
Should we fear global competition? 
If you have spent any time looking 

at the U.S. trade deficit, then you under-
stand why I ask this question. This coun-
try’s trade deficit in manufactured goods
increased $94.5 billion in 2004, over 
the $536 billion reported in 2003. Our
largest goods deficit—$162 billion—is
now with China; it has increased $37.9
billion from 2003. Even more salient, we
are running major deficits with China in
high-tech areas.

What’s unsettling is not that China has
become a key player in the global market.
In fact, there are many positive aspects of
this relationship that the United States
must leverage. My concern is that this
country is losing its technical leadership
and seems quite complacent to do so.
Historically, as U.S. production has
drifted offshore, research and develop-
ment have followed.

The cover story of the March 21, 2005,
Business Week, titled “Outsourcing
Innovation,” highlights this alarming
trend. The article speaks to the design
and engineering stages in product devel-
opment being offshored in order to
decrease research and development
costs—the single biggest controllable
expense remaining after U.S. companies
spent years squeezing cost out of the fac-
tory floor and back office. Innovation has

long been the economic driver of our
country. If we stop funding research and
development and lose the ability to foster
innovation and entrepreneurialism, we
risk our economic and national security.
So I ask again, should we be afraid?

In 1989, Jack Welch, then the CEO of
General Electric, traveled to India to sell
his company’s products to the Indian
government. Instead, GE became India’s
customer. Welch, and many other CEOs,
found a large, educated and technically
adept English-speaking talent pool for
one-tenth of what it would cost to use
Americans with equal skills. This realiza-
tion, of course, ultimately changed their
business strategy.

Today, India earns more than $17 bil-
lion from corporations globally for writ-
ing software, collecting debts and
designing semiconductors. “If India and
China cooperate in the IT industry, we
will be able to lead the world,” said
Chinese premier Wen Jiabao, according
to a recent Washington Post article. “It
will signify the coming of the ‘Asian
Century’ in the IT industry.”

Whether this is good or bad is irrele-
vant. The fact is that we will need to 
compete in this “Asian Century.”
Unfortunately, this reality does not seem
to have registered with our current
administration. The Fiscal Year 2006
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Each year, OSA jointly sponsors
two Congressional Fellows—
one in conjunction with the
Materials Research Society
(MRS) and the other with 
the International Society for
Optical Engineering (SPIE). 
The 2005 fellows Karin 
Pavese (MRS/OSA) and 
David Catarious (SPIE/OSA)
work in the offices of Senator
Joseph Lieberman (D-Conn.)
and Representative Edward
Markey (D-Mass.), respectively.

Karin and David have spent
much time addressing issues at
the forefront of congressional
debates. For Karin, the crux 
of her effort has been on exam-
ining the role of the United
States in global competition.
David has worked on the 
controversial energy bill.

Following are editorials on
these key topics. Please note
that these viewpoints are 
those of the writers; they 
do not necessarily reflect the
opinions of OSA or OPN.

Karin Ezbiansky 
Pavese is an MRS/OSA
Congressional Fellow.
Through this fellow-
ship, she has had the
opportunity to work 
on drafting legislation
focused on the recom-
mendations outlined in
the National Innovation
Initiative released 
by the Council on
Competitiveness. Her
science background
and corporate experi-
ence have been invalu-
able as she works on
science and technology
issues and addresses
global competitiveness.
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budget for research and development
funding has been cut 1.4 percent across 
all agencies. Even more disturbing, for the
first time in a decade, funding has been
cut at the Department of Defense. At a
time when preserving national security 
is of the utmost importance, the Depart-
ment’s science and technology budget will
be cut by approximately 20 percent.

The Defense Advanced Research
Projects Agency, which is well known 
for its revolutionary work creating the
Internet, is shifting away from basic
research to focus on “quick reaction”
projects. The overall move away from
investment in research is short-sighted
and will have detrimental long-term
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Electrocute the Energy Bill
B y spending my fellowship year in 

the office of Rep. Edward J. Markey
(D-Mass.), a senior member of the House
Energy and Commerce Committee, I
have had the unique opportunity to work
on one of the most controversial pieces of
legislation this Congress will consider:
the Energy Policy Act of 2005, also
known as the energy bill. This year’s ver-
sion is nearly identical to those that failed
to pass in the last two Congresses and has
its roots in the secret Cheney Energy Task
Force. Hopefully, the third time around
will not be the charm for this awful piece
of legislation.

David Catarious 
is a SPIE/OSA
Congressional
Fellow. His fellow-
ship allowed him 
to work on energy
legislation and 
corresponding
issues. His scientific
background has
been a significant
asset to approaching
the numerous tasks
he has faced on
Capitol Hill.

effects on the military’s excellence and,
ultimately, on the economy. This trend,
combined with an aging workforce, the
troubling decline in the number of U.S.
citizens training to become scientists 
and the tightening of our immigration
policy further threatens the strength of
our economy.

What more must happen before the
United States realizes that a crisis exists?
Whether the U.S. economy remains in a
lead position in the world depends
largely on the vitality of our innovation
system and the talent that staffs this sys-
tem. We must act now. Meanwhile, I
think I will sign up for a Mandarin class
because, quite frankly, I am afraid.

Our nation currently faces an energy
crisis: we are addicted to petroleum. We
consume 21 million barrels of oil a day.
According to the President’s Department
of Energy, by 2025, that number will have
increased to 28 million. To satisfy our
daily petro fix, 57 percent of our oil is
imported; by 2025, it will be 68 percent.

Our ravenous appetite for petroleum
lays our nation at the mercy of the OPEC
oil cartel—a group that does not hold our
nation’s well being among its top priori-
ties. Clearly, we need a “12-step” energy
program that promotes smart, efficient
use of our own natural resources and

increased investment in the technologies
that will deliver us to energy salvation.

Unfortunately, what we have been
given is an energy bill written by the
energy industry, for the energy industry.
Tucked away in the $91 billion bill are
$8.1 billion worth of tax credits, of which
95 percent goes to the oil, gas, coal,
nuclear and electricity companies; a
mere five percent goes toward developing
renewable fuels and improving energy
efficiency.

One of the most egregious provisions
of the energy bill is the opening of the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge to oil and
gas exploration. I have spent much of my
Fellowship fighting to protect this refuge,
which is being sacrificed in the name of
oil independence. Sadly, however, the use
of this land will do little or nothing to
alleviate our nation’s oil crisis. Oil from
this national treasure will not be available
for another decade, and once it does
arrive, the price of gasoline will drop by
less than one cent per gallon. Drilling for
the six months’ worth of oil beneath this
pristine wilderness should be a last resort,
not a first one.

Perhaps the biggest disappointment of
the whole energy bill is that it does noth-
ing to reduce our dependence on foreign
sources of oil. In fact, the Department 
of Energy performed an analysis of the
version that failed to pass in the last
Congress—of which this version is nearly
a carbon copy. The Department found
that, after enacting the proposed legisla-
tion, our imports of foreign oil will
increase by 85 percent in the next 20
years. If that’s the prescription for solving
our oil dependency problem, I for one
would like a second opinion.

Needless to say, my time on the 
Hill has proven to be a real education.
Although I was discouraged to see such a
bad piece of legislation pass through the
House, I was impressed by the heartfelt
dedication shown by many of the Hill
staffers and members of Congress with
whom I have had the pleasure to work.

Until we can suppress the influence of
special interests that do not have our
nation’s security and prosperity at heart,
we will continue to be presented with
policies that simply do not solve the most
pressing problems our nation faces.


