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***UNIQ – US Aero low
US Aero low - declining

The US aerospace industry is failing – it’s at historic lows

Christopher E. Kinne, United States Air Force Lieutenant Colonel, 11 [Air Force Journal of Logistics, “Preserving the Indus: Is the United States Air Force Responsible?”, http://www.aflma.hq.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-101122-031.pdf /Ghosh]

In highlighting its concern about the future preeminence of the US aerospace industry, the commission observed: “The US aerospace industry has consolidated to a handful of players— what was once more than 70 suppliers in 1980 is down to 5 prime contractors today. Only one US commercial prime aircraft manufacturer remains. Not all of these surviving companies are in strong business health.”14 The commission also noted: “New entrants to the industry have dropped precipitously to historical lows...[and] the industry is confronted with a graying workforce in science, engineering, and manufacturing...[and] the US K-12 education system [is failing] to properly equip US students with the math, science, and technological skills needed to advance the US aerospace industry.”15

Aerospace industry declining now: talent, terrorism, management.

GAO 6 [United States Government Accountability Office; “U.S. AEROSPACE 

INDUSTRY…”; September 2006; http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d06920.pdf; Boyce]
Despite the economic importance of the aerospace industry, many challenges face both government and private industry in maintaining the industry’s health. First, the current approach to managing air transportation is becoming increasingly inefficient and operationally obsolete. The government will be faced with transforming the U.S. air traffic management system to accommodate expected increases in demand while ensuring the continued safety and security of the flying public. Second, given the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, the U.S. government has had to reevaluate whether existing arms export-control policies support national security and foreign policy goals. Finally, the U.S. aerospace workforce is aging and a significant percentage of the aerospace workforce will be eligible to retire by 2008. Therefore, the industry must attract, train, and retain new workers with the engineering, science, and technical capabilities it needs. But recent trends show declines in the future supply of such workers. For example, the Commission highlighted that the number of doctorate degrees awarded annually in engineering had declined by 15 percent from the mid 1990s.

US Aero low – challenges ahead
The Aerospace industry is facing challenges – investment invigorates the industry  

Materna 11[ Dr. Robert Materna,  Professor of Business Administration and Director of the Center for Aviation and Aerospace Leadership at Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University,  “The Power of Vision in the Aviation & Aerospace Industry” March 3 2011 http://thecaalblog.com/aviation-and-aerospace-leadership/the-power-of-vision-in-the-aviation-aerospace-industry.html]
It is clear that the past decade has been a challenge for most of the U.S. aviation and aerospace industry. 9/11, the financial crisis, the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, the global recession and current geopolitical situation have created an environment that makes it difficult to plan and execute traditional business strategies. Commercial aviation has struggled, general aviation has been devastated, the space program is in turmoil, and the future of military aviation is unclear. But despite these challenges, many aviation and aerospace executives remain optimistic about the industry and America’s role in the future. To illustrate, last week the Center for Aviation and Aerospace Leadership held its 2nd Aviation and Aerospace Manufacturing Summit in Orlando, Florida. The list of speakers was phenomenal and included the Chief of Staff of the U.S. Air Force; the Assistant Secretary for Manufacturing and Services, U.S. Department of Commerce; the President and CEO of the Aerospace Industries Association; the President of the General Aviation Manufacturers Association; the Acting Director of the Commercial Spaceflight program at NASA; the editor of Aviation Week & Space Technology, and many other dignitaries. Although each speaker had a different message a common theme emerged: despite the turmoil of the past ten years, both government and industry leaders are optimistic about the future of aviation and aerospace in America. This does not necessarily mean that the industry will return to where it was in the past because the industry itself is changing. New competitors are emerging, manufacturing technologies are evolving, supply chains are getting more complex, offsets are expected, the workforce is aging, exchange rates are more dynamic and, at least for now, capital is still elusive for small to medium manufacturers. Exactly what must be done will vary by sector, but It is clear that vision and leadership are, perhaps, more important than ever. It is also clear that leverage is important and that the envelope for success will be expanded if the government, industry and academia work together to seek solutions to our most challenging problems. As stated in a February 21st editorial in Aviation Week, the aerospace and defense industry is more than just a collection of companies. It is a major contributor to our economy and a pillar of national defense. Hence, market forces alone may be not be sufficient to move us from where we are to where we need to be. In situations like this, what is often needed is a vision that can be shared, which is greater than what can be achieved by parties working alone. A single example may help. The aging workforce is a major threat to the viability of the U.S. aerospace industry. It is also difficult for industry to solve this problem alone. But by working together, the industry and government raised our awareness of this issue and are now working with high schools, colleges and universities to create and deliver programs to meet the demand. The threat is real and the challenge is enormous, but by working together to create a shared vision for the future, the solution became obvious and the problem will be overcome. To summarize, in my opinion, the challenges facing the U.S. aviation and aerospace industry are tremendous, but the opportunities may be greater than they have ever been before. This is the theme that we heard at the Summit. It was a message of hope and perseverance – and a vision for the future that can sustain our role in the industry for years to come. 

Aerospace industry has problems ahead.

UPI 6-8 [United Press International, newswire service; “Problems ahead for aerospace industries”; 
6/8/2011; http://www.upi.com/Business_News/Security-Industry/2011/06/08/Problems-ahead-for-aerospace-industries/UPI-29641307557417/; Boyce]
NEW YORK, June 8 (UPI) -- Analysts say worldwide aerospace and defense industries in the next few years will face unprecedented pressures. In the civilian sector, these include an anticipated 25 percent increase in commercial-aircraft orders for deliveries by 2014, while the defense sector worldwide is facing declining budgets. Global business-advisory firm AlixPartners highlighted the problems in a recently issued study. AlixPartners Managing Director and co-leader of the firm's Global Aerospace and Defense Practice David Fitzpatrick said: "While bruised, the aerospace and defense industry emerged from the economic downturn in better shape than most industries, due largely to increased demand in the defense sector, plus some petty vigilant cost-cutting overall. "However, the industry now faces the 'big squeeze' -- the contradictory challenge of quickly ramping up production for expected growth in the commercial sector coupled with the need to address expected cuts and therefore a sharpened focus on affordability in the defense sector. And those squeezed the most will be the supply chain."
Challenges coming now – U.S. will need to get ahead in aerospace some other way.

Beene 1 [Jeffrey K. Beene, Vice Commander, 552nd Air Control Wing, USAF; “CONSTRAINTS, RESTRAINTS, AND THE ROLE OF AEROSPACE POWER IN THE 21ST CENTURY”; INSS Occasional Paper 38 Aerospace Issues and Planning Series April 2001; http://www.usafa.edu/df/inss/OCP/ocp38.pdf; Boyce]
This study examines aerospace power (e.g., the use of aircraft, spacecraft, and information in the air and/or space medium to project military power in order to create political and military effects) employment in the emerging 21st century strategic environment and evaluates how its capabilities can best be used in tightly restrained conflicts. Now, perhaps more than ever before, it is important for airmen (e.g., any military or military-related practitioner of aerospace power employment) to understand how best to employ aerospace power in pursuit of national objectives. The reason is found in the magnitude of the potential dilemma. While the United States (US) and its military stand on the verge of coming to grips with the incredible potential of aerospace power and the technological means to employ it, the military may be limited from using it in preferred ways and from achieving its fullest potential only in the most extreme cases. The emerging strategic environment will become more complex with increasing challenges to US national security below the vital interest level. This environment will consist of new threats, new actors, with forces increasingly joined by military allies and agencies outside the military—domestic and foreign. In most of these environments if the US responds militarily it will be limited. Restraints (e.g., political and/or military choices affecting employment of the military instrument short of physical or legal limits that might otherwise be considered achievable, allowable, or acceptable) will be imposed—largely as a function of the conflict’s relation to national interests. As a result, the increasing complexities involved in application of the instruments of national power (i.e., political, economic, military, and informational) to achieve national/coalition objectives are such that, as a minimum, these instruments must be better integrated in the future to have a reasonable chance of achieving a desired end state. The US military will need to be increasingly able to provide national leadership with sound military strategies developed—within tight political controls—while operating more effectively with allies and non-military agencies from both within the US and outside. Aerospace power will continue to develop as a potent element of military power; capabilities will overcome many current and foreseen constraints (e.g., the physical and moral limits on the application of the military instrument), and aerospace power will increasingly be viewed as the military instrument of first (and possibly only) choice among world democracies. Therefore, the US military, and principally the Air Force, must be able to execute decisive operations across the spectrum of conflict. Future conflicts requiring the use of military power, while increasing in technological aspects, are likely to be more about application of sound strategy and operational art than maximizing operational effectiveness or employing new capabilities. Technological advances will provide increasing means for aerospace power to overcome constraints—most notably weather—providing attractive lethal and non-lethal means to achieve goals. However, it is difficult to understand if aerospace power, singly or predominantly, can achieve desired objectives in the face of increased restraints that, at best, reduce efficiency and, at worst, preclude its effectiveness. Warfare will remain an art form, not a science. Therefore, strategy provides more hope for a panacea than does technology. This creates a strategy imperative in the face of rapidly changing technology, tactics, and restraints. The same level and intensity with which the Air Force pursues tactical expertise must be pursued at the operational level. This means the airman has got to be able to know what kind of war it is the US has to fight, whether or not the US can fight it, or whether the conflict at hand requires resolution by other means. ALLIED FORCE demonstrated that the US military has not thought through all “how’s,” especially when a military component other than the land force functions as the supported commander for the operation at hand. 

Challenges coming for the U.S. aerospace industry

ITA 11 [Office of Transportation and Machinery International Trade Administration U.S. Department of Commerce, Flight Plan 2011 Analysis of the U.S. Aerospace Industry March 2011; http://trade.gov/wcm/groups/internet/@trade/@mas/@man/@aai/documents/web_content/aero_rpt_flight_plan_2011.pdf; Boyce]
In the coming years, the international competitiveness of the U.S. aerospace industry will be shaped by challenges at home and abroad. A major domestic initiative affecting U.S. aerospace manufacturers is reform of U.S. export controls, especially the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR). The export of a complete U.S. jetliner may be subject to adjudication under the ITAR if the aircraft contains a single component deemed to be a ―munition‖ (such as certain components of the aircraft engines‘ ―hot section‖.) U.S. manufacturers complain that foreign companies are ―designing out‖ U.S. parts with a view to being able to promote their end use items as ITAR-free. Other domestic measures concern Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations (such as a pending rule on Safety Management Systems), the extension of tax credits for industry-funded research and development (R&D), the provision of federally-funded aeronautical R&D (NASA and the FAA), and export credit financing by the U.S. Export-Import Bank. Foreign governments may undertake measures to foster the development of their domestic aerospace manufacturers, sometimes in ways that affect the United States. A major concern has been government subsidies to Airbus. In June 2010, a World Trade Organization (WTO) dispute settlement panel ruled in a case initiated by the United States that many of subsidies provided to Airbus contravened WTO rules. This case likely will have important implications in regard to subsidies being provided by other governments to their aerospace manufacturers, such as Canada. (At the time this report was written, an appellate decision on the Airbus subsidies case was pending. In addition, the European Union initiated counter litigation against the United Sates, alleging that certain subsidies to Boeing were WTO-inconsistent.) Other market impediments overseas include tariffs on U.S. exports of civil aircraft and aircraft parts, including by India, Russia, China and Brazil. The lack of sufficient airports or landing slots in some markets, such as India and Japan, is a challenge for U.S. exporters of general aviation aircraft. A requirement to provide ―offsets‖, well established in connection with military aircraft sales, appears to be increasingly applied to the export of civil aircraft. 5

China ahead

China ahead and has a plan for their future in space.

AP 7-11-11 [published on Fox News, “China Aiming High in Space as U.S. Shuttle Program Winds Down”; 7/11/2011; http://www.foxnews.com/scitech/2011/07/11/china-aiming-high-in-space-as-us-shuttle-program-winds-down/]
This year, a rocket will carry a train car-sized module into orbit, the first building block for a Chinese space station. Around 2013, China plans to launch a lunar probe that will set a rover loose on the moon. It wants to put a man on the moon, sometime after 2020. While the United States is still working out its next move as the space shuttle program winds down, China is forging ahead. Some experts worry the U.S. could slip behind China in human spaceflight -- the realm of space science with the most prestige. "Space leadership is highly symbolic of national capabilities and international influence, and a decline in space leadership will be seen as symbolic of a relative decline in U.S. power and influence," said Scott Pace, an associate NASA administrator in the George W. Bush administration. He was a supporter of Bush's plan -- shelved by President Obama -- to return Americans to the moon. China is still far behind the U.S. in space technology and experience, but what it doesn't lack is a plan or financial resources. While U.S. programs can fall victim to budgetary worries or a change of government, rapidly growing China appears to have no such constraints. "One of the biggest advantages of their system is that they have five-year plans so they can develop well ahead," said Peter Bond, consultant editor for Jane's Space Systems and Industry. "They are taking a step-by-step approach, taking their time and gradually improving their capabilities. They are putting all the pieces together for a very capable, advanced space industry." In 2003, China became the third country to send an astronaut into space on its own, four decades after the United States and Russia. In 2006, it sent its first probe to the moon. In 2008, China carried out its first spacewalk. China's space station is slated to open around 2020, the same year the International Space Station is scheduled to close. If the U.S. and its partners don't come up with a replacement, China could have the only permanent human presence in the sky. Its space laboratory module, due to be launched later this year, will test docking techniques for the space station. China's version will be smaller than the International Space Station, which is the size of a football field and jointly operated by the U.S., Russia, Canada, Japan and 11 European countries. "China has lagged 20 to 40 years behind the U.S. in developing space programs and China has no intention of challenging U.S. dominance in space," said He Qisong, a professor at Shanghai University of Political Science and Law. "But it is a sign of the national spirit for China to develop a space program and therefore it is of great significance for China." Some elements of China's program, notably the firing of a ground-based missile into one of its dead satellites four years ago, have alarmed American officials and others who say such moves could set off a race to militarize space. That the program is run by the military has made the U.S. reluctant to cooperate with China in space, even though the latter insists its program is purely for peaceful ends. "Space technology can be applied for both civilian and military use, but China doesn't stress the military purpose," said Li Longchen, retired editor-in-chief of Chinese magazine "Space Probe." "It has been always hard for humankind to march into space and China must learn the lessons from the U.S." China is not the only country aiming high in space. Russia has talked about building a base on the moon and a possible mission to Mars but hasn't set a time frame. India, which has already achieved an unmanned orbit of the moon, is planning its first manned space flight in 2016. The U.S. has no plans to return to the moon. "We've been there before," Obama said last year. "There's a lot more of space to explore." He prefers sending astronauts to land on an asteroid by 2025 and ultimately to Mars. But those plans are far from set. Instead, NASA is closing out its 30-year space shuttle era this month, leaving the U.S. dependent on hitching rides to the space station aboard Russian Soyuz capsules at a cost of $56 million per passenger, rising to $63 million from 2014. The U.S. also hopes private companies will develop spacecraft to ferry cargo and crew to the space station. China, having orbited the moon and starting collecting data on it, is moving toward sending a man there -- and beyond. It hopes to launch the rover-releasing moon probe in about two years. Chinese experts believe a moon landing will happen in 2025 at the earliest. "The lunar probe is the starting point for deep space exploration," said Wu Weiren, chief designer of China's moon-exploring program, in a 2010 interview posted on the national space agency's website. "We first need to do a good job of exploring the moon and work out the rocket, transportation and detection technology that can then be used for a future exploration of Mars or Venus." In testimony in May to the U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission, which reports to the U.S. Congress, former NASA official Pace said what China learns in its space program can be applied elsewhere: improving the accuracy of ballistic missiles and quality controls for industry. China also offers space technology to developing countries to secure access to raw materials, said Pace, now director of the Space Policy Institute at George Washington University. There may also be economic reasons to explore the moon: It contains minerals and helium-3, a potential rich source of energy through nuclear fusion. "But that's way ahead," said Bond, the Jane's editor. "A lot of it would be prestige, the fact that every time we went out and looked at the moon in the night sky we would say the Chinese flag is on there."

China leading aerospace now

China space capabilities are doing pretty well – particularly military applications

Cliff, Ohlandt, and Yang, ‘11 – [Roger Cliff is a senior political scientist; Chad J. R. Ohlandt is an aerospace engineer; David Yang, foreign policy/national security policy analyst, all at RAND. “Ready for Takeoff China’s Advancing Aerospace Industry”. http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monographs/2011/RAND_MG1100.pdf]

China’s space capabilities have made remarkable progress over the past two decades. Its satellite capabilities, in particular, have gone from rudimentary to near-state-of-the-art in some areas. Prior to 1988, the only satellites China had orbited other than experimental satellites were recoverable film reconnaissance satellites and low-capacity telecommunications satellites. Since that time, however, China has successively developed and deployed a series of weather satellites, medium-capacity communications satellites, electro-optical reconnaissance satellites, PNT satellites, ocean-surveillance satellites, SAR satellites, highcapacity communications satellites, and possibly signals-intelligence or  electronic-intelligence satellites. The capacity and reliability of China’s space launch vehicles have increased as well. The space capabilities China now possesses have the potential to significantly increase the effectiveness of its military operations. China’s seven optical reconnaissance satellites (eight, if CBERS 2B is counted) are in orbits that cause them to revisit locations every three to six days, meaning that one or two of them are likely to pass over a given location each day. These satellites have sufficient resolution to detect and identify types of ships, aircraft, and ground vehicles. One of China’s three SAR reconnaissance satellites, which are equally effective at night, is also likely to pass over a given location once or twice a day. These satellites likely have lower resolution than China’s opticalreconnaissance satellites, but they are not significantly affected by the presence of clouds and likely have sufficient resolution to at least determine the presence of aircraft at an airfield and distinguish broad types of ships (e.g., aircraft carriers from cargo ships). Finally, if the Shijian 6 series and Yaogan 9 satellites are indeed electronic-intelligence satellites, then they can detect and identify radio-frequency emitters such as radio communications equipment and radar based on their frequency and waveforms. These reconnaissance satellites could have several effects. Their ability to identify the locations, numbers, and types of enemy forces will reduce the ability of adversaries to achieve operational surprise against China, since China will be able to detect the massing of forces; it will also enable the Chinese military to more effectively conduct its own attacks. For example, China could use its satellites to determine the presence of aircraft on the ground at an airbase and launch a combined air and missile attack against them. The satellites could also enable China to determine the presence and locations of land-based air and missile defense systems (e.g., Patriot) and avoid or neutralize them before launching air and missile attacks on other targets. Similarly, China could use them to locate and attack mobile radio transmitters and command posts, reducing an adversary’s ability to command and communicate with its forces. Finally, in combination with other systems, such as over-the-horizon radar, reconnaissance satellites could be used to find and locate ships at sea, such as aircraft carriers, and then  attack them with a variety of weapons, including the anti-ship ballistic missile China is developing. Once an attack has been conducted, moreover, China’s satellites could be used to assess the effectiveness of the attack and whether additional attacks were needed. PNT satellites provide a number of important military capabilities. They can be used as the guidance systems for missiles, gravity bombs, and other types of weapons, enabling all-weather near-precision attacks. They can also be used to guide ships, aircraft, and ground vehicles, enabling precise navigation and maneuvers. Moreover, if Chinese vehicles are equipped with PNT satellite receivers and radio transmitters that rebroadcast their coordinates, that information could be used as the basis for an identification system. Knowing the locations of friendly units would allow the identity of tracks acquired by sensors such as radars to be more readily determined, enabling enemy units to be attacked more effectively and reducing the likelihood of attacks on friendly units. Finally, the precise timing signals broadcast by satellites in China’s second-generation Compass system can be used to synchronize automated data links, enabling high-volume exchanges of data. Although publicly available signals from the U.S. GPS system can also be used to support these functions, China’s Compass system will likely be able to provide higher-precision position and timing than the public GPS signals. Having its own PNT satellite system, moreover, ensures China against a cutoff of the U.S. public GPS signal, however unlikely that may be (as civilian commerce becomes increasingly reliant on GPS, the economic disruption caused by a shutoff would be significant). Finally, since the Compass system uses different frequencies than the GPS system, China’s military could jam GPS frequencies, thus denying the United States or other countries access to the GPS signal without obstructing its own ability to acquire PNT information. China’s communications-satellite capabilities are considerably weaker than its reconnaissance and PNT capabilities. Currently, China has only two dedicated military communications satellites. By comparison, the U.S. military operates approximately 30 such satellites. Stateowned corporations based in mainland China control another six or seven communications satellites, which could potentially be commandeered for military purposes in the event of a crisis or conflict, but this  would still provide China’s military with far less satellite communications capability than the U.S. military possesses. China has the advantage, however, that for the foreseeable future, the conflicts in which it is likely to become involved would not entail the deployment of significant forces outside of mainland China. Forces operating in China can rely primarily on buried fiber-optic cables, which have far higher communications capacity, for communications connectivity. Buried fiberoptic cables are virtually impossible to jam and are difficult or impossible to find from the air or space, and their above-ground equipment, such as gateways, is easy to hide. Communications satellites occupy known, fixed locations and thus can be jammed, and their tracking and control stations are fixed and easily identified and thus potentially subject to attack. Because fiber-optic cable can carry many times more data than a satellite can, the commercial world has seen a de-emphasis of satellites relative to terrestrial cables (including undersea cables) in recent years. Satellite communications would be important primarily to naval forces at sea and ground forces deployed outside of China’s borders (e.g., on Taiwan). Given the still-incomplete process of linking China’s forces together using digital information links, moreover, China’s limited communications-satellite capacity may be sufficient for the immediate future, and this capacity will likely grow over time. As noted earlier in this chapter, knowing and predicting weather can be crucial to successful military operations, but having one’s own weather satellites is not necessarily critical to this capability. China could rely on data from other countries’ civilian weather satellites. Having its own weather satellites, however, provides China with a hedge against a cutoff of such data in the event of a confrontation with the United Sates or other countries. In sum, China’s military satellite capabilities today are substantial and growing. China possesses at least 10 imagery reconnaissance satellites and possibly six or more electronic-intelligence satellites. Information in unclassified sources indicates that these numbers are similar to the numbers of comparable satellites the United States possesses. However, the capabilities of China’s satellites undoubtedly fall well short of those of the United States. For example, China’s best optical satellites are estimated to have resolution of about 0.8 m. By comparison, com-  mercial satellite imagery with resolution of 0.41 m is now available, and U.S. intelligence satellites are believed to have even better resolution (Matthews, 2008). Nevertheless, the capabilities of China’s satellites are probably sufficient for most military purposes. As noted above, 0.8-m resolution is more than sufficient to detect and identify by type ships, aircraft, and ground vehicles. Greater degrees of resolution are primarily of utility for intelligence-collection purposes, such as measuring the exact dimensions of a missile. Most militaries are more open and transparent than the Chinese military is (or the Soviet military was), however, and much of this type of information is available from open sources. Thus, the qualitative inferiority of China’s surveillance and reconnaissance satellites may not significantly impact their military utility, and China may have alternative means to compensate for their shortcomings as strategic intelligence-collection platforms. 

***UNIQ – US AERO HIGH

US lead locked in
US will lead – others behind
Platzer 9 [Michaela D. Platzer Specialist in Industrial Organization and Business, Congressional Research Service; “ U.S. Aerospace Manufacturing: Industry Overview and Prospect”; 12/3/2009; http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R40967.pdf; Boyce]

One possible issue of interest to Members of Congress is increased competition to the domestic industry from low-cost competitors, including the emergence of possibly strong aerospace manufacturing centers in China and Russia. As the above discussion indicates, non-U.S. firms dominate the RJ market and participate in the GA market. The large commercial jet aircraft manufacturing sector is a Boeing and Airbus duopoly. Over the years, aerospace firms from several non-traditional aircraft manufacturing nations have attempted to enter various parts of the international commercial aircraft sector. With the exception of some GA products, these attempts have largely been commercial failures. As mentioned earlier, a number of new initiatives appear to be under way. While aerospace firms in Europe and Japan have long driven competition with the United States, Russia and China have not, until recently, been strong competitors in the international market. Nowadays, both nations appear to have plans to dominate a much larger share of their own domestic markets and, in turn, perhaps the global market. Most notable is a new Chinese initiative to build an aircraft to compete in the same markets as the A320 series and the B737 series. COMAC was launched by the Chinese government in May 2008 for the express purpose of overseeing the development and production of large civil aircraft. The Comac C919, an approximately 156-seat aircraft with dimensions similar to the A320, is in development, though a production date has not yet been announced. 39 Slated for certification no later than 2016, that model would compete directly with Boeing and Airbus. Though still in early design, Chinese officials have said the C919 should have operating costs 10% below those of comparable Western jetliners. 40 Another competitor could be Russia’s United Aircraft Corporation (UAC), a Russian government-owned joint stock company. UAC has stated it plans to become the third-largest aircraft manufacturer worldwide by 2015. 41 Both Chinese and Russian aircraft manufacturers face significant hurdles in building commercial aircraft, since neither has ever built such airplanes for the commercial market, which requires planes to be reliable, have low operating costs, and be easily maintained. Another outstanding barrier to their market entry is certification by U.S. and EU aviation authorities.

***US AEROSPACE BAD

***AIR POWER

Shell - Air Power Bad
A.  Poor aerospace undermines reliance on AIR POWER
THOMPSON 09  President – American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics
[David Thompson, “The Aerospace Workforce”, Federal News Service, 12-10, Lexis]

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

B.  airpower fails to deter & insures conflict escalation, involvement, and civilian death.  It is the belief that air offers safe war that causes conflicts to start & escalate
Crane, 01 [Conrad, Director of the U. S. Army Military History Institute at Carlisle Barracks, and fellow at the Strategic Studies Institute, 2001  , “ Sky High: Illusions of Air Power.”  The National Interest, Fall, ebsco]

Unfortunately, practice has let theory down. Though technology has continued to advance, public expectations and U.S. Air Force o promises about airpower's decisiveness and accuracy have advanced faster. As a result, key decisions about the application of military force in most American wars in the air age have been shaped by an overestimation of airpower's effectiveness against military and industrial targets, and disappointing results have led repeatedly to the escalation of aerial operations against civilians --confirming Douhet's theories and confounding America's precision bombing enthusiasts. Such escalations have long-lasting implications. It may be, for example, that current North Korean programs to develop ballistic missiles are motivated by memories of the destruction of most of their cities and towns by American bombing between 1950 and 1953.(n4) Recent air operations over Yugoslavia repeated the pattern of the Korean War: anticipatory claims of decisiveness, followed by disappointment, followed by escalation against civilian targets. Frustrated by seemingly interminable peace talks and the failure of aerial interdiction, American airmen adopted a strategy they called "Air Pressure": coercion through the destruction of key dual-use civilian-military targets. These targets eventually included hydroelectric power facilities, almost every city and town in North Korea, and irrigation dams for rice fields. Again in Kosovo there were high expectations for what airpower, along with the newest precision-guided munitions and information warfare, could accomplish. While airpower was in the end the primary offensive arm that produced a settlement without risking U.S. and allied ground casualties, the results were not at all those envisioned when the campaign started. When the bombing commenced, Pentagon planners and State Department spokesmen admitted that they did not expect airpower alone to force President Slobodan Milosevic to surrender Kosovo. Consequently, President Clinton announced that the operation had three primary objectives: to stop the ethnic cleansing in Kosovo, to prevent an even bloodier Serb offensive against civilians there; and to "seriously damage" the Serb military capacity to do such harm.(n5) Bombing did not achieve any of those goals; indeed, it exacerbated the assault against Albanian Kosovar civilians as Serb ground forces responded to the high-tech aerial assault with a low-tech ravaging of the province. As to seriously damaging the Serb military capacity, NATO peacekeepers subsequently discovered that initial estimates of the degradation of Serbian forces from air attacks were vastly exaggerated, primarily due to extensive Serbian use of decoys and deception. NATO officials quickly reduced initial claims of tanks destroyed from 122 to 93, and were then forced to admit uncovering only 26 "kills" when all was said and done. Yugoslav vehicle commanders, it seems, proved quite adept at hiding in villages, using the surrounding community and inhabitants as human shields.(n6)
AP bad – heg, china, prolif

A switch to airpower undermines Hegemony – leads to prolif, China escalation, and WMD use 
Collins, 06  [Joseph J. Collins, is professor of national security studies at the National War College. He served as deputy assistant secretary of defense for stability operations from 2001 to 2004 “From the Ground Up”  http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/2006/10/2088164] 

Many of General Dunlap’s recommendations for the future are important. We need strong air power and it must be built around diverse, interlocking capabilities, from more robust unmanned aerial vehicles to new fighter aircraft. The Air Force’s unsung hero is the C-17 transport and its associated tanker aircraft. Our operations in Iraq and Afghanistan would not be sustainable without them and their supporting systems. With global mobility as the cornerstone of U.S. power, supporting transport and tanker aircraft should be a top priority. Dunlap’s advice that we not become fixated on counterinsurgency or stability operations is also well taken. We need to look at all potential conflicts, including East Asian scenarios, that would put a premium on long-range air power. Indeed, the requirements for mobility assets and long-range combat power in East Asia are also a great argument for a strong Navy shipbuilding program. General Dunlap’s central conclusion that land forces “will be of little strategic import in the next war — the one we ought to be thinking about and planning for now” is questionable for three reasons: First, we have a poor track record of predicting the locale and character of the next war. Some examples: Because of the atomic bomb, we were convinced that ground forces and surface navies were outmoded in 1949. The Korean War (for which we had no plans) proved otherwise. The force that did so well in Desert Storm was designed to meet an enemy on the plains of Europe. Afghanistan was the last place on earth that the Pentagon thought we might have to fight. Sadly, our advances in technical intelligence have not improved our ability to predict any specific war. Accordingly, we ought not prepare our forces for a single war scenario — neither “the one” in East Asia, as Dunlap would prefer, or the global war on terrorism, as some single-focus, ground-force advocates would advocate. Rather, we must be prepared to fight whatever war is deemed by the president and the Congress to be in our national interest. We must have a full-spectrum military for a full-spectrum world. Second, Dunlap’s misunderstands what ground forces are supposed to do. He believes ground operations should be adjuncts to air operations, but the opposite has been the more usual case. Even in the 21st century, the seizure of territory and its occupation will be essential in wars of various stripes, even if it increases our casualties and opens us up to the possibility of the abuses attendant to close combat. Third, counterinsurgency and stability operations will likely be a significant part of many future conflict scenarios. Post-Desert Storm, we marched into the 1990s content with our conventional general-purpose forces, only to find that peacekeeping, counterinsurgency, counterterrorism and stability operations were the dominant items on our agenda. Nearly 15 years later, that trend shows no sign of letting up. We have not been able to dodge these low-end commitments, even knowing that our national character prefers wars such as Desert Storm: quick, clear-cut and decisive. Preferring this type of war did not keep us out of Somalia, Bosnia and Afghanistan. In Iraq, our preferences for a neat, “Mission Accomplished”-type ending did not prevent the emergence of nasty insurgents who had the nerve to contest what we thought was a clear-cut victory. In the future, can we choose to avoid protracted ground commitments on the low end of the conflict spectrum? The record suggests a mixed answer. We dodge commitments all the time, and in some cases we push them off onto the United Nations or some regional power. In other cases, like it or not, the president commits the nation. Sometimes, it is because of our humanitarian urges. At other times, it is the press of circumstances or the fact that the U.S. alone can create the conditions for success. It is the exceptional future cases — especially when the war on terrorism is involved — where we will become seriously involved in protracted, low-end scenarios. In the next decade, the long war against radical Islamist terrorists will continue. The next decade may also bring a dangerous tango with China or North Korea; or it may bring complex strike operations against the proliferators of weapons of mass destruction; or it may bring more stability operations in the Middle East, the Horn of Africa or the Caribbean. More likely, it will bring some devilish combination of these scenarios. If recent past is prologue, in the next decade, “colossal boots-on-the-ground efforts” are not only possible, they also are likely, even if we would rather avoid them. The U.S. should continue to transform all of the armed forces for a complex future that might include war at any point on the conflict spectrum. The top priorities should be the development of a balanced force, mastery of joint and combined operations, networking the force, improving our understanding of foreign cultures and educating our young officers to see war in all of its many guises. The U.S. will need modern air, land and sea forces and the resources to sustain them. This will require a large defense budget, at a time when we can see budget cuts on the horizon. The coming battle for resources will be the first battle of our next war, and it is a battle that Donald Rumsfeld’s successors must win. To prepare for war in the next decade, we will have to maintain the best and most sophisticated air power in the world. There is nothing to gain by denigrating U.S. air power, or any other type of U.S. military power. The scenarios we may face are diverse and demanding, and no single type of military power will lead in every case. Each of the services can only be a vital part of a synergistic total force, not its master. As tight budgets approach, we shouldn’t unleash the dogs of interservice rivalry, lest we be consumed by them.

AP bad – makes conflicts more likely

Air weapons make conflicts more likely
Crane, 01 [Conrad, Director of the U. S. Army Military History Institute at Carlisle Barracks, and fellow at the Strategic Studies Institute, 2001  , “ Sky High: Illusions of Air Power.”  The National Interest, Fall, ebsco]

INSTEAD OF demonstrating how airpower in limited war allows "righteous" states to restrain transgressors with a minimum of bloodshed on both sides, the Kosovo and Chechen conflicts show how aggressive belligerents with advanced technology can inflict massive destruction on others at low cost to themselves. They also show how modern technology has inclined to merge the civilian and military sectors of society to an unprecedented degree, creating a broader target spectrum that can be justified for attack. Instead of making war less likely and destructive, the power of new "precision strike" technology has done the opposite. It is now much easier to get domestic support to use force when all it requires is to launch a cruise missile or drop a precision bomb, for the expectation is that results will be clean, decisive and above all safe for the attacking side. When the results are neither clean nor decisive, it is easier to escalate a conflict as impatience grows, especially when there is a considerable technological mismatch between belligerents. So instead of heading for the sort of future envisioned by modern American airpower theorists, in which paralyzing attacks on military structures end wars quickly and with relatively little impact on the civilian sphere, we may be headed for that foreseen by Douhet, in which new weapons decide wars by inflicting maximum distress on civilian populations, which are inherently more vulnerable to the destructive power of modern technology than are military capabilities.

AP bad – increases casualties

Cant be solved – laws, control, and technology are rendered moot by miscalc. 
Crane, 01 [Conrad, Director of the U. S. Army Military History Institute at Carlisle Barracks, and fellow at the Strategic Studies Institute, 2001  , “ Sky High: Illusions of Air Power.”  The National Interest, Fall, ebsco]

 More generally, whether the air campaign motivated Serbians to eventually remove Milosevic from power in due course, or only strengthened his hand against a fragmented opposition in the short term, is still debated. The latter is more likely. What is clearer is that achieving any of NATO's primary objectives in Kosovo by airpower alone was made more difficult by the gradual escalation of the air attacks, which reinforced, by negative example, the lessons learned about the drawbacks of incrementalism in Vietnam, and ignored the lessons of Operation Desert Storm, a massive air effort that quickly paralyzed Iraqi forces and destroyed their ability to fight. Such incrementalism, however, was only one aspect of a range of problems caused by the need to create consensus for the air campaign within the 19-member NATO coalition. It now appears that targeting in Kosovo was even more micromanaged by civilians than it was in Vietnam. The political and legal constraints resulting from the alliance's ornate and cumbersome decision system produced rules of engagement for pilots as strict as any seen in the history of war. The intention was to minimize civilian casualties; the result was very different. Despite the layers of civilian control and the promise of precision weaponry, young pilots searching for targets on four-inch square monitors made mistakes. Fears of Serb air defenses kept aircraft at 15,000 feet or higher and further increased the difficulties of target identification, contributing to the tragic attacks on tractor loads of refugees near Djakova on April 14. The video replay of the accidental destruction of a Yugoslav train passing over a bridge just as it was struck by a NATO missile was highlighted on newscasts around the world. Still the Serbs did not yield. As General Wesley Clark expanded his target lists, the quality of his intelligence declined markedly, leading to further mistakes and episodes of futility. Outdated CIA maps led to the accidental bombing of the Chinese Embassy on May 7, but that was only the most spectacular and telegenic error of many.  These errors undermined support for the air war and put considerable pressure on NATO political and military leaders to achieve quicker political results. Clark was close to running out of militarily useful and politically acceptable targets when he secured approval for probably the most important raid of the campaign. The destruction of the transformer yards of the Yugoslav power grid on May 24 disabled everything from the air defense command-and-control network to the country's banking system. It did demonstrate NATO's strength and dominance to both the political leaders and the civilian population in Serbia, but the price included the sudden cessation of the electrical supply to hospitals and water-pumping stations. Military lawyers made the implications clear to Clark; one recalled, "We'd have preferred not to have to take on these targets. But this was the Commander's call."(n7) All major Serb cities experienced extended power disruptions until a settlement was reached on June 10. The Kosovo campaign thus featured anew many of the persistent shortcomings of American airpower. Gauging the decision-making process, vulnerabilities and will of targeted leaders again proved difficult. Problems with insufficient resources and allied sensibilities first limited the conduct of the air campaign, then propelled a sharp escalation of the assault on dual-use civilian-military targets as the conflict continued. Attempts at aerial interdiction of Yugoslav forces exhibited many of the same shortcomings that plagued operations and frustrated expectations in Korea and Vietnam. 
AP bad – needs other forces

Air power works but shouldn’t be seen as the silver bullet of power – land and others still work.

Mueller 10 [RAND, Karl P. Mueller, Senior Political Scientist, Ph.D. in politics, Princeton University; B.A. in political science, University of Chicago, before 2001 was a professor of comparative military studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies; “Air Power”; 2010; http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA526609&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf; Boyce]
In spite of these large and relatively frequent changes in their subject, air power theorists have devoted much attention to identifying essential, enduring properties that characterize air power and distinguish it from other forms of military power. Moving beyond the commonplace enumeration of basic attributes such as “speed,” several features of air power loomed large for the early theorists and remain fundamental today when considering its possible shapes in the future, two of which are especially salient. The first is the ability of air power to bypass the enemy’s army and navy, and terrain that would impede or prevent the movement of land or naval forces. This not only gives air power unique ability to act across a wide area, but also allows it to strike at targets deep in hostile territory without first achieving success on the surface battlefield. It is easy to overstate the extent of this freedom of action, and air power advocates have often done so. Weather and darkness, the “terrain” of the atmosphere, constrain air operations even today, although these limits have eroded dramatically over the years. Moreover, although aircraft can fly above armies, penetrating enemy air defenses has almost never been a simple matter except when facing grossly inferior opponents – hence the preeminent importance airmen tend to place on achieving air superiority as a precondition for military operations. Yet there are important differences between air and land warfare in this respect: although it is not true that “the bomber will always get through,” it is usually the case that some bombers will do so, if they are willing to suffer losses. Even effective air defenses tend to be permeable compared to front lines on conventional land battlefields, where successful attacks usually result either in driving the enemy back en masse or shattering them. To conclude that air power is “inherently strategic” because it can attack targets other than an enemy’s armed forces in the field is not very illuminating, as Colin Gray notes (2008), because all forms of military power have strategic effects. Nevertheless, the fluidity and flexibility with which air power can be employed and the long ranges over which it can operate, along with the fact that it does not occupy terrain as surface forces do, make the dynamics of air power employment tactically and strategically distinctive. This more than any other factor lies behind the argument that the proper use of air power requires those commanding it to possess a degree of “air-mindedness” not typically found in military leaders accustomed to fighting symmetrical battles within confined sectors of a terrestrial front line (Meilinger 1995).

Airpower fails on its own – it’s a secondary capability to ground forces 

Collins, 06  [Joseph J. Collins, is professor of national security studies at the National War College. He served as deputy assistant secretary of defense for stability operations from 2001 to 2004 “From the Ground Up”  http://www.armedforcesjournal.com/2006/10/2088164] 

In making his points, Dunlap employs a number of unproven assertions. He also takes liberties with recent history. For example, Dunlap states — without evidence — that “[i]t “was primarily air power, not land power, that kept the Soviets at bay while the U.S. won the Cold War.” How do we know this? What about the hot wars during the Cold War — are they part of this calculation? Did our allies play a role, or did U.S. air power do all of the heavy lifting for everyone? Most mysteriously, Dunlap insists (does he intend this to be as insulting as this sounds?) that “almost every improvement in the military situation in Iraq and Afghanistan is attributable to air power in some form; virtually every setback, especially the strategically catastrophic allegations of war crimes, is traceable to the land forces.” In two wars where air assets have become an important but secondary tool, his claim could be true only if our land forces were hopelessly incompetent. Moreover, is there no room for enemy action in Dunlap’s analysis? Can’t the enemy be the author of a setback, or are all setbacks the fault of some defects on the part of the home team on the ground? General Dunlap might want to read up on the Marines in the second battle for Fallujah, the operations of the 1st Cavalry Division in Baghdad in Operation Iraqi Freedom II and the recent exploits of the 3rd Armored Cavalry Regiment in Anbar province. Expert observers judged that these ground operations contributed to improvements in the military situation. Other historical examples of air power in action are also not what Dunlap portrays them to be. He begins the essay by complimenting the wisdom of Israel’s air-dominant campaign plan in Lebanon, which clearly did not work. When Israel’s attempt to fight a Kosovo-style campaign failed, the Israeli leadership turned to its valiant but poorly postured ground forces. They came on with too little, too late. Israel’s only hope now is that the United Nations or the Lebanese Army will disarm Hezbollah. No one should take bets on that happening. Dunlap gives air power full credit for killing Abu Musab al-Zarqawi, but this came after ground and special operations forces tracked the target for weeks and called for the airstrike. The killing of Zarqawi was a quintessential joint tactical operation. Claiming it as a great victory for air power is an incomplete description, at best. Indeed, if any one element of our forces deserves the laurel for taking out Zarqawi, it is our tactical intelligence assets from all services who found the needle in a haystack the size of California. Dunlap’s description of the early days of the war in Afghanistan is also one-sided. It was not just “modern air power” that “explains the rapid collapse of the Taliban and al-Qaida in 2001.” It was also great work by our special operations forces (which Dunlap acknowledges) and tough fighting by the Northern Alliance and Pashtun tribal infantry that won the day. On separate fronts, U.S. Army Rangers and Marines also fought well in southern Afghanistan early on in the war. By all estimates, however, a few weeks later in the east, it was the lack of expert infantry that allowed Osama bin Laden to escape at Tora Bora, even as our mighty air power — previously so devastating against the Taliban — shook the mountains for miles around to little effect. 

AP bad – humanitarian crisis

Airpower causes humanitarian crises - spills over 

 Crane, 01 [Conrad, Director of the U. S. Army Military History Institute at Carlisle Barracks, and fellow at the Strategic Studies Institute, 2001  , “ Sky High: Illusions of Air Power.”  The National Interest, Fall, ebsco]

IT IS CLEAR that whatever sort of victory NATO's Kosovo air campaign brought, it was not achieved by "plinking" tanks or by causing strategic or operational military paralysis. Despite European attempts to restrain the attacks, a less-than-final settlement was achieved with the same sort of "imposed cost" strategy attempted in Korea and Vietnam, resulting in massive destruction of Yugoslavia's civilian infrastructure. Pentagon spokesman Kenneth Bacon admitted as much when he speculated that the main factor in Milosevic's acceptance of terms "was the increasing inconveniences that the bombing campaign was causing in Belgrade and other cities."(n9) The more precise truth is that a yawningly broad definition of the term "dual-use" opened up a wide array of targets for NATO airmen, including bridges, heating plants and television stations. Black humor in Belgrade had it that even bakeries were valid targets for NATO aircraft because "soldiers also eat bread." When the 78 days of attack on cities, factories, power plants and other targets finally ended, 45 percent of Yugoslavia's television broadcast capability was degraded and a third of military and civilian radio relay networks were damaged. Petroleum refining facilities were completely eliminated. Seventy percent of road and 50 percent of rail bridges across the Danube were down. Destruction is what airpower does best, and it contributed to an enormous Balkan repair bill that the president of the World Bank fears will use up any money available to deal with other humanitarian crises in Asia and Africa.(n10) There is also a good chance that Yugoslav civilian casualties exceeded military ones, suggesting that Mr. Bacon's choice of the term "inconveniences" did not quite capture the extant reality. This is particularly ironic considering the expectations for a bloodless war caricatured so well in Doonesbury cartoons and reinforced by NATO briefings on targeting accuracy. High NATO expectations for extremely low casualties on both sides helped convince reluctant coalition members to support the air campaign, and hence increased the political impact of each scene of civilian dead and wounded. Such expectations may also have played some role in persuading UN war crimes prosecutors of the International Criminal Tribunal for the Former Yugoslavia to assess evidence in December 1999 that NATO commanders had violated the laws of war with their air attacks. Wrongheaded attempts to criminalize military activity aside, we must face the ethical implications of the fact that NATO airpower achieved success only because of the destruction wreaked on civilian infrastructure and the resultant noncombatant casualties. This does not necessarily make the application of such military force wrong; that judgment depends on a calculus --never easy to parse--of the greater and lesser evils to be considered in any given case. But it should dispel all illusions about the surgical bloodlessness of modem military technology, airpower not least. In our ethical accounting, too, we need to factor in the role of precedent. One nation, in particular, quickly applied Kosovo's lessons on airpower to its own problems. Though they opposed NATO air strikes on Yugoslavia, the Russians soon applied the same tactics against Chechnya, trying to force the withdrawal of Islamic militants without a bloody and unpopular ground war. Russian newspapers declared that "the Kremlin is using the scheme NATO applied in Kosovo", and indeed, the Russian Air Force Commander, Col. Gen. Anatoly Kornukov, conducted NATO-style briefings narrating combat footage of precision munitions striking targets in Grozny.(n11) His forces were also conscious of the need to justify the destruction of dual-use targets. Russian aircraft destroyed Chechnya's cellular telephone exchange to prevent the rebels from talking to each other, bombed oil refineries to deprive the rebels of black market revenues, and presumably attacked the television station to stop the transmission of misleading propaganda--just like NATO did. As the damage to the civilian infrastructure and the civilian death toll mounted, more than 100,000 Chechens became refugees fleeing the violence. 

A2 – air power deters

Airpower doesn't deter—ground forces are the only thing that is perceived

Allan, Air Force National Defense Fellow at the CSIS, 94 (Charles, "Extended Conventional Deterrence: In from the Cold and Out of the Nuclear Fire?" Washington Quarterly, Summer)
Information. As we have seen, imperfect information about a defender's commitment may be present for both the defender and the attacker. Prior to the crisis, the "intended deterrees [themselves] will not know how much of a politically and technically credible threat it would take to deter them" (Gray 1991, 14). In addition, as Arquilla and Davis point out (Arquilla and Davis 1992; Davis and Arquilla 1991), adversaries have historically discounted key elements of U.S. power such as strategic mobility, precision weapons, maritime power, and airpower due to lack of familiarity with these systems. Without understanding these elements of U.S. military strength, the regional aggressor will view the absence of U.S. heavy ground forces as evidence of a lack of both capability and commitment. Moreover, Adam Garfinkle (1992) asserts that third world leaders are frequently misled into overly optimistic views of their own forces' capabilities. Without clear recognition of U.S. power, deterrence cannot hold.

Kosovo proves – the usefulness of airpower is on the decline

Lambeth 2001 (Benjamin, Senior Staff Member, RAND) NATO'S Air War For Kosovo: A Strategic and Operational Assessment p. 1
 
Between March 24 and June 9, 1999 , NATO, led by the United States , conducted an air war against Yugoslavia in an effort to halt and reverse the continuing human-rights abuses that were being committed against the citizens of its Kosovo province (see the Frontispiece, Map of Kosovo) by Yugoslavia's elected president, Slobodan Milosevic. As it turned out, that 78-day effort, called Operation Allied Force, represented the third time in a row during the 1990s, after Operations Desert Storm and Deliberate Force, in which air power proved pivotal in determining the outcome of a regional conflict. Yet notwithstanding its ultimate success, what began as a hopeful gambit for producing quick compliance on Milosevic's part soon devolved, for a time at least, into a seemingly ineffectual bombing experiment with no clear end in sight . Not only was the operation's execution hampered by uncooperative weather and a surprisingly resilient opponent, it was further afflicted by persistent hesitancy on the part of U.S. and NATO decisionmakers that was prompted by fears of inadvertently killing civilians and losing friendly aircrews  as well as by sharp differences of opinion within the most senior U.S. command element over the best way of applying allied air power against Serb assets to achieve the desired effects. All of that and more, however unavoidable some aspects of it may have been, made NATO's air war for Kosovo a substantial step backward in efficiency when compared to Desert Storm.
A2 – air power key to heg

Air power isn’t key to heg
Lundy, 2002, Research Associate at the Council on Foreign Relations

(Derek, , LA Times, 1/13, http://www.cfr.org/publication.html?id=4291]

In addition to this uneven track record, there is a strong practical reason why it would be unwise for policymakers to rely exclusively on air power to achieve U.S. objectives overseas— the high level of interdependence among U.S. military forces. With no land or sea support, not only would U.S. airmen be more exposed to enemy air defenses, but our military response to crises would be one-sided, predictable and thus vulnerable to future challenges. Bombs alone shouldn't shape our foreign policy.

A2 – air power checks NK – inevitable

Air power remains strong in South Korea despite ground forces drawdown – seen as the best deterrent 
Bruce Bechtol Jr. , Assistant Professor of National Security Studies at Air Command and Staff College, 05 [Air & Space Power Journal, “The Future of US Airpower on the Korean Peninsula”,  Fall 2005, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj05/fal05/bechtol.html#bechtol /Ghosh]
Transformation has come to the Korean Peninsula. The Global Posture Review has prompted a major reduction in the number of ground forces in Korea, and plans call for a withdrawal of 12,500 American troops from Korea (mostly ground forces) by the end of 2008. In addition, Headquarters Command for United States Forces Korea/Combined Forces Command is scheduled to move most of its infrastructure and personnel south, to Camp Humphries (near the city of Pyongtaek) during the same time period.25 The primary American ground forces in Korea, the 2d Infantry Division, should transform into a next-generation combat unit during the summer of 2005, becoming a “unit of employment X” two years ahead of schedule.26 Furthermore, numerous command and funding issues in the ROK-US alliance will remain in flux during completion of the ongoing moves, but a discussion of those matters lies beyond the scope of this article. One must then consider the question of how all of this affects the role of airpower on the Korean Peninsula. The answer is obvious. The ROK-US alliance will now rely more than ever on the unique capabilities of US airpower to deter the North Korean threat. In fact, with all of the effort under way to reorganize US Army forces on the peninsula and move ground-combat units, headquarters facilities, and personnel south, the disposition of US Air Force units has remained relatively unchanged. Gen Leon LaPorte, commander of US Forces Korea, recently stated that the mission of our forces in Korea remains clear (despite taking on a regional role): to defend South Korea against an attack from the North. He also discussed US plans to improve combat capabilities by spending $11 billion over the next three years and to establish five or six Stryker brigades focused on the Pacific region that could deploy to Korea quickly.27 But US forces—especially airpower—remain the best way of enhancing security on the Korean Peninsula. Indeed, in 2003 former Georgetown University professor (and current senior member of the National Security Council) Victor Cha observed that the most reasonable arrangement for the alliance would entail an increased emphasis on US naval and airpower presence with a reduction in ground forces. We are now seeing this happen.28

AP – guaranteed now

Air superiority is unparalleled and will continue indefinitely—Russia and China aren’t developing super-fighters, Russian modernization efforts are prone to delays, and the US Air Force enjoys advantages in pilot skill, tactics, and strategy

Juul 9/18/09 (Peter,  Research Associate at American Progress, where he specializes in the Middle East, military affairs, and U.S. national security policy, Think Progress, "Pushing Back On U.S. Air Dominance Alarmism," http://wonkroom.thinkprogress.org/2009/09/18/pushing-back-on-u-s-air-dominance-alarmism/)

However, Deptula’s assertion that Russia and China are developing “fifth generation” fighters with “near F-22 performance” that will be produced en masse in the near future warrants skepticism. The most immediate example, the Russian PAK-FA hasn’t yet flown, has been repeatedly delayed in its first flight (it was to have flown last August but didn’t), and no one really knows what it really looks like or what its performance will be. By comparison, it took the USAF six years to get from the concept YF-22 to the first production-type airframe in 1997, and then another 8 years to get to initial operating capability in 2005. The F-35 had its first production-style airframe flight in 2006, and won’t reach IOC until 2012 according to current projections and plans — about 6 years of projected development to get to an operational aircraft, even with the experience with similar systems on the F-22. Being generous, the PAK-FA is probably looking at at least another 10 years before it enters service with the Russian air force — if ever. By which point the United States will probably be working on whatever will replace both the F-22 and F-35. At the same time, the Russians continue to invest in upgrades to their highly capable current-generation frontline fighter, the Su-27 Flanker — which indicates Russia probably doesn’t have a whole lot of confidence that the PAK-FA will be coming online anytime soon. And then there are measures beyond sheer platform performance. Things like pilot skill, tactics and integrated strategy, and especially training — which is extremely important, as it doesn’t matter how sophisticated planes are if your pilots never are able to fly and develop tactics for them — are all areas where the U.S. Air Force is far ahead of potential challengers and competitors. These are all areas where the likes of Hugo Chavez — who has bought advanced Su-27 derivatives — simply cannot compete with the United States. And the Russian air force’s performance in last year’s brief war with Georgia doesn’t paint a positive picture of Moscow’s ability to conduct an integrated air campaign.

***A2 ECON

Aero strong & no IL to overall econ
Aerospace growing & follows the overall economy – not the other way around
AMD  11   Aerospace Manufacturing & Design Magazine
[Positive predictions for 2011, FEBRUARY 2011, http://www.onlineamd.com/amd-0211-positive-predictions-2011.aspx]

What is ahead for the aerospace industry in 2011 and beyond? How can small and medium sized firms plan in today’s narrow field of new weapon systems, a global economy in transition, and an ever changing challenge of new and advanced science and technology? The best way to plan is to trust your instruments, or the aerospace indicators. Based on today’s data, the gauges and instruments are clear that 2011 will be a year of growth.

According to the “Aerospace Economic Report and Outlook 2010,” recently published by Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University (Barr et. al.), major OEMs and primes like Boeing, Lockheed Martin, EADS, and others forecast the near and long term future of aerospace manufacturing on the growth of Gross Domestic Product (GDP). The underlying principal is that the economy changes first, either up or down, and then the industry simply follows suit. Tracking the GDP, one clearly sees the trend of the economy. 

Aero strong now

Aerospace Industry growing – most qualified indicators prove – despite Government spending
AMD  11   Aerospace Manufacturing & Design Magazine
[Positive predictions for 2011, FEBRUARY 2011, http://www.onlineamd.com/amd-0211-positive-predictions-2011.aspx]

The AERO Indicator

Say it all in one number. Are we safe and on course? The AERO Indicator mathematically combines all the above economic data and more into one forecasting number.

The AERO Indicator is a weighted average from a group of regression analyses of moving averages of very current aerospace commercial and defense related data, a survey measure of industrial opinions, and a daily index of stock market prices of a select number of small, medium, and large aerospace companies whose business is dominated by aerospace products, parts, and services. The weighting of AERO indicator averages, indexes, surveys, and the time frame used in forecasting, is proprietary to Barr Group Aerospace.

How to Read the Indicator 

The reading of 101.38 for November 2010 means that, during the next six months, the U.S. Aerospace and Defense Manufacturing Sector will grow at a 1.38% annual rate. 

Skies are Clear at 30,000 feet 

The aerospace manufacturing sector has recovered slower than the overall economy, but is poised to lead the growth of the economy in 2011. All indicators point to slow growth during the next six months. Then we predict the rate of growth to increase, despite cuts in DoD spending. While DoD spending is projected to fall during the next few years, direct and indirect spending on aircraft and missiles is projected to only fall from $100.4 billion in 2010 to $97.8 billion in 2011, or 2.6%. 

The Aero Indicator predicts a slow start in 2011 but fueled by idle capacity, wider sources of capital funding, higher sustainable profits in both the commercial and defense manufacturing sectors, growth of cargo and passenger traffic, more planes on order, and higher demand for MRO – all with local and state political support – should result in a very good year for aerospace manufacturers. While larger firms have already recovered, smaller firms will soon follow.

Contributors to the forecast 

Dr. Saul “Sonny” Barr is the senior economist at Barr Group Aerospace and professor emeritus of economics and finance at the University of Tennessee. His company has provided economic development, consulting, and training services to the Pentagon, Goodyear, Raytheon, Honeywell, Alcoa, Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University, local airports, and government, as well as many others. Statistics, including news and commentary, is updated minute-by-minute on the AeroWeb. For detailed information about the AeroWeb, go to barrgroupaerospace.com.

Aerospace industry strong now
AIA research center, ‘9 [cites 2009. http://www.gcxmag.com/gcx/article.asp?magarticle_id=743]

The aerospace industry is still smarting from 2008, a year when the world's financial markets nearly collapsed, sending many industries — including several segments of the aerospace industry — into a tailspin. Yet, aerospace entered this difficult period strong and resilient, and the momentum generated by a remarkable period of growth carried the industry through the last year, and will push aerospace sales to another record year in 2009. AIA estimates that aerospace sales will reach $214.1 billion in 2009, up more than 4 percent from 2008.

Moving forward, the aerospace industry is likely to endure further turbulence before breaking through to clearer skies. At times, rudder control may seem sluggish, as the market conditions that spur aircraft sales are largely exogenous to the aerospace industry, in that they are tied to a rebound of the overall economy.

Already though, a few bright spots are appearing, such as indications of stabilization of some aerospace metrics. Just recently, The Boeing Co. reported that fewer customers were deferring jet orders, while International Air Transport Association reported that international scheduled traffic results show moderately improving conditions.

Gov’t involve bad for Econ
Government involvement undermined economic benefits of the aerospace industry
Christopher E. Kinne, United States Air Force Lieutenant Colonel, 11 [Air Force Journal of Logistics, “Preserving the Indus: Is the United States Air Force Responsible?”, http://www.aflma.hq.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-101122-031.pdf /Ghosh]

Members of the US Congress use both the Government Accountability Office (GAO) and the Congressional Research Service (CRS) to help understand issues while fulfilling their constitutional obligations. When issues suddenly become current events, it can be useful to examine the history of the issue—where the issue came from and who cared about it when. As a case in point, the status of the US aerospace industry became an issue during the July 22, 2008 Senate confirmation hearings for the secretary of Air Force and Air Force Chief of Staff nominees. During a line of questioning about the KC-X tanker source selection activity, Secretary of the Air Force nominee Michael Donley asserted: “aerospace is an international business.”19 In response, Senator Hillary Clinton responded: I’m very well aware that we live in an international economy, but I’m also extremely conscious of the impact of decisions made by our government with taxpayer dollars that undermine our competitiveness for the long run and eliminate jobs and thereby undermine technical skill acquisition in a way that I think will come back to haunt us. So this is something that I take very seriously.20

***ENVIRONMENT

Shell – Env’t

A.  Aerospace aviation emissions are destroying the environment – key contributor to carbon in the atmosphere
Lee et al 9 [David S. Lee a, * , David W. Fahey b , Piers M. Forster c , Peter J. Newton d , Ron C.N. Wit e , Ling L. Lim a , Bethan Owen a , Robert Sausen f a Dalton Research Institute, Manchester Metropolitan University, John Dalton Building, Chester Street, Manchester M1 5GD, United Kingdom b NOAA Earth System Research Laboratory, Chemical Sciences Division, Boulder, CO, USA c School of Earth and Environment, University of Leeds, Leeds LS2 9JT, United Kingdom d Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform, Aviation Directorate, United Kingdom e Natuur en Milieu, Donkerstraat 17, Utrecht, The Netherlands f Deutsches Zentrum fu¨r Luft- und Raumfahrt (DLR), Institut fu¨r Physik der Atmospha¨re, Oberpfaffenhofen, Germany; “Aviation and global climate change in the 21st century”; Atmospheric Environment 43 (2009) 3520–3537 Accepted 8 April 2009; Science Direct; Boyce]
Aviation emissions contribute to the radiative forcing (RF) of climate. Of importance are emissions of carbon dioxide (CO2), nitrogen oxides (NOx), aerosols and their precursors (soot and sulphate), and increased cloudiness in the form of persistent linear contrails and induced-cirrus cloudiness. The recent Fourth Assessment Report (AR4) of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) quantiﬁed aviation’s RF contribution for 2005 based upon 2000 operations data. Aviation has grown strongly over the past years, despite world-changing events in the early 2000s; the average annual passenger trafﬁc growth rate was 5.3% yr 
1 between 2000 and 2007, resulting in an increase of passenger trafﬁc of 38%. Presented here are updated values of aviation RF for 2005 based upon new operations data that show an increase in trafﬁc of 22.5%, fuel use of 8.4% and total aviation RF of 14% (excluding induced-cirrus enhancement) over the period 2000–2005. The lack of physical process models and adequate observational data for aviationinduced cirrus effects limit conﬁdence in quantifying their RF contribution. Total aviation RF (excluding induced cirrus) in 2005 was w55 mW m
2 (23–87 mW m
2 , 90% likelihood range), which was 3.5% (range 1.3–10%, 90% likelihood range) of total anthropogenic forcing. Including estimates for aviation-induced cirrus RF increases the total aviation RF in 2005–78 mW m
2 (38–139 mW m
2 , 90% likelihood range), which represents 4.9% of total anthropogenic forcing (2–14%, 90% likelihood range). Future scenarios of aviation emissions for 2050 that are consistent with IPCC SRES A1 and B2 scenario assumptions have been presented that show an increase of fuel usage by factors of 2.7–3.9 over 2000. Simpliﬁed calculations of total aviation RF in 2050 indicate increases by factors of 3.0–4.0 over the 2000 value, representing 4–4.7% of total RF (excluding induced cirrus). An examination of a range of future technological options shows that substantive reductions in aviation fuel usage are possible only with the introduction of radical technologies. Incorporation of aviation into an emissions trading system offers the potential for overall (i.e., beyond the aviation sector) CO2 emissions reductions. Proposals exist for introduction of such a system at a European level, but no agreement has been reached at a global level.

B.  READ CARBON IL / WARMING IMPACT

Aviation --> Climate Change

Aviation is responsible for a number of emissions that add to the growth of climate change 

David Lee et al., Dalton Research Institute at Manchester Metropolitan University, NOAA Earth Systems Laboratory, 09 [Atmospheric Environment, “Aviation and global climate change in the 21st century”, April 8, 2009, http://www.tiaca.org/images/tiaca/PDF/IndustryAffairs/2009%20IPCC%20authors%20update.pdf /Ghosh]

In the late 1980s and early 1990s, research was initiated into the effects of nitrogen oxide emissions (NOx 1⁄4 NO þ NO2) on the formation of tropospheric O3 (a greenhouse gas) and to a lesser extent, contrails, from the current subsonic fleet. The EU AERONOX and the US SASS projects (Schumann, 1997; Friedl et al., 1997) and a variety of other research programmes identified a number of emissions and effects from aviation, other than those from CO2, which might influence climate, including the emission of particles and the effects of contrails and other aviation-induced cloudiness (AIC, hereafter). In assessing the potential of anthropogenic activities to affect climate, aviation stands out as a unique sector since the largest fraction of its emissions are injected at aircraft cruise altitudes of 8–12 km. At these altitudes, the emissions have increased effectiveness to cause chemical and aerosol effects relevant to climate forcing (e.g., cloud formation and O3 production).

Aviation --> Env’t Harm

Aviation’s impact on climate change causes welfare and ecosystem loss 

David Lee et al., Dalton Research Institute at Manchester Metropolitan University, NOAA Earth Systems Laboratory, 09 [Atmospheric Environment, “Aviation and global climate change in the 21st century”, April 8, 2009, http://www.tiaca.org/images/tiaca/PDF/IndustryAffairs/2009%20IPCC%20authors%20update.pdf /Ghosh]

In 1999, one year after a European assessment of the atmospheric impact of aviation (Brasseur et al., 1998), the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) published a landmark report, ‘Aviation and the Global Atmosphere’ (IPCC, 1999), which presented the first comprehensive assessment of aviation’s impacts on climate using the climate metric ‘radiative forcing’ (Prather et al., 1999). Radiative forcing (RF) is a measure of the perturbation of the Earth-atmosphere energy budget since 1750 (by convention in IPCC usage) resulting from changes in trace gases and particles in the atmosphere and other effects such as changed albedo, and is measured in units of watts per square metre (W m􏰉2) at the top of the atmosphere. The RF components from aviation arise from the following processes: 􏰊 emission of CO2, (positive RF); 􏰊 emission of NOx (positive RF). This term is the sum of three component terms: production of tropospheric O3 (positive RF); a longer-term reduction in ambient methane (CH4) (negative RF), and a further longer-term small decrease in O3 (negative RF); 􏰊 emissions of H2O (positive RF); 􏰊 formation of persistent linear contrails (positive RF); 􏰊 aviation-induced cloudiness (AIC; potentially a positive RF); 􏰊 emission of sulphate particles (negative RF); and, 􏰊 emission of soot particles (positive RF). These emissions and cloud effects modify the chemical and particle microphysical properties of the upper atmosphere, resulting in changes in RF of the earth’s climate system, which can potentially lead to climate change impacts and ultimately result in damage and welfare/ecosystem loss as illustrated in Fig. 1. The IPCC (1999) report concluded that aviation represents a small but potentially significant and increasing forcing of climate that is somewhat uncertain in overall magnitude, largely because of its non-CO2 effects. The IPCC (1999) estimated that aviation represented 3.5% of the total anthropogenic RF in 1992 (excluding AIC), which was projected to increase to 5% for a mid-range emission scenario by 2050.

Aviation --> Emissions

Emissions from the aerospace industry are causing the problem – IPCC.

Lee et al 9 [David S. Lee a, * , David W. Fahey b , Piers M. Forster c , Peter J. Newton d , Ron C.N. Wit e , Ling L. Lim a , Bethan Owen a , Robert Sausen f a Dalton Research Institute, Manchester Metropolitan University, John Dalton Building, Chester Street, Manchester M1 5GD, United Kingdom b NOAA Earth System Research Laboratory, Chemical Sciences Division, Boulder, CO, USA c School of Earth and Environment, University of Leeds, Leeds LS2 9JT, United Kingdom d Department for Business, Enterprise and Regulatory Reform, Aviation Directorate, United Kingdom e Natuur en Milieu, Donkerstraat 17, Utrecht, The Netherlands f Deutsches Zentrum fu¨r Luft- und Raumfahrt (DLR), Institut fu¨r Physik der Atmospha¨re, Oberpfaffenhofen, Germany; “Aviation and global climate change in the 21st century”; Atmospheric Environment 43 (2009) 3520–3537 Accepted 8 April 2009; Science Direct; Boyce]
The IPCC has addressed aviation through its WGI and WGIII in the Fourth Assessment Reports published in 2007 (IPCC, 2007). WGI evaluated RF for aviation cloudiness in 2005 on the basis of available 2000 estimates and WGIII evaluated the proportion that aviation RF represented of total anthropogenic forcing in 2005. In the present study, data were presented to show signiﬁcant trafﬁc growth and increases in global aviation fuel usage and RPK between 2000 and 2005. Trafﬁc data were available up until 2007, which showed an increase of RPK of 38% between 2000 and 2007 (average growth rate of 5.3% yr 
1 ). The increases occurred despite a number of world-changing events such as the Gulf War and SARS that threatened global aviation use. The recalculated aviation RFs for 2005 revealed a total of 55 mW m
2 (excluding AIC), a 14% increase over the 2000 value assumed by IPCC (2007). In addition, PDFs were derived to represent the uncertainty in each aviation component in a manner consistent with previous analyses. The PDFs were combined using a Monte Carlo analysis to derive a PDF for the total aviation RF and the fraction it represents of total anthropogenic RF. From these, the 2005 aviation total RF of 55 mW m
2 has a 90% likelihood range of 23–87 mW m
2 , excluding AIC. Including AIC yields a median value of 78 mW m
2 with a 90% likelihood range of 38–139 mW m
2 . These new results indicate that aviation represents a 3.5% share of total anthropogenic forcing in 2005 (90% likelihood range of 1.3–10%), excluding AIC, or a 4.9% share (90% likelihood range of 2–14%) including AIC. Thus, an aviation contribution larger than 14% is very unlikely (less than 5% probable) based on present knowledge. Several 2050 scenarios were constructed for future potential aviation fuel use and emissions. Forecasts of RPK were used from ICAO/FESG to calculate emissions in 2020 and further projections of RPK to 2050 were linked to GDP scenarios from the IPCC. Aviation emissions were then derived from the RPK estimates with assumptions deﬁning the aviation ﬂeet trafﬁc efﬁciencies. From emissions, RF values were calculated using scaling methodologies. For a forecast of trafﬁc growth out to 2020, the overall forcing was estimated to be 84 mW m
2 , which is a factor of 1.7 greater than that calculated for 2000. Two further aviation growth scenarios out to 2050 were derived mirroring the IPCC A1 and B2 scenarios with two NOx technology variants (t1 and t2). The aviation RF for the 2050 A1t1 scenario of 194 mW m
2 represents an increase of a factor of 4.0 over 2000, and the value for the 2050 B2t1 scenario of 154 mW m
2 is an increase of a factor of 3.2 over 2000. Both scenarios assume improvements of technology that were anticipated previously by IPCC (1999). AIC RFs for all the 2020 forecast and 2050 scenarios were scaled by fuel usage from the 2005 AIC RF value but are not included in the RF totals presented here. The methods by which the 2050 RFs have been calculated are simpliﬁed, particularly for O3, CH4 and contrail impacts. As such, the results presented here are indicative and should be followed up with a larger-scale international multimodel effort. In the case of AIC, we highlight that no process-based model has yet been presented in the literature and there is an urgent need for such modelling. A range of options and possibilities for reducing emissions from aviation, focussing mainly on CO2, was considered by IPCC AR4 WGIII (‘maximum feasible reductions’). For substantial emissions reductions, new and radical technologies will need to be introduced such as blended wing body aircraft and unducted-propfan engines. There are few prospects at the moment for alternative fuels such as liquid hydrogen to make substantial emissions savings and the utility of using biofuels in the aviation sector remains uncertain, principally because of the stringent requirements over fuel composition for reasons of safety. A limited range of scenarios was examined to estimate what degree of CO2 saving could be made by 2030. The potential savings are limited because of the long-lifetime of new aircraft; for example, the ﬂeet in 2030 will substantially comprise the best of today’s technology, which has been delivering diminishing returns in terms of fuel efﬁciency. All 2030 scenarios resulted in increased emissions in line with the underlying growth of passenger demand ranging from 2.0 to 3.3 times 2002 CO2 emissions. Policies and measures have been difﬁcult to formulate for the aviation sector in relation to CO2; fuel taxation is unpopular with many countries and emissions trading has had only limited proposed implementation. Currently, the only proposal for a legal policy framework that directly addresses targeted reduction of aviation CO2 emissions is that of the EU which intends to incorporate aviation into its wider emissions trading scheme in a phased manner in 2012. Determination of how or if to account for non-CO2 effects of aviation in climate policy remains of importance, not only for realising the full potential for climate change mitigation, but also for the acceptance of any policy by the stakeholder community

Aviation emissions come in multiple forms – FAA proves

FAA 5 [Federal Aviation Administration Office of Environment and Energy; “Aviation & Emissions A Primer”; January 2005; http://www.faa.gov/regulations_policies/policy_guidance/envir_policy/media/aeprimer.pdf; Boyce]
Aircraft produce the same types of emissions as your automobile. Aircraft jet engines, like many other vehicle engines, produce carbon dioxide (CO2), water vapor (H2O), nitrogen oxides (NOx ), carbon monoxide (CO), oxides of sulfur (SOx ), unburned or partially combusted hydrocarbons (also known as volatile organic compounds (VOCs)), particulates, and other trace compounds. A small subset of the VOCs and particulates are considered hazardous air pollutants (HAPs). Aircraft engine emissions are roughly composed of about 70 percent CO2, a little less than 30 percent H2O, and less than 1 percent each of NOx , CO, SOx , VOC, particulates, and other trace components including HAPs. Aircraft emissions, depending on whether they occur near the ground or at altitude, are primarily considered local air quality pollutants or greenhouse gases, respectively. Water in the aircraft exhaust at altitude may have a greenhouse effect, and occasionally this water produces contrails, which also may have a greenhouse effect. About 10 percent of aircraft emissions of all types, except hydrocarbons and CO, are produced during airport ground level operations and during landing and takeoff. The bulk of aircraft emissions (90 percent) occur at higher altitudes. For hydrocarbons and CO, the split is closer to 30 percent ground level emissions and 70 percent at higher altitudes. Aircraft are not the only source of aviation emissions. Airport access and ground support vehicles produce similar emissions. Such vehicles include traffic to and from the airport, ground equipment that services aircraft, and shuttle buses and vans serving passengers. Other emissions sources at the airport include auxiliary power units providing electricity and air conditioning to aircraft parked at airport terminal gates, stationary airport power sources, and construction equipment operating on the airport.

Aircraft pollute the atmosphere.

Penner et al 99 [Joyce E. Penner, University of Michigan, David H. Lister, Defence Research and Evaluation Agency, David J. Griggs, UK Meteorological Office, David J. Dokken, University Corporation for Atmospheric Research, Mack McFarlan, DuPont Fluoroproducts, Published for the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change; “Aviation and the Global Atmosphere”; 1999; http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/special-reports/spm/av-en.pdf; Boyce]
Aircraft emit gases and particles directly into the upper troposphere and lower stratosphere where they have an impact on atmospheric composition. These gases and particles alter the concentration of atmospheric greenhouse gases, including carbon dioxide (CO2 ), ozone (O3 ), and methane (CH4 ); trigger formation of condensation trails (contrails); and may increase cirrus cloudiness—all of which contribute to climate change (see Box on page 4). The principal emissions of aircraft include the greenhouse gases carbon dioxide and water vapour (H2O). Other major emissions are nitric oxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2 ) (which together are termed NOx ), sulfur oxides (SOx ), and soot. The total amount of aviation fuel burned, as well as the total emissions of carbon dioxide, NOx , and water vapour by aircraft, are well known relative to other parameters important to this assessment. The climate impacts of the gases and particles emitted and formed as a result of aviation are more difficult to quantify than the emissions; however, they can be compared to each other and to climate effects from other sectors by using the concept of radiative forcing.4 Because carbon dioxide has a long atmospheric residence time (≈100 years) and so becomes well mixed throughout the atmosphere, the effects of its emissions from aircraft are indistinguishable from the same quantity of carbon dioxide emitted by any other source. The other gases (e.g., NOx , SOx , water vapour) and particles have shorter atmospheric residence times and remain concentrated near flight routes, mainly in the northern mid-latitudes. These emissions can lead to radiative forcing that is regionally located near the flight routes for some components (e.g., ozone and contrails) in contrast to emissions that are globally mixed (e.g., carbon dioxide and methane). The global mean climate change is reasonably well represented by the global average radiative forcing, for example, when evaluating the contributions of aviation to the rise in globally averaged temperature or sea level. However, because some of aviation’s key contributions to radiative forcing are located mainly in the northern mid-latitudes, the regional climate response may differ from that derived from a global mean radiative forcing. The impact of aircraft on regional climate could be important, but has not been assessed in this report. Ozone is a greenhouse gas. It also shields the surface of the Earth from harmful ultraviolet (UV) radiation, and is a common air pollutant. Aircraft-emitted NOx participates in ozone chemistry. Subsonic aircraft fly in the upper troposphere and lower stratosphere (at altitudes of about 9 to 13 km), whereas supersonic aircraft cruise several kilometres higher (at about 17 to 20 km) in the stratosphere. Ozone in the upper troposphere and lower stratosphere is expected to increase in response to NOx increases and methane is expected to decrease. At higher altitudes, increases in NOx lead to decreases in the stratospheric ozone layer. Ozone precursor (NOx ) residence times in these regions increase with altitude, and hence perturbations to ozone by aircraft depend on the altitude of NOx injection and vary from regional in scale in the troposphere to global in scale in the stratosphere.

Air Pollution Mpx
Air Pollution risks extinction
Driesen 03 (David, Fall 2002/Spring 2003. Prof Law – Syracuse. Buffalo Environmental Law Journal, “Sustainable Development and Air Quality: The Need to Replace Basic Technologies with Cleaner Alternatives,” Lexis)

Air pollution can make life unsustainable by harming the ecosystem upon which all life depends and harming the health of both future and present generations. The Rio Declaration articulates six key principles that are relevant to air pollution. These principles can also be understood as goals, because they describe a state of affairs  [*27]  that is worth achieving. Agenda 21, in turn, states a program of action for realizing those goals. Between them, they aid understanding of sustainable development's meaning for air quality. The first principle is that "human beings. . . are entitled to a healthy and productive life in harmony with nature", because they are "at the center of concerns for sustainable development." n3 While the Rio Declaration refers to human health, its reference to life "in harmony with nature" also reflects a concern about the natural environment. n4 Since air pollution damages both human health and the environment, air quality implicates both of these concerns. n5

Air Quality Improving

Air quality is improving.

Schwartz and Hayward, 2007  [Joel, Visiting Fellow – AEI and former Dir. Reason Public Policy Institute’s Air Quality Project and former Ex. Officer of the California Inspection and Maintenance Review Commission which evaluated California’s vehicleemissions inspection program, MA in Planetary Science from Cal. Tech., and Steven, F.K. Weyerhaeuser Fellow – AEI, “Air Quality in America: A Dose of Reality on Air Pollution”, Decenber, http://www.aei.org/docLib/20080317_AirQuality.pdf]
Air quality will continue to improve. Most pollution reductions required by existing regulations have not yet been realized. Fleet turnover to the progressively cleaner vehicles required by EPA’s new-vehicle standards, which have been tightened several times over the last few decades, will reduce emissions by at least 80 percent during the next twenty years, even after accounting for growth in driving and the popularity of SUVs. Specifically, EPA’s “Tier 2” regulation for automobiles, which began phase-in with the 2004 model year, will reduce per-mile emissions of the average automobile by about 90 percent over the next two decades. Similarly stringent requirements for heavy-duty diesel trucks phase in with the 2007 model year and in 2010 for off-road heavy diesel vehicles. EPA’s regulations for power plants and industrial boilers include the Clean Air Act’s Title IV acid rain program, the NOx “SIP Call,” the Clean Air Interstate Rule, and the Clean Air Mercury Rule. These regulations will reduce power plant emissions by 50–70 percent below current levels during the next two decades. EPA rules also continue to eliminate most emissions of dozens of other air pollutants, such as benzene, hexavalent chromium, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, and acrolein, from motor vehicles, consumer products, and dozens of industries

***JAPAN-EU

Shell – JA/EU

A.  US aerospace decline pushes Japan towards Europe

McGuire, ‘7 – Steve McGuire is Senior Lecturer of International Business at the School of Management, University of Bath. [ “The United States, Japan and the aerospace industry: from capture to competitor?”.  The Pacific Review, Vol. 20 No. 3 September 2007: 329–350. Routledge.]

Japanese policy makers and aerospace firms have tried to accommodate two conflicting demands: the expectation of Japanese success in aerospace and the importance attached to maintaining good relations with the United States. By de-emphasizing autonomous development of the aerospace sector in the 1970s and aligning with the United States more closely, Japan gained significant work and technology. It was constrained, however, in key areas like marketing and sales support. Thus, both METI and the industry have been eager to devise alternative ways of developing the sector. They have been aided by cost pressures for new aircraft development, which force lead manufacturers to offer significant workshares to partners in exchange for financial support. In addition, technological change in civil aerospace has undermined incumbent firms by presenting them with technical challenges that they do not possess the competencies to cope with. More than ever, the sector is drawing on technologies from adjacent areas – and in doing so rewarding firms with broad technological bases. Boeing’s response has been to shift into more effective programme management and design leadership. For all the acrimony in the American–European relationship caused by the rise of Airbus,US relations with Japan have been good. This has rested on both the overarching security relationship, as well as Boeing’s careful and skilful cultivation of relations with leading Japanese suppliers. However, the technological trends noted above may yet corrode this relationship by providing Japanese firms with new options. Though the sales success of the 787 has calmed some nerves, concern in the United States about decreasing American competitiveness in a range of industries may resurface – to the possible detriment of foreign suppliers and partners. Moreover, Japanese policy makers and firms recognize the potential drawbacks in over-reliance on the United States. Though Airbus’s production delays with the new A380 have dented its reputation, the firm has a strong competitive position in Asia that may yet prove attractive to Japanese firms. Airbus, for its part, seems destined to copy Boeing and subcontract ever more design work to Asian partners. Economic, political and technological trends thus offer a wider range of threats and opportunities to Japanese aerospace. Close collaboration with the United States may remain, but not as the signal feature of the industry. 

B.  Europe-Japan relations solve every scenario for extinction 

Aso, ‘9 – Taro, prime minister of Japan [5/5/09, "A Japan-Europe Partnership to Surmount Global Challenges", Policy Speech., http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/europe/speech0905.html, BDD]

The world is now facing unprecedented severe challenges. Thus we stand at a historical crossroads. Moreover, these challenges may confront us suddenly at times, as with the recent pandemic influenza originating in Mexico. Predicting the future is a Herculean task. For example, in 1979 as the Soviet Union invaded Afghanistan, who among us predicted that the Berlin Wall would fall a scant ten years hence. It is impossible for anyone to predict what will be in 10 or 20 years' time. This is one of the lessons that the twentieth century bestowed on humankind. Yet, however difficult the challenges buffeting us may be, I firmly believe that the international community, in particular Japan and Europe, acting cohesively can make any "wall" of challenges crumble. This is because Japan and Europe have an affinity that is quite substantial. While Japan and Europe are geographically distant, being located on opposite sides of the Eurasian continent, we have a long history of overcoming various difficulties. And, more than anything else, we are aiming at the same ultimate goals. These are the creation of, first, a free society that allows individual capabilities to bloom and in which effort is rewarded; second, a society that respects rich diversity grounded in history and culture; third, a society that strikes a balance between competition and regulation and allows individuals to live in peace of mind. As I mentioned earlier, the bonds between Japan and Europe through dialogues and cooperation now run deeper than ever, and that is true in responding to various challenges as well. History indicates that partnership between Japan and Europe is inevitable. Japan will walk together with Europe towards the same ultimate goals. I would like to close my address today by stating my determination in this regard. 

UNIQ – Japan Aero growing
Japan’s has an emerging aerospace industry

McGuire, ‘7 – Steve McGuire is Senior Lecturer of International Business at the School of Management, University of Bath. [ “The United States, Japan and the aerospace industry: from capture to competitor?”.  The Pacific Review, Vol. 20 No. 3 September 2007: 329–350. Routledge.]

Japan has long harboured ambitions to be an aerospace superpower, but has faced a dilemma in achieving this goal. Whist Japanese firms successfully compete in electronics, automobiles and various other manufacturing sectors, fully-fledged success in aerospace is proving elusive. Of course, other  industries do not have the tight linkages to the military, and it is this history that has shaped post-war Japanese policy for the sector. The military alliance with the United States – and the co-evolved corporate alliance with the Boeing Company – both facilitates and constrains Japanese ambitions in the sector. Fully autonomous development of the sector, which was successfully pursued before the SecondWorldWar, became impossible with the American occupation. At the government level, the economic relationship with the United States became the ‘centre of Japanese foreign economic policy’ (Krauss 2003: 310). Unsurprisingly, Japanese corporate relationships were shaped by government policy, and in the aerospace sector Japanese firms came to forge a strong bond with Boeing. By many measures, this relationship has served Japan well; its leading aerospace firms enjoy strong international reputations as technologically capable and reliable partners. This has given Japanese subcontractors important roles in the development not only of American but also Canadian and European aircraft programmes. Yet the Japanese sector remains small by comparison with European and American aerospace, and indeed states such as Brazil and Canada have enjoyed spectacular growth in their industries. Japan’s aerospace industry is about half as large as Canada’s and barely one-tenth the size of the American industry (SJAC 2005: 4). For a country that prides itself on manufacturing and exporting prowess, the large and persistent trade deficit in aerospace trade of ¥545 billion in 2004 was described as ‘unfavourable’ (SJAC 2005: 4). Japan’s aerospace trade association acknowledged that, ‘When compared with the automobile, home electric, computer and other industries in Japan, the aerospace industry is relatively small. Much is expected of Japanese producers over the coming years’ (SJAC 2005: 4). Like Europe, Japan faces a dilemma where aerospace is concerned. Its status as a key, high-technology industry – and one with military applications – pushes states to cultivate sector-specific policies in the hope that domestic firms can reap the rewards. Yet the cost and complexity of modern aircraft push the industry in the direction of global production structures where components are bought from around the world with a network of partner firms. Such interdependency undermines the case for industrial policies based on a nationalistic conception of economic growth. At the centre of this global network is the US aerospace sector, an industry vastly larger than its Japanese counterpart and still 20 per cent larger by revenue than the combined industries of Western Europe. Europe and Japan have struggled to develop policies that at once advance national ambitions for aerospace without antagonizing the key American market – and its government. For Europe, the policy response was international collaboration (though only once national solutions had been found wanting). Japan did not have this option and instead chose to cooperate closely with American firms, particularly Boeing. Cooperation with Boeing was a corporate manifestation of the Japan–US ‘bargain’: close cooperation with the United States in exchange for a chance to rebuild the industry. For Japan, this issue now is whether the evolution of the sector towards different production processes, coupled with the increasing economic growth of Asia, provides Japanese companies with the opportunity to extend and expand their involvement in the sector – not least by expanding their links with Airbus Industrie. 

Relations Zero-Sum

Aerospace trade relatiosn are zero sum

The Economist, ’99 [5/6, http://www.economist.com/node/606078]

Last week the Europeans also issued new restrictions on noisy aeroplanes that will hit American companies particularly hard, although the new rules will not take effect until next year. America in turn launched two new WTO cases against the EU. One is over subsidies to Airbus, Boeing’s rival in aerospace. The other is over EU rules on geographical labels, which prevent, for instance, Californian fizzy wines being called champagne. But there is more to this than unfortunate coincidence. These bust-ups are a consequence of mercantilist policies exacerbated by political weakness and the increasingly legalistic nature of the WTO. America and Europe (like most countries) tend to see trade as a zero-sum game. They aim to pry open markets for their exporters while protecting their domestic industries from import competition as far as possible. Access to their markets is granted only in exchange for access to others’. Such policies are wrong-headed, since a country as a whole gains by opening its markets unilaterally. But they are pervasive, since industries that fear foreign competitors tend to lobby governments harder than the disparate millions of consumers who benefit from cheaper imports. 

US decline --> EU/JA

American Aerospace decline increases Europe-Japan aerospace commercial relations

McGuire, ‘7 – Steve McGuire is Senior Lecturer of International Business at the School of Management, University of Bath. [ “The United States, Japan and the aerospace industry: from capture to competitor?”.  The Pacific Review, Vol. 20 No. 3 September 2007: 329–350. Routledge.]

Note: Airbus is a European air manufacturer

In the new millennium, increasing Japanese workshare on Boeing aircraft has come at a delicate time in the United States, amid concerns that the last of America’s manufacturing jobs – including those in high-technology and high-skilled sectors – are disappearing to competitors. Aerospace has been an American success story for several decades, but by the late 1990s, and especially the first years of the new millennium, increased industry and political attention has been paid to an alleged slippage in the competitive position of the US aerospace sector. The political impact of this issue was clear enough to the White House for it to create an aerospace industry taskforce in 2001. European aerospace firms, particularly Airbus, were seen as the key competitors for finished aircraft or major sub-systems such as engines. Japan, by contrast, was the object of attention for its increasing share of important new products for Boeing.  In both popular and academic work, Boeing’s strategy of outsourcing increasing amounts of work to Japan has met with criticism, both because it is thought to weaken Boeing’s innovative capabilities and because of its adverse effect on US suppliers. Critics fasten upon Boeing’s weak performance in the 1990s as evidence that the firm fell behind Airbus and now needed Japanese help to leapfrog its European competitor (Pritchard and MacPherson 2005). From the 767 programme to the 787 currently under development, Japanese involvement has steadily increased in two ways. First, Japanese subcontractors now make more of the aircraft by value than previously: for the 777 programme Japan’s workshare was 20 per cent whereas for the 787 some 35 per cent will be manufactured in Japan. For ongoing Boeing lines, Japanese manufacturers have assumed expanded responsibilities. Mitsubishi, for example, has long produced components for the 747-400 model; but in 2004 it took over complete fabrication of the wing centre section (Mitsubishi Heavy Industries 2004). Second, and far more significant, has been the move from production work to design. For most major American and European aircraft makers, ceding some production work was an expected, if sometimes cumbersome, way of clinching an order. What did not happen, until very recently, was to subcontract design of a major structural component of the aircraft. The process is not confined to the Boeing–Japan relationship. As Mitsubishi noted in its announcement of a new collaboration with RollsRoyce on the new Trent 1000 high-thrust engine: ‘For MHI, its participation in the Trent 1000 development programme is an ideal opportunity not only to secure its aero-engine business . . . but to strengthen its international competitiveness of core technology for aero-engines, by joining in its development from initial design stage’ (Mitsubishi Heavy Industries n.d.). METI encouraged this link – and indeed granted national project status to this  Exact Japanese workshare on the new 787 is subject to some argument, and figures in the public domain are not entirely reliable. However, it is clear that Japanese firms are now producing and designing important wing components, with the help of development funding from the government. As with earlier programmes, METI’s involvement is crucial: by designating the 787 as a national project, considerable funding can be released for the firms involved (Anon. 2005b). For previous programmes, such as the 777, the Development Bank of Japan (DBJ) disbursed government support to the Japan Aerospace Development Corporation: the corporate alliance used by Mitsubishi, Fuji and Kawasaki for their aerospace work (Anon. 2005b). Asa royalty-based scheme, Japanese funding is similar in design to the launch aid used by European governments in support of Airbus. This is thought to have delayed the finalization of the contracts, in case the WTO finds against Europe in its dispute with the United States (Sobie 2005a). Wing design and manufacture are arguably the two most technologically rich elements of building an airliner. The quest to shave weight, and so increase aircraft range, has led both Airbus and Boeing to explore new, lighter-weight materials, principally composites such as carbon fibre, for aircraft sections. Airbus, for example, made extensive use of composites for the tailplane and some control surfaces. Like Boeing, it has increased the amount of advanced materials used as a means of saving weight and increasing the useable life of the aircraft.25 Using carbon fibre for the wing, however, was not attempted until the 787 programme, and this is thought to be the key competitive advantage the 787 has over the A350 (Anon. 2005a: 26–31). Indeed, in July 2006 the A350 programme was relaunched as the A350 XWB and it featured an all-composite wing: tacit acknowledgement of Boeing’s correct decision. Airbus does have subcontracting work in Japan, but it is miniscule in size relative to Boeing’s presence. In a culture that places great store in careful and patient cultivation of relationships, Airbus was handicapped by coming into the game several decades after Boeing, but this is not all the explanation. For the first twenty years of Airbus’s existence, internal European politics also forms part of the answer. Airbus was created as a mechanism to save European aerospace, so subcontracting to foreign firms was not assigned particular importance.26 Where subcontracting work was undertaken, it was often placed with American firms. There were several rationales for this. First, when Airbus was enjoying its first sales success, it sought to diffuse trade rows with the United States by pointing out how American businesses benefited from Airbus’s success. Second, as aircraft are  priced in dollars, Airbus had a financial hedge against dollar fluctuations by employing American subcontractors (McGuire 1997: Ch. 6). Finally, there was the simple acknowledgement that American aerospace firms were, in many cases the best suppliers for important sub-systems and client airlines would expect to choose, for example, Pratt and Whitney engines for their aircraft.  Over time, Airbus grasped the importance of the Japanese market and looked to use subcontracting as a mechanism to enter the market. Airbus finally learned that ‘you put work in market, orders follow’ in the words of one interviewee.27 Early efforts were hampered by the complex internal politics of Airbus, featuring as it did a highly centralized corporate approach and a decentralized government effort. Airbus typically assigned Japan to one of its Toulouse-based sales teams, who would make periodic visits. This did not allow for the type of ‘engineer to engineer’ discussions that could form the basis of a commercial relationship.28 Toulouse’s centralization was compounded by the lack of coordinated government support. One interviewee was of the view that having three sets of lobbyists (French, German and British) pressing the Japanese for Airbus work was simply clumsy and made the consortium look disunited.29 Gradually, however, placing work with Japanese firms became a reality. This was driven by the economics of the sector, which pushed Airbus to look for partners to share both the technical and financial risk. The A380 gained both Mitsubishi and Fuji as important subcontractors. They were not, however, risk-sharing partners bringing development money as well as expertise but rather suppliers, albeit important ones (Doyle 2002). 

Trade key to EU/JA relations

Trade relations key to  overall EU – japan relations

European Comission, ‘11 [no date, cites 3/11/11. http://ec.europa.eu/trade/creating-opportunities/bilateral-relations/countries/japan/, BDD]

The trade relationship between Europe and Japan has traditionally been characterized by strong trade surpluses in favour of Japan. Trade figures have become much more balanced recently, but Japan continues to be a country where, for specific structural features of Japanese society and the economy, doing business or investing is often particularly difficult. As with the USA, a potential for trade disputes has existed in the past. However, the EU's economic relationship with Japan has been positively affected in the last decade by the less favourable evolution of the Japanese economy and the slowdown of economic growth. Since the early 1990's, and especially since its "financial bubble" collapsed, Japan has to a certain extent begun to accept that it has to make special efforts to open its economy to international competition and embark on structural reforms. This new situation has brought about a more co-operative era in the EU-Japan relationship. Instruments for strengthening bilateral partnership Both partners have created a number of informal "dialogues" in a number of areas, in addition to ministerial meetings and Government level yearly Summits. A "Joint Declaration on Relations between the European Community and its Member States and Japan" was signed on 18 July 1991. At the 10th EU-Japan Summit held in Brussels in December 2001 a ten-year Action Plan, to reinforce EU-Japan partnership and move it from consultation to joint action, was adopted. 

EU/JA good – EU Leadership

Key to overall European leadership

Kinne, ‘9 – Christopher E. Kinne, Lt Col, USAF [“Is the United States Air Force Responsible for Preserving the US Aerospace Industrial Base?”, February, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA539894&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, BDD]

The US aerospace industrial base has changed dramatically since the end of the Cold War and the military procurement boom of the 1980s. As Pierre Chao, an analyst with the Center for Strategic and International Studies observes, ―the 1990s were the perfect storm of events, which led to defense industry consolidation (70 industry firms became 5 between 1984 and 2004).‖ 4 While the US defense industry was consolidating, the global marketplace was expanding and aerospace emerged as a major point of international economic competition between the United States and its largest market competitor, the European Union (EU). The fact that ―Washington and Brussels currently are working to resolve a number of issues, including a dispute between the aerospace manufacturers, Airbus and Boeing,‖ 5 demonstrates the importance of the issue to both the United States and the European Union. ―The transatlantic economy dominates the world economy by its sheer size and prosperity. The combined population of the United States and EU now approaches 800 million people who generate a combined gross domestic product (GDP) of $26.8 trillion ($13.6 trillion in the EU and $13.2 trillion in the US). This sum was equivalent to 56% of world production or GDP in 2006.‖ 6  The commercial market place moves on. It does not wait for defense funding if it is not forthcoming. The surviving aircraft companies now look for opportunities to share costs and manage opportunities within the worldwide economy. For example, Boeing has greatly expanded its use of non-US subcontractors and nontraditional funding. ―A Japanese group will provide approximately 35% of the funding for the B-787 design project ($1.6 billion). In return this group will produce a large portion of the aircraft‘s structure and the wings (this will be the first time that a Boeing commercial product will use a non-US built wing). Alenia of Italy is expected to provide $600 million and produce the rear fuselage of the aircraft.‖ 7  

EU good – everything

Europe can manage the world better than the U.S.  Solves democracy and violence. [Economic competitiveness and aerospace are key.]

Khanna, ‘4 –  Parag Khanna is a fellow in global governance at the Brookings Institution [July / August, Foreign Policy.  http://www.paragkhanna.com/pdf/Parag%20Khanna_Metrosexual%20Superpower.pdf]

Metrosexuals always know how to dress for the occasion (or mission). Spreading peace across Eurasia serves U.S. interests, but it’s best done by donning Armani pinstripes rather than U.S. Army fatigues. After the fall of Soviet communism, conservative U.S. thinkers feared a united Germany vying with Russia for hegemony in Central Europe. Yet, by brandishing only a slick portfolio of economic incentives, the eu has incorporated many of the former Soviet republics and satellites in the Baltics and Eastern Europe. Even Turkey is freshening up with eau d’Europe. Ankara resisted Washington’s pressure to provide base rights for the invasion of Iraq in 2003. But to get backstage in Brussels, it has had to smooth out its more unseemly blemishes—abolishing the death penalty, taking steps to resolve the Cyprus dispute, and introducing laws to protect its Kurdish minority. Metrosexuals may spend a long time standing in front of the mirror, but they never shop alone. Stripping off stale national sovereignty (that’s so last century), Europeans now parade their “pooled power,” the new look for this geopolitical season. As a political, economic, and military union with some 450 million citizens, a $9 trillion economy, and armies surpassing 1.6 million soldiers, Europe is now a whole greater than the sum of its parts. Indeed, Europe actually contributes more to U.S. foreign policy goals than the U.S. government—and does so far more fashionably. Robert Cooper, one of Britain’s former defense gurus now shaping Europe’s common foreign policy, argues that Europe’s “magnetic allure” compels countries to rewrite their laws and constitutions to meet European standards. The United States conceives of power primarily in military terms, thus confusing presence with influence. By contrast, Europeans understand power as overall leverage. As a result, the eu is the world’s largest bilateral aid donor, providing more than twice as much aid to poor countries as the United States, and it is also the largest importer of agricultural goods from the developing world, enhancing its influence in key regions of instability. Through massive deployments of “soft power” (such as economic clout and cultural appeal) Europe has made hard power less necessary. After expanding to 25 members, the eu accounts for nearly half of the world’s outward foreign direct investment and exerts greater leverage than the United States over pivotal countries such as Brazil and Russia. As more oil-producing nations consider trading in euros, Europe will gain greater influence in the international marketplace. Even rogue states swoon over Europe’s allure; just recall how Libya’s Colonel Muammar el-Qaddafi greeted British Prime Minister Tony Blair during a recent meeting in Tripoli. “You are looking good,” gushed Libya’s strongman. “You are still young.” Brand Europe is taking over. From environmental sustainability and international law to economic development and social welfare, European views are more congenial to international tastes and more easily exported than their U.S. variants. Even the Bush administration’s new strategy toward the “Greater Middle East” is based on the Helsinki model, which was Europe’s way of integrating human rights standards into collective security institutions. Furthermore, regional organizations such as the Association of Southeast Asian Nations, Mercosur, and the African Union are redesigning their institutions to look more like the eu. Europe’s flashy new symbol of power, the Airbus 380, will soon strut on runways all over Asia. And the euro is accepted even where they don’t take American Express. But don’t be deceived by the metrosexual superpower’s pleatless pants—Europe hasn’t lost touch with its hard assets. Even without a centralized military command structure, the eu has recently led military operations in the Democratic Republic of the Congo and Macedonia, and it will increase troop deployments to support German and British forces in stabilizing Afghanistan. European countries already provide 10 times more peacekeepers to U.N. operations than the United States. In late 2004, the eu will take over all peacekeeping and policing operations in Bosnia and Herzegovina from nato, and Europe’s 60,000-troop Rapid Reaction Force will soon be ready to deploy around the world.  In the fight against terrorism, Europe also displays the right ensemble of strengths. Europeans exc e l at human int e l l igenc e , whi ch requires expert linguists and cultural awareness. French espionage agencies have reportedly infiltrated al Qaeda cells, and German and Spanish law enforcement efforts have led to the capture of numerous al Qaeda operatives. After the March 2004 terrorist attack in Madrid, Spain’s incoming prime minister immediately declared his country would “return to Europe,” signaling his opposition to the Bush administration’s war on terror. Indeed, U.S. Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld’s “New Europe” is already passé, shorter lived than the bellbottom revival. To some observers, the eu may always be little more than a cheap superpower knockoff with little substance to show but a common multilingual passport. But after 60 years of dressing up, Europe has revealed its true 21stcentury orientation. Just as metrosexuals are redefining masculinity, Europe is redefining old notions of power and influence. Expect Bend It Like Brussels to play soon in capital cities worldwide. 

Europe is the only possible ethical leader – promotes a cosmopolitan world order.

Manners, ‘8 – Ian, Senior Researcher and Head of the research unit on the EU's internal dynamics at the Danish Institute for International Studies [“The normative ethics of the European Union”. International Affairs, 84: 45–60. http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/1468-5965.00353/full] BDD

The creative efforts of the European integration process have changed what passes for ‘normal’ in world politics. Simply by existing as different in a world of states and the relations between them, the European Union changes the normality of ‘international relations’. In this respect the EU is a normative power: it changes the norms, standards and prescriptions of world politics away from the bounded expectations of state-centricity. However, it is one thing to say that the EU is a normative power by virtue of its hybrid polity consisting of supranational and international forms of governance; it is another to argue that the EU acts in a normative (i.e. ethically good) way. The focus of this article will be on the ways in which we might judge the normative ethics of the EU in world politics by critically discussing the principles that it seeks to promote, the practices through which it promotes them, and the impact they have. 1 The EU has been, is and always will be a normative power in world politics. This is a strong claim with a critical aim: to promote normative approaches to the study of the EU in world politics. This aim is built on the acknowledgement in critical theory that ‘theory is always for someone and for some purpose’, since ‘theory constitutes as well as explains the questions it asks (and those it does not ask)’. 2 There is a simple temptation to attempt to analyse EU policy and influence in world politics empirically without ever asking why the EU is or is not acting, or how we might best judge what the EU should be doing in world politics. A normative power approach rejects such temptations to unreflective and uncritical analysis. Instead it aims to contribute to a better understanding of what principles the EU promotes, how the EU acts, and what impact the EU has by attempting both to analyse and to judge the EU’s normative power in world politics. The idea that a political union could be both normative and powerful at the same time may strike many as a contradiction in terms, if one reads normative power as a primarily self-empowering exercise. Over the past eight years I have attempted to develop an argument that normative power in general, and the EU’s normative power in particular, is sustainable only if it is felt to be legitimate by those who practise and experience it. 3 At the same time, a number of scholars have explored the EU’s ethical dimension in foreign policy; but I consider it important to use the term ‘normative power’ to describe the EU’s principles, actions and impact in world politics, rather than to conflate this with the idea of an ethical foreign policy. In arguing that the EU is a normative power in world politics, I mean that the EU promotes a series of normative principles that are generally acknowledged, within the United Nations system, to be universally applicable. As discussed in the next section, the nine substantive normative principles which both constitute, and are promoted by, the EU are sustainable peace, freedom, democracy, human rights, rule of law, equality, social solidarity, sustainable development and good governance. 5 But in propounding the normative power of the EU in this article, I shall also focus on the way in which the EU promotes such substantive principles by virtue of the principles of ‘living by example’; by duty of its actions in ‘being reasonable’; and by consequence of its impact in ‘doing least harm’. As discussed in the third section, these three procedural normative ethics help us make sense of, and judge, the way in which normative power is exercised. The ethics of the EU’s normative power are located in the ability to normalize a more just, cosmopolitical world. Catarina Kinnvall and Paul Nesbitt-Larking argue, drawing on Cheah and Robbins, Archibugi and Calhoun, that ‘cosmopolitics is about empowering people in the actual conditions of their lives’. 7 Attempting to normalize a more just, cosmopolitical world ‘can thus be seen as an approach trying to combine communitarianism with cosmopolitanism … Traditional cosmopolitanism … relies on a discourse of individual rights; while communitarianism is based on a discourse of social rights which is often expressed in exclusive localism. Both run the risk of substituting ethics for politics.’ 8 As Pascal Lamy has put it, ‘the notion of cosmopolitics describes a new world that is coming into being … More generally, cosmopolitics may simply be about thinking globally and acting locally.’ 9 Thus a more just, cosmopolitical world would be one in which communitarian, social rights of the self accommodate cosmopolitan, individual rights of others; where local politics and global politics commune. The rest of this article will explore both the EU’s substantive normative principles and its procedural normative ethics. The article will first look at the nine substantive normative principles promoted by the EU. It will then use an original tripartite analytical method in order to suggest how to judge the EU’s principles, actions and impact by using three major approaches to procedural normative ethics: virtue ethics, deontological ethics and consequentialist ethics. 10 Finally, it will conclude by arguing that we must judge the EU’s creative efforts to promote a more just, cosmopolitical world in terms of its principles, actions and impact. These three approaches provide the EU with maxims which should shape the EU’s normative power in world politics: live by example; be reasonable; and do least harm. 

EU/JA good - econ

Japan-Europe relations solve econ

Aso, ‘9 – Taro, prime minister of Japan [5/5/09, "A Japan-Europe Partnership to Surmount Global Challenges", Policy Speech., http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/europe/speech0905.html, BDD]

The first challenge is that of the current financial and economic crisis. Three main response measures were agreed upon at the G20 Summits on Financial Markets and the World Economy held in Washington and London. We agreed first, as measures to address the financial markets, to provide liquidity to maintain the integrity of the banking system, conduct capital injections into financial institutions, and dispose of non-performing loans; second, to stimulate the economy by mobilizing large-scale fiscal outlays; and third, based on the experience after the Great Depression of 1929, to oppose protectionism. After the financial crisis of the 1990's, Japan experienced a situation in which no one in the market was borrowing capital despite a nominal interest rate of zero. Companies did not increase their investment, as their first priority was not investment but rather minimizing their debt. As a result, there was no effective "prescription" for economic recovery other than the government raising capital through debt and engaging in large-scale fiscal mobilization. Putting this lesson to use, Japan has, with the sustainability of government finances in mind, undertaken fiscal stimuli totaling approximately 120 billion US dollars thus far in response to this crisis. In addition, we are now poised to undertake approximately 150 billion dollars in new fiscal outlays. These new measures alone are equivalent to 3% of Japan's GDP. At the same time, Europe has also been putting the European Economic Recovery Plan into motion. Japan and Europe must continue to maintain their close communication and to engage in appropriate policy management at the macro level. Moreover, globally there is a need for assistance to economies that are more vulnerable among developing countries and middle-sized and small countries. At the G20 Summit in Washington this past November, I announced that Japan would lend a maximum of 100 billion US dollars to the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and urged other countries to make similar contributions. In response to this, the EU announced a loan of 100 billion dollars immediately prior to the London Summit. The efforts of Japan and Europe have set a course for the reinforcement of the financial foundations of the IMF. 

EU/JA good – competitiveness

Solves European competitiveness

Fukushima, ‘10 – Glen S., president and CEO of Airbus Japan [Eurobiz Japan, July, http://paradigm.co.jp/clients/ebc/EURObiZ_July2010.pdf]

In Japan it’s often difﬁcult to get into the market, but once you get in, it’s often difﬁcult to dislodge the incumbent. Japan is important to us as a potential buyer of aircraft and as a partner for industrial cooperation. We have made some progress in increasing industrial cooperation with Japanese companies. Our competitor has been working closely with Japanese manufacturers to produce aircraft in Japan.  We also want Japanese cutting-edge technologies on board Airbus aircraft, and we believe technology transfer will beneﬁt both Europe and Japan. For instance, there are 21 Japanese manufacturers engaged in producing the A380. There’s a lot of high technology in Japan, including in areas such as carbon ﬁbre and composite materials.

EU/JA good – warming

Solve warming

Aso, ‘9 – Taro, prime minister of Japan [5/5/09, "A Japan-Europe Partnership to Surmount Global Challenges", Policy Speech., http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/europe/speech0905.html, BDD]

The weak point of the Kyoto Protocol is that it covers a mere 30% of the world's total greenhouse gas emissions. Ensuring that all major emitters participate in the post-2012 framework is a major goal that Japan and Europe share. Even amidst the current economic crisis, we must not ease up in our efforts to combat climate change. In the last year the world experienced strains in energy supply and demand and was also visited by an economic crisis. The lesson we learned is that we must strike a balance among the three aspects of responses to environmental considerations, economic growth, and energy security. I believe that the new framework must be sufficiently ambitious in contributing to the resolution of the climate change issue while at the same achieve a balance with economic growth and energy security. Moreover, it must be one with equitable targets set in accordance with individual countries' responsibilities and capabilities. Would you not agree that, rather than allow this to lapse into a "beauty contest" in which we vie with each other over the extent of our ambitions, Japan and Europe should instead lead the earnest discussions among countries to seek out the point at which the equitability of various targets come together, striking a balance with the heights of our ambitions? I do not believe that consideration of the environment is a drag on economic growth, if appropriate policies are established. Amidst a severe economic climate, the pursuit of a sound environment becomes in fact a good opportunity for new growth. The key to this is technological innovation. Japan is prepared to use its technology and its inventiveness to lead the "low-carbon revolution," which will transform people's way of living. Using Japanese environmental technology and other means, Japan will under the "Cool Earth Partnership" provide support for developing countries aiming to achieve both emissions reductions and economic growth. Together, shall we not spread to the world growth which has the environment as one of its main pillars and support the transition to a low-carbon society? 

Japan-Europe cooperation is solves climate change – recent summit

IISD, ’10 [International Institute for Sustainable Development. 4/28, “Japan-EU Summit Determines Climate Cooperation Actions”, http://climate-l.iisd.org/news/japan-eu-summit-determines-climate-cooperation-actions/, BDD]

28 April 2010: The 19th Japan-EU Summit convened in Tokyo, Japan, on 28 April 2010. Besides discussing Japan-EU bilateral relations, Summit leaders exchanged views on a number of key international questions including climate change. The resulting Japan-EU Joint Statement contains a section on climate change and the environment, in which the Summit leaders welcome the marked convergence between Japan and the EU on this issue since the last Summit. They share the conviction that Japan and the EU should exercise joint leadership, achieving their current targets under the Kyoto Protocol, and strive for early adoption of a robust and effective legally binding agreement that establishes a fair and effective new international framework with participation by all major economies, respecting experience learned from the Kyoto Protocol. They reaffirm their association with the Copenhagen Accord, and consider that the UNFCCC negotiating process should lead to the creation of a comprehensive agreement based on the Accord, recognizing the scientific view that the increase in global temperature should be held below 2C. They call for remaining UNFCCC Parties to associate themselves with the Accord and to submit ambitious targets or actions. The Joint Statement also identifies priorities for the exercise of Japan-EU joint leadership in the field of climate change and the promotion of the development of a sustainable low carbon global economy, such as: striving for early adoption of a robust and effective legally binding agreement, which establishes a fair and effective international framework with participation by all major economies, with the shared view that the UNFCCC negotiating process should lead the discussion to create one comprehensive agreement based on the Accord; encouraging efforts in various countries, in particular other major economies, to take further ambitious actions while ensuring transparency, to reduce global greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions by at least 50% by 2050 against 1990 levels and reduce GHG emissions by developed countries in aggregate by 80% or more; cooperating in the development of domestic emissions trading systems; pursuing the reform of the Clean Development Mechanism, including expansion of areas such as Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) and the introduction of new mechanisms; continuing with the implementation of the fast-start funding activities for 2010-2012 as part of concrete assistance programmes or projects for mitigation and adaptation measures by developing countries, and encouraging transparency and the mobilisation of private finance; cooperating in the development, deployment and transfer of technologies in sectors such as power generation, industry, transportation, architecture, residential, agriculture, forestry, and CCS; and establishing REDD-plus mechanism, while ensuring its environmental integrity. Summit leaders also confirmed that Japan and the EU will step up cooperation aiming at the reduction and elimination of barriers to trade in environmental goods and services in appropriate fora. [Japan-EU Joint Statement] 

Relations solve warming

IISD, ’10 [International Institute for Sustainable Development. 5/28, “EU-Japan Summit Focuses on Climate Change, Green Growth and Energy”, http://climate-l.iisd.org/news/eu-japan-summit-focuses-on-climate-change-green-growth-and-energy/, BDD]

28 May 2011: President of the European Council Herman Van Rompuy, President of the European Commission José Manuel Barroso, and Japan's Prime Minister Naoto Kan reaffirmed the close partnership between the EU and Japan and discussed climate change, green growth and energy at the 20th EU-Japan Summit. During the Summit, which took place on 28 May 2011, in Brussels, Belgium, the leaders agreed to start the process for parallel negotiations for a comprehensive free trade and a binding cooperation agreement covering political, global and other sectors in a comprehensive manner. In the joint press statement issued at the conclusion of the Summit, the EU and Japan underscore that climate change remains an urgent global issue, and agree to cooperate with a view to exerting leadership together in the field of climate change, promoting the development of safe and sustainable low-carbon global economies, consistent with the international objective of limiting the increase in global average temperature below 2°C. To this end, they indicate their commtment to strive for steady implementation of the Cancun Agreements and the adoption of a robust, global, fair, effective, comprehensive and legally-binding agreement with participation by all major economies. The Durban Climate Change Conference in December 2011 is expected to constitute a stepping stone in this direction. In their joint press statement, Summit leaders reaffirm the importance of greening the economy for achieving sustainable development. They also share the view that the UN Conference on Sustainable Development (UNCSD or Rio+20) in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, in 2012, offers an opportunity to raise the profile of the green economy, including resource efficiency, at the highest possible level and to promote it as a new model for sustainable global economic growth. They further reach a common recognition on the importance of implementing the outcomes of the 10th meeting of the Conference of the Parties (COP 10) of the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD), held in October 2010. Summit leaders commit to continue and reinvigorate their bilateral energy cooperation on secure, safe and sustainable energy policies, and energy-related research and technology development, to contribute to ensuring energy security and developing a low-carbon economy. They also commit to continue to advance these goals through cooperation in the appropriate international organizations and initiatives. [Joint Press Statement] 

Relations solve climate

AFP, ‘9 [5/4, “EU, Japan team up to fight climate change”, http://www.terradaily.com/reports/EU_Japan_team_up_to_fight_climate_change_999.html]

The European Union and Japan decided to join forces in the battle against climate change and invited large countries to follow suit at a summit meeting in Prague on Monday. "Japan and the EU are aiming at building a low-carbon society. We believe that it is necessary for the United States, China, Russia to participate in a responsible manner," Japanese Prime Minister Taro Aso told reporters. US President Barack Obama vowed last month in Prague that the United States was "now ready to lead" on climate change, breaking with his predecessor George W. Bush, whose stance had long frustrated Europeans. So far, the US has agreed to cut its carbon emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, while Europe has pledged to cut its own emissions by at least 20 percent of 1990 levels by 2020, and 30 percent if other advanced economies follow suit. Japan, the host of the Kyoto Protocol on fighting climate change, has not announced its mid-term target yet, but it has pledged to reduce carbon emissions by up to 80 percent by 2050. But the country is lagging badly behind in meeting its targets as the government hesitates at restricting industry amid an uncertain economy. The EU and Japan said in a joint statement Monday that they recognised the "significance" of a report by the UN's Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), recommending a 25-40 percent reduction in greenhouse gas emissions for industrialised countries by 2020. They also urged developing countries to "develop or update their national action plans towards low carbon development... in a measurable, reportable and verifiable manner." China, as a developing nation, did not accept cuts in greenhouse emissions under Kyoto, and it wants to see significant financial incentives from richer countries before it commits to reductions under the new pact. European Commission chief Jose Manuel Barroso said the EU and Japan were working together for a successful summit in Copenhagen in December, which is expected to produce a new climate treaty to replace Kyoto when it expires in 2012. "We believe that Japan is a very important partner for the process," Barroso said after the meeting chaired by Czech President Vaclav Klaus whose country is the current holder of the rotating EU presidency. 

EU/JA good - democracy
Relations solve democracy

Aso, ‘9 – Taro, prime minister of Japan [5/5/09, "A Japan-Europe Partnership to Surmount Global Challenges", Policy Speech., http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/europe/speech0905.html, BDD]

Two years ago as Minister of Foreign Affairs, I articulated a new concept within Japan's diplomatic policy. That was the concept of the "Arc of Freedom and Prosperity," by which Japan would support the efforts of the countries of Eurasia aspiring to the fundamental values of a market economy, freedom, and democracy. This stems from my strong conviction that the pursuit of economic prosperity and democracy will lead to peace and happiness. Based on this concept, Japan has been engaged in cooperation and assistance to countries undertaking reforms. For example, with the "GUAM" states, namely Georgia, Ukraine, Azerbaijan and Moldova, Japan is providing support to raise social and economic levels by promoting investment, tourism, and trade. The "Visegrad Four" nations of the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Poland, and Hungary are now working to play a role as donor nations. Japan, as a donor nation for many years, will share its knowledge with these countries. And, because they are making such efforts in these severe economic times, I would like to strengthen our cooperation and support. 

EU/JA good – Prolif

Prolif

Aso, ‘9 – Taro, prime minister of Japan [5/5/09, "A Japan-Europe Partnership to Surmount Global Challenges", Policy Speech., http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/europe/speech0905.html, BDD]

The fourth challenge is nuclear disarmament and non-proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and other weapons. One month ago in Prague, US President Obama strongly indicated the direction forward in realizing a world without nuclear weapons. The leaders of the United States and Russia are working to achieve a new nuclear arms control agreement by the end of this year. Within Europe as well, the UK and France have been advancing their efforts to reduce their nuclear capabilities with transparency. Every year for the past 15 years at the United Nations, Japan, as the only country to have ever suffered the devastation of atomic bombings, has proposed a resolution for the total elimination of nuclear weapons, always adopted with overwhelming support. Right now, there exists unprecedented momentum towards nuclear disarmament. Regrettably, the security environment in the Northeast Asia surrounding Japan is, we may well say, increasing in its severity. North Korea has demonstrated complete disregard for the calls from the international community and is proceeding with nuclear and missile development. In addition, it shows no indication that it will work towards the resolution of the abduction issue. North Korea has abducted innocent Japanese citizens, including a 13-year-old girl, yet even now does not allow their return. China's defense spending has increased by a double-digit rate year-on-year for the last 20 years consecutively, yet the content is lacking in transparency. In addition, China has been proceeding with the modernization of its nuclear arms. It is exactly because we are in this situation that it is important to move forward with nuclear disarmament and strengthen the non-proliferation regime. Europe was also threatened by the fear of nuclear warfare for many years. We shall take steps towards our goal of "a world without nuclear weapons," while maintaining the stability of the entire world. I would like to take advantage of this open and historic opportunity close at hand, together with Europe. 

EU/JA good – terror

Solve terror

Aso, ‘9 – Taro, prime minister of Japan [5/5/09, "A Japan-Europe Partnership to Surmount Global Challenges", Policy Speech., http://www.mofa.go.jp/region/europe/speech0905.html, BDD]

Japan and Europe are both devoting much attention to the historically challenging issues of the reconstruction and stability of Afghanistan. I would like to express my sincere respect to Germany and the other countries of Europe that are continuing to dispatch troops even as some have made the ultimate sacrifice. Thus far, Japan has constructed or restored more than 500 schools, trained 10 thousand teachers, provided literacy education to some 300 thousand people, and provided vaccines for a total of 40 million people. In addition, with a view to the elections scheduled for August, in the area of security, Japan is providing support for salaries of the entire 80,000 Afghan police personnel for six months. Afghanistan, now facing an election, is at a crucial moment. The political path forward for Afghanistan's rebirth was decided at the Bonn conference in 2001. A few months later, Japan hosted a donors' conference in Tokyo, and it was there that the framework for international economic assistance for Afghanistan was established. This Japan-Europe partnership is still alive today in the field. NATO's Provincial Reconstruction Teams, or "PRTs," are actively supporting reconstruction and the improvement of security in various parts of Afghanistan, and Japan is engaged in cooperation with the PRTs led by Germany and other European countries. From this month, young Japanese diplomats will be participating in the Lithuania-led PRT. In the Indian Ocean, Japan's Maritime Self-Defense Force has been conducting replenishment support by providing fuel and water in support of the maritime interdiction activities to deter terrorism being undertaken by ships of Germany, France, the UK, and other European countries. The issue of Afghanistan cannot be considered separately from that of the stability of the broader region, including Pakistan and Central Asia. Cooperation with Iran is also important. Foreign Minister Hirofumi Nakasone visited Iran three days ago and held discussions on efforts towards the stability of Afghanistan. Japan also invited President Zardari of Pakistan to visit on April 17 and convened an international conference in Tokyo for the assistance to Pakistan. President Zardari expressed his strong determination towards combating terrorism and reforming the economy, and countries all around the world agreed to support this. Japan announced assistance of one billion US dollars and the European Commission, 600 million dollars. This set the stage for total pledges globally of over five billion dollars in assistance. I would like to share with you a vision for the future of this region. Would it not be important in the future to develop a "North-South Logistics Route" from Central Asia through Afghanistan and Pakistan, leading to the Arabian Sea? Linking this region with the rest of the world through the sea will be the foundation for mutual prosperity. Japan is already providing assistance towards the construction of roads and rail lines as one portion of this. Japan would like to engage together with Europe in this endeavor as well. 

***NANOTECH

Shell-Nanotech
A.  Aerospace will push to expand nanotechnology
NanoVic;  Aug 24, 2009;  new venture between three the Victorian universities Monash University, Swinburne University of Technology and RMIT University. Nanotechnology - Opportunities for Nanotechnology in the Aerospace and Automotive Industry; http://www.azonano.com/article.aspx?ArticleId=2357)(jimmy)

Nanotechnology is engineering at the molecular level, to produce new materials, new processes with improved performance for a variety of industries and purposes. Nanotechnology is widely regarded as one of the most important sources of new technology over coming decades and will have applications across a broad range of industries. The textiles, food science, automotive and aerospace industries are looking closely at adoption of nanostructured materials to provide new products for domestic and export markets. Further Opportunities for Nanotechnology in the Aerospace Industry Development of novel materials with the desired properties has a great impact on aerospace industries. Producing light weight structures with superior properties is the main objective of material scientists and engineers, and nanotechnology developments are likely to play an important role. 

B. Fast nano development ends the world
 RHEINGOLD 92  Appointed lecturer at Stanford, Editor Emeritus of Whole Earth Review, Utne Magazine Independent Press Award

[Howard Rheingold, Whole Earth Review, Fall, 1992, www.findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m1510/is_n76/ai_12635777]

It looks as if something even more powerful than thermonuclear weaponry is emanating from that same, strangely fated corner of New Mexico where nuclear physicists first knew sin. Those who follow the progress of artificial-life research know that the effects of messing with the engines of evolution might lead to forces even more regrettable than the demons unleashed at Alamogordo. At least nuclear weaponry and biocidal technologies only threaten life on Earth, and don't threaten to contaminate the rest of the universe. That's the larger ethical problem of a-life. The technology of self-replicating machines that could emerge in future decades from today's a-life research might escape from human or even terrestrial control, infest the solar system, and, given time, break out into the galaxy. If there are other intelligent species out there, they might not react benevolently to evidence that humans have dispersed interstellar strip-mining robots that breed, multiply, and evolve. If there are no other intelligent species in existence, maybe we will end up creating God, or the Devil, depending on how our minds' children evolve a billion years from now. The entire story of life on earth thus far might be just the wetware prologue to a longer, larger, drier tale, etched in silicon rather than carbon, and blasted to the stars -- purposive spores programmed to seek, grow, evolve, expand. That's what a few people think they are on the verge of inventing. Scenarios like that make the potential for global thermonuclear war or destruction of the biosphere look like a relatively local problem. Biocide of a few hundred thousand species (including ourselves) is one kind of ethical problem; turning something like the Alien loose on the cosmos is a whole new level of ethical lapse. The human species has precious little time to gain the wisdom necessary to handle the knowledge scientists have discovered. Artificial life is too important to remain an esoteric specialty. The time to think about what it might mean is now, while we still have a choice. Military applications of autonomous, self-reproducing robots might lead to worse fates than mere annihilation. There's some question about whether it is ever possible to put knowledge back in the bottle, but there is no question that we still have time to make sure that the self-reproducing increasingly intelligent, interstellar lifeforms that we are about to create are more closely modeled on E.T. than on the Alien. 

Aerospace drive Nano

The aerospace industry drives up demand for nanotech

Agee, ‘8 –Dr. Forrest J., nanotech researcher at Rice University [ "Nanotechnology for aerospace: potential transitions from university research". http://dx.doi.org/10.1117/12.776736]

Nanotechnology is expected to provide the fundamental basis of the next two generations of products and processes. Impacts for applications are already being felt in many fields, and there is interest especially in the aerospace industry, where performance is a major driver of decisions for applications. Four areas are receiving special emphasis in a program aimed at the Air Force's strategic focus on materials. The emphasis includes adaptive coatings and surface engineering, nanoenergetics, electromagnetic sensors, and power generation and storage. Seven universities in Texas have initiated the CONTACT program of focused research including nine projects in the first year, with plans for expansion in subsequent years. This paper discusses the focus, progress, and plans for the second year and opportunities for industry input to the scope and content of the research. A new model for the creation and guidance of research programs for industry is presented. The new approach includes interaction with the aerospace industry and the Air Force that provides a focus for the research. Results to date for the new method and for the research are presented. A discussion of nanoengineering technology transition into the aerospace industry highlights the mechanisms for enhancing the process and for dealing with intellectual property. 

Nano --> grey Goo

Nanotechnology arms race leads to Grey Goo
CRN  08; Dangers of Molecular Manufacturing, Results of Our Ongoing Research, http://www.crnano.org/dangers.htm#environmental)(jimmy)
Uncontrolled availability of nanofactory technology can result from either insufficient or overzealous regulation. Inadequate regulation would make it easy to obtain and use an unrestricted nanofactory. Overzealous regulation would create a pent-up demand for nanotech products, which if it gets strong enough, would fund espionage, cracking of restricted technology, or independent development, and eventually create a black market beyond the control of central authorities (nanofactories are very smugglable). Note that sufficiently abusive or restrictive regulation can motivate internal espionage; at least one atomic spy in the US was idealistically motivated. Uncontrolled availability of molecular manufacturing greatly increases many of the dangers cited above.  The existence of multiple programs to develop molecular manufacturing greatly increases some of the risks listed above. Each program provides a separate opportunity for the technology to be stolen or otherwise released from restriction. Each nation with an independent program is potentially a separate player in a nanotech arms race. The reduced opportunity for control may make restrictions harder to enforce, but this may lead to greater efforts to impose harsher restrictions. Reduced control also makes it less likely that a non-disruptive economic solution can develop. 
Nano Bad – Grey Goo

Grey Goo is Worse than nukes 

 CRN  08; Dangers of Molecular Manufacturing, Results of Our Ongoing Research, http://www.crnano.org/dangers.htm#environmental)(jimmy)
Although grey goo has essentially no military and no commercial value, and only limited terrorist value, it could be used as a tool for blackmail. Cleaning up a single grey goo outbreak would be quite expensive and might require severe physical disruption of the area of the outbreak (atmospheric and oceanic goos deserve special concern for this reason). Another possible source of grey goo release is irresponsible hobbyists. The challenge of creating and releasing a self-replicating entity apparently is irresistible to a certain personality type, as shown by the large number of computer viruses and worms in existence. We probably cannot tolerate a community of "script kiddies" releasing many modified versions of goo. Development and use of molecular manufacturing poses absolutely no risk of creating grey goo by accident at any point. However, goo type systems do not appear to be ruled out by the laws of physics, and we cannot ignore the possibility that the five stated requirements could be combined deliberately at some point, in a device small enough that cleanup would be costly and difficult. Drexler's 1986 statement can therefore be updated: We cannot afford criminally irresponsible misuse of powerful technologies. Having lived with the threat of nuclear weapons for half a century, we already know that. We wish we could take grey goo off CRN's list of dangers, but we can't. It eventually may become a concern requiring special policy. Grey goo will be highly difficult to build, however, and non-replicating nano-weaponry may be substantially more dangerous and more imminent. 

Nano Bad - extinction

Nanotechnology is bad- leads to mind control and extinction 

(Michael Snyder; JULY 12, 2010;  Mind Control? Scientists Have Discovered How To Use Nanoparticles To Remotely Control Behavior!; Inteldaily; http://inteldaily.com/2010/07/mind-control-scientists-have-discovered-how-to-use-nanoparticles-to-remotely-control-behavior/)(jimmy)
Are we moving into a time when the extraordinary advances that have been made in the fields of nanotechnology, neurology, psychology, computer science, telecommunications and artificial intelligence will be used by governmental authorities to control the population? Already, governments around the world are using the threat of “terror” as an excuse to watch us, track us, scan all of our electronic communications and force us to endure “security measures” that are so extreme that even George Orwell could have never dreamed them up. So what is going to happen one day when some crazed individual actually does set off a weapon of mass destruction in a major city? The temptation to use these emerging technologies to control the public will become almost irresistible. At this point “mind control” is still a dirty word to many, but after the next couple of “9/11 style events” the general population will be crying out for something to be done to ensure their security. When society experiences a complete and total meltdown in the years ahead, governments around the world will be tempted to do just about anything, including using mind control, to restore order. That is why some of the most recent advances in the field on nanotechnology are so chilling. In particular, what a team of researchers at the University at Buffalo have discovered is truly alarming. The following is an excerpt from their recent news release…. Clusters of heated, magnetic nanoparticles targeted to cell membranes can remotely control ion channels, neurons and even animal behavior, according to a paper published by University at Buffalo physicists in Nature Nanotechnology. Using nanoparticles to remotely control animal behavior? It doesn’t take a doctorate to understand the implications of such a technology. What if “nanobots” that had the capacity to control human minds were programmed to search out and attach themselves to key areas of the human brain? Such “nanobots” would be far too small to even be seen by the human eye, and people could become “infected” with these creatures without even knowing it. Hordes of these nanobots could be released into the atmosphere or in public areas and infect thousands (or even millions) and nobody might even realize it. If governments could find a way to use nanobots to remotely control the minds of the general population, a mass mind control program could be implemented without the general public even realizing what is going on. Yes, this is just how scary this technology is. But it gets even worse. You see, when it comes to nanotechnology we are dealing with something far more dangerous than we can even imagine. For example, if something goes horribly wrong and we develop speed-breeding self-assembling nanobots that get out of control, they could theoretically devour all life on Earth in fairly short order. Think of the scene at the end of the recent Keanu Reeves movie entitled “The Day The Earth Stood Still” and multiply it by about a million. But even if such a scenario never plays out, the mind control potential of nanotechnology is bad enough. Not that other mind control technologies aren’t equally as dangerous. The truth is that all kinds of mind control technologies are being developed. Video game makers are busy developing games that you control not with a joystick or a gamepad but rather with your brain waves. So could such a technology someday be used in reverse? Of course most people by now have heard of MK-ULTRA and other mind control programs that were developed by the CIA and other U.S. government agencies. The U.S. government insists that all such programs have been discontinued. But are they telling the truth? And what are other governments around the world developing in secret? There are other mind control technologies out there that are incredibly dangerous as well. In fact, there are many who suggest that electromagnetic waves could potentially be used to control thoughts and influence behavior. Think of what just one terrorist could do with such technology. 

Nano inevitable

Nano is coming quickly & inevitably
CRN  08; Dangers of Molecular Manufacturing, Results of Our Ongoing Research, http://www.crnano.org/dangers.htm#environmental)(jimmy)
Facing all these risks, there will be a strong temptation simply to outlaw the technology. However, we don't believe this can work. Many nations are already spending millions on basic nanotechnology; within a decade, advanced nanotech will likely be within the reach of large corporations. It can't be outlawed worldwide. And if the most risk-aware countries stop working on it, then the less responsible countries are the ones that will be developing it and dealing with it. Besides, legal regulation may not have much effect on covert military programs. Molecular manufacturing may be delayed by strict regulation, but this would probably make things worse in the long run. If MM development is delayed until it's relatively easy, it will then be a lot harder to keep track of all the development programs. Also, with a more advanced technology base, the development of nano-built products could happen even faster than we have described, leaving less time to adjust to the societal disruptions. 

***US AEROSPACE GOOD
Heg

Aerospace is key to American global leadership 

Christopher E. Kinne, United States Air Force Lieutenant Colonel, 11 [Air Force Journal of Logistics, “Preserving the Indus: Is the United States Air Force Responsible?”, http://www.aflma.hq.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-101122-031.pdf /Ghosh]

The commission had a great deal to say about these topics. After months of meetings and discussions covering the broad spectrum of topics, the commission published its final 300-plus page report in November 2002. The commission report begins with a positive statement about the US aerospace industry and claims in its opening sentences that “the role of aerospace in establishing America’s global leadership was incontrovertibly proved in the last century...[and] aerospace will be at the core of America’s leadership and strength in the twenty-first century.”12 However, the report also includes nine recommendations that address many concerns of the aerospace industry and the panel members themselves. The commission identified several trends it believed must be corrected to both preserve the US aerospace industry and to improve US national security. Most importantly, the commission observed: “The contributions of aerospace to our global leadership have been so successful that it is assumed US preeminence in aerospace remains assured. Yet the evidence would indicate this to be far from the case.”13

Strong aerospace is critical to overall US military power – sustains heg
National Aerospace Week 10 (September 18, “Aerospace and Defense: The Strength to Lift America,” http://www.nationalaerospaceweek.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/04/whitepaper.pdf) National Aerospace Week

 The beginning of a new decade presents the defense industry with challenges that aren’t new, but are becoming more urgent. Developing a national strategy to ensure a robust industrial base and modernizing our military hardware must become frontburner priorities. The health of the industrial base is at the heart of our ability to supply our nation with the weapons systems it requires. As we wrote in our landmark study on the industrial base in 2009: “Military technologies used to be much more closely related to civilian technologies. They even used common production processes. But because DOD is today the sole customer for industry’s most advanced capabilities, the defense industrial base is increasingly specialized and separate from the general manufacturing and technology sectors. That means even a healthy general economy will not necessarily help underwrite the industrial capabilities DOD most needs.” A huge step forward was made this year when the industrial base was included in the Quadrennial Defense Review as a factor to be considered in its long-term planning. We’re optimistic that the next step — inclusion of industrial base considerations in program plans and policy — will be executed as directed by the QDR — ensuring that it becomes incorporated into long-range defense plans. However, we remain concerned about the fragility of the supplier base. With another round of acquisitions and consolidations imminent along with a projected decline in defense spending, the supplier base remains particularly vulnerable. These small businesses are critical to the primes and to the government. They face multiple challenges overcoming barriers to federal contracting and once they leave the contracting base, they and their unique skills cannot be recovered. 2010 Aerospace Industries Association of America, Inc. 4 Along with our concern about the industrial base is the long-term issue of modernizing our military hardware. The 1980s defense build-up is now 25 years old, and systems acquired then are in need of replacement. The decade of 2010-19 is the crucial time to reset, recapitalize and modernize our military forces. Not only are many of our systems reaching the end of their designed lives, but America’s military forces are using their equipment at many times the programmed rates in the harsh conditions of combat, wearing out equipment prematurely. Delaying modernization will make it even harder to identify and effectively address global threats in the future. The requirements identified in the QDR — for the United States to overmatch potential adversaries and to execute long-duration campaigns in coming years against increasingly capable potential opponents — will require complex and expensive aerospace capabilities. This is a concern that the Defense Department recognizes. Under Secretary of Defense Ashton Carter has said that the department is looking to develop a “family of systems” for future strike options that will be supported by the “family of industry.” 9 This is welcome news. However, defense modernization is not optional. While the fiscal 2011 budget request is a reasonable target that takes into account funding needed to fight two wars, the pressure on the procurement and research and development budget is sure to increase in the future. At the same time, America must adapt its defenses to new kinds of threats. A large-scale attack on information networks could pose a serious economic threat, impeding or preventing commerce conducted electronically. This would affect not only ATM transactions, but commercial and governmental fund transfers and the just-in-time orders on which the manufacturing sector depends. It could even pose threats to American lives, interrupting the transfer of medical data, disrupting power grids, even disabling emergency communications links. In partnership with the government, our industry is on the forefront of securing these networks and combating cyber attack. The American people also demand better security for the U.S. homeland, from gaining control of our borders to more effective law enforcement and disaster response. The aerospace industry provides the tools that help different forces and jurisdictions communicate with each other; monitor critical facilities and unpatrolled borders, and give advance warning of natural disasters, among other capabilities. In many cases, government is the only market for these technologies. Therefore, sound government policy is essential not only to maintain current capabilities, but to ensure that a technology and manufacturing base exists to develop new ones.
Laundry List

Economy, security, hegemony, space exploration

Thompson 9 (David, President – American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, “The Aerospace Workforce”, Federal News Service, 12-10, Lexis)

Aerospace systems are of considerable importance to U.S. national security, economic prosperity, technological vitality, and global leadership. Aeronautical and space systems protect our citizens, armed forces, and allies abroad. They connect the farthest corners of the world with safe and efficient air transportation and satellite communications, and they monitor the Earth, explore the solar system, and study the wider universe. The U.S. aerospace sector also contributes in major ways to America's economic output and high- technology employment. Aerospace research and development and manufacturing companies generated approximately $240 billion in sales in 2008, or nearly 1.75 percent of our country's gross national product. They currently employ about 650,000 people throughout our country. U.S. government agencies and departments engaged in aerospace research and operations add another 125,000 employees to the sector's workforce, bringing the total to over 775,000 people. Included in this number are more than 200,000 engineers and scientists -- one of the largest concentrations of technical brainpower on Earth. 

***AIR POWER

Shell – Air Power Good

Strong aerospace key to overall US air power

Thompson 9 (David, President – American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, “The Aerospace Workforce”, Federal News Service, 12-10, Lexis)

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

That’s a key internal link into sustaining heg – solves nuke wars & aggression
Wyne, 8 – Michael W. Wynne, Secretary of the Air Force [“Sovereign Options: Securing Global Stability and Prosperity A Strategy for the US Air Force”, Air University, Strategic Studies Quarterly, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA508798&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]

Over the last century, the scope of US international responsibility has vastly increased, but the Constitutional imperatives that guide our military’s mission remain unchanged. When scholars look at the role the United States has played in the international system since WWII, they sometimes compare it to the Pax Romana or the Pax Britannica of previ​ ous centuries. here is some truth to this, but if there is an American Pax, it is a very generous one; the sort that seeks to increase the well-being and liberty of all who wish to join and asks only that those who do not join refrain from using violence against those who do. The benefits the international system derives from US leadership are impressive. For over half a century, the United States has been the world’s foremost defender of international stability and has taken the leading role in building and leading the coalitions that preserve it. This leadership led to the fall of the Nazi and Soviet regimes and provided the stable backdrop against which countries like Japan, Germany, and China initiated their economic miracles. It also contributed to 60 years without major-power war, the establishment of open international trading relations, and the unprecedented spread of democratic governance. Unfortunately, in the current era, many have become so accustomed to global stability that they wonder why the United States continues to invest in its armed forces. Over the last two decades, we have allowed our strategic forces to atrophy as our major-power competitors have increased their own; and we have readily discussed peace dividends as we stretched our combat forces to the breaking point. It is true there is a great deal of goodwill in the international system to​ day, yet the current security and prosperity enjoyed by those living within the borders of the United States and its allies are based on more than good​ will. Major-power competitors regularly probe US defenses in the air and continuously attack our military infrastructure in cyberspace. Mid-range competitors persistently purchase technologically advanced surface-to-air missiles and fighters that undermine our deterrent forces. Numerous ac​ tors have the capability and desire to disrupt the existing system. Since the last days of the Cold War, US-led coalitions have fought wars in six countries—Panama, Kuwait, Bosnia, Serbia, Afghanistan, and Iraq—and participated in many other military operations. Perhaps more important than the wars we have fought over the last two decades are the wars we have not fought. It has been many years since an opposed major power threatened us directly. Our globally deployed forces, our alliances and coalitions, and the quality and quantity of our strategic forces signal states around the world that aggression does not pay. This type of peace through strength was the dream of the League of Nations and later of the United Nations, but neither organization achieved the consensus necessary to carry out its vision. Today the United States, acting with allies or ad hoc coalitions of the willing, has let both the peaceful and violent states of the world know through its action that we will preserve peace. The impact of this deterrent presence cannot be overstated. In most regions of the world, peaceful states no longer feel the need to build large armed forces to defend against bellicose neighbors, and many potentially revisionist states understand that the resource requirements to compete militarily with the United States are too high—our own capability deters such conflicts from even emerging. While we fight vicious battles on the frontiers, we must not forget that the zone of stability we have created through our vigilance and forward presence is the largest in history. This is not a responsibility the United States can shirk or hand of to another state or organization. No other country in the world today is able to pick up the US leadership mantle. No other country or coalition is able to project power globally; nor could anyone else develop that capability in the face of the current antiair and antisea threat environment. From one perspective, America’s existing global power projection capability is a unique historical accident. At a time when the United States controlled almost half of the world’s GNP, it also faced a bellicose Soviet Union. This combination led the United States to spend unprecedented sums on its strategic forces (approximately half of its robust defense budget on the Air Force alone). The global web of bases, air refueling aircraft, strategic bombers, satellites, and air superiority technology has served us well for half a century. Like the legendary Roman roads that enabled the Pax Romana, or the fleet and global network of naval bases that underwrote the Pax Britannia, US airpower vastly magnifies our ability to project power beyond our borders. Maintaining these strategic forces carries a price tag, but the United States does not fight so regularly or deter so thoroughly for purely altruistic reasons. Without the peaceful environment facilitated by American diplomacy and arms, the United States would not enjoy its current level of security and prosperity. The security and economic health of the United States are closely intertwined with the stability and prosperity of the international system. Our citizens enjoy peaceful lives at home because no major power believes it can challenge us and win; they prosper because we protect the global commons. The United States cannot neglect its position of leader​ ship without grave consequences. When Rome surrendered its mantle of leadership, the lights went out in Europe for a thousand years. Between the time the British Empire declined and the United States rose, the world fought two world wars and numerous lesser conflicts. It is true that the role the US military plays in the world today carries a price tag, but is more than worth the cost.  The Threats We Face In the current international system, the United States and its allies face two principal threats. The first comes from major-power opponents with access to modern conventional and nuclear weapons. It is easy to dis​ miss the possibility of major-power war in today’s peaceful system, but big wars, with their apocalyptic potential for suffering and destruction have a tendency to happen unexpectedly. Even when they do not occur, America’s opponents often base their demands on their perception of our ability to fight and win wars. Such major conventional or nuclear wars are by far the gravest military threat we face, and the perception that we are too weak to stand behind our global commitments is the surest route to such a war. Above all, the US military must prevent major-power opponents from believing they can benefit from using their military power against America’s vital interests. 

Aero key to Air Power

A strong aerospace industry boosts airpower – Innovation and supply 

Grant 09 [Rebecca Grant, Director of the Marshall Institute for Airpower studies,  worked in the operations group of the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, for the Secretary of the Air Force, and for RAND Corp. In 1995 ; “The Vanishing Arsenal of airpower” October 30, 2009] 

We really count more than anything else on programs to sustain the aerospace 7industrial base. It is programs that train people across time. I was told that the average age of individuals working on the C-17 is just over 50 years of age, I believe; and the average experience of these individuals is over 20 years. This is not something that you recapture quickly. It's not a level of expertise that you can get quickly by bringing in new people and training them while you're supposed to be working on the production line. It's something that takes program, after program, after program to sustain. We saw this very clearly in the development of the stealth technologies where Lockheed and Northrop contended over a long period of time on different programs, and where government policy deliberately kept them both working on similar requirements to see which one would do best. One would win one competition and then the other would win the next one. What it created was a very fruitful development of the skill set for advanced stealth aircraft design. What we have in this decade I think is simply the end of the road of the program-based production model that has sustained the aerospace industry. So when we hear the larger reports about the defense sector from the Defense Science Board or AIA and others, we're really looking here at a sector that has reached this point of crisis. We simply now do not know whether we have the base to sustain what really matters—people, innovation, the ability to produce to requirement, and on schedule. A friend of mine told me a couple days ago that he and a colleague of his had put together a list of the ten most likely aircraft programs for this decade, and as they looked down them they would simply cross out every one that they thought would probably never go forward. A key example being the next generation bomber. He never really told me what the final number was that they came up with for the number of programs we might see, but I've taken a stab at it here and I'm sure you all have thought of similar things. Perhaps if we were to make this list again several years from now we'd say right we have two tankers and they competed. I think we should all hope we get to the point that we have two tankers that can compete and that there can be a tanker procurement going forward. We may have a light utility aircraft, we may have a light attack aircraft, we may have a stealthy UAV. The Navy has announced plans for a Super Hornet follow-on, but with not a lot of clarity about what that is as yet, and I think probably within their budgets not a lot of sense yet of how they will get there. F-22s probably need a replacement program as well because under the extremely small fleet that we will now have the first retirements of the F-22s are likely to begin shortly after 2020. If you consider that the Navy is looking at 2024 as a milestone in its next fighter program you can see that we are already well inside the point where we need to be thinking about this. But I want to make two points on this chart. One, someone I respect a great deal said yesterday this is the first time that any of us can remember when there have been no new major military fixed wing aircraft programs going forward; no new fighter types; no 8new bomber types. We'll see potentially others with a question mark over what we may or may not see with airlift. The first time anyone can remember that this has been the case. And it simply gets us into a period where the risk is impossible even to assess or calculate. The second point is, I was asked to go up to New York in about ten days from now and speak to an investor's conference on Wall Street. These are always fun because it's fun to see exactly how young all these hedge fund managers really are as they sit there and tap on their I-phones while everyone's briefing. And so I talked to my friend at what used to be Merrill Lynch, and there's great complaining about how it used to be Merrill Lynch and now it's Bank of America. Anyway up we will all go. And I said well what do you want me to talk about? He said well talk about the Air Force and, you know, what they're doing. I had gone to the same conference last year and I started off talking about airpower in Afghanistan because I wanted everyone to understand everyone's really pretty fully engaged in Afghanistan, Iraq around the world. Then my friend says of course you know what these folks want to find out is what's the Air Force going to buy? I said well that could be a very short chart indeed, and I'm struck that even more than this time last year when you could say well we may do some of this or we may do some of that and this may stay and this may go away and F-35 still looks really strong, we don't know what's going to happen in several other areas. The picture now is simply very weak. One cannot in all conscience stand up in front of a group of these late 20 and 30 something's who want to know what is going to get bought so they can rate all the buy and sell of new companies, and say that we expect to buy much of anything. It's simply not in the plan, and how remarkable this is that we have come to this point in time. I think some of it is quite natural; a lot of it is planned. You all have heard me talk before about the crisis in the Combat Air Forces, about the plans to replace larger inventories with smaller but more capable inventories. We all support and believe in that, and yet now it has truly come to a point when there are great questions about how this industry will look going forward. 

Aerospace is key to airpower – Jets 

Grant 09 [Rebecca Grant, Director of the Marshall Institute for Airpower studies,  worked in the operations group of the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, for the Secretary of the Air Force, and for RAND Corp. In 1995 ; “The Vanishing Arsenal of airpower” October 30, 2009] 

For this reason I would say that the Air Force and the Navy particularly should look to take a more active role in working with what remains of the aerospace industry to see where they can best place investments and particularly to consider how they will plan for the future. I think we'd all agree that not enough of that is going on at this point. And finally, to lead into my concluding slide, we do need to invest in technology. Technology for future threats, technology that will help us keep our lead not only for the wars we are in. And I have one great example of why that is so, and that is the jet age. Although the research and the conceptualization of the jet engine was done in the 1930s—quite a lot of it by Mr. Whittle in England—jets did not become a big part of air combat in World War II. Now they were enough of a concern to cause some pretty serious bomber raids to help slow the production of the ME-262, but the early jets just didn't have the performance and the heft and the muscle required to do the air campaigns of World War II. And as it turned out the US managed to fly two early jet demonstrators. The first one here in the middle and the second one down below during the war. Even the ME-262 had a number of production problems generally related to the engine as well as other things. But had we decided to buy what worked in World War II we would have bought more B-51s, more P-38s, more B-36s—a type developed then, who knows how we would have managed reconnaissance, and we might miss the entire development of the jet age. A development that in its earliest years was critical to have the strength of the military research behind it before it became the wonderful expansive commercial market that we know today. Invest just for the wars that you're in and you might miss something of incredible importance to the future. Well the jet age certainly provided a very bright period of time for the aerospace industry and some tremendous military capabilities. One can only hope that whatever comes next in this industry will take us by surprise much as the idea of the initial turbojet did with Mr. Whittle in England. But somewhere it will come out of a brilliant mind or a brilliant program manager's team and that we will see a flourishing future for the aerospace industry. The path to that is very unclear at this point in time. We need to understand the risks and we need to have the impulse to move forward. Thanks for your time. 

AP good – heg

Air power is key to hegemony – provides rapid and flexible force projection
Hazdra 1(Richard, Major – USAF, Air Mobility: The Key to United States National Security Strategy, Fairchild Paper, August, http://aupress.au.af.mil/fairchild_papers/Hazdra/Hazdra.pdf) 

In shaping the international environment, the United States must possess a credible military force where military activities include overseas presence and peacetime engagement and the will to use military force.2 According to the NDP, overseas presence is the key to a stable international environment.3 Peacetime engagement includes rotational deployments that help sustain regional stability by deterring aggression and exercises with foreign nations that solidify relations with those nations.4Deployments and exercises both require air mobility in the form of both airlift and air refueling in order to trans- port the necessary troops and equipment. Peacetime engagement also includes other programs such as the Nunn–Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction Program where the United States assists members of the Commonwealth of Independent States in dismantling and storing WMD.5Here, air mobility is the lead component by transporting nuclear weapons to the United States from compliant nations. Airlift also plays a crucial role in responding to threats and crises by enhancing our war-fighting capability.6 The United States may move some forces nearer to a theater in crisis and rapidly deploy other forces into that theater. Depending on the crisis, forces from the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marines, or any combination of military personnel and equipment could comprise the force structure required. Consequently, the United States must airlift these forces along with the needed logistics support. In addition, the focused logistics concept of Joint Vision 2010requires the transportation of supplies and materials to support these forces within hours or days rather than weeks, a mission solely suited to air mobility. In responding to crises, forces may deploy in support of smaller-scale contingencies which include humanitarian assistance, peace operations, enforcing NFZs, evacuating US citizens, reinforcing key allies, limited strikes, and interventions.7 Today, US forces find themselves globally engaged in responding to these contingencies more frequently and maintain longer-term commitments to support these contingencies. In these situations, many deployments occur in the absence of forward basing.8 The loss of forward basing has reduced AMC’s worldwide infrastructure from 39 locations in 1992 to 12 in 1999.9Thus, the United States must again use air mobility to deploy forces overseas in a minimum amount of time for an operation to be successful. 
Airpower sustains US leadership and makes power projection credible
Richard Hazdra 01, Mayor- USAF, Air Mobility: The Key to United States National Security Strategy, Fairchild paper, August) http://aupress.au.af.mil/fairchild_papers/hazdra/hazdra.pdf  

In shaping the international environment, the United States must possess a credible military force where military activities include overseas presence and peacetime engagement and the will to use military force.2 According to the NDP, overseas presence is the key to a stable international environment.3 Peacetime engagement includes rotational deployments that help sustain regional stability by deterring aggression and exercises with foreign nations that solidify relations with those nations.4 Deployments and exercises both require air mobility in the form of both airlift and air refueling in order to transport the necessary troops and equipment. Peacetime engagement also includes other programs such as the Nunn–Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction Program where the United States assists members of the Commonwealth of Independent States in dismantling and storing WMD.5 Here, air mobility is the lead component by transporting nuclear weapons to the United States from compliant nations. Airlift also plays a crucial role in responding to threats and crises by enhancing our war-fighting capability.6 The United States may move some forces nearer to a theater in crisis and rapidly deploy other forces into that theater. Depending on the crisis, forces from the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marines, or any combination of military personnel and equipment could comprise the force structure required. Consequently, the United States must airlift these forces along with the needed logistics support. In addition, the focused logistics concept of Joint Vision 2010 requires the transportation of supplies and materials to support these forces within hours or days rather than weeks, a mission solely suited to air mobility. In responding to crises, forces may deploy in support of smaller-scale contingencies which include humanitarian assistance, peace operations, enforcing NFZs, evacuating US citizens, reinforcing key allies, limited strikes, and interventions. 7 Today, US forces find themselves globally engaged in responding to these contingencies more frequently and maintain longer-term commitments to support these contingencies. In these situations, many deployments occur in the absence of forward basing.8 The loss of forward basing has reduced AMC’s worldwide infrastructure from 39 locations in 1992 to 12 in 1999.9 Thus, the United States must again use air mobility to deploy forces overseas in a minimum amount of time for an operation to be successful.
Air Power can sustain hegemony – it outweighs sea power and land power
Douglas 02, Department of Political Science at Columbia University [Francis "Scott" Colin, ISA Annual Convention in New Orleans, http://www.isanet.org/noarchive/douglas.html]


Logically air power should hold pride of place within both the political science and policy-oriented study of coercion.  Since aircraft can strike a wider array of targets than land or sea-bound forces, Robert Pape argues the study of air power can cut to the core of the larger coercion debate because it "most cogently reveals the relative effectiveness of different coercive strategies." (Pape Bombing to Win 39)  As Pape goes on to argue, Unlike land power, [air power] can reach deep into the enemy's homeland from the outset of a conflict, and it promises to achieve its effects at sharply lower cost in lives than land power.  Unlike sea power, bombing can focus on specific categories of targets, attacking either political, economic, population, or military targets in isolation or combination.  Given adequate intelligence, air power can also attack selective target sets within these categories, which can be helpful if, for example, there are bottlenecks in key industries.(Bombing to Win 45) Therefore, analyzing the success or failure of air campaigns provides more than policy-relevant answers to a narrow military question; it provides a rigorous test of different coercive theories which have been operationalized for real-world application. Air campaigns also warrant close study because they are becoming the military tool-of-choice for statecraft, particularly for the United States.  As Eliot Cohen notes, "air power is an unusually seductive form of military strength, in part because, like modern courtship, it appears to offer gratification without commitment." (Cohen Mystique of US Air Power 109)  Raising the stakes even further, Cohen recently argued that air power as seen in its recent incarnation over Kosovo begins to reveal the strengths and limitations of the emerging "New American Way of War." (Cohen Kosovo and the New American Way of War in Bacevich & Cohen)

AP good – deterrence

Air power is the ONLY credible way to deter aggression
Maj. Gen. Charles J. Dunlap Jr., September 2006, “America's asymmetric advantage,” Armed Forces Journal, lexis  

So where does that leave us? If we are smart, we will have a well-equipped high-technology air power capability. Air power is America's asymmetric advantage and is really the only military capability that can be readily applied across the spectrum of conflict, including, as is especially important these days, potential conflict. Consider the record. It was primarily air power, not land power, that kept the Soviets at bay while the U.S. won the Cold War. And it was not just the bomber force and the missileers; it was the airlifters, as well. There are few strategic victories in the annals of military history more complete and at so low a human cost as that won by American pilots during the Berlin airlift. Armageddon was avoided.  And the flexibility and velocity of air power also provides good-news stories in friendly and low-threat areas. For example, huge U.S. transports dropping relief supplies or landing on dirt strips in some area of humanitarian crisis get help to people on a timeline that can make a real difference. Such operations also illustrate, under the glare of the global media, the true American character the world needs to see more often if our strategic goals are to be achieved.  Air power also doesn't have the multi-aspect vulnerabilities that boots on the ground do. It can apply combat power from afar and do so in a way that puts few of our forces at risk. True, occasionally there will be a Francis Gary Powers, and certainly the Vietnam-era POWs — mostly airmen — became pawns for enemy exploitation. Yet, if America maintains its aeronautical superiority, the enemy will not be able to kill 2,200 U.S. aviators and wound another 15,000, as the ragtag Iraqi terrorists have managed to do to our land forces.  And, of course, bombs will go awry. Allegations will be made (as they are currently against the Israelis) of targeting civilians and so forth. But the nature of the air weapon is such that an Abu Ghraib or Hadithah simply cannot occur. The relative sterility of air power — which the boots-on-the-ground types oddly find distressing as somehow unmartial — nevertheless provides greater opportunity for the discreet application of force largely under the control of well-educated, commissioned officer combatants. Not a total insurance policy against atrocity, but a far more risk-controlled situation.  Most important, however, is the purely military effect. The precision revolution has made it possible for air power to put a bomb within feet of any point on earth. Of course, having the right intelligence to select that point remains a challenge — but no more, and likely much less so, than for the land forces. The technology of surveillance is improving at a faster rate than is the ability to conceal. Modern conveniences, for example, from cell phones to credit cards, all leave signatures that can lead to the demise of the increasing numbers of adversaries unable to resist the siren song of techno-connection.  Regardless, eventually any insurgency must reveal itself if it is to assume power, and this inevitably provides the opportunity for air power to pick off individuals or entire capabilities that threaten U.S. interests. The real advantage — for the moment anyway — is that air power can do it with impunity and at little risk to Americans. The advances in American air power technology in recent years make U.S. dominance in the air intimidating like no other aspect of combat power for any nation in history.  The result? Saddam Hussein's pilots buried their airplanes rather than fly them against American warplanes. Indeed, the collapse of the Iraqi armed forces was not, as the BOTGZ would have you believe, mainly because of the brilliance of our ground commanders or, in fact, our ground forces at all. The subsequent insurgency makes it clear that Iraqis are quite willing to take on our ground troops. What really mattered was the sheer hopelessness that air power inflicted on Iraq's military formations.  A quotation in Time magazine by a defeated Republican Guard colonel aptly captures the dispiriting effect of high-tech air attack: "[Iraqi leaders] forgot that we are missing air power. That was a big mistake. U.S. military technology is beyond belief." It is no surprise that the vaunted Republican Guard, the proud fighting organization that tenaciously fought Iran for years, practically jumped out of their uniforms and scattered at the sound of approaching U.S. aircraft.  This same ability to inflict hopelessness was even more starkly demonstrated in Afghanistan. For a millennium, the Afghans have been considered among the toughest fighters in the world. Afghan resistance has turned the countryside into a gigantic military cemetery for legions of foreign invaders. For example, despite deploying thousands of troops, well-equipped Soviet forces found themselves defeated after waging a savage war with practically every weapon at their disposal. So what explains the rapid collapse of the Taliban and al-Qaida in 2001? Modern air power. More specifically, the marriage of precision weapons with precise targeting by tiny numbers of Special Forces troops on the ground. The results were stunning. Putatively invulnerable positions the Taliban had occupied for years literally disappeared in a rain of satellite-directed bombs from B-1s and B-52s flying so high they could be neither seen nor heard.  This new, high-tech air power capability completely unhinged the resistance without significant commitment of American boots on the ground. Indeed, the very absence of American troops became a source of discouragement. As one Afghan told the New York Times, "We pray to Allah that we have American soldiers to kill," adding disconsolately, "These bombs from the sky we cannot fight." Another equally frustrated Taliban fighter was reported in the London Sunday Telegraph recently as fuming that "American forces refuse to fight us face to face," while gloomily noting that "[U.S.] air power causes us to take heavy casualties." In other words, the Taliban and al-Qaida were just as tough as the mujahideen who fought the Russians, and more than willing to confront U.S. ground forces, but were broken by the hopelessness that American-style air power inflicted upon them.  MORE THAN BOMBS Today it is more than just bombing with impunity that imposes demoralization; it is reconnoitering with impunity. This is more than just the pervasiveness of Air Force-generated satellites. It also includes hundreds of unmanned aerial vehicles that are probing the landscape in Iraq and Afghanistan. They provide the kind of reliable intelligence that permits the careful application of force so advantageous in insurgency and counterterrorism situations. The insurgents are incapable of determining where or when the U.S. employs surveillance assets and, therefore, are forced to assume they are watched everywhere and always. The mere existence of the ever-present eyes in the sky no doubt inflicts its own kind of stress and friction on enemy forces.  In short, what real asymmetrical advantage the U.S. enjoys in countering insurgencies in Iraq and Afghanistan relates to a dimension of air power. Strike, reconnaissance, strategic or tactical lift have all performed phenomenally well. It is no exaggeration to observe that almost every improvement in the military situation in Iraq and Afghanistan is attributable to air power in some form; virtually every setback, and especially the strategically catastrophic allegations of war crimes, is traceable to the land forces.  While it will be seldom feasible for America to effectively employ any sort of boots-on-the-ground strategy in current or future counterinsurgency situations, the need may arise to destroy an adversary's capability to inflict harm on U.S. interests. Although there is no perfect solution to such challenges, especially in low-intensity conflicts, the air weapon is the best option. Ricks' report in "Fiasco," for example, that Iraq's weapons of mass destruction program never recovered from 1998's Operation Desert Fox and its four days of air attacks is interesting. It would appear that Iraq's scientific minds readily conceded the pointlessness of attempting to build the necessary infrastructure in an environment totally exposed to U.S. air attack.  This illustrates another salient feature of air power: its ability to temper the malevolent tendencies of societies accustomed to the rewards of modernity. Given air power's ability to strike war-supporting infrastructure, the powerful impulse of economic self-interest complicates the ability of despots to pursue malicious agendas. American air power can rapidly educate cultured and sophisticated societies about the costs of war and the futility of pursuing it. This is much the reason why air power alone delivered victory in Operation Allied Force in Kosovo in 1999, without the need to put a single U.S. soldier at risk on the ground.  At the same time, America's pre-eminence in air power is also the best hope we have to dissuade China — or any other future peer competitor — from aggression. There is zero possibility that the U.S. can build land forces of the size that would be of real concern to a China. No number of troops or up-armored Humvees, new radios or advanced sniper rifles worries the Chinese. What dominating air power precludes is the ability to concentrate and project forces, necessary elements to applying combat power in hostile areas. As but one illustration, think China and Taiwan.  Saddam might have underestimated air power, but don't count on the Chinese to make the same mistake. China is a powerful, vast country with an exploding, many-faceted economy with strong scientific capabilities. It will take focused and determined efforts for the U.S. to maintain the air dominance that it currently enjoys over China and that, for the moment, deters them. Miscalculating here will be disastrous because, unlike with any counterinsurgency situation (Iraq included), the very existence of the U.S. is at risk. 
AP good – solves instability

Air power solves instability all over the planet

Kass in ‘7 (Lani, Prof. Military Strategy at National War College and Special Assistant to the Chief of Staff of the Air Force, Washington Times, “By air, land and sea”, 1-9, http://www.washtimes.com/op-ed/20070108-115236-1542r.htm)
The notion of mortgaging the nation's future is both flawed and irresponsible. Even assuming that additional brigades could be recruited and trained quickly, how would that expanded force get to the fight? How would it be provisioned, allowed to maneuver and defended from above? The last time an American soldier was shot at by enemy aircraft was 1953. The ability to look up in the sky and know there's nothing to fear is priceless. Yet, air superiority -- the precondition of effective operations on land and at sea, as well as in the air -- it is not an entitlement; it is a battle that must be fought and won, often at high cost. Those who argue for robbing Peter to pay Paul would, quite literally, risk the lives of soldiers and airmen as well as Marines, sailors and Coast Guardsmen -- all of whom depend on the Air Force's global reach, global power and global vigilance.  But the perils of fixation don't end there. With an aging fleet of aircraft and vessels -- and our military "neither losing nor winning in Iraq" -- what happens to America's global posture? How long before others attempt to exploit what they cannot but perceive as America's nadir? The rest of the world has not taken a time out to accommodate our focus on Iraq. An arch of instability literally spans the globe from Latin America, through East Asia, the Indian subcontinent, Russia, China, Africa and the rest of the Middle East.  In the wake of Desert Storm, the United States was hailed as the sole arbiter of the new Pax Americana. While many grumbled at what appeared as unconstrained U.S. pre-eminence, few dared to challenge it -- until that September morning when enemies appropriated our airliners and used them as their airpower to kill 3,000 non-combatants on America's soil. That very day, the Air Force spread its wings over America's cities in an unprecedented operation, aptly named Noble Eagle. America's wingmen continue to provide that Combat Air Patrol to this day, serving as the nation's global eyes and ears -- as well as its ultimate nuclear backstop -- all while flying and fighting in Iraq and Afghanistan.  Today, America depends on air power to an unprecedented extent. The Air Force underwrites the national strategy of reassuring allies, while deterring, dissuading and decisively defeating enemies. Its recapitalization is an urgent security need -- not a discretionary luxury.

AP good – force multiplier
Air power is a crucial force multiplier

Wyne, 8 – Michael W. Wynne, Secretary of the Air Force [“Sovereign Options: Securing Global Stability and Prosperity A Strategy for the US Air Force”, Air University, Strategic Studies Quarterly, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA508798&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]

Stated briefly, as the Air Force builds its forces, its central goal is to ofer the nation a flexible mix of capabilities that allow it to act in a world of growing strategic uncertainty. We program our forces to allow policy mak​ ers to act across the spectrum of violence, from strikes against individual terrorists to major-power wars. We construct our forces to provide presidents and combatant commanders the widest possible range of options to assure friends and dissuade and deter those who seek to use violence to pursue their ends. We assemble our forces so that, when we must fight, our air, space, and cyber forces provide the nation with capabilities that maximize the chances that we will be able to pit our asymmetric advan​ tages against our opponents’ vulnerabilities. The Air Force provides the United States with powerful advantages that it does not obtain from land or maritime services. We currently possess unparalleled advantages in air and space—domains that cover the entire surface of the earth. So long as our air and space superiority forces allow us to dominate these domains, we will be able to observe any part of the planet, communicate that information to where it will do the most good, and project force to that location. The capabilities we bring to the fight allow the Air Force to act alone or to magnify the power of all joint and coalition forces. 

AP good – irregular warfare

Air power is key to deal with irregular opponents – preserves overall power

Wyne, 8 – Michael W. Wynne, Secretary of the Air Force [“Sovereign Options: Securing Global Stability and Prosperity A Strategy for the US Air Force”, Air University, Strategic Studies Quarterly, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA508798&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]

The most common threats the United States faces, however, come from weaker state and nonstate actors. At least since the fall of the Soviet Union, the most common problems the US military has faced come from oppo​ nents that engage in “salami-slicing” tactics. Our opponents are as familiar as we are with the Weinberger Doctrine. 2 hey know that we prefer to fight wars where political objectives are clear and where vital national interests are unquestionably at stake. hey take advantage of this by nibbling away at the edges of stability. When should the United States have acted against al-Qaeda and its state sponsors? When it began raising money and training killers at its bases in Sudan? When it co-opted the government of Afghanistan? When it bombed US embassies in Tanzania and Kenya? When it attacked the USS Cole? Against a country that has only one military option—all-or-nothing wars—asymmetric tactics are a powerful weapon. In a similar vein, our opponents have become adept at choosing the location and types of conflicts we fight to pit their strengths against our weaknesses. Islamic radicals’ terror bombing of US targets in the United States and around the world before /11 is an example of the enemy choosing where we fight. Iraqi and Afghan rebels’ use of guerrilla warfare in ongoing conflicts is an example of enemies choosing the type of conflict to suit their own strengths. Again, against a country armed with only one option for fighting wars, this strategy can be effective. Nor are al-Qaeda and various rebel groups the only opponents who have attempted to exploit the US preference for all-or-nothing war. The last two decades contain a rogues’ gallery of opponents that have used these methods. Sudanese, Somali, and Rwandan killers have launched genocide cam​paigns within their own borders knowing that their actions would probably not elicit a full-scale US invasion. Leaders in North Korea and Iran have taken advantage of the US global preoccupation to pursue nuclear weapons knowing the United States is unlikely to launch another regime change at​ [ 10 ] Strategic Studies Quarterly ♦ Spring 2008 Wynne.indd  11 2/7/08  8:13:48 AM Sovereign Options tempt aimed at either country. The United States cannot deter them with an option they believe the United States will not employ. One can wonder whether these asymmetric tactics are having an impact on America’s ability to perform its global mission. If not stopped, these tactics could eat away at international stability and wear down US military capabilities and political will. After seven years of the most intense and sustained operations since the Vietnam War, our tactical forces are described as stressed. Our strate​ gic forces are on hold, with minimum modernization and despite our great maintainers, aging and in general decline. After most US forces left Iraq, the Air Force stayed to contain that regime through Operations Northern and Southern Watch. Eighteen years later we are still there. Year after year, we put of recapitalizing our inventory. Today we are lying the oldest equip​ ment in our history. As our opponents modernize their air and space technol​ ogy, we are focusing our investment budgets on fighting current wars. As our strategic margin is whittled away, so is our capability to deter and dissuade our most dangerous competitors. It is our strategic forces, not our tactical forces, that deter our major-power opponents. Unless their general decline can be arrested and modernization efforts restored, the US military will eat into the margin we have enjoyed for decades and risk its ability to perform its most important function.

AP good – terror

US air power is key to combat terrorism 
Rand 03 [RAND Project Air Force, “Annual Report 2003”, 2003, http://www.rand.org/pubs/annual_reports/2005/AR7089.pdf /Ghosh]
The war on terrorism is more likely to be a long-term effort in which the use of force, at least by U.S. military personnel, is only sporadic and successful mili- tary operations will resemble counterinsurgency operations. The primary role of U.S. military forces will often be indirect and supportive. U.S. forces will be called upon to train, equip, advise, and assist host-country forces in rooting out terrorist groups; forge strong relationships with host-country personnel; show great discretion in their conduct of operations; and maintain a low pro- file in the host country. They will be able to react swiftly and effectively when promising targets arise. The Air Force, then, should expect sustained heavy demand to provide impor- tant capabilities, assets, and skill sets to support counterterrorism operations abroad. Chief contributions will include surveillance platforms, operators, and analysts; language-qualified personnel to help train and advise host-country forces and to analyze human intelligence; security police and other force- protection assets; base operating support personnel and equipment to provide communications, housing, and transportation; heliborne insertion and extrac- tion capabilities; and humanitarian relief assets. In some cases, U.S. airpower may be called upon to strike terrorists in base camps, hideouts, vehicles, and other locations.

And, failure to do so will lead to global nuclear war
Chuck Freilich, Former Deputy National Security Advisor in Israel and Senior Fellow at Harvard Kennedy School, 10 [Mideast Security and Policy Studies, No. 84, The Begin-Sadat Center for Strategic Studies, “The Armageddon Scenario: Israel and the Threat of Nuclear Terrorism”, April 2010,  http://www.biu.ac.il/Besa/MSPS84.pdf /Ghosh]
There is little reason to believe that regional governments will permit political reform and greater self-expression, and political grievances will likely continue to be expressed in extremist and fundamentalist terms which render them inviolate and non-negotiable. For example, there is no assurance that Egyptian President Hosni Mubarak will be succeeded by a moderate and peaceful leader, or that Egypt will not become a radical Islamic state. The long anticipated regime change in Iran may give rise to a more moderate government, but may also result in an even more radical one. Saudi Arabia’s future is also questionable. Even the future of Turkey, heretofore held out as a beacon of democracy and secularism within the Muslim world, is unclear. Hatred of Israel, the US, and the West is likely to continue and possibly intensify. Progress towards peace with Israel and improvements in Arab-Western relations are unlikely to be sufficient to reduce the evolving socio-economic, political, and demographic pressures. The Middle East faces another explosion today – of potential nuclear capabilities. Not only Israel, but also the Sunni Arab regimes, are deeply afraid of Iran's nuclear capabilities. In response, over a dozen Arab countries have announced civil military programs. Arab “civil” nuclear programs, as seen from past experience, have a nasty tendency to morph into military ones. The danger of nuclear terrorism, further abetted by the spread of nuclear technology and materials in the region, will be greatly exacerbated by the rise of a multi-polar nuclear Middle East. Nuclear terrorism could give rise to a broader war in the Middle East and even lead to nuclear war. Nuclear war could give rise to more nuclear terrorism.24

AP good – NK aggression

US air power is the strongest deterrent against North Korean aggression

Bruce Bechtol Jr. , Assistant Professor of National Security Studies at Air Command and Staff College, 05 [Air & Space Power Journal, “The Future of US Airpower on the Korean Peninsula”,  Fall 2005, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj05/fal05/bechtol.html#bechtol /Ghosh]
Clearly, US and South Korean airpower serves as a strong deterrent against the traditional aggression that North Korea wanted to initiate prior to the economic collapse that put its formidable armored and mechanized forces into a state of decline. But airpower also would play a major role (perhaps an even more important one) in stopping aggression from North Korea’s asymmetric capability that built up during the 1990s.  As discussed previously, North Korea has now moved a large number of long-range artillery systems close enough to the DMZ to threaten virtually all of Seoul and many areas of Kyongi Province (the northernmost province in South Korea; it contains the largest concentration of that country’s ground forces) with little warning time to US and ROK forces. Currently, the ground-based mission of providing counterfire to this long-range artillery falls to the 2d US Infantry Division, which operates 30 multiple-rocket-launcher systems and 30 M109A6 Paladin self-propelled howitzers. During April 2005, as part of the ongoing shift of defense responsibilities on the Korean Peninsula between South Korean and US forces, leadership announced that the South Korean army would assume responsibility for this mission. Integration of South Korean units into the combined ROK-US command, control, communication, computers, and intelligence (C4I) system on the peninsula will be key to the success of this new mission.17 Regarding the current state of readiness of South Korean forces on the peninsula, however, the United States has concerns about the unwillingness of Seoul to spend money to upgrade its own C4I infrastructure—or to help with the costs of the current structure.18 Integrating these newly assigned units into a modern C4I system is vital because of the importance of quick reaction time in pinpointing North Korean artillery units with radar and destroying them before they fire or shortly thereafter.19

US airpower is key to combat the three elements of North Korea’s asymmetric triad – long-range artillery, missiles and special forces
Bruce Bechtol Jr. , Assistant Professor of National Security Studies at Air Command and Staff College, 05 [Air & Space Power Journal, “The Future of US Airpower on the Korean Peninsula”,  Fall 2005, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj05/fal05/bechtol.html#bechtol /Ghosh]
Even if all of these systems could operate at peak efficiency and immediately integrate effectively into current or future C4I infrastructures, they would still need heavy augmentation by effective airpower in both their offensive and defensive postures. North Korea simply has more long-range artillery systems deployed along the DMZ than ground-based systems could destroy all at once—particularly in a first-strike scenario. Of course, this is exacerbated by the concerns about C4I, which will probably remain an issue in ROK-US alliance talks for the foreseeable future. Thus, in terms of the first element of North Korea’s asymmetric triad (long-range artillery), airpower will continue to play an essential role in deterring and destroying that threat. Because of the unique and unmatched capability of US fighter and attack aircraft to suppress this type of target, American airpower has become extremely important to countering this growing threat—and will likely remain so for many years as Seoul continues to upgrade its C4I and airborne-strike capabilities. Regarding the second element of the triad (missiles), US airpower is an absolutely vital deterrent, now and in the future, against a first strike by the North Koreans, who have a large number of dispersed missile facilities (as well as mobile launchers, which they have not only deployed but also proliferated to other nations, such as Syria).20 In case of war, ROK-US forces would need to take out Scud missile sites and launchers as well as longer-range missiles because North Korea might use the latter to launch a retaliatory strike at Japan (perhaps at US bases located at Okinawa or elsewhere) (fig. 4). To do so, the US Air Force would use its assets on the Korean Peninsula (Seventh Air Force), in Japan (Fifth Air Force), on Guam (bombers), and elsewhere in Pacific Air Forces, where US airpower possesses unique and vital capabilities for the defense of the Korean Peninsula.21 US airpower will continue to play a key role as well in countering special forces, the third element of North Korea’s asymmetric triad. Clearly, US Air Force aircraft would figure prominently in the suppression and destruction of North Korean airfields, from which platforms (most of them AN-2s) carrying SOF troops would deploy, and in support of the South Korean air force’s aerial interception of enemy transport aircraft conducting paradrop missions into the South. But this represents only part of the story. Because North Korea has far more SOF troops than aircraft to carry them, many of these forces would attempt to infiltrate South Korea through weaker areas of the DMZ. Two such locations include the inter-Korean transportation corridors, where roads and rail lines are being repaired for future transportation routes and where barbed-wire barriers and mines have been cleared away (fig. 5). Airpower would track and kill attempted infiltrations through these zones.

AP good – misc

Air power good – warfighting, humanitarian relief, soft power nationbuilding, commitment

Wyne, 8 – Michael W. Wynne, Secretary of the Air Force [“Sovereign Options: Securing Global Stability and Prosperity A Strategy for the US Air Force”, Air University, Strategic Studies Quarterly, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA508798&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf]

In response to the current threat environment, the US Air Force has im​ plemented a strategy of sovereign options to guide it as it organizes, trains, and equips its forces. Sovereign options refer to the spectrum of choices air, space, and cyberspace capabilities ofer US policy makers for solving problems. For Airmen, sovereign options communicate layers of meanings. On one level sovereign options represent the unique options that only air, space, and cyberspace power can provide. In this sense, Air Force strategy reflects how Airmen contribute directly to solving problems. In another sense, the term sovereign options means that Airmen provide ways to enrich strategies and operations by contributing capabilities that combine with those of other services or agencies, Finally, sovereign options communicate that Airmen provide capabilities to secure US goals and interests without involving the resources or territory of other states or entities—only Airmen can deliver air, space, and cyberspace efects anywhere on the planet from the sov​ ereign territory of the United States with speed, precision, and global reach.  Our goal is to provide options that maximize America’s ability to tailor its responses to meet current and future threats across the continuum of conflict. At the lower end of the spectrum, the concept of Air Force sovereign options allows the United States to provide humanitarian aid and disaster relief in order to save lives and sometimes defuse tensions before they erupt into conflict. After the tsunami of 2004 swept across Southeast Asia and after the earthquake of 2005 devastated Pakistan, Airmen offered the first contact many in those countries had with the United States and pro​ vided a powerful corrective to the extremist propaganda that dominates the media in those regions. During the opening days of Operation Enduring Freedom, disaster relief took on another aspect. As we fought Taliban forces in Afghanistan, the Air Force dropped food and lealets to villages as part of a successful effort to communicate that our war was against the Taliban regime and their al-Qaeda allies, not with the Afghan people who sufered under their lash. Only the Air Force had the capability to deliver these effects directly to these inland regions. After Operation Desert Storm, the United States found yet another way to use its air assets in the gray area between peace and war. Throughout the 10s, Saddam Hussein responded to UN sanctions and weapons inspectors with cheat and retreat tactics. hese tactics were a variant on the so-called nightmare scenario of the Gulf War, in which the coalition feared Hussein would comply with the president’s demand that he leave Kuwait, only to invade again after US ground forces left the theater. Since the cost of repeated ground deployments would be prohibitive, Saddam could use these tactics to achieve his goals while simultaneously wearing down the United States. The use of no-fly zones, however, backed up by a single brigade-sized land element, contained Hussein for over a decade. Similarly, rather than deploy US ground forces into a civil war in the Bal​ kans, for over three years we used airpower, first to limit the aggression of the Bosnian-Serbs and then as the basis for a coercive air campaign that worked with indigenous ground forces to force a peace agreement. These innovative options allowed US presidents to defeat our opponents’ plans at an exceedingly low cost in US lives and treasure. At a higher point on the spectrum of conflict, for over 50 years, the visible movement and basing of Air Force assets have often been the clearest method the United States has, short of using force, to signal its commitment during crises. During the Cuban Missile Crisis and the Yom Kippur War, the visible  dispersal and movement of aircraft provided US presidents with an instantly recognizable means to convey their intent to the Soviets without actually using violence. During the Berlin Blockade, airlift provided a means short of war to assert our commitment to Berlin. More recently, the presence of Air Force as​ sets in the Persian Gulf, Guam, and many other bases conveys to friends and potential opponents alike the strength of our commitment to those regions. The small manpower footprints of Air Force bases also are relatively unobtrusive and allow us to convey commitment while limiting negative effects on local economies and politics.  In recent wars, the Air Force has offered policy makers another option for fighting and winning without risking the lives of large numbers of US servicemen and women. In Operation Deliberate Force, Operation Allied Force, and more recently, Operation Enduring Freedom, the US Air Force worked directly with indigenous ground forces to defeat the genocidal ar​ mies of the Bosnian-Serb, Serbian, and Taliban regimes. Better yet, when combat subsided, the presence of friendly indigenous armies on the ground greatly eased the transition to nation-building operations. Working with indigenous populations increases the likelihood that there will be a friendly population to work with after the fighting. Against the current counterinsurgency in Iraq and Afghanistan, the Air Force has provided even more options. Unlike in previous guerrilla wars, because of the sensors, range, and accuracy of our UAVs, space, and manned aerial assets, our opponents have been unable to mass. When they try to mass, we quickly find and destroy them from the air. By pre​ venting the enemy from acting in large groups, Airmen save countless US lives, magnify the capabilities of our own ground forces, and provide the Iraqi government time to build its institutions and security forces. At the far end of the spectrum of violence, the Air Force presents our country with its ultimate force in combat. In major conventional opera​ tions, no enemy can mass or maneuver so long as the United States possesses air dominance. In Operations Desert Storm and Iraqi Freedom, airpower penetrated enemy defenses and decimated our opponents’ ground forces. Air, space, and cyber sensors tracked both the enemy and coalition forces in real time. Our global space and cyber grid communicated that information to joint and coalition forces. For nearly two decades, the United States has been able to win conventional wars quickly and easily. Unlike WWII and Korea, where we suffered enormous casualties, in recent years our airpower technology has often allowed us to inflict hundreds of casualties for every  one of our own servicemen and women killed in combat. As nuclear weap​ ons spread to new countries, Air Force ICBMs and bombers provide us with our ultimate deterrent force. The Air Force derives its capability to provide sovereign options from its ability to simultaneously dominate air, space, and, increasingly, cyber​ space. Our ability to operate freely across these domains is a prerequisite for US freedom of action. When we control these domains, we are able to provide our joint forces with Global Vigilance, Global Reach, and Global Power, greatly increasing the nation’s overall military power. • Global Vigilance is the persistent, worldwide capability to keep an unblinking eye on any entity—to provide warning on capabilities and intentions, as well as identify needs and opportunities. • Global Reach is the ability to move, supply, or position assets—with unrivaled velocity and precision—anywhere on the planet. • Global Power is the ability to hold at risk or strike any target, any​ where in the world, and project swift, decisive, precise efects. he ability to dominate operations across the domains of air, space, and cyberspace magniies the military power of US and coalition forces. Fielding a force of Airmen, trained and equipped to exploit the advantages of ad​ vanced air, space, and cyberspace technologies, combined with the strategic reach and power to exploit our dominance across the domains, extends our ability to deter and, if necessary, defeat our adversaries. The mix of technol​ ogy and global presence supplied by the Air Force provides us with a histori​ cally unique ability to project power to assure friends and dissuade, deter, or defeat foes—the US Air Force is America’s asymmetric advantage.

***ECONOMY

Econ IL – multiplier

Money invested in aerospace has a triple effect – jobs, revenues and security benefits 

AIAA 09 [Aerospace Industries Association of America, “Aerospace and Defense: The Strength to Lift America”, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/wp_strength_aug09.pdf /Ghosh]

Every dollar invested in the aerospace industry has a triple effect. It helps keep good jobs in the United States; creates the products that bring enormous revenues from other countries; and yields the security and economic benefits that flow uniquely form America’s civil aviation, space, and defense leadership. It is a privilege to contribute to our nation’s success, and we must continue doing what we have shown we do best – keep America strong and working. 

Econ IL – large industry

Aerospace remains a huge part of the economy and are pillars of our national security and competitiveness

AIAA 09 [Aerospace Industries Association of America, “Aerospace and Defense: The Strength to Lift America”, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/wp_strength_aug09.pdf /Ghosh]

As the U.S. economy moves through uncertain times, America’s aerospace industry remains a powerful, reliable engine of employment, innovation, and export income. Aerospace contributed $95.1billion in export sales to America’s economy last year.1 Conservatively, U.S. aerospace sales alone account for 3-5 percent of our country’s gross domestic product, and every aerospace dollar yields an extra $1.50 to $3 in further economic activity.2 Aerospace products and services are pillars of our nation’s security and competitiveness. In these challenging times, the aerospace industry is solidly and reliably contributing strongly to the national economy and the lives of millions of Americans. We strongly believe that keeping this economic workhorse on track is in America’s best interest, To accomplish this, our government must develop policies that strengthen the positions of all workers in all industries, especially economic producers like aerospace and defense. This paper explains what’s at stake, and ways to ensure that a proven economic success continues to endure and thrive.

Aerospace is becoming more and more important to the economy – trade is a vital link between the two.

GAO 6 [United States Government Accountability Office; “U.S. AEROSPACE 

INDUSTRY…”; September 2006; http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d06920.pdf; Boyce]

The impact of the aerospace industry on the U.S. economy is significant, with the industry estimating $170 billion in sales and approximately 625,000 people employed in 2005. 5 The importance of this industry to the U.S. economy will continue to grow in the future. According to FAA, the U.S. commercial aircraft fleet is estimated to grow from 7,836 in 2005 to 10,677 in 2017. Both passenger capacity and cargo operations are expected to continue to grow, with passenger capacity in 2007 increasing by 4.6 percent and then increasing by an average of 4.2 percent per year until 2017. FAA estimates that over 1 billion passengers will use U.S. airports by 2015. Domestic cargo revenue-ton miles are projected to increase at an average annual rate of 3.2 percent until 2017, exceeding 23 billion. Furthermore, the U.S. aerospace industry consistently shows a foreign trade surplus—reaching $31 billion in 2004. Aerospace exports constituted 6.9 percent of the total value of U.S.-exported merchandise in 2004.

Econ IL – jobs

The aerospace industry causes an increase in employment 

AIAA 09 [Aerospace Industries Association of America, “Aerospace and Defense: The Strength to Lift America”, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/wp_strength_aug09.pdf /Ghosh]

The aerospace and defense industry directly employs 844,000 Americans, located in every state of the union – and supports more than two million jobs in related fields.3
Our people bring a diverse set of skills and capabilities to their jobs: engineers on the cutting edge of advanced materials, structures and information technology; machinists fabricating complex shapes and structures; and technicians from almost every degree field, testing, applying and integrating the latest technologies. Most of these positions are high-skill, quality jobs, paying above average wages. Production workers average $29.93 an hour;4 entry-level engineers average more than $74,000 a year, with more senior engineers well into six figures.5
And that employment has grown steadily for years.

Econ IL – aero competitiveness

Aerospace competitiveness key to the economy

Augustine, 5 – retired chairmen and CEO of Lockheed Martin Corp., charied National Academics Committee on Prospering in the Global Economy of the 21st Century (Norman R., Aviation Week and Space Technology, “US Science and Technology is on a Losing Path” Pg. 70 Vo. 163 No. 17 10-31-05, LN) // Herm 

This transition to a borderless economy provides great opportunities for companies that are prepared to take advantage, as the history of the aerospace industry amply demonstrates. But in any dynamic, technology-intensive industry, leadership can be lost very quickly. Thus, many other industries are now joining the aerospace industry in learning to compete in an uncertain and quickly changing world. Today, candidates for many jobs that currently reside in the US are just a mouse click away in Ireland, India, China, Australia and dozens of other countries. At first, manufacturing jobs were the ones most susceptible to moving overseas. I recently traveled to Vietnam, where the hourly cost of low-skilled workers is about 25 cents, less than 1/20th of the US minimum wage. But the competitive disadvantage is not confined to so-called low-end jobs. Eleven qualified engineers can be hired in India for the cost of just one in the US. At the same time, other countries are rapidly enlarging their innovation capacity. They are investing in S&T and encouraging their highly trained citizens who are working abroad to return home. Even more important, these countries are creating the well-funded schools and universities that will produce future scientists and engineers. The US is not competing well in this new world. Other nations will continue to have the advantage of lower wages, so America must take advantage of its strengths. But those strengths are eroding even as other countries are boosting their capacities. Throughout the 20th century, one of America's greatest strengths has been its knowledge-based resources – particularly its S&T system. But today, that system shows many signs of weakness. This nation's trade balance in high-technology goods swung from a positive flow of $33B in 1990 to a negative flow of $24B in 2004. In 2003, foreign students earned 59% of the engineering doctorates awarded by US universities. In 2001, US industry spent more on tort litigation and related costs than on R&D. A major factor determining US competitiveness is the quality of the workforce, and the public school system provides the foundation of this asset. But that system is failing specifically in the fields most important to the future: science, engineering and mathematics. In a recent international test involving mathematical understanding, US students finished 27th among the participating nations. In China and Japan, 59% and 66% of undergraduates, respectively, receive their degrees in science and engineering, compared with 32% in the U.S. In the past, the US economy benefited from the availability of financial capital. But today it moves quickly to wherever a competitive advantage exists, as shown by the willingness of companies to move factories to Mexico, Vietnam and China. One of America's most powerful assets is its free enterprise system, with its inherent aggressiveness and discipline in introducing ideas and flushing out obsolescence. But other nations have recognized these virtues and are seeking to emulate the system. The aerospace industry is especially susceptible to these broader economic trends. Without well-educated scientists and engineers, the industry will not be able to compete with well-organized programs in countries with abundant engineering talent. In addition, security issues in the industry highlight its reliance on homegrown talent, as opposed to importing its people from abroad. Troubles in the aerospace industry also could have implications throughout the US economy. In particular, the industry has been especially effective at making use of and producing systems engineers, some of whom eventually move to other industries. If aerospace were to decline, a considerable portion of these valuable individuals would be lost. 

Econ IL – trade relations

Aerospace trade relations are key to economic power

McGuire, ’11 – Steve, Professor of Management, School of Management and Business, Aberystwyth University [Prepared for the Chatham House research programme: The Changing Industrial Landscape: Emerging Global Champion. http://www.aber.ac.uk/en/media/The-Emerging-Industrial-Landscape-v3.pdf]
For many politicians, managers and academics, aerospace is the quintessential ‘strategic’ economic sector and this particular nature of the sector has justified a range of government support programmes for the industry in many countries. What, however, is a strategic industry? Common usage among policymakers suggests that strategic industries are highly profitable ‘industries of the future’ which  have to be maintained within a country for their contribution to overall economic growth and prosperity. The OECD identifies a small set of five high-technology manufacturing sectors (2007 global value in brackets): communications and semiconductors ($445 billion), pharmaceuticals ($319 billion), scientific instruments ($189 billion), aerospace ($153 billion), and computers and office machinery ($114 billion). 12 Aerospace is seen as a key driver of technology, as well as an employer of highly-skilled graduates. To listen to some policymakers, then, aerospace would surely be a very profitable, very knowledge generative (and consumptive) industrial sector. Viewed another way, however, and the aerospace industry is rather average. In 2010 the average return on assets for major aerospace companies was 6.1%; respectable, but just over half the RoA of the global pharmaceutical industry (11.5) and much less than the return earned in mining, oil and consumer foods. 13 In the UK, the pharmaceutical industry conducts nearly 25% of all business-related research and development. The UK aerospace sector accounts for approximately 10%.14  The rise of emerging markets as locations for production has thus far followed a predictable path; early manufacturing was concentrated in relatively easy to manufacture and technologically unsophisticated products. Now, however, emerging markets have been expanding their research and development capabilities, and the globalisation of research and development activity is rapidly becoming a reality. This globalisation, however, has two important characteristics. First, there is a spatial dimension, with more research and activity taking place in countries such as Brazil and China that used to have little indigenous research capability. There is however another important dimension, namely the increasing interdependence of the research process. The OECD notes that an increasing percentage of patents are the product of international collaborations. 15 The spread of research and development activity thus cannot be viewed simply in zero-sum terms where one state’s increased activity comes at the expense of another. Increased collaborative knowledge creation also raises an interesting question as to whether modern technologies are so complex and interdependent that state technology policies premised on autarkical principles are completed misguided. In a world of technological interdependence, leadership may not mean – as it used to be – the domination of the final stage of production but rather the production of key sub-systems. Yet many governments still seem interested in developing technology policies whose aim is to capture the final, integrative stage of the sector. 

Econ IL – trade

Aerospace is vital for free trade – exports nearly 40-70 percent of production 

AIAA 09 [Aerospace Industries Association of America, “Aerospace and Defense: The Strength to Lift America”, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/wp_strength_aug09.pdf /Ghosh]

Government policies that advance free and fair trade in global markets are vital to our industry and our country. Aerospace brings in the biggest foreign trade surplus of any manufacturing sector.7
The industry’s $57 billion surplus in 2008 came from exporting nearly 40 percent of all aerospace production and, during some economic quarters, nearly 70 percent of civil aircraft and components.8
That’s American economic growth being paid for by other countries’ money. And it can only happen when government policies allow the things American workers build to compete fairly in international markets.

Econ IL - manufacturing

Aerospace key to manufacturing

Platzer 9 [Michaela D. Platzer Specialist in Industrial Organization and Business, Congressional Research Service; “ U.S. Aerospace Manufacturing: Industry Overview and Prospect”; 12/3/2009; http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R40967.pdf; Boyce]

Aircraft and automobile manufacturing are considered by many to be the technological backbones of the U.S. manufacturing base. As the Obama Administration and Congress debate how to strengthen American manufacturing, aerospace is likely to receive considerable attention. Like other manufacturing industries, the worldwide recession has affected aerospace manufacturing, with both the defense and commercial sides of the industry facing difficult business conditions for the near and medium term. This report primarily provides a snapshot of the U.S. commercial (non-defense, non-space) aerospace manufacturing industry and a discussion of major trends affecting the future of this industry. The large commercial jet aviation market is a duopoly shared by the U.S. aircraft manufacturer Boeing and the European aircraft maker Airbus, with fierce competition between these two companies. The regional jet market is dominated by two non-U.S. headquartered manufacturers, Brazil’s Embraer and Canada’s Bombardier, both of which utilize a high level of U.S.-produced content in their products. The general aviation market includes companies such as Cessna and Gulfstream. Aerospace manufacturing is an important part of the U.S. manufacturing base. It comprised 2.8% of the nation’s manufacturing workforce in 2008 and employed over 500,000 Americans in highskilled and high-wage jobs. More than half (61%) of the nation’s aerospace industry jobs are located in six states: Washington state, California, Texas, Kansas, Connecticut, and Arizona. Several smaller aerospace manufacturing clusters are found in states such as Florida, Georgia, Ohio, Missouri, and Alabama. Other aerospace centers are beginning to emerge in southern states, such as South Carolina, where Boeing is now building a second production line to produce the 787 Dreamliner. Aerospace manufacturing contributes significantly to the U.S. economy, with total sales by aerospace manufacturers (including defense and space) comprising 1.4% of the U.S. gross domestic product in 2008. U.S. aircraft manufacturers depend heavily on the international market for their sales. The aerospace industry sold more than $95 billion in aerospace vehicles and equipment (including defense and space) to overseas customers in markets such as Japan, France, Germany, and the United Kingdom, and imported over $37 billion in aerospace products from abroad, providing a significant positive contribution of $57.7 billion to the U.S. trade balance in 2008. Increasingly, other markets are becoming important as an opportunity to increase U.S. sales, but also because of the potential for future competitors to challenge the U.S. aerospace industry’s competitive position. U.S. aerospace exports to China have increased since 2003, totaling $5.5 billion in 2008. At the same time, some analysts maintain that China could become a global competitor in the commercial aerospace market. Already, China is working to develop airplanes that could become globally competitive in both the regional jet and large commercial jet aviation market. Russia has stated that it wants to become the world’s third-largest aircraft manufacturer by 2015. Congress has been discussing issues affecting the competitiveness of the U.S. aerospace manufacturing industry for most of this decade. Among the concerns and issues affecting the future of the commercial sector of the industry are export control policies, environmental concerns, and an aging aerospace workforce. Additionally, the United States and the European Union are engaged in a long-running trade dispute over subsidies, with each side claiming the other subsidizes its domestic companies.

***ENVIRONMENT

Cleaner environment

Aerospace is key to a cleaner environment and economic growth 

AIAA 09 [Aerospace Industries Association of America, “Aerospace and Defense: The Strength to Lift America”, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/wp_strength_aug09.pdf /Ghosh]

The aerospace industry knows it has an obligation to grow responsibly, and it understands that environmentally sustainable growth is not only good for the planet, but also good for the economic health of the industry and the nation as a whole. As Rep. Jerry Costello, Chairman of the House Transportation and Infrastructure Aviation Subcommittee, wrote, “Airlines, airports, manufacturers and the Air Force are at the forefront of developing better planes, technology and operating procedures to conserve fuel and reduce emissions. They are a perfect example of how innovation is driven by necessity, as fuel costs are the largest single expenditure for the airlines. Moreover, the industry is leading the way in research on alternative fuels. Besides the positive impact on the bottom line, there are obvious positive environmental impacts from these efforts, with lessons for the rest of the country.”12 A 10-year, $20 billion investment in NextGen, in time to meet future demand, will mean millions of new high-paying jobs and hundreds of billions of dollars in economic activity. Moreover, this growth will come from an industry with a proven track record in improving fuel efficiency and overall environmental stewardship. These are two of the nation’s top priorities: economic growth and recovery, and a cleaner environment. Very few government investments have the potential to positively influence two policy objectives at the same time. This is an investment we cannot afford to postpone.

developing clean tech

The industry is working now for new tech.

Scott and Piper 9 [*John Scott is Head of Risk Insight at Zurich Global Corporate UK, a part of Zurich Financial Services Group, an insurance-based financial services provider. Adam Piper is Director, Corporate Risks UK & Europe at Miller Insurance Services Limited, an independent specialist insurance and reinsurance broker; “ Aerospace, Defence and Climate Change: The Risk Dimension”; June 2009; http://www.zurich.com/NR/rdonlyres/B7D44964-EA09-4E31-8D46-55D10B416203/0/E2DIJune15.pdf; Boyce]

T he aerospace and defence industry has been active in developing new technologies that either have a role in reducing emitted carbon dioxide (CO2e) or improving resilience and adaptation to climate change. Similarly, the insurance industry has been active in addressing the challenges of climate change, working with customers from various industries, including aerospace and defence, to create risk transfer products and provide risk management advice. Working together could be a catalyst for both industries to play a significant role in reducing CO2e and the potential impacts of ongoing climate change
New technologies are being developed in the industry for efficient.

Scott and Piper 9 [*John Scott is Head of Risk Insight at Zurich Global Corporate UK, a part of Zurich Financial Services Group, an insurance-based financial services provider. Adam Piper is Director, Corporate Risks UK & Europe at Miller Insurance Services Limited, an independent specialist insurance and reinsurance broker; “ Aerospace, Defence and Climate Change: The Risk Dimension”; June 2009; http://www.zurich.com/NR/rdonlyres/B7D44964-EA09-4E31-8D46-55D10B416203/0/E2DIJune15.pdf; Boyce]

The aerospace and defence industry has been a powerhouse of technology R&D in the search for ever more powerful and power-efficient systems for military use. Harnessing this activity to meet the challenges of climate change could bring significant advances to reducing CO2e. The products available from the insurance industry have been designed to protect private assets, whereas the climate is a public good. Despite this limitation, there are many examples where insurance has been used to encourage the use of new carbon reducing technologies and the adoption of adaptive behaviours. This is especially so in the areas of power generation and transportation, but also in energy efficiency and building resilience. Examples include insurance covers for solar and wind power generation, as well as liability cover for carbon capture and sequestration (CCS) and insurance covers for ‘green’ and weather resilient construction. The majority of anthropogenic CO2e comes from burning fossil fuels for power generation - roughly 50% (gas, coal and oil) - and from land transportation (car, truck, bus) or sea transport (ship), around 20%. A relatively small amount of anthropogenic CO2e comes from air transport. Technologies that significantly reduce greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from these activities are imperative if Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) GHG reduction targets are to be met. In power generation, a move to a mix of nuclear, renewable and CCS coal- or gas-fired power stations would help meet GHG reduction commitments and improve fuel security (i.e. make western economies less reliant on Middle Eastern and Russian oil and gas). The defence industry has experience of working with nuclear power for military use and has developed a range of technologies to improve the efficiency and viability of renewable energy sources (hydro, solar, wind, wave, tidal). It has even developed technologies that can improve the low carbon fossil fuel efficiency of power generation (especially coal and gas). Examples of this type of R&D include stealth technology to reduce the radar impact of wind turbines, thereby allowing them to be used near air traffic control radars (QinetiQ and Lockheed Martin). Similarly, research on the sonar impact of wind turbines on marine wildlife has led to changes in turbine construction offshore. In the CCS arena, improvements in CO2 compression using supersonic combustion ramjet engine technology have significantly reduced the costs and power requirements of compression, one of many key areas of risk in the successful commercial implementation of CCS. This is also an area where the insurance industry has begun to address the operating liability risks of CO2 injection as well as the cost uncertainties associated with long term storage and sequestration. In particular, the insurance industry has been informing policymakers on the best approaches to managing long-term storage and sequestration risks based on the lessons and experiences of running different types of funding and risk transfer mechanisms – for example, in the flood defence, oil pollution and nuclear arenas. In solar panels, there has been considerable research interest in improving the performance of these for military and civilian use. One example is barrier film technology which improves protection of photovoltaic cells and can improve performance over their lifetime. Lifecycle operating and risk issues are also areas that have been addressed by the insurance industry which has been active in developing insurance covering the cost uncertainties associated with recovery, buyback and disposal of solar panels, so that manufacturers can comply with the requirements of the EU Waste from Electronic and Electrical Equipment (WEEE) Directive. Linked to this is the risk of distributed power systems failing and not providing power, or the potential loss of income from that power to the owner-operators. There is increasing appetite to develop new and emerging insurance products that cover off-grid power business interruption caused by equipment failure or property damage. The other big new technology opportunity to reduce CO2e lies in the development of alternative engines and fuels for cars. The aerospace and defence industry has multiple opportunities and incentives to develop technologies in this area. If nothing else, military planners now have different asset requirements for forces fighting regional conflicts and anti-terrorist actions than they did in the past. In contrast to Cold War requirements for heavily armoured vehicles, the emphasis is now on more highly mobile forces, using fuel-efficient ‘platforms’. Fuel efficiency and reduced GHG emissions go hand-in-hand with high-efficiency. Diesel engines, hybrid electric/petrol or plug-in hybrid or electric-powered vehicles are becoming increasingly common. To help manage the risks of these new fuels and engine technologies, the insurance industry has been developing products and services that either reward use of new technology, for example insurance premium discounts for hybrid vehicles, or encourage driving smarter – either by driving fewer miles or using less fuel such as pay-as-you-drive auto insurance or telematics-enhanced systems that improve safety and efficiency.

Monitors warming
The aerospace industry allow for key technologies for monitoring climate change, defense and space exploration 

National Space Society 02 [National Space Society, “Final Report of the Commission on the Future of the United States Aerospace Industry”, November 2002, http://www.nss.org/resources/library/spacepolicy/2002Aerospace

Commission.html /Ghosh]

The ability to access space and travel through the solar system in weeks or months instead of years would help create the imperative to do so. Propulsion and power are the key technologies to enable this capability. Future progress in these areas will result in new opportunities on Earth and open the solar system to robotic and human exploration and eventual colonization. The nation would benefit from a joint effort by NASA and DoD to reduce significantly the cost and time required to access and travel through space. Develop a Next Generation Communication, Navigation, Surveillance and Reconnaissance Capability. The nation needs real-time, global space-based communications, navigation, surveillance and reconnaissance systems for a wide range of applications. These capabilities will provide the military with the ability to move its forces around the world, conduct global precision strike operations, defend the homeland, and provide for planetary defense. The civil and commercial sectors will also benefit from these capabilities for air transportation management, monitoring global climate change, weather forecasting and other applications. The federal government needs a joint civil and military initiative to develop this core infrastructure.

Europe sovles the mpx
The EU will fine airlines for carbon.

AFP 7-5 [“US airlines fight EU's emissions rules in court”; 7/5/2011; http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5gYABn5UkTtO7ndu8Y8CsHzwnayLw?docId=CNG.bc84fe9157c6fc0692b67e0f94ba7a19.1f1; Boyce]

LUXEMBOURG — US airlines took their battle against the European Union's emissions cap to court Tuesday, arguing that charging foreign companies for carbon permits violates international agreements. Starting on January 1, the EU will force foreign airlines flying to and from Europe to buy carbon permits under the 27-nation bloc's Emissions Trading System (ETS). The Air Transport Association of America, together with United Continental and American Airlines, argued before the European Court of Justice that imposing the system on foreign companies violates international aviation and climate change agreements. Chinese airlines have also criticised the EU's plans, saying it would cost them an additional 800 million yuan (85 million euros, $123 million) a year. The Association of European Airlines (AEA) and European aerospace giant Airbus have voiced concerns about the scheme too and are eagerly awaiting the court's ruling, which is not due for several months. Under the system, airlines will have permits to emit a certain amount of carbon dioxide. They will have to buy more emission allowances if they exceed the limit but they will also be able to sell any surplus allowances. "The airlines recognise that greenhouse gas emissions, including those from aviation, pose a serious environmental problem," Derrick Wyatt, the lawyer representing the airlines, told the court. "But the airlines consider that the only way of ensuring a coherent framework for reducing emissions from aircraft is through multilateral agreement, rather than through unilateral and piecemeal regulation, which can only lead to chaos at the international level," he said. Wyatt argued that it is unfair to charge companies for emissions that mostly take place in airspace outside of Europe. The case before the court stems from a complaint over the way the directive is applied in Britain. The European Commission voiced confidence that the Luxembourg-based court will side with Brussels, saying the system was consistent with international law. "This is not a tax, a levy or a charge. This is a pollution ceiling," Isaac Valero Ladron, the commission spokesman for climate change policy, told AFP. Airlines from countries that apply a carbon cap system similar to the EU's scheme would be exempt, he said, adding that Brussels will not amend or withdraw the legislation. "The purpose of the directive is to reduce emissions, not to charge companies," Valero Ladron said.

A2 Air Pollution Mpx

Air pollution is all hype.
Schwartz and Hayward, 2007  [Joel, Visiting Fellow – AEI and former Dir. Reason Public Policy Institute’s Air Quality Project and former Ex. Officer of the California Inspection and Maintenance Review Commission which evaluated California’s vehicleemissions inspection program, MA in Planetary Science from Cal. Tech., and Steven, F.K. Weyerhaeuser Fellow – AEI, “Air Quality in America: A Dose of Reality on Air Pollution”, Decenber, http://www.aei.org/docLib/20080317_AirQuality.pdf]

Americans are sensitive about air pollution, and no wonder—the air we breathe is perhaps the most elemental aspect of environmental quality. Opinion polls routinely find that a majority of Americans believe air quality has deteriorated and will worsen in the future, and that most people face serious risks from air pollution.1 Public and elite perception of air pollution levels, trends, and health risks, however, is virtually the opposite of reality. America reduced air pollution dramatically throughout the twentieth century to only a fraction of past levels, and the country now enjoys relatively good air quality. Even the worst areas have far better air quality than was typical of American cities during the 1950s, ’60s, or ’70s. A wide array of data attests to our success in getting rid of most air pollution and to the continuing decline in emissions from motor vehicles and industry. Already-adopted measures ensure the elimination of most remaining emissions during the next two decades. Furthermore, Americans were improving air quality in their communities for decades before the federal government nationalized air regulation with the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970. These improvements resulted from a combination of market forces that encouraged technological advancement and increased energy efficiency, common-law nuisance suits, and local and state regulation. Several factors account for public and media misperceptions about air quality. Air pollution comes in many forms, from many sources, and varies over time and location, even within a given metropolitan area. Regulatory standards and requirements are complex and arcane. Progressive tightening of standards for some pollutants can make pollution seem to be increasing even when it is declining. These intricacies can make the topic a difficult one for the layperson to follow. However, the most important factor in public misperception is the role of environmental groups and regulatory agencies, which exaggerate air pollution levels and health risks and often obscure positive trends, and news media that report these misleading representations with little or no critical review. Even health scientists often misrepresent the results and weight of the evidence from air pollution health studies, creating an appearance of much greater risk than the research actually suggests. As a result, public fears are out of all proportion to the, at worst, minor health risks posed by current, historically low air pollution levels, and there is widespread but unwarranted pessimism about the nation’s prospects for further improvement. Once might ask why it matters if Americans’ pessimism and fears about air pollution are groundless. After all, regardless of the size of the risks, doesn’t every reduction in pollution make people better off? This would be true if air pollution were the only risk we faced, and if reducing it were free. But the question isn’t whether we would prefer less air pollution. All else equal, of course we would. In the real world, we can’t keep all else equal. We face many threats to our health and safety and have limited resources with which to address them. If we devote excessive resources to one exaggerated risk, we are less able to counter other, genuinely more serious risks, or to spend our resources on other important needs and desires, such as health care, education, vacations, and housing. Highlighting small risks diverts public attention from potentially more serious problems, and unwarranted alarmism causes unnecessary fear. Indifference to public misperceptions about air pollution would also be reasonable if the Clean Air Act (CAA), which created our current system of federal control of air pollution policy, were a resounding success. Such a view is mistaken. Air quality has indeed improved since the 1970 passage of the CAA. But it was improving at about the same pace for decades before the act was passed, and without the unnecessary collateral damage caused by our modern regulatory system. While air quality has greatly improved over the last few decades, we’ve paid far more than necessary to get there. A few emission-reduction requirements—mainly for motor vehicles and power plants—account for the vast majority of improvements since passage of the Clean Air Act. Yet most regulatory activity is unrelated actually to reducing emissions and instead involves creating and complying with administrative and other process requirements. Furthermore, our regulatory system often devotes great resources toward small, expensive, slow, and ineffective pollution-reduction measures, while ignoring opportunities for large, cheap, and rapid improvements. And as the potential health and other benefits of each increment of pollution reduction have become ever smaller, the incremental costs have continued to grow.

We exaggerate the risk of air pollution – it’s all hype.

Schwartz and Hayward, 2007  [Joel, Visiting Fellow – AEI and former Dir. Reason Public Policy Institute’s Air Quality Project and former Ex. Officer of the California Inspection and Maintenance Review Commission which evaluated California’s vehicleemissions inspection program, MA in Planetary Science from Cal. Tech., and Steven, F.K. Weyerhaeuser Fellow – AEI, “Air Quality in America: A Dose of Reality on Air Pollution”, Decenber, http://www.aei.org/docLib/20080317_AirQuality.pdf]
Exaggerating harm from air pollution makes us worse off overall. The public’s interest is in an accurate portrayal of risk. Environmental regulations are not free. We have many needs and aspirations and scarce resources with which to fulfill them. When we devote excessive resources to one exaggerated risk, we give up opportunities to address other real and substantial risks, or to devote our hard-earned dollars to other things that would improve our lives, such as better education and health care, more nutritious food, bigger houses, and more leisure time. Regulators’ and environmentalists’ power over Americans’ lives continues to expand as EPA adopts ever more stringent standards. Americans will pay much to achieve these standards, but because our air is already safe to breathe, they will gain little in return. We show how results-focused regulatory policies can maintain healthful air, while avoiding the collateral damage caused by the perverse incentives inherent in the current system.

Air Quality Improving

Air quality is improving.

Schwartz and Hayward, 2007  [Joel, Visiting Fellow – AEI and former Dir. Reason Public Policy Institute’s Air Quality Project and former Ex. Officer of the California Inspection and Maintenance Review Commission which evaluated California’s vehicleemissions inspection program, MA in Planetary Science from Cal. Tech., and Steven, F.K. Weyerhaeuser Fellow – AEI, “Air Quality in America: A Dose of Reality on Air Pollution”, Decenber, http://www.aei.org/docLib/20080317_AirQuality.pdf]
Air quality will continue to improve. Most pollution reductions required by existing regulations have not yet been realized. Fleet turnover to the progressively cleaner vehicles required by EPA’s new-vehicle standards, which have been tightened several times over the last few decades, will reduce emissions by at least 80 percent during the next twenty years, even after accounting for growth in driving and the popularity of SUVs. Specifically, EPA’s “Tier 2” regulation for automobiles, which began phase-in with the 2004 model year, will reduce per-mile emissions of the average automobile by about 90 percent over the next two decades. Similarly stringent requirements for heavy-duty diesel trucks phase in with the 2007 model year and in 2010 for off-road heavy diesel vehicles. EPA’s regulations for power plants and industrial boilers include the Clean Air Act’s Title IV acid rain program, the NOx “SIP Call,” the Clean Air Interstate Rule, and the Clean Air Mercury Rule. These regulations will reduce power plant emissions by 50–70 percent below current levels during the next two decades. EPA rules also continue to eliminate most emissions of dozens of other air pollutants, such as benzene, hexavalent chromium, polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, and acrolein, from motor vehicles, consumer products, and dozens of industries

***A2 JAPAN-EU
Trade not key to EU/JA

Trade isn’t key – the relationship has already been institutionalized

EEAS, ’10 [European External Action Service, foreign ministry and diplomatic corps for the EU, “EU-Japan: overall relationship”, http://www.eeas.europa.eu/japan/relationship_en.htm, BDD]

The EU and Japan are both advanced industrialised democracies, with many common interests and a burgeoning economic and political partnership. In recent years, EU-Japan relations have broadened far beyond the trade-related focus which governed the relationship in the 1970s and 1980s. Today’s bilateral relationship is anchored in two key documents: the Joint Declaration of 1991 and the Action Plan for EU-Japan Cooperation of 2001. The Joint Declaration [45 KB] on relations between the European Community and its Member States and Japan established common principles and shared objectives in the political, economic, cooperation and cultural areas and established a consultation framework for annual meetings between Japan and the EU. The Action Plan of 2001 [167 KB] (“Shaping our Common Future”) is the key instrument establishing a strong and results-oriented partnership over a ten-year period (until 2011). It has four basic objectives: promoting peace and security; strengthening the economic and trade partnership; coping with global and societal challenges; and bringing people and cultures together. In addition, the EU has concluded a number of agreements with Japan in specific fields (for full details, follow link to database of international agreements in Section 3 below). The EU and Japan also cooperate in international organisations (UN, WTO, OECD, international financial institutions, etc) and in the G8. The institutional mechanisms of the EU-Japan relationship The annual EU-Japan summit takes place at the level of the President of the European Council, the President of the European Commission and the Japanese Prime Minister. It is the key forum overseeing the relationship and giving it political impetus. Furthermore: Twice-yearly Ministerial meetings are held between the EU Troika (at Foreign Ministers’ level) and the Japanese Minister of Foreign Affairs; High-Level Consultations are held at senior-official level between the European Commission (Director-General level) and the Japanese government led by the Deputy Foreign Minister; An Action Plan Steering Group monitors the implementation of the joint Action Plan at regular intervals; A number of specific dialogues provide the forum for discussions on regulatory reform, environment, trade policy, economic/financial policy, industrial policy and industrial cooperation, energy, telecommunications, science and technology, maritime transport, etc. The EU troika also holds expert-level political dialogue with the relevant Japanese government officials on a range of geographical and thematic issues (e.g. Eastern Europe, the Middle East, Asia, UN matters, non-proliferation, human rights). The Troika format is also being used for the senior official level political discussions, including under the EU-Japan Strategic Dialogues on Asia and on Central Asia which were inaugurated in 2004 and 2005 respectively. The European Parliament and the Japanese Diet each have standing structures dealing with EU-Japan relations. Official inter-parliamentary meetings take place on an annual basis. 

JA Aero u/m US power
Movement of aerospace to Japan causes instability – drains US capital 

Macpherson and Pritchard 07 [  Alan Macpherson & David Pritchard Boeing’s Diffusion of Commercial Aircraft Technology to Japan: Surrendering the U.S. Industry for Foreign Financial Support  Published online: 13 August 2007 # Springer Science + Business Media, LLC 2007] 

For Boeing, the launch of the 787 program based on systems-integration makes good sense in terms of risk reduction, the containment of development costs, the acquisition of advanced composites, and the maximization of shareholder value. But the financial advantages must be balanced against broader economic and strategic concerns, including the rapid erosion of the U.S. supplier base, the possibility that Japan might eventually become a global competitor with its own standalone aircraft program and a low-cost Asian supplier network, and the fact that rising levels of foreign content ultimately contravene the interests of U.S. workers in skilled occupations. In the past, Boeing’s foreign subcontractors supplied relatively simple components (bits and pieces). More recently, these subcontractors have been asked to design, develop, and build complex parts of the airframe (e.g., wing assemblies). Airbus, in contrast, keeps final wing assembly work almost 100% in-house (as well as other complex systems). Arguably, the future of Boeing’s presence in the commercial aircraft business, as well as the income security of its diminishing workforce, hinges in large part on the success of the 787 program. Based on Boeing’s systems-integration model, one could envision within 10 years that all of Boeing’s commercial aircraft production activity could be downsized to a single site in Everett, Washington. This assessment is reinforced by the recent agreement to sell the Boeing Wichita commercial division to Onex Corporation, a Canadian company. After the Wichita sale, the only major part of the 787 to be made by Boeing will be the tailfin—the rudder is subcontracted to China. The U.S. commercial aircraft industry was vibrant in the 1960s, with three commercial aircraft manufacturers (Boeing, Douglas, and Lockheed) and thousands of U.S. sub-tier suppliers spread across the U.S. employing large numbers of highly skilled workers. With Boeing in the final throes of dismantling this industry on the manufacturing side, one could foresee only a couple of thousand workers in the Everett plant conducting a 3-day final assembly process for the 787, the 737 replacement, and a reconfigured 777 production-line supported mainly by foreigncontrolled supply chains. For the first time in U.S. commercial aviation history, a new aircraft launch has been structured so that foreign partners have full control over sub-assembly design, manufacturing, sub-tier supplier selection and, ultimately, the financial muscle to challenge what little remains of the U.S. commercial aircraft industry. Looking to the future, Boeing will likely exit the manufacturing side of the 564 J Labor Res (2007) 28:552–566 commercial aircraft industry by the time a post-787 program is conceived (probably less than 10 years). If the 787 series is financially successful, there is a strong possibility that a 797 might be developed under total systems integration (i.e., design, develop, and build abroad—but assemble at home). Under this scenario, U.S. commercial aircraft exports are likely to remain strong. But imports to assist domestic assembly will grow as well. The net effect would likely be an expansion of the U.S. trade deficit on the merchandise front, as well as further job cuts at home. 

US-JA bad now

Alt caus –  basing dispute

Japan Times, 6/1/11 [http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/ed20110701a2.html]
The Japanese and U.S. governments must pay careful attention to one factor that could negatively impact relations — that is the planned transfer of U.S. Marine Corps Air Station Futenma, Okinawa Island, to Henoko in the northern part of the island. In the joint statement, Japan and the U.S. have agreed to carry out the transfer at the earliest possible date after 2014. But both governments should realize that given the Okinawan people's vehement opposition to the transfer within Okinawa Prefecture, it is almost impossible to push the Henoko plan. The more they stick to the plan, the deeper Okinawan people's resentment will become. Such resentment could undermine ties. Japan and the U.S. should seriously consider moving the Futenma functions outside Okinawa. 
Alt Cause – debt

Alt cause – debt

Forsyth, ’11 – Randall W., editor-in-chief, Barrons [“Europe's Debt Crisis Poses Danger -- and Opportunity”. http://online.barrons.com/article/SB50001424053111904050904576443551525974490.html?mod=BOL_mp_commented_today] BDD

Like a summer squall, the European debt crisis erupted again Monday and seemed to pass just as quickly. Global risk markets settled down Tuesday after being battered with losses of 2% at the beginning of the week, which spurred policy-makers into action both in the public eye and apparently behind the scenes. But the atmosphere remains highly unstable since nothing fundamental happened. With the market's attention focused on Italy, the nation's lawmakers moved swiftly to enact a €40 billion (equivalent to $56 billion) austerity plan, which helped halt the upward spiral in Italian 10-year government bond yields, which had risen to 6%, the highest since 1997. As noted here previously ("First Greco, Now Roman Takedown," July 12 ), Italy's debt position is precarious not only for its total burden that exceeds its gross domestic product but also for the heavy slate of obligations coming due. Rising bond yields make the financing problem worse as the maturities have to be rolled over at progressively higher costs. According to various published reports, the European Central Bank put cold compresses on the market's fever by buying Italian and Spanish bonds Tuesday. That can be seen as yet another government intervention into a market that wasn't going its way or the introduction of a two-way market where speculative sellers overwhelmed the lack of anybody on the bid side. Intervention can temporarily calm "disorderly" markets but can't change the fundamentals driving them, however. Indeed, as Michael Darda, MKM Partners' perceptive chief economist and chief market strategist, points out, that has been the case through the European debt crisis. Past temporary ECB securities purchases not only have failed to stem the European debt crisis, but spreads of the yields of the "peripheral" country's bonds over benchmark German bunds have gone to higher highs with each upsurge and temporarily receded to progressively higher lows as stopgap measures are enacted. That is the classic technical definition of a bull trend, which is anything but positive in this case. It is a "trend that we believe will end in tears," Darda writes in a research note. "If the entire [European] periphery were to default, it would be like the Mexico crisis in 1994, the Russian crisis in 1998 and the Argentina crisis in 2001-02 all occurring together, five times over." This would force the ultimate capitulation by the ECB, reversing its "quest for an optimal monetary policy for Germany (higher rates/tighter liquidity.)" That has proved catastrophic for the peripheral countries such as Greece, Portugal and Ireland (the latter of which was downgraded Tuesday to junk status by Moody's) that are undergoing draconian fiscal austerity. "But it is important for investors to realize that things will have to get much worse for the recalcitrant, hard-money ECB" to relent and ease policy aggressively, Darda contends. The "chronic policy error" in Europe is being compounded by the significant policy tightening in China, he continues. "Worryingly, spillovers from Europe are beginning to have a negative effect on U.S. credit markets and thus financial conditions, which is darkening the growth outlook here at a time that small business and consumer confidence levels are low and fragile." The could result in a resumption of stock-market pullback that started in April, he adds, with the Standard & Poor's 500 falling to 1200, nearly a 9% drop from Tuesday's 1313 close. 

***NANOTECH

Shell-Nanotech
A.  Aerospace will push to expand nanotechnology
NanoVic;  Aug 24, 2009;  new venture between three the Victorian universities Monash University, Swinburne University of Technology and RMIT University. Nanotechnology - Opportunities for Nanotechnology in the Aerospace and Automotive Industry; http://www.azonano.com/article.aspx?ArticleId=2357)(jimmy)

Nanotechnology is engineering at the molecular level, to produce new materials, new processes with improved performance for a variety of industries and purposes. Nanotechnology is widely regarded as one of the most important sources of new technology over coming decades and will have applications across a broad range of industries. The textiles, food science, automotive and aerospace industries are looking closely at adoption of nanostructured materials to provide new products for domestic and export markets. Further Opportunities for Nanotechnology in the Aerospace Industry Development of novel materials with the desired properties has a great impact on aerospace industries. Producing light weight structures with superior properties is the main objective of material scientists and engineers, and nanotechnology developments are likely to play an important role. 
B. Insert specific impact

Aerospace drive Nano

The aerospace industry drives up demand for nanotech

Agee, ‘8 –Dr. Forrest J., nanotech researcher at Rice University [ "Nanotechnology for aerospace: potential transitions from university research". http://dx.doi.org/10.1117/12.776736]

Nanotechnology is expected to provide the fundamental basis of the next two generations of products and processes. Impacts for applications are already being felt in many fields, and there is interest especially in the aerospace industry, where performance is a major driver of decisions for applications. Four areas are receiving special emphasis in a program aimed at the Air Force's strategic focus on materials. The emphasis includes adaptive coatings and surface engineering, nanoenergetics, electromagnetic sensors, and power generation and storage. Seven universities in Texas have initiated the CONTACT program of focused research including nine projects in the first year, with plans for expansion in subsequent years. This paper discusses the focus, progress, and plans for the second year and opportunities for industry input to the scope and content of the research. A new model for the creation and guidance of research programs for industry is presented. The new approach includes interaction with the aerospace industry and the Air Force that provides a focus for the research. Results to date for the new method and for the research are presented. A discussion of nanoengineering technology transition into the aerospace industry highlights the mechanisms for enhancing the process and for dealing with intellectual property. 

US nano leadership good

US leadership is the best- Early and soon is key.

 TREDER & PHOENIX  08  *Executive Director of CRN, BS Biology, University of Washington, Research Fellow with the Institute for Ethics and Emerging Technologies **studied nanotechnology for more than 20 years. He obtained his BS in Symbolic Systems and MS in Computer Science from Stanford University in 1991, worked as an embedded software engineer at Electronics for Imaging. Since 2000 he has focused on studying and writing about molecular manufacturing, published author in nanotechnology and nanomedical research, and maintains close contacts with many leading researchers in the field, Center For Responsible Nanotechnology, Results of Our Ongoing Research

[Mike Treder & Chris Phoenix, http://www.crnano.org/early.htm)
Early development of molecular nanotechnology (MNT) increases some risks, but reduces others; overall, we think it's safest to develop as soon as possible. This is a preliminary conclusion, and we may change our opinion, but there are solid reasons for taking this position. The development of MNT seems inevitable sooner or later. If development is delayed, it will rapidly become easier and cheaper, thus harder to control. Also, it's probably the case that early development will allow more time to develop MNT-based protective technologies—which may be necessary to cope with some dangerous MNT-based technologies. Finally, if it's done right, molecular manufacturing could save millions of lives per year and greatly decrease the environmental damage we're already doing. The costs of delay (opportunity costs) are significant, and may even outweigh the risks of development. 

Nano Good – Heg

Developing nanotech insures heg

 ARABE 03  New Jersey Institute of Technology

(Katrina C. Arabe, New Jersey Institute of Technology to Develop Smart Coating for U.S. Army NJIT Press Release, NJIT to Develop Smart Coatings for U.S. Army, “Self-Healing Coatings to Protect & Camouflage Army Vehicles”, http://news.thomasnet.com/IMT/archives/2003/05/selfhealing_coa.html)

To boost the army's effectiveness and save billions of dollars, researchers are developing smart coatings that will let military vehicles detect minor damages, self-repair and change colors during battle: A revolutionary coating under development for the military could soon combine three capabilities never before seen in coatings technology—the ability to detect scratches and corrosion, to fix such damages on its own, and lastly, to change color to blend in with surroundings. This innovative, nanotechnology-based coating is being produced for a wide range of military vehicles as well as weapons systems. A research team at the New Jersey Institute of Technology (NJIT) in Newark has recently inked a contract with the U.S. Army to develop these smart coatings. Utilizing them, military vehicles will be able to sense if they are corroded or scratched and self-repair. Tanks, helicopters and military trucks would be able to camouflage themselves on the battlefield, becoming practically invisible. And protected by these futuristic coatings, explosives could become less sensitive and less dangerous for soldiers to carry. In fact, Army officials say the smart coatings, whose development is being funded by the U.S. Department of Defense, could enable the Army to avoid time-consuming repainting and thus deploy with greater speed, making it an even more formidable force. But for now, there's plenty of work to be done. "We're just getting started, really," says research team leader Daniel J. Watts, Ph.D., executive director of the York Center for Environmental Engineering and Science and Panasonic Chair in Sustainability at NJIT. Joining his team are researchers from Clemson University in South Carolina. "Our goal is to extend the period of time between initial painting application and the need to strip and repaint," he notes. Currently, the Army uses paints that are costly and require a lot of labor to apply. And when scratched or corroded, most of the paint calls for repainting, which can cover up damage to metal and other materials. Corrosion-related problems cost about $10 billion a year, with painting and scraping accounting for $2 billion of that total, say Army leaders. "Currently, up to 20% of army vehicles are out of service due to coatings damage and repainting needs," says Dr. Watts. "Smart coatings can eliminate a lot of those needs," thereby improving Army readiness. To create an intelligent coating system with unprecedented capabilities, the research team is turning to nanotechnology—the study and manipulation of individual atoms and molecules to make new materials. The researchers will embed the coating with nanomachines—only billionths of a meter in size. These microscopic electromechanical machines will transmit signals to Army personnel, immediately informing them if the coating has sustained damage. 

Nano Good - industry
Nanotech is key to defense industry, nuclear sensing, and space industry

(Institute of Nanotechnology,  Mar 4, 2004; a registered Charity, whose core activities are focused on education and training in nanotechnology The Involvement Of Nanotechnology In The Aerospace And Defence Industries; http://www.azonano.com/article.aspx?ArticleID=570)(jimmy)
Background Nanotechnology has a wide range of implications for the aerospace and defence industry, potentially providing stronger, lighter materials, smaller computer components and new sensor technologies. Virtual reality systems based on nanostructured electronics could enable more affordable, effective training. Enhanced automation and robotics could offset reductions in military manpower, reduce risks to troops, and improve vehicle performance. Higher performance (lighter weight and higher strength) military platforms would provide diminished failure rates and lower life-cycle costs. Chemical And Biological Nuclear Sensing There will also be improvements in chemical/biological/nuclear sensing and in casualty care. From a battlefield perspective, new realms of clothing are possible, such as smooth, strong fabrics; sensory enhanced garments of nanofibres; chameleon-like camouflage that interacts with the environment; clothing that changes reflectivity and insulation; and protective clothing that can absorb or reject chemical agents or toxins. The United States, in particular, is making a large investment in this area. Nanotechnology Involvement In The Aerospace Industry In aerospace, the stringent fuel constraints for lifting payloads into earth orbit and beyond, and the desire to send spacecraft away from the sun for extended missions (where solar power would be greatly diminished) compel continued reduction in size, weight, and power consumption of payloads. Nanostructured materials and devices promise solutions to these challenges. Nanostructuring will also prove critical to the design and manufacture of lightweight, high-strength, thermally stable materials for aircraft, rockets, space stations, and planetary/solar exploratory platforms. 

Nano Good – checks Chinese

NANOTECH IS GOOD- Checks back the Chinese

Manufacturing and Technology News in ‘5

(Ken Jacobson, “Lack Of Manufacturing Base Imperils U.S. Lead In Nanotechnology”, 12:3, 7-8, http://www.manufacturingnews.com/news/05/0708/art1.html)

Nanotechnology, often touted as a key to maintaining the United States' global lead in industrial productivity, is far from a sure thing for the U.S., according to the warnings of experts who last week offered lawmakers varying assessments of the likelihood that the country will be able to capture nano's economic benefits and varying prescriptions for doing so. "The manufacturing train has already left the station" in some fields of nanomaterials, Matthew Nordan of New York-based Lux Research Inc. told the House Science Subcommittee on Research at a June 29 hearing titled "Nanotechnology: Where Does the U.S. Stand?" Any revitalization of the U.S. manufacturing base through nanotechnology could end up limited to "pilot-scale manufacturing and manufacturing where specific skills are required," he testified, characterizing these activities as "generally low volume." When it comes to the production of more basic nanoproducts, he stated, "the U.S.'s economic opportunity is in coming up with the ideas that may be implemented in manufacturing plants on other shores." Nordan's fellow witnesses -- venture capitalist Floyd Kvamme, who co-chairs the President's Council of Advisors on Science and Technology (PCAST), and Sean Murdock, executive director of the nanotechnology policy and commercialization advocacy group NanoBusiness Alliance -- appeared less "prepared to cede the manufacturing of nanotechnology-enabled products here in the United States," as Murdock put it. But the three did agree in their fundamental assessment of the present: All view the United States as the world leader in nanotechnology up to now, and all regard its lead as imperiled. Kvamme, citing an estimate contained in the review of the National Nanotechnology Initiative (NNI) published by PCAST in May, testified that the $1 billion in federal funding for nano R&D in Fiscal Year 2005 "is roughly one-quarter of the current global investment by all nations." He placed the U.S.'s overall annual nano R&D effort at $3 billion, "one-third of the approximately $9 billion in total worldwide spending by the public and private sectors." Additionally, the U.S. "leads in the number of start-up companies based on nanotechnology and in research output as measured by patents and publications." Still, Kvamme said, the U.S. is coming under "increased competitive pressure," as "other countries are aggressively chasing [its] leadership position," both by beefing up coordinated national programs and by focusing investments on "areas of existing national economic strength." The U.S. lead in patents and publications, he added, "appears to be slipping." According to Nordan, whose company's figures were cited repeatedly by PCAST it its report, even the U.S.'s current R&D spending lead is open to question. On the basis of purchasing-power parity, 2004 government spending on nano R&D in the U.S., at $5.42 per capita, came in below South Korea's $5.62, Japan's $6.30, and Taiwan's $9.40. "The $130 million in estimated government spending on nanotech last year in China equaled $611 million at purchasing-power parity, or 38 percent of U.S. expenditure," Nordan noted. That nations like China are free to direct "initial capital investments toward the instrumentation needed for nanotechnology research, without having to maintain technology infrastructures and skill sets that were cutting-edge 20 years ago" could add to the comparative bang they're getting for their bucks. A figure cited in Murdock's testimony seems to corroborate this assumption. In the period January to August 2004, China led the world in research papers on nanotechnology, presenting 14 percent more than the U.S. And while the U.S., according to the NanoBusiness Alliance's database, accounted for 613 of 1,175 companies worldwide that are "involved with nanotechnology," Murdock said that "if one is to believe the announcements made at the ChinaNano2005 trade expo," China now has almost 800 such companies. Keeping the edge in R&D is critical to Nordan because he believes that, for the U.S., the economic advantage to be derived from nanotechnology begins and ends with intellectual property (IP). He pointed to Japan's Frontier Carbon, whose 40-ton-per-year capacity for the manufacture of fullerenes, based on a process licensed from an MIT spinoff company, surpasses last year's total world demand by more than 25 times. "It's unlikely," he told the subcommittee, "that you're going to find U.S.-based companies investing that far ahead of demand in order to attain manufacturing dominance" in basic nanomaterials. The U.S. cannot maintain an edge, he argued, by offering "low labor costs or tax advantages for capital investment in manufacturing facilities" in an attempt to "go toe-to-toe against...countries that have more runway to go down in terms of economic development based on nanotechnology." Nor, he said, can it prevent the transfer overseas of research, whether "through a patent process [or] to a country that perhaps does not have the respect for intellectual property rights that Western European and U.S. nations hold." Instead, the U.S. should seek "to have an unremitting, relentless flow of novel ideas that take time and keep us continually two, three, five years ahead of what other countries can attain," Nordan maintained. "The achievement that we can drive toward is to always be ahead and always be first to market with those novel ideas, and through that I think we'll attain economic rewards." 

A2 Grey Goo

Grey Goo will be impossible to make

CRN  08; Dangers of Molecular Manufacturing, Results of Our Ongoing Research, http://www.crnano.org/dangers.htm#environmental)(jimmy)
When nanotechnology-based manufacturing was first proposed, a concern arose that tiny manufacturing systems might run amok and 'eat' the biosphere, reducing it to copies of themselves. In 1986, Eric Drexler wrote, "We cannot afford certain kinds of accidents with replicating assemblers." More recent designs by Drexler and others make it clear, though, that replicating assemblers will not be used for manufacturing—nanofactories will be much more efficient at building products, and a nanofactory is nothing like a 'grey goo' robot. Grey goo would entail five capabilities integrated into one small package. These capabilities are: Mobility – the ability to travel through the environment; Shell – a thin but effective barrier to keep out diverse chemicals and ultraviolet light; Control – a complete set of blueprints and the computers to interpret them (even working at the nanoscale, this will take significant space); Metabolism – breaking down random chemicals into simple feedstock; and Fabrication – turning feedstock into nanosystems. A nanofactory would use tiny fabricators, but these would be inert if removed or unplugged from the factory. The rest of the listed requirements would require substantial engineering and integration. 

Nano inevitable

Nano is coming quickly & inevitably
CRN  08; Dangers of Molecular Manufacturing, Results of Our Ongoing Research, http://www.crnano.org/dangers.htm#environmental)(jimmy)
Facing all these risks, there will be a strong temptation simply to outlaw the technology. However, we don't believe this can work. Many nations are already spending millions on basic nanotechnology; within a decade, advanced nanotech will likely be within the reach of large corporations. It can't be outlawed worldwide. And if the most risk-aware countries stop working on it, then the less responsible countries are the ones that will be developing it and dealing with it. Besides, legal regulation may not have much effect on covert military programs. Molecular manufacturing may be delayed by strict regulation, but this would probably make things worse in the long run. If MM development is delayed until it's relatively easy, it will then be a lot harder to keep track of all the development programs. Also, with a more advanced technology base, the development of nano-built products could happen even faster than we have described, leaving less time to adjust to the societal disruptions. 

***MISCELLANEOUS

Econ turns Aerospace

Econ turns aerospace

AIA research center, ‘9 [cites 2009. http://www.gcxmag.com/gcx/article.asp?magarticle_id=743]

The aerospace industry is still smarting from 2008, a year when the world's financial markets nearly collapsed, sending many industries — including several segments of the aerospace industry — into a tailspin. Yet, aerospace entered this difficult period strong and resilient, and the momentum generated by a remarkable period of growth carried the industry through the last year, and will push aerospace sales to another record year in 2009. AIA estimates that aerospace sales will reach $214.1 billion in 2009, up more than 4 percent from 2008. Moving forward, the aerospace industry is likely to endure further turbulence before breaking through to clearer skies. At times, rudder control may seem sluggish, as the market conditions that spur aircraft sales are largely exogenous to the aerospace industry, in that they are tied to a rebound of the overall economy. 
US Aero solves US/JA trade 

Strong Aerospace industry solves US-Japan trade relations

McGuire, ‘7 – Steve McGuire is Senior Lecturer of International Business at the School of Management, University of Bath. [ “The United States, Japan and the aerospace industry: from capture to competitor?”.  The Pacific Review, Vol. 20 No. 3 September 2007: 329–350. Routledge.]

Japanese–American commercial relations have, of course, been marked by trade friction over several decades. Throughout the 1980s and early 1990s in automobiles, semiconductors and steel, among others, American industry placed enormous pressure for varying forms of trade protection, often through bilateral negotiated trade agreements that violated the spirit, if not always the letter, of GATT agreements. Katzenstein has noted the tendency for Japanese policy makers to respond to external pressures for reform. Indeed, he regards US pressure on the Japanese bureaucracy and political class as so routine as to be an ‘institutionalized’ part of the relationship (Katzenstein 2003: 99). Aerospace has not been marked by any of this friction, partly because the military relationship between the two states offered a form of ‘security glue’ which simply precluded open commercial conflict. Another reason for quiet on the trade front is that the United States enjoyed a considerable trade surplus in aerospace. Japanese airlines purchased finished US-made airliners and US military aircraft, whereas Japan shipped parts. In 2004, Japan’s aerospace exports to the United States were valued at US$875 billion, some 99.5 per cent of which were aircraft parts.16 Aerospace was the only American manufacturing sector to be in surplus with Japan, with a $4.1 billion surplus in 2004.17 From time to time, Japanese purchases of aircraft were timed to deflect attention from the trade imbalance with the United States. The purchase of several 767 Airborne Early-warning and Control (AWACs) aircraft in the 1980s was widely seen to be a mechanism to defuse Congressional anger over the ballooning Japanese surplus in cars, electronics and computers. Though METI is the key bureaucracy governing Japan’s aerospace sector, the Ministry of Foreign Affairs (MOFA) has occasionally succeeded in intervening when broader Japanese–American relations have been at stake. Judicious and timely purchases of American aircraft owe much to MOFA’s successful activity.18 MOFA also has a role thanks to Japan’s increasing activism at the WTO. Though METI remains deeply involved in trade disputes, it is MOFA that represents Japan’s interests in the current WTO case.19 

US/JA bad – china

US-Japan relations are destabilizing – freak out China and prevent an effective security architecture

Carpenter and Bandow 4 - * Vice President of Defense and Foreign Studies at the Cato Institute, AND ** Senior Fellow at the Cato Institute (Ted Galen Carpenter, 12/2004, The Korean Conundrum: America’s Troubled Relations With North and South Korea, pg 160-161)
The security treaties with the United States and the U.S. troop presence allow the diversion of financial resources to domestic priorities. And relying on the United States for security avoids painful debates about what kind of policy those countries need to pursue. The U.S. security blanket is entirely too comfortable for Washington’s clients. Without a decisive move by the United States to take away that security blanket by a certain date, changes in the security posture of South Korea and Japan will be very slow to occur. Second, the United States should encourage the various nations of East Asia to take greater responsibility for the security and stability of their region. In limited and at times hesitant ways that process is taking place even without U.S. encouragement. ASEAN has begun to address security issues, most notably taking an interest in the disorders in Indonesia that threatened to spiral out of control in the late 1990s and that continue to pose a problem. Australia assumed a leadership role in helping to resolve the East Timor crisis. It was revealing that Canberra became more proactive after the United States declined to send peacekeeping troops or otherwise become deeply involved in that situation. 37 According to the conventional wisdom that U.S. leadership is imperative lest allies and client states despair and fail to deal with regional security problems, Australia’s actions suggest just the opposite. When countries in a region facing a security problem cannot offload that problem onto the United States, they take action to contain a crisis and defend their own interests.  More recently, Australia has developed a more defined and robust regional strategy. In a June 2003 speech, Foreign Minister Alexander Downer stated that Australia would not necessarily turn to the United Nations before acting in crises that could affect its security. Instead, Canberra was prepared to join— and sometimes even lead— coalitions of the willing to address urgent regional challenges. Downer spoke as Australia prepared to send 2,000 police officers and supporting military personnel to the Solomon Islands, which had experienced such an epidemic of violence and corruption that it verged on being a failed state. Earlier, Prime Minister John Howard had told Australian lawmakers that having failed states in its neighborhood threatened Australia’s interests, because such states could become havens for criminals and political extremists. 38 Perhaps most revealing, the Australian government plans to double its defense spending over the next three years with the intent of becoming a much more serious military player. 39  Third, Washington should indicate to Tokyo that it no longer objects to Japan’s assuming a more active political and military posture in East Asia. Quite the contrary, U.S. officials ought to adopt the position that, as the principal indigenous great power, Japan will be expected to help stabilize East Asia, contribute to the resolution of disputes, and contain disruptive or expansionist threats that might emerge. Washington also should use its diplomatic influence to encourage political and security cooperation between Japan and its neighbors, but U.S. policymakers must not let East Asian apprehension about a more assertive Japan dictate American policy and keep the United States in its role as regional policeman. It is reasonable to explore with Tokyo avenues of cooperation in those areas where there is a sufficient convergence of interests. That cooperation should not, however, take the form of a new alliance. Proposals to reform and strengthen the alliance are unwise. 40 They will perpetuate Japan’s unhealthy dependence on the United States even as they arouse China’s suspicions of a U.S.–Japanese attempt to contain the People’s Republic. An ongoing security dialogue and occasional joint military exercises would be more appropriate than a formal alliance for East Asia’s security needs in the twenty-first century. Elaborate, formal treaty commitments are a bad idea in general. They are excessively rigid and can lock the United States into commitments that may make sense under one set of conditions but become ill-advised or even counterproductive when conditions change. Beyond that general objection, a U.S.–Japanese alliance would be likely to create special problems in the future. Such an alliance would provide tangible evidence to those in the People’s Republic who contend that Washington is intent on adopting a containment policy directed against China. 41 The United States should retain the ability to work with Japan and other powers if Beijing’s ambitions threaten to lead to Chinese dominance of the region, but Washington must be wary of creating a self-fulfilling prophecy. An informal security relationship with Japan would preserve the flexibility to block China’s hegemony, if that danger emerges, without needlessly antagonizing Beijing. America still can have a potent power projection capability with a reduced military presence based in Guam and other U.S. territories in the central and west-central Pacific. 
US/JA good – laundry list

US-Japan relations solve democracy, global economy, and East Asian stability

Auslin 10 (Michael, Director of Japan Studies at the American Enterprise Institute, Ph.D. in history, associate professor of history and senior research fellow at the MacMillan Center for International and Area Studies at Yale University, “House Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on Asia, the Pacific and the Global Environment Hearing; U.S.-Japan Relations: Enduring Ties, Recent Developments; Testimony by Michael Auslin”, Congressional Documents and Publications, U.S. House of Representatives Documents, 3/17, lexis)
Relations are further influenced, despite the laudable efforts of U.S. officials here and in Tokyo, by the continued worry of Japanese opinion leaders and policymakers over long-term trends in America's Asia policy, thereby fueling part of their interest in China. I will mention perhaps the two main concerns: first, that the United States will, over time, decrease its military presence in the Asia-Pacific, thereby weakening the credibility of its extended deterrence guarantee, and second, that Washington will itself consider China in coming decades as the indispensable partner for solving problems both regional and global. Both these concerns exist despite repeated U.S. assurances that our military presence will not shrink, and despite the very public problems cropping up in Sino-U.S. relations in recent years. Ironically, perhaps, these Japanese concerns almost exactly mirror U.S. worries, from frustrations over Japan's continued reluctance to increase its security activities abroad to our casting a wary eye on exchanges between Beijing and Tokyo. Despite this litany of problems both real and perceived, the U.S.-Japan alliance, and the broader relationship it embodies, remains the keystone of U.S. policy in the Asia-Pacific region. There is little doubt that America and Japan share certain core values that tie us together, including a belief in democracy, the rule of law, and civil and individual rights, among others, which should properly inform and inspire our policies abroad. Moreover, after the cataclysm of World War II, we have worked together to maintain stability in the western Pacific, throughout the Cold War and after. Without the continued Japanese hosting of U.S. forces, our forward-based posture is untenable, particularly in a period of growing Chinese military power in which the acquisition of advanced weapons systems indicates increased vulnerability of U.S. forces over time. There are over 35,000 U.S. military personnel in Japan, and another 11,000 afloat as part of the 7th Fleet, while three-quarters of our military facilities are in Okinawa. Maintaining this presence is a full-time job for officials on both sides of the Pacific. Both Washington and Tokyo have revised the Status of Forces Agreement (SOFA) governing the U.S. military in Japan to respond to local concerns over judicial access to U.S. service members, and domestic pressures to reduce Japan's $4 billion annual Host Nation Support (HNS) are a continuing feature of bilateral discussions. The new Japanese government has indicated its desire to consider further revision of SOFA and HNS, which portends continued, sometimes difficult negotiations between both sides, though I would be surprised by any significant changes in either. It is clear, however, that the presence of U.S. military forces is welcomed by nearly all nations in the Asia-Pacific region and sends a signal of American commitment to the region. From a historical standpoint, the post-war American presence in the Asia-Pacific has been one of the key enablers of growth and development in that maritime realm. And today, for all its dynamism, the Asia-Pacific remains peppered with territorial disputes and long-standing grievances, with few effective multilateral mechanisms such as exist in Europe for solving interstate conflicts. Our friends and allies in the area are keenly attuned to our continued forward-based posture, and any indications that the United States was reducing its presence might be interpreted by both friends and competitors as a weakening of our long-standing commitment to maintain stability in the Pacific. The shape of Asian regional politics will continue to evolve, and while I am skeptical of what can realistically be achieved by proposed U.S.-Japan-China trilateral talks, it seems evident that we must approach our alliance with Japan from a more regionally oriented perspective, taking into account how our alliance affects the plans and perceptions of other nations in the region. Beyond these traditional security concerns, Japan and the United States continue to be among the handful of countries that can act as significant first responders to humanitarian disasters, and did so jointly during the Boxing Day tsunami of 2004 and are doing so today in Haiti. Both our countries are leaders in scientific research and development, and bred multinational corporations that continue to change the nature of global commerce. Economically, of course, we are increasingly intertwined. Our bilateral trade last year was over $132 billion worth, making Japan our fourth largest trading partner even despite a fall of nearly $80 billion in trade from 2008, and Japanese companies in 49 states employ approximately 600,000 Americans. Japan is also the world's largest purchaser of U.S. Treasuries, currently holding over $768 billion worth, more than China's official portfolio of $755 billion in American securities. The heady days of the 1980s are long over for Japan, when pundits breathlessly proclaimed it the next superpower. Japan, however, will continue to play a major role in Asia over the next decades, as that region continues to be the engine of global economic growth. Similarly, the role of a democratic Japan should become increasingly important in Asia as democracies young and old continue to evolve, while authoritarian and totalitarian regimes oppress their own people and threaten others. As we look to the kind of Asia that we hope develops in the future, there is much that continues to commend Japan to the region's planners and peoples. Much in the same way, the U.S.-Japan alliance, though under strain today and still in need of further restructuring, plays a currently indispensable role in ensuring our country's commitment to the Asia-Pacific and in providing a necessary stabilizing force to powerful tides of nationalism, competition, and distrust in that region. Our relationship with Japan is indeed a cornerstone of the liberal international order that has marked the six decades since the end of the Second World War as among the most prosperous and generally peaceful in world history. For that reason, among others, we should look forward to maintaining it for years to come.

Strong lobby --> Space Weaponization
Strong aerospace industry gives the aerospace lobby clout – that causes space weaponization

Lasker 8 [John, IPS, “ Aerospace Lobby Wages Its Own Election Campaign,” Sep 5, http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=43804, BDD]

What is notable about AIA's claim is how it is being used - as part of a stepped-up campaign to convince politicians, voters and aerospace employees that "America's future depends on maintaining space leadership". It is a broad statement encompassing several aspects of the U.S. space industry, such as educating the aerospace workforce of the future. But some experts say it also means the U.S. needs to somehow find a way to protect its 400-plus satellites - an undertaking that could result in billions for aerospace industry defence contractors. A powerful lobby in Washington, the aerospace industry accounted for over 650,000 jobs and 184 billion dollars in sales in 2006. The AIA's president and CEO, Marion Blakey, was a former head of the Federal Aviation Administration. Her predecessor, John Douglass, is a former assistant secretary of the Navy, and was named one of Washington's top lobbyists last year by "The Hill", an influential congressional newspaper. Patrick McCartan, AIA's director for legislative affairs, is a former aide to Maine Senator Olympia Snowe. He, too, was ranked a "top rainmaker" by The Hill. With election season in full swing, the AIA is calling for "cutting-edge defence research", along with defence spending being "no less than 4 percent of the U.S. GDP", which was 13.8 trillion dollars for 2007, amounting to roughly 550 billion dollars. That is near the current level, if you include the spending for the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. It is widely known that "Star Wars II" - resurrected this decade by George W. Bush administration "space hawks" - has been a cash cow for aerospace industry giants Lockheed Martin and Boeing, the Pentagon's top two defence contractors. Together, they currently have 73 lobbying groups working Capital Hill, according to Opensecrets.org, which tracks campaign funding and its relation to public policy. Also telling is the campaign money the aerospace industry has contributed during the 2008 election cycle. Historically, the industry has given more to Republicans than Democrats - millions more. Yet as of mid-summer, OpenSecrets.org reports the aerospace industry has split its staggering total of 6.9 million dollars down the middle: half to Democrats, and half to Republicans. "We have met with every campaign staff for months now - McCain, Obama and every other campaign," Matt Grimison, AIA's communications director, told IPS. "We are casting a wide net to make sure these issues are being considered by everybody." Experts say this is because the Democratic Party currently controls Congress, as it did back in 1994. In both the Senate and the House, two Democrats chair each branch's Defence Appropriations committees. Meaning, Sen. Daniel Inouye of Hawai'i and Rep. John Murtha of Pennsylvania hold the keys to billions for future projects. 'The industry is realising it needs more access to Democrats,' said Massie Ritsch, communications director for the Centre of Responsive Politics, which also runs Opensecrets.org. 'The Democrats control Congress, and therefore defence policy. This election is the (aerospace industry's) most Democratic since 1994.' Democratic candidate Barack Obama has promised to not weaponise space, unlike his challenger, Sen. John McCain. Obama has also vowed to cut unnecessary missile defence funding. However, the strategy of focusing on Congress could pay off, considering both Sen. Inouye and Rep. Murtha are considered 'space hawks' by peace activists. Over the last 10 years, Sen. Inouye has allowed the Pentagon to flood the Hawaiian Islands with billions in funding for dozens of projects related to blowing things up in space, says Kyle Kajihiro, programme director for DMZ Hawai'i, based in Honolulu. During the same time, the Pentagon's Missile Defence Agency (MDA), the successor to the 'Star Wars' programme, has conducted high-profile tests around the islands. The MDA's largest trophy so far was the shootdown of a disabled satellite in February. The test utilised Pearl Harbour's USS Lake Erie, a guided-missile cruiser equipped with the Aegis system, which allows the ship to take out targets in low-Earth-orbit. The USS Erie is arguably Earth's first 'space battleship' and its transformation came about after Sen. Inouye in 2000 loudly called for a sea-based missile-defence system to counter North Korea and China, says Kajihiro. 'Sen. Inouye says it's about defending Hawaii,' he says. 'Our stance is the increasing missile defence tests are a destabilising factor. The tests are provoking an arms race in the region between nuclear powers.' Opensecrets.org shows that from 2001 to 2008, employees of Lockheed Martin and Boeing have consistently ranked in Sen. Inouye's top-five corporate contributors for re-election efforts. So does the AIA's talking point of 'maintaining space leadership' mean developing and deploying weapons in space? Besides billions of Pentagon dollars being shoveled into the aerospace industry, it could be an undertaking that many experts fear would ignite this century's greatest arms race. 

Strong lobby --> Deficit

Strong aerospace lobby contributes to the deficit

Reich, ’11 – Robert, former U.S. secretary of labor [6/5. http://www.dailynewstranscript.com/opinion/columnists/x1360366511/Reich-The-military-industrial-political-complex#axzz1RoxpdPxL, BDD]

Lockheed has also been spending more than $3 million a year on political contributions to friendly members of Congress. On top of this, Lockheed gives money to the Aerospace Industries Association to lobby for a bigger defense budget and support members of Congress who will vote accordingly. But we don't know how much because it's secret. We don't even know how much Lockheed is giving the U.S. Chamber of Commerce to lobby against the president's proposed executive order requiring disclosure of its political activities. That's secret, too. Don't we have a right to know? After all, you and I and other taxpayers are Lockheed's biggest customer. As such, we're financing much of this lobbying and donating. Lockheed's political activities are built into its costs. So when Lockheed contracts with the federal government for a piece of military equipment, you and I and other taxpayers end up paying for a portion of these political activities. It's one of the most insidious conflicts of interest in American politics. Lockheed is hardly alone in using taxpayer money to get fatter contracts from taxpayers. The 10 biggest government contractors are all defense contractors. Every one of them gets most of its revenues from the federal government. And every one uses a portion of that money to lobby for even more defense contracts. That's one reason the defense procurement budget keeps expanding. Next year's expected drawdown of troops from Afghanistan and Iraq was supposed to save money. But Lockheed and other giant defense contractors have made sure all anticipated savings will go to new weapons systems. Lockheed recently delivered a budget bombshell with a proposed tab of more than $1 trillion for a fleet of F-35 joint-strike fighter jets. That doesn't even include $385 billion that the Defense Department will spend to buy 2,500 of the stealth planes. Tom Burbage of Lockheed acknowledged that the "t" word, as he gently put it, "causes a lot of sensational reaction ... because no one ever dealt with 't's before in the program." That's an understatement. Congress is nonetheless willing to fund these mammoth projects as if the nation didn't have a long-term budget crisis. Brace yourself. In the wake of last year's Supreme Court decision, Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission, there's no limit on what Lockheed and other defense contractors can spend on politics. But why should you and I and other taxpayers pay Lockheed to lobby for the trillion-dollar F-35 and support politicians who will vote for it? Why should we pay for the political activities of Northrop-Grumman and Boeing to come up with even more aerospace weapons systems? Or for Raytheon and General Dynamics to procure more high-tech weapons? Or for Blackwater and Halliburton to procure more private military contract workers? The answer is, we shouldn't. Over a half-century ago, President Dwight Eisenhower warned of the dangers of an unbridled military-industrial complex, as he called it. It's now a military-industrial-congressional complex. And after Citizens United, it's more unbridled than ever. 

A2 Chinese transfer

No impact to tech transfer, US isn’t key, and the economic benefits of aerospace outweigh

Cliff, Ohlandt, and Yang, ‘11 – [Roger Cliff is a senior political scientist; Chad J. R. Ohlandt is an aerospace engineer; David Yang, foreign policy/national security policy analyst, all at RAND. “Ready for Takeoff China’s Advancing Aerospace Industry”. http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monographs/2011/RAND_MG1100.pdf]

The technologies being transferred to Chinese firms are in most instances not cutting-edge. Leading aerospace firms are generally reluctant to share their best technologies, because those technologies are the source of their competitive advantage. As an example, RollsRoyce is unwilling to share its technology for forging unitary turbine rings (known as bladed-rings, or “blings”) with its own wholly owned subsidiary in Indianapolis, preferring instead to keep this “crownjewel” technology at its facility in the United Kingdom. 2 Out-of-date Western technologies, however, can still be new technologies to  China, which, for example, has yet to master the technology for turbo- fan engines, which first entered production 50 years ago in the West  (Younossi et al., 2002, pp. 9–24). But the nature of the aerospace technologies being transferred to China and the range of alternative technology sources available make the U.S. security policy implications opaque. Since it is difficult to quantify the degree to which international cooperation in civil aerospace is assisting the development of military aerospace capabilities in China, whether even a complete cutoff of such cooperation would substantially slow that development is equally unclear. A complete cutoff, moreover, would be impractical. Russia in particular is unlikely to go along with a U.S.-organized ban on cooperation in civil aerospace with China, and whether European and other Asian countries would do so is also questionable. A U.S.-only ban would likely slow the development of China’s military aerospace capability by only a small amount while handing business opportunities to European and Asian companies and aggravating relations with Beijing. At a minimum, a smart U.S. policy would limit restrictions to cooperation in technology areas that are not available from other countries or in which other countries that also possess those technologies are willing to coordinate with the United States in imposing restrictions. China’s emergence as an aerospace power is perhaps inevitable but hardly an accomplished fact. It will be at least another decade before China has reached today’s state of the art, and by then, the state of the art will have moved further ahead in ways that are, by the nature of technological discovery, fundamentally unknowable in advance. U.S. and other Western companies are deeply involved in China’s aerospace development, and although this is unquestionably contributing to the development of China’s military aerospace capabilities—capabilities that one day might be used against the United States—those companies are reaping profits for their American shareholders and keeping Americans employed, even as they transfer lower-value-added production to China. They are also helping raise the standards of living of some of the one-fifth of the world’s population that lives in China, increasing their ability to buy American-made products. And war with China may never come. The policy choices here are far from black-andwhite, and it is unclear whether the United States could significantly improve its security through alterations of its policy toward civil aerospace cooperation with China without having a significant negative effect on U.S. economic interests. 

Focus on the aerospace industry unbalances defense acquisition

Kinne, ‘9 – Christopher E. Kinne, Lt Col, USAF [“Is the United States Air Force Responsible for Preserving the US Aerospace Industrial Base?”, February, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA539894&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, BDD]

If some fundamental national security policy decisions were made, the acquisition system could respond accordingly. As the 2006 Defense Acquisition Performance Assessment observed, ―the current acquisition system delivered the foundation of our military power; [it] is, and must remain, our strategic advantage‖71 The question is how to get to those decisions. Cordesman, citing Loren Thompson from the Lexington Institute, noted that the ―Pentagon doesn‘t have a coherent plan for how it will sustain global air dominance over the next 30 years without a sufficient number of F-22s, because it has convinced itself that unconventional warfare is the wave of the future. Making decisions by default is not leadership; it is an abdication of responsibility.‖72 Cordesman goes on to say ―recent statements in Congress have failed to address any of the real issues affecting national security and the future of the Air Force, but they have defended the program [F-22] on the narrow ground of constituent interest.‖73  Existing DoD acquisition policies covering the development and production of weapon systems are sufficient to implement the current DoD policy and the de facto national security decision that has been made; and, the government acquisition community can work with whatever elements of the worldwide industrial base choose to participate in the procurement process. Consistent with existing policy, the USAF will provide annual assessments of the status of domestic and foreign sources of supply, which will support a risk assessment that will be integrated into an overall defense capability risk assessment and reported to Congress. When, or if, the president and Congress chose to react to these risk assessments, the USAF will be ready 

Gov’t Axn hurts military tranformation
Government intervention to sustain the aerospace industry makes military transformation less effective

Kinne, ‘9 – Christopher E. Kinne, Lt Col, USAF [“Is the United States Air Force Responsible for Preserving the US Aerospace Industrial Base?”, February, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA539894&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, BDD]

Unfortunately, the national security establishment often fails to make this kind of key national security decision. Members of Congress and the president, recognizing that the defense and aerospace industry represents a significant number of jobs in the US as well as a significant portion of the gross domestic product, continue to focus on competition when competition is not the issue. With a few notable exceptions—most recently, the Darleen Druyun scandal comes to mind—the DoD and the USAF play by the rules and procure military systems through robust competitive processes. In 1998, David Cooper of the General Accounting Office submitted testimony before the Senate Subcommittee on Acquisition and Technology, Committee on Armed Services asserting, ―there is little evidence that the increased consolidation has adversely affected current DoD programs.‖62 Mr. Cooper‘s testimony included a table that showed the number of contractors providing fixed-wing aircraft reduced from eight to two between 1990 and 199863 (only Boeing and Lockheed Martin remained). Two of the six contractors identified in Mr. Cooper‘s testimony who left the fixed wing aircraft market in the reported period (Northrop and Grumman) later merged and attempted to reenter the aerospace market with a European partner as a global competitor for the KC-X tanker program. In 2007, Senator John McCain‘s staff asked the DoD Inspector General (DoDIG) to independently review [the KC-X program] and advise him on whether the Air Force request for proposal for the Air Force KC-X Aerial Refueling Tanker Aircraft Program contained impediments to competition.‖64 The DoDIG concluded that with minor modifications to acquisition strategy (non-material findings), the USAF effort was sufficient in assuring competition and fair prices.65 This was a positive finding for the DoD and the USAF, but it ignored the larger issue. What was the right decision for US national security? Are there risks associated with international participation in the tanker program? The DoD appears to have concluded that it is an acceptable national security risk for the defense industry to continue to consolidate when driven by free-market forces. The DoD industrial policy 2008 report to Congress stated ―the DoD‘s decisions take a long view on competition. In the case of potential last-of-type platforms such as Joint Strike Fighter, for example, DoD selected from one industry team in order to minimize costs and maximize program efficiency. Its winner-take-all acquisition strategy decision was not anticompetitive. Rather, it reaffirmed DoD‘s recognition of the need to focus the resources of the tactical fighter industry on unmanned and other futuristic systems.‖66 In other words, the DoD is focused on new ideas (read transformation). The DoD does not want to be stuck preserving an industry base that may no longer be relevant to the military instrument of power we wish to procure. 

No Tech Transfer
Multiple barriers to tech transtter and market access

Cliff, Ohlandt, and Yang, ‘11 – [Roger Cliff is a senior political scientist; Chad J. R. Ohlandt is an aerospace engineer; David Yang, foreign policy/national security policy analyst, all at RAND. “Ready for Takeoff China’s Advancing Aerospace Industry”. http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monographs/2011/RAND_MG1100.pdf]

Joint ventures are frequently regarded as an effective vehicle for Western companies attempting to gain access to the Chinese market. Certainly, Chinese aviation industry leaders have made no secret of their desire to trade market access for technology, and joint ventures are their vehicle of choice for gaining access to advanced Western technologies. Naturally, partnerships in technological areas of particular concern to the Chinese have received the highest priority. One such area is aircraft engines: The earliest joint ventures in the aviation sector, spearheaded by Pratt & Whitney, were with engine component producers. Since then, both GE and Rolls-Royce have established joint ventures in China and greatly expanded local procurement. Another area is composite-materials manufacturing techniques. Both Boeing The Role of Foreign Firms 43 and Airbus have established joint ventures specializing in composite components, and Airbus has recently transferred the technology for manufacturing the entire composite wing of the A320 airliner to its joint-venture composite manufacturing center in Harbin. It should be noted, however, that joint ventures per se do not guarantee effective market access. Those that do not provide access to coveted technologies or—even more problematically—are perceived to compete against domestic producers are not likely to receive preferential treatment and may indeed face severe obstacles. In this regard, the case of Embraer’s joint-venture production line in China can be instructive. Established in 2003, the venture is said to have struggled from the start. Chinese airlines were slow to place orders, and many of the orders that were received were repeatedly postponed for various reasons. Despite a production capacity of 24 aircraft per year, the facility had delivered only 36 ERJ-145 aircraft as of August 2010. Embraer’s lack of success is likely related to the anticipated arrival of COMAC’s ARJ21 regional jet, which has undoubtedly influenced the procurement decisions of Chinese airlines, as they expect to be required to place orders for the ARJ21. It is also worth noting that Western aerospace companies have been generally cautious about transferring advanced technology to China or setting up joint ventures in critical areas. However, a turning point may have been have reached with the COMAC C919 project. Unlike the ARJ21 program, which has sourced directly from Western suppliers, COMAC management has made it explicitly clear that foreign bidders on the C919 program are expected to form joint ventures with Chinese partners, especially in high-technology areas such as advanced materials and flight control systems, where Chinese technology is lagging. In areas of less concern, the Chinese are content with traditional subcontracting or other work-share arrangements, although according to COMAC Deputy General Manager Wu Guanghui, local production is considered a minimum requirement for foreign suppliers to the C919 program (Zhang, 2010, p. 34). 

People in space --> aerospace

Manned space programs generate interest in aerospace

Thompson 9 (David, President – American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, “The Aerospace Workforce”, Federal News Service, 12-10, Lexis)

Your second question concerns the implications of a cutback in human spaceflight programs. AIAA's view on this is as follows. While U.S. human spaceflight programs directly employ somewhat less than 10 percent of our country's aerospace workers, its influence on attracting and motivating tomorrow's aerospace professionals is much greater than its immediate employment contribution. For nearly 50 years the excitement and challenge of human spaceflight have been tremendously important factors in the decisions of generations of young people to prepare for and to pursue careers in the aerospace sector. This remains true today, as indicated by hundreds of testimonies AIAA members have recorded over the past two years, a few of which I'll show in brief video interviews at the end of my statement. Further evidence of the catalytic role of human space missions is found in a recent study conducted earlier this year by MIT which found that 40 percent of current aerospace engineering undergraduates cited human space programs as the main reason they chose this field of study. Therefore, I think it can be predicted with high confidence that a major cutback in U.S. human space programs would be substantially detrimental to the future of the aerospace workforce. Such a cutback would put even greater stress on an already weakened strategic sector of our domestic high-technology workforce. Your final question centers on other issues that should be considered as decisions are made on the funding and direction for NASA, particularly in the human spaceflight area. In conclusion, AIAA offers the following suggestions in this regard. Beyond the previously noted critical influence on the future supply of aerospace professionals, administration and congressional leaders should also consider the collateral damage to the space industrial base if human space programs were substantially curtailed. Due to low annual production rates and highly-specialized product requirements, the domestic supply chain for space systems is relatively fragile. Many second- and third-tier suppliers in particular operate at marginal volumes today, so even a small reduction in their business could force some critical suppliers to exit this sector. Human space programs represent around 20 percent of the $47 billion in total U.S. space and missile systems sales from 2008. Accordingly, a major cutback in human space spending could have large and highly adverse ripple effects throughout commercial, defense, and scientific space programs as well, potentially triggering a series of disruptive changes in the common industrial supply base that our entire space sector relies on. Thank you for the opportunity to address these important questions this morning. I look forward to your additional questions. And now I'd like to let you hear from several of my fellow AIAA members on this topic. 

IT good

IT is becoming increasingly important – causes global changes in the aerospace industry

Jonathan Gabbai, PhD in Electrical and Electronic Engineering at Manchester University, 10 [University of Manchester, “Chapter 2: A Survey of the Aerospace Industry”, July 19, 2010, http://gabbai.com/academic/chapter-2 /Ghosh]

Information Technology is increasingly crucial to industries of all types. The aerospace industry, at the forefront of innovation, is embracing and shaping this industrial impact of IT. David Hughes, editor of Aviation Week and Space Technology, said in a 1998 editorial that “Information technology is becoming a key part of everything the aerospace and defence industry does for a living, and as the century closes it is computers and software that hold the keys to the future. The [aerospace] industry is being transformed from dependence on traditional manufacturing into something that looks more like IBM and Microsoft with wings.” [94] That same statement is true about a host of enterprises other than just defence. Not only are new manufacturing systems computer controlled, they are controlled by networked computers, which, increasingly, are globally connected by public or private internets. Such advances in communication and information systems technology are causing global changes to marketplaces. These advances have moved from the stuttered progress, seen in both world wars where mass production in the first and the introduction of aluminum in the second played key roles, into a continuous stream that the aerospace industry experiences today.
IT enables a cheap global electronic market to buy and sell materials, commodities, products and services

Jonathan Gabbai, PhD in Electrical and Electronic Engineering at Manchester University, 10 [University of Manchester, “Chapter 2: A Survey of the Aerospace Industry”, July 19, 2010, http://gabbai.com/academic/chapter-2 /Ghosh]

 “Instant communication enables commodities, raw materials, products and services to be bought and sold in a global electronic marketplace. Yes, it drives down procurement costs but also drives down margins; Systems capability has become more important than individual technologies and products. Obviously it’s easier to make a single item, however sophisticated, than to integrate it into a large environment of complex devices and understand how it will perform; Electronic components are available from worldwide sources, making it easy to build sophisticated devices wherever it’s cheapest to do so; Workforces can be anywhere – credit card companies process their data in India – and now some call centres serving the UK may be in India too; Perhaps the most overwhelming fact we have to face is that almost anything we can think of is technically possible, but at a price.”

China Aerospace Bad

Chinese aerospace strength causes regional aggression and US-Sino war

Cliff, Ohlandt, and Yang, ‘11 – [Roger Cliff is a senior political scientist; Chad J. R. Ohlandt is an aerospace engineer; David Yang, foreign policy/national security policy analyst, all at RAND. “Ready for Takeoff China’s Advancing Aerospace Industry”. http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/monographs/2011/RAND_MG1100.pdf]

Many of the skills and technologies required to produce commercial or dual-use aerospace products are also applicable to purely military systems. These include computer-aided design and computeraided manufacturing, precision machining, and composite-material manufacturing. There is also no question that China’s growing aerospace capabilities have implications for U.S. security interests. Beijing claims that the autonomous island of Taiwan is part of its territory and reserves the right to use force to bring about unification, but the United States has declared that any threat to Taiwan’s independence would be a threat to its own interests. Similarly, a Chinese attempt to assert control over territory it claims in the East China Sea and South China Sea would affect U.S. interests in the freedom of navigation and in the security of U.S. allies who also claim some or all of those territories. Thus, China’s growing aerospace capabilities increase its ability and possibly its propensity to use force in ways that negatively affect U.S. interests and would increase the costs—human and material—of resisting attempts to use such force. 

Heg Impact

Multipolarity will inflame regional disputes that will be settled with nuclear wars 

Kagan 07 –Professor of History @ Georgetown University [Robert Kagan (Senior associate @ Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and Senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund), “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Policy Review, August & September 2007, pg. http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html]

The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying — its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic. It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War I and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible. Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe’s stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war. People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that’s not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War II, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe. The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world’s great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China’s neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene — even if it remained the world’s most powerful nation — could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe — if it adopted what some call a strategy of “offshore balancing” — this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, “offshore” role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more “even-handed” policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel ’s aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn’t change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn ’t changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to “normal” or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.

