, thus bringing considerable arbitrariness to the issue. The US had decided to press market economy status – a flexible standard to the US – as a bargaining chip to deal with China. For example, most Eastern European countries have been removed from the non-market economy list since the 1990s. And after the September 11 terrorist attacks, Russia adjusted itself to meet US requirements in terms of energy supply and counter-terrorist operations and won market economy status in 2002. Romania and Bulgaria were granted market economy status in 2003 because of their support for the Iraq war. Winning market economy status depends on whether China makes strategic concessions to suit US interests. The China-US Strategic and Economic Dialogue (S&ED) meeting soon to be held in the US is the ideal high-level forum to pursue a favorable outcome on this issue. Without a win-win on chosen strategic interests, the US could keep restricting the negotiations to technical levels and continue to raise new problems with China. Only when the two sides reach a compromise on their strategic interests will China’s market economy status be recognized. Otherwise, it has to wait until the expiration of that initial provision in 2016. 

Economic cooperation and especially market economy status solves relations

Wei 5/9/11 (Zhang, reporter for China News Agency, Hillary Clinton famously described Sino-US relations with Deng Xiaoping: touching stones to cross the river, http://www.cnkeyword.info/hillary-clinton-famously-described-sino-us-relations-with-deng-xiaoping-touching-stones-to-cross-the-river/, MM)

U.S. Secretary of State Hillary Clinton hosted a dinner the evening of the Chinese delegation, said bilateral relations more in-depth and extensive, and now China and the U.S. economy “You have me, I have you,” the future development of the two countries will be intertwined. After a day of intense talks, the third round of China-US strategic economic dialogue this evening has ended. That night, Hillary Clinton, U.S. Secretary of State together with Geithner as the State Department to host a banquet hall, Brooklyn, by the Deputy Prime Minister Wang Qishan and State Councilor Dai led the Chinese delegation. Dr. Kissinger has been a secret visit to China 40 years of experience, Clinton said in his speech, looking back at these 40 years the development of Sino-US relations, “I can not help but wonder stretch of the road we have traveled.” She said the past few decades, rapid development of Chinese economy, hundreds of millions of Chinese out of poverty, the Chinese have become the powerful force of global economic development, the United States welcomes China’s economic growth, because the United States also benefit, and now China and the U.S. economy “You have me, I have you,” the future development of the two countries is intertwined. Clinton acknowledged the development of bilateral relations there are some factors of instability and building a comprehensive partnership of cooperation will not be easy to achieve. She quoted Deng Xiaoping’s famous quote, said the way forward for Sino-US relations can “feel our way across the river” to describe. She said the two sides through the strategic economic dialogue can enhance mutual understanding and mutual trust, even if in the future will not encounter a stumbling block has been achieved both destroyed. U.S. Treasury secretary, in his speech saying of Confucius, “to have friends from afar” as a prologue, he describes himself as an example of Sino-US relations in a remarkable change in 30 years. 30 years ago, Geithner first came to China, studying Chinese at Peking University. He said that Americans like him were very rare, there are millions of Americans living in China to study, more Chinese students studying in the United States. Geithner said that in recent years, economic cooperation between the two countries have made considerable progress, the financial crisis, the two countries through cooperation and efforts to promote stability in the world economy to avoid a similar 30′s of last century Great Depression. Held in the morning’s third round of economic dialogue, Chinese Vice Premier Wang Qishan said he hoped the U.S. side to implement the dialogue clear timetable and road map for the results, the effective high-tech products to China to relax export controls to recognize China’s market economy status, fair treatment of U.S. investment in Chinese companies, to avoid politicizing economic and trade issues. Wang Qishan said the two sides should fully take care of each other’s concerns through dialogue and tangible results, the real benefit the two peoples. 

Chinese officials want market economy status

Watts 9 (Dana, doctorate in law from the University of Kentucky, Fair’s Fair: Why Congress Should Amend the US Antidumping and Countervailing Duty Laws to Prevent “Double Remedies”, http://www.tradelawdevelopment.com/index.php/tld/article/view/1(1)%20TL%26D%20146%20(2009)/13, Trade Law and Development 2009, MM)

D. Alternative Solutions 1. Grant China Market Economy Status The Protocol of Accession allows China to establish itself as a market economy under the national laws of individual WTO members at any time.114 Additionally, China may establish that “market economy conditions prevail” in any of its industries or sectors at any time.115 Regardless, however, China will no longer be classified as an NME in 2016, and the problems of applying US CVD law to it will be moot.116 One way to deal with the problems associated with applying CVD law under NME methodology would be for the US to simply consider China a market economy earlier than 2016. In Coated Free Sheet Paper, BOFT suggested this solution as its preference.117 It argued that the DOC was using “market forces and sales values” for the CVD case as if China were a market economy and should therefore use the same standards in its AD case.118 If this method were used, Congress would not have to enact any new legislation. The DOC has complete authority for designating countries as market economies, and its decisions are not reviewable. There would be no further litigation in US courts over the DOC’s methodology in applying CVD law to China. Chinese officials have stated that recognition as a market economy is a goal China seeks for diplomatic reasons.119 Some countries, including Singapore and Malaysia, already recognize China as a market economy.120 A less extreme alternative to this approach would be to consider individual Chinese industries as “market-oriented” and apply both market economy CVD and AD duties to products from those industries. 

Market economy status supported in China

China 11 (5/10/11, China.org, “China urges US to lift hi-tech export controls” http://www.china.org.cn/business/2011-05/10/content_22527964.htm MGE) 

Chinese Vice Premier Wang Qishan Monday urged the United States to "set a clear timetable and roadmap" for relaxing its high-tech export control regime and recognize China's market economy status. Wang made the remarks at the opening of the third round of the China-U.S. Strategic & Economic Dialogue (S&ED) in Washington D.C. Wang also called on the U.S. to offer Chinese companies fair access to investing in the U.S. and avoid "politicizing economic and trade issues". "The two sides need to fully accommodate each other's concerns and deliver real benefits to our two peoples through concrete results from the dialogue," said Wang.

According to Wang, open trade and investment policies are crutial to promoting innovation, creating jobs, increasing income and boosting economic growth. 

MES is key to relations

The China 10 (leader in Chinese economic and diplomatic news, News Digest: Sino-US trade relations hit rough patch, http://thechina.biz/china-economy/sino-us-trade-relations-hit-rough-patch/, 12/28/10, MM)

 Economic and trade ties between China and the United States this year are currently going through their most difficult time, and bilateral trade disputes and the problem of China’s market economy status (MES) will not likely be solved any time soon. “The trade relationship is expected to further improve in September or October when China may put in place a large deal to purchase US goods to balance trade surplus against the United States,?said an insider close to the Ministry of Commerce. 
Solvency – Protectionism

Granting China market economy status solves protectionism

Loris 9 (Nicolas, Washington-based economist, Status Update: China Is A Market Economy, http://www.bjreview.com.cn/expert/txt/2009-08/31/content_214161.htm, 8/31/09, MM)

By granting China market economy status, the United States could play an important role in liberalizing the country's economy and increasing global competition. For decades, the Chinese economy has undergone some impressive transitions to a more market-oriented system, and the latest talks coming from the Strategic and Economic Dialogue between China and the United States suggest that the United States wants to move the transitions even faster. Although China's economy has some significant strides to take before it can be labeled "free market," in admitting China's market economy status, Washington would be offering a welcoming step in the right direction for a freer, more prosperous China. China has been the beneficiary of global trade and financial investment for years, and is emerging as an economic power with unlimited growth potential in its own right. Since joining the World Trade Organization (WTO) in 2001 and reforming its labor laws, China's increased individual liberties have resulted in unprecedented growth in economic activity and free trade. Nevertheless, the state continues to have the ultimate economic decision-making authority, and property rights in many areas of the country are poorly defined or protected. Despite some labor reform, there remain unnecessary regulations in place that reduce economic growth. Though improved, the government's central control and strict regulations thwart entrepreneurial activity, and the state has a stranglehold on the nation's financial system and macroeconomic policies. U.S. officials should not ignore the fact that trade relations between the United States and China represent one of the most important bilateral economic partnerships on the globe. In 2008 alone, trade between the two countries generated $406 billion in wealth—almost double that between the United States and Japan. Clearly, a sweeping privatization policy cannot occur overnight. Despite statist-led agendas (hidden or not so hidden) and the inefficiencies they may cause in China, the United States should recognize the developments in market liberalization China has made, as well as the gains from trade that improve the standard of living for both countries' citizens. Discussion at the Strategic and Economic Dialogue between China and the United States is often just that—talking and addressing challenges with little constructive action. Expeditiously granting China market economy status could be that constructive action. Failure to acknowledge China's market economy status could hamper trade relations between the United States and China. The United States is a much wealthier nation because of China; similarly, China's export industry flourishes because of free trade, and a lot of Chinese jobs fall within the export industry. Simply stated, free trade makes people better off while protectionism makes them worse off. U.S. protectionist threats could very well lead to retaliatory protectionist policies that ultimately hurt China's path toward a free market economy, and hurt U.S. citizens' enjoyment of cheap foreign imports. Refusing to grant China its market economy status is largely a political battle but also an economic one. Still, it is nonsensical and, in a sense, discriminatory. Treating China as a non-market economy is at odds with willingly recognizing Russia as having a market economy status. According to the 2009 Index of Economic Freedom, China ranks well ahead of Russia. Neither country is swimming in the "free" end of the pool; the index categorizes both as "mostly un-free." Nonetheless, China's 132nd ranking sits 14 spots ahead of Russia. Furthermore, losing anti-dumping authority may concern government officials in the United States, but it could benefit U.S. consumers. Anti-dumping laws and countervailing duties are complex and often subjective—rewarding few at the expense of many. If China has a genuine comparative advantage in producing textiles, steel and other goods, producing them at a lower cost will benefit the United States by means of cheaper imports and increased global competitiveness that would spur innovation, thereby improving quality. Market economy status does not provide China exemption from anti-dumping laws, and it does not mean the United States cannot put forth anti-dumping allegations. It could, however, improve trade relations between the two economic powerhouses by reducing any tensions and improving willingness to work together. There's no doubt China can implement measures that would make awarding China market economy status an easier decision for the United States. Although somewhat loosened over the past few years, the People's Bank of China still tightly controls currency fluctuations. Deregulating foreign investment practices as well as structural and political reform will be critical to remove any imbalances. Commitment from the Chinese to liberalize exchange rates and interest rates would be a prudent step in the eyes of Uncle Sam. Trade between China and the United States is a dynamic and mutually beneficial economic relationship. While nowhere near skating on thin ice, this relationship still has much room for improvement. But it will take effort from both sides. Granting market economy status will go a long way to improving China's long journey toward market reform. 

Protectionism causes nuclear war.

Spicer 96 (Michael, 1996 economist and member, Tory Party, British Parliament, THE CHALLENGE FROM THE EAST AND THE REBIRTH OF THE WEST, p. 121.)

The choice facing the West today is much the same as that which faced the Soviet bloc after World War II: between meeting head-on the challenge of world trade with the adjustments and the benefits that it will bring, or of attempting to shut out markets that are growing and where a dynamic new pace is being set for innovative production. The problem about the second approach is not simply that it won't hold: satellite technology alone will ensure that the consumers will begin to demand those goods that the East is able to provide most cheaply. More fundamentally, it will guarantee the emergence of a fragmented world in which natural fears will be fanned and inflamed. A world divided into rigid trade blocs will be a deeply troubled and unstable place in which suspicion and ultimately envy will possibly erupt into a major war. I do not say that the converse will necessarily be true, that in a free trading world there will be an absence of all strife. Such a proposition would manifestly be absurd. But to trade is to become interdependent, and that is a good step in the direction of world stability. With nuclear weapons at two a penny, stability will be at a premium in the years ahead.

A2: CP Inevitable

No it won’t- the US won’t grant China MES before 2016

Qingfen 10 (Ding, reporter for China Daily, US unlikely to grant China market economy status soon, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/business/2010-05/12/content_9839131.htm, 5/12/10, MM)

The United States is unlikely to accept China's market economy status (MES) before 2016 and both nations should act according to World Trade Organization (WTO) norms when launching trade remedy cases against each other, Susan G Esserman, a former deputy US trade representative, told China Daily. Esserman, who served in the post during the Clinton administration and now the partner of Steptoe & Johnson LLP in charge of trade and WTO issues, suggested China allow its currency rise, claiming that yuan revaluation was in China's interests and that US export controls were not a major source of the trade deficit with China. She added that she did not expect the US to give the nod to China's MES before 2016 "as there are strong views about that in the US and there is no major change underway". As a precondition to entering the WTO in 2001, China accepted some restrictive clauses, one of which was that China's MES could not be automatically granted worldwide until 2016. New Zealand was the first nation to accept China's MES in 2004, and has been followed by 80 other nations and regions, but major economies such as the US and the European Union have yet to do so. "It's an unreasonable practice that a nation is still regarded as a non-market economy after it has joined the WTO," said Zhou Shijian, a senior fellow at the Center for US-China Relations affiliated to Tsinghua University and a senior WTO expert. "It is a double standard when the US declines to accept China's MES. The US aims to deliberately make things difficult for China, such as initiating more trade remedy cases," he said. In 1998, the US and EU agreed to accept Russia's MES, but Russia has yet to enter the WTO. Non-market economy status is a source of frequent trade remedy cases against China. During the past few years, China has become the major target of trade protectionism worldwide, with the US initiating the largest number of cases. In August 2009, the US said it appreciated China's progress in market reform, and would accept China's MES as soon as possible through cooperation. "It's no use pleading or waiting for their nod. We have to continuously push to force them to make some compromise," said Scott Liu from Scott Liu & Associates, a major law firm in charge of trade remedy cases concerning China and the US. "China's currency issue is sensitive in the US. There is a wide array of expert opinion that the renminbi is undervalued and I think currency revaluation is in China's sovereign interest from a long-term perspective," said Esserman. The US has claimed that an undervalued yuan is a major source of its huge trade deficit with China. But figures have proved currency fluctuations have no impact on trade balance as expected, and Chinese government said export restrictions set by the US are what had mainly led to the trade surplus with the US. 

No MES for China

Finance Online 5/12/11 (leader in finance news, http://www.finance-ol.com/2011/05/ambiguous-attitude-of-the-united-states-recognized-chinas-market-economy-status-is-still-suspended-again/, MM)

Ended yesterday, the third round of Sino-US strategic economic dialogue, both sides reached an outcome in a number of areas, but China’s demand for recognition of the demands of market economy status of China, the United States still continues the 2009 presentation. The U.S. side said, “China-US Joint Commission on Commerce through a cooperative and expeditious manner in order to fully recognize China’s market economy status.” China and the U.S. in a number of areas Jinguan 48 results of cooperation achieved over the first two round of talks, but the U.S. recognition of China for the China market economy status on the demands of the new idea does not make representations, the U.S. said it would “cooperate in a means “quick, full recognition of China’s market economy status. This statement and the 2009 United States-US strategic economic dialogue, the closing of the first presentation is no different. Research Institute of Fudan University, Associate Professor Song Guoyou in the United States to accept the “International Finance,” an interview that while the United States is now undertaking “by Sino-US Joint Commission in a cooperative and expeditious manner, fully recognize China’s market economy status”, but to how we understand the “rapid” and “cooperation.” The so-called “cooperation”, China-US relations at Tsinghua University Research Center, Senior Fellow, Zhou’s view, “the way is not the U.S. cooperation with China, but China with the United States, that is, as long as the Chinese side, the United States to recognize China the market economy status. “ Therefore, Songguo You are also not optimistic about the U.S. “fast”, Songguo You said: “Sino-US Joint Commission is an annual, and we certainly hope that this can be solved, but if this does not resolve, we can only waiting for the next year. 

Politics NB
The new Congress doesn’t care about Chinese economic policies

Yingzi 11 (Tan, writer for China Daily, China faces pressures from a new Congress, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/usa/2011-01/04/content_11791785.htm, 2011-01-04, MM)

But some analysts are already softening the intentions of the new Congress. Unlike the previous Democratic-led House, said Derek Scissors, from the Heritage Foundation, a think tank, the Republican-led House will have a different approach to address the trade surplus with China. "It is very unlikely to be as obsessed with the yuan's peg to the dollar as the Democratic-led House was the previous two years," Scissors told China Daily. "The House Republican leadership should be concerned with more fundamental issues such as Chinese subsidies and, on the US side, the federal budget deficit. These are much bigger distractions than the exchange rate." But he added that the weight of American pressure on China could switch from economic to political and security issues, such as regional security in the Pacific. 

Business lobbies love Chinese economic freedom- they are invested in Chinese products

Ensinger 11 (Dustin, writer for Economy in Crisis a publication that specializes in economic policies, Business Groups Bow to China, http://economyincrisis.org/content/business-groups-bow-china, 1/28/11, MM)

A coalition of 45 business groups are urging members of Congress to allow China to continue manipulating its currency, making it harder for American businesses to compete on a level playing field, according to Reuters. The groups claim that forcing China to allow its currency to appreciate to a fair-market value could undermine progress on other issues, including the protection of intellectual property rights, market access restriction and other issues. Passing currency manipulation legislation "would be counterproductive not only to the goals related to China's exchange rate that we all share, but also to our nation's broader goals of addressing the many and growing challenges that we face in China," the groups said. The move comes as Sen. Chuck Schumer (D-NY) is planning on introducing legislation that would crack down on the Chinese practice. In the previous Congress, a similar version of the legislation garnered strong bipartisan support in the Senate. The bill would have forced the Treasury Department’s hand in its report on currencies, which in the past has failed to label China as a currency manipulator. Currently, the Treasury Department must be able to demonstrate willful intent on the part of the alleged currency manipulator. Under the bill, those rules would be waived. If a nation was deemed to be manipulating its currency under Schumer’s bill, immediate action, including imposing steep tariffs, could be taken. The longer a nation’s currency remains misaligned, the steeper the penalties would be. The Commerce Department would also gain additional authority to act under the bill. If a nation simply refuses to adjust its currency, the bill would provide the Commerce Department with the ability to use anti-dumping laws to counteract the effects that currency manipulation has on pricing. In addition, the Commerce Department would have the authority to levy countervailing duties against the offending nation. According to some estimates, China’s currency is undervalued by as much as 40 percent against the dollar. This makes China’s exports much cheaper, allowing them to sell more and gain an advantage on the competition. From a U.S. perspective, it is yet another mercantilist practice used by China to undermine the American economy and steal jobs. Still, the group feels that it would be best to allow China to continue the illegal practice. As Reuter’s points out, many of the businesses lodging complaints “have invested heavily in China or export products there.” "We agree that China needs a yuan exchange rate that responds to trade flows and that China should move steadily toward a market-determined exchange rate," the U.S.-China Business Council and other groups said in a letter to every voting member of Congress. 

Business lobbies are extremely powerful

Morgan 10 (David, reporter for Reuters, Wall Street, bankers, business execs lobby Congress, http://www.reuters.com/article/2010/04/28/us-financial-regulation-lobbying-idUSTRE63R42B20100428, 4/28/10, MM)

Amid growing expectations that Democrats and Republicans will strike a deal despite their current standoff, lobbyists said business leaders are hoping to win their own narrow concessions from members of the U.S. Senate and House of Representatives who are eager to tighten oversight of the financial industry before November congressional elections. About 500 executives from community banks that lend heavily to small businesses and farmers visited Capitol Hill after a policy meeting on Monday and Tuesday hosted by the Independent Community Bankers of America. Dozens more were expected on Thursday as part of an effort organized by the larger American Bankers Association. Lawmakers also braced for visits from board members of Wall Street's Securities Industry and Financial Markets Association and nearly 100 auto dealers from the National Automobile Dealers Association. Meanwhile, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce said its members have sent 47,000 letters to lawmakers in the past three weeks to voice opposition to Democratic proposals on consumer financial protection. The chamber also brought 25 corporate treasurers to Washington last week for meetings with Congress. "What's happening on Capitol Hill is exactly what you'd expect: everyone with an interest in this legislation is vigorously exercising their rights under the First Amendment," said Steve Verdier, the community bankers association's executive vice president for congressional affairs. 

*** AFF Answers 
No Solvency

Won’t fix relations, China doesn’t want MES

Willis 10 (Andrew, 12/16/10, EU Observer, “China losing interest in early 'market economy' status”

 http://euobserver.com/884/31528 MGE)

China's top diplomat in Brussels has suggested Beijing's push for early 'market economy' status may be waning.

"I am no longer interested in that," ambassador Song Zhe told journalists on Wednesday (15 December). China officially joined the World Trade Organisation in September 2001 after 15 years of negotiations and will only be treated as a market economy starting 2016, according to WTO rules. Minerals on display at a trade fair. Chinese restrictions on rare earth exports in recent months have created tension The non-market economy status allows other countries to impose additional duties on China's products until 2016, leading senior Chinese politicians to repeatedly call on the EU in recent years to alter its position at an earlier date. Brussels has held out however, insisting that Beijing had yet to comply with a number of criteria. "It's clear that the more time passes, the less interesting it is for China to push for the status," an EU official said on condition of anonymity. "At the same time, I wouldn't take everything they say for granted."

MES not valuable to China

Business Daily 10 (5/27/10, Business Daily Update, “US to recognize China's market economy status” General One File MGE)

"The wording means there has been no breakthrough at all regarding the recognition of China's MES," said He Weiwen, an executive council member of the China Society for WTO Studies. The US just repeated the wording it used in the first round of the S&ED in Washington and at an ensuing meeting last year, he said. China's Commerce Minister Chen Deming said on Monday that the US is yet to recognize China's MES and the two sides would continue discussions on this issue at upcoming meetings. "The later the US formally accepts China's MES, the less valuable the 'prompt recognition' commitment will be, as China can automatically acquire the status by 2016," said Song Hong, an economist of international trade department under the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences. According to WTO rules, China will acquire MES 15 years after entering the organization. China joined the WTO in 2001, which means it would get that status by 2016 at the latest.

Status quo solves the CP

Gov Monitor 9 (8/6/9, Gov Monitor “US to work toward China’s market economy status” http://www.thegovmonitor.com/world_news/united_states/us-to-work-toward-chinas-market-economy-status-523.html)

 The United States will cooperatively consult through the China-US Joint Commission on Commerce and Trade (JCCT) to work toward China’s market economy status in an expeditious manner, according to a fact sheet released Wednesday.

The joint fact sheet of the first China-U.S. Strategic and Economic Dialogue’s economic track came about one week after the conclusion of the dialogue, which was held in Washington, D.C. from July 27 to 28.

The United States recognized the continued progress China had made in its market reforms and would “earnestly consider China’s concerns,” said the statement.

The two sides were among the beneficiaries of and participants in the global trading system, and both were committed to work for a more open global trade and investment system and jointly fight protectionism, it said.

The two countries also agreed in the statement on calling on all other WTO members to work together for an ambitious and balanced conclusion to the Doha Development Agenda in 2010, consistent with its mandate, building on the progress already made, including with regard to modalities 

CP doesn’t solve – 9 alt causes

Palmer and Martina 11 (Doug and Michael, 3/8/11, Reuters, “Factbox: Key issues in China-U.S. trade” http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/03/08/us-usa-china-trade-idUSTRE72712V20110308 MGE)

A major driver of trade friction between the world's two largest economies is the U.S. trade deficit with China. Both countries have pledged to work on correcting "global imbalances," but the U.S. trade deficit with China in 2010 rose to $273.1 billion, up from about $226.9 billion in 2009. That 20.4 percent increase in the U.S. trade shortfall with China was despite China's shrinking total trade surplus of $183 billion last year, down from $196 billion in 2009 and a record $295 billion in 2008. The 2010 U.S. trade deficit with China surpassed the previous record $268 billion set in 2008. CURRENCY Many U.S. lawmakers believe China's currency is significantly undervalued, giving Chinese companies an unfair price advantage in international trade. China loosened the yuan from a nearly two-year peg to the dollar in June, and since then it has risen about 4 percent in value. Chinese official have said the yuan will continue to appreciate but in a gradual and controllable manner. The U.S. has tried to forge alliances with other economic behemoths concerned about the value of the yuan. But U.S. Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner's efforts to get Brazil to back a joint initiative fell on its face when Brazil's Finance Minister Guido Mantega said Brazil was equally concerned with the weakening of the U.S. dollar. A bipartisan group of 101 U.S. lawmakers in the House of Representatives revived efforts in February to pass legislation aimed at pressuring China to let the yuan appreciate. A similar proposal stalled last year, but if successful would allow the Commerce Department to treat currencies deemed to be undervalued as an illegal subsidy under U.S. trade law. PIRACY AND COUNTERFEITING The International Intellectual Property Alliance, which represents U.S. copyright industry groups, has estimated U.S. trade losses in China due to piracy at $3.5 billion in 2009. Meanwhile, U.S. customs officials say 80 percent of the fake tennis shoes, clothing, luxury bags and other goods they seize each year at the border come from China. China responded to U.S. complaints with a six-month campaign that began in November aimed at counterfeit books, music, DVDs and software. China has promised "concrete results" from the latest crackdown, but U.S. groups say a sustained effort is necessary to achieve real results. Locke said in February that the U.S. was waiting to see if Chinese officials would meet pledges to increase government budgets for the purchase of licensed U.S. business software. Microsoft and other members of the Business Software Alliance in the United States complain that nearly 80 percent of the software installed on PCs in China is pirated. INDIGENOUS INNOVATION Big U.S. companies such as General Electric are worried that China's "indigenous innovation" policies could make it more difficult for them to compete in China. The regulations are intended to promote innovation within China and reduce its dependence on foreign technology and companies. U.S. industry fears China is using discriminatory policies in areas ranging from government procurement to technical standards and tax policy to promote its state-owned enterprises at the expense of foreign firms. U.S. companies are also worried that under indigenous innovation, they would be forced to transfer development and ownership of intellectual property to China to participate in the country's huge government procurement market. Chinese President Hu Jintao said during his state visit to Washington in January that China would not discriminate against products made with foreign technology when awarding lucrative government procurement contracts. Still, U.S. and other foreign firms are waiting to see if those promises will be kept. TRADE DISPUTES The United States in February asked the World Trade Organization to rule on two disputes with China -- one on restrictions Beijing has imposed on U.S. specialty steel exports and the other on access to its credit and debit card payments market. CLEAN ENERGY The U.S. Trade Representative has said that Chinese manufacturers of wind turbines and components may have received several hundred million dollars in government grants that violate trade rules by requiring Chinese manufacturers to use only Chinese-made parts and components. Critics also charge that China's momentum in the solar industry has been created by generous state subsidies that give Chinese companies an advantage over other manufacturers and restrictions that keep foreign companies from competing for China's domestic projects. RARE EARTHS China, which controls 97 percent of currently available global rare earth supplies, has alarmed its trading partners by restricting exports of the minerals that are used in a variety of clean energy and high-industry technologies. Beijing cut rare earths export quotas by 40 percent last year and again by 35 percent over the first half of 2010 for the first half of 2011. The United States has said it could complain to the WTO about the restrictions, but China has defended its restrictions as measures to manage supplies and control pollution associated with rare earth production. INVESTMENT Beijing complains that Washington, while pushing for greater access for U.S. firms in the Chinese market, imposes unwarranted restrictions on Chinese investment in the United States, often citing national security concerns. China says it wants a level playing field for its investment into the United States, saying that its intentions are benign and will benefit the U.S. economy and create jobs. In February, China's Ministry of Commerce said Washington had engaged in obstruction and interference in investment activities when the outcome of a U.S. government foreign investment review forced Huawei to sell assets it bought from 3Leaf, a small U.S. company. Three years ago, Huawei had to pull back from a bigger proposed investment in 3Com, in similar circumstances. Meanwhile, U.S. companies complain China restricts investment opportunities in many services sectors. 

The US is already considering MES for China

Current Affairs 10 (5/24/10, Current Affairs, “The United States recognized China’s market economy” http://www.currentaffairs-3166.com/?p=154 MGE) 
August 2009, the Chinese government announced the first round of China-US strategic economic dialogue within the framework of the joint results of economic dialogue note, saying the United States recognized China’s market reforms continue to progress, and will earnestly consider China’s concerns, through the China-US Joint Commission in a cooperative manner quickly recognize China’s market economy status.
Strict policies are just logical evolution 

Ikenson 7 (Daniel J., associate director of Cato's Herbert A. Stiefel Center for Trade Policy Studies, focusing on WTO disputes, regional trade agreements, U.S.-China trade issues, steel and textile trade policies, and antidumping reform. Ikenson has been involved in international trade since 1990., 5/7/7, CATO, “Growing Pains: The Evolving U.S.-China Trade Relationship” http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10660 MGE)

The recent flurry of activity has caused angst and raised questions on both sides of the Pacific. Has the Bush administration changed course with respect to China? Will its actions ameliorate or exacerbate tensions in the relationship? Will it lead to resolution of the underlying U.S. complaints and deter Congress from doing something rash? Is a trade war likely? This brief paper offers answers, along with some of the context and perspective that has been absent from many news reports.

In the final analysis, the administration's trade actions of 2007 do not represent a departure from its longstanding China-trade policy but rather the next phase in a logical evolution. By using the WTO dispute settlement system to convey U.S. seriousness about achieving resolution, the administration should be able to keep Congress on the sidelines. If so, lingering issues are likely to get resolved and a trade war avoided. All bets are off, however, if Congress short-circuits the WTO process and passes punitive legislation that violates U.S. WTO commitments.

CP isn’t good enough 

Ikenson 10 (Daniel J., associate director of Cato's Herbert A. Stiefel Center for Trade Policy Studies, focusing on WTO disputes, regional trade agreements, U.S.-China trade issues, steel and textile trade policies, and antidumping reform. Ikenson has been involved in international trade since 1990., 4/22/10, Testimony delivered to the U.S. Senate Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs Subcommittee on Economic Policy, CATO, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=12216 MGE) 

Short of graduating China to market economy status, U.S. policymakers could reduce bilateral tensions by addressing another systemic, methodological problem that results in Chinese exporters being penalized twice for the same alleged infraction. Since the Commerce Department resumed applying the countervailing duty law to non-market economies in 2007 (after a 22-year moratorium), it has failed to account for the problem of "double-counting" in cases where imports are subject to both the antidumping and countervailing duty laws. Under NME methodology, a Chinese exporter's U.S. prices are compared to a surrogate value based on costs in a third country, such as India. Any difference between the U.S. price and that surrogate accounts for both the dumping and subsidy margin because the surrogate represents a non-dumped, non-subsidized price. However, U.S. practice has been to treat that difference as reflecting only the margin of dumping, while calculating an additional margin to reflect the subsidy only. Both the dumping margin (which already reflects the amount of the subsidy) and the subsidy margin are applied as duties on Chinese imports, resulting in a double counting of the countervailing duty. 

No long term solvency – China would be subject to strict regulations

Business Alert 4 (5/20/4, Business Alert, Issue 9, “US Starts Process to Eventually Grant China Market-Economy Status” http://info.hktdc.com/alert/us0409.htm)

As Sino-American trade continues to grow, dumping investigations targeting Chinese products are likely to increase in number as well. Last year, approximately 50% of all dumping cases accepted by the Bush administration were against Chinese imports. There is little indication that this trend will be reversed any time soon. Once textile quotas are eliminated on 1 January 2005 under the WTO Agreement on Textiles and Clothing, apparel products, too, will become targets of AD investigations, which are predictable for the petitioning industry and highly efficient. In other words, the number of AD actions against mainland Chinese products is certain to rise in the US market in the years to come. Moreover, this trend is unlikely to change greatly even after China receives market-economy status. Nevertheless, shedding NME status is desirable because it presents a particular disadvantage for fighting AD actions. Yet, mainland Chinese exporters must understand that shedding NME status will be no panacea. The downside for China in eventually obtaining market-economy status in the US, is that this success would then open Chinese firms to countervailing duty (CVD) actions. This downside is no triviality either. CVD orders are offsetting duties similar to AD orders, except that these duties seek to counter foreign governments' subsidies. Chinese manufacturers are currently immune to having CVD cases filed against them, because US courts have held that CVD law does not apply to NME countries. However, that would change as soon as China is designated a market economy. Commerce Secretary Evans is on record as having said that Chinese government loans to state-owned enterprises (SOEs) that are not repaid are equivalent to subsidies. Moreover, Frank Vargo, the vice president for international economic affairs of the National Association of Manufacturers (NAM), observed recently that there is already "growing interest" in filing CVD cases that target Chinese industries.

CP Links to Politics 

Congress focuses on China’s economic policies and they are unpopular

Yingzi 11 (Tan, writer for China Daily, China faces pressures from a new Congress, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/usa/2011-01/04/content_11791785.htm, 2011-01-04, MM)

The Republican and Democratic parties have to work together to fix the economy during the incoming 112th Congress but to boost exports and create jobs, lawmakers may place more pressure, at different points, on China to address trade issues. Thanks in part to the United States' battered economy, the GOP rode a wave of discontented voters to capture control of the House of Representatives in the November midterm elections. It gained 63 seats in the House. Republicans will hold a 242 to 193 majority in the House when the new Congress convenes Jan 5. In the Senate, Democrats hold a slim majority. Still faced with sagging unemployment rates and a slower-than-expected economic recovery as well as a presidential election in two years, Congress - with Republicans having gained in power - will focus less on social issues, political analysts said. And that likely means the new Congress will raise more pressure on trade with China, the largest supplier of US imports of goods and the third largest market for US exports in 2009, after Canada and Mexico. To reduce the massive trade deficit with China and export more goods globally, US lawmakers of the 111th Congress have pressed hard on the Chinese government about the renminbi, intellectual property rights (IPR) protection and industrial policies. Last year, the two chambers held several hearings on the Chinese currency. The House passed a currency bill in late September by a vote of 348-79. The bill addressed concerns that China undervalues its currency from 15 percent to 40 percent to give Chinese companies a price advantage in international trade. The bill gave the Commerce Department's authority to treat currency undervaluation as a subsidy under US trade law so that companies could apply for offsetting countervailing duties against imports from China on a case-by-case basis. The Senate failed to approve the bill and it has been killed. In the coming new session of Congress, experts predicted that currency, trade surplus and rare earth metals will become major sources of friction between the two major economic powers.

CP tanks capital

Patterson 11 (Eliza, researcher at CERI, US TRADE POLICY VIS-À-VIS CHINA: TIME TO PUSH THE “RESET BUTTON”, http://www.ceri-sciencespo.com/archive/2011/juin/art_ep.pdf, MM)

Admittedly, the proposed quid pro quo in the form of enacting certain changes in US laws as requested by the Chinese will meet with resistance. “Dragon slayers” oppose “pandering to pandas”. Nevertheless my discussions with numerous members from this group leads me to believe that ultimately they will see the package as a positive evolution in US policy and reward the Administration on election day. More serious is the reaction of the Congress whose approval is essential if US laws are to be altered. While a majority of the Congress, themselves up for election in 2012, can be expected to embrace a tough line towards China some likely will oppose the proposed quid pro quo. Most controversial will be granting China market economy status. US domestic import-competing companies consider the law denying this status and enabling them to easily secure limits on imports of competitive Chinese products essential to their survival. It will be difficult for members of Congress, particularly in an election year, to vote against these constituents. To win their support the Administration will have to do what all Administrations do: bargain. The Executive branch has many favors it can exchange for votes. Federal funds for members’ favored infrastructure projects, the president’s endorsement of unrelated legislation of importance to members, the president’s attendance at a campaign rally are just a few of the possibilities. 

Congress hates the CP – they want a bargaining chip

Wan 7 (Ming, Professor of Government and Politics and Director of the Global Affairs Program at George Mason University, 11/17/7, “Managing the American Medusa: The U.S.-Japan Political-Economic Relationship in Comparative Perspective” Japan Focus, Vol. 20, No. 3, September 2007, pp. 397-421 http://www.japanfocus.org/-ming-wan/2576 MGE)

The United States, the European Union and Japan are not interested in granting China market economy status, which would make it far more difficult to use anti-dumping measures against Chinese firms. China won recognition from several sizable economic powers, including Russia in September 2004, Australia in April 2005, and South Korea in November 2005.[7] But China is unlikely to change the mind of the big three in the foreseeable future. It is next to impossible for the United States to grant China market economy status since Congress wants to have more, rather than fewer, tools to pressure China. It is less urgent to persuade Japan because the Japanese government has rarely used anti-dumping measures against Chinese exports, living in a glass house themselves.[8] So the Chinese government has worked harder on the European Union. However, after studying the situation in China, the EU Commission announced on 28 June 2004 that the state still interfered too much in the Chinese economy. Before China could receive market economy status, China needed to reduce state interference and ensure equal treatment to all companies, improve compliance with the existing Accounting Law, treat all companies equally in bankruptcy procedures and respect property and intellectual property rights, and let the market determine allocation of capital.[9] When Mandelson visited China in early June 2006, he told the Chinese that China still does not qualify for market economy status. The European Union is at one with the United States on this issue.

 Protectionism Turn
Chinese Protectionism high

AP 11 (China protectionism rising: US firms, http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/biz/archives/2011/04/27/2003501768, http://www.taipeitimes.com/News/biz/archives/2011/04/27/2003501768, 4/27/11, MM)

Chinese protectionism has increased since the 2008 global financial crisis and US companies are being hurt by Beijing’s policies aimed at developing its technology industries, a business group said yesterday. A report by the American Chamber of Commerce in China adds to mounting complaints that Beijing is violating the spirit of its free-trade pledges by limiting market access and trying to shield its fledgling technology industries from competition. China has alarmed foreign -companies by pushing them to hand over technology in fields from high-speed rail and renewable energy to mobile phones. The communist government says it will favor Chinese suppliers when it purchases computers and other technology and has ordered banks and other companies to limit use of foreign data security products. The report comes ahead of next month’s meeting of the US-China Strategic and Economic Dialogue, a Cabinet-level gathering aimed at defusing trade tensions and promoting cooperation in health, the environment and other areas. The American chamber said 26 percent of its member companies responding to a survey said they are being hurt by China’s “indigenous innovation” policies. It said more companies expect to be hurt by them in the future. “Protectionism increased during and following the global downturn. Key manufacturing sectors remain only partially open and services are especially restricted,” the report said. 
Protectionism high now

Moore 10 (Malcolm, Economics writer for The Telegraph, US hits out at China over protectionism, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/finance/china-business/7851869/US-hits-out-at-China-over-protectionism.html, 6/24/10, MM)

Since the financial crisis, China has prioritised the strengthening of its own companies, often at the cost of foreign competitors. Many companies have accused the Chinese government of tilting the playing field by excluding them from sectors, rigging tender offers and imposing or enforcing often impossible regulations. "The flip side of the promising story about the success of many individual exporters and US companies in China is the difficult policy and regulatory environment that the US business community still faces," said Mr Locke. He also accused the Chinese government of advancing its own state companies and retreating on liberalisation. "Over the last five years, the Chinese government has identified key sectors that must be 'state-dominated' and others that will stay 'largely in state hands,' slowing a long-term trend of economic liberalization. "As a result, there are concerns that the state-owned sector is growing and that the sway of government policy in place of market principles has been increasing," he said. America has yet to find a solution to the trade tensions between the two sides, with China giving away few concessions at the talks. 

Protectionism high

Bloomberg 10 (Protectionism Hurting U.S.-China Trade, Beiing Says, http://www.businessweek.com/globalbiz/content/feb2010/gb2010022_041184.htm, 2/2/10, MM)

China is the "biggest victim" of growing U.S. protectionism, the Chinese Ministry of Commerce said on its Web site late yesterday. Growing protectionism is seriously affecting the stable development of trade ties between the U.S. and China, ministry spokesman Yao Jian was cited as saying in the statement. China's ministry noted in its statement that the U.S. government has this year imposed anti-dumping duties on Chinese-made electric blankets and wire mesh trays and is also investigating drill pipes from China.  

Doesn’t solve protectionism

Changying 9 (Chen, a veteran international trade expert at the International Economic Research Institute under China’s National Development and Reform Commission, 8/14/9, People’s Daily Online “Why is U.S. ready to recognize China's market economy status?” MGE)

For years, China has been pressing its trade partners to give it MES. The U.S., however, has used the market economy status to impose restrictions on imports from China, and so American consumers, too, paid a high price. This practice, nevertheless, has a very limited role in the protection of the US industry and employment. The U.S., having not granted the MES to China for a long time, has used it as a bargaining chip in its negotiations with China and to seek its own interests. The United States is currently ready to strengthen cooperation with China and to recognize its MES as soon as possible for the ensuing reasons: First, China has made substantial progress in its pursuit of market reform. Second, against a backdrop of great recession globally and particularly in the U.S., the Barack Obama administration is eager to cooperate with China on a great number of issues and to satisfy its needs on an issue, which is of concern to the country. Third, 97 countries worldwide have granted China MES, but some of the countries the U.S. granted MES cannot compare their market access level to that of China's and, finally, China can automatically acquire MES by 2016, or 15 years after its accession to the WTO, in line with the relevant WTO rules. The United States is the second biggest market for China's export, only next to the European Union (EU)t. China's exports to the U.S. in 2008 accounted for 17.6 percent of the nation's total export. After the recognition of China's MES, the U.S. will find it hard to use anti-dumping and anti-subsidy measures against China. So, Chinese firms will benefit from a fair trade status, and more Chinese goods will be exported. On top of this, owing to the U.S. vital status in the world economy and trade, other economies will follow suit or be prompted to recognize China’s MES as soon as possible. In fact, it should be recognized that the U.S. has not formalized any agreement with China on granting it MES, though it has promised to do so as soon as possible. Both sides still need to consult each other on the concrete content of the “cooperative form” the U.S. has suggested. Meanwhile, we should also bear in mind the fact that trade protectionism in the U.S. would not vanish anyway even after the country recognizes China's MES but will instead re-emerge via other forms.

Protectionism leads to a revitalized economy

Suderman 11 (Phillip, reporter for the Washington Examiner, Angry at China? American companies also benefit from protectionism, http://washingtonexaminer.com/blogs/opinion-zone/2011/01/china-s-trade-policies-protectionist-and-unfair-say-american-businesses-b, 1/20/11, MM)

As they’ve done in the past, American business interests are clamoring for more government support to fight off the protectionist policies of China. This round of protests come with the visit of Chinese President Hu Jintao to the White House and his meeting with 18 Chinese and American business leaders yesterday. American business leaders have decided to focus on Chinese governmental barriers that work to give preferential treatment to Chinese businesses over foreign businesses. American businesses are asking for help from the government. The business community is asking the government to help resolve the situation. And by “help” they of course mean to enact even more protectionist measures for American companies. I say more because American businesses already benefit from massive amounts of subsidies and regulations that prevent open competition inside America. The sugar industry alone received subsidies and benefits costing US families $1.5 billion a year. Overall US agricultural subsidies are upwards of $18 billion. And lest you think subsidies aren’t enough (or that all the money is going to the agricultural industry) the US government isn’t shy on direct bailouts to other industries either. TARP gave out $700 billion to cover the losses of various banks and the stimulus package injected $787 billion to American industries ranging from solar panels to the steel industry. The US government has also directly taken over businesses that were set to fail (in the name of protecting American jobs and finances). Consider Freddie Mac and Fannie Mae, which could have taxpayers on the hook for $154 billion. Consider the backroom deals to bolster American businesses’ sales overseas. Just what do American businesses think the government still needs to do in order to provide them with a level playing field? This is just a short list of the most recent and newsworthy deals measures the government has taken. I haven’t even touched on the myriad of regulations that outright make it illegal for foreign companies to encroach upon American businesses (such as the Jones act which prevents any non-American built, flagged, and crewed freight or passenger ship from transporting goods between US ports). It’s not clear that American companies actually want an open market, but it is clear that they don't mind having their own government-given advantage.

***Export Control CPs***

Satellite Exports Control CP 1NC

Text: The United States federal government should remove satellites and related aerospace technology from the U.S. Munitions List. 

The CP solves the Aerospace advantage

a. Increase competitiveness and jobs.

Aerospace Industries Association 11, the most authoritative and influential trade association representing the nation's leading manufacturers and suppliers of civil, military and business aircraft, helicopters, unmanned aircraft systems, space systems, aircraft engines, homeland and cybersecurity systems, materiel and related components, equipment services and information technology (5/25/11, Satellite Industry Association Industries Association Welcome Proposed Satellite Export Control Reform Amendment”  
http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.rss.spacewire.html?pid=33654) AT

Washington, D.C., May 25, 2011 - SIA and AIA welcome a proposed amendment to H.R. 1540, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2012, that would authorize the president to remove satellites and related components from the U.S. Munitions List, subject to certain restrictions and congressional oversight. More than a decade ago, Congress passed legislation that required all commercial satellites, satellite components, associated technical data and related ground equipment to be treated as "munitions" for export licensing purposes. SIA and AIA have long encouraged Congress to adopt legislation that would allow the executive branch to determine the appropriate export licensing policy for commercial satellites and related items, just as it does for all other technologies that are subject to U.S. export licensing. SIA and AIA appreciate the efforts of Congress to address this important issue. If passed, this amendment would enhance U.S. national security and support American jobs and competitiveness. SIA and AIA strongly support the passage of this amendment.
b. Export controls are ineffective and hurt US technology sales. 

Overly 11, (3/25/11, Steven, Washington Post, “For the US Satellite Industry Strict Export Controls Cost Market Share” http://www.washingtonpost.com/capital_business/for-the-us-satellite-industry-strict-export-controls-cost-market-share/2011/03/25/AFEMJVkB_story.html) AT

When the defense industry makes its case for easing export controls, advocates often cite the satellite industry as an example of why reforms are needed. In the late 1990s, Congress made satellite technology subject to International Traffic in Arms Regulations, or ITAR, forcing companies to obtain a State Department license before selling products or sharing information with businesses and governments overseas. The rules were implemented to protect national security and competitiveness, but they also created new regulatory hurdles for companies and made them slower to deliver products. As a result, satellite industry advocates and executives said other nations were able to gain a competitive advantage and build up their own indigenous capabilities. The Aerospace Industries Association contends that the U.S. share of the satellite market has fallen from 73 percent in 1998 to less than 30 percent today. Remy Nathan, assistant vice president for international affairs, said tighter export controls contributed to the lost ground, though other factors also played a role. Indeed, Barron Beneski, vice president of corporate communications at Dulles-based Orbital Sciences, said some foreign companies have used the controls to sell prospective buyers on products built outside the United States. “The European companies developed a product that they branded as ITAR-free, so in other words they didn't use any subcomponents built in the United States,” Beneski said. “They did that specifically because they knew they could market that satellite around the world and say to the customer, ‘Well, look, you don't have to put up with those U.S. regulations.' ” The Obama administration has called for a review of federal export controls as part of its effort to double U.S. exports by 2015. A White House statement issued in December said the lists of products that require federal approval before being sold should be consolidated and made more detailed. Nathan said the government could improve the process by establishing “a line where you can say technology above this certain performance threshold should be treated as military technology. “We don't have that line now and we've never really had that line,” he added. The lack of specificity means some of the technology regulated by the government is now widely available and has applications beyond defense or information technology. Matt Desch, chief executive at Iridium, questions whether the rules as written provide their intended protection. “The days in which the U.S. controlled everything and it was the rest of the world we worried about isn't really the way things are,” Desch said. “The technology is much more diversified. Many of the things we're protecting are things the rest of the world has already.” After a decade of grappling with the regulations, several companies said the burden is less than it used to be as all parties have become more adept at dealing with the rules. “It started out pretty onerous,” Beneski said. “I think over the years two things have happened: one, the government has improved its processes and become . . . easier to work with. They understand we need to compete around the world; and two, companies have just gotten better at navigating the process.” Nathan said the State Department's license review now takes about three weeks. But when foreign competitors can avoid the process altogether, it still puts U.S. companies at a disadvantage. “You can go as fast as you want to, but if the other guy doesn't have to travel the route at all, you're going to lose market share,” he said.

2NC Solvency
Export control regime undermines national security and destroys aerospace industry international competitiveness – munitions list key to solve. 

Space News Staff 10, (2/2/10, Space News, “White House calls for Export Control Agency” http://www.spacenews.com/civil/100702-wh-calls-export-control-agency.html) AT

The White House aims to create an independent agency responsible for licensing exports of military and dual-use technologies, U.S. National Security Adviser James L. Jones said June 30. The “Single Licensing Agency” would take over technology export licensing functions divided between the U.S. State and Commerce departments and would be “an independent entity” governed by a Cabinet-level board of directors reporting to the president, Jones said in remarks prepared for a speech to the Senate Aerospace Caucus. “We anticipate that leadership of the [Single Licensing Agency] would be nominated by the President, with the advice and consent of the Senate,” Jones said. Jones did not give a target date for creating the agency, but said it would be part of the third and final phase of the administration’s effort to reform an export control regime that U.S. aerospace companies complain stifles their ability to compete globally while inadvertently undermining national security. Jones also announced during his speech that the administration intends to create a tiered munitions list that will allow the U.S. government to prioritize export controls and the processing of license applications. Jones said the administration over the last five months has “developed independent objective criteria to create a tiered control list structure, with the ‘crown jewels’ and [weapons of mass destruction] in the top tier and then cascading down the tiers as the technology or product life cycle matures.” 

A satellite focus solves – SQ Export controls curtail international trade and destroy US aerospace competitiveness.

Shalal Esa 08, (5/12/08, Andrea, Reuters, “US Aerospace industry urges export control reforms” http://www.reuters.com/article/2008/05/12/usa-aerospace-idUSN1231906120080512) AT

May 12 (Reuters) - Outdated export controls and long waits for approval of foreign sales are hurting the U.S. aerospace industry and should be reformed before the damage becomes irreversible, an industry association said on Monday. Other problems, such as an aging work force and delays in worker security clearances, also threaten to undermine U.S. competitiveness in coming years, officials of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics (AIAA) said. "We've got to make sure that we're competitive, or we won't be able to generate that $57 billion in revenues every year," said George Muellner, a retired Air Force acquisition official, former Boeing Co (BA.N) executive and incoming president of the AIAA. "This is a very important part of our national economy," he said, noting the sector accounts for 11 million jobs. Many second- and third-tier U.S. aerospace companies had already lost overseas sales due to problems with International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR), which have not kept pace with a rapidly globalizing aerospace market, officials said. Craig Weston, a retired Air Force general who is heading an AIAA study about the impact of export control laws on the U.S. satellite industry, said some European countries had actually developed "ITAR-free" satellites to avoid any conflicts. U.S. suppliers were "literally locked out" of some satellite programs because "other nations don't want to deal with the ITAR restrictions," he said. "We have not adapted ITAR to advancing globalization." Weston cited a rare consensus for reform among lawmakers, industry and government, but acknowledged efforts could stall due to the U.S. presidential election. He said AIAA had identified a preliminary list of technologies that were now readily available on the world market and should be removed from regulation under ITAR, a set of regulations that control the export and import of certain related products and services. Solar cells, batteries, optical coatings, traveling wave tubes, visual imagers and integrated circuits were technologies that were subject to onerous ITAR restrictions, although they were available overseas, he said. ITAR concerns had also limited U.S. companies' ability to work together with other international companies, Weston said. Muellner said the ITAR problems affected other aerospace companies as well and stood in contrast to far less restrictive rules in the European defense market. Despite what he described as U.S. arrogance, Muellner said U.S. products were not always the best available on the world market and that meant the export controls were not needed to prevent the proliferation of critical technologies. Philip Hattis, AIAA vice president of public policy, said export rules were tightened about 10 years ago after sensitive U.S. technologies were mistakenly sold to China, but many who had advocated those changes back then now regretted them. "It is hurting our national security rather than helping it," said Robert Dickman, executive director of the group. 


China Export Control CP 1NC

Text: The United State federal government should rescind the China Military Catch All Rule. 

It solves competitiveness and military superiority. 

Diamond 8 (Andrew J., B.A. The George Washington University; J.D. Brooklyn Law School (expected 2009); Prior to law school, the author served as the program manager of the East Asia Nonproliferation Program at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies in Monterey, California, Fall 2008, Brooklyn Journal of Corporate, Financial & Commerical Law, “DUELING OVER DUAL-USE GOODS: THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE'S MISGUIDED ATTEMPT TO PROMOTE U.S. SECURITY AND TRADE WITH CHINA THROUGH RESTRICTIVE EXPORT CONTROLS” Lexis MGE)

The aforementioned changes to U.S. export control policy vis-a-vis China will have widespread implications for U.S. exporters, U.S. competitiveness abroad, and U.S. national security. The final rule unnecessarily undermines U.S. economic interests abroad by expanding the potential liability for U.S. exporters and increasing their administrative burdens, disproportionately affecting small and medium business. n190 This expanded liability is not limited just to exporters, as businesses throughout the supply chain will now be subject to nebulous provisions and stiff penalties. n191 Additionally, the extra-territorial impact of the rule by including "reexports" within its scope further expands the potential liability to foreign suppliers, creating an incentive for them to "design-out" U.S. products so as to escape this liability trap. n192 The ultimate effect of these realities will be to place further requirements on already burdened American businesses n193 to the detriment of U.S. competitiveness in the  [*174]  hyper-competitive Chinese market, as other foreign suppliers are not so burdened. n194 The unilateral nature of the rule further undermines its potential efficacy, as no U.S. allies or major trading partners are willing to undertake similar restrictions on their trade with China. n195 This will further compound the damage to U.S. business competitiveness in the Chinese marketplace, the access to which is increasingly vital to American businesses. n196 These losses will result in reduced profits for many cutting edge commercial enterprises in the United States, which will ultimately mean lower levels of investment in vital R&D. n197 Such reductions in private R&D will only serve to undermine U.S. national security, as the Pentagon and America's military superiority is increasingly reliant on private sector R&D. n198 Thus, the final China Military Catch All Rule may very well exacerbate the very problems it was designed to solve.

2NC Solvency

Export controls are a larger internal – design out protects and data protection cripple competitiveness. 

Wallerstein, ‘9 (Mitchel B. is also the Dean, Maxwell School at Syracuse University, Ph.D., Massachusetts Institute of Technology (“Losing Controls”, Foreign Affairs, November/ December 2009, Vol 88, No 6)
In today's highly integrated global markets, where research and development (R & D) and production capabilities are far more widely distributed, the continuation of a comprehensive system of export controls harms U.S. competitiveness in a number of ways. First, controls impose compliance requirements on U.S. firms that increase their costs of doing business relative to the costs of their foreign competitors.  Second, U.S. components are, in some cases, being intentionally designed out of systems manufactured abroad so that the manufacturing companies avoid having to subject specific components to U.S. export control laws. There is also evidence that the constraining effect of U.S. regulations has created a market niche for foreign competitors in the areas of aerospace (the European Aeronautic Defence and Space Company), satellites (Thales Alenia Space), composite carbon manufacturing equipment (the Spanish firm M. Torres), and Night Vision equipment (which is produced by numerous firms in France, Israel, South Africa, and even China and Russia). In some situations, foreign competitors have stepped in to meet the demand -- often with the active support of their governments. Certain foreign companies, such as the satellite manufacturer Thales Alenia Space and the rocket motor manufacturer Swiss Propulsion Laboratory, actually advertise that their products are totally free of U.S. content. The European space industry now explicitly claims to be an "ITAR-free zone," meaning that its companies and products do not utilize U.S. content that would be subject to the International Traffic in Arms Regulations implemented under the U.S. Arms Export Control Act. Third, U.S. firms that maintain R & D facilities in foreign countries, as many now do, are forced to compartmentalize access to information so that employees who are not U.S. citizens do not have access to technical data and other information that is subject to U.S. export controls. (Similar procedures are also imposed at domestic R & D facilities where foreign nationals are employed.) The net effect of these restrictions has been to deprive U.S. companies of some of the best and brightest scientists and engineers in the world -- people who could spearhead the next generation of technological advances. This same phenomenon also lessens the ability of U.S. universities -- many of which conduct defense research on contract for major corporations or the U.S. government -- to recruit and retain foreign scientists and engineers. The U.S. university R & D infrastructure has long been the envy of the world, and it is today highly reliant on noncitizens (in large part because the United States is not producing sufficient numbers of scientists and engineers).  

The Catch All Rule collapses competitiveness – 4 reasons. 

Diamond 8 (Andrew J., B.A. The George Washington University; J.D. Brooklyn Law School (expected 2009); Prior to law school, the author served as the program manager of the East Asia Nonproliferation Program at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies in Monterey, California, Fall 2008, Brooklyn Journal of Corporate, Financial & Commerical Law, “DUELING OVER DUAL-USE GOODS: THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE'S MISGUIDED ATTEMPT TO PROMOTE U.S. SECURITY AND TRADE WITH CHINA THROUGH RESTRICTIVE EXPORT CONTROLS” Lexis MGE)

The publication of the final version of the China Military Catch All Rule n8 on June 19, 2007 has been hailed by the government as embodying "one of the most important changes to export control policy in many  [*154]  years." n9 In an op-ed in the San Jose Mercury News, Under Secretary of Commerce for Industry and Security Mario Mancuso argued that the new rule "strike[s] the right balance in our complex relationship with China" by "support[ing] U.S. companies in competing successfully in China while restricting the export of technologies that would contribute to China's military modernization." n10 In reality, the new rule will most likely do quite the opposite. The China Military Catch All Rule will not only negatively impact American business interests in China, but will also do little to slow China's military modernization and may even undermine U.S. national security. Part I of this note provides a brief overview of U.S. dual-use n11 export controls and then specifically addresses those with direct application to China in order to place the new regulations in the proper context. Part II examines the final incarnation of the China Military Catch All Rule in detail, highlighting both the changes between the proposed and final versions and the major changes to current U.S. dual-use export control policy. Part III provides an evaluation of the immediate and long-term consequences of the rule's implementation, both in the United States and in China, and addresses three specific implications. This note will first argue that the rule unnecessarily expands liability for U.S. exporters, as well as for entities throughout the supply chain. The specter of harsh penalties requires greater due diligence efforts to ensure that these newly controlled items do not end up bolstering China's military. These developments make the costs (administrative or otherwise) of doing business for U.S. exporters in China greater, n12 while making their foreign counterparts more attractive to Chinese buyers, n13 thereby further fueling the political time bomb that is America's ballooning trade deficit with China. n14 Second, the rule will undermine U.S. business competitiveness in China and in other markets. The final rule is strictly unilateral in nature as the United States has been unable to convince a single ally to adopt similar restrictions. n15 With many  [*155]  of these items available elsewhere, Chinese firms are likely to turn to foreign competitors for their products. n16 Likewise, due to the rule's extraterritorial application through its reexport provisions, n17 foreign companies will increasingly "design out" U.S. components in their products, damaging U.S. economic interests in other markets as wel1. n18 Third, this new economic reality will mean that U.S. businesses are competitively disadvantaged in their dealings in the hyper-competitive Chinese market. This will reduce the profits they have to re-invest in cutting edge research and development (R&D). Because the Pentagon now relies primarily on commercial technology to equip America's military, n19 a reduction in private sector R&D for high-technology will only serve to jeopardize U.S. military superiority, n20 a result fundamentally contrary to the stated goal of the rule itself. n21

2NC Inevitability 

There is no risk of a turn – export control removal is an inevitable part of Obama’s agenda, but it will NOT include any change toward China – this dooms relations, increases the trade imbalance, and decks competitiveness in the most economically important area of the world. Prefer our country specific and unique assessment of the Catch All Rule. 

Hsu, ‘10 (Nina, Vice president of Larkin Trade International, Reforming US Export Controls 07 May 2010, http://www.amchamchina.org/article/6295)

The US-China bilateral trade and investment relationship has become increasingly contentious over the last year, speckled with assertions of rising trade barriers and currency manipulation. With this as the backdrop, a broader trade discourse about US export control reform has once again escalated the debate between national security preservationists and free trade advocates. While some signals indicate that the cyclical bilateral relationship is now trending in a positive direction, potential obstacles remain.  One critical area is US export control policy that restricts some high-tech exports to China. While it is vital to US national security interests to prevent highrisk exports of some extremely sensitive technologies, it is also crucial to evaluate the US national security risks of denying exports. Although US export control policies should, in theory, be aligned with the policies of Western Europe, Japan, Korea, and other members of the multilateral export control regimes, in practice, these export review determinations do not match. In export situations where a US product may be effectively replaced by a non-US product, the unintended consequences of denying, delaying or otherwise preventing that export should be one factor in the export control license review process.  Some of our Chinese counterparts have stated that export control policy is the root cause of the trade imbalance. Although, some say that overstates the point, the impact of export control policy on many facets of the US-China relationship cannot be dismissed. Some observers fear that the much-anticipated US export control reform will fall significantly short of expectations and could even contribute to deterioration of overall bilateral relations, US national security and US-China trade flows.  Secretary of Commerce Gary Locke announced a review of US export controls as one of his top five priorities upon his appointment in late spring last year. A few months later, President Obama announced the full scale review of all US export control policies. In his State of the Union address, President Obama emphasized the role that US exports can play in revitalizing the American economy and creating new jobs. These announcements are renewing optimism among members of the business community who have supplied the administration with recommendations for redirecting US trade policies.  However, US business representatives in China note challenges still remain. They report an increasing number of cases where US export control procedures delay or deny US exports to China. Experiences with lengthy export license approvals, license denials, inconsistent commodity classifications and burdensome post-export requirements have produced many skeptics about export control reform and its impact on US exports to China.  Their fear is that policymakers will exempt exports to China from serious reforms in the interest of minimizing domestic opposition to the changes. However, including China in these export control reforms is necessary to achieve real US export and job growth in order to stimulate the US economy. If China is exempted from the export control reforms, this will remove the most dynamic and fastest growing market for US exports and job creation. 

Solvency – US Aerospace Industry 

Export control destroys US competitiveness and research and development

Diamond 8 (Andrew J., B.A. The George Washington University; J.D. Brooklyn Law School (expected 2009); Prior to law school, the author served as the program manager of the East Asia Nonproliferation Program at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies in Monterey, California, Fall 2008, Brooklyn Journal of Corporate, Financial & Commerical Law, “DUELING OVER DUAL-USE GOODS: THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE'S MISGUIDED ATTEMPT TO PROMOTE U.S. SECURITY AND TRADE WITH CHINA THROUGH RESTRICTIVE EXPORT CONTROLS” Lexis MGE)

 The aforementioned changes to U.S. export control policy vis-a-vis China will have widespread implications for U.S. exporters, U.S. competitiveness abroad, and U.S. national security. The final rule unnecessarily undermines U.S. economic interests abroad by expanding the potential liability for U.S. exporters and increasing their administrative burdens, disproportionately affecting small and medium business. n190 This expanded liability is not limited just to exporters, as businesses throughout the supply chain will now be subject to nebulous provisions and stiff penalties. n191 Additionally, the extra-territorial impact of the rule by including "reexports" within its scope further expands the potential liability to foreign suppliers, creating an incentive for them to "design-out" U.S. products so as to escape this liability trap. n192 The ultimate effect of these realities will be to place further requirements on already burdened American businesses n193 to the detriment of U.S. competitiveness in the  [*174]  hyper-competitive Chinese market, as other foreign suppliers are not so burdened. n194

The unilateral nature of the rule further undermines its potential efficacy, as no U.S. allies or major trading partners are willing to undertake similar restrictions on their trade with China. n195 This will further compound the damage to U.S. business competitiveness in the Chinese marketplace, the access to which is increasingly vital to American businesses. n196 These losses will result in reduced profits for many cutting edge commercial enterprises in the United States, which will ultimately mean lower levels of investment in vital R&D. n197 Such reductions in private R&D will only serve to undermine U.S. national security, as the Pentagon and America's military superiority is increasingly reliant on private sector R&D. n198 Thus, the final China Military Catch All Rule may very well exacerbate the very problems it was designed to solve.

Reforms could increase exports

Burke 11 (John J., U.S. Department of Commerce, the U.S. International Trade Commission, 6/13/11, China US Trade Law, “Export Controls And Investing In The United States 出口控制以及对美投资”http://www.chinaustradelawblog.com/2011/06/articles/export-controls-and-investing-in-the-united-states-aaaeaaaacaee/ MGE)

The export controls under the EAR have not been a major impediment to U.S. exports, including exports to China. By contrast, the export controls under the ITAR are a significant impediment to increasing U.S. exports to China. It is unlikely that the arms embargo against China would be lifted soon. However, there are numerous products currently subject to the ITAR that could be exported for commercial end-uses in China with no negative impact on U.S. national security. Reforms of the export control regime that move as many of these products as possible from control under the ITAR to control under the EAR, could pave the way for substantially increasing U.S. exports to China.

Other countries are more willing to trade with China

Diamond 8 (Andrew J., B.A. The George Washington University; J.D. Brooklyn Law School (expected 2009); Prior to law school, the author served as the program manager of the East Asia Nonproliferation Program at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies in Monterey, California, Fall 2008, Brooklyn Journal of Corporate, Financial & Commerical Law, “DUELING OVER DUAL-USE GOODS: THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE'S MISGUIDED ATTEMPT TO PROMOTE U.S. SECURITY AND TRADE WITH CHINA THROUGH RESTRICTIVE EXPORT CONTROLS” Lexis MGE)

Statistics clearly demonstrate the reasons why U.S. companies are so enamored with the Chinese market. In 2006, the United States exported $ 17.7 billion worth of high-tech goods to China, an increase of forty-four percent and more than the total value of U.S. exports to India, Russia and Thailand combined. n239 Since 2000, U.S. exports to China have risen 240 percent, more than to any other market. n240 Applied Materials, a leading Silicon Valley semiconductor company, predicted in 2002 that over the next ten years, approximately twenty percent of its revenues could come from  [*179]  trade with China. n241 Additionally, China is on track to overtake Japan as the third-largest destination for U.S. exports sometime in the immediate future. n242 Statistics such as those make it easy to see why James Sasser, U.S. Ambassador to China during the Clinton administration, once remarked that "[t]he Chinese really don't do any lobbying. The heavy lifting is done by the American business community." n243

For the American business community, the Final China Military Catch All Rule could prove to be the perfect storm, combining with a number of external factors to undermine U.S competitiveness. First, the rule and its restrictions are unilateral in nature. n244 Not one U.S. Wassenaar Arrangement ally has agreed to enact similar provisions. n245 Up until the 1980s, unilateral U.S. export controls were still somewhat effective, as most other nations in the world could not compete technologically with the United States. n246 However, globalization has leveled the technological playing field to the point that such unilateral controls are doomed to failure. n247 Technologically advanced countries like Taiwan, South Korea, Japan, and Malaysia are more than capable of supplying dual-use technology to China. n248 Second, European companies are also more than willing to trade with China, a fact that stems from a very different view of Beijing's ascendancy. n249 The U.S. view is best encapsulated by a 2006 Pentagon report on China which stated that "China has the greatest potential to compete militarily with the United States and to field disruptive military technologies that could over time offset traditional U.S. military advantages absent U.S. counter strategies." n250 Europe tends not to view China as an emerging threat and regards engagement, as opposed to containment, as the proper way to "minimize any risks associated with Beijing's emergence as a global player." n251 In the export control context, most Wassenaar Arrangement  [*180]  members, including much of Europe, "simply do not share the U.S. view of China as a restricted destination." n252 

Export control lists must be consistently updated

Cheng 10 (Dean, Research Fellow in Chinese Political and Security Affairs in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, 12/13/10, Heritage Foundation, “Export Controls and the Hard Case of China” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/12/export-controls-and-the-hard-case-of-china MGE)

Keeping Pace with Advances. To this end, export controls must be dynamic, reflecting changes in technologies and techniques. The lists of controlled technologies should constantly evolve, as befits a world of constant technological advances. For export controls to remain relevant and applicable to the most recent developments in technologies and techniques, the lists of controlled items must be regularly reviewed, adding new items as needed and removing old restrictions as they become obsolete or counterproductive.[44] This suggests that most restrictions should include sunset provisions and that the control lists should be revisited on a regular basis. While a handful of technologies are so sensitive that they may not require such provisions (e.g., nuclear weapon technology), these will likely be the exception. By contrast, information technology will likely evolve rapidly, arguing for regular reappraisal of which technologies should be restricted. The Administration’s plan to consolidate the two lists of controlled technologies into one will help in this regard, but how this will be implemented remains to be seen. The Administration needs to take a consistent approach in formulating the rules for the single list so that technologies and processes can be removed from the control list as they become widely available in the commercial sector, often because American competitors are already exporting them.

Need to understand Chinese military structure to avoid losing China as a consumer

Cheng 10 (Dean, Research Fellow in Chinese Political and Security Affairs in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, 12/13/10, Heritage Foundation, “Export Controls and the Hard Case of China” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/12/export-controls-and-the-hard-case-of-china MGE)

Understanding China’s Military Industrial Complex. One of the challenges of interacting with China is the opacity of its structures and organizations. The interrelationship between the military and civilian industrial bases—which entities are associated or linked to other entities—is poorly understood. Consequently, business relations with Chinese companies are fraught with risk. A systematic effort to gather and make available more detailed information on the organization and structure of China’s military-industrial complex would benefit both U.S. industry and the government. This effort should pay special attention to businesses that are linked to the military’s network of research institutions. Only with this information can U.S. businesses engage Chinese corporations, while minimizing the risk of revealing key technologies and procedures. Moreover, such information would be invaluable for other purposes, such as imposing sanctions and monitoring technology and weapons transfers to pariah states. Many Chinese companies, including state-owned enterprises, interact with unsavory regimes, such as those in Sudan and Burma, but they often do so through a variety of fronts and subsidiaries. Sanction regimes can only hope to affect commercial interactions by identifying these various relationships and, ultimately, the decision makers. This suggests a need to expand the budget for the defense and intelligence communities to undertake longer-term studies of both the Chinese military-industrial complex and its extensive ties to China’s enormous commercial sector. In the face of a retrenching defense budget, it would be penny-wise, but pound-foolish, to reduce such longer-term analyses that are essential for both commercial and security purposes. Conclusion There is a broad-based consensus that the current export control system is not simply flawed, but broken. The Administration has chosen to address a daunting task, and President Obama is to be credited for this effort. It remains to be seen just how the Administration will reconcile streamlining and simplifying the myriad regulations and bureaucracies with maintaining the ability to limit the flow of advanced military technologies to the PRC, especially given the structure of the Chinese military industrial complex.

Solvency – China Relations

Status quo policy increases the likelihood of conflict

Diamond 8 (Andrew J., B.A. The George Washington University; J.D. Brooklyn Law School (expected 2009); Prior to law school, the author served as the program manager of the East Asia Nonproliferation Program at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies in Monterey, California, Fall 2008, Brooklyn Journal of Corporate, Financial & Commerical Law, “DUELING OVER DUAL-USE GOODS: THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE'S MISGUIDED ATTEMPT TO PROMOTE U.S. SECURITY AND TRADE WITH CHINA THROUGH RESTRICTIVE EXPORT CONTROLS” Lexis MGE)

The focus of U.S. export policy should be to maintain American dominance in high-technology goods. This is the best path to protecting U.S. national security and American business interests, both at home and abroad. Instead, the final China Military Catch All Rule attempts to shift the focus to the potential for China's military to rival that of the United States. It seeks to do this by placing unilateral restrictions on dual-use goods that China can easily purchase from our foreign competitors. By denying China access to our dual-use technology, the United States is sending Beijing a clear message that Washington views China much more as a strategic competitor than a strategic partner. Such messages only serve to undermine efforts to bring China more into the international system as a "responsible stakeholder." However, by treating China as a strategic adversary, this current U.S. policy will unfortunately only make conflict between the United States and China more likely. Absent real multilateral efforts on the part of the United States, in such a conflict, China will most certainly have access to these dual-use items through our allies, a tragic twist of fate indeed.

Export control hurts US – China relations 

Burke 11 (John J., U.S. Department of Commerce, the U.S. International Trade Commission, 6/13/11, China US Trade Law, “Export Controls And Investing In The United States 出口控制以及对美投资”http://www.chinaustradelawblog.com/2011/06/articles/export-controls-and-investing-in-the-united-states-aaaeaaaacaee/ MGE)

The ITAR covers items specifically designed, developed, configured, adapted, or modified for a military application. It also covers firearms and commercial satellites. Many items, originally designed for military purposes, now have widespread commercial uses, but remain subject to the ITAR even when they will be used in commercial applications. Such items remain subject to the ITAR until such time as DDTC makes a commodity jurisdiction determination that they can be released from the ITAR.

Companies that manufacture or export items subject to the ITAR must be registered with DDTC and the export of such items almost always requires a license or other written authorization from DDTC. These requirements impair U.S. export trade with China, in particular, because the United States has an arms embargo against China. As a result, items controlled under the ITAR may not be exported to China and ITAR-controlled technical data may not be disclosed to Chinese nationals even in the United States. This restriction is one of the most contentious in Chinese-U.S. relations.

Export control destroys any chance of a “new relationship”

China 11 (5/10/11, China.org, “China urges US to lift hi-tech export controls” http://www.china.org.cn/business/2011-05/10/content_22527964.htm MGE)

According to Wang, open trade and investment policies are crutial to promoting innovation, creating jobs, increasing income and boosting economic growth.

Chinese Commerce Minister Chen Deming also pressed the U.S. to lift high-tech export restrictions to China. "Because the U.S. restricts its export of high technology to China, American companies suffered a lot in terms of losing market share in China, " Chen said at a press briefing. It's unfair that the U.S. still imposes licensing requirement on more than 2,000 items that to be exported to China, Chen noted. US manufacturers are required to clarify their end-users and end-use in China before they could export these items to the country. Last December, the US granted preferential trade rights to a total of 164 countries, said Chen, but China was excluded from the list. Such acts is not in line with the consensus that Chinese President Hu Jintao and US President Barack Obama agreed to in January to forge a "new relationship", open a "new position" and give a "new strength" to China-US relationship, Chen said.

Unilateral efforts fail

Cheng 10 (Dean, Research Fellow in Chinese Political and Security Affairs in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, 12/13/10, Heritage Foundation, “Export Controls and the Hard Case of China” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/12/export-controls-and-the-hard-case-of-china MGE)

The Current U.S. Export Control System. Regrettably, the current U.S. export control regime is out of date and out of step with technological realities. Few U.S. allies are likely to join a strict regime aimed at denying China all access to advanced technology. This is crucial because many European and Asian states now have technological capabilities comparable to the U.S. in important fields. Without broad agreement on an export control regime, unilateral American efforts will affect only American exports, without actually curtailing Chinese access to many forms of high technology.

Solvency – Hegemony

We control an independent link to hegemony – failed export control policies lower defense technology prices, which collapses our defense industrial base. 

Diamond 8 (Andrew J., B.A. The George Washington University; J.D. Brooklyn Law School (expected 2009); Prior to law school, the author served as the program manager of the East Asia Nonproliferation Program at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies in Monterey, California, Fall 2008, Brooklyn Journal of Corporate, Financial & Commerical Law, “DUELING OVER DUAL-USE GOODS: THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE'S MISGUIDED ATTEMPT TO PROMOTE U.S. SECURITY AND TRADE WITH CHINA THROUGH RESTRICTIVE EXPORT CONTROLS” Lexis MGE)

As U.S. exporters go, so goes American military superiority. n268 This is due to a fundamental shift in the way the Pentagon constitutes U.S. military hegemony. During the Cold War, the U.S. defense industry spent billions of dollars specially designing complex, top-secret weapons systems for the Pentagon. n269 That is no longer the case, as "a revolution has turned the U.S. defense industry upside down." n270 Nowadays, it is the private sector that increasingly supplies the Pentagon, as very little is custom-made for the military anymore. n271 Thus, the products from the private sector are "increasingly used to supply off-the-shelf technology for military applications, as government entities find that higher quality and lower prices are available on the open market." n272 [*182]  However, these private sector companies increasingly rely on exports to generate a profit, with no bigger market than China. n273 The profits are then reinvested in R&D to generate the next generation of cutting edge goods. n274 The private sector shares of total R&D in the United States have increased from fifty percent in the mid-1980s to more than sixty-six percent of total R&D in 2003. n275 Overall, total U.S. R&D is greater than $ 250 billion annually, and while vital in promoting U.S. economic growth and international competitiveness, "[it is] also at the foundation of U.S. military superiority." n276 Private R&D also has the added advantage of being "unhampered by bureaucratic and security restrictions," making it "more flexible, more innovative, and better organized." n277 By reinvesting their profits, which are substantially derived from exports, U.S. private sector companies can further solidify America's technological superiority. n278 Maintaining this technological superiority, given the Pentagon's increasing reliance on the commercial sector, is the foundation of American military hegemony. n279 There is potentially an additional adverse impact on U.S. national security that must be noted. It is clear that China will continue to seek high- tech dual-use items despite the unilateral U.S. controls contained in the China Military Catch All Rule. n280 To secure its access to these increasingly vital items, China, with its surging foreign currency reserves, "will either partner with, or purchase outright, capable non-U.S. suppliers." n281 This will provide China at some point thereafter with the capability to domestically produce these goods, and once its own domestic demand is met, global prices can be expected to drop. n282 These Chinese producers will then turn their sights to exporting to the U.S. market, causing prices to drop further, and potentially driving out of business many of the U.S. suppliers for these dual-use goods, "essentially gutting the U.S. defense industrial base." n283

Controls undermine foreign military intelligence.

NAP ‘9 Committee on Science, Security, and Prosperity; Committee on Scientific Communication and National Security; National Research Council, BEYOND “FORTRESS AMERICA”: National Security Controls on Science and Technology in a Globalized World, http://books.nap.edu/openbook.php?record_id=12567&page=R2
Finally, these controls may actually hamper the U.S. government’s own understanding of foreign military capabilities and foreign scientific developments. When components or products are available from many sources around the world, U.S. export controls cannot prevent foreign militaries from acquiring them. Allowing foreign military services to buy such components from U.S. sources can improve U.S. awareness of the characteristics of their systems, which might otherwise be just as capable but less well understood.al developments occur outside the United States to which the U.S. military and intelligence agencies then have no access. 

Solvency – UK/Australia Relations

Regulations destroy relations with the UK and Australia

Cheng 10 (Dean, Research Fellow in Chinese Political and Security Affairs in the Asian Studies Center at The Heritage Foundation, 12/13/10, Heritage Foundation, “Export Controls and the Hard Case of China” http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2010/12/export-controls-and-the-hard-case-of-china MGE)

Meanwhile, these same regulations often complicate cooperation with allies. For example, the U.K. and Australia have at times found themselves subjected to export control policies, even on joint projects, which have been approved by both the U.S. government and the U.K. or Australian government. One assessment observed, “ITAR compliance obligations will become a significant obstacle to effective Australian and U.S. military interoperation.”[38] The recently ratified U.S.–U.K. and U.S.–Australia treaties on defense trade cooperation, which allows the transfer of certain defense items and services between Americans and authorized U.K. or Australian citizens without export licenses or ITAR controls are essential first steps in correcting this problem.

In other cases, erstwhile allies seek to exploit U.S. export controls to expand their own market share. Thales, a French aerospace manufacturer, has produced a number of “ITAR-free” systems that incorporate no U.S. components and can therefore be exported freely, including to the PRC. The company manufactured Sinosat-6B for the PRC and the W3C telecommunications satellites to this specification.[39] For the W3C satellites, it allowed Eutelsat to use Chinese launchers to place the satellite in orbit, ironically arranged through China Great Wall Industry Corporation. Meanwhile, Thales is also advertising helicopter air data units to the same ITAR-free specifications.[40] 

A2: China Weaponry Turn

Relations solve the impact, good relations means there’s no impact to military modernization because cooperation solves the risk of war

Other countries will fill in for military technology

Segal ‘4  (Adam, China Expert, CSIS “Practical Engagement: Drawing a Fine Line,” The Washington Quarterly, http://www.cfr.org/pub7063/adam_segal/practical_engagement_drawing_a_fine_line_for_uschina_trade)

Chinese defense planners clearly are trying to acquire civilian technologies, such as microprocessors and telecommunication equipment, and to convert them to military use, but it is not clear that there is much the United States can do to prevent spin on. Commercial dual-use technologies are not unique to the United States, and currently, only Washington considers the transfer of these technologies to China to be a potential security threat. The Europeans have few direct security interests in a potential conflict in Asia, especially across the Taiwan Strait. Some defense analysts in Tokyo see the rise of China as a potential threat, but Japan continues to develop commercial and political ties with Beijing and to see its own economic security as highly dependent on the development of the Chinese market. The case of semiconductors may best exemplify the difficulties of controlling the export and use of advanced information technologies. Although U.S. defense analysts fear that the migration of integrated circuit manufacturing capability to Shanghai during the late 1990s may assist China's development of long-range, precision-strike capabilities; better command-and-control systems; and integrated air defenses, the United States has been unable to reach agreement with its allies and friends on a common multilateral export policy toward China. The United States is the only member of the Wassenaar Arrangement on Export Controls for Conventional Arms and Dual-Use Goods and Technologies that considers China's acquisition of these capabilities a cause for concern. European and Japanese export control authorities have licensed sales of semiconductor manufacturing equipment to China that is at least two generations more advanced than the threshold stipulated by the Wassenaar agreement. When the United States has banned or slowed exports to manufacturers in China, European and Japanese suppliers quickly stepped in to make the sale.

Interdependence prevents Chinese aggression 

Brzezkinski 5 (Zbigniew , Counselor at CSIS “How Far Has China to Go?,” Foreign Policy, January/February 2005, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=16538)
 Today in East Asia, China is rising—peacefully so far. For understandable reasons, China harbors resentment and even humiliation about some chapters of its history. Nationalism is an important force, and there are serious grievances regarding external issues, notably Taiwan. But conflict is not inevitable or even likely. China’s leadership is not inclined to challenge the United States militarily, and its focus remains on economic development and winning acceptance as a great power. China is preoccupied, and almost fascinated, with the trajectory of its own ascent. When I met with the top leadership not long ago, what struck me was the frequency with which I was asked for predictions about the next 15 or 20 years. Not long ago, the Chinese Politburo invited two distinguished, Western-trained professors to a special meeting. Their task was to analyze nine major powers since the 15th century to see why they rose and fell. It’s an interesting exercise for the top leadership of a massive and complex country.  This focus on the experience of past great powers could lead to the conclusion that the iron laws of political theory and history point to some inevitable collision or conflict. But there are other political realities. In the next five years, China will host several events that will restrain the conduct of its foreign policy. The 2008 Olympic Games is the most important, of course. The scale of the economic and psychological investment in the Beijing games is staggering. My expectation is that they will be magnificently organized. And make no mistake, China intends to win at the Olympics. A second date is 2010, when China will hold the World Expo in Shanghai. Successfully organizing these international gatherings is important to China and suggests that a cautious foreign policy will prevail. More broadly, China is determined to sustain its economic growth. A confrontational foreign policy could disrupt that growth, harm hundreds of millions of Chinese, and threaten the Communist Party’s hold on power. China’s leadership appears rational, calculating, and conscious not only of China’s rise but also of its continued weakness.

A2: Dual-Use Turn

The dual-use technology is inevitable – unilateral restrictions are worse and deck competitiveness.

Diamond 8 (Andrew J., B.A. The George Washington University; J.D. Brooklyn Law School (expected 2009); Prior to law school, the author served as the program manager of the East Asia Nonproliferation Program at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies in Monterey, California, Fall 2008, Brooklyn Journal of Corporate, Financial & Commerical Law, “DUELING OVER DUAL-USE GOODS: THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE'S MISGUIDED ATTEMPT TO PROMOTE U.S. SECURITY AND TRADE WITH CHINA THROUGH RESTRICTIVE EXPORT CONTROLS” Lexis MGE)

For the American business community, the Final China Military Catch All Rule could prove to be the perfect storm, combining with a number of external factors to undermine U.S competitiveness. First, the rule and its restrictions are unilateral in nature. n244 Not one U.S. Wassenaar Arrangement ally has agreed to enact similar provisions. n245 Up until the 1980s, unilateral U.S. export controls were still somewhat effective, as most other nations in the world could not compete technologically with the United States. n246 However, globalization has leveled the technological playing field to the point that such unilateral controls are doomed to failure. n247 Technologically advanced countries like Taiwan, South Korea, Japan, and Malaysia are more than capable of supplying dual-use technology to China. n248 Second, European companies are also more than willing to trade with China, a fact that stems from a very different view of Beijing's ascendancy. n249 The U.S. view is best encapsulated by a 2006 Pentagon report on China which stated that "China has the greatest potential to compete militarily with the United States and to field disruptive military technologies that could over time offset traditional U.S. military advantages absent U.S. counter strategies." n250 Europe tends not to view China as an emerging threat and regards engagement, as opposed to containment, as the proper way to "minimize any risks associated with Beijing's emergence as a global player." n251 In the export control context, most Wassenaar Arrangement  [*180]  members, including much of Europe, "simply do not share the U.S. view of China as a restricted destination." n252 These divergent viewpoints toward China further undermine the efficacy of U.S. export controls and American business competitiveness, because U.S. policy implicitly assumes cooperation from Wassenaar Arrangement members. n253 In determining whether a certain product is available outside the United States (i.e. "foreign availability"), the Coalition for Security and Competitiveness states that the Commerce Department assumes countries that participate in the same multilateral export control regimes as the United States have adopted the same dual-use controls as the United States. n254 The Commerce Department's process for determining "foreign availability" ignores the differences in these countries' export controls, which is even more important in the context of the Wassenaar Arrangement where members are not obligated to harmonize their control lists. n255 Thus, "many items restricted by the United States are available in Wassenaar member countries because of differences, for example, in licensing administration, compliance and enforcement procedures, technical interpretation of the lists and application of re-export rules." n256 One of the most fundamental differences between the now defunct CoCom and the Wassenaar Arrangement is the absence of authority for a state to veto an export by a fellow member, thus preventing the sale altogether. n257 Thus, "items subject to U.S. controls are now more readily available in other countries, including members of international regimes." n258 Craig Barrett, the CEO of Intel, equated these unilateral U.S. export controls on goods going to China to "fighting with one hand tied behind my back." n259 Barrett's comment underscores the fundamental importance of multilateral approaches to export controls if they are to be effective. n260 However, the final China Military Catch All Rule is not only unilateral in nature; it seeks to control goods that are widely available from foreign companies. n261 Thus, delays in the export licensing process can be deadly. It  [*181]  can take more than six months for U.S. companies to secure an export license for goods going to China. n262 James Jochum, the Commerce Department's Assistant Secretary for Import Administration, has said that the U.S. government "take[s] a longer time reviewing licenses to China than to any other destination." n263 In 2003, an export application for China took, on average, seventy-two days, longer than for any other country. n264 Such delays inevitably force the foreign buyer to look elsewhere. n265 For example, in 2002, Semiconductor Manufacturing International Corporation (SMIC), one of China's largest semiconductor producers, planned to purchase high- tech items from Silicon Valley-based Applied Materials, but after waiting months for license approval, SMIC instead placed its order with a Swedish company, costing Applied Materials a multi-million dollar deal. n266 As Joseph Xie of SMIC said, "We love to do business with the U.S., but we can't wait forever. Europe and Japan are getting the business." n267

***Aff – Export Reform CP
No Solvency


Export controls don’t affect competitiveness 

Atta 7 – Richard Van, Project Leader for the Institute for Defense Analysis, other authors include Mark Bittmann, Paul Collopy, Bradley Hartfield, Bruce Harman, Marshall Kaplan, Nicolas Karvonides, Michael J. Lippitz, Jay Mandelbaum, Michael Marks, Malcolm Patterson, Kay Sullivan (Export Controls and the U.S. Defense Industrial Base, January, http://www.acq.osd.mil/ip/docs/ida_study-export_controls_%20us_def_ib.pdf)-mikee 
Export controls are only one of a number of factors impacting the competitive position of companies, and typically they are not the most prominent factor. Competitiveness is more directly impacted by firm-specific issues such as R&D investment, manufacturing efficiency, and market strategies, as well as macroeconomic issues such as skilled labor availability and cost, exchange rate policy, tariffs and legal barriers. Industry cyclicality can also mask—or mimic—export control effects. Hence, even in those industries where export controls appear to play an important role, it is difficult to prove that they actually cause lost market share. The best economic studies satisfy themselves with “sizing up” the problem as opposed to making definitive quantitative estimates.4 By the same token, it is typically impossible for individual firms to “prove a negative”—i.e., that particular sales were lost due to export controls. In those areas where the study team was able to collect and analyze quantitative data on an entire industry—satellites and machine tools—a compelling case could not be made that differential application of US export controls account for loss of US market share. Rather, rising foreign competency and natural cyclicality seem to better account for the drop. Similarly, with the exception of a few specific and important cases, companies contacted by this study and published reports cite only a handful of instances where sales were lost to a foreign competitor due to delays or conditions in US export licensing. Unilateral costs to US-based firms associated with export control compliance are relatively small in direct, quantitative terms. 

Export controls are effective and don’t affect competitiveness
Padilla 2007 – Christopher A., Assistant Secretary of Commerce For Export Administration, Bureau of Industry and Security (“The Future of U.S. Export Controls on Trade with China,” January 29, 2007, STATES NEWS SERVICE, http://www.bis.doc.gov/news/2007/padilla02012007.htm)-mikee

Export controls are not relics of a Cold War mentality, but rather help to facilitate and encourage civilian high-technology trade, while limiting access to a targeted, focused list of technologies that could make a direct and significant contribution to certain Chinese weapons systems and war-fighting capabilities. The United States has noted that China’s military, like many others, is relying on commercial technologies to enhance and enable certain weapons systems. We therefore believe imposing controls on a focused list of technologies – in a very particular set of circumstances with national security implications – is an appropriate reflection of America’s larger foreign policies. This must be a targeted and calibrated response, and not a futile attempt to hold back the forces of economic globalization. Indeed, total licensed trade in 2005 was about $2.4 billion, or only 4.7% of total U.S. exports to China. And in terms of actual exports of “advanced technology products” (ATP), only 0.6% of such U.S. exports to China required an individual validated license, and more than $350 million in ATP exports went to China under one of several license exceptions available in our regulations. The license burden on high-tech sales to China isn’t out of line with export license requirements for other destinations; about 0.4% of actual U.S. ATP exports to the European Union also required an export license. Some have argued that these numbers tell only part of the story, and that export controls on high technology products are responsible for deterring billions in U.S. exports that we never see in the licensing system. They argue that overly restrictive U.S. controls are diverting sales to European and Japanese competitors. There is simply no evidence for these claims. In fact, U.S. high technology exports to China have markedly increased since China’s entry to the WTO, at generally the same rate as our European competitors. U.S. exports of ATP products increased 108% from 2000 to 2005, only slightly less than the 127% increase registered by our principal European competitors. Japanese ATP exports increased more, but in commodity electronic products that are not directly competitive with U.S. exports. Neither the EU nor Japan have displaced the United States in the ATP products we export.

CP Links to Politics 

CP links to Politics
Defense Talk 10 (“Obama to Ease Export Controls on Thousands of Military Items,” Defense & Security News — By Voice of America, April 22, 2010, http://www.defencetalk.com/obama-to-ease-military-arms-export-controls-25863/)-mikee

"An essential component of the reformed system is the list of entities - terrorist organizations, rogue states and others - that cannot be allowed access to sensitive items," he said. "This would deny them technology or force them to acquire it through more difficult routes." Secretary Gates called it "a system where higher walls are placed around fewer, more critical items." But he acknowledged there is a commercial aspect to the plan. "Other countries that do not suffer from our encumbrances are taking the opportunity to sell weapons, build relationships and improve their strategic position and economic standing," said Gates. Still, Gates said the main motivation is related to national security, and he added that American reforms may make other countries more willing to improve their export controls. Pentagon officials who spoke on condition of anonymity acknowledged that such reforms have been attempted in the past, without success. They said that is one reason they are framing these changes as based on security concerns, rather than merely motivated by a desire for more exports. Still, Secretary Gates said the plan will likely face resistance from the government bureaucracy and from the Congress, where some members will likely be concerned about easing export controls on even basic military items. 


China Weaponry Turn
China needs dual use technology for military uses – CP allows China to get weapons

Diamond 8 (Andrew J., B.A. The George Washington University; J.D. Brooklyn Law School (expected 2009); Prior to law school, the author served as the program manager of the East Asia Nonproliferation Program at the Center for Nonproliferation Studies at the Monterey Institute of International Studies in Monterey, California, Fall 2008, Brooklyn Journal of Corporate, Financial & Commerical Law, “DUELING OVER DUAL-USE GOODS: THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE'S MISGUIDED ATTEMPT TO PROMOTE U.S. SECURITY AND TRADE WITH CHINA THROUGH RESTRICTIVE EXPORT CONTROLS” Lexis MGE)

 Being able to differentiate between legitimate civilian end-users and those posing as fronts for the military has become an increasingly important task for Washington, given that no other country in the world makes "more organized efforts to obtain and illegally export controlled U.S. technology" than China. n87 Such efforts are highlighted by a number of export control cases brought in the United States in recent years for attempts to export controlled technology to China. n88 These cases underpin the rationale behind  [*163]  U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement n89 deeming "China's aggressive and wide-ranging espionage as the leading threat to U.S. technology." n90 It would appear, however, that the effort to acquire sensitive dual-use items is not confined to the United States. n91

These attempts to procure U.S. high-technology dual-use items come as little surprise given that China's continued military modernization is increasingly reliant on commercial technologies. n92 This reality might be more directly related to cost-efficiency rationales than weaknesses in China's military industries, though that remains an unsettled point. n93 The Department of Defense's annual report on China's military power states  [*164]  that "[m]any dual-use technologies, such as software, integrated circuits, computers, electronics, semiconductors, telecommunications, and information security systems, are vital for the [Chinese People's Liberation Army's] transformation into an information-based, network-centric force." n94 Given that China lacks the capability to indigenously produce many of these and other key dual-use technologies, Beijing has had "to obtain from abroad through legal and illegal commercial transactions" n95 items for use in such high-value systems as submarines, n96 missiles, n97 and, potentially, an aircraft carrier. n98 U.S. officials expect these efforts to continue. n99

***Iran Strike CP***

First Strike Iran CP 1NC
Text: The United States Federal Government should preemptively strike the Islamic Republic of Iran’s nuclear facilities.
The CP solves Iranian and Middle East proliferation – the attack will work and our allies want it. 

Guardian 10, a British national daily newspaper, “Saudi Arabia urges US attack on Iran to stop nuclear programme”, 9/28 NM

King Abdullah of Saudi Arabia has repeatedly urged the United States to attack Iran to destroy its nuclear programme, according to leaked US diplomatic cables that describe how other Arab allies have secretly agitated for military action against Tehran. The revelations, in secret memos from US embassies across the Middle East, expose behind-the-scenes pressures in the scramble to contain the Islamic Republic, which the US, Arab states and Israel suspect is close to acquiring nuclear weapons. Bombing Iranian nuclear facilities has hitherto been viewed as a desperate last resort that could ignite a far wider war. The Saudi king was recorded as having "frequently exhorted the US to attack Iran to put an end to its nuclear weapons programme", one cable stated. "He told you [Americans] to cut off the head of the snake," the Saudi ambassador to Washington, Adel al-Jubeir said, according to a report on Abdullah's meeting with the US general David Petraeus in April 2008. The cables also highlight Israel's anxiety to preserve its regional nuclear monopoly, its readiness to go it alone against Iran – and its unstinting attempts to influence American policy. The defence minister, Ehud Barak, estimated in June 2009 that there was a window of "between six and 18 months from now in which stopping Iran from acquiring nuclear weapons might still be viable". After that, Barak said, "any military solution would result in unacceptable collateral damage." The leaked US cables also reveal that: • Officials in Jordan and Bahrain have openly called for Iran's nuclear programme to be stopped by any means, including military. • Leaders in Saudi Arabia, the United Arab Emirates and Egypt referred to Iran as "evil", an "existential threat" and a power that "is going to take us to war". • Robert Gates, the US defence secretary, warned in February that if diplomatic efforts failed, "we risk nuclear proliferation in the Middle East, war prompted by an Israeli strike, or both". • Major General Amos Yadlin, Israeli's military intelligence chief, warned last year: "Israel is not in a position to underestimate Iran and be surprised like the US was on 11 September 2001." Asked for a response to the statements, state department spokesman PJ Crowley said today it was US policy not to comment on materials, including classified documents, which may have been leaked. Iran maintains that its atomic programme is designed to supply power stations, not nuclear warheads. After more than a year of deadlock and stalling, a fresh round of talks with the five permanent members of the UN security council plus Germany is due to begin on 5 December. But in a meeting with Italy's foreign minister earlier this year, Gates said time was running out. If Iran were allowed to develop a nuclear weapon, the US and its allies would face a different world in four to five years, with a nuclear arms race in the Middle East. King Abdullah had warned the Americans that if Iran developed nuclear weapons "everyone in the region would do the same, including Saudi Arabia". America is not short of allies in its quest to thwart Iran, though some are clearly more enthusiastic than the Obama administration for a definitive solution to Iran's nuclear designs. In one cable, a US diplomat noted how Saudi foreign affairs bureaucrats were moderate in their views on Iran, "but diverge significantly from the more bellicose advice we have gotten from senior Saudi royals". In a conversation with a US diplomat, King Hamad bin Isa al-Khalifa of Bahrain "argued forcefully for taking action to terminate their [Iran's] nuclear programme, by whatever means necessary. That programme must be stopped. The danger of letting it go on is greater than the danger of stopping it." Zeid Rifai, then president of the Jordanian senate, told a senior US official: "Bomb Iran, or live with an Iranian bomb. Sanctions, carrots, incentives won't matter." In talks with US officials, Abu Dhabi crown prince Sheikh Mohammad bin Zayed favoured action against Iran, sooner rather than later. "I believe this guy is going to take us to war ... It's a matter of time. Personally, I cannot risk it with a guy like [President Mahmoud] Ahmadinejad. He is young and aggressive." In another exchange , a senior Saudi official warned that Gulf states may develop nuclear weapons of their own, or permit them to be based in their countries to deter the perceived Iranian threat. No US ally is keener on military action than Israel, and officials there have repeatedly warned that time is running out. "If the Iranians continue to protect and harden their nuclear sites, it will be more difficult to target and damage them," the US embassy reported Israeli defence officials as saying in November 2009. There are differing views within Israel. But the US embassy reported: "The IDF [Israeli Defence Force], however, strikes us as more inclined than ever to look toward a military strike, whether launched by Israel or by us, as the only way to destroy or even delay Iran's plans." Preparations for a strike would likely go undetected by Israel's allies or its enemies. The Israeli prime minister, Binyamin Netanyahu, told US officials in May last yearthat he and the Egyptian president, Hosni Mubarak, agreed that a nuclear Iran would lead others in the region to develop nuclear weapons, resulting in "the biggest threat to non-proliferation efforts since the Cuban missile crisis". The cables also expose frank, even rude, remarks about Iranian leaders, their trustworthiness and tactics at international meetings. Abdullah told another US diplomat: "The bottom line is that they cannot be trusted." Mubarak told a US congressman: "Iran is always stirring trouble." Others are learning from what they describe as Iranian deception. "They lie to us, and we lie to them," said Qatar's prime minister, Hamad bin Jassim Jaber al-Thani.

2NC solvency

Directly Attacking Iran is key to solve

Etzioni 11, Spring/Summer, Amitai Etzioni, Professor of Sociology at Columbia, “Shifting Sands” NM

Today, many in Israel are worried by what they see as America’s betrayal of a longtime ally, Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak, and by the implications for their country’s own relationship with Washington. “American response to uprising in Egypt shows Washington has no qualms about ‘dropping’ a longtime ally. Is Israel in danger of receiving similar treatment?” asks an article in the daily Yediot Ahronot, voicing a widely-held fear.39 For Israelis, there is ample reason for concern. Since 2008, both the Israeli government and a majority of its voters have grown suspicious of U.S. support. They have looked critically upon President Obama’s viewpoints and acts, chief among them the White House’s ill-fated demand for a total freeze on construction in the West Bank and in Jerusalem as a preconditionfor negotiations with the Palestinians—without seeking any such concessions from the Palestinians. Although there is, of course, no danger that Israel will fall under Iran’s hegemony, it seems self-evident that the ways it is treated by the United States in the near future will have a profound effect on the issue at hand. The reason is that Israel has been considered for several decades the closest ally of the United States in the Middle East. Hence the way it is treated serves, in effect, as a sort of Rorschach test of the nature of U.S. commitments. The argument, raised by some American Middle East experts, that Israel has turned from an American asset to a liability is one signal of a possible change.40 So is the call on the United States to “lean” more on Israel,41 or impose the terms of a peace settlement upon it.42Much more telling will be the way the question of how to deal with Iran’s nuclear program is resolved. That the United States is reducing its involvement in the Middle East—and that its influence is reduced by events beyond its control—cannot be contested, especially given the drawdown now under way in Iraq and the similar pullback expected in the near future from Afghanistan. Neither can it be contested that some nations have already moved closer to Iran (Syria, Turkey), that others have been pushed closer (Lebanon), and still others are undergoing regime changes that weaken their ties to the United States. Where does the United States go from here? What are the options available to the United States if it is not about to abandon the Middle East and let it be subject to increasing Iranian influence and leverage? Some see hope that the various regimes, led by Egypt, will evolve into stable, pro-Western democracies. Yet this is a course that will take years at best. And the record of many other nations in which people power overthrew the prevailing order is far from reassuring. New military regimes, continued chaos, gridlock (á la Iraq), and Islamic governments are much more likely outcomes. The United States may continue to encourage, cajole, foster, and pressure various nations in the region to support its policies and to stave off Iran. However, as the preceding review suggests, in some nations such efforts are largely spurned; in others, those in power wonder if they can rely on the United States to stay the course; and others still are going to be much too consumed with their internal travails to pay much mind to U.S. wishes. The key to the future of the Middle East in the near term, therefore, does not lie in dealing with the various nations that are subject to increased Iranian influence or might be subject to it—but with Iran itself. If Iran would cease to be a threat, if it would give up its militaristic nuclear plans and regional ambitions, the United States would have much less reason to be concerned with the regime reforms and transformations taking place throughout the region. In short, the United States can no longer hope to deal with Iran’s regional ambitions by dealing with the various nations in the region individually. It must confront Iran itself. In the best of all worlds, a domestic uprising inside Iran would lead to a regime change, one that would focus on serving Iran’s own people and which would cease to meddle in the affairs of other nations. Given the persistent way in which the Iranian regime has been able to suppress the opposition, however, this must be understood as what it is: a very unlikely development. Efforts by the United States to engage Iran diplomatically have clearly failed. Sanctions, for their part, seem to have an effect, albeit one that, at best, will hobble Iran only slowly. Meanwhile, the region is in turmoil and Iran’s nuclear program seems to be back on track. For obvious reasons, the United States is reluctant to consider a military option. The U.S.’s allies and the UN are exceedingly unlikely to support a strike against Iran; the U.S. military is very leery about opening another military front; and the U.S. public favors scaling back, rather than increasing, U.S. commitments overseas. Yet the question remains: if the United States does not find a way to curb Iran’s expansionist and militaristic ambitions, can it live up to its commitments to its allies in the region? Will they trust it to come to their aid? And what conclusions will other U.S. allies—and adversaries—throughout the world draw if the United States gradually abandons the Middle East? 

Sanction Iran CP 1NC
Text: The United States federal government should pressure India, Pakistan, Turkey, and Persian Gulf states to ban foreign investment and technology transfers to Iran’s energy sector and unilaterally sanction Iran. 
The CP solves Iranian proliferation. 

Phillips 2/14, 2011, James Phillips, Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs\,Heritage foundation ,” Refocus on Iran: More Sanctions Needed“,  http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/02/Refocus-on-Iran-More-Sanctions-Needed 

Iran’s hostile regime has been one of the chief beneficiaries of the political turmoil that has convulsed Egypt and Tunisia, which distracted the United States and other countries from the ongoing standoff over Iran’s nuclear program. The dramatic events diverted international attention from Tehran’s stubborn refusal to negotiate an acceptable resolution of the nuclear issue at the failed Istanbul talks last month. There is a distinct danger that Tehran will conclude that growing regional instability is tilting the balance of power in its favor and give it greater latitude to withstand international pressure to rein in its nuclear weapons program. The Obama Administration should vigilantly refocus international attention on Iran’s nuclear defiance, support for terrorism, and human rights abuses and ratchet up pressure on Iran’s radical regime. Failed Nuclear Talks in Istanbul Tehran demonstrated that it is not serious about a diplomatic resolution of the nuclear issue by rejecting negotiations with the U.S., four other permanent members of the U.N. Security Council, and Germany at the January 21–22 talks in Istanbul. Tehran refused to discuss “Iran’s nuclear rights,” including its expanding uranium enrichment program, despite four rounds of Security Council sanctions requiring Iran to comply with its nuclear safeguard obligations. Iran spurned Western efforts to revive a 2009 proposal for a nuclear fuel swap that would have traded some of Iran’s growing stockpile of low-enriched uranium for fuel for its Tehran research reactor ostensibly needed to produce medical isotopes. Tehran also demanded that sanctions be lifted as a precondition for any future talks. Rather than ease sanctions in a myopic effort to salvage vapid talks, the Obama Administration should redouble efforts to escalate international sanctions on Iran’s recalcitrant regime. Although Iran’s uranium enrichment program has suffered technical delays, including some caused by the mysterious Stuxnet computer virus, Washington must not grow complacent about the amount of time remaining to dissuade Tehran from continuing its nuclear efforts. Iran is estimated to already possess enough low-enriched uranium to arm at least two nuclear weapons if it is further enriched. Despite a drop in the number of centrifuges operating at Iran’s uranium enrichment facility at Natanz, the Federation of American Scientists released a study on January 21 that warned that Iran’s enrichment capacity has steadily increased and become more efficient. Washington should relentlessly ratchet up sanctions on Tehran also because rising oil prices have cushioned some of the impact of previous sanctions on Iran, which exports about 2.2 million barrels of crude per day. Iran earned about $64 billion from oil exports from January to November 2010, which was approximately $11 billion more than it earned over the entire year of 2009. Iran’s regime, which has gorged itself on state-controlled oil revenues, is heavily dependent on oil profits to finance its military buildup and expensive nuclear program and minimize its need for popular support. Sanctions can be helpful to the extent that they drive up the economic, diplomatic, and political costs that the regime must pay to continue on its present nuclear path. Although the regime is unlikely to halt its nuclear weapons program unless it is convinced that the consequences of continuing will threaten its hold on power, sanctions can also help fuel popular dissatisfaction with the regime that could eventually lead to a change of regime. Such a change would be the best possible outcome not only for American counter-proliferation, counter-terrorism, and human rights goals but also for the Iranian people. To keep the pressure on Tehran, the Obama Administration should: Push for more U.N. sanctions. Washington should reject Tehran’s claim, backed by Russian Foreign Minister Sergey Lavrov before the Istanbul talks, that sanctions inhibit negotiations on an acceptable agreement with Iran. Sanctions clearly enhance international leverage over Tehran and give it strong incentives to negotiate a deal. Easing sanctions before Iran has complied with the U.N. Security Council resolutions would send a message of weakness and ambivalence that Tehran would exploit to buy more time for advancing its nuclear efforts. The U.S. should cite Iran’s contemptuous stonewalling at the Istanbul talks as a clear indication that another round of U.N. sanctions is required. The new resolution should target Iranian officials responsible for human rights violations and restrict foreign investment, technology transfers, and technical assistance for Iran’s energy sector—the regime’s milk cow. Ratchet up unilateral sanctions regimes against Iran. While Russia and China are likely to dilute sanctions at the U.N. Security Council, much more can be done to increase pressure on Tehran outside the U.N. framework. Washington should press India, Pakistan, Turkey, and Persian Gulf states to ban foreign investment and technology transfers to Iran’s energy sector as the U.S., Australia, Canada, the EU, Japan, and South Korea have already done to varying degrees. The U.S. should also press other countries to join in sanctioning foreign firms that export gasoline or refinery equipment to Iran, as the executive branch is authorized to do by the Comprehensive Iran Sanctions, Accountability and Divestment Act (CISADA) of 2010. Strictly enforce U.S. sanctions. Despite congressional authorization, the executive branch has failed to fully use its power to penalize foreign companies involved in Iran’s energy sector, in part to avoid friction with allies. The Obama Administration, which has sanctioned only one foreign company for violations of CISADA, needs to be more forward-leaning to enforce the sanctions. The Foundation for Defense of Democracies has identified more than 20 foreign companies involved in ongoing energy projects in Iran. Congress should exercise its oversight powers to ensure that existing sanctions laws are fully utilized to penalize Iran’s dictatorship and its foreign enablers. Congress should also examine loopholes that previous Administrations have created to allow humanitarian aid, food, and medical supplies to be exported to Iran to ensure that such permitted exports are not funneled through companies controlled by Iran’s Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps. 

2NC Solvency

Sanctions Stop Brinksmanship

Bromund and Phillips 2/14; Theodore Bromund and James Phillips, Senior Research Fellow for Middle Eastern Affairs,” Containing a Nuclear Iran: Difficult, Costly, and Dangerous“, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/02/Containing-a-Nuclear-Iran-Difficult-Costly-and-Dangerous 2011
Weakening the Iranian regime’s economic base. Containment is based on the belief that totalitarian economies and governments are weaker than capitalist and democratic ones in the long term. This belief is correct. The U.S. should act on this belief by imposing and enforcing the strongest sanctions and by pressing allies to impose sanctions to restrict investment, trade, and technology transfer to Iran’s oil and gas sector, which provides the bulk of the regime’s income. Supporters of containment should accept and welcome such measures, which are inherent in the logic of their preferred policy. The U.S. should not tighten and loosen sanctions in response to perceived progress in negotiations with Iran. That only encourages the regime to believe that the U.S. can be manipulated.
Sanctions Solve Iran Nuclear Capabilities 

Ottolenghi 10, Spring, Emanuele,  a political scientist, is a Senior Fellow with the Foundation for the Defense of Democracies in Washington “Setting the Sanctions Agenda” NM 

The sanctions menu available to the West is broad and offers a variety of choices, from the largely symbolic to the most severe and hostile actions short of military force. None of them offers a guarantee of success, however. Iran might, after all, be prepared to pay a very high price to acquire nuclear capability and thereby succeed in its ambition to become a regional hegemon. Even so, these measures can immensely complicate matters for Tehran. And this, in turn, could heighten internal tension between the regime and the Iranian public, with unpredictable consequences for the future of the Islamic Republic. Regardless of the risks involved, this is a path worth taking, given that both the U.S. and Europe, albeit for different reasons, do not consider the use of force against Iran’s nuclear program a viable policy, given their abhorrence of human rights violations and their recognition of the mortal dangers posed by a nuclear capability in the hands of the current regime. What matters most, at this critical juncture in Iran’s revolutionary history, is that sanctions be integrated into a broader effort aimed at helping Iran’s domestic opposition to oust the regime. An architecture of sanctions that neglects the legitimate aspirations of the Iranian people, that relies on the broadest possible international consensus and that offers at the same time reassurances to the regime that its survival is not at stake is one that will only achieve one goal—buying time for the Islamic Republic in its march of repression toward a nuclear weapons capability.

Politics NB
Counterplans against Iran’s nuclear arsenal are extremely popular

AP 10 (Congress Approves New Iran Sanctions, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2010/06/24/politics/main6615908.shtml, 6/24/10, MM)

Congress on Thursday overwhelmingly passed tough new sanctions against Iran, sending a message to the Tehran government that notions of becoming a nuclear power could be accompanied by a steep economic price. The Senate and House in quick succession approved the penalties that focus on Iran's powerful Revolutionary Guard and the country's imports of gas and other refined energy products. The measure now goes to the White House for President Barack Obama's signature. Sen. John McCain, R-Ariz., said the legislation, coming after a year in which the Obama administration's direct diplomacy efforts were largely rebuffed by Iran, represented "the most powerful sanctions ever imposed by the Congress on the government of Iran." Foreign companies will be given a choice, McCain said. "Do you want to do business with Iran, or do you want to do business with the United States?" One provision added in final House-Senate negotiations specifies that foreign banks interacting with the Revolutionary Guard or certain Iranian banks will be shut out of the U.S. financial system. That measure alone has "the potential to be a game changer" in Iran's defiance of international criticism of its nuclear program, said House Foreign Affairs Committee Chairman Howard Berman, D-Calif. The Senate vote was 99-0. The House vote was 408-8.

Tough Iran policies popular

AP 9 (House, Senate condemn Iran crackdown, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/31447034/ns/politics-capitol_hill/t/house-senate-condemn-iran-crackdown/, 6/19/9, MM)

The Obama administration on Friday stuck to a measured response to the uprising in Iran over a disputed presidential election, even as both houses of Congress voted overwhelmingly to condemn an official crackdown on mostly peaceful demonstrations in the streets of Tehran. Administration officials said they remained convinced that the wiser U.S. course was caution over confrontation. President Barack Obama is coming under growing domestic political pressure to speak out more forcefully in support of protesters warned by Iran’s supreme leader Friday to end their huge street rallies. In the strongest message yet from the U.S. government, the House voted 405-1 to condemn Tehran’s crackdown on protest rallies and the government’s interference with Internet and cell phone communications. The Senate followed suit later in the day. The resolution was initiated by Republicans as a veiled criticism of Obama, who has been reluctant to criticize Tehran’s handling of disputed an election that left hard-liner President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad in power. 

**AFF Answers
No Solvency

Sanctions destroys diplomacy – kills solvency
Dreyfuss 10 (Robert, 6/9/10, The Nation, “Iran Sanctions: Not Just Useless but Counterproductive” http://www.thenation.com/blog/iran-sanctions-not-just-useless-counterproductive, MGE)

J Street welcomes the passage of enhanced multilateral and broad-based sanctions on Iran at the United Nations Security Council today.… Today, the Government of Iran hears a clear message from the international community that there are real consequences to continued obfuscation, delay, and intransigence over its nuclear program, as well as real benefits should they fully address international concerns. The fact is that the resolution will make it harder, not easier to achieve a diplomatic breakthrough on Iran's nuclear program. That's because it will make it more difficult for Iran's fractious leadership to make any conciliatory move without appearing to be caving in to international pressure. For Obama, who tried to open the door for dialogue with Iran, Res. 1929 is a symbol of his failure. Since military action has been ruled out, the choice are between diplomacy and containment of a post-nuclear Iran. In that choice, the sanctions are irrelevant. But they do make the diplomacy a lot harder. For the administration, the best that can be said is that the sanctions are an effort to buy time, to stave off the Congressional crazies who demand actions such as naval embargos of Iran and the neoconservative lunatics who want to bomb, bomb, bomb, bomb-bomb Iran. Unfortunately, President Obama, it only encourages them.

Sanctions Fail, Only affects civilians

Press TV 1/28, Iran's television network. Based in Tehran. “Sanctions against Iran, failed policy” 2011 NM

An American professor says the US has failed not only to make Iran halt its uranium enrichment but to rally support from China or Turkey in its anti-Iranian campaign. In an interview with Press TV on Friday, Professor Nader Baqerzadeh from the University of California, Irvine, commented on the resignation of US President Barack Obama's top aide Stuart Levey, who was a key player behind Washington'sefforts to pressure Tehran over its nuclear program. Baqerzadeh said Levey had been successful in certain areas such as marring trade between merchants working in Iran and Dubai. “But in trying to convince Turkey and China to call down unilateral sanctions beyond what has been decided by the United Nations Security Council, he was not successful,” he said, referring to recent energy agreements and other cooperation deals between Turkey and Iran. He referred to Iran's resistance against the US-engineered UN sanctions and Washington's unilateral measures on top of them as another failure for Levey and his colleagues in the White House, and said such measures, even if successful, would only affect ordinary Iranians and not the targeted individuals or organizations. Baqerzadeh also noted how the US insistence on imposing sanctions on Iran would only further deepen tensions between the Islamic Republic and the West, the United States in particular. "So, I would say although he may have been successful in certain areas, the overall policy of implementing sanctions will not benefit those in Iran that may want to have a negotiated settlement with the West, regarding uranium enrichment and nuclear activities.” The professor explained the sanctions in the energy sector deprive the West, which is heavily dependent on Russian gas and oil, of an alternative and thus cheaper source of fossil fuel from Iran. Boycotting Iran, which consumes a lot of technology from European countries, will impact the producers of these technologies, particularly in Germany, he added. Baqerzadeh said pressure from the conservatives and the lobby in Washington would make Levey's successors continue the US sanction policy despite all odds, which still “will not prevent nuclear activities under the eyes of the [International Atomic Energy Agency] IAEA.”
CP Links to Politics 

Sanctions cause controversy

Nurja 5/19, Alfred, U.S. Ambassador to Albania as assistant on domestic legal and political affairs, “Controversial Waiver Provisions in the New Iran Sanctions Bill” 2011 NM

Contrary to what the sponsors of the legislation intend to achieve, however, there is a risk that a number of provisions, and those related to presidential waivers as currently wordedin particular, may weaken the sanctions regime. Instead of closing the loopholes, the legislation’s limits on Administration flexibility could actually widen them by negatively affecting relations with states that are key players in ensuring their enforcement. Understanding the role that waivers play in the sanctions legislation requires some knowledge of the overall nature of the sanctions that Iran faces due to its failure to address international concerns over its nuclear program. Iran has been subject to increasing international pressure and sanctions ever since the IAEA referred Iran’s nuclear file to the UN Security Council in 2006. There are currently four rounds of UN Security Council approved sanctions that primarily target Iran’s sensitive proliferation and missile related activities. Since the summer of 2010, responding to Iran’s failure to engage seriously in negotiations, the European Union and other western allies have introduced additional sanctions that targetIran’s energy and financial sector. The United States, because of its long-standing grievances with the Iranian government, has since the early 80s already had a robust sanctions regime in place that largely prohibits any entity under U.S. jurisdiction from engaging in any trade or investment with Iran. In addition to these measures, the United States is the only country that since the mid-90s has introduced legislation which has an extraterritorial application — that is, it targets foreign-based entities and companies (often based in allied countries) that engage in U.S. proscribed activities such as “investments of more than 20 million USD in one year in Iran’s energy sector” or transfer or WMD and advanced conventional weapons or technology to Iran. Once a foreign based company is found in violation of these provisions, the President is required to employ three or more of the current nine types of sanctions available against them. Under the proposed legislation, the President would be required to impose at least five of these measures. Sanctions include cutting off companies from U.S. gov. procurement contracts, credit lines, market access, etc. The U.S. extraterritorial legislation by its nature has generated controversy for extending the application of U.S. law over territory and persons that are subject to their own national authorities and has given rise to potential legal disputes . To mitigate against such an outcome as well as prevent a harmful impact on relations with partners, successive U.S. administrations have insisted on and secured waiver provisions.
Sanctions are resisted by congress

Akhavi 7 (Khody, 7/19/7, AntiWar, “Congress Pushes Sanctions on Iran” http://antiwar.com/ips/akhavi.php?articleid=11313 MGE)

Yet officials within the State Department appear resistant to any legislation that may undermine executive branch's power and direction over US foreign policy. "If the focus of the United States' effort is to sanction our allies and not sanction Iran, that may not be the best way to maintain this very broad international coalition that we have built up since March of 2005," Under Secretary R. Nicholas Burns told members of the House Foreign Affairs Committee in March, regarding HR 1400. Similar sanctions against Iran were recently slipped into a 2008 defense appropriations bill in the Senate, and were met with similar resistance.

"While these proposals are certainly well intended, they could have significant counterproductive policy implications," said Deputy Secretary of the Treasury Robert Kimmitt, during a speech at the Institute for Near East Policy in May.

Food Turn
CP leads to more aggression and massive increase in food prices

Finegold Catalan 10 (Jonathan M., studies political science and economics, 8/12/10, Ludwig von Mises, “Unintended Consequences of Trade Sanctions” http://mises.org/daily/4594 MGE)

Trade sanctions are meant to destabilize regimes, forcing them to compromise with the aggressing government. Sanctions do this by threatening the regime's survivability, by undermining any support it may have amongst the population. These are the intentions of the American government, supposedly as a result of Iran's "dangerous" nuclear program. (Ironically, sanctions may only increase the country's ambitions to become a nuclear power, as a weapons-starved Iran turns to the nuclear warhead as the only means to ward off American political aggression). Additionally, and tragically, despite American intentions, the more likely outcome is the unintended effect of pushing Iranians toward their government and undermining an otherwise growing local antiextremist movement.

By definition, trade sanctions regulate exchange between Iranians and foreigners. Therefore, these individuals are directly punished by trade sanctions, not their respective governments. Those whose businesses rely on the import of foreign material are now forced out of the market. The thousands of individuals who live off of cheap, imported foodstuffs are now barred from doing so. This leads to impoverishment by forcing them to pay much higher domestic prices for less food. Thus, trade sanctions may also lead to outright mass starvation, as they did in the case of Iraq.
 

Kills 3 billion

Brown 5 [Lester, President of Earth Policy Institute, MPA at Harvard, Former Advisor to the Secretary of Agriculture, 2005, “Outgrowing The Earth,” http://www.earth-policy.org/Books/Out/] 

“Many Americans see terrorism as the principal threat to security,” said Brown, “but for much of humanity, the effect of water shortages and rising temperatures on food security are far more important issues. For the 3 billion people who live on 2 dollars a day or less and who spend up to 70 percent of their income on food, even a modest rise in food prices can quickly become life-threatening. For them, it is the next meal that is the overriding concern.”
Russia Turn
Attacking Iran collapses the US as a whole; Sanctions cause disagreements with Russia

Cole 10, Juan, Collegiate Professor of History at the University of Michigan, “Top Russian General: An American Attack on Iran would lead to US Collapse; Wants to Block It; Kremlin Rejects Crippling Sanctions” 2/20/10, NM

It appears that, the International Atomic Energy Agency is at least allowing for the possibility that documents allegedlyfound on a laptop some years ago –but discounted by the US Central Intelligence Agency and the Defense Intelligence Agency as of dubious provenance and incompatible with other intelligence gathered in Iran — point to a nuclear weapons program that no one has been able to locate. Some close observershave concluded that the laptop documents are forgeries. A new IAEA report that declines to dismiss the alleged documents will certainly cause the war lobby in the United States to redouble its efforts to get up an attack on Iran. Forged documents on the supposed purchase of yellowcake uranium by Iraq from Niger were used by George W. Bush to promote a war on Iraq. It was at that time the Intelligence and Research division of the Department of State that attempted to throw cold water on these “documents,” but was ignored by the president. Then head of the IAEA, Mohammed Elbaradei, was able to show them false in one afternoon. The UN inspectors have a right to be frustrated with Iran, which has allowed inspections of its Natanz nuclear enrichment site, but which has not been completely transparent or adhered to the letter of its obligations under the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. But the sum of those frustrations does not point to a nuclear weapons program, unlike the disputed laptop documents. In statements to the press this fall, US intelligence officials have said that they stand behind the conclusions first reached in 2007, that Iran has no nuclear weapons program. The Obama administration wants stricter sanctions on Iran, and the Sarah Palin/ Daniel Pipes lunatic fringe wants a military attack on Iran. But Russia’s General of the Army Nikolay Makarov, Chief of the General Staff of the Armed Forces of the Russian Federation, warned that an American attack on Iran now, when the US is bogged down in two wars, might well lead to the collapse of the United States. He said that such an attack would roil the region and have negative consequences for Russia (a neighbor of Iran via the Caspian Sea). And, he said, the Russian military is taking steps to forestall such an American strike on Iran. Makarov made the remarks in Vzglyad on Friday, February 19, 2010, and they were translated or paraphrased by the USG Open Source Center: ‘Makarov also commented on the recent rumors about the possibility of an attack upon Iran by the United States. In his opinion, this would be complete madness on the part of the American military. He said: “Admiral Michael McMullen, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, recently said that, in the United States, there is a plan for carrying out strikes against Iran but the United States clearly understands that now, when it is conducting two military campaigns, one in Iraq and the other in Afghanistan, a third campaign against Iran would simply lead to a collapse. It would not be able to withstand the strain.” Nevertheless, in proportion to the winding down of the campaigns in Iraq and Afghanistan, (the plan for) a war with the Islamic Republic of Iran, in the opinion of General Makarov, may again come out to the foreground. General Makarov, Chief of the General Staff, said: “The consequences of such an attack will be terrible not only for the region but also for us. Iran is our neighbor and we are very carefully following this situation. The leadership of our country is undertaking all measures in order not to allow such a (military) development of events.” ‘ The less potentially catastrophic path, tougher United Nations Security Council sanctions, however, depend on Russia and China going along. Despite Washington’s optimism that Russia is softening toward the idea of stricter sanctions, Foreign Minister Sergei Lavrov cast the severest doubts on that idea on Friday. In a radio interview on Friday with Ekho Moskvy Radio, which was translated by the USG Open Source Center, Lavrov was asked, “What is the situation with Iran’s foreign policy today? And is it true that we now have as a whole a united position with the United States on Iran?” The foreign minister replied, “I don’t think that we have a united position.” He said that both Washington and Moscow agree on the importance of not allowing “a violation of the regime of nonproliferation of nuclear weapons.” He said the two countries have the same position on this issue, “although we do not coincide 100 per cent in methods of implementing it.” So what Lavrov is saying is that the US and Russia do not actually have a common position or agree on really tough sanctions. They just both have a vague similar position that proliferation is bad. Lavrov said that Moscow’s independent stance toward Iran is rooted in the two countries’ historical relationship as well as in Russian desire to get Iranian cooperation on such issues as the disposition of resources in the Caspian Sea. (For a quick overview of Russian-Iranian relations, see N.M. Mamedova, who also mentions Iran’s tacit support for Russia against Georgia in the Caucasus.) Lavrov said: ‘ But Iran for us, unlike the US, is a close neighbour, a country with which we have had a very long, historically conditioned relationship, a country with which we cooperate in the economic, humanitarian and military-technology fields alike and, let me note this particularly, a country that is our partner in the Caspian along with three other Caspian littoral states. Therefore, we are not at all indifferent to what happens in Iran and around it. This applies to our economic interests and our security interests alike. This also applies . . . to the task of early settlement of the legal status of the Caspian Sea, which is not an easy task and in the approaches to which the Iranian position is close enough to ours. Therefore, speaking of the proliferation threats, yes, we are concerned about Iran’s reaction. ‘ Lavrov is less convinced there is anything sinister about Iran’s civilian nuclear research, though he admits that questions remain: ‘ in the process of work, questions arose both from the IAEA’s inspectors themselves and on the basis of the intelligence which the IAEA obtains from various countries. They were questions that aroused suspicion as to whether there might in reality be some military aspects to Iran’s nuclear programme. These questions were presented to the Iranians, as required by the procedures applicable in such cases. And, some time ago, Iran answered most of them. In principle, its answers were satisfactory, in a way that was considered by the professionals in Vienna normal. However, some of the questions are still on the table. ‘

US Russia relations check six scenarios for nuclear war

Cohen 1 (Stephen, Prof of Russian Studies at NYU, June 7, http://www.thenation.com/doc.mhtml?i=20010625&c=1&s=cohen)

 In these and other ways, Russia has been plunging back into the nineteenth century. And, as a result, it has entered the twenty-first century with its twentieth-century systems of nuclear maintenance and control also in a state of disintegration. What does this mean? No one knows fully because nothing like this has ever happened before in a nuclear country. But one thing is certain: Because of it, we now live in a nuclear era much less secure than was the case even during the long cold war. Indeed, there are at least four grave nuclear threats in Russia today: § There is, of course, the threat of proliferation, the only one generally acknowledged by our politicians and media--the danger that Russia's vast stores of nuclear material and know-how will fall into reckless hands. § But, second, scores of ill-maintained Russian reactors on land and on decommissioned submarines--with the destructive capacity of nuclear weapons--are explosions waiting to happen. § Third, also for the first time in history, there is a civil war in a nuclear land--in the Russian territory of Chechnya, where fanatics on both sides have threatened to resort to nuclear warfare. § And most immediate and potentially catastrophic, there is Russia's decrepit early-warning system. It is supposed to alert Moscow if US nuclear missiles have been launched at Russia, enabling the Kremlin to retaliate immediately with its own warheads, which like ours remain even today on hairtrigger alert. The leadership has perhaps ten to twenty minutes to evaluate the information and make a decision. That doomsday warning system has nearly collapsed--in May, a fire rendered inoperable four more of its already depleted satellite components--and become a form of Russian nuclear roulette, a constant danger of false alarms and accidental launches against the United States. How serious are these threats? In the lifetime of this graduating class, the bell has already tolled at least four times. In 1983 a Soviet Russian satellite mistook the sun's reflection on a cloud for an incoming US missile. A massive retaliatory launch was only barely averted. In 1986 the worst nuclear reactor explosion in history occurred at the Soviet power station at Chernobyl. In 1995 Russia's early-warning system mistook a Norwegian research rocket for an American missile, and again a nuclear attack on the United States was narrowly averted. And just last summer, Russia's most modern nuclear submarine, the Kursk, exploded at sea. Think of these tollings as chimes on a clock of nuclear catastrophe ticking inside Russia. We do not know what time it is. It may be only dawn or noon. But it may already be dusk or almost midnight. The only way to stop that clock is for Washington and Moscow to acknowledge their overriding mutual security priority and cooperate fully in restoring Russia's economic and nuclear infrastructures, most urgently its early-warning system. Meanwhile, all warheads on both sides have to be taken off high-alert, providing days instead of minutes to verify false alarms. And absolutely nothing must be done to cause Moscow to rely more heavily than it already does on its fragile nuclear controls. These solutions seem very far from today's political possibilities. US-Russian relations are worse than they have been since the mid-1980s. The Bush Administration is threatening to expand NATO to Russia's borders and to abrogate existing strategic arms agreements by creating a forbidden missile defense system. Moscow threatens to build more nuclear weapons in response. Hope lies in recognizing that there are always alternatives in history and politics--roads taken and not taken. Little more than a decade ago, Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev, along with President Ronald Reagan and the first President George Bush, took a historic road toward ending the forty-year cold war and reducing the nuclear dangers it left behind. But their successors, in Washington and Moscow, have taken different roads, ones now littered with missed opportunities. If the current generation of leaders turns out to lack the wisdom or courage, and if there is still time, it may fall to your generation to choose the right road. Such leaders, or people to inform their vision and rally public support, may even be in this graduating class. Whatever the case, when the bell warning of impending nuclear catastrophe tolls again in Russia, as it will, know that it is tolling for you, too. And ask yourselves in the determined words attributed to Gorbachev, which remarkably echoed the Jewish philosopher Hillel, "If not now, when? If not us, who?" 
