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Tax Reduction CP 1NC

The United States federal government should reduce its overall corporate tax rate by 10%.

CP solves competitiveness and growth

Gray, Senior Adviser at DHE Consulting, LLC, ‘9 

(Gordon, and Douglas Holtz-Eakin, President of DHE Consulting, LLC, and a Visiting Fellow at The Heritage Foundation, “Global Competitiveness and the Corporation Income Tax,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Taxes/bg2265.cfm)
Corporate taxes have long been deemed to have a negative effect on investment and capital formation.[17] However, several recent studies indicate the extent to which corporate taxes harm capital formation and economic growth.[18] One study in 2008 examined tax data across 85 countries and determined that raising the effective corporate tax rate by 10 percentage points reduces the investment rate by 2.2 percentage points. Investment and capital formation is essential to enduring economic growth. Tax policies that inhibit such activity necessarily impede growth, which the study also finds. The OECD also has recently released several studies that effectively sort tax structures according to their respective economic effects. According to the OECD, "corporate income taxes have the most negative effect on GDP per capita,"[19] which is consistent with previous findings that the corporate tax reduces investment and, therefore, economic growth. The OECD found that reducing the statutory corporate tax rate from 35 percent to 30 percent increases the ratio of investment to capital by approximately 1.9 percent over the long term.[20] Simple Reforms to Improve Competitiveness As detailed above, the impact of the corporate tax is manifested through lower wages, investment, and output. These reflect the open economy of mobile capital in which the U.S. competes. These findings beg the question: Why would any rational U.S. tax policy impose the second highest statutory tax rate among industrialized nations? Reform of the U.S. corporate tax code is essential to meeting the challenges of a global economy, but it should give due consideration to the nature of taxation in an open economy. Perhaps the most obvious reform to consider would be to reduce the statutory rate to improve competitiveness and stimulate economic growth. Lee and Gordon found that a 10 percent reduction in the corporate tax could increase economic growth rates by 1 to 2 percent.

Solvency Competitiveness

Counterplan solves - empirics and consensus go neg

Rahn, Chairman of the Institute for Global Economic Growth & Advisory Board of the European Center for Economic Growth, ‘4
(Richard, “Abolish the Corporate Income Tax?” http://www.economicswithaface.com/weblog/archives/2004/12/abolish_the_cor.html)

Good economists have long known the corporate income tax causes more problems than it solves. Many countries, seeking higher economic growth and employment, have sharply cut their tax rates. Ireland cut its corporate tax rate from 43 percent to only 12 1/2 percent, attracting investment from around the world and, in turn, becoming not only one of the fastest-growing but one of the wealthiest economies in Europe. The new market economies of Eastern Europe seeking high growth and rapid job creation have also been cutting their corporate tax rates. Slovakia, Lithuania and Poland have a 19 percent corporate rate; Hungary 16 percent; Slovenia and Latvia 15 percent; and Bulgaria just announced it will move to a 15 percent rate next year. Montenegro, not to be outdone, announced it will go to a 9 percent rate. Estonia has become the champion by going to a zero rate on reinvested profits. As a result of this competition, even France (34 percent) and Germany (38 percent) have been forced into modest corporate tax reductions, giving them lower rates than corporations face in the United States. American companies now have an average 40 percent rate (including state corporate taxes), and only very poorly performing Japan with its 42 percent rate is higher.Looking at these numbers, it is easy to understand why corporations doing business around the world elect not to have the United States as their legal home, because it makes them noncompetitive.
Corporate taxes are the key internal link to competitiveness and growth – 

Gray, Senior Adviser at DHE Consulting, LLC, ‘9 

(Gordon, and Douglas Holtz-Eakin, President of DHE Consulting, LLC, and a Visiting Fellow at The Heritage Foundation, “Global Competitiveness and the Corporation Income Tax,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Taxes/bg2265.cfm)

Less than one-fifth of federal revenue is collected by the corporate tax, yet its very existence has been found to lower wages, diminish investment, and slow economic growth--more so than any other tax structure. While other nations have been gradually reducing their tax rates, the U.S. has failed to act, leaving the U.S. corporate tax rate as the second highest among major industrial nations. While other nations are competing for scarce capital by lowering rates, the U.S. entertains potentially anti-growth corporate reforms. The considered theoretical and empirical research literature leaves little doubt that in an open global economy, capital will flow to low-tax jurisdictions, ultimately driving economic growth. It is imperative that the U.S. not cede this opportunity or its preeminence in the world economy to intransigence by failing to enact sensible reforms to its corporate tax code.

CP key to business innovation and private investment – key to overall competitiveness

Kim, Policy Analyst in the Center for International Trade and Economics at @ Heritage, ‘8
(Anthony, and Terry Miller, Director of the Center for International Trade and Economics at @ Heritage, “High Corporate Taxes Undermine U.S. Global Competitiveness,” http://www.heritage.org/Research/tradeandeconomicfreedom/wm2065.cfm)

High corporate tax rates are undermining U.S. international competitiveness. The global economy demands 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.

Tax Cutting Spree The global tax cutting trend is dynamic and powerful. Consider, for example, Europe, which has half of the world's 10 largest economies as well as half of the world's 20 freest economies as measured by the 2008 Index of Economic Freedom, an annual publication by The Heritage Foundation and The Wall Street Journal.[1] Over the last decade, almost every member of the European Union has cut its corporate tax rates. Just in the last five years, over 15 EU members have legislated reductions. Germany has reduced its corporate tax rate from nearly 40 percent to around 30 percent, effective January 2008. The U.K. has also cut its corporate rate to 28 percent from 30 percent effective this spring. Even Europe's old welfare states have joined the aggressive tax cut parade: Sweden has cut its corporate tax rate to 28 percent from 60 percent; Norway's rate has dropped over 50 percent to 28 percent; and Denmark's corporate tax rate is now 25 percent. In the meantime, the U.S.'s top federal corporate tax rate has not been cut in over a decade. In fact, the last time the U.S. adjusted its top federal corporate tax rate, in 1993, it actually increased the rate from 34 percent to 35 percent. Our economy now has, on average, a statutory corporate tax rate of 39 percent (including state corporate tax rates, which range from 0 percent in Washington to 12 percent in Iowa). This average rate is higher than the rates of all 27 members of the EU. With such high rates, the U.S. can no longer afford to remain inactive. In a business environment where capital flows are extremely mobile, lower tax rates do matter in attracting more business investment. With the nation's economy slowing, the need to attract and inspire more business investment has never been stronger. It is such private investment, not government handouts or fiscal stimulus packages, that will get the economy moving again. As President Reagan reminded us, "government must provide opportunity, not smother it; foster productivity, not stifle it."[2]
Tax Reduction Popular 

Republicans like low corporate tax rates 

Calmes 2/22 (Jackei Calmes staffwriter February 22, 2012 “Obama offers to cut corporate tax rate to 28%” NYT http://www.nytimes.com/2012/02/22/business/economy/obama-offers-to-cut-corporate-tax-rate-to-28.html?pagewanted=all) 

Republicans and business groups complain that the 35 percent corporate tax rate is among the highest in the world, leaving American companies at a competitive disadvantage. They typically seek a 25 percent rate, with many of them saying that the current tax breaks should be kept in place as well. Nonpartisan tax analysts consistently find that corporations here on average pay just slightly more than their competitors in other developed countries after exploiting the many tax breaks and loopholes. Recent news accounts have highlighted the low effective rates paid by companies like Google, Boeing and General Electric. One analysis concluded that 115 of the 500 companies in the Standard and Poor’s stock index paid a total corporate tax rate — federal and otherwise — of less than 20 percent over a five-year period. A study by the Government Accountability Office in 2008 found that 55 percent of American companies paid no federal income taxes during at least one year in a seven-year period it studied. “Under the current tax system, the United States will soon have the highest statutory corporate tax rate among developed countries, within a system that features a large number of tax expenditures for special interests,” said a senior administration official, who did not want to speak ahead of Mr. Geithner except on condition of anonymity. “This puts American businesses — especially those in areas like manufacturing that are subject to more intense international competition — at a disadvantage. And this system is also unnecessarily complicated for America’s small businesses.”

Congress wants lower tax rates 

Fram 7/10 (Alan Fram AP Staffwriter “Senate democrats pushing tax cuts for businesses” WWLP http://www.wwlp.com/dpps/news/politics/congress/senate-democrats-pushing-tax-cuts-for-business-nt12-jgr_4234331) 

Senate Democrats' legislation would grant tax credits — which are subtracted from a company's tax bill — equal to 10 percent of the amount its 2012 payroll exceeds the salaries it paid in 2011. The maximum credit would be $500,000, a figure that would disproportionately help smaller businesses. It would also let companies that buy major new property in 2012, such as machinery, deduct the entire cost of the purchase this year under so-called "bonus depreciation" rules. Currently they can only deduct half the amount. In a written statement, the White House said it strongly backs the legislation, which it said would provide tax breaks to nearly 2 million companies that hire workers or boost wages. Obama had included tax credits for small businesses in the "to-do" list he proposed for Congress in May. "By providing targeted tax relief to the businesses that are expanding their workforce and making new investments in capital, S. 2237 will help spur economic growth and job creation and strengthen the recovery," the statement said, using the measure's formal bill number. In an election year in which the slumping economy gives Obama and the Senate's majority Democrats little to boast about, the proposal lets Democrats take the offensive on the tax issue while asserting they are trying to encourage job creation. The bill was reaching the floor days after the latest gloomy Labor Department report that a scant 80,000 jobs were created last month, leaving the unemployment rate at a rugged 8.2 percent. "This tax cut is by no means a cure-all, but it could be a difference-maker for small firms on the fence about adding payroll," said Sen. Chuck Schumer, D-N.Y. "After last month's sluggish jobs numbers, we may be on the verge of a rare moment of agreement on how to help the economy."
Carbon Tax Counterplan 1NC

CTC 1NC 

The United States federal government should substantially increase alternative energy incentives in the United States by levying a carbon tax in the United States.

Solvency Economy

Taxes solve best– ripple effect throughout the economy.

Green ‘7 (Kenneth P. Green is a resident scholar @ the American Enterprise Institute -- Climate Change: Caps vs. Taxes – June 1st -- http://www.aei.org/include/pub_print.asp?pubID=26286)
Incentive Creation. Putting a price on the carbon emissions attendant on fuel use would create numerous incentives to reduce the use of carbon-intensive energy. The increased costs of energy would flow through the economy, ultimately giving consumers incentives to reduce their use of electricity, transportation fuels, home heating oil, and so forth. Consumers, motivated by the tax, would have incentives to buy more efficient appliances, to buy and drive more efficient cars, and to better insulate their homes or construct them with more attention to energy conservation. A carbon tax would also create incentives for consumers to demand lower-carbon power sources from their local utilities. A carbon tax, as its cost flowed down the chains of production into consumer products, would lead manufacturers to become more efficient and consumers to economize in consumption. At all levels in the economy, a carbon tax would create a profit niche for environmental entrepreneurs to find ways to deliver lower-carbon energy at competitive prices. Finally, a carbon tax would also serve to level (somewhat) the playing field among solar power, wind power, nuclear power, and carbon-based fuels by internalizing the cost of carbon emission into the price of the various forms of energy.
Cost certainty from carbon taxes allows business to have knowledge and plan ahead, which improves the economy

Avi-Yonah and Uhlmann 2008 Reuven S. Avi-Yonah, the Irwin I. Cohn Professor of Law and the Director of the International Tax LLM Program at the University of Michigan Law School, and David M. Uhlmann, the Jeffrey F. Liss Professor from Practice and the Director of the Environmental Law and Policy Program at the University of Michigan Law School, March 18, 2008, “Combating Global Climate Change: Why a Carbon Tax is a Better Response to Global Warming than Cap and Trade,” http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1109167, 

A carbon tax ensures Cost Certainty: the cost is the amount of the tax, and whatever the incidence of the tax (i.e., whether it can be passed on to consumers or not), the cost cannot rise above the tax rate. This enables business to plan ahead, secure in the knowledge that raising the tax rate (beyond any automatic adjustment, which can be planned for) requires another vote in Congress that they can hope to influence. A cap and trade regime, on the other hand, suffers from inherent Cost Uncertainty. While allowances may be initially distributed for free, the key question for polluting businesses that need to acquire allowances to address a reduction in the cap is what would be the future price of allowances. Existing cap and trade programs like the Southern California RECLAIM system for nitrogen oxide emissions, in which the allowance prices spiked in 2000 to more than twenty times their historical level, and the EU ETS regime, in which the price of allowances collapsed when it became clear that too many allowances had been distributed, illustrate the problem of Cost Uncertainty in cap and trade programs.119 Cost Uncertainty makes it inherently difficult for businesses to plan ahead.120 The fundamental problem is that the reduction in the cap that is built into cap and trade would necessarily make allowances more expensive, but how much more expensive depends on the development of future technologies, which cannot be predicted with any accuracy over the longer time period (50 years or more) required for a cap and trade program to achieve its environmental goals.

Carbon tax provides cost certainty in the economy

Avi-Yonah and Uhlmann 2008 Reuven S. Avi-Yonah, the Irwin I. Cohn Professor of Law and the Director of the International Tax LLM Program at the University of Michigan Law School, and David M. Uhlmann, the Jeffrey F. Liss Professor from Practice and the Director of the Environmental Law and Policy Program at the University of Michigan Law School, March 18, 2008, “Combating Global Climate Change: Why a Carbon Tax is a Better Response to Global Warming than Cap and Trade,” http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1109167, 
Both a carbon tax and cap and trade are market-based mechanisms for curbing greenhouse gas emissions, and therefore both are superior to traditional command and control methods, for the reasons explained above. However, carbon tax and cap and trade also differ in one important theoretical dimension, as well as in many important practical ones. Cap and trade, because it imposes an overall cap on the level of emissions permitted in the economy, provides certainty as to the environmental benefit that results from its implementation (“Benefit Certainty”). However, precisely because it imposes a fixed cap without regard to the cost to the economy at large or to individual polluters of attaining that cap, cap and trade suffers from lack of certainty in regard to the cost it imposes (“Cost Certainty”). A carbon tax, on the other hand, provides Cost Certainty because the precise amount of the tax is set in advance. However, because the effect of imposing a carbon tax on greenhouse gas emissions is not knowable in advance, the carbon tax does not offer Benefit Certainty. From a purely theoretical perspective, disregarding for the moment any political implications, it is not clear whether Cost Certainty or Benefit Certainty is more important. Some scholars have argued that a focus on Benefit Certainty is superior because it puts the emphasis on the environment rather than on the economics, but since any policy imposes important costs, it seems short-sighted and somewhat misleading to focus only on the benefits.110 It could also be argued on the other side that since the benefits of any policy to reduce greenhouse gas emissions are world-wide and long-term, while the cost of any policy adopted by the United States will be confined to the United States and immediate, it is more important to focus on the costs rather than the benefits.
Carbon taxes are more cost efficient and solve better.

Juliet Eilperin and Steven Mufson, Environmental reporter for the Washington Post and Washington Post Energy Reporter, 4/1/2007, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2007/03/31/AR2007033101040_pf.html

As lawmakers on Capitol Hill push for a cap-and-trade system to rein in the nation's greenhouse gas emissions, an unlikely alternative has emerged from an ideologically diverse group of economists and industry leaders: a carbon tax. Most legislators view advocating any tax increase as tantamount to political suicide. But a coalition of academics and polluters now argues that a simple tax on each ton of emissions would offer a more efficient and less bureaucratic way of curbing carbon dioxide buildup, which scientists have linked to climate change. "We want to do the least damage to the growth of GDP," said Michael Canes, a private consultant and former chief economist for the American Petroleum Institute, who led a Capitol Hill briefing on the subject in late February sponsored by the conservative George C. Marshall Institute. Between a cap system and a carbon tax, "a carbon tax will be the much more cost-effective way to go," he said, though he added that there are other ways to reduce emissions. Robert J. Shapiro, a private consultant who was a Commerce Department official in the Clinton administration, agrees. A cap-and-trade system -- involving plant-by plant-measurements -- would be difficult to administer, he said, and would provide "incentives for cheating and evasion." And the revenue from a carbon tax could be used to reduce the deficit or finance offsetting cuts in payroll taxes or the alternative minimum tax. A carbon tax offers certainty about the price of polluting, which appeals to many economists and businesses. William A. Pizer, a senior fellow at the centrist think tank Resources for the Future and a former senior economist for President Bush's Council of Economic Advisers, estimates that the benefit-to-cost ratio of a tax-based system would be five times that of a cap-and-trade system. "You're going to pay one way or another, whether it's a tax or a permit program," Pizer said, adding that while a cap would provide more certainty on how much emissions would be cut, "the consequences of being uncertain about emissions over any short period of time just aren't that serious." Under a cap-and-trade system, the government would set an overall limit on emissions and allocate permits to emitters. If one plant reduces its emissions more quickly than another, it can sell its credits to the other emitter. A carbon tax would simply increase the cost of emitting each ton of carbon, which could then be passed on to consumers. 

Taxes spur growth – increase innovation and jobs 

Drape 6/28/(Julian Drape Australian associated press writer (June 28,2012 ,  Carbon tax will create green jobs: Milne, Australian News, http://www.theaustralian.com.au/news/breaking-news/carbon-tax-will-create-green-jobs-milne/story-fn3dxiwe-1226411123997)

GREENS leader Christine Milne says growth in the United States and Europe is being driven by the need to move away from oil to renewable energy and the carbon tax will ensure Australia isn't left behind. The "zero-carbon economy" will provide "big opportunities", she told AAP. Renewable energy includes wind, solar, thermal and wave power. The Climate Institute estimates the carbon tax could create up to 32,000 clean-energy jobs by 2030. Senator Milne said the carbon price wouldn't have become a reality without the minor party. "The Greens made it a key component of an agreement with the Gillard government in order to give it confidence and supply," she said. The Greens sank Kevin Rudd's carbon pollution reduction scheme in the Senate in 2009. Later they extracted an additional $10 billion "green bank" for renewable and low-emissions technologies under the 2011 clean energy future package and a much tougher 80 per cent reduction target by 2050. Senator Milne insist serious action is needed because the International Energy Agency has warned the world is on track for a six-degree increase in global temperatures. "That's planetary wipe-out," the Tasmania senator said ahead of the carbon tax starting on July 1. "So the sooner we can get going on this the cheaper it will be, the more innovative it will be and the more exciting it will be." Big business has argued the $23-a-tonne starting price is too high and $10 would be more in line with permits in the European Union's emissions trading scheme (ETS). 

Carbon tax increases economic growth and competitiveness 

McGee ’08 Harry MgGee political staff writer for The Irish Times Carbon tax linked to economic growth, September 27th, 2008, http://meatthefacts.org/pdf/Irish_Times_27_Sept_08.pdf)
THE INTRODUCTION of a carbon tax could lead to economic growth and increasing competitiveness, according to a leading thinkthank on the environment. Comhar, the sustainable development council, yesterday called on the Government to introduce a carbon tax in the budget. It said the tax should be set at €20 per tonne of CO 2 emitted (or the equivalent of about Sc per litre of petrol). The average household would pay annual taxes of €246. In its pre-budget submission, Comhar contends that if revenues from the tax were used in targeted ways the result would be a growth in GNP, an increase in employment and investment in energy-efficient technologies. This would also lead to a reduction in fuel poverty. "The council believes that any revenues raised should be used to reduce labour tax, compensate lowincome groups and promote further emissions-savings activities." It says the proposed tax is approximately the same rate as the price currently facing industry under the EU Emission Trading Scheme (ETS). Comhar's director of research Dr Lisa Ryan said the immediate introduction of a tax would serve as a price signal that the cost of carbon would have to be met. "The incentive for introducing a carbon tax has been strengthened in recent times because of the economic downturn and the revelation that Ireland's carbon emissions from transport and agriculture are going to be far higher than previously expected over the next five years. "We need to act now to make sure we can meet our climate change targets. We also need to view the introduction of a carbon tax as an opportunity to stimulate our flagging economy," she said. Elsewhere, Labour's environment spokesman Joanna Tuffy yesterday called on the Government to quickly establish a national forum on climate change. Given the alarming rise being predicted in emissions, a forum would allow everyone with a stake in the issue to contribute to a solution. "It is time for Government, the public, local government, business, industry, farmers, the energy sector, the forestry sector and others to come together to decide what we can do more of - what we can do more efficiently - in order to make real progress on our carbon emissions." 

Carbon tax is essential for job creation and  

CTC ’12 (Carbon Tax Center,  Charles Komanoff and Daniel Rosenblum launched the Carbon Tax Center (“CTC”) in January 2007 to give voice to Americans who believe that taxing emissions of carbon dioxide — the primary greenhouse gas — is imperative to reduce global warming. The two of us brought to CTC a combined six decades of experience in economics, law, public policy and social change. Though Dan has moved on, Charles remains as CTC director, while James Handley, a chemical engineer and attorney who previously worked in the private sector and for U.S. EPA, serves as our Washington D.C. rep, “Scientists and Economists” April 1st,  http://www.carbontax.org/who-supports/scientists-and-economists/)
Alan Blinder, former Fed vice-chairman and Princeton Professor of Economics and Public Affairs. In “The Carbon Tax Miracle Cure,” Blinder suggested on the editorial page of the Wall Street Journal (Jan. 31, 2011): [A] carbon tax… should be enacted now [but] set at zero for 2011 and 2012. After that, it would ramp up gradually… What’s critical is that we lock in higher future costs of carbon today. Once America’s entrepreneurs and corporate executives see lucrative opportunities from carbon-saving devices and technologies, they will start investing right away—and in ways that make the most economic sense… I can hardly wait to witness the outpouring of ideas it would unleash. The next Steve Jobs, Bill Gates and Mark Zuckerberg are waiting in the wings to make themselves rich by helping the environment. Jobs follow investment, and we need jobs now. Blinder recommends using carbon tax revenue to reduce the deficit and underscores the advantages of a carbon tax over other deficit reduction strategies: [E]very realistic observer knows that closing our humongous federal budget deficit will require a mix of higher taxes and lower spending as shares of GDP. Forget about value-added taxes and other new levies you may have heard about. A CO2 tax trumps them all… reducing our trade deficit, making our economy more efficient, ameliorating global warming, and showing the world that American capitalism has not lost its edge. 

Solvency Econ and warming 

Solves climate change and economy – incentives  

Bland 7/2  environmental engineer and staff writer for Western Advocate (Ashley,  Good reasons for imposing carbon tax, Western Advocate, http://www.westernadvocate.com.au/news/local/news/general/good-reasons-for-imposing-carbon-tax/2608992.aspx?storypage=0)
IF you don’t accept that the extraction and burning of fossil fuels is having a negative impact on our planet then you might struggle reading this. However, I urge you to consider some other good reasons for putting a price on carbon. From an economic point of view, creating a “price signal” is a well-established way for governments to correct a “market failure”. What this means is that governments make the things they want to discourage more expensive, and the behaviours they want to encourage relatively cheaper. The market failure in this instance is that companies and individuals can pollute the atmosphere with carbon dioxide, other gasses and particulates from burning fossil fuels for free. The consequences of this affect all of us – go to the CSIRO website if you want details of how. In this instance the government is doing two things, it is providing a price signal and modest compensation. So, as consumers, we can choose to continue with our current buying patterns and hope we won’t be worse off, or adapt our buying patterns, by reducing our energy consumption for example, and potentially being slightly better off. But the carbon tax is not just about carbon; it’s also about challenging the level of consumerism that, combined with world population growth, is eroding the stability and resilience of our environment. If it didn’t involve so much money for the biggest corporations on the planet I suspect we would have made much more progress than we have. As individuals, we tend not to like change. As organisations, we strongly resist it. More than 97 per cent of scientists, and hence most nations, accept that it would be wise to limit carbon emissions. The question is, how do we fairly distribute the wealth that our carbon-built economy creates? Well ... one answer is to create wealth without using as much carbon. This is the elusive win-win for the environment and consumer capitalism that means humans get what they want; just not at the expense of other poor humans in far away countries or animals and plants that are rarely seen and whose significance is often misunderstood. Here are some reasons why the carbon tax is a good thing: The emotional reasons: The vast bulk of the population is concerned about the environment (78 per cent in the most recent NSW poll). Many people just think we’ve been pushing too hard for too long. They have seen changes in their local environment which they don’t like and they are glad to see the Government doing something about it with the support of scientists and economists. The values and beliefs reasons: Out of the 180 plus countries in the world, Australia consistently ranks in the top 20 for per capita income and quality of life. Of that 20, about 10 already have a price on carbon and the other 10 have become rich from either selling oil or manufacturing ‘stuff’. Perhaps it’s quite reasonable that the rich developed countries curb their consumption of non-renewable resources and leave some for other countries and future generations? The logical reasons: Endless growth is a nonsensical concept – it’s a measure of the increasing rate at which we are using up finite resources. Endless change is how the universe works. Which one do you think we should align ourselves with? Even if you are not worried about putting extra CO2, mercury, nitrous oxides, and other pollutants and cancer-causing hydrocarbon compounds just about everywhere into the atmosphere, consider that ABARE estimates we only have about 90 years of coal left at 2008 extraction rates. Surely the price is only rising for carbon-rich commodities. Shouldn’t we save some of this resource for future generations who may be able to use it in less polluting ways? Consider also that there are proven, viable alternative sources of energy and materials which consume significantly less carbon. Renewable energy technology is already challenging the carbon-hungry model. Once the purchase price of renewable energy generators is paid off (in a few years) for the rest of its life the plant provides essentially free energy! Imagine the competitive advantage to Australian businesses in those few years when their energy costs are small compared to competitors relying on carbon heavy energy. A carbon tax provides the incentive for these business to reject the existing, inefficient energy supply which is distorted by subsidies, has limited local control and pays profits to far-away shareholders. It’s part of the search for new ways of doing business that account for environmental impacts and, in so doing, minimise them. This is why the countries that met at the Rio Earth Summit last week were searching for new ways to achieve sustainable development – one that accounts for all the things that contribute to our wellbeing. Having a price on carbon is an essential first step in this quest.

Solvency Modeling

Global systems are unlikely to work and carbon tax does not hinder participation

Avi-Yonah  & Uhlmann ‘8
( Reuven S. Avi-Yonah is the Irwin I. Cohn Professor of Law and the Director of the International Tax LLM Program at the University of Michigan Law School; David M. Uhlmann is the Jeffrey F. Liss Professor from Practice and the Director of the Environmental Law and Policy Program at the University of Michigan Law School. Combating Global Climate Change: Why a Carbon Tax is a Better Response to Global Warming than Cap and Trade – March 18th -- http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1109167#PaperDownload) 
Another alleged advantage of cap and trade and disadvantage of the carbon tax is that it is easier to coordinate with the regimes implemented by other countries, and especially the EU ETS. Proponents of cap and trade envisage direct transfers of allowances between the United States cap and trade and the EU ETS, as well as other potential cap and trade regimes in, for example, Canada.128  However, this advantage is largely illusory at present. The initial EU ETS has not been successful because too many allowances were distributed, and it is unclear whether its replacement will be more successful. Canada is still debating between cap and trade and a carbon tax. As a result, there currently is no global cap and trade regime for the United States to join. Moreover, exchanging allowances with foreign cap and trade regimes exponentially increases the enforcement difficulties inherent in cap and trade. Foreign allowances would have to be carefully monitored and verified to prevent widespread cheating. This problem is exacerbated under the EU ETS because allowances are distributed “downstream” to many different polluters. A carbon tax, on the other hand, can easily be collected on imports and rebated on exports, and as long as it is also imposed on domestic production, it does not pose significant World Trade Organization compliance issues.  If, as a result of enacting a United States carbon tax, the United States is able to participate in negotiating a world-wide accord on curbing greenhouse gases, and if that accord is built on a global cap and trade regime, then we can consider adopting a United States cap and trade system to match with that regime. In the absence of such a regime, it makes no sense to enact cap and trade just because the EU has adopted a deeply flawed one.  

The counterplan is more likely to support an international system– it’s easy to administer and has appeal with non-US companies.
Climate Change ‘8
(Friends of the US Chamber of Commerce – quoting former Undersecretary of Commerce, Robert Shapiro -- available via: http://www.friendsoftheuschamber.com/issues/index.cfm?ID=44)

CARBON TAX: The primary rival to cap-and-trade for abatement of GHGs is a carbon tax. As the Congressional Budget Office explains, "Putting a price on carbon dioxide emissions - essentially taxing those emissions - would boost their cost, thereby encouraging firms as well as households to limit emissions (by using smaller amounts of fossil fuels or by relying on fossil fuels with relatively low carbon content) as long as the cost of doing so was below the tax or price." By taxing each unit of carbon emitted (typically measured in tons), the government would be incentivizing behaviors that limit emissions. The rate of the tax would be determined by the cost necessary to realize a certain reduction in emissions. The idea of a carbon tax is more popular with economists than is cap-and-trade; supporters range across the ideological spectrum from Greg Mankiw, former chairman of President George W. Bush's Council of Economic Advisors to Robert Shapiro, an Undersecretary of Commerce for President Clinton. Shapiro explains: If reducing carbon emissions is to be a serious environmental goal, carbon taxes are a more effective means to achieve it than cap-and-trade. Carbon taxes also would avoid the price volatilities of cap-and-trade, because carbon taxes raise the costs of energy by the same amount regardless of how fast a company or country's demand for fossil fuels grows. The resulting, predictable cost of a carbon tax also simplifies business decisions about the investments and other steps they can take to reduce their emissions. While discouraging evasion and reducing the administrative problems associated with cap-and-trade programs, a carbon tax offers an equitable and politically-feasible approach that should encourage wider international participation. 

A carbon tax is much easier to implement globally – appeals to China and other countries 

N. Gregory Mankiw 2007 is a professor of economics at Harvard. He was an adviser to President Bush and is advising Mitt Romney One Answer to Global Warming: A New Tax The New York Times September 16, 2007

The international dimension of the problem also suggests the superiority of a carbon tax over cap-and-trade. Any long-term approach to global climate change will have to deal with the emerging economies of China and India. By some reports, China is now the world's leading emitter of carbon, in large part simply because it has so many people. The failure of the Kyoto treaty to include these emerging economies is one reason that, in 1997, the United States Senate passed a resolution rejecting the Kyoto approach by a vote of 95 to zero.  Agreement on a truly global cap-and-trade system, however, is hard to imagine. China is unlikely to be persuaded to accept fewer carbon allowances per person than the United States. Using a historical baseline to allocate allowances, as is often proposed, would reward the United States for having been a leading cause of the problem.  But allocating carbon allowances based on population alone would create a system in which the United States, with its higher standard of living, would buy allowances from China. American voters are not going to embrace a system of higher energy prices, coupled with a large transfer of national income to the Chinese. It would amount to a massive foreign aid program to one of the world's most rapidly growing economies.  A global carbon tax would be easier to negotiate. All governments require revenue for public purposes. The world's nations could agree to use a carbon tax as one instrument to raise some of that revenue. No money needs to change hands across national borders. Each government could keep the revenue from its tax and use it to finance spending or whatever form of tax relief it considered best.  Convincing China of the virtues of a carbon tax, however, may prove to be the easy part. The first and more difficult step is to convince American voters, and therefore political consultants, that ''tax'' is not a four-letter word.

Solvency Oil Dependencey

Carbon tax reduces oil consumption 

Stelzer ’11 - Senior Fellow and Director of Hudson Institute's economic policy studies group. Prior to joining Hudson Institute in 1998, Stelzer was resident scholar and director of regulatory policy studies at the American Enterprise Institute. He also is the U.S. economic and political columnist for The Sunday Times (London) and The Courier Mail (Australia), a contributing editor of The Weekly Standard, a member of the Advisory Board of The American Antitrust Institute and a member of the Visiting Committee of the Harris School of Public Policy Studies at the University of Chicago. (Irwin, Carbon Taxes: An Opportunity for Conservatives, Hudson Institute, March 2011, http://www.hudson.org/files/publications/Stelzer%20Carbon%20Tax%20web.pdf)
A tax on carbon, whether it takes the form of a levy on emissions, or a second-best substitute, a tax on gasoline, would accomplish a host of conservative goals. First, by reducing oil consumption it would reduce the security threat posed by the increasing possibility that crude oil reserves will fall under the control of those who would do us harm, either by cutting off supplies, as happened when American policy towards Israel displeased the Arab world, or by using the proceeds of their oil sales to fund the spread of radical Islam and attacks by jihadists. No one doubts that the execrable Hugo Chávez survives only because we pay millions for Venezuelan oil, or that Saudi funding of radical Islam is made possible in good part by our payments for the Kingdom’s oil. If we curtail our use of oil we reduce our overall imports and, thereby, the flow of funds that If the uproar in the Middle East tells us anything it is that dependence of oil from that region of the world is a security threat, now more than ever. 

Carbon tax solves oil dependence

CTC ’11 (Carbon Tax Center,  Charles Komanoff and Daniel Rosenblum launched the Carbon Tax Center (“CTC”) in January 2007 to give voice to Americans who believe that taxing emissions of carbon dioxide — the primary greenhouse gas — is imperative to reduce global warming. The two of us brought to CTC a combined six decades of experience in economics, law, public policy and social change. Though Dan has moved on, Charles remains as CTC director, while James Handley, a chemical engineer and attorney who previously worked in the private sector and for U.S. EPA, serves as our Washington D.C. rep, “FAQs” January 31st, http://www.carbontax.org/faq/)
Will a carbon tax lessen U.S. oil dependence?  You bet it will. Petroleum products account for 42% of U.S. CO2 emissions from burning fuels (coal and natural gas are responsible for 36% and 22%, respectively), so a carbon tax stiff enough to cut down heavily on CO2 will necessarily put a big dent in oil consumption. 

Carbon tax is the only way to reduce consumption

CTC ’11 (Carbon Tax Center,  Charles Komanoff and Daniel Rosenblum launched the Carbon Tax Center (“CTC”) in January 2007 to give voice to Americans who believe that taxing emissions of carbon dioxide — the primary greenhouse gas — is imperative to reduce global warming. The two of us brought to CTC a combined six decades of experience in economics, law, public policy and social change. Though Dan has moved on, Charles remains as CTC director, while James Handley, a chemical engineer and attorney who previously worked in the private sector and for U.S. EPA, serves as our Washington D.C. rep, “FAQs” January 31st, http://www.carbontax.org/faq/)
Charging businesses and individuals a price to emit carbon dioxide (CO2) is essential to reduce U.S. emissions quickly and steeply enough to prevent atmospheric concentrations of CO2 from reaching an irreversible tipping point. The transformation of our fossil fuels-based energy system to reliance on energy efficiency, renewable energy and sustainable fuels won’t happen without carbon fees or taxes sending the appropriate price signals into every corner of the economy and every aspect of life.

Solvency Pollution/Emissions

Carbon Tax provides a bigger message for stopping pollution and emissions 

Avi-Yonah and Uhlmann 2008 Reuven S. Avi-Yonah, the Irwin I. Cohn Professor of Law and the Director of the International Tax LLM Program at the University of Michigan Law School, and David M. Uhlmann, the Jeffrey F. Liss Professor from Practice and the Director of the Environmental Law and Policy Program at the University of Michigan Law School, March 18, 2008, “Combating Global Climate Change: Why a Carbon Tax is a Better Response to Global Warming than Cap and Trade,” http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1109167, 
A carbon tax sends a clear signal to polluters: pollution imposes a negative externality on others, and you should be forced to internalize that cost by paying the tax. There is no ambiguity about the message that is intended to be conveyed. Greenhouse gas emissions are costly, and even if people are willing to pay the price, they should be aware of the societal cost they are imposing. A cap and trade system, however, sends a different and more ambiguous message. On the one hand, its goal is to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. On the other hand, it achieves this goal by either allowing polluters to purchase the right to pollute (from the government or from each other), or to receive permits to pollute for free. The underlying message is that the government permits you to pollute as long as you are willing to pay. Of course, the message (and the cost imposed) may be the same, regardless of whether a tax is paid or whether an allowance is purchased (although it is not the same if allowances are distributed for free). Labels are important, however, and calling the cost a tax sends a different signal than calling it the purchase price for a permit to pollute.
Carbon Tax is the best option - more efficient and effective at reducing emissions

Green ‘7 (et al -- Kenneth P. Green is a resident scholar @ the American Enterprise Institute -- Climate Change: Caps vs. Taxes – June 1st -- http://www.aei.org/include/pub_print.asp?pubID=26286)
There are many reasons for preferring a revenue-neutral carbon tax regime (in which taxes are placed on the carbon emissions of fuel use, with revenues used to reduce other taxes) to emissions trading. Among them are:     * Effectiveness and Efficiency. A revenue-neutral carbon tax shift is almost certain to reduce GHG emissions efficiently. As economist William Pizer observes, "Specifically, a carbon tax equal to the damage per ton of CO2 will lead to exactly the right balance between the cost of reducing emissions and the resulting benefits of less global warming."[10] Despite the popular assumption that a cap-and-trade regime is more certain because it is a quantity control rather than a price control, such a scheme only works in very limited circumstances that do not apply to GHG control. The great potential for fraud attendant on such a system creates significant doubt about its effectiveness, as experience has shown in both theory and practice in the gyrations of the European ETS.      The likelihood of effectiveness also cannot be said for regulations such as increased vehicle fuel economy standards. In fact, such regulations can have perverse effects that actually lead to increased emissions. By making vehicles more efficient, one reduces the cost of a unit of fuel, which would actually stimulate more driving, and, combined with increasing traffic congestion, could lead to an increase in GHG emissions rather than a decrease.     As Harvard researchers Louis Kaplow and Steven Shavell point out, "The traditional view of economists has been that corrective taxes are superior to direct regulation of harmful externalities when the state's information about control costs is incomplete," which, in the case of carbon emissions reductions, it most definitely is.[11] And when it comes to quantity controls (as a cap-and-trade system would impose), Pizer found that         My own analysis of the two approaches [carbon taxes vs. emission trading] indicates that price-based greenhouse gas (GHG) controls are much more desirable than quantity targets, taking into account both the potential long-term damages of climate change, and the costs of GHG control. This can be argued on the basis of both theory and numerical simulations.     Pizer found, in fact, that a carbon-pricing mechanism would produce expected net gains five times higher than even the best-designed quantity control (i.e., cap-and-trade) regime. 

Solvency Warming 

Carbon taxes is the most effective way to reduce co2 and solve warming  

Avi-Yonah and Uhlmann 2008 Reuven S. Avi-Yonah, the Irwin I. Cohn Professor of Law and the Director of the International Tax LLM Program at the University of Michigan Law School, and David M. Uhlmann, the Jeffrey F. Liss Professor from Practice and the Director of the Environmental Law and Policy Program at the University of Michigan Law School, March 18, 2008, “Combating Global Climate Change: Why a Carbon Tax is a Better Response to Global Warming than Cap and Trade,” http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1109167, 
Carbon taxes have been implemented in Quebec and British Columbia as part of Canadian efforts to meet the requirements of the Kyoto Protocol. In addition, Denmark, Finland, Italy, the Netherlands, Norway, and Sweden have introduced carbon taxes in combination with energy taxes.105 The existing carbon taxes are too new to draw meaningful conclusions about their long-term benefits, but many economists believe that a carbon tax would be the most effective method of reducing carbon dioxide emissions. 

Carbon tax key to solving warming and moral obligation

Avi-Yonah and Uhlmann 2008 Reuven S. Avi-Yonah, the Irwin I. Cohn Professor of Law and the Director of the International Tax LLM Program at the University of Michigan Law School, and David M. Uhlmann, the Jeffrey F. Liss Professor from Practice and the Director of the Environmental Law and Policy Program at the University of Michigan Law School, March 18, 2008, “Combating Global Climate Change: Why a Carbon Tax is a Better Response to Global Warming than Cap and Trade,” http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1109167, 

An upstream carbon tax arguably is the most straightforward approach to the global climate change problem. Initially, a tax of between $10 and $20 per ton would be imposed on all oil, coal, and natural gas production in the United States, as well as all imports. Tax credits would be provided for carbon sequestration programs, which eliminate or reduce carbon dioxide emissions (and, in some circumstances, could be used to generate energy). Tax revenues would be used to expand tax credits for development of alternative energy and to address any regressive effects of the carbon tax. If the carbon tax did not produce the desired reduction in carbon dioxide emissions, the tax would be increased; if the tax “overcorrected” and produced greater than anticipated reductions, it could be decreased. Implementation and enforcement of a carbon tax would occur through existing programs within the Internal Revenue Service and the Energy Department. Moreover, by establishing a carbon tax in advance of any international agreement on global carbon dioxide emissions, the United States would meet its moral obligation to begin reducing its carbon dioxide emissions and establish much-needed credibility in the ensuing international negotiations.

 Carbon taxes boost international negotiating cred on climate 

Avi-Yonah and Uhlmann 2008 Reuven S. Avi-Yonah, the Irwin I. Cohn Professor of Law and the Director of the International Tax LLM Program at the University of Michigan Law School, and David M. Uhlmann, the Jeffrey F. Liss Professor from Practice and the Director of the Environmental Law and Policy Program at the University of Michigan Law School, March 18, 2008, “Combating Global Climate Change: Why a Carbon Tax is a Better Response to Global Warming than Cap and Trade,” http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1109167,
A more efficient and effective market-based approach to reducing carbon dioxide emissions would be a carbon tax imposed on all coal, natural gas, and oil produced domestically or imported into the United States. A carbon tax would be simpler to implement and enforce, easier to adjust if the resulting market-based changes were either too weak or too strong, and would produce revenue that could be used to fund research and development of alternative energy and tax credits to offset any regressive effects of the carbon tax. Because a carbon tax could be implemented almost immediately, it could be enacted in advance of any international treaty regarding greenhouse gas emissions, thereby providing the United States much needed credibility in the negotiations over international carbon dioxide limits. A carbon tax could then either supplement an international cap and trade system or become the focal point for the next international treaty to address global climate change

Carbon Tax Popular

Carbon tax is bipartisan 

Romm ’12 (Joe Romm Senior Fellow at American Progress, editor of climate progress, and holds a Ph.D. in physics from MIT Joe, Bipartisan Support Grows for Carbon Price as Part of Debt Deal, Climate Progress, February 24th, http://thinkprogress.org/climate/2012/02/24/431830/bipartisan-support-carbon-price-debt-deal/)
At the end of this year, the United States will confront a trifecta of difficult fiscal challenges: The Bush tax cuts will be set to expire; the defense budget and spending on civilian programs will face a $110 billion sequester; and a new extension of the federal debt limit will be looming. At the same time, the evidence will be clearer than ever that urgent action is needed to protect our nation and the world from irreversible climate change. The overwhelming scientific consensus will have grown even stronger. And if 2011 is a harbinger of our future, record-breaking droughts and storms will have again afflicted our nation — at immense cost in lives and property damage. These fiscal and environmental problems may appear unrelated. But as a bipartisan group of current and former members of Congress, we want to propose a new idea: These seemingly intractable challenges are easier to address together than separately…. If budgeting is ultimately about choices, enacting a policy that reduces dangerous air pollution while providing hundreds of billions of dollars in debt relief should be a no-brainer. No other policy would do as much for our economy, our security and our future as putting a price on carbon. That’s the opening of a bipartisan Washington Post op-ed on how a price on carbon could immediately help America address two of its biggest long-term problems, global warming and the national debt. The authors: Democrats Henry A. Waxman and Edward J. Markey represent California’s 30th District and Massachusetts’s 7th District, respectively, in the House of Representatives. Republicans Sherwood Boehlert and Wayne Gilchrest formerly represented New York and Maryland districts, respectively, in the House. As I first reported last May, a “high and rising price for carbon pollution has emerged as a credible deficit reduction strategy.” Then in July, I pointed out, ”The only plausible scenario now for seriously addressing US greenhouse gas emissions in a way that would enable a global deal and give us some chance of averting catastrophic multiple, simultaneous climate impacts is for a serious carbon price to be part of the post-2012-election budget deal.” Now 4 members of Congress, 2 Ds and 2 Rs, have stated the obvious: Since higher revenues must be part of any grand bargain to address the debt, a price on pollution makes the most sense. And yes, Yes, I’m aware the two Republicans ain’t in Congress any more. Ya gotta start somewhere! Here is more of their argument: The best approach would be to use a market mechanism such as the sale of carbon allowances or a fee on carbon pollution to lower emissions and increase revenue. Using these policies, the United States could raise $200 billion or more over 10 years and trillions of dollars by 2050 while cutting carbon emissions by 17 percent by 2020 and 80 percent by 2050, providing transition assistance to affected industries, and supporting investments in clean-energy technologies. Such a policy would have enormous benefits beyond its fiscal contributions. As the National Research Council of the National Academy of Sciences concluded last year, “The risks associated with doing business as usual are a much greater concern than the risks associated with engaging in strong response efforts.” Inaction on climate means more intense and frequent heat waves, more droughts, more flooding and more loss of coastline. Delaying action just until the end of the decade will quadruple costs to the global economy, according to the International Energy Agency.  
Republicans and democrats support a carbon tax 

Houser ’11  (Trevor Houser Peterson Institute for International Economics,  American Eyes on Australia's Carbon Tax, PIIE, Op-ed in the Australian Financial Review

July 12, 2011, Peterson Institute for International Economics  http://www.iie.com/publications/opeds/oped.cfm?ResearchID=1873)
A carbon tax has long been the favorite tool among economists for reducing greenhouse gas emissions. Imposing a tax on something that reduces welfare (like pollution) can allow policymakers to reduce taxes on things that increase welfare (like employment, investment or innovation). And it’s not just liberal economists that find a carbon tax attractive. Gregory Mankiw, Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisors under George W. Bush and Douglas Holtz-Eakin, senior economic advisor to Senator John McCain during the 2008 Presidential Campaign, have both argued the merits of taxing carbon and using the revenue to cut economically distorting corporate and payroll taxes. It’s the deficit reduction potential of a carbon tax that could give US climate policy a new lease on life. This economic logic has elicited support from some leading Republican politicians as well. Most notable is Senator Lisa Murkowski of Alaska (the highest ranking Senate Republican on energy policy issues) who, while opposing efforts by the Environmental Protection Agency to regulate greenhouse gas emissions, has publically supported a carbon tax. She is joined by ExxonMobil chief executive Rex Tillerson, who argues the economic certainty that comes with a carbon tax is more important than the environmental certainty you get with cap-and-trade. And for Americans increasingly concerned with the security of the country’s energy supply, a carbon tax could yield some unexpected benefits. A colleague and I recently analyzed all leading energy security proposals currently bouncing around Washington—from vehicle efficiency standards to expanded offshore oil drilling. And we threw a carbon tax in just for fun. To our surprise the carbon tax did more to reduce US dependence on foreign oil than almost any other proposal because it both reduced oil demand and increased domestic supply. The latter occurs thanks to a) an increase in natural gas liquids production, an oil substitute pumped alongside the natural gas used to replace coal-fired power plants, and b) CO2 captured from remaining coal-fired power plants used to coax more oil out of older domestic wells.  

Carbon Tax used to be politically unpopular – most predictive ev proves that the political culture has now shifted.

Avi-Yonah  & Uhlmann ‘8
( Reuven S. Avi-Yonah is the Irwin I. Cohn Professor of Law and the Director of the International Tax LLM Program at the University of Michigan Law School; David M. Uhlmann is the Jeffrey F. Liss Professor from Practice and the Director of the Environmental Law and Policy Program at the University of Michigan Law School. Combating Global Climate Change: Why a Carbon Tax is a Better Response to Global Warming than Cap and Trade – March 18th -- http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1109167#PaperDownload) 
The main reason that all the leading Presidential candidates, and most academics, support cap and trade rather than a carbon tax is the concern that a carbon tax cannot get enacted because it is a tax. Politicians vividly remember the fate of the Clinton- Gore BTU tax proposal in 1993, and “to be BTU’d” has become a synonym among Clinton Administration veterans for what happens to politically unpopular proposals.124 However, 2009 is not 1993. In large part as a result of Vice President Gore’s Nobel-prize winning efforts, the public has shown overwhelming support in the United States for taking decisive action to curb greenhouse gas emissions, and when asked, Americans express just as much willingness to support a carbon tax as a cap and trade regime (which is more difficult to explain).125 If a new Administration were to propose a carbon tax in 2009, it seems unlikely that it will pay a political price, especially if the revenue is segregated and used to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.
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