***AFF – Flag Shipping

AFF – Turn – payments hurt the industry

Turn – US-Flag ship requirements fail to stimulate the merchant marine and make them ineffective 

 Carmel, 6/11/12 Sr. Vice President Maritime Services at Maersk Line, Limited (Stephen, “With so few U.S.-Flagged ships and carriers, is America still a maritime power?”, Information Dissemination, http://www.informationdissemination.net/2012/06/with-so-few-us-flagged-ships-and.html SW) 

There are currently just fewer than 100 US flag ships in non-domestic service. There are over 20,000 ships of over 10,000 tonnes in the international merchant fleet, so the US has less than one half of one percent of the global fleet. Sixty of the US flag ships are in the Maritime Security Program, which provides an operating stipend to partially offset the higher cost of operating under the US flag in exchange for making the ship available to the US military in times of need. That stipend is not enough to fully offset the higher US flag costs so access to US Government (largely military) cargo preference volumes, a separate US government funding stream, is also required.  In short, these ships exist to service the US military, not the foreign commerce of the US, and to the extent they carry commercial foreign trade it is not enough to make a living. From the perspective of Mahan, those ships, like MSC and RRF, should arguably be excluded from the analysis. The balance of most remaining US flag ships in non-domestic service also are dependent on US cargo preference programs such as food aid, and spot military work.    Even the now famous Maersk Alabama was not, and is not, in the foreign commerce of the US. That ship is fully employed in food aid programs. Being completely dependent on government funds these ships are not genuinely in the foreign commerce of the US, they are extensions of US government programs. The only ships that could arguable be considered in the foreign commerce of the US would be the handful of ships focused on cargo subject to cargo preference through Ex-Im bank financing which are pure commercial cargos. But even those are still dependent on government money to survive. None of these programs, either individually or collectively, have been successful in sustaining a commercially viable US flag merchant marine. In addition these programs have led to a US merchant marine that is increasingly behind the international community in technology. The median age of the US Jones Act fleet is 27.5 years old; the median age of US flag ships in foreign trade is 14 years, while the median age of ships in the international container fleet is about 5 to 6 years. The age of ships in the international fleet is likely to decline further as the international community invests in state of the art, fuel efficient or alternative fuel (e.g. LNG fueled) ships to survive the twin threat of high fuel costs and strict emissions standards;  investments the US fleet, Jones Act or foreign going, are not making. In fact the response of some segments in the US Jones Act fleet to emissions control requirements was to petition for waivers and exemptions. US mariners are working with technology that is at least a generation behind that of their foreign counterparts, and for the Jones Act folks several generations, casting doubt on claims that the US flag fleet is either modern or efficient (a possible exception is the Jones Act tanker fleet, which has seen significant recapitalization). A sad related fact is that about 29% of US flag foreign going deep sea billets are on ships that don’t actually go anywhere such as RRF and MSC prepositioning ships. Merchant mariners who spent their tours swinging on the hook or welded to the dock are not exercising and honing their skills, and probably just the opposite.
Payments to encourage use of US-Flag vessels hurt the merchant marines in the long run

Quartel 91 commissioner at the Federal Maritime Commission.  (Rob, “America's Welfare Queen Fleet The Need for Maritime Policy Reform”, CATO, Regulation Magazine Vol. 14 No. 3 http://www.cato.org/pubs/regulation/regv14n3/reg14n3-quartel.html SW)

In fact, commercial shipbuilding may well be able to stand on its own, but a variety of policy changes are required to give shipyards the flexibility and the marketing mindset needed to compete effectively. First, competition itself is necessary to promote a competitive shipbuilding industry current restrictions on the use of foreign-built or foreign-repaired ships in either international or domestic commerce should be removed. Second, restrictions on the sale of U.S.-made, noncombat military vessels should be eliminated. Third, a limited, temporary OECD-acceptable export credit program should be instituted to legitimately promote sales of U.S. ship products overseas. Fourth, federal R&D assistance to shipyards could be increased. Finally there must be a serious commitment to pursuing government-to-government efforts-through GATT and other international forums-to reduce unfair practices, subsidies (both direct and indirect), and market impediments. These approaches are aimed at three things: creating a competitive environment, benefiting from any comparative advantage that may exist in American shipbuilding, and creating a cash flow that leads to the renovation of aging yards. No policy can guarantee a competitive industry that no longer lives on federal handouts, but continuing current policies, notably the build-and-charter programs or reviving the construction differential subsidies, would without doubt perpetuate an uncompetitive dependence on taxpayer largess. And that largess is reaching its limits.

Payments to encourage use of the merchant marine make the problem worse

Quartel 91 commissioner at the Federal Maritime Commission.  (Rob, “America's Welfare Queen Fleet The Need for Maritime Policy Reform”, CATO, Regulation Magazine Vol. 14 No. 3 http://www.cato.org/pubs/regulation/regv14n3/reg14n3-quartel.html SW)
It is no wonder that the U.S. merchant marine is in trouble. It is time to recognize that the U.S. flag fleet is in serious trouble because of the programs established to save it. Jones Act requirements, protective conferences, regulatory restrictions, and subsidies encourage, indeed often require, highly uncompetitive cost structures. Attempts to salvage these programs drain resources from the battle against the ultimate culprits-unfair practices abroad and labor and management lethargy at home. The heart of our maritime policy has always been industry protectionism. Although some observers view maritime laws as the major part of the problem, other have come to live by them. Seamen and shipyard workers, bankers and vessel owners, and government regulatory officials and civil service maritime planners worry about what would happen if subsidies were cut, cargo preferences limited, or cabotage laws revised. The key differences between those who favor continuing these programs and those who favor more market-based reform are the fears of the former that the U.S. shipping and shipbuilding industries simply cannot compete effectively. But the industry is in serious trouble now, and the only hope for turning it around over the long term is through procompetitive reform. It cannot be true that the best this nation can do in terms of maritime policy is to increase the taxpayer and consumer burden through continued subsidies and economic protectionism while maintaining the government flag penalties that create the problem. Fundamental economic questions must be tackled directly, and changes that reflect the real interplay of markets and competition must be considered and implemented. It is time to set aside the perceived limitations arising from both industry mythology and nationally self-inflicted restrictions. If the maritime industry wants to be in a competitive trade position by the end of the century, then we must realize that other economic actors will increasingly play by the rules of markets and competition. The limits we place on our ability to play by these rules will be reflected in our shippers' inability to innovate and compete. And the limitations themselves will only be a mirror of our own inability to play on the world stage.
Turn – dependence DA – the CP makes US-flag vessels dependent on subsidies, making them not internationally competitive and raising prices
GAO 94 (“Cargo Preference Requirements: Objectives Not Significantly Advanced When Used in U.S. Food Aid Programs”,  http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/GAOREPORTS-GGD-94-215/html/GAOREPORTS-GGD-94-215.htm SW)

U.S.-flag bulk carriers and tug/barge combinations, which do not receive or use operating subsidies, are virtually dependent on food aid preference cargos to operate as U.S.-flag ships because they are unable to successfully compete for commercial cargos in foreign commerce. Therefore, these U.S.-flag ships contribute little to the ability of the United States to carry its foreign commerce other than food aid. Almost all U.S.-flag tankers that carry bulk food aid preference cargos receive annual operating subsidies to help them compete for foreign commercial cargos. However, because these subsidies are expiring, tankers have been and will become more dependent on food aid preference cargos. Without operating subsidies, U.S.-flag ships cannot successfully compete for foreign commercial cargos, in part due to the additional costs associated with complying with the U.S. laws and regulations required for all U.S.-flag ships. U.S. laws and regulations require that U.S.-flag ships be constructed to U.S. Coast Guard safety standards. These standards are more stringent than international standards and add to the construction cost of U.S.-flag ships. U.S. law also requires that owners of U.S.-flag ships either maintain or repair them in a U.S. shipyard, whose services are more expensive than those available at a foreign shipyard, or pay a 50-percent U.S. Customs duty on the value of work done in a foreign shipyard. Even with the added cost of the 50-percent duty, U.S. shipowners told GAO that they still find it advantageous, in most circumstances, to have maintenance work on their ships done in foreign shipyards. In addition, U.S.-flag ships are required to employ U.S. citizen crews. This requirement greatly increases shipowners' operating costs because wages and benefits paid to U.S. crews are several times those of a foreign crew.

AFF – Turn – payment reduces shipbuilding

Dis-incentivizes building new ships – that raises costs

GAO 94 (“Cargo Preference Requirements: Objectives Not Significantly Advanced When Used in U.S. Food Aid Programs”,  http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/GAOREPORTS-GGD-94-215/html/GAOREPORTS-GGD-94-215.htm SW)

Moreover, U.S. shipowners whose ships carry food aid preference cargos have reduced incentives to lower their costs. For example, one of the primary ways that U.S. shipowners can lower their operating costs is to invest in newer, more efficient ships. U.S. shipowners are discouraged from doing this because of the high cost of constructing ships in U.S. shipyards. Also, current legislation requires that ships constructed in less expensive foreign shipyards be operated as U.S.-flag ships for 3 years (which, because of the higher operating costs, makes it almost impossible to compete without some form of assistance) before they are eligible to carry food aid preference cargos. Furthermore, since there is a limited number of U.S.-flag ships available to carry these cargos, and the Maritime Administration's "fair and reasonable" guideline rates--which establish the maximum rates that the government should pay--are constructed for each individual ship based on its actual costs, shipowners are able to secure food aid preference cargos despite the high cost of operating their older, inefficient U.S.-flag ships. As a result, the U.S.-flag ships and crews supported by this program increase the cost to transport U.S.  food aid preference cargos.

AFF – Turn – Less payment helps the industry

They hurt the merchant marines–reduction in government payments in the squo will make it competitive
Quartel 91 commissioner at the Federal Maritime Commission.  (Rob, “America's Welfare Queen Fleet The Need for Maritime Policy Reform”, CATO, Regulation Magazine Vol. 14 No. 3 http://www.cato.org/pubs/regulation/regv14n3/reg14n3-quartel.html SW)

Although most observers within the industry and inside the government bureaucracies that promote and regulate U.S. shipping know that the current policy has failed, few seem able to visualize conditions under which the U.S. flag fleet could compete. In part, that stems from the inability to consider either rearranging or eliminating the self-inflicted penalties of current flag an Jones Act policies. But just five key policy changes would radically alter the state of this industry by allowing it to reorganize itself along more competitive lines and by freeing industry participants form both government largess and the associated government entanglement and interference. First, we must sever the linkage among shipbuilding, commercial shipping, and military planning and develop independent strategies in a stand-alone context for each. To the extent that each policy is independently successful, all will be served. Second, we must eliminate the industrial welfare mindset by deliberately reducing and phasing out operating subsidies as well as the restrictions applying to labor, ownership, and assets of US flag and Jones Act vessels. In addition, we need to carefully restructure and eliminate indirect subsidies, from tax deferrals to cargo preference.

Third, we should directly address military manpower and sealift requirements. To the extent the US commercial fleet represents a real national defense asset, budget decisions should be consolidated with all other defense-related maritime programs under Defense Department control. Fourth, we need to jump-start a true, internationally competitive shipping industry. Eliminating the shipping cartel's antitrust exemption, tariff-filing requirements, and extensive government oversight of internal market practices would start the process. Fifth, we must create an aggressive, internationally focused program within the multilateral trade framework to systematically eliminate foreign subsidies, restrictions, and antimarket practices.

AFF - Say No

US-flag ships are almost 3 times more expensive than foreign competitors – makes competition difficult 

Edmonson 11 (R. G., Associate Editor at the Journal of Commerce, October 31, “Study says US-Flag Ships Cost More to Operate”, ProQuest)

U.S.-flag merchant ships spend on average 2.7 times more to operate their vessels than their foreign competitors, largely because labor and benefits cost American operators nearly twice as much, according to a study sponsored by the Maritime Administration.

The cost of labor is one of the major factors that make competition in the international marketplace difficult for U.S.-flag operators, according to Pricewaterhouse Coopers' report.

There are 110 oceangoing ships under the U.S. flag, and about half of them are in the Maritime Security Program. On the other hand, U.S. owners operate 540 ships under 31 foreign flags.

U.S. mariners earned more than five times mariners aboard foreign vessels in 2010, the report says. On average, daily labor costs aboard a U.S.-flag ship were $13,655 compared with $2,590 aboard a foreign-flag vessel.
Congress instructed Marad to conduct the study last year. The findings are intended to help the agency find better ways to promote U.S.-flag shipping.

Say No – even investment doesn’t make US-flag shipping profitable – it raises costs and won’t be used 

MARAD 11 ( “COMPARISON OF U.S. AND FOREIGN‐FLAG OPERATING COSTS”, September, DOT, http://www.marad.dot.gov/documents/Comparison_of_US_and_Foreign_Flag_Operating_Costs.pdf SW)

Carriers indicated that the availability of commercial cargo for U.S.-flag vessels is affected by the higher costs associated with operating under the U.S.-flag. Carriers noted that commercial customers are not willing to pay the higher cost of transporting international cargo on U.S.-flag vessels, and that there are no economic incentives for U.S. firms to engage U.S.-flag vessels over foreign-flag vessels for their commercial cargo. 62 Due to the higher costs of operating under the U.S. flag, it is difficult for the higher priced U.S-flag vessels to compete with foreign registered vessels for commercial cargo. 63 During the study survey, 67 percent of carriers reported that the amount of commercial cargo transported by their U.S.-flag vessels is currently greater than the amount of preference cargo. Several carriers added that they bid their U.S.-flag vessels for commercial contracts at a loss in order to receive revenue that can reduce their overall vessel operating losses.

Companies say no AND the CP raises raises costs 
GAO 94 (“Cargo Preference Requirements: Objectives Not Significantly Advanced When Used in U.S. Food Aid Programs”,  http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/GAOREPORTS-GGD-94-215/html/GAOREPORTS-GGD-94-215.htm SW)

While 100 percent of the wheat purchased was shipped on U.S.-flag ships, for corn and soybean meal, for which the most tonnage was shipped, only 28 percent and 18 percent, respectively, were transported on U.S.-flag ships. Several other offers by U.S. shipowners to transport these commodities were rejected because the difference between the rates they quoted and foreign-flag rates was excessive. Still, if these offers had all been accepted, they would have added only another 3 percent to the corn tonnage and 4 percent to the soybean meal tonnage shipped on U.S.-flag vessels. 

AFF - Costs

They raise costs – means say no and links to our competitiveness scenarios

Staats 78 Former Comptroller General, (Elmer  B., “Cargo Preference Programs for Government-Financed Ocean Shipments Could Be Improved”,  6/8, Report  to Congress,  House Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and Fisheries;  Senate  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and Transportation, 
http://www.gao.gov/assets/130/123249.pdf SW)
It is usually recognized that cargo preference may involve additional cost. For instance, cargo preference for tramp (nonscheduled carriers, typically dry bulk) and tanker cargoes will involve additional costs, whereas liner cargoes (scheduled qGneral cargo vessels) are generally carried at competitive rates by U.S. carriers and should not normally involve additional costs to shippers. However, few agencies have actually accumulated and compiled data on the increased cost of the preference requirement. The exception is USDA for the Public Law 480, title I, Food for Peace sales program. Under this program sales of agricultural commodities to foreign governments are financed by the U.S. Government. The United States pays the difference in ocean freight charges to U.S.-flag vessels to the extent such charges are higher than those charged by foreign-flag vessels. This cost was about $42 million in fiscal year 1976, $16 million for the transition quarter (July 1 to Sept. 30, 1976), and about $1 billion since the program began in 1954 through September 1976.
They raise costs – means say no and links to our competitiveness scenarios

Staats 78 Former Comptroller General, (Elmer  B., “Cargo Preference Programs for Government-Financed Ocean Shipments Could Be Improved”,  6/8, Report  to Congress,  House Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and Fisheries;  Senate  Committee  on  Commerce,  Science,  and Transportation, 
http://www.gao.gov/assets/130/123249.pdf SW)
It is usually recognized that cargo preference may involve additional cost. For instance, cargo preference for tramp (nonscheduled carriers, typically dry bulk) and tanker cargoes will involve additional costs, whereas liner cargoes (scheduled qGneral cargo vessels) are generally carried at competitive rates by U.S. carriers and should not normally involve additional coots to shippers. However, few agencies have actually accumulated and compiled data on the increased cost of the preference requirement. The exception is USDA for the Public Law 480, title I, Food for Peace sales program. Under this program sales of agricultural commodities to foreign governments are financed by the U.S. Government. The United States pays the difference in ocean freight charges to U.S.-flag vessels to the extent such charges are higher than those charged by foreign-flag vessels. This cost was about $42 million in fiscal year 1976, $16 million for the transition quarter (July 1 to Sept. 30, 1976), and about $1 billion since the program began in 1954 through September 1976.

AFF – Alt causes

Alt cause – recruitment 
Fisher, o2 Lieutenant colonel of the US army (Edward J., “Merchant Marine Seamen Shortage and Its Impact Upon Strategic Sealift”, US Army War College Strategy Research Project, 4/09, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA401051 SW)

Like the rest of world, the U.S. also has the same training problems "there are inadequate programs to recruit, retain, and educate an expanded MTS workforce, including seafarers, longshoremen, shipyard workers, intermodal operators, and military personnel." Recruiting is the first step to maintaining a strong maritime work force. Both the commercial and military sectors are finding it very difficult to find young men and women interested in pursuing a maritime career. On the military side, there has been an overall decline in those interested in joining any branch of the U.S. armed forces. No matter what the reason for the shortage of qualified maritime workers, the situation has a direct effect on our national security, especially for strategic sealift operations. The reliance of our military on the marine transportation system reinforces the need to attract and retain qualified personnel, in both the military and commercial sectors. These workforces of the ports, waterways, intermodal connectors, ship construction and repair facilities, and ship crews and operators are necessary to support deployment capabilities. For the reasons discussed earlier, the pool of maritime labor is shrinking and could prevent the United States military from effectively mobilizing and projecting its forces and equipment at a time of national emergency. If this ability is hampered, our national security is at risk. Maybe the Marines have the key because they are the only service to have remained on target in meeting their recruitment goals. "The resulting sacrifices and demands placed on the military family are causing people to question career decisions and maybe push them over to the civilian side." 24 Together, the U.S. armed forces must recruit 200,000 new people each year to sustain their forces. Until recently, they have been finding this impossible during the lowest unemployment in 30 years and an increase in those attending college. In recent surveys, only 25% of youth consider a job in the military, down from over 1/3. The commercial sector is having similar problems. The Vice President of American Maritime Officers explained that, "unless we take corrective action soon, it will only reach a point from which we will not be able to recover. This has major national security implications because the commercial maritime industry provides the extra mariners needed to activate and crew government-owned sealift ships for military contingency operations." 25 Again, because of strong economy, less young people are interested in pursuing the rough life of a mariner. Commercial mariners can spend anywhere over four months at sea, followed by a couple of months ashore. This short time ashore is taken up with schooling and training. It is also this percentage of seamen that are ashore who would be expected to aid in military sealifts operations. Few families want to be subjected to this lifestyle. 26 Young people are less prepared to spend long times away at sea than previous generations. Above all, in the U.S. the major factor has been a great economy. 27 Those who are looking for a job, or looking to change jobs, are in short supply. This is causing fierce competition to acquire the best workers. Additionally, the industry has traditionally recruited for unlicensed labor from the underprivileged population, however, in recent years it has become difficult to find those in this group that can 28 pass the required drug tests.
Alt cause - retention

Fisher, o2 Lieutenant colonel of the US army (Edward J., “Merchant Marine Seamen Shortage and Its Impact Upon Strategic Sealift”, US Army War College Strategy Research Project, 4/09, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA401051 SW)

There has also been a retention problem in the industry. The most experienced mariners, worldwide, are clustered among the older age groups. Over the last decade, and in the coming years, the best segment of the maritime industry is retiring. 30 This is devastating for the shipping industry, as well as for the military. "Like in the military, the maritime industry cannot go into the open market and hire middle grade management or supervisory personnel. We must gain an accurate account status of our mariners and over time go out on our own in order to produce a second mate, able-bodied seaman. Once we experience a shortage in attracting n 1 or retaining personnel we, like the military, must live with this shortfall for at least five years." Again the human factor in our marine transportation system must remain a crucial linchpin. Technological changes in the industry have made it even more important to develop new and better-trained managers and technical operators. We depend on the sea for our strategic security and we must maintain a properly educated and trained workforce of merchant marine officers and seafarers, especially since this shortage crisis extends globally, particularly among our allies.

AFF – Merchant Marine not key to the military

Merchant marine not key to the military –  Desert storm proves

Quartel 91 commissioner at the Federal Maritime Commission.  (Rob, “America's Welfare Queen Fleet The Need for Maritime Policy Reform”, CATO, Regulation Magazine Vol. 14 No. 3 http://www.cato.org/pubs/regulation/regv14n3/reg14n3-quartel.html SW)

The recent war effort should expose the national defense underpinning of current maritime policy for what it is-largely a myth. The maritime aspects of the Desert Shield/Desert Storm operation clearly demonstrated the importance of a fully integrated, intermodal system of transportation, including a comprehensive maritime leg, but they did not demonstrate the need for a merchant marine, particularly one as inefficiently maintained as the one we have today. Military goods sent to the Persian Gulf were moved by rail, air, and truck to ocean ports, and a variety of ships were used, both U.S. flag and foreign, with American and foreign crews alike. The most highly valued cargo-the troops-were moved to the Gulf almost entirely by air, as was certain other high-value, high-force, time-sensitive weaponry. Although there was an undeniable, urgent need for ocean transportation, Desert Shield/Desert Storm established beyond the shadow of a doubt that the military can efficiently execute its mission even without an American-built, American-crewed commercial fleet. Ninety-one percent of dry cargoes were moved on military prepositioned fast sealift vessels, U.S. and effectively U.S.-controlled ships, and foreign (largely NATO countries) charter vessels. Only six of the fifty-nine ships specifically subsidized for the purposes of national defense actually moved through the minefields with their all-American crews directly into the war zone in Saudi Arabia. Thirty-eight other subsidized vessels transported goods on their regular liner service routes but used foreign-flag feeders, with foreign crews, to move the military goods to their final Persian Gulf destinations. Many ships were simply unavailable to the military. Shipowners and military officials were concerned that any diversion of these ships for military purposes would lead to a permanent disruption of service and the loss of market share. In other cases the technical needs of military shipping coincided to only a limited degree with the needs of the merchant fleet. The container ships that dominate international shipping and the U.S. merchant fleet are virtually useless for the short-notice transport of tanks and other military equipment that must be rolled aboard. Prepositioned ships operated by the military-Roll-on-Roll-off (or "Ro-Ro") and fast sealift vessels, for example-and a well-maintained, standby reserve fleet structured to meet changing defense needs would be more useful in providing rapid response and deployment. Continuing to tie the military to the viability of the commercial fleet today benefits neither party and, in fact, may harm both. Eliminating the already severed national defense linkage from civilian maritime policy is thus a necessary first step toward a rational consideration of the future of the U.S. commerial fleet.

Not key to the military

Quartel 91 commissioner at the Federal Maritime Commission.  (Rob, “America's Welfare Queen Fleet The Need for Maritime Policy Reform”, CATO, Regulation Magazine Vol. 14 No. 3 http://www.cato.org/pubs/regulation/regv14n3/reg14n3-quartel.html SW)
When Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait, the United States responded just days later with a military sealift, the success of which is unparalleled. In just 45 days the United States moved to Saudi Arabia the equivalent of a city the size of Alexandria, Virginia-lock, stock, and band. Hussein's threat was met by a vast armada of American commercial ships crewed by thousands of young, well-trained Americans, on the world's fastest, most modem ships. The American merchant marine threaded its way through the dangers of the naval mines laid off Saudi shores. The military was able to call on the services of this private fleet at only a moment's notice and paid no more than market rates. This success story was made possible by a far-sighted competitive merchant marine policy set in place years ago by the U.S. Congress. And with the exception of the first two sentences, this scenario is a myth. Only the S&L debacle represents a bigger government-industry-special interest scam than that which today passes for a national merchant marine policy. By the end of the Gulf War, America's subsidized merchant fleet had directly contributed only six aging ships to the armada of more than 460 that transported military materials into Saudi ports. Some eighty U.S. merchant marine ships carried hundreds of thousands of tons of military goods to the vicinity of the war zone-Singapore, the United Arab Emirates, and Haifa. But many relied on foreign-flag feeders with their foreign crews to complete the runs to Saudi Arabia and thus exposed the bankruptcy of the man-American argument that underpins much of U.S. maritime policy. No Jones Act vessels participated at all, and the Jones Act, that most sacred of sacred cows, had to be partially suspended to ensure adequate fuel for the nation's defense. In short, the success of the military sealift- a brilliant feat of logistics-occurred despite (rather than because of ) 75 years of government subsidies, protectionism, regulation, and entry and management controls promoted as necessary for maintaining this so-called "forth arm" of the nation's defense. The problems inherent in existing maritime policy are not limited to issues of utility in the recent war effort, however. The various regulatory policies and subsidies that have grown up over more that 200 years, often by historical accident, are simply counterproductive. Once the largest private commercial fleet in history, the U.S. merchant marine is now a shadow of its former self, dependent on federal welfare for its marginal survival.
No need for US-flag ships – they would not be deployed fast enough in conflict and trade is secure 

Journal of Commerce 99 (Nov 5, United Business Media Global Trade, “The missing rationale for US-flag shipping”, Proquest)

Foreign carriers are much less tied to their governments than they used to be. That weakens the merchant marine's old argument that U.S. foreign trade is under constant threat of being turned off by a hostile power. That case is hard to make.

Merchant mariners, moreover, often make the argument that regardless of more than 50 years of world peace, "you never can tell" if another global conflict is right around the corner. It's stupid, therefore, to let down your guard when it comes to components of sea power such as the merchant marine.

World War II could not have been won without the Liberty and Victory ships and the men who served on them, and for that reason the merchant marine will always have a special place in the history of the United States. But if there is a World War III, there won't be time to deploy merchant ships, because it will be over in five minutes.

"Peace has not been good for the merchant marine," said Rene De La Pedraja, author of "The United States Merchant Shipping Industry during the Twentieth Century: A History," "A Historical Dictionary of the U.S. Merchant Marine" and other books on merchant shipping.

AFF – Shipbuilding not key to the military

Merchant shipbuilding isn’t key to the military – not suited for future conflict

Quartel 91 commissioner at the Federal Maritime Commission.  (Rob, “America's Welfare Queen Fleet The Need for Maritime Policy Reform”, CATO, Regulation Magazine Vol. 14 No. 3 http://www.cato.org/pubs/regulation/regv14n3/reg14n3-quartel.html SW)
In response to the first question, regional or isolated wars of the sort we have seen over the past ten years are generally viewed as the most likely types of conflicts in the foreseeable future. The speed of those wars would preclude the construction or use of any vessels not in the fleet at the outset of the conflict. If a global war should break out, it is not likely to involve extended conventional warfare. There is little military justification for subsidizing commercial shipyards to build supply ships for a type of war we are unlikely to fight. This is independent, of course, from the naval shipbuilding programs that respond to longer-term defense needs. On the other hand, reliable, U.S.-based repair facilities would be needed if the United States were involved in another war. But shifting the emphasis to repair facilities also suggests a much lower-level policy response than the industrial policy that is in place today.

AFF – Merchant Marine now

Merchant marine fine now

Keefe, 12 Eitor of both Maritime Professional and MarineNews print magazines (Joseph, “AWO’s Allegretti: The Jones Act is Settled Law”, 5/16, http://www.maritimeprofessional.com/Blogs/The-Final-Word-with-Joseph-Keefe/May-2012/AWO%E2%80%99s-Allegretti--The-Jones-Act-is-Settled-Law.aspx SW)

As Editor of MarineNews magazine, I can perhaps take some solace and comfort in the fact that as many as 39,500 of the 40,000 U.S. flag, domestically-built hulls in service today can be classified somehow as brown water, shallow draft workboats of one type of another. That’s a large portion of my readership. With an active domestic recapitalization program now underway, slowly being augmented by the necessity to repower or even replace tonnage that cannot meet the new and coming environmental (and perhaps subchapter M) rules, that means that my audience, assuming that I continue to bring compelling copy to our print pages, will be robust for some time to come.

AFF – Merchant Marine Defense

Naval power resilient and merchant marine not key

Carmel, 6/11/12 Sr. Vice President Maritime Services at Maersk Line, Limited (Stephen, “With so few U.S.-Flagged ships and carriers, is America still a maritime power?”, Information Dissemination, http://www.informationdissemination.net/2012/06/with-so-few-us-flagged-ships-and.html SW) 

When we combine the two major parts of the foregoing discussion what emerges is a United States, a US economy, and US globalized production processes that are deeply interconnected with the rest of the world, and the maritime commons is a primary pathway for those interconnections. The US is a dominant global manufacturer and trader. We have one of the world’s highest standards of living, built on an international system of trade that the US itself is the primary architect and defender of. The US has been as successful as any country in the world, including China, at leveraging and exploiting the global maritime commons, and we have done so with no US flag merchant fleet of any significance. The US economy has never suffered supply chain disruptions as a result of foreign registered shipping being unavailable to carry foreign commerce. In short, the US has no overarching Maritime Strategy which addresses the US flag merchant marine’s role in our Nations maritime power, nor does one appear to be necessary given the obvious and overwhelming success we have experienced across the years between the end of WWII – the beginning of this age of globalization – and today. Therefore, returning to the original questions, The US remains the world’s dominate maritime power despite having no US flag merchant marine of any significance. And in answer to the second, a flag state merchant fleet is no longer necessary to be classed as a maritime power. A maritime power must be a globally significant naval power supporting the ability to first consistently and reliably exploit an international trading system across the surface of the ocean in furtherance of  national economic well being, and second be a force in shaping the rule set and international institutions within which maritime trade is conducted. The US clearly meets that definition. In short, Mahan is in need of revision.

US flag vessels aren’t key to economic leadership 
Carmel, 6/11/12 Sr. Vice President Maritime Services at Maersk Line, Limited (Stephen, “With so few U.S.-Flagged ships and carriers, is America still a maritime power?”, Information Dissemination, http://www.informationdissemination.net/2012/06/with-so-few-us-flagged-ships-and.html SW) 

The blunt answer to the question of the role of the foreign going US flag merchant marine in our economic security is that it is insignificant. While much visibility is given to our dependence on foreign oil wells in nasty parts of the world for a significant part of our oil needs, much less visibility is given to the fact that we depend 100 percent on foreign tankers to deliver it. There are no US flag crude tankers in international trade, and have not been for many years. Crude oil deliveries to the Strategic Petroleum Reserve during the last fill program which ended in Dec of 2009, technically subject to cargo preference, were all done via foreign flag tankers. Likewise agricultural exports, a crucial component of our overall exports, also all go via foreign flag bulkers. While there are a few US flag bulkers in the fleet, they are engaged in food aid, an extension of US foreign policy, not the foreign commerce of the US. Overall US flag ships carry less than two percent of the foreign commerce of the US according to the US Maritime Administrator in testimony to Congress. But even that number is artificially high and a spillover from military programs. In truth there are no US flag ships purely in the foreign commerce of the US.

