***china funds cp***

This file was compiled by Jacob “Emperor” Kahn and completed by him, Marlene Anderson, Jessica Lipka and Rachel Parker.

Questions? E-mail brubaie at gmail.com 
1nc cp

The People’s Republic of China should give the necessary funds to the United States federal government under the condition that the United States federal government _____ with those funds.
The counterplan competes – tests ‘its’ in the resolution – refers to possession and the necessity of U.S. investment
Also severs certainty – the world of the counterplan reserves the possibility of the U.S. saying no – aff certainty is key to avoid aff conditionality which means they can no link out of any DA – crushes ground
The counterplan solves 100% of the case – it’s popular in both the U.S. and China 
Richter, ’11 – Stephen, President of The Globalist Research Center, JD – University of Bonn, appeared on NPR and CNN, former North American advisor to the German Economics Ministry, wrote formal U.S. legislation on debt and economic issues, Rotary Foundation Award recipient and Congressional Fellow. “Yes, There Will Be a U.S. Infrastructure Bank,” The Globalist, March 16, http://www.theglobalist.com/storyid.aspx?StoryId=9039)
Many Americans might be surprised to hear that this state of affairs leaves China's top leaders concerned that the United States is falling too far behind, simply because its political system has such a hard time bringing about rational, long-term policy decisions. These leaders know that the fates of the United States and China are joined at the hip. With over $1 trillion in U.S. Treasury holdings, the Chinese government has a vested interest in the future performance of the United States. A country eating its seed corn by not investing enough in public infrastructure and instead relying on the inherent "wisdom" of private investors is a cause for concern. At the same time, the Chinese feel that they cannot in good conscience invest in more Treasury paper. What’s the point, they ask, in funding a defense budget the United States could not otherwise afford — or bankrolling cash-flow deficits in the Social Security accounts of the baby boom generation? Given all that, China's leaders must be pondering a truly revolutionary thought: How about using their dollar-denominated funds to capitalize an Infrastructure Bank for the United States (IBUS), as well as underwriting many of its upcoming investment projects? At first glance, such a step would seem a heretical move for China's still-communist leaders. However, today’s alliances are no longer so much a matter of ideology, but of cash-flow recycling and balance sheet optimization. Vilifying a proper government planning role in this process and arguing that the private sector knows best is a stance that is anything but conservative. While the investment needs within China remain big, the country’s leaders do have a plan in place to fund them for decades. Whatever happens at home, they also have to make rational use of all the U.S. dollars they earn from exports to the United States. What nobler, more rational and long-term-oriented purpose than to fund the IBUS? China, after all, is a rapidly aging nation, with lots of financing needs to support its large population in old age. How better to meet those needs than by investing in a demographically young nation now (the United States) — and then waiting for the returns on that investment to flow back to China over time? Not even the Chinese military could be opposed to this plan. While it might superficially be seen as a self-defeating, if not traitorous, act to strengthen one's primary opponent, those generals are business savvy these days. While the generals in China, as well as the leaders of the Chinese Community Party, may well be ready to underwrite the IBUS, U.S. politicians can be counted upon to go apoplectic if such a proposal were ever to come to pass. Still, it might turn out that China's plan for a truly stunning foreign mission to rebuild U.S. infrastructure will come to pass one way or another. In the end, it will be an amazing moment in the annals of global capitalism when China — presumably the developing country, but really an old, mature power thinking about the global system and its own needs in a very long-term manner — will come to the aid of that upstart, the United States. A country eating its seed corn by not investing enough in public infrastructure and instead relying on the inherent "wisdom" of private investors is a cause for concern. While being presumed to be a mature industrial democracy, the United States really is a youngish country — and one that still has to contend with its errant ways. But “Uncle Wen,” his colleagues and successors have a clear and comforting message for Washington and the entire United States: “Don't worry, America. From our own history, we know about losing one's path and how painful it can be for a country and its entire population — and also the world. “We Chinese,” Premier Wen Jiabao says when he is daydreaming, “are here to help. Let's hope you Americans are enlightened enough to accept our assistance. “Otherwise, you Americans will be in for a serious detour, one that will not only shortchange the future prospects of many Americans, but of the entire world economy. Let's hope that outcome can be avoided.” 

1nc bonds nb

The counterplan solves unemployment – and it independently prevents China from selling U.S. debt-based treasuries

Reuters, 11 – largest news agency in Europe, (“China may channel reserves to U.S. infrastructure –minister”, Reuters, December 12, 2011, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/12/02/china-us-investment-idUSL4E7N224M20111202)//JKahn
Dec 2 (Reuters) - China may channel part of its huge pool of foreign exchange reserves into investment in U.S. infrastructure, including rail and transportation networks, Commerce Minister Chen Deming said on Friday. "China is unwilling to take on too much U.S. government debt. We are willing to turn that money into investment," he told U.S. Ambassador to China Gary Locke and U.S. businessmen. Chen did not elaborate on how China might channel some of the country's war chest of $3.2 trillion foreign currency reserves to invest in U.S. infrastructure, such as rail and transportation systems. "U.S. infrastructure in some areas needs rebuilding, for example its electricity grid, railways and transportation networks," he said. "This type of investment, even more, can help resolve the unemployment issue in the United States," he added. Analysts believe about 70 percent of China's currency reserves have been invested in dollar-denominated assets, including Treasuries, despite Beijing's gradual efforts to diversify away from the dollar. They don't expect China to dump its holding of U.S. Treasuries for fear that such a move could hurt the U.S. fragile economic recovery, which in turn undermine China's growth. Chen said the U.S. government should make its policies on foreign investment more transparent. In return, Locke said "we can and we must facilitate more Chinese investment into the United States." Other Chinese officials have also expressed interest in boosting investment in infrastructure in Western countries. China is keen to invest in the ailing infrastructure of Western countries, especially Britain, the chairman and chief executive of the Asian country's sovereign wealth fund wrote in the Financial Times. China will expand imports from the United States next year, Chen said, reiterating hits calls for Washington to relax its restrictions on high-tech exports to China. Beijing complains that those high-tech restrictions, imposed for security reasons, hold back purchases of U.S. goods that could narrow the trade gap, a claim rejected by Washington. Chen said Beijing is taking seriously U.S. concerns about China's protection of intellectual property rights and its government procurement policies.

Chinese bond selling destroys the economy more than a nuclear strike

Williams 4 – senior staff writer for the Asia Times, (Ian, “China-US: Double bubbles in danger of colliding,” Asia Times, 1/23/04, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Global_Economy/FA23Dj01.html_)//JKahn
What happens when two bubbles collide? Do they both burst, or do they coalesce and become an even bigger bubble - which will eventually burst even more spectacularly? That is the question posed by the growth figures from both the US and China, whose growth rates are tied in ways that neither seems to want to admit too loudly. Even before this week's figures on China's explosive 9.1 percent growth in 2003, which many commentators thought actually understated the reality, the United Nations' annual economic report had identified the People's Republic of China as the locomotive for growth in Asia (with a nod to India), and added that the US with its 4 percent growth rate will do the same job for the industrialized world. But once again, the question must be asked - will these two Chinese and US engines run in the same direction indefinitely, or will they begin to diverge? Indeed, even more scarily, will they have a head-on collision and involve the world economy in the mother of all train-wrecks? The problems have been noted. The UN report cited "the rapid rising weight of China in the world economy and its role in the present recovery," but it also warned that UN economists see a need for the US to reduce its government deficit. That echoed the very trenchant International Monetary Fund (IMF) report that described the deficit as "perilous" in the long run, posing "significant risks" to the rest of the world. IMF economists also cautioned that one should add to the short term a US$500 billion deficit that the US administration is running, a further US$47 trillion in unfunded long-term commitments for US Social Security and the federally funded Medicare health program for the elderly and indigent. And the IMF pointed out that there were additional liabilities from cash-strapped local governments, forced to borrow to compensate for federal cutbacks. On the American trade deficit, the IMF also warned ominously, "The United States is on course to increase its net external liabilities to around 40 percent of its GDP within the next few years - an unprecedented level of external debt for a large industrial country." The report suggested that this situation would push the dollar even further down. On the other side of the Pacific, perhaps it should not be regarded as a token of maturity that the money managers who poured funds into AOL, MCI, Enron and Tyco - all with problems, to say the least - are now pouring millions into Chinese IPOs with the same enthusiasm. It is difficult to see any more economic rationale in the 1,600-times oversubscribed China Green Holdings than the Internet Bubble of the last decade. And now US investment banks are licking their chops at the prospects of taking Chinese Banks public. However, the $45 billion that Beijing has put into two of the Big Four government-owned banks can be seen as a mature appreciation of their problems - or as a symptom of the continuing cronyism and lack of democracy and transparency in the system and a down payment on what Standard & Poor's estimates could be up to $600 billion needed to bail out the bad loans. But that little detail probably won't stop Wall Street from rushing to buy if the banks are floated, as Beijing plans. The China Bubble is expanding dangerously At one time, China's autarkic economy protected it from outside influence. But along with this week's figures on economic growth came another ominous big number. From once being nearly self-sufficient in oil, China is now the second biggest oil importer in the world - and is on the verge of needing massive coal imports as well. The China Bubble has expanded to a point where it will soon reach the sharp edges of infrastructural capacity and reckless over-investment to the point of over-production. That is when bubbles burst. Most publicized American forecasters tend to be Panglossianly bullish. They only ever see the upside, usually of the American economic prospects, but many of their China watchers seem to be wearing the same rose-colored glasses, seemingly oblivious to how co-dependent the two economies are. For a more detached viewpoint, to look at the two economies separately is like looking at the two wheels of a bike without looking at the frame that connects them. Looking at the US-China bi-cycle in motion exacerbates the separate notes of caution that international agencies have sounded against each country. In fact, there is an inherent and additional precariousness in this double bubble act. Veteran New York money manager Arnold Schmeidler - who did not invest in dot.com IPOs - warns, "We are in a period unlike anything since the 1930s when the world is confronting deflationary forces." The president and founder of A R Schmeidler & Co Inc asks how sustainable it is that "American auto companies are selling their production at zero interest rates, because there is excess capacity. But China is building auto plants to make hundreds of thousands of vehicles, so we have extra capacity being brought into a market where we already have excess capacity. So the trend is towards 40 cents an hour wages and top quality competing against the US." Schmeidler concludes, "The single greatest force for deflation is when you have open trade between nations that have the ability to import the most efficient manufacturing expertise into a low-wage-base society, and so can produce products of the same quality as the high wage economy. The price pressure on the product allows consumers to get more for their money and they benefit. But it is disinflationary, if not deflationary." In fact, of course, China currently is lending the US the money to buy Chinese production. For example, as the "boom" of President George W Bush takes off, puzzled American commentators are asking where are all the extra jobs that the apparently positive indicators should be creating. In fact, they are being created abroad - mostly in China. China recycles trade surplus into US Treasury bonds American companies may have forgotten what Henry Ford propounded when he first built his Model T: If you do not pay high enough wages to your workers, they can't afford to buy your product. One simple basis for that Bush boom is that China is recycling its US$100 billion-plus trade surplus with the US back into dollars, and especially into US Treasury bonds. Almost half of the US Treasury bonds are now owned in Asia. So China is financing Bush's bold economic experiment: running two or more wars simultaneously with a huge budget and trade deficit, and equally huge tax handouts for the richest Americans. One has to question the long-term economic rationale for China of putting its long-term assets into very low-interest bonds in a currency that has already dropped recently by a third - and is going to drop even more. It certainly makes strategic sense: if push came to shove over, for example, the Taiwan Strait, all Beijing has to do is to mention the possibility of a sell order going down the wires. It would devastate the US economy more than any nuclear strike the Chinese could manage at the moment.
Collapse from Chinese bond-selling spills over globally

Wharton 9 – Wharton School of Business at the University of Pennsylvania, (“Is the World Losing Faith in the U.S. Dollar?” 9/2/09, http://knowledge.wharton.upenn.edu/article.cfm?articleid=2332)//JKahn
As the global economy appears headed toward recovery, concerns are growing that the United States' addiction to massive fiscal stimulus as an economic panacea could eventually lead to an even bigger crisis -- a loss of confidence in the U.S. dollar. Prominent voices are sounding dire warnings, worried that a gradual return to normalcy could undermine the political will needed to control deficit spending and prevent a disastrous long-term decline of the world's primary reserve currency. Nobel Prize-winning economist Paul A. Samuelson, for example, raised the specter of a "truly global financial panic" if countries funding the U.S. deficit, particularly China, decide their investments in U.S. Treasury securities are no longer safe. Similarly, Warren Buffett warned in The New York Times that side-effects of the current fiscal intervention could be as dangerous as the financial crisis recently averted -- in the form of inflation eroding the dollar's purchasing power. Preserving the dollar's strength has importance far beyond protecting American tourists from the shock of paying the equivalent of $25 for a hamburger in London or Tokyo. The U.S. dollar exchange rate is a key indicator of the nation's economic health relative to other countries. A declining dollar leaves Americans worse off by driving up the cost of living, making imports of manufactured goods and commodities more expensive, and reducing the value of foreign investments when converted to dollars. Economic experts are concerned about the dollar's health for a number of reasons. Most importantly, the scale of current trade and spending imbalances puts heavy downward pressure on the dollar's value over the long term. The U.S. imports far more goods and services than it exports, flooding international markets with dollars and undermining their value. The current account deficit -- the net balance of trade in goods, services, income and transfers -- was $700 billion in 2008. The U.S. trade deficit remains by far the world's largest, although it declined 35% in the first quarter of 2009 as the recession dramatically reduced demand for oil and other imports. "I see the potential for the dollar to deteriorate quite substantially in the long run," says Wharton finance professor Richard C. Marston, unless Congress and the Obama administration quickly reduce spending as the economy recovers. "If we continue to borrow from foreign countries to sustain our spending, eventually there will come a time when asset holders around the world will begin to wonder whether the U.S. is credit worthy," adds Marston, director of the Weiss Center for International Financial Research. Reflecting the size of the fiscal stimulus, the federal budget deficit is projected to be $1.6 trillion in 2009 -- the highest level since World War II -- amounting to 11% of gross domestic product (GDP), a dramatic increase from 3% in 2008. To fund its deficit spending, the U.S. depends on the willingness of major trading partners, such as China, Japan and Korea, to purchase and hold Treasury securities paying low interest rates. China has recently voiced serious concern about the potential inflationary impact of the U.S. fiscal stimulus on the value of China's $1.5 trillion in U.S. government securities and other dollar-denominated reserves.

1nc politics nb
The counterplan avoids politics – political leaders support the counterplan – also avoids political backlash over funding
RT News 2/18/12 – Russia’s largest news agency, (“China fulfills Obama’s infrastructure pledge”, RT News, February 18, 2012, http://rt.com/usa/news/infrastructure-chinese-us-china-621/)//JKahn

President Obama has stressed the need for investing in America’s crumbling infrastructure, but with federal transportation money becoming scarce, the U.S. is asking China for help. ­Chinese investments are already helping improve American bridges and roads, and it may save California’s transportation infrastructure plans. Los Angeles has rolled out the red carpet for the man who is likely the future leader of China. Vice President Xi Jinping took a tour of the China Shipping terminal, where the company just completed a 47 million dollar expansion at the Port of Los Angeles. More than 120 billion dollars of Chinese goods passed through the terminal just last year. Trade isn’t the only item on the agenda. L.A. Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa is also hoping that the Chinese invest in the city’s infrastructure, including public transportation and ports. “We used to be number one in our quality of infrastructure, now we’re down to number 32. Behind Barbados, behind Spain behind a lot of other countries,” said Caroline Heldman, Professor of Politics at Occidental College. “Really, our infrastructure has been crumbling,” she added. “How do we sit back while Europe and Chinese build new roads and shiny airports,” said President Obama during a recent campaign stop. Obama has proposed $50 billion for surface transportation in his newest budget. The White House has said that infrastructure improvements are a top priority, but the U.S. lags behind Europe and China when it comes to infrastructure investment. The administration has said that Chinese firms will play a role in financing infrastructure throughout the U.S. “I don’t think it’s an ideal situation, I would prefer the money go to American corporations but the jobs will go to Americans and in that sense it will boost the economy,” said Heldman. Chinese firms are already working on huge bridge projects in California, New York and Alaska. Political leaders defended the contracts, claiming Chinese companies would be more efficient, but that has spurred criticism over China’s work conditions and the devaluing of their currency. “We can’t compete with that. Not because we’re not better engineers or because we don’t know how to manufacture, but because it’s not a level playing field. We need to get a level playing field back,” said Richard Eskow, Senior Fellow at the Campaign for America’s Future. In the U.S. some blame excessive environmental regulations and political bickering in D.C. for our inability to invest more in infrastructure. An investment many see as key to economic recovery and keeping the US competitive, and one it seems the Chinese are willing to make.

1nc debt reduction nb
The counterplan both creates jobs and dramatically reduces the U.S. deficit
Livinia 3/6 – staff writer for Bejing Shots, Chingqing-based news agency that focuses on governmental policy and political coverage, (“U.S. can learn from China's Infrastructure”, BenjingShots, March 6, 2012, http://www.beijingshots.com/2012/03/a-thing-or-two-u-s-can-learn-from-china/)//JKahn
High-speed rail lines, airports and train stations are springing up nationwide, while in Beijing alone four new subway lines will start operation this year, taking the city’s network past the 450-kilometer mark. By contrast, US infrastructure is crumbling Two years ago, New Jersey canceled a project to build a tunnel between the state and New York’s Manhattan district because of short-term budgetary gaps. Commuters instead take trains that share a tunnel under the Hudson River with Amtrak, the national rail carrier, running on tracks built in 1910. Nearly one-third of roads in the US are in poor or mediocre condition, and one-fourth of its bridges are either structurally deficient or functionally obsolete, according to the American Society of Civil Engineers, which rated the US transit system “D” in its annual infrastructure report. The World Economic Forum’s economic competitiveness ranking showed the overall US infrastructure rating has fallen from 8th place to 16th in the past three years, while China rose from 46th to 44th. US President Barack Obama has on many occasions stressed the need to rebuild his country’s infrastructure. In the 2013 budget he sent to Congress on Feb 13, he proposed more than $350 billion in short-term measures for job growth, including an investment of $50 billion toward the surface transportation re-authorization bill for roads, rails and runways. Last year, in his speech on a job creation plan, Obama proposed spending $80 billion on infrastructure, $30 billion of which is for repairing and renovating schools. Yet, even that amount cannot compare with what China has committed to infrastructure construction. China’s Ministry of Railways said it will spend about $300 billion on building transport systems through 2020, while the US Federal Railroad Administration plans to commit about $8 billion in similar projects in 2012. Industrial experts point out what the US government lacks most is funding and this is where Chinese companies can step in and help rebuild the US infrastructure. Yuan Ning, president of China Construction America, a wholly owned subsidiary of China State Construction Engineering Corp, said the perfect way for China and the US to collaborate is through a public-private partnership. PPPs are government services or private-business ventures funded and operated through a partnership of the government and one or more private-sector firms. Chinese companies can bring expertise and capital and can work with the US government on various infrastructure projects, Yuan said. “It’s a win-win solution.” Robert Hormats, US under secretary for economic growth, energy and the environment, agreed that PPPs are a good way to work with Chinese companies in infrastructure projects. “Chinese investment can be really helpful,” he told China Daily after the Bloomberg China Conference in New York on Feb 1. “We would love to have more of that, and we will be pursuing that dialogue with the Chinese.” China’s Commerce Minister Chen Deming said he was impressed by the high quality of US subways and other infrastructure when he visited 20 years ago, but many roads, railways and ports today need renovation. The country hopes to achieve cooperation with the US on infrastructure, he told members of the American Chamber of Commerce last year, adding: “We are willing to turn some of our holdings of your debt into investment in the US, hoping to create jobs for the US.” Bill Graves, president of the American Trucking Associations, said the Obama administration and Congress both need to focus on finding funds for infrastructure. “In order to do this efficiently and safely, we need the administration and Congress to come together on a well-funded multiyear highway bill that makes smart investments in roads and bridges with real dollars,” he said in response to Obama’s State of the Union speech in January, which called for rebuilding US infrastructure Money matters China State Construction Engineering Corp entered the US market in 1985 and its US operation China Construction America is well known by locals. In New York, CCA is renovating Alexander Hamilton Bridge (between Manhattan and the Bronx) and reconstructing the Staten Island Expressway. It is also building North Charleston Coliseum and River Bluff High School in South Carolina. Its parent company recently announced a plan to invest $2 billion in the next few years in PPP infrastructure projects, mergers and acquisitions, and residential projects. Joe Catapano, a project manager for CCA working on the Staten Island Expressway, said Chinese companies offer capital and expertise. “The key issue is money. It doesn’t seem the US government is willing to spend money (on building infrastructure),” said the engineer, who has 12 years of experience working in New York and California. “There isn’t financial support for a lot of the infrastructure work that needs to be done. “High-speed rail is definitely something we can learn from China. We don’t have any of that,” he added. The first US high-speed rail line is likely to be in California, with delayed construction of a 350 km/h system to begin in Fresno this year. California is home to six of the country’s 10 most congested metropolitan areas, while the state’s population is predicted to grow by more than 20 million in the next four decades. The California High-Speed Rail Authority estimates that without the new rail system, the state would need to invest $171 billion to acquire the equivalent transport capacity 2,300 miles of new highway, 115 new airport gates and four new runways. Many American scholars say the Chinese government makes decisions quickly on infrastructure construction and acts effectively. Thomas Friedman, the New York Times columnist and co-author of That Used to Be Us, argued in 2008 that it is time to “reboot America”, citing the need to catch up with the advanced airports and rail stations he saw on a visit to China. Francis Fukuyama, a fellow at the Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies at Stanford University, wrote in a Financial Times piece that the “most important strength of the Chinese political system is its ability to make large, complex decisions quickly, and to make them relatively well, at least in economic policy”. This is most evident in the area of infrastructure, he wrote, adding: “Americans pride themselves on constitutional checks and balances, based on a political culture that distrusts centralized government.” Aaron Brickman, deputy executive director for SelectUSA, a program set up by the Obama administration to stimulate foreign investment, said the US is welcoming global companies with expertise and high quality of work for US infrastructure projects at a “difficult time”. “Many US subsidiaries of foreign firms have been very successful here on projects,” he told China Daily by phone. “Chinese firms are no different. So there are all kinds of companies from around the world that have established US subsidiaries that bid on and win projects.” However, the involvement of Chinese companies in helping to rebuild US infrastructure is not necessarily popular. Last year, when California’s transport department chose Shanghai Zhenhua Heavy Industries Co China’s largest heavy-machinery maker to build the new San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, US industrial groups did not react well. Luis Alejo, a California assemblyman, said the decision to outsource the project to China had done damage to the state. “It gives thousands of (US) families those jobs, and then those pay checks and their subsequent spending ends up going back into our (the US) economy. And so now all that money has permanently disappeared from California,” he said in an interview with NPR. Californian officials who were involved in the project, however, believe it was the right way to go, as Zhenhua, which has built some of China’s largest bridges, has the expertise and lower cost. The cost of the project was about $7.2 billion, and having the Chinese contractor build it saved about $400 million (by outsourcing the fabrication of key sections of the Bay Bridge and having other work done locally), according to Tony Anziano, a manager at the California transport department. Many still see it as a way to “outsource jobs” to China. Scott Paul, executive director of the Alliance for American Manufacturing, said the US is subsidizing jobs in China by giving them infrastructure projects. “We are not creating any wealth in the US,” he said. Meanwhile, Alaska Iron Workers declared in a recent radio advertisement, “This is not the time to send more jobs to China.” Yuan at CCA said he believes this is a misunderstanding, explaining that his company complies with the “Buy America” sentiment just like any other bidder. “We offer competitive prices and world-class expertise for all the projects we bid for,” he said, adding that 90 percent of his company’s 1,000-strong workforce in the US are local hires. “We only hire local workers for our job sites across the country,” he said. “In New York, we only hire union workers, and we have created thousands of jobs over the years.” 

Debt reduction is key to economic recovery
Walker, 5/29 – Analyst, Geoeconomics (Dinah, “Quarterly Update: The Economic Recovery in Historical Context”, Council on Foreign Relations, May 29, 2012, http://www.cfr.org/geoeconomics/quarterly-update-economic-recovery-historical-context/p25774?cid=ppc-Google-CGS-chart_book-recovery-economic_recovery&gclid=CI3yxYiU27ACFUQUKgodiXH51g)
How does the current recovery, which according to the National Bureau of Economic Research officially started in June 2009, compare to those of the past? The following charts provide a series of answers, plotting current indicators (in red) against the average of all prior post–World War II recoveries (in blue). The X-axis shows the number of months since the end of the recession. The dotted lines are composites of prior recoveries representing the weakest and strongest experiences of the past. This recovery chart book replaces the cycle chart book, which plotted the downturn as well as the recovery. Those interested in the previous presentation can view an updated version here. The current recovery remains an outlier among postwar recoveries along several dimensions, particularly those that relate to housing. However, the pace of nonfarm payroll growth has at last started to accelerate, and the past few months of payroll gains have been stronger than is typical at this point in postwar recoveries. In addition, industrial capacity, which had been declining steadily throughout the first year and a half of the recovery, reached a turning point at the start of 2011 and has been rising steadily ever since. Real GDP is growing, but less rapidly than in all but one of the previous postwar recoveries. Thirty-three months after the start of the economic recovery, GDP is only 6.8 percent higher than it was when the recovery officially began. This compares favorably only to the 1980 recession. Soft home prices have been central to the weakness of the recovery. Prices have continued to fall even after the recession officially ended. The continued weakness of nominal home prices is a postwar anomaly. In every previous postwar recovery, the stock of household debt has risen. As of the first quarter of this year, real GDP is 1.3 percent above its pre-crisis peak, having first surpassed this peak in the third quarter of 2011. The recovery has begun. In the current recovery, the collapse in home prices has severely damaged household balance sheets. As a result, consumers have avoided taking on new debt. The result is weak consumer demand and a slow recovery. The relative weakness of this recovery is obvious in the labor market. Job losses continued throughout the first eight months of the recovery but the pace of job growth has accelerated in recent months. There are still five million fewer Americans on nonfarm payrolls than there were at the start of 2008. Because of the depth of the recent recession, one might expect stronger-than-average improvement in industrial production. Despite the predicted snapback, the increase in industrial production during this recovery has been fairly typical of postwar recoveries. Capacity in manufacturing, mining, and electric and gas utilities usually grows steadily from the start of a recovery. However, during the current recovery, investment was initially so slow that capacity declined. Since the start of last year, this trend has reversed itself and industrial capacity has been steadily rising. The growth in world trade since the start of the recovery exceeds even the best of the prior postwar experiences. However, this reflects the depth of the fall during the recession. The federal deficit began the recovery at a much higher level than in any other postwar recovery. Although the deficit as a percent of GDP has shrunk slightly, its level creates significant challenges for policymakers and the economy.

solvency – generic

The counterplan solves 100% of the case – U.S. says yes, shields the link to politics, and maintains fiscal discipline and treasuries prices
Yuwei, 2/14/12 – senior staff writer for China Daily, (Zhang, “Chinese funds could help strengthen US infrastructure”, China Daily, February 14, 2012, http://usa.chinadaily.com.cn/epaper/2012-02/14/content_14606475.htm)//JKahn
NEW YORK With Chinese investment into the United States increasing, Chinese companies' assistance in rebuilding the crumbling infrastructure system in the US comes at an opportune time. In the 2013 budget US President Barack Obama sent to Congress on Monday, he proposed more than $350 billion in short-term measures for job growth, including an investment of $50 billion from the surface transportation reauthorization bill for roads, rails, and runways to create new jobs. Obama has, on many occasions, stressed the need to rebuild America's crumbling infrastructure. "Building a world-class transportation system is part of what made us an economic superpower," said Obama in a speech last year on job creation. He added that the US cannot "sit back and watch China build newer airports and faster railroads." China, on the other hand, has embarked on a fast lane of building its infrastructure in the past few years. Many say this is something China can definitely teach the US. Francis Fukuyama, a fellow at the Freeman Spogli Institute for International Studies at Stanford University, in his Financial Times piece, argued "the most important strength of the Chinese political system is its ability to make large, complex decisions quickly, and to make them relatively well, at least in economic policy." This, he wrote, is most evident in the area of infrastructure. "Americans pride themselves on constitutional checks and balances, based on a political culture that distrusts centralized government," he wrote. China's helping role in helping almost sounds perfect because it can provide expertise and, most importantly, capital what the US needs most in various infrastructure projects. In Beijing, four new subway lines will start operating later this year, making the city's total length of the subway lines exceed 450 kilometers. That number will allow Beijing to reach the international standard of having a "real subway network". Across China, other examples include the high-speed rail, newly built airports, train stations and other infrastructure projects coming soon. In the New York tri-state metropolitan area, just two years ago New Jersey canceled a project that would have built a new tunnel between New Jersey and Manhattan in order to close short-term budget gaps. Commuters currently take trains that share a tunnel under the Hudson River with Amtrak, the national rail carrier, running on two tracks built in 1910. Last year, Obama proposed $80 billion for infrastructure, $30 billion of which is for repairing and renovating schools and $50 billion for other infrastructure projects. However, that number pales in comparison to what China has committed to its infrastructure. China's Ministry of Railways said that it will spend about $300 billion in building transportation systems through 2020, while the US Federal Railroad Administration said it would commit about $8 billion in similar projects. Yuan Ning, president for China Construction America (CCA), a wholly owned subsidiary of China State Construction Engineering Corporation (CSCEC), said the perfect way for China and the US to collaborate is through the Public-Private Partnership, or the PPP, for infrastructure projects. The PPP is a government service or private business venture, which is funded and operated through a partnership of the government and one or more private sector firms. Yuan said Chinese companies working through the PPP with the US government and private sectors is a "win-win solution". Robert Hormats, US under secretary for economic growth, energy, and the environment, agrees that the PPP is a good way to work with the Chinese companies in infrastructure projects. "Chinese investment can be really helpful. We would love to have more of that and we will be pursuing that dialogue with the Chinese," Hormats said after a business event in New York on Feb 1. Chinese companies not only see the opportunity but also have shown a commitment to be a part of this growth. CCA's parent company CSCEC recently said it will invest $2 billion in the next few years in the US market for PPP infrastructure projects, mergers and acquisitions and residential projects. Joe Catapano, a project manager with CCA, said the expertise and capital Chinese companies can provide is important. "The key issue is money. It doesn't seem the United States government is willing to spend money (on building infrastructure). There isn't a lot of financial support for a lot of infrastructure work that needs to be done," said Catapano, who has 12 years of engineering experience in New York and California. "High-speed rail is definitely something we can learn from China. We don't have any of that in the US, anywhere," he added.

2nc – china says yes

China says yes – leaders want to reduce exposure to U.S. bond volatility

McDonald, 11 – AP Business Writer, staff writer for the Boston Globe, (Joe, “China ‘keen’ to invest in West’s infrastructure”, Boston Globe, New York Times Company, November 28, 2011, http://articles.boston.com/2011-11-28/business/30451187_1_investment-opportunities-china-investment-corp-cic/2)//JKahn
China’s sovereign wealth fund wants to invest in improving neglected U.S. and European roads and other infrastructure to spur global growth, the fund’s chairman said in comments published Monday. The announcement reflects a shift in strategy for the $410 billion fund, which was created in 2007. Until now, it has limited its investments mostly to small stakes in publicly traded companies to avoid stirring political opposition overseas. China Investment Corp. wants to begin in Britain by teaming up with fund managers or investing directly in infrastructure projects, Lou Jiwei said in a commentary in London’s Financial Times newspaper. “China is keen to get involved’’ in improving U.S. and European infrastructure, which “badly needs more investment,’’ Lou wrote. He cited energy, water, transport, digital communications and waste disposal but gave no indication of possible projects or the size of Chinese investment. Some commentators in both Europe and China have suggested Beijing might use its $3.2 trillion in foreign reserves to gain leverage on political or trade issues at a time when other governments urgently want investment. Also Monday, Commerce Minister Chen Deming said at a business conference that he wants to send a delegation to Europe next year to find investment opportunities, according to the director of the ministry press office, Huang Minghai. The proposal still requires Cabinet approval. Beijing is encouraging Chinese companies to expand investments abroad to diversify an economy that relies heavily on exports and investment. It has sent trade and investment delegations in the past to the United States, Europe and elsewhere. CIC was created to invest abroad in hopes of earning a better return on China’s foreign reserves, the bulk of which are in U.S. and European government bonds. It says investments are made on commercial rather than political grounds. The move into infrastructure probably reflects CIC’s commercial views, rather than those of the government, said Citigroup economist Minggao Shen. He said it could help CIC earn a more stable profit and reduce Beijing’s exposure to U.S. and European government bonds amid volatile markets. Some Chinese commentators have called for Beijing to reduce its exposure to the financial woes of Western governments by buying fewer bonds. China is Washington’s biggest foreign bondholder, with $1.15 trillion in Treasury debt as of September. “There is a general thought that maybe China should not invest in U.S. Treasurys or European sovereign bonds. Instead, why can’t we hold direct assets in the economy?’’ Shen said. By investing in individual projects, he said, “you don’t have to depend on government guarantees and it should be affected less by the sovereign debt crisis.’’ CIC faced criticism over the performance of investments made just as the financial crisis was developing. But its results have improved and the fund reported an 11.7 percent return on assets last year. Lou stressed that CIC is a commercial investor and wants to make a profit. “CIC believes that such an investment, guided by commercial principles, offers the chance of a win-win solution for all,’’ he wrote.

2nc – link uniqueness

Huge link uniqueness problems with your deficits – China and the U.S. just signed massive bilateral investment agreements

Fox Business 6-23 (Fox Business, “China, US Sign $3.4 Billion Bilateral Investment Agreements”, June 23, 2012, http://www.foxbusiness.com/news/2012/06/23/china-us-sign-34-billion-bilateral-investment-agreements/#ixzz1zOx7bMWw)

Dow Jones Newswires Companies from China and the U.S. on Saturday signed total of $3.4 billion worth of bilateral investment projects, as the world's two biggest economies seek to boost trade and investment between each other at a time of increased global uncertainties. These deals is another sign that the two economies are becoming ever more intertwined and interdependent, despite constant trade frictions and complaints about protectionism on both side. The two sides signed contracts on 42 bilateral investment projects at a forum held in Nanjing, ranging from manufacturing, new energy, property, logistics and entertainment. China's finance minister Xie Xuren said at the forum that he hopes China and the U.S. can expand cooperation in sectors including energy and environmental protection, adding that both countries are restructuring their economies and pushing ahead major reforms, which provides a great potential for cooperation between local governments of the two sides. Assistant Treasury Secretary Marisa Lago said at the same forum that the U.S. welcomes investments from all countries including China and hopes cross-border investment with China will continue to grow. The U.S.-China Cities Forum On Economic Cooperation and Investment, which is aimed to facilitate cross-border investment between local governments and companies of the two economies, followed the fourth Sino-China strategic and economic dialogue earlier May. Local governments in the U.S. in thirsty of capital for their infrastructure construction are turning to China which has been relaxing controls on outbound investment of the nation as it internationalizes its currency. The U.S. government has been striving for investment from both China's state-owned firms as well a small-and medium-sized enterprises whose operation faces more difficulties in China given the U.S.'s top priority of job creation, said Robert W. Hsueh, deputy head of the Dallas Delegation, currently serving as the chairman of DFW International Airport. Linuo Group Co., a Jinan-based company, has agreed to invest multimillion dollars in the U.S. to develop a solar energy photovoltaic project. State-owned firms' investments carry little risks but target only selective industries while SME's investments in the U.S. could be widespread and the U.S. government has many supportive and incentive measures for such firms, he added. Less-developed Chinese cities, especially those in the central and western China, are also eager for more investment from abroad as Beijing is filling in a gap between the west and east. Among $3.4 billion worth of agreements are two from the city of Xi'an. Under the agreements, two U.S. companies will invest around $527 million in the wester city of China: One is from Air Products and Chemicals Inc. (APD) and the other is from a U.S. entertainment company.

No link uniqueness – China’s already invested in a litany of states
Rosen and Hanemann, 11 – professor at Columbia University, Fellow with the Peterson Institute for International Economics, and Senior Advisor for International Economic Policy at the White House National Economic Council and National Security Council, AND*  is Research Director at the Rhodium Group, specializing in China’s macroeconomic development and the implications for global trade and investment flows (Daniel & Thilo, “An American Open Door? : Maximising the Benefits of Chinese Foreign Direct investment”, May 2011, http://www.ogilvypr.com/files/anamericanopendoor_china_fdi_study.pdf)
Over the past decade, China’s unprecedented surge of economic dynamism and development has radically altered the global landscape and affected a host of international relationships. These changes – having impacted the geopolitical balance of power, the international trade system, balance of payments accounts, patterns of energy consumption, and the environment on which millions of human beings depend – have occurred far more rapidly than most observers predicted, or even imagined possible. Indeed, many Americans seem only vaguely aware of how swiftly the world is changing around them and of the profound implications of China’s high-speed development for the United States. One of the most significant trends that will influence how the United States and China – indeed, China and the world – interact in the future has only recently begun to emerge. In the past, FDI flowed predominantly from the so-called developed world to the developing world. Those flows are continuing, but China is now taking a lead role in seeking to invest in ventures around the world, including the United States, through mergers, acquisitions, and greenfield investments. As a result, the United States is finding itself increasingly on the receiving end of foreign direct investment from China. How the United States responds to this new reality will have enormous consequences both for America’s economic future and for its relationship with China. Certainly, there are critical national security concerns that must be factored into any nation’s embrace of foreign direct investment. The United States has an effective mechanism in place for addressing such concerns, but there is an ever-present risk that as investment patterns change, the issue will be politicized in ways that will deny the United States the potential benefits of these investments. The United States to date has stood by the importance of open markets, but voices are asking whether that fidelity is wise in the face of these new and rapidly growing inflows of Chinese capital to the United States. Such questions are legitimate but must be evaluated in a wellinformed and cleared-headed manner. In undertaking this study, our purpose is to provide American officials and the public at large with an informed basis for assessing the challenge posed by this new reality. We hope that it will help shape an American response that will maximize the potential benefits for the United States while properly addressing legitimate security concerns. Our reading of the evidence suggests that the United States can, without decreasing its vigilance on national security matters, embrace Chinese investments in ways that will stimulate innovation, job creation and infrastructure renewal, while at the same time laying the foundation for a more cooperative relationship with China. This project has been a collaboration between Asia Society’s Center on U.S.-China Relations, the Kissinger Institute on China and the United States at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, and the Monitor Group. The authors of this report, Daniel H. Rosen and Thilo Hanemann of the Rhodium Group, have done a commendable job analyzing the complex data relating to Chinese FDI in the United States as well as the political and policy implications of this new development. Their report provides a detailed review of how we arrived at the current situation and offers recommendations on how to maximize the benefits of Chinese FDI in the United States. We have enjoyed the unstinting support of Asia Society President Vishakha Desai, and of Jane Harman, President of the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, and we are enormously grateful for the continued support of the Arthur Ross Foundation. We would also like to thank our communications partner, Ogilvy China Practice, for their considerable efforts helping this report reach a broader audience. And finally, we owe a special debt of gratitude to Harold J. Newman, whose ever-insightful thinking on the complexities of the U.S.-China relationship and generous support have played a catalytic role in enabling us to undertake this study. The coming decade will bring an unprecedented boom in Chinese capital seeking investment opportunities abroad, and will require Americans to respond to those flows. Foreign direct investment into China—mergers, acquisitions and greenfield investment in new facilities—played a major role in China’s economic boom, and U.S. firms today account for $50 billion of nearly $1 trillion in such investment in China. Chinese direct investment abroad, on the other hand, has been slow to take off and, to date, mostly has been focused on securing raw materials. In past decades, few Chinese firms dreamed of direct investment in the United States: with their home market taking off and the challenges of operating in the United States daunting, they had little reason to do so. Because competition and profitability in China now are changing rapidly, incentives for Chinese firms to invest in America also are changing. Indeed, the takeoff already has begun, and Chinese direct investment in the United States is soaring, both in value and number of deals. Businesses from China have established operations and created jobs in at least 35 of the 50 U.S. states and across dozens of industries in both manufacturing and services. Official data tend to obscure the exciting reality that the United States is open to Chinese investment and that that investment is, in fact, arriving in increasingly larger amounts—more than $5 billion in 2010 alone. The actual number of jobs that Chinese investors have created likely exceeds 10,000—many times the official estimate. And this is just the beginning. If China follows the pattern of other emerging nations, more than $1 trillion in direct Chinese investment will flow worldwide by 2020, a significant share of which will be destined for advanced markets such as the United States.

2nc – bonds nb

China wants to renovate mass transit infrastructure – and China could use treasury bonds as a political weapon

McDonald, 11 – AP Business Writer, staff writer for the Boston Globe, (Joe, “Minister: China wants to invest in US roads, rails”, Boston Globe, New York Times Company, November 28, 2011, http://articles.boston.com/2011-12-02/business/30468761_1_clean-energy-chen-deming-global-economy)//JKahn

China wants to convert some of its mountain of U.S. government debt into investment in renovating American roads and subways, the commerce minister said Friday. Speaking to a business group, Chen Deming said China wants closer cooperation with the United States in infrastructure, clean energy and technology. Such investments would tie China more closely to Western economies and might help defuse fears Beijing will use its $3.2 trillion in foreign reserves — some $1.15 trillion of that in Treasury and other U.S. government debt — as a political weapon. “We hope to achieve cooperation in the area of infrastructure,’’ Chen told members of the American Chamber of Commerce in China. Chen said he was amazed at the high quality of American subways and other infrastructure when he visited 20 years ago but many roads, railways and ports today need renovation. “China is willing to turn some of our holdings of your debt into investment in the United States, hoping to create jobs for the United States,’’ he said. Also this week, the chairman of China’s sovereign wealth fund said it wants to invest in projects to improve British roads and infrastructure. He said that would help to boost feeble global economic growth. Beijing is encouraging Chinese companies to investment more abroad to reduce the country’s reliance on exports and investment. It has sent trade and investment delegations to the United States, Europe and elsewhere to look for opportunities. Chen said Beijing wants to see Chinese and U.S. companies cooperate more closely on clean energy, environmental and energy-saving technology, information technology biotechnology, pharmaceuticals and medical devices. The minister acknowledged disagreements between Beijing and Washington over global trade talks, trade in environmental technology and other areas but said the two governments had more areas of common interest. Chen repeated Beijing’s longstanding appeal to Washington to relax restrictions on exports of “dual use’’ technologies with possible weapons applications. “We hope Chinese-U.S. trade will continue to grow and the imbalance will shrink. But that takes both of us to achieve,’’ he said. China’s economic growth should be above 9 percent next year despite “difficulties and obstacles’’ in the global economy that are battering consumer demand, Chen said. He noted that China also faces domestic problems including inflation. Beijing eased lending curbs this week in an effort to spur business growth, reversing course after spending the past two years trying to cool an overheated economy with interest rate hikes and investment controls. “I can assure you the Chinese economy will have a slight slowdown but nonetheless it will enjoy stable and sound development,’’ Chen said.

Chinese selling would crush relations and send us into another recession

Evans-Pritchard ’07 – international business editor of The Daily Telegraph, degree from Cambridge University, Trinity College, Malvern College, and La Sorbonne (Ambrose, “China Threatens ‘Nuclear Option’ of dollar sales”, London Daily Telegraph, 8/8/2007, http://www.trends2000.net/endtimes/pdf/2009/ChinaDivestingDollars.pdf.)
Two officials at leading Communist Party bodies have given interviews in recent days warning - for the first time - that Beijing may use its $1.33 trillion (£658bn) of foreign reserves as a political weapon to counter pressure from the US Congress.  Shifts in Chinese policy are often announced through key think tanks and academies.  Described as China's "nuclear option" in the state media, such action could trigger a dollar crash at a time when the US currency is already breaking down through historic support levels.  It would also cause a spike in US bond yields, hammering the US housing market and perhaps tipping the economy into recession. It is estimated that China holds over $900bn in a mix of US bonds.  Xia Bin, finance chief at the Development Research Centre (which has cabinet rank), kicked off what now appears to be government policy with a comment last week that Beijing's foreign reserves should be used as a "bargaining chip" in talks with the US.  "Of course, China doesn't want any undesirable phenomenon in the global financial order," he added.  He Fan, an official at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, went even further today, letting it be known that Beijing had the power to set off a dollar collapse if it choose to do so.  Fistful of dollars - China's trade surplus reached $26.9bn in June.  China has accumulated a large sum of US dollars. Such a big sum, of which a considerable portion is in US treasury bonds, contributes a great deal to maintaining the position of the dollar as a reserve currency. Russia, Switzerland, and several other countries have reduced the their dollar holdings.  "China is unlikely to follow suit as long as the yuan's exchange rate is stable against the dollar. The Chinese central bank will be forced to sell dollars once the yuan appreciated dramatically, which might lead to a mass depreciation of the dollar," he told China Daily.  The threats play into the presidential electoral campaign of Hillary Clinton, who has called for restrictive legislation to prevent America being "held hostage to economic decicions being made in Beijing, Shanghai, or Tokyo".  She said foreign control over 44pc of the US national debt had left America acutely vulnerable.  Simon Derrick, a currency strategist at the Bank of New York Mellon, said the comments were a message to the US Senate as Capitol Hill prepares legislation for the Autumn session.  "The words are alarming and unambiguous. This carries a clear political threat and could have very serious consequences at a time when the credit markets are already afraid of contagion from the subprime troubles," he said.  A bill drafted by a group of US senators, and backed by the Senate Finance Committee, calls for trade tariffs against Chinese goods as retaliation for alleged currency manipulation.The yuan has appreciated 9pc against the dollar over the last two years under a crawling peg but it has failed to halt the rise of China's trade surplus, which reached $26.9bn in June.  Henry Paulson, the US Tresury Secretary, said any such sanctions would undermine American authority and "could trigger a global cycle of protectionist legislation".  Mr. Paulson is a China expert from his days as head of Goldman Sachs. He has opted for a softer form of diplomacy, but appeared to win few concession from Beijing on a unscheduled trip to China last week aimed at calming the waters.

That crushes U.S. hegemony

Looney, 03 – professor of National Security Affairs at the Naval Postgraduate School, (Robert, “From Petrodollars to Petroeuros: Are the Dollar's Days as an International Reserve Currency Drawing to an End?” November 2003, “ Strategic Insights, 2/11/03, http://www.ccc.nps.navy.mil/si/nov03/middleEast.asp)

Political power and prestige. The benefits of "power and prestige" are nebulous. Nevertheless, the loss of key currency status and the loss of international creditor status have sometimes been associated, along with such non-economic factors as the loss of colonies and military power, in discussions of the historical decline of great powers. Causality may well flow from key currency status to power and prestige and in the opposite direction as well.[8] On a broader scale, Niall Ferguson[9] notes that one pillar of American dominance can be found in the way successive U.S. government sought to take advantage of the dollar's role as a key currency. Quoting several noted authorities, he notes that   [the role of the dollar] enabled the United States to be "far less restrained…than all other states by normal fiscal and foreign exchange constraints when it came to funding whatever foreign or strategic policies it decided to implement." As Robert Gilpin notes, quoting Charles de Gaulle, such policies led to a 'hegemony of the dollar" that gave the U.S. "extravagant privileges." In David Calleo's words, the U.S. government had access to a "gold mine of paper" and could therefore collect a subsidy form foreigners in the form of seignorage (the profits that flow to those who mint or print a depreciating currency). The web contains many more radical interactions of the dollar's role. Usually something along the following lines:   World trade is now a game in which the U.S. produces dollars and the rest of the world produces things that dollars can buy. The world's interlinked economies no longer trade to capture a comparative advantage; they compete in exports to capture needed dollars to service dollar-denominated foreign debts and to accumulate dollar reserves to sustain the exchange value of their domestic currencies…. This phenomenon is known as dollar hegemony, which is created by the geopolitically constructed peculiarity that critical commodities, most notably oil, are denominated in dollars. Everyone accepts dollars because dollars can buy oil. The recycling of petro-dollars is the price the U.S. has extracted from oil-producing countries for U.S. tolerance of the oil-exporting cartel since 1973.[10]   America's coercive power in the world is based as much on the dollar's status as the global reserve currency as on U.S. military muscle. Everyone needs oil, and to pay for it, they must have dollars. To secure dollars, they must sell their goods to the U.S., under terms acceptable to the people who rule America. The dollar is way overpriced, but it's the only world currency. Under the current dollars-only arrangement, U.S. money is in effect backed by the oil reserves of every other nation.[11] While it is tempting to dismiss passages of this sort as uninformed rants, they do contain some elements of truth. There are tangible benefits that accrue to the country whose currency is a reserve currency. The real question is: if this situation is so intolerable and unfair, why hasn't the world ganged up on the United States and changed the system? Why haven't countries like Libya and Iran required something like euros or gold dinars in payment for oil? After all, with the collapse of the Bretton Woods system in 1971 the International Monitary Fund's Standard Drawing Rights (unit of account) was certainly an available alternative to the dollar.[12]

Hegemony solves conflict – your defense doesn’t apply

Kagan 12 – senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Center on the United States and Europe for The New Republic, (Robert, “Why the World Needs America,” The Wall Street Journal, 2/11/12, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052970203646004577213262856669448.html, AJ
History shows that world orders, including our own, are transient. They rise and fall, and the institutions they erect, the beliefs and "norms" that guide them, the economic systems they support—they rise and fall, too. The downfall of the Roman Empire brought an end not just to Roman rule but a and law and to an entire economic system stretching from Northern Europe to North Africa. Culture, the arts, even progress in science and technology, were set back for centuries. Many of us take for granted how the world looks today. But it might look a lot different without America at the top. The Brookings Institution's Robert Kagan talks with Washington bureau chief Jerry Seib about his new book, "The World America Made," and whether a U.S. decline is inevitable.  Modern history has followed a similar pattern. After the Napoleonic Wars of the early 19th century, British control of the seas and the balance of great powers on the European continent provided relative security and stability. Prosperity grew, personal freedoms expanded, and the world was knit more closely together by revolutions in commerce and communication.  With the outbreak of World War I, the age of settled peace and advancing liberalism—of European civilization approaching its pinnacle—collapsed into an age of hyper-nationalism, despotism and economic calamity. The once-promising spread of democracy and liberalism halted and then reversed course, leaving a handful of outnumbered and besieged democracies living nervously in the shadow of fascist and totalitarian neighbors. The collapse of the British and European orders in the 20th century did not produce a new dark age—though if Nazi Germany and imperial Japan had prevailed, it might have—but the horrific conflict that it produced was, in its own way, just as devastating. Would the end of the present American-dominated order have less dire consequences? A surprising number of American intellectuals, politicians and policy makers greet the prospect with equanimity. There is a general sense that the end of the era of American pre-eminence, if and when it comes, need not mean the end of the present international order, with its widespread freedom, unprecedented global prosperity (even amid the current economic crisis) and absence of war among the great powers.  American power may diminish, the political scientist G. John Ikenberry argues, but "the underlying foundations of the liberal international order will survive and thrive." The commentator Fareed Zakaria believes that even as the balance shifts against the U.S., rising powers like China "will continue to live within the framework of the current international system." And there are elements across the political spectrum—Republicans who call for retrenchment, Democrats who put their faith in international law and institutions—who don't imagine that a "post-American world" would look very different from the American world. If all of this sounds too good to be true, it is. The present world order was largely shaped by American power and reflects American interests and preferences. If the balance of power shifts in the direction of other nations, the world order will change to suit their interests and preferences. Nor can we assume that all the great powers in a post-American world would agree on the benefits of preserving the present order, or have the capacity to preserve it, even if they wanted to.  Take the issue of democracy. For several decades, the balance of power in the world has favored democratic governments. In a genuinely post-American world, the balance would shift toward the great-power autocracies. Both Beijing and Moscow already protect dictators like Syria's Bashar al-Assad. If they gain greater relative influence in the future, we will see fewer democratic transitions and more autocrats hanging on to power. The balance in a new, multipolar world might be more favorable to democracy if some of the rising democracies—Brazil, India, Turkey, South Africa—picked up the slack from a declining U.S. Yet not all of them have the desire or the capacity to do it.  What about the economic order of free markets and free trade? People assume that China and other rising powers that have benefited so much from the present system would have a stake in preserving it. They wouldn't kill the goose that lays the golden eggs.  A Romney Adviser Read by Democrats Robert Kagan's new book, "The World America Made," is finding an eager readership in the nation's capital, among prominent members of both political parties.  Around the time of President Barack Obama's Jan. 24 State of the Union Address, Washington was abuzz with reports that the president had discussed a portion of the book with a group of news anchors.  Mr. Kagan serves on the Foreign Policy Advisory Board of Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, but more notably, in this election season, he is a foreign policy adviser to the presidential campaign of Mitt Romney.  The president's speech touched upon the debate over whether America is in decline, a central theme of Mr. Kagan's book. "America is back," he declared, referring to a range of recent U.S. actions on the world stage. "Anyone who tells you otherwise, anyone who tells you that America is in decline or that our influence has waned, doesn't know what they're talking about," he continued. "America remains the one indispensable nation in world affairs—and as long as I'm president, I intend to keep it that way."  Says Mr. Kagan: "No president wants to preside over American decline, and it's good to see him repudiate the idea that his policy is built on the idea that American influence must fade."  Unfortunately, they might not be able to help themselves. The creation and survival of a liberal economic order has depended, historically, on great powers that are both willing and able to support open trade and free markets, often with naval power. If a declining America is unable to maintain its long-standing hegemony on the high seas, would other nations take on the burdens and the expense of sustaining navies to fill in the gaps?  Even if they did, would this produce an open global commons—or rising tension? China and India are building bigger navies, but the result so far has been greater competition, not greater security. As Mohan Malik has noted in this newspaper, their "maritime rivalry could spill into the open in a decade or two," when India deploys an aircraft carrier in the Pacific Ocean and China deploys one in the Indian Ocean. The move from American-dominated oceans to collective policing by several great powers could be a recipe for competition and conflict rather than for a liberal economic order.  And do the Chinese really value an open economic system? The Chinese economy soon may become the largest in the world, but it will be far from the richest. Its size is a product of the country's enormous population, but in per capita terms, China remains relatively poor. The U.S., Germany and Japan have a per capita GDP of over $40,000. China's is a little over $4,000, putting it at the same level as Angola, Algeria and Belize. Even if optimistic forecasts are correct, China's per capita GDP by 2030 would still only be half that of the U.S., putting it roughly where Slovenia and Greece are today. As Arvind Subramanian and other economists have pointed out, this will make for a historically unique situation. In the past, the largest and most dominant economies in the world have also been the richest. Nations whose peoples are such obvious winners in a relatively unfettered economic system have less temptation to pursue protectionist measures and have more of an incentive to keep the system open.  China's leaders, presiding over a poorer and still developing country, may prove less willing to open their economy. They have already begun closing some sectors to foreign competition and are likely to close others in the future. Even optimists like Mr. Subramanian believe that the liberal economic order will require "some insurance" against a scenario in which "China exercises its dominance by either reversing its previous policies or failing to open areas of the economy that are now highly protected." American economic dominance has been welcomed by much of the world because, like the mobster Hyman Roth in "The Godfather," the U.S. has always made money for its partners. Chinese economic dominance may get a different reception.  Another problem is that China's form of capitalism is heavily dominated by the state, [is] with the ultimate goal of preserving the rule of the Communist Party. Unlike the eras of British and American pre-eminence, when the leading economic powers were dominated largely by private individuals or companies, China's system is more like the mercantilist arrangements of previous centuries. The government amasses wealth in order to secure its continued rule and to pay for armies and navies to compete with other great powers. Although the Chinese have been beneficiaries of an open international economic order, they could end up undermining it simply because, as an autocratic society, their priority is to preserve the state's control of wealth and the power that it brings. They might kill the goose that lays the golden eggs because they can't figure out how to keep both it and themselves alive.  Finally, what about the long peace that has held among the great powers for the better part of six decades? Would it survive in a post-American world?  Most commentators who welcome this scenario imagine that American predominance would be replaced by some kind of multipolar harmony. But multipolar systems have historically been neither particularly stable nor particularly peaceful. Rough parity among powerful nations is a source of uncertainty that leads to miscalculation. Conflicts erupt as a result of fluctuations in the delicate power equation.  War among the great powers was a common, if not constant, occurrence in the long periods of multipolarity from the 16th to the 18th centuries, culminating in the series of enormously destructive Europe-wide wars that followed the French Revolution and ended with Napoleon's defeat in 1815.  The 19th century was notable for two stretches of great-power peace of roughly four decades each, punctuated by major conflicts. The Crimean War (1853-1856) was a mini-world war involving well over a million Russian, French, British and Turkish troops, as well as forces from nine other nations; it produced almost a half-million dead combatants and many more wounded. In the Franco-Prussian War (1870-1871), the two nations together fielded close to two million troops, of whom nearly a half-million were killed or wounded.  The peace that followed these conflicts was characterized by increasing tension and competition, numerous war scares and massive increases in armaments on both land and sea. Its climax was World War I, the most destructive and deadly conflict that mankind had known up to that point. As the political scientist Robert W. Tucker has observed, "Such stability and moderation as the balance brought rested ultimately on the threat or use of force. War remained the essential means for maintaining the balance of power."  There is little reason to believe that a return to multipolarity in the 21st century would bring greater peace and stability than it has in the past. The era of American predominance has shown that there is no better recipe for great-power peace than certainty about who holds the upper hand.  President Bill Clinton left office believing that the key task for America was to "create the world we would like to live in when we are no longer the world's only superpower," to prepare for "a time when we would have to share the stage." It is an eminently sensible-sounding proposal. But can it be done? For particularly in matters of security, the rules and institutions of international order rarely survive the decline of the nations that erected them. They are like scaffolding around a building: They don't hold the building up; the building holds them up. It will last only as long as those who favor it retain the will and capacity to defend it.  Many foreign-policy experts see the present international order as the inevitable result of human progress, a combination of advancing science and technology, an increasingly global economy, strengthening international institutions, evolving "norms" of international behavior and the gradual but inevitable triumph of liberal democracy over other forms of government—forces of change that transcend the actions of men and nations.  Americans certainly like to believe that our preferred order survives because it is right and just—not only for us but for everyone. We assume that the triumph of democracy is the triumph of a better idea, and the victory of market capitalism is the victory of a better system, and that both are irreversible. That is why Francis Fukuyama's thesis about "the end of history" was so attractive at the end of the Cold War and retains its appeal even now, after it has been discredited by events. The idea of inevitable evolution means that there is no requirement to impose a decent order. It will merely happen.  But international order is not an evolution; it is an imposition. It is the domination of one vision over others—in America's case, the domination of free-market and democratic principles, together with an international system that supports them. The present order will last only as long as those who favor it and benefit from it retain the will and capacity to defend it.  There was nothing inevitable about the world that was created after World War II. No divine providence or unfolding Hegelian dialectic required the triumph of democracy and capitalism, and there is no guarantee that their success will outlast the powerful nations that have fought for them. Democratic progress and liberal economics have been and can be reversed and undone. The ancient democracies of Greece and the republics of Rome and Venice all fell to more powerful forces or through their own failings. The evolving liberal economic order of Europe collapsed in the 1920s and 1930s. The better idea doesn't have to win just because it is a better idea. It requires great powers to champion it.  If and when American power declines, the institutions and norms that American power has supported will decline, too. Or more likely, if history is a guide, they may collapse altogether as we make a transition to another kind of world order, or to disorder. We may discover then that the U.S. was essential to keeping the present world order together and that the alternative to American power was not peace and harmony but chaos and catastrophe—which is what the world looked like right before the American order came into being.

2nc – bonds nb – economy impact
Chinese treasury selling would destroy worldwide economic recovery – no domestic disincentive
CRS ’09 – Congressional Research Service, Wayne M. Morrison, specialist in Asian Trade and Finance, Marc Labonte, specialist in macroeconomic Policy, (“China’s Holdings of U.S. Securities: Implications for the U.S. Economy”, July 30, 2009, www.crs.gov)

Given its relatively low savings rate, the U.S. economy depends heavily on foreign capital inflows from countries with high savings rates (such as China) to help promote growth and to fund the federal budget deficit. China has intervened heavily in currency markets to limit the appreciation of its currency, especially against the dollar. As a result, China has become the world’s largest and fastest growing holder of foreign exchange reserves (FER). China has invested a large share of its FER in U.S. securities, which, as of June 2008, totaled $1.2 trillion, making China the second largest foreign holder of U.S. securities (after Japan). These securities include long-term (LT) Treasury debt, LT U.S. agency debt, LT U.S. corporate debt, LT U.S. equities, and short-term debt. It is likely that China became the largest foreign holder of U.S. securities by the end of 2008. From June 2002 to June 2008, China’s holdings of U.S. securities increased by over $1 trillion—far more than that of any other nation. U.S. Treasury securities are issued to finance the federal budget deficit. Of the public debt that is privately held, a little more than half is held by foreigners. As of May 2009, China’s Treasury securities holdings were $802 billion, accounting for 24.3% of total foreign ownership of U.S. Treasury securities, making it the largest foreign holder of U.S. Treasuries (it replaced Japan as the largest foreign holder in September 2008). The current global financial crisis has raised considerable concern in the United States over the willingness of foreigners, including China, to continue to invest in U.S. securities, particularly Treasury securities, which will be used to help finance U.S. spending programs intended to promote economic recovery. During her first visit to China in February 2009, Secretary of State Clinton urged China to continue to buy U.S. Treasury Securities. In March 2009, Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao stated that he was “a little worried” about the safety of China’s asset holdings in the United States. In addition, some Chinese government officials have called for replacing the dollar as the world’s main foreign reserve currency. Given the sharp decline in China’s net exports and foreign direct investment flows into China (major sources of China’s foreign exchange reserves), it is not clear how much new U.S. debt China will purchase in the months ahead. Data from the Department of Treasury indicate that in recent months China has sought to reduce its holdings of LT U.S. agency debt, while increasing its holdings of short-term U.S. Treasury securities—deemed by China to be more safe and secure. Some analysts contend that China might decide to unload a large share of its U.S. securities holdings, which could induce other foreign investors to sell off their U.S. holdings as well. Such a move could lead to a sharp depreciation of the dollar in international markets and force the United States to raise interest rates, which could significantly dampen U.S. economic growth, all else equal. 

U.S. dollar collapse would destroy international trade and investment

Eichengreen, 12 – Professor of Economics, University of California Berkley (Barry, “When Currencies Collapse”, Foreign Affairs Journal, Volume 91, number 1, pg 132, January/February 2012)//DH

BY PROCESS of elimination, the world is left with the dollar and the euro as the only instruments capable of supporting current levels of international transactions. If doubts about the stability of these currencies deepen further and central banks curtail their holdings of them, those central banks will have less capacity to intervene in financial markets and buffer the effects of volatile capital flows on their economies. In response, governments are likely to limit those flows via capital controls, as they did following the liquidation of foreign exchange reserves in the 1930s. Trade credit would become more costly, since commercial banks would demand additional compensation for holding dollar and euro investments. This situation would resemble the wake of the failure of Lehman Brothers in late 2008 and early 2009, when dollar credits became scarce and international trade declined precipitously. But what was its then a temporary problem would instead be a permanent condition. How serious would the impact on international trade and investment be? The answer depends on how severely confidence in the dollar and the euro eroded, and how reluctant those engaged in international trade and financial transactions became to accept dollars and euros. The experience of the 1930s suggests that in the worst case, international trade and financial flows would be severely depressed. The economic and financial globalization that has lent important impetus to economic growth in recent decades, especially in emerging markets, would be threatened. Alternatively, if the current economic and financial problems in the United States and Europe translate into nothing more than a few points of additional inflation and some depreciation of the dollar and the euro against other currencies, then the consequences will likely be similar to the relatively benign outcome of the collapse of the Bretton Woods system in the 1970s. It is clear that the dollar will have to decline further in the medium term to restrain the growth of the U.S. current account deficit. To prevent that decline from precipitating a crisis of confidence, U.S. policymakers will have to put the federal government's finances on a sustainable footing. But critically, that fiscal consolidation must be done in a way that does not gut the federal government's support for. basic research, education, infrastructure, and other programs on which the economy's growth depends. A country that does not grow its economy cannot continue to grow its financial markets-and cannot provide adequate international liquidity to the global economy. Whereas the United States must preserve financial stability, Europe must restore it-an even more daunting task. Doing so will require European policymakers to acknowledge that not just Greece's debt but those across much of southern Europe are unsustainable.

at – perm do both

The permutation links to politics and uniquely triggers the net benefits because of perception that China’s not in control of invested assets

Kotler 12— graduate of the University of Chicago, with an M.A. in Political Science, member of the National Committee on United States-China Relations and the University Club of Washington, D.C., Chairman of Kotler Marketing Group, chairman of the Kotler Group China, a well-respected Chinese business firm involved heavily in international commerce,  (Milton, “Marketing Infrastructure Investment”, Milton Kotler’s China Blog, 5/30/12, http://mkotlerchinablog.blogspot.com/2012/05/marketing-infrastructure-investment.html)//JKahn
Infrastructure investment Marketers are international in a global economy, not nationalistic. They should try to work for countries that have a track record of attracting Chinese infrastructure capital, like SE Asian, South Asian, and Central Asian republics, African countries and Latin American countries, UK, the Euro periphery and Eastern Europe. These regions welcome Chinese infrastructure investment. The trick is to multiply investments in these countries for synergistic economic value both to the Chinese capital customer. Frankly, I think it is a waste of time for Marketers to try to sell U.S. National projects to Chinese capital customers. There is too much Congressional resistance to Chinese tangible investment, despite recent sanguine presidential rhetoric. The best U.S. sellers are certain State governments like Georgia, Texas, Iowa and several other States that have reached out to China. National level infrastructure is political dynamite. Progress is being made in the energy field. For example, Sinopec paid $2.5 billion to Devon Energy of Oklahoma of a 1/3 stake in 1.2 million acres of drilling property. Other investments have been made with Chesapeake and other U.S. energy companies. The key is low profile and not controlling share. 6.Positioning Positioning is more about offering a superior value proposition to customers than competitive offerings. It is the Marketer’ job to document the unique and superior fit of his client country’s project to China’s capabilities, trade, financial and strategic interests, like the transcontinental African rail and the investment in Portugal’s largest power company which they got for very little money. The positioning question is always why the capital seller should invest in W country project X, rather than Y country project Z. Why is X superior to Z in revenue, political reliability, trade or geo-strategic advantage.

2nc at – perm do the plan then the cp
Now is key to accept investment – scarce resources mean it’s China’s only chance

Rosen and Hanemann, 11 – professor at Columbia University, Fellow with the Peterson Institute for International Economics, and Senior Advisor for International Economic Policy at the White House National Economic Council and National Security Council, AND*  is Research Director at the Rhodium Group, specializing in China’s macroeconomic development and the implications for global trade and investment flows (Daniel & Thilo, “An American Open Door?: Maximising the Benefits of Chinese Foreign Direct investment”, May 2011, http://www.ogilvypr.com/files/anamericanopendoor_china_fdi_study.pdf)
Many chapters in the story of China’s reappearance as a powerhouse are yet to be written because they have not yet happened. This is one of them: x the emergence of China as a major global direct investor. We stand at the dawn of hundreds of billions of dollars in Chinese mergers, acquisitions, and investments in new greenfield facilities around the world over the decades to come. This is not just a story of new Chinese economic strength: Beijing is compelled to invest abroad because of resource scarcities at home. Chinese firms must put capital to work overseas, because that is where wealthy customers and value-creating talent are. China’s arrival as a direct investor marks a turning point in capabilities. This study seeks to explain what that means from the American perspective, for those running businesses, thinking about job creation, worrying about eroding infrastructure, and managing the national security. For decades, China has been the biggest destination for foreign direct investment (FDI)1 in the developing world, but an insignificant player when it came to making such investments around the world. Now, that tide is turning. Over the past five years, China has ramped up its outward foreign direct investment (OFDI) rapidly, and in 2009, China made the top-10 list of global investors for the first time. China’s nascent direct investments were focused on natural resources—Asia, Australia, Africa, and South America saw most of the action. China’s direct investment profile in the United States remained trivial. Today, however, Chinese direct investment in the United States has reached a takeoff point, and, driven by changes in China’s economy, it is starting to boom. As happened with FDI from Europe and Japan in the past, FDI from China to the United States is now more than doubling annually. This dizzying growth, and the prospect of more to come, has fixated policy makers and deal advisors. But, at the same time, it has stoked worries about what it will mean to have China as the owner next door rather than just a distant contract manufacturer.

Investment now is key to reap the benefits of Chinese FDI – avoids the net benefits
Rosen and Hanemann, 11 – professor at Columbia University, Fellow with the Peterson Institute for International Economics, and Senior Advisor for International Economic Policy at the White House National Economic Council and National Security Council, AND*  is Research Director at the Rhodium Group, specializing in China’s macroeconomic development and the implications for global trade and investment flows (Daniel & Thilo, “An American Open Door?: Maximising the Benefits of Chinese Foreign Direct investment”, May 2011, http://www.ogilvypr.com/files/anamericanopendoor_china_fdi_study.pdf)
China’s FDI boom is just beginning: through 2020, we foresee $1 trillion to $2 trillion of Chinese FDI flowing globally. The United States has not been a major recipient of these flows to date—but the numbers show that we are at an inflection. The United States could be a leading beneficiary of Chinese direct investment in the years ahead if we do not turn these investors away. The United States enjoys roughly 15% of global FDI today. If just 5% of China’s expected outflows target the United States over the coming decade, the numbers will be enormous. Exact prediction is impossible—there are too many factors that could shift the results, up or down. But the example of Japan is instructive: Japan’s first investments in the United States during the 1980s were almost as controversial as China’s, but in the following years, Japanese U.S. affiliates put hundreds of billions of dollars into America, and today employ nearly 700,000 Americans. Annually, these firms export $60 billion from America to the world, spend $4.6 billion on R&D, and pay more than $50 billion in compensation to U.S. workers.108 Now at the beginning of such a transformation, Chinese firms already have invested more than $11 billion in the United States and employ thousands of Americans—and the numbers are growing more than 100% per year. 

2nc at – perm do the cp

It’s illegit –

1. First is severance –

A) Severs ‘its’ – indicates possession – severance is a voting issue for destroying neg ground and making the aff a moving target

Implies possession
The American Heritage® Dictionary of the English Language, 2009, (Fourth Edition, http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/its)//JKahn
its (ĭts) adj. The possessive form of it. Used as a modifier before a noun: The airline canceled its early flight to New York.

<optional>
Implies ‘of itself’ – excludes new funds
The Oxford American Dictionary and Language Guide 99 (Oxford University Press, Inc., “its,” pg. 523)//JKahn
Its poss. pron. Of it: of itself

B) Severs immediacy – that’s a voting issue because the presumed immediacy of the plan provides all disad ground –
‘Should’ connotes immediacy

Summers 94 (Justice – Oklahoma Supreme Court, “Kelsey v. Dollarsaver Food Warehouse of Durant”, 1994 OK 123, 11-8, http://www.oscn.net/applications/oscn/DeliverDocument.asp?CiteID=20287#marker3fn13)

4 The legal question to be resolved by the court is whether the word "should"13 in the May 18 order connotes futurity or may be deemed a ruling in praesenti.14 The answer to this query is not to be divined from rules of grammar;15 it must be governed by the age-old practice culture of legal professionals and its immemorial language usage. To determine if the omission (from the critical May 18 entry) of the turgid phrase, "and the same hereby is", (1) makes it an in futuro ruling - i.e., an expression of what the judge will or would do at a later stage - or (2) constitutes an in in praesenti resolution of a disputed law issue, the trial judge's intent must be garnered from the four corners of the entire record.16  ¶5 Nisi prius orders should be so construed as to give effect to every words and every part of the text, with a view to carrying out the evident intent of the judge's direction.17 The order's language ought not to be considered abstractly. The actual meaning intended by the document's signatory should be derived from the context in which the phrase to be interpreted is used.18 When applied to the May 18 memorial, these told canons impel my conclusion that the judge doubtless intended his ruling as an in praesenti resolution of Dollarsaver's quest for judgment n.o.v. Approval of all counsel plainly appears on the face of the critical May 18 entry which is [885 P.2d 1358] signed by the judge.19 True minutes20 of a court neither call for nor bear the approval of the parties' counsel nor the judge's signature. To reject out of hand the view that in this context "should" is impliedly followed by the customary, "and the same hereby is", makes the court once again revert to medieval notions of ritualistic formalism now so thoroughly condemned in national jurisprudence and long abandoned by the statutory policy of this State. [Continues – To Footnote] 14 In praesenti means literally "at the present time." BLACK'S LAW DICTIONARY 792 (6th Ed. 1990). In legal parlance the phrase denotes that which in law is presently or immediately effective, as opposed to something that will or would become effective in the future [in futurol]. See Van Wyck v. Knevals, 106 U.S. 360, 365, 1 S.Ct. 336, 337, 27 L.Ed. 201 (1882).
2. Education – international investment is a core part of the topic – you destroy fundamental questions of funding – these are tests of your aff

3. Normal means – it’s not a question of normal means – the counterplan uniquely fiats a transfer of money – we have read evidence that indicates the counterplan cannot be the status quo

4. Aff writing – the counterplan doesn’t change how the plan is done – it changes what is done – forces better aff writing 

5. No lit explosion – allowing this counterplan doesn’t increase the literature burden at all – it just forces justification about why unique federal spending is key which the states counterplan makes inevitable

6. Aff ground – the counterplan increases solvency deficit ground for the aff versus something like consult because of the complexity of international funding – forces the aff to read add-ons that are unique to U.S. funding
7. Neg ground – you should reward us for the work we’ve done rather than arbitrarily excluding the counterplan and allowing them to constantly move the goalposts

8. Reject the argument not the team

9. Neg flex – encourages critical thinking – still forces the aff to address why U.S. stimulus is good through different means 

10. Rollback – you justify aff conditionality – that destroys all negative strategy, creates a moving target, and justifies infinite rollback arguments which crush aff ground – this is also a reason why we provide vast say no ground

11. Literature – half the literature base is about U.S. spending – the majority of topic literature is about funding

2nc at – international fiat bad

International fiat is good –

1. Role playing – international perspectives make us better decision-makers that consider the world-wide consequences of our actions

2. Neg flex – allows us to test the aff fully and encourages critical thinking

3. World-wide education – raises awareness of global literature and reduces cultural relativism – if our counterplan isn’t well-researched you should go for solvency deficits

4. Reject the argument not the team

5. Counterinterpretation – the judge is an analyst who must choose the best solution for the problem of the resolution – a few net benefits –

A) Cost-benefit analysis – choosing actor is a component of policymaking that is critical to overall implementation

B) U.S. and federal key warrants force them to do the same justification as they might with the states CP which is key to education

C) A variety of international organizations have to choose between multiple international actors

6. Counterinterpretation – we can only fiat international actors that specific literature exists to warrant funding of infrastructure projects in the United States – no literature on how Bhutan should fund the aff

7. They don’t meet their own interpretation – action by the federal government isn’t monolithic

8. It’s predictable – Obama made a speech about the counterplan – even basic aff research should’ve revealed it

2nc at – condition counterplans bad

This isn’t your regular condition counterplan – it doesn’t condition the aff which means it avoids a huge amount of your offense…
1nc – high speed rail

The counterplan solves high speed rail – the CIC has adopted a ‘build it and we will fund’ mentality

Kee, 3/3 – writer on East and South Asian affairs and their intersection with US foreign policy, staff writer for the Asia Times, (Peter, “California poses rail risk for China”, Asia Times, March 3, 2012, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/China_Business/NC03Cb02.html)//JKahn
The California High Speed Rail Authority (CHRSA) would be happy to consider investment by the People's Republic of China's sovereign wealth fund, China Investment Corporation (CIC), in the state's proposed high-speed rail link between Los Angeles and San Francisco, China Daily reported last month. [1] The authority's chief executive, Roelof van Ark, also indicated a willingness to consider procurement of Chinese high-speed rail equipment for the project. The CHRSA is facing gigantic funding problems and its interest in Chinese involvement is apparently more than idle chatter. The Christian Science Monitor reported that California high-speed rail, along with Hollywood cinema and NBA basketball, was on the menu when Xi Jinping, much touted as the next PRC president, visited Los Angeles in early February: Los Angeles Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa and California Governor Jerry Brown want to talk to Xi about Chinese investment in high-speed rail, which has come under scrutiny and has lost some public support here in recent weeks with the release of several studies suggesting major cost overruns. [2] Chinese corporations would love to get into the US infrastructure business. China's State Construction Engineering Corporation has a subsidiary, China Construction America, in New York City. It has US$2 billion to invest and apparently sees US stinginess in the matter of infrastructure investment as a business opportunity: Joe Catapano, a project manager with China Construction America, said the expertise and capital Chinese companies can provide are important. "The key issue is money. It doesn't seem the United States government is willing to spend money (on building infrastructure)," said Catapano, who has 12 years of engineering experience in New York and California. "High-speed rail is definitely something we can learn from China. We don't have any of that in the US, anywhere," he added. [3] In 2010, China seemed ready to make a high profile play in Californian high-speed rail. The PRC was basking in largely favorable coverage of its work fabricating enormous steel modules for the new Bay Bridge connecting San Francisco and Oakland. Only China, it seemed, had the capability to undertake the massive project. Caltrans, the state road authority, estimated that outsourcing the modules to China had saved $400 million on the $7.2 billion bridge, one of the most expensive structures ever built. [4] In 2010, Governor Schwarzenegger visited the bridge fabrication factory in Zhuhai to express the state's appreciation, and toured China, Japan, and South Korea to investigate high-speed rail. The Chinese told Bloomberg: China can offer a "complete package," including financing, as it competes to build a high-speed railway in California costing more than $40 billion, according to the nation's railway ministry. "What other nations don't have, we have," He Huawu, the ministry's chief engineer, said in a Sept. 14 interview in Beijing. "What they have, we have better." He declined to elaborate further on how much financing may be available. ... "The deal would be of great symbolic significance to China as it allows the nation to export technological knowhow to a country as developed as the U.S.," said Wang Sheng, an analyst at Shenyin Wanguo Securities Co. from Shanghai. "China is fully able to afford the financing." [5] In January 2011, a US rail specialist told McClatchy: California and America are squarely in China's sights, said Christopher Barkan, director of the Rail Transportation and Engineering Center at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. On a tour of China's largest rail manufacturer last summer, Barkan met with a Ministry of Railways official who prominently displayed a map of the United States on his office wall. "They are extremely interested in the U.S.," Barkan said. "We're the largest untapped market for high-speed rail in the world." [6] Despite the convergence of US need and Chinese desire, however, China may find itself chugging steadily away from the California opportunity instead of racing toward it. The dreaded term "boondoggle" has been invoked, both by mass transit supporters and critics, to describe the gigantic project. [7] Its backers appear to have adopted the strategy of "build it and they will fund," ie, get the project started somehow and rely on a combination of government optimism, inertia, and embarrassment to pry loose the funds needed to keep the project on track. California voters approved a bond issue for high-speed rail in 2008 based on projections of costs and ridership that, in retrospect, appear extremely rosy - $9 billion in bonds was approved. The Obama administration agreed to provide $3 billion in matching funds, for a total of about $12 billion potentially available so far - if the California state legislature votes to actually issue the bonds approved under the referendum. The current projection for construction costs is $98 billion, up from the $45 million bruited about at the time of the bond referendum, leaving a rather hefty shortfall. In order to make the economic case for the higher level of expenditure, CHSRA's consultant, Parsons Brinckerhoff, made the assumption that the rail line would carry an astounding 116 million passengers per year when completed - three or four times what is actually expected. Parsons Brinckerhoff then calculated that California's freeways and airports would need $171 billion in capital expenditures to handle this level of traffic if the rail line was not built. Voila! $98 billion for the high-speed rail was actually a tremendous bargain! Of equal if not greater concern is the prospect that the line will operate in the red, and the state and/or federal government will be on the hook for the shortfall in operating costs if the hoped-for ridership does not materialize. In 2008, the CHSRA put out a questionnaire, a "Request for Expressions of Interest" in order to take the pulse of potential investors, lenders, vendors, and owner-operators. An interesting and unnerving finding was that many potential partners put little stock in traffic projections, preferring something called "availability payments": Although almost half of RFEI respondents expressed little desire to accept compensation based on future HST ridership ... a majority of respondents communicated that they would be willing to subject a portion of their payment to performance guarantees ... Concessionaires would be given periodic payments based solely on the condition and/or performance of the facility. [8] Under this scenario, if the operators achieved their availability targets but ridership failed to generate sufficient revenue to cover the "availability payments", the HSRA would have to make up the difference. The project is dogged by mis-steps, doubts, and shrinking political support. It is assumed that, if the bond referendum were held today, it would not pass. The California state legislature is hesitant to issue the first $2.7 billion in bonds. If they delay and construction does not begin this summer, the federal funds will likely evaporate. It would also appear that China would not score any white knight points if it considered stepping up and helping California in its difficulties. China's best known calling card in the field of high-speed rail is now the horrible collision in Wenzhou on July 21, 2011, which killed 40 people. The crash was widely reported in the West as China's comeuppance for corruption, haste, and shoddy goods, and evidence against the idea that "China can do infrastructure better". Critics of high-speed rail and Chinese involvement acidly pointed out that China's railway ministry already has a presence in Los Angeles. Its former chief engineer had somehow managed to purchase a million dollar mansion in LA on his monthly salary of a $264 back in China. [9] Currently, hostility to China, its authoritarian system of government, and its perceived role as a thief of American jobs and technology is pretty much baked into the US political system thanks to strenuous efforts by both Democrats and Republicans. High-speed is, by itself, also a political third rail, having become highly politicized. Beyond the issue of questionable economics, the drive to discredit and defeat high-speed rail derives its energy from partisan desire to repudiate the Barack Obama administration's policies promoting government-directed stimulus and infrastructure investment. Collapse of California's high-speed rail project would be welcomed by his enemies as a defeat for President Obama and his agenda. His agenda, depending on the fervor of his enemies, is either socialism, communism, or Satanism ... or Agenda 21. In the mainstream, Agenda 21 is a toothless United Nations environmental initiative for sustainable development. For the Tea Party fringe, it is a conspiracy staple: a UN-created, George Soros-funded plan for leftists in the government to destroy freedom and private property by setting up a chain of gulags along passenger rail lines full of bike paths and clean air but no cars or liberty. Enamored of the energy of the Tea Party, the Republican leadership, especially Newt Gingrich, and Fox News have flirted with legitimizing Agenda 21. Agenda 21 Cassandras figured prominently in the public outcry that doomed the only high-speed rail project in the US other than California's: the Florida HSR. [10] Attitudes like this should dissuade Xi Jinping that the PRC will be welcomed as the savior of California's high-speed rail system: Oooh baby ... High-speed rail owned and operated by the Chinese throughout the US. ... Roads, sewer systems, and water systems will be owned by the Chinese. ... I can see it now. We lose our rural roads - pulverized to gravel. Our private vehicle usage is limited, restricted, and taxed. Our bus service will be declared insolvent and not cost effective. High-speed rail will be the only way to travel. Fully owned and operated by the Chinese. In our country. Airport-style searches. Restricted use tickets. Overcrowding. Limited line service. Why? Because we can't maintain our own infrastructure? Can we maintain our sovereignty? Just wondering. [11] PRC investment in California public rail, it is safe to say, will not be welcomed as an act of public philanthropy. Every aspect of Chinese participation would become a magnet for scrutiny and complaint. This is probably the kind of attention that China Investment Corporation doesn't need. With a war chest of $400 billion or so, CIC has the heft to make a serious investment in a California high-speed rail project. But CIC also got badly burned in its previous forays into the US investment shark pool. In 2007 CIC invested a combined $8 billion the Blackstone Group and Morgan Stanley, just before the derivatives hit the fan. The Blackstone shares are now limping along at about half of what CIC paid for them. CIC also took a bath on its Morgan Stanley stock, having agreed to accept a compulsory conversion of its privileged stake (which paid a 9% dividend) to common equity in 2010 at a price twice the market value. The fact that Mitsubishi UFJ invested $9 billion in Morgan Stanley on much better terms in 2008 did not sweeten the pill. According to Caixin, CIC's solution was to buy another $1.2 billion of Morgan Stanley common stock, reducing the aggregate cost of its holdings to $32 per share. [12] Today Morgan Stanley is trading at $19 per share. In addition, CIC had put $5 billion into Reserve Primary Fund, a gigantic money market fund that went off the cliff with Lehman Brothers. CIC got its money back, most of it anyway, after a year and some heated representations to the US government. The big, bad bets CIC made, and its affinity for consorting with Western capitalists, inspired ferocious criticism back home, complete with dark mutterings about the loyalty and probity of CIC's team of young, liberal-minded technocrats. [13] Politics and policy are a contact sport in China, and one has to wonder if CIC has the appetite to make a potentially lethal bet on California high-speed rail, given the vast uncertainties and risks associated with the project. And if CIC or somebody like CIC doesn't step up to form the core of an active, committed, and capable consortium, it is difficult to see how the California high-speed rail project will be built. 

1nc – mass tranit

The counterplan solves mass transit – China wants wide-ranging investment

Walton, 3/8/12 - A.B. Economics/Accounting, Muhlenberg College, columnist whose articles frequently appear in the Washington Post, staff writer for Construction Digital, (John, “China Looking to Invest in U.S. Infrastructure”, Construction Digital, March 8, 2012, http://www.constructiondigital.com/under_construction/china-looking-to-invest-in-us-infrastructure)//JKahn
As China continues to invest hundreds of billions of dollars in high-speed rail and other mass-transit systems, the country’s construction firms are eyeing U.S. development projects as Obama promises increased federal funding for infrastructure renewal. According to a recent evaluation by the World Economic Forum, U.S. infrastructure ranks 16th in the world, falling eight spots in just three years. The economic downturn and relative stillness of the construction industry hasn’t helped the nation’s infrastructure problem, as nearly one-third of U.S. roadways are in poor condition, with one-fourth of its bridges ‘functionally obsolete.’ President Obama has authorized more than $350 billion in funds for infrastructure in the 2013 budget, with a $50 billion investment in surface transportation projects. Republicans in the House of Representatives are working on passing a $260 billion transportation bill that would create 7.8 million new jobs and spur a string of transit project across the country. And with all this federal money to be spent, Chinese companies are looking to enter the bid wars. With their expertise and capital, Chinese firms will be a competitive force in projects like California’s high-speed rail, where public-private partnerships are becoming more common. 

1nc – ports

The counterplan solves port infrastructure – China wants to invest in logistics and improvements

Oreanda, 11 – largest news agency in eastern Russia, formerly government owned and operated news company, winner of the Kremlin Cup for outstanding journalism, (“CEO of COSCO Group Speaks at China-US Business Dialog”, Economic News, Information Agency Oreanda, August 35, 2011, Lexis)//JKahn
Beijing. OREANDA-NEWS . August 25, 2011. Captain Wei Jiafu, President & CEO of COSCO Group, attended the China-US Business Dialog in Beijing Hotel. The dialog meeting was attended by Chinese Vice President Xi Jinping and the visiting US Vice President Joseph Biden. The dialog, which served as a high-profile platform for interactions between Chinese and American business leaders, was jointly organized by China Council for the Promotion of International Trade ("CCPIT"), US-China Business Council Inc. ("USCBC") and American Chamber of Commerce in China ("AmCham-China"), reported the press-centre of COSCO. In a remark after the speeches by Chinese Vice President Xi and US Vice President Biden, Captain Wei mentioned the maiden voyage made by COSCO's M.V. Liu Lin Hai to the Port of Seattle in April 1979, an event that had broken the 30-year frozen ice of China-US maritime trade. "COSCO's launch of a direct liner service to Boston Port" said Captain Wei, "helped save thousands of port-related jobs in Boston and boosted the growth of local port economy in Massachusetts. He described COSCO's partnership with Massachusetts Port Authority ("Massport") as a typical win-win model of successful business collaboration between China and the US. Captain Wei also highlighted COSCO's reputable joint-venture stevedoring business with SSA ("Stevedoring Services of America Inc"), which, through its sound growth and harmonious cross-cultural management, has brought concrete benefits to the port and shipping community in Long Beach, California. Citing COSCO's role as a good global corporate citizen, Captain Wei also introduced COSCO's efforts to promote port security, green economy, fair competition and high-quality service in the US. "In an era of unprecedented sophistication of world economic and financial status," stressed by Captain Wei, "the business communities of China and the US need to shoulder more responsibilities and to find new areas of win-win cooperation." To achieve that end, Captain Wei put forward three recommendations. Firstly, China and the US should deepen the cooperation in respect of service trade. In particular, Chinese enterprises should be more encouraged to invest in the logistics and port infrastructures of the US. Secondly, Chinese and American business should work together or to join hands with companies from other countries in the search of more global business and investment opportunities. Thirdly, the US exporters should better benefit from the growth of China's consumption market and sell more high-tech products and high-end manufacture goods to China, contributing to the balance of the bilateral trade. Captain Wei finally said, as a sea bridge for China-US trade, COSCO is confident towards mutual trade and investment between China and the US, and is fully committed to the future progress of China-US friendship. Nine other Chinese and American business leaders also spoke at the Dialog, which was presided over by Wan Jifei, Chairman of CCPIT. Apart from COSCO Group, the Dialog was also attended by top executives from China Unicom, COFCO, Suntech Power Co, XEMC, Bank of China, Haier Group, Legend Group, Wanxiang Group, Coca Cola, Caterpiller, GE, Chindex, Corning Inc., DuPont, General Motors (China) Co, JP Morgan, Acorn International, and AmCham-China.

1nc – infrastructure bank
China must fund the U.S. infrastructure bank to save the world economy 

Richter, ’11 – Stephen, President of The Globalist Research Center, JD – University of Bonn, appeared on NPR and CNN, former North American advisor to the German Economics Ministry, wrote formal U.S. legislation on debt and economic issues, Rotary Foundation Award recipient and Congressional Fellow. “Yes, There Will Be a U.S. Infrastructure Bank,” The Globalist, March 16, http://www.theglobalist.com/storyid.aspx?StoryId=9039)
Many Americans might be surprised to hear that this state of affairs leaves China's top leaders concerned that the United States is falling too far behind, simply because its political system has such a hard time bringing about rational, long-term policy decisions. These leaders know that the fates of the United States and China are joined at the hip. With over $1 trillion in U.S. Treasury holdings, the Chinese government has a vested interest in the future performance of the United States. A country eating its seed corn by not investing enough in public infrastructure and instead relying on the inherent "wisdom" of private investors is a cause for concern. At the same time, the Chinese feel that they cannot in good conscience invest in more Treasury paper. What’s the point, they ask, in funding a defense budget the United States could not otherwise afford — or bankrolling cash-flow deficits in the Social Security accounts of the baby boom generation? Given all that, China's leaders must be pondering a truly revolutionary thought: How about using their dollar-denominated funds to capitalize an Infrastructure Bank for the United States (IBUS), as well as underwriting many of its upcoming investment projects? At first glance, such a step would seem a heretical move for China's still-communist leaders. However, today’s alliances are no longer so much a matter of ideology, but of cash-flow recycling and balance sheet optimization. Vilifying a proper government planning role in this process and arguing that the private sector knows best is a stance that is anything but conservative. While the investment needs within China remain big, the country’s leaders do have a plan in place to fund them for decades. Whatever happens at home, they also have to make rational use of all the U.S. dollars they earn from exports to the United States. What nobler, more rational and long-term-oriented purpose than to fund the IBUS? China, after all, is a rapidly aging nation, with lots of financing needs to support its large population in old age. How better to meet those needs than by investing in a demographically young nation now (the United States) — and then waiting for the returns on that investment to flow back to China over time? Not even the Chinese military could be opposed to this plan. While it might superficially be seen as a self-defeating, if not traitorous, act to strengthen one's primary opponent, those generals are business savvy these days. While the generals in China, as well as the leaders of the Chinese Community Party, may well be ready to underwrite the IBUS, U.S. politicians can be counted upon to go apoplectic if such a proposal were ever to come to pass. Still, it might turn out that China's plan for a truly stunning foreign mission to rebuild U.S. infrastructure will come to pass one way or another. In the end, it will be an amazing moment in the annals of global capitalism when China — presumably the developing country, but really an old, mature power thinking about the global system and its own needs in a very long-term manner — will come to the aid of that upstart, the United States. A country eating its seed corn by not investing enough in public infrastructure and instead relying on the inherent "wisdom" of private investors is a cause for concern. While being presumed to be a mature industrial democracy, the United States really is a youngish country — and one that still has to contend with its errant ways. But “Uncle Wen,” his colleagues and successors have a clear and comforting message for Washington and the entire United States: “Don't worry, America. From our own history, we know about losing one's path and how painful it can be for a country and its entire population — and also the world. “We Chinese,” Premier Wen Jiabao says when he is daydreaming, “are here to help. Let's hope you Americans are enlightened enough to accept our assistance. “Otherwise, you Americans will be in for a serious detour, one that will not only shortchange the future prospects of many Americans, but of the entire world economy. Let's hope that outcome can be avoided.” 

1nc – airports
Chinese funding and expertise is vital – their growth in air infrastructure is historically unparalleled 

Kennedy, ’10 – U.S. Air Travel Woes Reflect Bigger Infrastructure Issues, Bruce, 12-20, AOL – Daily Finance, http://www.dailyfinance.com/2010/12/20/us-air-travel-transportation-infrastructure-issues/. 

The recent economic downturn has not only affected what Goetz calls the "culture of service" on most American carriers but it's also creating dilemmas for local governments having to make hard choices between desperately needed investment in transportation infrastructure and balancing their already-tight budgets. "Funding sources are going to be getting tighter for [transportation] projects that are going to make that kind of seamlessness feasible," he says -- noting that the newly elected governors of Ohio and Wisconsin have pledged to give back hundreds of millions of dollars in federal funding for proposed high-speed rail projects in their states. Goetz worries that such budget balancing is shortsighted. "To be competitive in the future, in terms of our economic productivity, I would say investing in this transportation infrastructure -- good, solid, sound projects -- makes all the sense in the world," he says. "Look at what China is doing," he points out. "They have a lot of capital, and they're investing in transportation infrastructure. They're building high-speed rail, they're building connections to their airports, they're building airports. It's at a scale that probably rivals, or maybe exceeds, what we were doing in the '50 and '60s, when we were building the interstate highway system and building airports, building a lot of infrastructure. Those things are fundamental to long-term economic growth." Airline passengers in the U.S. stuck waiting for their flight have plenty of time to read about China's future-looking infrastructure projects and ponder the implications. 

1nc – short sea shipping

China has the most developed SSS expertise – they specifically resolve congestion 

Chang et al, ‘7 – Young-Tae Chang (Professor of Inha University) was the project leader, along with Paul Tae-Woo Lee (Professor of Kainan University), Hwa-Joong Kim (Professor of Inha University) and two research assistants. SHORT SEA SHIPPING STUDY: A REPORT ON SUCCESSFUL SSS MODELS THAT CAN IMPROVE PORTS’ EFFICIENCY AND SECURITY WHILE REDUCING CONGESTION, FUEL COSTS, AND POLLUTION, APEC Transportation Working Group and Inha University, October, http://www.apec-tptwg.org.cn/new/projects/project%20finalreport%20shortseashipping.pdf)
The accelerated growth of Asian economy, including high rate of Chinese economy, has both influenced and mirrored changes in the scope and operation of shipping connections within Asia and with the rest of the world, causing the repercussions on extra- and intraAsian container shipping networks. As a result of that, in Europe, SSS has grown steadily over the last two decades. Asia needs an efficient logistics transport system combining the benefits of all modes to maintain and increase competitiveness and prosperity in line with the globalized economy in order to overcome less efficient rail and road transportation system and to make many of Asian main industrial centers get close to waterways. Thus, in many cases, SSS routes in Asia may provide the fastest and most reliable service between destinations. Fast growing trends of SSS has been also seen in Asia according to mega-hub port developments and China’s high rate of economic growth. Recent years have brought an increasing focus on developing new SSS options that are better suited for moving container cargo, for example in Korea and China, that normally travels by truck and tends to include higher-value and time-sensitive goods. Fast growth of heavy road transport and related congestion, accidents and pollution are the main economic, social and environmental problems so that the policy to promote SSS is worthwhile to address.

2nc private/public distinction
China would propose state-owned private funds – those are key to successful infrastructure investment

Kotler 12 — Chairman of Kotler Marketing Group, headquartered in Washington D.C. and he opened the Kotler strategic marketing practice in China (Milton, “Marketing Infrastructure Invesment”, Milton Kotler’s China Blog, 5/30/12, http://mkotlerchinablog.blogspot.com/2012/05/marketing-infrastructure-investment.html)//JL
With regard to infrastructure, the seller is the public authority seeking investment for its projects. The buyer is the capital customer who wants to invest and construct installations that meet its economic and strategic objectives. The Marketer’s role is to help infrastructure sellers thoroughly understand China’s economic and strategic investment goals and requirements; and help governments develop projects that have a competitive advantage for China’s distinctive needs and wants. Marketers also help Chinese government agencies and companies find investment and construction projects that generate the greatest value for China’s economic and strategic goals. The key thing is customer focus, and that is what Marketing is about.  China Investment Corporation is a $400+ billion source of out-bound capital for infrastructure investment, but it is by no means the only source or first port of call for a seller. State-Owned Enterprises in road, rail, seaport, airport, mining are power generation are the initial point of contact. These companies want contracts for engineering, construction and management of developments. Buyers have to identify the prime contractors for projects, build a relationship and make their case. If it fits the goals of the SOE, the SOE will carry the ball through the political process for approval and ultimately to CIC and Peoples Bank of China which hold the currency reserves.  Too many foreign projects waste time by first going through diplomatic and political channels or going directly to CIC to gain interest. The real beneficiary is the prime SOE and its SOE and private sub-contractors. It is their job to maneuver the political and financial process.  

2nc expertise key
China investment’s vital to US infrastructure

Kotler 12—Chairman of Kotler Marketing Group, headquartered in Washington D.C. and he opened the Kotler strategic marketing practice in China (Milton, “Marketing Infrastructure Invesment”, Milton Kotler’s China Blog, 5/30/12, http://mkotlerchinablog.blogspot.com/2012/05/marketing-infrastructure-investment.html)//JL
China is today the largest and most willing infrastructure investor in many countries on every continent.  They have a current problem of getting into certain countries, like the U.S., but they want in and it is only a matter of time that they will get in. The U.S. needs Chinese infrastructure support more than China needs U.S. infrastructure demand. CIC has already taken a 15% equity interest in AES, the largest U.S. power company, and is discussing a 35% share in its wind power business.  A great part of the world is seeking infrastructure investment and construction from China. Conversely, China is driving global infrastructure as a new growth industry. There are other global capital customers, but not of China’s scale and scope. China invests more in Africa today than the World Bank. ME Sovereign reserve funds are not investing in foreign infrastructure. They prefer fast returns and have limited long term strategic interests.  The demand for Chinese infrastructure investment exceeds its capital supply or scope of strategic interest. China is steadily adding internal and external capital and industrial partners for more extensive ventures; and is always varying its scope of strategic interest as conditions change. We are not looking at an earlier infrastructure “selling” scenario, where public authorities sold numerous projects to bankers and bond underwriters, who had to place ample capital supply into limited infrastructure demand. We are instead looking at a marketing scenario, where project demand exceeds capital supply and countries have to market their numerous infrastructure project needs to the limited capital suppliers. The paradigm has shifted from “selling” to capital markets to “marketing” to capital customers.

2nc – infrastructure bank

China is a key financer – we’ll cite the bill’s author
Gunasekaran, ’12 – Professor of Operations Management and the Chairperson of the Department of Decision and Information Sciences at the Charlton College of Business, University of Massachusetts Dartmouth, Ph.D. in Industrial Engineering and Operations Research from the Indian Institute of Technology, on the Editorial Board of over 20 peer-reviewed journals which include the Journal of Operations Management, and International Journal of Production Economics, (Aarthi, “Kerry decries ‘ideological extremism’, pushes plan for infrastructure bank,” 4-19, BU Washington News, http://buwashingtonnews.com/2012/04/19/kerry-decries-ideological-extremism-pushes-plan-for-infrastructure-bank/)//JKahn

While promoting legislation he has authored to underwrite rebuilding of the crumbling U.S. infrastructure, Sen. John Kerry, D-Mass., Thursday utilized a “town hall teleconference” to admonish some of his congressional colleagues for the “ideological extremism that is gridlocking America.” “I am as frustrated as all of you are,” Kerry told teleconference participants, declaring that there is no excuse for Congress’ ineffectiveness in passing legislation. The session was sponsored by No Labels, an organization that bills itself as a coalition of Democrats, Republicans and independents seeking to mount a grassroots effort to combat the partisanship and gridlock that has beset Capitol Hill. Kerry, the 2004 Democratic presidential nominee, lauded the organization, contending that No Labels’ “sense of mission can help put this issue front and center where it ought to be – like the infrastructure issue.” Kerry last year introduced the Building and Upgrading Infrastructure for Long-Term Development –BUILD – Act. Co-authored with three Senate colleagues, including one Democrat and two Republicans, the legislation would create an independent “infrastructure bank” to fund loans for viable transportation, water, and electricity projects. Noting that both European nations and China are putting a larger percentage of their gross domestic product into infrastructure investment than the United States, Kerry lamented: “We are not investing in our infrastructure and our future. We are riding on the investments of our grandfathers.” In an era of globalization, the United States is losing its competitive edge through an inability to move workers and goods from one place to the other in a cost-efficient manner, he contended. “The Acela [high speed train from Washington to Boston] has the ability to go 150 miles per hour,” Kerry noted. “It goes 150 miles per hour for only 18 miles because if you go under the Baltimore bridge, you cannot go above a certain speed because the tunnel cannot handle that speed.” He compared that to train travel in China, where a trip along that country’s coast that used to take eight hours now lasts just 29 minutes. “Too many people equate investment as spending,” said Kerry. “Investing is not spending – it will pay itself back.” He contended that countries such as China and India would be prepared to invest in U.S. infrastructure projects under the bank foreseen in his legislation.

The counterplan also removes the impetus to future federal funding

Chin, ’11 – Curtis, CHIN: Obama’s infrastructure bank won’t create real jobs, Washington Times, http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2011/oct/17/obamas-infrastructure-bank-wont-create-real-jobs/)

With U.S. unemployment persistently and unacceptably high, President Obama and others from all political persuasions have voiced support once again for establishment of a new government-created institution that would provide loans and guarantees to finance U.S. infrastructure. They note Asia’s continued economic growth and cite the region’s - and particularly China’s - tremendous investments in showcase infrastructure projects as reason enough to support greater government financing of infrastructure and development - and the jobs that come with such spending.

2nc – ports

U.S. port funding streams are insufficient – China is comparatively better 

Nagle, 11 – Kurt, President, American Association of Port Authorities (AAPA), Master’s degree in Economics and over 30 years experience in Washington, DC, related to seaports and international trade. US port-related infrastructure investments reap dividends, Port Technology International (originally was a feature by Kurt Nagle for Industry Today October 17, 2011) 

Back in the US, public funding for new navigation channel improvements has all but dried up as lawmakers focus on reducing the deficit and eliminating appropriation ‘earmarks’ that have traditionally funded federal navigation deepening projects. At the same time, funding for projects already approved and underway is slow, incremental and insufficient. Insufficient appropriations also make it impossible to maintain most federal navigation channels at their authorized and required dimensions. The US Army Corps of Engineers is responsible for improving and maintaining the nation’s water access to ports. Nevertheless, the federal government annually spends only about half of the tax that it collects specifically for deep-draft channel maintenance. The rest – more than $6 billion since 1986 – has essentially ‘disappeared’ into the US Treasury, while serious dredging needs have been neglected. Projects to maintain these critical waterways would create jobs immediately and would provide transportation savings to benefit US businesses. With decreases in the cost of freight transportation, these sectors can enhance their global competitiveness and can create more jobs. AAPA continues to strongly urge Congress to take action to ensure 100 percent of the annual amount collected from the Harbor Maintenance Tax (HMT) is utilized to maintain federal navigation channels. Landside In addition to navigable waterways, reliable, uncongested roads, rails, bridges and tunnels give American businesses a competitive advantage in the global economy by providing them with the ability to deliver products at lower costs while reaching larger markets. And the role of international trade is only projected to increase. As recently as 2005, the World Economic Forum ranked the US number one in infrastructure economic competitiveness. In 2011, the US was ranked 16th. This isn’t surprising, considering that the US spends only 1.7 percent of its gross domestic product on transportation infrastructure while Canada spends 4 percent and China spends 9 percent. Even as the global recession has forced cutbacks in government spending, other countries continue to invest significantly more than the US to expand and update their transportation networks. China has invested $3.3 trillion since 2000 and recently announced another $105.2 billion for 23 new infrastructure projects. Brazil has invested $240 billion since 2008, with another $340 billion committed for the next three years. Consequently, China is now home to six of the world’s ten busiest ports – while the US is not home to one. Brazil’s Açu Superport is larger than the island of Manhattan, with state-of-the-art highway, pipeline and conveyor-belt capacity to ease the transfer of raw materials onto ships heading to China.
A litany of private companies just declared interest – should’ve triggered your DAs
WSJ ’11 (“China's Cosco seeks to invest in U.S. ports”, November 22, 2011, Wall Street Journal, Market Watch, http://www.marketwatch.com/story/chinas-cosco-seeks-to-invest-in-us-ports-2011-11-22) 

China Ocean Shipping (Group) Co. Chairman Wei Jiafu said Tuesday the group is interested in investing in ports in the U.S., amid the global shipping industry downturn. Wei, who is also chairman of state-owned Cosco's listed shipping unit Cosco Holdings Ltd. , also told reporters on the sidelines of a conference in Hong Kong the group has successfully negotiated lower charter costs for most of its dry bulk shipping fleet, but declined to elaborate. Earlier this year, Cosco halted charter payments on some ships leased from Chinese and Greek ship owners at the peak of the bulk shipping boom before 2009, due to contract disputes. Three ships were seized before the company resumed payments.

2nc – mass transit
China wants to renovate mass transit infrastructure – and China could use treasury bonds as a political weapon

McDonald, 11 – AP Business Writer, staff writer for the Boston Globe, (Joe, “Minister: China wants to invest in US roads, rails”, Boston Globe, New York Times Company, November 28, 2011, http://articles.boston.com/2011-12-02/business/30468761_1_clean-energy-chen-deming-global-economy)//JKahn
China wants to convert some of its mountain of U.S. government debt into investment in renovating American roads and subways, the commerce minister said Friday. Speaking to a business group, Chen Deming said China wants closer cooperation with the United States in infrastructure, clean energy and technology. Such investments would tie China more closely to Western economies and might help defuse fears Beijing will use its $3.2 trillion in foreign reserves — some $1.15 trillion of that in Treasury and other U.S. government debt — as a political weapon. “We hope to achieve cooperation in the area of infrastructure,’’ Chen told members of the American Chamber of Commerce in China. Chen said he was amazed at the high quality of American subways and other infrastructure when he visited 20 years ago but many roads, railways and ports today need renovation. “China is willing to turn some of our holdings of your debt into investment in the United States, hoping to create jobs for the United States,’’ he said. Also this week, the chairman of China’s sovereign wealth fund said it wants to invest in projects to improve British roads and infrastructure. He said that would help to boost feeble global economic growth. Beijing is encouraging Chinese companies to investment more abroad to reduce the country’s reliance on exports and investment. It has sent trade and investment delegations to the United States, Europe and elsewhere to look for opportunities. Chen said Beijing wants to see Chinese and U.S. companies cooperate more closely on clean energy, environmental and energy-saving technology, information technology biotechnology, pharmaceuticals and medical devices. The minister acknowledged disagreements between Beijing and Washington over global trade talks, trade in environmental technology and other areas but said the two governments had more areas of common interest. Chen repeated Beijing’s longstanding appeal to Washington to relax restrictions on exports of “dual use’’ technologies with possible weapons applications. “We hope Chinese-U.S. trade will continue to grow and the imbalance will shrink. But that takes both of us to achieve,’’ he said. China’s economic growth should be above 9 percent next year despite “difficulties and obstacles’’ in the global economy that are battering consumer demand, Chen said. He noted that China also faces domestic problems including inflation. Beijing eased lending curbs this week in an effort to spur business growth, reversing course after spending the past two years trying to cool an overheated economy with interest rate hikes and investment controls. “I can assure you the Chinese economy will have a slight slowdown but nonetheless it will enjoy stable and sound development,’’ Chen said. 

2nc – high speed rail

The counterplan solves high speed rail – and it maintains competitiveness

Hamlin, 10 – staff writer for Bloomberg News, (Kevin, “China Touts `Complete Package' for California High-Speed Rail”, Bloomberg News, September 15, 2010, http://www.bloomberg.com/news/print/2010-09-15/china-says-can-offer-complete-package-for-california-high-speed-trains.html)//JKahn
China can offer a “complete package,” including financing, as it competes to build a high-speed railway in California costing more than $40 billion, according to the nation’s railway ministry. “What other nations don’t have, we have,” He Huawu, the ministry’s chief engineer, said in a Sept. 14 interview in Beijing. “What they have, we have better.” He declined to elaborate further on how much financing may be available. California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger this week rode on bullet trains in China, Japan and South Korea as the state seeks contractors and financing to build the planned network linking Los Angeles and San Francisco. China is competing for the high-speed line and for one in Brazil as it works to boost high-technology exports and pare its reliance on low- wage production. “The deal would be of great symbolic significance to China as it allows the nation to export technological knowhow to a country as developed as the U.S.,” said Wang Sheng, an analyst at Shenyin Wanguo Securities Co. from Shanghai. “China is fully able to afford the financing.” Japan on Sept. 14 said that it was prepared to offer funding for the project through the state-owned Japan Bank of International Cooperation. East Japan Railway Co. may be among bidders for the California line, along with European trainmakers Alstom SA and Siemens AG. The state, which is wrestling with a $19.1 billion budget deficit, will probably have about 10 bids to choose from, according to the agency overseeing the project. “When you make a decision like that, you look at the financing aspect of it,” Schwarzenegger told reporters yesterday aboard a bullet train in South Korea. China Trainmakers In Brazil, China Railway Construction Corp. and China Northern Locomotive & Rolling Stock Industry Group Corp. are leading a group bidding for a line that may cost as much as 33.1 billion reais ($19.2 billion). China Development Bank Corp. and the Export-Import Bank of China are ready to help with financing, Asian Trade Link, a Brazilian company associated with the group, said earlier this month. China’s He said the nation’s competitive advantage in the California rail project include trains that travel 350 kph (217 mph) and experience from building a 6,920 kilometer high-speed rail network, the world’s longest. China will have twice as much high-speed rail track as the rest of the world combined by 2014 under a 2 trillion yuan ($297 billion) nationwide construction project. High-Wage Jobs To create more high-wage jobs, China has focused on industries such as shipbuilding, where it aims to surpass South Korea as the world’s biggest maker of ships by 2015. Local carmakers such as, Zhejiang Geely Holding Group Co., which bought Volvo Car Corp., have also expanded overseas. California’s planned high-speed rail network would haul passengers between Los Angeles and San Francisco in 2 hours and 38 minutes. The journey takes six to eight hours by car or about one hour by plane. The state is trying to create jobs, stimulate its economy and cut traffic congestion by building the high-speed rail network that will eventually link San Diego, Los Angeles, San Jose and San Francisco. The state approved in 2008 a $10 billion bond sale to help pay for the line, which is scheduled to start services in 2020. The project has also won $2.3 billion from a federal stimulus program intended to jump-start the building of high- speed rail corridors nationwide. Construction may start as early as the first half of 2012, the California High Speed Rail Authority said earlier this year.

at – S&P downgrade/hurts borrowing
The counterplan still allows for U.S. borrowing – the S&P downgrade had no effect and makes China more likely to invest to offset debt
Reeves, 11 – editor of Investor Places, former Co. Editor of the New York Times, (Jeff, “If Congress Can’t Fix U.S. Roads…China Will!”, Investor Place, Investor Politics, http://www.investorplace.com/investorpolitics/us-roads-china-investment/)//JKahn
Speaking to the American Chamber of Commerce in China on Friday, Chinese Commerce Minister Chen Deming said he thinks the Asian superpower should help rebuild U.S. infrastructure and invest in clean energy and technology here in the States. The goal isn’t altruistic, of course. China wants to convert its stockpile of U.S. government debt into something else — especially in the wake of the August S&P credit downgrade and grumblings of another knock from one of the agencies in 2012 after the utter failure of the congressional supercommittee to reach a compromise on cutting the federal debt. China’s move is a shrewd way to achieve that goal. Many in the West are painfully aware of Beijing’s power when it comes to sovereign debt, and the unceremonious dumping of foreign reserves would shake the market — especially considering the uncertainty surrounding euro zone debt. Many observers fear that a grumpy China could use America’s spendthrift ways as a political weapon. After all, it is our largest creditor. However, a subtle shift in China’s $3.2 trillion in foreign reserves toward U.S. municipal investments and private infrastructure work wouldn’t imperil America’s ability to borrow, but it would reduce the China’s stockpile of Treasuries and similar investments. Right now, China holds over $1 trillion in Treasury and other U.S. government debt. Another interesting rub is that China believes that helping America’s economy function better — that is, move goods around faster and provide a jolt to the labor market with construction jobs — is in its own national interest. As China looks to reduce its heavy reliance on exports, it needs Americans to start providing goods and services to rebalance the trade relationship. In this interconnected global economy, a rising tide does truly lift all boats (just as Europe’s ebbing tide threatens to sink them all). Just look around your hometown, and you’ll see the need for such an investment. We have crumbling roads, aging airports, creaking railroads, poor public transportation and a power grid that isn’t equipped for 21st century energy technologies. But worse than all that is the state of affairs in Congress, where do-nothing legislators and partisan hacks continue to abdicate their responsibility to protect the nation’s interest. The saddest part of all isn’t that our infrastructure is second rate. It’s that unless China helps rebuild America, it may take years for the U.S. government to get off its keyster and do the work itself.

at – can’t solve stimulus

Chinese FDI brings outsourced jobs back and increases employment while simultaneously increasing competitiveness 

Rosen and Hanemann, 11 – professor at Columbia University, Fellow with the Peterson Institute for International Economics, and Senior Advisor for International Economic Policy at the White House National Economic Council and National Security Council, AND*  is Research Director at the Rhodium Group, specializing in China’s macroeconomic development and the implications for global trade and investment flows (Daniel & Thilo, “An American Open Door?: Maximising the Benefits of Chinese Foreign Direct investment”, May 2011, http://www.ogilvypr.com/files/anamericanopendoor_china_fdi_study.pdf)
One should never forget the joke about the economist who drowns in a river that was only one inch deep . . . on average! This is simply to say that measurement of aggregate effects can obscure the local implications. Many working Americans believe that globalization has put them at a disadvantage, especially when it comes to ties with China. Therefore, it is critical to look at the impact of FDI from China on local economies. In general, U.S. localities now embrace the benefits of inward FDI because of its beneficial impact on employment, tax bases, and competitiveness. This is why so many states, counties, and municipalities in the United States have set up investment promotion agencies to court foreign investors. In the following paragraphs, we review the evidence on the local impacts of Chinese FDI with a particular focus on whether Chinese investment is equally beneficial as investment from other countries.First, inward FDI can affect local employment. Affiliates of foreign firms employed 6.3 million people in the United States, according to the most recent data from 2008 (about 40% of them in manufacturing), out of a total workforce of 143 million (i.e., 4.4% of U.S. employment). Another important characteristic is that foreign investors tend to pay higher wages on average: in 2008, foreign affiliate payrolls were $452 billion, and the implied annual average of $72,000 was significantly higher than the median U.S. compensation.46 Investment in new greenfield facilities generally is seen as more beneficial in terms of job creation than acquisitions. But takeovers also can generate or save jobs if the new investors revitalize ailing firms or if the postmerger integration leads to an expansion of local capacities. However, postacquisition restructuring also can reduce employment—for example, if a foreign investor buys a company only to transfer technology and other productive assets overseas, or if management is not competent enough to achieve a turnaround. The same effect can happen if the new owner cuts off local suppliers and replaces them with imports from abroad. Such outcomes are part of the adjustment process that increases aggregate efficiency in an economy, but they can mean painful losses in local communities. Chinese firms remain marginal employers in the United States today. According to the BEA, Chinese firms employed around 2,500 people in the United States in 2008. The actual total today is markedly higher, as the official statistics miss some investments; Chinese investment has boomed in the past two years, and recent deals have added a significant number of employees to the payrolls. Chinese investments have a higher propensity to be greenfields, and our deal database suggests that most Chinese manufacturing investment is focused on establishing long-term operations that will create jobs locally (see Box 2). The “insourcing” of production to better serve U.S. consumers and to benefit from local know-how and technology presents a significant opportunity for the United States to bring back jobs that have migrated abroad. Table 3.1 illustrates job creation as Japanese firms evolved from purely exporters to the United States to direct investors. From zero in the 1960s and 1970s, Japanese firms employed more than 300,000 Americans by the end of the 1980s, and by 1997, that figure had grown to more than 800,000, with a total payroll of $39 billion. Downside examples of Chinese firms acquiring U.S. assets to extract technology and shut down local operations are few.47 This makes sense, as China’s weakness as an innovation center is a major factor pushing Chinese firms to the United States in the first place. Nor is there evidence that Chinese firms are aggressively changing the sourcing strategies or import propensity of acquired firms.48 The argument can be made that most U.S. firms targeted by foreign investors already are deeply integrated in global production networks, so if it made sense to source from China or any other place abroad, the company would have already done so before the takeover. We can find no evidence—so far—that Chinese firms are more likely to evince such predatory behavior than multinational corporations from other countries. 
at – hurts competitiveness
Chinese investment in the U.S. key economy increases competitiveness – also creates an international moeling which allows for a litany of foreign job-creating stimulus
Gaunt, 12 — staff writer, investment reporter, chief desk editor of economics and markets for Reuters, (Jeremy, “Is U.S. economic patriotism hurting?”, Reuters, May 15, 2012, http://blogs.reuters.com/macroscope/2012/05/15/is-u-s-economic-patriotism-hurting/)//JKahn

Any Americans believing that their country is being bought up by the Chinese might want to pay heed to a new report from the Vale Columbia Center on Sustainable International Investment. It says that China is a minimal player in terms of foreign direct investment in the United States and that Washington should in fact be doing a lot more to get it to gear up its buying. To start with, look at the magic number. In 2010, the last year for which numbers are available, only 0.25 percent of FDI into the Untied States came from China. Switzerland, Britain, Japan, France, Germany, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Canada were all far bigger. In the U.S. Department of Commerce’s report on the year, China, numbers were so small they were lumped into a category simply called ”others”. This is not enough, the Vale Columbia report says. Given China’s burgeoning economic role across the globe, America can benefit from a lot: First, FDI provides an influx of capital into the struggling economy, increasing employment at no cost to the taxpayer. Second, jobs in foreign affiliates are typically better remunerated than similar jobs in domestically owned companies. Third, keeping the US open to foreign investment demonstrates a global example for international openness. Finally, Chinese money refused by the U.S. could alternatively be directed to competitors or even the U.S.’s enemies. (On the latter point, its worth reading our global economic correspondent Alan Wheatley’s story on China’s influence in Europe) The Vale Columbia report acknowledges that Chinese FDI is controversial – primarily because a lot of Chinese companies are state-controlled and therefore raise fears that FDI may be more strategic that profit-seeking. There is also the concern about subsidies, piracy and economic espionage. But the gains from opening the door to Chinese outweigh the risks, the report — entitled Economic Patriotism: Dealing with Chinese direct investment in the United States — says, recommending a series of steps such as dumping reciprocity clauses in FDI bilateral dealings. If the U.S. does not act quickly to implement the above recommendations, it might continue to lose Chinese investment — expected to top US$ 1 trillion by the end of the decade — to Europe and other competitors. The US should corral as much of this investment as possible to revitalize the domestic economy and strengthen its image as an active supporter of an international investment openness.

The counterplan is key to U.S. competitiveness – revitalizes the aviation industry and corroborates expertise
RT News 2/18/12 – Russia’s largest news agency, (“China fulfills Obama’s infrastructure pledge”, RT News, February 18, 2012, http://rt.com/usa/news/infrastructure-chinese-us-china-621/)//JKahn
President Obama has stressed the need for investing in America’s crumbling infrastructure, but with federal transportation money becoming scarce, the U.S. is asking China for help. Chinese investments are already helping improve American bridges and roads, and it may save California’s transportation infrastructure plans. Los Angeles has rolled out the red carpet for the man who is likely the future leader of China. Vice President Xi Jinping took a tour of the China Shipping terminal, where the company just completed a 47 million dollar expansion at the Port of Los Angeles. More than 120 billion dollars of Chinese goods passed through the terminal just last year. Trade isn’t the only item on the agenda. L.A. Mayor Antonio Villaraigosa is also hoping that the Chinese invest in the city’s infrastructure, including public transportation and ports. “We used to be number one in our quality of infrastructure, now we’re down to number 32. Behind Barbados, behind Spain behind a lot of other countries,” said Caroline Heldman, Professor of Politics at Occidental College. “Really, our infrastructure has been crumbling,” she added. “How do we sit back while Europe and Chinese build new roads and shiny airports,” said President Obama during a recent campaign stop. Obama has proposed $50 billion for surface transportation in his newest budget. The White House has said that infrastructure improvements are a top priority, but the U.S. lags behind Europe and China when it comes to infrastructure investment. The administration has said that Chinese firms will play a role in financing infrastructure throughout the U.S. “I don’t think it’s an ideal situation, I would prefer the money go to American corporations but the jobs will go to Americans and in that sense it will boost the economy,” said Heldman. Chinese firms are already working on huge bridge projects in California, New York and Alaska. Political leaders defended the contracts, claiming Chinese companies would be more efficient, but that has spurred criticism over China’s work conditions and the devaluing of their currency. “We can’t compete with that. Not because we’re not better engineers or because we don’t know how to manufacture, but because it’s not a level playing field. We need to get a level playing field back,” said Richard Eskow, Senior Fellow at the Campaign for America’s Future. In the U.S. some blame excessive environmental regulations and political bickering in D.C. for our inability to invest more in infrastructure. An investment many see as key to economic recovery and keeping the US competitive, and one it seems the Chinese are willing to make. 

Foreign investment’s key to generate US jobs

Gaouette, 11 — writer for the Christian Science Monitor, Colombia Journalism graduate and a reporter for Bloomberg Business News Room and a reporter for The Los Angeles Times, (Nicole, “Clinton Touts Power of Foreign Investment to Generate US Jobs”, Bloomberg News, 10/7/11, http://www.businessweek.com/news/2011-10-07/clinton-touts-power-of-foreign-investment-to-generate-u-s-jobs.html)//JL
Oct. 7 (Bloomberg) -- Secretary of State Hillary Clinton pledged the full backing of her agency to foreign businesses seeking to expand and create jobs in the U.S. Clinton today hosted a meeting of President Barack Obama’s Council on Jobs and Competitiveness in Washington. The event reflected Clinton’s push to shift the focus of the State Department to boosting jobs and investment at home, and opening overseas markets for U.S. businesses. The jobs meeting took place after the release of better- than-expected September employment figures that buoyed U.S. and European stock markets. Obama is urging Congress to pass his jobs bill, which the administration says would create 1 million jobs. The Senate may vote next week. “We have a significant but untapped potential for job creation and economic growth that comes with attracting foreign investment to the United States to put Americans to work,” Clinton told executives from Siemens AG, Eastman Kodak Co., and other firms. Payrolls climbed by 103,000 workers after a revised 57,000 increase the prior month. The median forecast in a Bloomberg News survey called for a rise of 60,000. The gain reflected the return to work of 45,000 telecommunications employees. The jobless rate held at 9.1 percent. R&D Spending Five percent of Americans work for U.S. affiliates of foreign companies, according to Jeffrey Immelt, the chairman of General Electric and Obama’s Jobs Council. These companies account for 14 percent of all spending on research and development, almost 21 percent of all the exports and pay their employees an average salary of over $77,000, Immelt said at today’s event. Executives gathered for the hour-long meeting said changes would help raise the level of their investment in the U.S. They urged Clinton and the administration to ease visa requirements, particularly for trainers to come to the U.S. to work with American employees. They stressed the need to improve U.S. education and worker training, amend the tax code and remove other barriers. Peter Solmssen, who heads the Americas division of Siemens, said the crucial message the executives delivered is the need to rebuild U.S. infrastructure. “The country ought to do what it needs to do anyway, which is invest in infrastructure,” Solmssen said in an interview. “That was pretty much the unanimous view in the room.” Clinton said the department is seeking to speed up the processing of business visas.
Capital is inherently hard to find – the counterplan uses a sovereign fund which re-entrenches the industry and reinvigorates investing
Kotler 12— graduate of the University of Chicago, with an M.A. in Political Science, member of the National Committee on United States-China Relations and the University Club of Washington, D.C., Chairman of Kotler Marketing Group, chairman of the Kotler Group China, a well-respected Chinese business firm involved heavily in international commerce,  (Milton, “Marketing Infrastructure Investment”, Milton Kotler’s China Blog, 5/30/12, http://mkotlerchinablog.blogspot.com/2012/05/marketing-infrastructure-investment.html)//JKahn
Rough estimates from the 2009 OECD Infrastructure Project suggests that annual investment requirements for telecommunications, road, rail, electricity transmission and distribution, and water taken together are likely to total around an average of 2.5% of world GDP. If electricity generation and other energy-related infrastructure investments in oil, gas and coal are included (as the IEA does in its Investment Outlook), the annual share rises to around 3.5%. Clearly, the figure would rise further if we include other infrastructures, e.g. sea ports, airports and storage facilities, telecommunications, etc. Since the 2011 global annual GDP was $65 trillion, this amounts to $2.275 trillion a year (at 3.5%) or $56.8 trillion over a 25 year period. The real physical need is probably closer to 5% of annual global GDP; and this excludes social infrastructure. The highly respected 2009 Cohn & Steers Global Infrastructure Report projects a need for $40 trillion over the next 25 years for water, electricity, roads and rail and airports and seaports. Excluding other vital areas of physical infrastructure, the estimate corroborates the OECD forecast. Both of these projections do not account for cost increases or variable global GDP growth rates and revenue streams. Nor do they consider any reserve costs for unanticipated innovative systems that are bound to emerge over a 25 year time period. To highlight the magnitude of investment need, KPMG estimates that the U.S. has to spend roughly $40 billion a year just to upgrade its roads. President Obama’s 2013 budget proposes $50 billion for all infrastructure expenditure. The estimates of different sources are all over the place, but they are all staggering. When you consider that the U.S. purports to spend 2.5% of its GDP on physical infrastructure; Europe 5% and China 9%, you notice several things. The U.S. cannot even update its current infrastructure. It is rated as 26th in infrastructure quality by the Society of Civil Engineer’s 2009 Global Report. Europe at 5% is committed to infrastructure maintenance and marginal growth, but is hardly likely to accomplished this target in view of its long-term fiscal crisis and sovereign recessions. China is racing ahead at 9% of its GDP. However essential physical infrastructure is for competitive economic growth for Developed, BRIC and Developing Economies, traditional capital sources cannot meet this need. Typically, capital customers were government budgets and user fees, government debt; commercial and investment banks, public funds, like the World Bank, private investment funds and commercial privatization. In today’s post- fiscal crisis world of intense global competition for infrastructure, these sources have largely dried up. The new frontiers of investment are sovereign funds, specialized private global infrastructure funds, larger scale public/private partnerships and extensive privatization. As Berthold Brecht in his opera Mahaggony declaims, “There is no Money in this Town”! The gravity of this issue is illustrated by the paltry sum of available global infrastructure private funds. Goldman Sachs is among the largest of such funds. In its current 2011 report, GS Merchant bank announced it has raised $10 billion since 2006 for investments in infrastructure and infrastructure-related assets and companies. Pension funds are enormous, but it should be noted that the second largest pension fund in Europe spends only 1% of its holding on infrastructure. Pension funds are reluctant to invest because of political instability, regulatory interference, cost overruns, extended periods of cost recovery (often 15-30 years), and disruptive technology that can upset forecasts. Postal service investment has been wrecked by the Internet. Maritime ports are clobbered by trade fluctuations and competitive ports and trade routes. Rail investment is constantly at war with highways development and truck transit alternatives. Fifteen years is a long time for cost recovery and a fair return on investment. Over the past decades, privatization has mitigated the deficiency of public finance, notably in telecommunications, gas and electric power and roads. Privatization will continue to grow in the years to come. However, it requires a dependable legal and regulatory structure; standards protocols for operataibility, politically reliable user-fee rate-setting regimes, and numerous subsidies to make it viable for listed companies to finance, build, operate and maintain reliable and durable systems. It is an important contributor to infrastructure maintenance and growth in the U.S. and Europe, notably the UK. BRIC countries are getting there with 20%-30% of their infrastructure already in the private sector. Developing countries lag behind because they lack planning and management capability, as well as the legal, regulatory, administrative and political conditions that can protect long-term foreign investment. There is also a resistance in developing countries to privatization because it withdraws a powerful instrument of political control and public employment from political leaders. Public/Private Partnerships (PPPs), such as listed utilities, have developed over the past three decades to meet infrastructure needs. These are complex arrangements that meld public budget and debt resources with private domestic and foreign investment partners to build, operate and maintain infrastructure though a variety of business models. One model is equity investment; another is Build, Operate and Transfer (BOT), which gives private companies concessions to build and operate public installations for a term to recoup capital costs and profit targets; and then revert the concession back to public ownership, or whatever successive arrangements of operation and capitalization public authorities may wish to make. These are very long-term projects and their performance has been mixed. The Millau Bridge in France was totally financed to the tune of 320 million Euros by the private company Eiffage on a 78 year concession for toll increases not to exceed the rate of inflation. The Confederation Bridge in Canada, linking Prince Edward Island to New Brunswick has a 35 year concession for private tolls. These projects are by and large successful, with exceptions like the bankruptcy of Sydney Australia’s Cross City Tunnel, which overestimated the volume and value of truck freight to the port. The newest sources of global infrastructure investment are the sovereign reserve funds of BRIC and Middle East countries, primarily China. These funds have different investment strategies and business models and have taken an aggressive position in turning from sovereign debt purchase to investments and acquisitions of tangible infrastructure and company assets. Sovereign funds, Public/Private Partnerships and intensified privatization are the key to future infrastructure in the competitive environment of the wide and deep search for scarce capital. The old public finance paradigm of selling infrastructure to ample capital sources must be replaced by a new paradigm of competitive marketing to scarce capital sources. Marketers can help countries to shape infrastructure projects that can compete for capital on the basis of what capital customers specifically want, not the wish list of country infrastructure desires.    

at – no funds
The entire 300 billion dollar sovereign wealth fund is at disposal – and China likes the CP because it allows China to stop taking on U.S. debt
Long 11 – senior staff writer for Reuters, author of MuniLand political blog, (Cate, “Foreigners want America’s public assets”, Reuters, December 5, 2011, http://blogs.reuters.com/muniland/2011/12/05/foreigners-want-americas-public-assets/)//JKahn
It seems like foreign governments and corporations are craving U.S. public assets like toll roads, electrical grids and railways. In the case of our largest creditor, the Chinese government, they don’t want any more U.S. Treasuries, but they do want to own the hard assets that comprise our nation’s infrastructure. Reuters Beijing bureau reported [1]: China may channel part of its huge pool of foreign exchange reserves into investment in U.S. infrastructure, including rail and transportation networks, Commerce Minister Chen Deming said on Friday. “China is unwilling to take on too much U.S. government debt. We are willing to turn that money into investment,” he told U.S. Ambassador to China Gary Locke and U.S. businessmen. Chen did not elaborate on how China might channel some of the country’s war chest of $3.2 trillion foreign currency reserves to invest in U.S. infrastructure, such as rail and transportation systems. What the Reuters reporter didn’t mention was that the Obama administration has been urging such investment on the part of the Chinese since their state visit last January, if not before. From the Wall Street Journal [2]: Key Chinese companies are considering stepped-up investment in the U.S., particularly in infrastructure, and the White House is encouraging them to move ahead. The prospects for fresh Chinese investment were discussed at a meeting last week between Chinese business leaders and the American and Chinese presidents during a state visit to Washington. At the meeting, President Barack Obama and the head of China’s Investment Corp. [CIC], the country’s $300 billion sovereign-wealth fund, talked about the Chinese investing in infrastructure projects in the U.S. “The United States is open for investment and would welcome it,” Mr. Obama told the group, which included four Chinese CEOs, 14 American CEOs and Chinese President Hu Jintao. [..] Last fall, a CIC official said the fund would be interested in financing U.S. infrastructure projects as a passive investor, not as a majority owner. “We are advocating that the U.S. government start a program to invest a massive amount of equity, in the form of public and private-equity partnership, in U.S. infrastructure,” Zhou Yuan, head of asset allocation at CIC, said at a conference in New York in October. It’s a good stance for our President to encourage foreign investment. But is it such a great idea for foreign firms to own our most vital infrastructure? In 2006 an enormous controversy rocked Washington when a private firm from Dubai was negotiating a deal simply to operate 22 U.S. ports [3]. A bipartisan opposition centering on national security eventually emerged and killed the arrangement. If the Chinese government wants to invest in U.S. infrastructure, the best place for them to do so is the municipal or corporate bond market where they can buy bonds in water and sewer systems, among other infrastructure assets.
at – china says no

<Fiat abusively solves this>

The Chinese and U.S. governments both say yes

Rapoza 2/14 – senior contributor to Forbes, (Kenneth, “To Rebuild America, Call On China?” Forbes, February 14, 2012, http://www.forbes.com/sites/kenrapoza/2012/02/14/to-rebuild-america-call-on-china/2/)//JKahn
China’s Vice President Xi Jinpinghas at least one good sales pitch to offer Americans during his five day stay; to rebuild old infrastructure, count on us. Surprisingly, Washington is listening. On Tuesday, Xi signed a statement in the White House with Joe Biden where both leaders stated their recognition for Chinese firms “to play a positive role in infrastructure financing.” Yuan Ning, president for China Construction America (CCA) told China Dailyon Tuesday that the perfect way for China and the U.S. to collaborate on much-needed infrastructure projects is through Public-Private Partnership, government funded projects operated by private partners. Chinese companies, he said, are standing by. Robert Hormats, U.S. under secretary for economic growth, energy, and the environment, also told the paper that he agreed; China could invest through public-private partnerships in American infrastructure. “Chinese investment can be really helpful. We would love to have more of that and we will be pursuing that dialogue with the Chinese,” Hormats said after a business event in New York earlier this month. It’s already happening, though very slowly. CCA’s parent construction company plans to invest $2 billion in the next few years in U.S. infrastructure projects, mergers and acquisitions and residential development. Joe Catapano, a project manager with CCA in the U.S., said the expertise and money that Chinese companies can provide is important to rebuild and renovate. “The key issue is money. It doesn’t seem the United States government is willing to spend money. There isn’t a lot of financial support for a lot of infrastructure work that needs to be done,” said Catapano. “High-speed rail is definitely something we can learn from China.” By comparison, China’s Ministry of Railways is going to spend $300 billion on transportation systems through 2020. The U.S. committed about $8 billion in similar projects. Still, Amtrak’s high speed Acela train here in the 21st Century loses power while “racing” through Connecticut from New York City to Boston because the tracks are not upgraded to take the train to its full 150 miles per hour potential. In 2010, the New Jersey state government canceled the Hudson River rail project that would have built a new tunnel between New Jersey and Manhattan. The state didn’t have the money. So commuters are riding on a mix of old and newer trains that share a tunnel under the Hudson running on two tracks built as recently as 1910. Meanwhile in Beijing, four new subway lines will start operating later this year, making the city’s total length of the subway lines exceed 279 miles of track, a lot of if brand spanking 21st Century newness. New York City has 842 miles of subway tracks. (Take THAT, China!) Most of it old and obnoxiously loud. (But, hey, it works. Love the 6.) It’s not that the U.S. has forgotten it needs to fix roads and bridges, or that millions of people actually ride trains from the Mi-Atlantic to New England every day. Things like private-public partnerships take years, and a dozen committee meetings, to develop. In one party China, the government orders projects, pays for them, and there is no opposition. Washington gets a C grade for trying, at least. In the new 2013 budget, one of Obama’s proposals includes $50 billion for surface transportation, which would require the re-authorization of the highway act in an election year. A job creating bill like that would not bode well for Republicans trying to blame Obama for 8% unemployment.

at – u.s. says no

China investment into US infrastructure has Chinese and American governmental support
WSJ, 6/23/12 – The Wall Street Journal, (“China, U.S. Sign $3.4 Billion in Deals”, June 23, 2012, The Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052702304898704577484301175648684.html)
NANJING, China—Companies from China and the U.S. on Saturday signed a total of $3.4 billion in bilateral investment projects, as the world's two biggest economies seek to boost trade and investment. The deals are another sign that the two economies are becoming ever more intertwined despite trade frictions and complaints about protectionism on both sides. The companies were meeting as part of a forum in Nanjing. They signed contracts on 42 bilateral investment projects in areas including manufacturing, new energy, property, logistics and entertainment. China's finance minister, Xie Xuren, said at the forum that he hopes China and the U.S. can expand cooperation in sectors including energy and environmental protection, adding that both countries are restructuring their economies and pushing ahead with reforms, providing a great potential for cooperation between local governments of the two sides. Assistant U.S. Treasury Secretary Marisa Lago said at the same forum that the U.S. welcomes investments from all countries including China and hopes cross-border investment with China will continue to grow. The U.S.-China Cities Forum on Economic Cooperation and Investment, which is aimed at facilitating cross-border investment among local governments and companies of the two economies, followed the fourth U.S.-China strategic and economic dialogue meeting in Beijing in May. Local governments in the U.S. thirsty for capital for their infrastructure construction are turning to China, which has been relaxing controls on outbound investment as it internationalizes its currency. The U.S. government has been striving for investment from both China's state-owned firms as well as small and medium-size enterprises, said Robert W. Hsueh, deputy head of the Dallas delegation and chairman of DFW International Airport. SME investments in the U.S. could be widespread, and the U.S. government has many supportive and incentive measures for such companies, Mr. Hsueh said. Less-developed Chinese cities, especially those in the central and western China, are also eager for more investment from abroad as Beijing wants to boost development there to catch up with the more-developed east coast. 

Obama opposes protectionism – interests welcome investment
BBC ’10 (“Agency urges U.S. not to be ‘over-sensitive’ about Chinese Investments”, BBC Monitoring Asia-Pacific, 7/6/10, lexis) 
Last May, both China and the United States vowed to improve their trade and investment environment during their strategic and economic dialogue in Beijing. Secretary Geithner promised just and fair treatment for Chinese companies.  At the G-20 summit in Canada last month, world leaders, including US President Barack Obama, promised to oppose protectionism of various forms.  Currently, the world economy is struggling with a weak recovery from the serious financial crisis, and it is actually the need of the United States to have more investment and jobs.  So it would truly conform to the US national interests to provide companies from developing countries like China a fair, just and transparent investment environment.

at – no clean energy
Only the CP creates a catalyst for global investment – better for the economy and climate 

NRDC, ‘9 – Natural Resources Defense Council, (“Strengthening US-China Climate Change and Energy Engagement,” http://docs.nrdc.org/international/files/int_09021801a.pdf)//JKahn
The potential for green innovation in China’s economic stimulus package in fact far exceeds what has explicitly been announced, but only if environmental criteria are extended to the whole package. China could, for example, develop criteria to ensure that the 280 billion yuan proposed for housing projects is spent only on green building projects that save water and energy and are located using smart growth principles. The 1.8 trillion yuan proposed for transportation and the power grid should focus on public transit rather than highways, and should ensure that transmission lines are located in areas that will enable China to tap its abundant renewable energy resources. And research and development (R&D) and innovation projects should focus on clean energy, advanced transportation, and energy and water efficiency technologies. The stimulus package could also include funding for a comprehensive program of skills development and worker placement to train unemployed workers for green jobs, such as industrial energy auditors and building energy code inspectors. Similar efforts should be made to incorporate green innovation into all aspects of the US stimulus package. NRDC and others have proposed, for example, a more than US$30 billion energy savings plan that includes energy efficiency retrofits, construction of an improved electricity grid, strengthened energy efficiency standards, policy reforms, training, and more efficient power plants.8 The US and Chinese economies are inextricably intertwined, so any hope of economic recovery requires joint action. There are enormous opportunities for both the US and China to cooperate in the development of strategies that will jump-start the global economy, create green jobs, and protect the climate. Some immediate steps to leverage both countries’ economic stimulus packages could include cooperation on the development of: • Performance-based criteria for directing economic stimulus investments towards green infrastructure and clean energy; • Joint Industrial Assessment Centers that provide free energy audits and recommendations to industrial facilities while training people in both countries to perform these skills; • Programs to train displaced or unemployed workers in both countries to become building efficiency auditors and building code inspectors, coupled with funding for building efficiency retrofit programs; • Funding programs for state and provincial governments that adopt and implement plans for improved enforcement of building energy codes and for reduction of vehicle miles traveled; • Incentive mechanisms and policy reforms that will leverage private investment and unleash innovation; and • Joint programs to improve environmental monitoring and reporting, training of environmental regulators and enforcement officials, public supervision and greater transparency. More ambitious efforts could include the establishment of “green” special economic zones (SEZs) in China and the US aimed at fostering the growth of companies manufacturing energy efficient products and technologies, renewable energy technologies and other related products. The SEZs would provide tax incentives, infrastructure, and special policies to encourage the growth of these preferred green industries. These would utilize the highly successful model of China’s export-oriented SEZs like Shenzhen, which have transformed China into a global manufacturing powerhouse, and harness the model in the service of greater economic prosperity and environmental protection. Demand for investment in these green SEZs would be driven by US demand for “green” technologies in turn spurred by Obama’s green stimulus. China’s green stimulus can also expand the market in China for products produced in these green SEZs. Robust demand in both nations and the rest of the world will help drive these industries to scale, pushing down costs and accelerating the ultimate implementation of low-carbon, green technologies. China and US bilateral cooperation can spur changes to the global system that increases demand for green technologies in other countries as well. To maximize the potential for such cooperation, China and the US should create: • A high-level forum to share lessons and explore opportunities for cooperation on promoting green jobs and industries and investment in sustainable infrastructure. This forum should include input from states and provincial government officials, business leaders, scientists and engineers, labor representatives and NGOs. • City-to-city exchanges on experience in low-carbon practices, including industrial, commercial and residential energy efficiency, green transportation and city planning, and promotion of green jobs. The EcoPartnerships Program established as part of the Strategic Economic Dialogue between China and the US has begun to implement this concept (e.g., Denver, Colorado and Chongqing; Port of Seattle and Dalian Port U.S.-China joint action on public transit is vital to catalyze global modeling Corporation; Wichita, Kansas and Wuxi City, Jiangsu, etc.). These efforts should be continued and expanded. • Study groups of policymakers and technical experts to share the most effective implementation ideas on a variety of topics, including energy efficiency in buildings, industry, power generation, transmission, and transportation vehicles, as well as transportation and land use planning and the use of economic incentives to reduce the demand for travel. These groups could explore how best to create “green jobs” that can tap into these opportunities. • Future meetings to focus on the development of large-scale energy efficiency incentive programs (such as demand-side management, which NRDC has pioneered in China); renewable energy technology development and manufacturing; improved electric batteries and storage technologies; mass transit infrastructure and smart growth planning; and smart grids and electricity infrastructure.

Chinese investment would emphasize clean energy

BusinessWeek, 11 – Associated Press and Bloomberg – large financial newsgroup (Bloomberg, “Minister: China wants to invest in US roads, rails”, BusinessWeek, December 2, 2011, http://www.businessweek.com/ap/financialnews/D9RCCOSO1.htm)//JKahn
China's commerce minister says his government wants to convert some of its huge holdings of U.S. government debt into investment in American roads and railways. Chen Deming told a business group Friday his government wants to expand commercial and investment cooperation with the United States in infrastructure, clean energy and and technology industries. Chen cited infrastructure in particular, saying he was very impressed with U.S. subways and roads when he visited the country 20 years ago but systems in many cities need to be renovatd. He said China was willing to turn debt holdings into investments, "hoping to create jobs for the United States."
at – dominance turn
Their New York Times article is all hype – not only is China not aggressive, but they would go to the U.S. first if they were
Business Insider, 4/09/12 – financial newsgroup with works frequently published in the New York Times, on National Public Radio, comprised primarily of former Forbes employees, (Stan Abrams, staff writer, “People Need To Stop Freaking Out Over Chinese Investments In The Caribbean”, April 09, 2012, Business Insider, http://articles.businessinsider.com/2012-04-09/home/31310639_1_caribbean-diplomats-colonial-flavor#ixzz1zaVkpZ71)//JKahn
The New York Times seems to be concern trolling on the issue of Chinese investment in the Caribbean. To be fair, though, it’s not just the NYT that’s playing this game, but folks in the U.S. government. You’ve seen how this goes down in the media: first a “threat” is presented, always as a concern of others, and then later on in the article, there is an acknowledgment that the danger is either unfounded or the fear is premature. What are we left with? Usually the message in the headline, plus a vague sense of unease. In this case, the headline reads: “U.S. Alert as China’s Cash Buys Inroads in Caribbean.” Scary, no? This also feeds into the general uneasiness Americans are feeling about a rising China. Isn’t this special? A few specifics so you can see the game in action. Here’s an opening gambit, setting out the “threat”: China’s economic might has rolled up to America’s doorstep in the Caribbean, with a flurry of loans from state banks, investments by companies and outright gifts from the government in the form of new stadiums, roads, official buildings, ports and resorts in a region where the United States has long been a prime benefactor. The Chinese have flexed their economic prowess in nearly every corner of the world. But planting a flag so close to the United States has generated intense vetting — and some raised eyebrows — among diplomats, economists and investors. Note the language. “China’s economic might” — a threat in and of itself. This has “rolled up to America’s doorstep” — China is spreading out across the globe like Nazi Germany in those old propaganda films, painting each country it taints an evil red color. America’s doorstep of course is the Caribbean, whose proximity to the U.S. has been used for decades now to the detriment of the Cubans. The Chinese are “planting a flag” — a symbol of ownership that has somewhat of a colonial flavor to it. And finally, there are raised eyebrows among diplomats, economists and investors; important folks are very worried about all this. I don’t know about you, but I just got so scared I soiled my undergarments. Apparently some idiots at the State Department are also nervous: American diplomatic cables released through WikiLeaks and published in the British newspaper The Guardian quoted diplomats as being increasingly worried about the Chinese presence here “less than 190 miles from the United States” and speculating on its purpose. One theory, according to a 2003 cable, suggested that China was lining up allies as “a strategic move” for the eventual end of the Castro era in Cuba, with which it has strong relations. My goodness. The Chinese are lending money, building roads and sports stadiums, and insinuating themselves with the locals. What on earth are they up to? Sounds like USSR/Cuba all over again. Sort of. Well, not at all really. I’m not sure if the State Department guys are up on the news, but the Chinese don’t need to invest in the Caribbean to be close to the U.S. — they can invest in the U.S. directly! They don’t need to “roll up” to America’s doorstep, they’ve already been invited inside and asked if they wish to purchase any of the furniture. The Times article does, later on in the article of course, point out the reasons why “China” (i.e. Chinese financial institutions, construction companies, commodities traders, etc.) are making moves in the Caribbean. First and foremost, there is money to be made. Imagine that. Second, the Caribbean is home to quite a few very small nations whose political loyalties can be purchased on the cheap. So if China lends a few million RMB to these guys, the next time an argument ensues regarding whether Taiwan should join an international organization as an independent country, China should be able to count on votes from the Caribbean. Third, indirectly, the U.S. hasn’t been paying sufficient attention to the region. “They are buying loyalty and taking up the vacuum left by the United States, Canada and other countries, particularly in infrastructure improvements,” said Sir Ronald Sanders, a former diplomat from Antigua and Barbuda. “If China continues to invest the way it is doing in the Caribbean, the U.S. is almost making itself irrelevant to the region,” he added. “You don’t leave your flank exposed.” “Leave your flank exposed”? Calm down, Field Marshal. We’re talking about foreign aid and infrastructure construction, not the Franco-Prussian War. You might think that if a group of nations on America’s “doorstep” needed foreign aid, it would be the U.S., not China, that would be giving it. Apparently not — most Americans don’t believe in foreign aid, and their government representatives are only keen if it goes to arms purchases by Israel and Egypt. But I digress. So what’s the bottom line here? China has found an opportunity to make some money and find a few cheap friends. Unless the U.S. is willing to put up some cash, what’s the problem with this? It’s not like China is putting missile sites in Antigua or threatening to censor Jimmy Buffett’s lyrics (the latter might actually be a good thing). Are these State Department goofballs worried that Chinese largess will push Jamaica over to the Communist camp? Domino Theory 2.0? China in the Caribbean — sounds like a scary conspiracy, but the facts do not reveal a threat to America’s shores. As the philosopher said: “Jah show every mon him hand, and Jah has show I mine.” I have no idea what that means, but China’s position in the Caribbean is quite easy to discern.
at – china wants treasuries

The entire 300 billion dollar sovereign wealth fund is at disposal – and China likes the CP because it allows China to stop taking on U.S. debt

Long 11 – senior staff writer for Reuters, author of MuniLand political blog, (Cate, “Foreigners want America’s public assets”, Reuters, December 5, 2011, http://blogs.reuters.com/muniland/2011/12/05/foreigners-want-americas-public-assets/)//JKahn

It seems like foreign governments and corporations are craving U.S. public assets like toll roads, electrical grids and railways. In the case of our largest creditor, the Chinese government, they don’t want any more U.S. Treasuries, but they do want to own the hard assets that comprise our nation’s infrastructure. Reuters Beijing bureau reported [1]: China may channel part of its huge pool of foreign exchange reserves into investment in U.S. infrastructure, including rail and transportation networks, Commerce Minister Chen Deming said on Friday. “China is unwilling to take on too much U.S. government debt. We are willing to turn that money into investment,” he told U.S. Ambassador to China Gary Locke and U.S. businessmen. Chen did not elaborate on how China might channel some of the country’s war chest of $3.2 trillion foreign currency reserves to invest in U.S. infrastructure, such as rail and transportation systems. What the Reuters reporter didn’t mention was that the Obama administration has been urging such investment on the part of the Chinese since their state visit last January, if not before. From the Wall Street Journal [2]: Key Chinese companies are considering stepped-up investment in the U.S., particularly in infrastructure, and the White House is encouraging them to move ahead. The prospects for fresh Chinese investment were discussed at a meeting last week between Chinese business leaders and the American and Chinese presidents during a state visit to Washington. At the meeting, President Barack Obama and the head of China’s Investment Corp. [CIC], the country’s $300 billion sovereign-wealth fund, talked about the Chinese investing in infrastructure projects in the U.S. “The United States is open for investment and would welcome it,” Mr. Obama told the group, which included four Chinese CEOs, 14 American CEOs and Chinese President Hu Jintao. [..] Last fall, a CIC official said the fund would be interested in financing U.S. infrastructure projects as a passive investor, not as a majority owner. “We are advocating that the U.S. government start a program to invest a massive amount of equity, in the form of public and private-equity partnership, in U.S. infrastructure,” Zhou Yuan, head of asset allocation at CIC, said at a conference in New York in October. It’s a good stance for our President to encourage foreign investment. But is it such a great idea for foreign firms to own our most vital infrastructure? In 2006 an enormous controversy rocked Washington when a private firm from Dubai was negotiating a deal simply to operate 22 U.S. ports [3]. A bipartisan opposition centering on national security eventually emerged and killed the arrangement. If the Chinese government wants to invest in U.S. infrastructure, the best place for them to do so is the municipal or corporate bond market where they can buy bonds in water and sewer systems, among other infrastructure assets.
at – ppp’s bad
PPP’s and Chinese government funds are the best for infrastructure—empirically proven

Kotler 12—Chairman of Kotler Marketing Group, headquartered in Washington D.C. and he opened the Kotler strategic marketing practice in China (Milton, “Marketing Infrastructure Invesment”, Milton Kotler’s China Blog, 5/30/12, http://mkotlerchinablog.blogspot.com/2012/05/marketing-infrastructure-investment.html)//JL
Public/Private Partnerships (PPPs), such as listed utilities, have developed over the past three decades to meet infrastructure needs. These are complex arrangements that meld public budget and debt resources with private domestic and foreign investment partners to build, operate and maintain infrastructure though a variety of business models. One model is equity investment; another is Build, Operate and Transfer (BOT), which gives private companies concessions to build and operate public installations for a term to recoup capital costs and profit targets; and then revert the concession back to public ownership, or whatever successive arrangements of operation and capitalization public authorities may wish to make.   These are very long-term projects and their performance has been mixed. The Millau Bridge in France was totally financed to the tune of 320 million Euros by the private company Eiffage on a 78 year concession for toll increases not to exceed the rate of inflation. The Confederation Bridge in Canada, linking Prince Edward Island to New Brunswick has a 35 year concession for private tolls. These projects are by and large successful, with exceptions like the bankruptcy of Sydney Australia’s Cross City Tunnel, which overestimated the volume and value of truck freight to the port.   The newest sources of global infrastructure investment are the sovereign reserve funds of BRIC and Middle East countries, primarily China. These funds have different investment strategies and business models and have taken an aggressive position in turning from sovereign debt purchase to investments and acquisitions of tangible infrastructure and company assets.  Sovereign funds, Public/Private Partnerships and intensified privatization are the key to future infrastructure in the competitive environment of the wide and deep search for scarce capital.  The old public finance paradigm of selling infrastructure to ample capital sources must be replaced by a new paradigm of competitive marketing to scarce capital sources. Marketers can help countries to shape infrastructure projects that can compete for capital on the basis of what capital customers specifically want, not the wish list of country infrastructure desires. 

at – cyberattacks turn

Investment security’s not an issue – screening solves espionage

Rosen and Hanemann, 11 – professor at Columbia University, Fellow with the Peterson Institute for International Economics, and Senior Advisor for International Economic Policy at the White House National Economic Council and National Security Council, AND*  is Research Director at the Rhodium Group, specializing in China’s macroeconomic development and the implications for global trade and investment flows (Daniel & Thilo, “An American Open Door?: Maximising the Benefits of Chinese Foreign Direct investment”, May 2011, http://www.ogilvypr.com/files/anamericanopendoor_china_fdi_study.pdf)//JKahn
While the benefits are large, there are national security concerns that cannot be ignored, today or tomorrow. Beijing officials sometimes argue that the United States is motivated by protectionism, prejudice, or competitive worries, and that FDI screening is unjustified. This is not helpful, nor is it accurate. What is more, by mislaying blame, such comments sour public opinion in China and exacerbate mutual mistrust. National security review is recognized as a legitimate process worldwide, and given China’s poor corporate governance and secretive politics, it is reasonable for Washington to screen Chinese investment with diligence. China has global strategic ambitions and defines the United States as an impediment to those ambitions. Chinese firms—government owned and otherwise—often are compelled to conform to state edicts to a much greater extent than corporations from other major U.S. direct investor nations. There is sufficient reason to be mindful of orchestrated Chinese efforts to obtain technology and to infiltrate foreign infrastructure abroad in a manner that could be harmful to U.S. national security interests.109 At the same time, the current policy process works well to screen out security risks, and most Chinese investments in the United States happen without drama. Popular Chinese fears that the United States is closed to their investment are simply wrong, as the evidence on growing Chinese FDI inflows makes clear. Those bids that have been impeded concerned specific threats, mostly falling under the category of preventing critical access to strategically important goods or services, new defense-related technologies, or fifth-column homeland security risks. As for concerns that CFIUS is not restrictive enough, we are aware of no damage to U.S. national security that can be attributed to a faulty investment approval process, and we see no evidence that the existing process cannot handle greater flows of Chinese FDI into the United States. The current screening process is not perfect. Key definitions in U.S. regulations are ambiguous, such as those defining what constitutes a “critical industry” and “foreign-government control.” Determining whether a transaction is benign or threatening is an art, not a science, and the subjective discretion left open by these definitions is intentional, so as to give screeners sufficient leeway to adapt as technology and industries evolve. If every aspect of the system were defined in advance—for instance, a list of open and closed industries—it would necessarily be more restrictive. Understandable as such discretion may be, there have been outcomes that seem hard to justify in terms of specific national security concerns. Our general conclusion that CFIUS is admirably focused on the discreet national security concerns it is tasked with by law can only be maintained as long as it remains clear that no matter what its members discuss internally, its determinations are subject to due process and appropriate oversight. If faith that the Committee is not being used as a tool for protectionism slips, then the interests of the United States will be seriously damaged. In light of foreign and domestic misgivings, whether reasonable or not, the Committee will likely need to offer even better assurance in the future that it is keeping to its mandate.

Political uncertainty about FDI is meaningless – screening solves 

Rosen and Hanemann, 11 – professor at Columbia University, Fellow with the Peterson Institute for International Economics, and Senior Advisor for International Economic Policy at the White House National Economic Council and National Security Council, AND*  is Research Director at the Rhodium Group, specializing in China’s macroeconomic development and the implications for global trade and investment flows (Daniel & Thilo, “An American Open Door?: Maximising the Benefits of Chinese Foreign Direct investment”, May 2011, http://www.ogilvypr.com/files/anamericanopendoor_china_fdi_study.pdf)

The history of the United States is closely connected to inflows of foreign capital, but debates about foreign ownership have been a constant in its history as well.2 In prerevolutionary America, patriots worried that British steel mills would make cannonballs to fire on them. Between the two world wars, it was German investment in the U.S. chemical industry that caused concern. The oil shocks of the 1970s fed concerns about OPEC petrodollar investors, while in the 1980s, the emergence of Japan as a direct investor created a near panic.3 In the past decade, investment from newly emerging economies has raised alarm. Middle Eastern investments, such as Dubai Ports World’s attempted purchase of port facilities (2006), attracted intense scrutiny after 9/11, India’s Essar made headlines for taking over distressed steel assets in Minnesota (2007), and Brazil’s Marfrig drew attention for buying up parts of McDonald’s supply chain (2010). However, in recent years, no country’s proposed investments have provoked as much anxiety as those from China. China now is testing whether the open-market commitment that the United States consistently has held in the past will be sustained. In a mere half decade, Chinese direct investment overtures have elicited new heights of anxiety about inward investment in the United States. The extraordinary period of growth in Chinese investment in the United States now occurring is simultaneously exciting and certain to test American resolve to stand by its long-held notions about the virtues of unfettered flow of investment—notions it has championed around the world for half a century. Investment from China faces the same categories of misgivings previously directed at other nations: China might buy military-enhancing technologies that could augment its military threat to the United States, deny the United States critical production capacity, or use domestic operations in the U.S. home market to spy or plan sabotage. For more than 200 years, hawkish Americans have warned of such threats to U.S. interests, and yet America has— through thoughtful screening procedures and sound policy regimes—managed to allay those legitimate national security concerns without closing American doors to foreign investment. And economists have found little evidence of negative impact, and often plenty of gains, from these investments. It is not a specific threat, but a more inchoate fear that China is now large enough to shape the world (more than it is shaped by the world) that worries Americans. By exploiting its size, Americans fear that China can sustain autocratic control of parts of its economy significantly longer than the nonmarket challengers that failed to fundamentally threaten U.S. economic interests in the past. If those fears are justified, then conventional American thinking on inward investment might need to change. If those fears are not justified, and the United States abandons its free-market principles prematurely, then it might well destroy its economy in the name of saving it. Further, what if China’s arrival as global direct investor is a harbinger of a more liberal China to come? Will not Chinese firms be profoundly changed by the experience of being legal stakeholders and residents of the global world, just as first- and second-generation Chinese were when they have settled abroad in the past? If so, then the risk to the United States lies in insufficient action to attract Chinese investment to America, not in insufficient efforts to keep it out. This is the complex test the United States confronts today: whether it has the ability to discern its own interests in light of China’s rising direct investment. In this report, we explore the implications of Chinese direct investment for the United States. In doing so, our goal is to inform a review of U.S. interests by taking into account the new realities of a rapidly changing world. We assess the value of investment flows, describe what motivates Chinese firms to venture so far from home, and ask why, after focusing on less-developed places for the past decade, they are now knocking at America’s doors. We draw conclusions that we believe are uncontroversial in the face of the evidence we present. Finally, we offer a brief set of recommendations for American policy makers that flow logically from those conclusions. We believe that a well-informed American response to China’s rise can lead to tremendous benefits not only for the United States, but for China and the rest of the world as well. A poorly conceived response, on the other hand, will push economic benefits to other countries without appreciably advancing U.S. national security. The study is organized as follows: Section I looks at trends in China’s global outward investment and explores the motives behind China’s new forays abroad so that Americans can see more clearly the nature of both the risks and the opportunities that this rapidly rising flow of Chinese FDI presents. Section II turns specifically to the patterns in Chinese direct investment in the United States, and introduces an alternative methodology for capturing the quantity and quality of investment now taking place. Section III analyzes how Chinese investment impacts the United States, in terms of such factors as employment, competitiveness, innovation, and national security. Section IV examines U.S. inward direct investment policies and politics, both in general and in the case of investment flows from China. Section V draws conclusions from our new approach to the data and our discussion of the history and current political economy of Chinese outward investment. Then, we offer eight recommendations to better maximize American benefits from China’s foreign direct investment in the United States.

at – china infrastructure weak

Chinese PPP funds are the most advanced in the infrastructure industry

Kotler 12 — Chairman of Kotler Marketing Group, headquartered in Washington D.C. and he opened the Kotler strategic marketing practice in China (Milton, “Marketing Infrastructure Invesment”, Milton Kotler’s China Blog, 5/30/12, http://mkotlerchinablog.blogspot.com/2012/05/marketing-infrastructure-investment.html)//JL
China has built more infrastructure in the past two decades than any other country. It has more highway miles than the U.S., the largest telecom network in the world, the three Gorges Dam, 14,000 miles of operating high-speed rail and work in progress for a total of 43,000 by 2015, the largest seaports in the world, airports galore and more planned, and the greatest number of electric power plants in the world, along with 36 planned nuclear plants.  China has the engineering and related equipment, construction know-how, technology and human resources to build and manage many sectors of infrastructure anywhere in the world, not to mention its $4.3 trillion sovereign fund and additional trillions held by state banks and state-owned enterprises. China's export of infrastructure financing, equipment and construction is a new major driver of China’s economy.

at – chinese politics da
No link to the Chinese politics disad – fund pools are huge and investments are efficient

Levitt, 11 – independent investment writer and analyst working at Penn State, author for Investopedia (Aaron, “China Gets Serious About U.S. Infrastructure”, Investopedia, December 19, 2011, http://www.investopedia.com/stock-analysis/2011/China-Gets-Serious-About-U.S.-Infrastructure-GII-FLM-BGC-ABB-ETN-VMI-HOLI-GRID1218.aspx#axzz1zTflZcHJ)//JKahn

While Europe continues to grapple with its debt crisis and the United States deals with its "do nothing" policy makers, the state of the developed markets infrastructure continues to deteriorate. Analysts estimate that over $2 trillion needs to be spent by developed markets over the next five years in order to repair their aging economic backbones. However, with many developed markets facing austerity plans and budget cuts, this vital spending could fall by the wayside. With much work to be done, developed markets infrastructure could be seeing investment from an emerging source. (For related reading, see Top 6 Factors That Drive Investment In China.) China Steps Up to the Plate After spending record amounts on its own infrastructure build-out, China could be ready to assist the developed west. The $410 billion Chinese Sovereign Wealth Fund (CIC) now plans to invest in the infrastructure of developed countries, starting with the United Kingdom. A variety of Chinese officials have been demanding that the nation begin diversifying the country's $3.2 trillion worth of foreign exchange reserves into real assets. Already, China has begun buying gold in spades. The next logical step would be real estate and infrastructure assets in the developed world. Recently, CIC chairman Lou Jiwei said to The Financial Times that the fund was looking to participate in public-private-partnerships in the United Kingdom. This echoes similar statements from Chinese Commerce Minister Chen Deming. He was quoted saying recently that "China should help rebuild U.S. infrastructure and invest in clean energy and technology there." China has traditionally been only a contractor for infrastructure projects in the developed west, but now the country is willing to be both investors and owner/operators. While China hasn't actually put a dollar figure on its future infrastructure investments, the precedent for a large investment is certainly there. Over the last decade, the Asian superpower has invested large sums of money into African infrastructure projects, currently around $6 billion a year in 2005-2006 according to data from theWorld Bank. China has built more than 2,000 km worth of railways, 3,000 km of highway as well as plethora of schools, hospitals and water systems in Africa. Beijing has already expressed interest in a $32 billion high-speed rail line connecting London and North England, according to British policy markers. The CIC is eye-balling similar toll-road and bridge improvements in the United States. (To learn more, Should You Invest In Emerging Markets?) Playing China's Ambitions China's potential developed market infrastructure investments could provide large economic as well as personal portfolio boosts. For investors, adding infrastructure assets makes sense. The public-private partnerships that China wishes to invest in will benefit both domestic and international firms. Both the First Trust ISE Global Engineering & Construction (ARCA:FLM) and SPDR FTSE/Macquarie Global Infrastructure 100 (ARCA:GII) offer broad plays on this theme and could be used as proxies. One area in which the CIC believes the United States should focus its efforts is on improving its electrical grid and super high-voltage transmission lines. General Cable's (NYSE:BGC) stock has fallen pretty hard over the last six months in the wake of poor earnings. However, the company is the high-voltage cable leader and represents an interesting value at these levels. The company can be had for a forward P/E of around 8. Similarly, electrical grid supply firms ABB (NYSE:ABB) and Eaton (NYSE:ETN) are now in bargain range as well. ING DIRECT Checking. Free ATMs and no overdraft fees. Earn a $50 bonus when you open! 
