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A. The F-35 is going strong in the status quo with billions being incorporated into its budget

Gertler 4/26 (2011 Jeremiah Gertler Specialist in Military Aviation “ F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) Program: Background and Issues for Congress” PDF http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RL30563.pdf)

The largest procurement program in the Department of Defense (DOD), the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF), also called the Lightning II, is a new aircraft being procured in different versions for the United States Air Force, Marine Corps, and Navy. Current DOD plans call for acquiring a total of 2,456 JSFs. Hundreds of additional F-35s are expected to be purchased by several U.S. allies, eight of which are cost-sharing partners in the program. The F-35 promises significant advances in military capability. Like many high-technology programs before it, reaching that capability has put the program above its original budget and behind the planned schedule. The administration’s proposed FY2011 defense budget requested about $6.8 billion in procurement funding for the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) program. This would fund the procurement of 22 F-35As for the Air Force (with an additional aircraft requested to be funded from the Overseas Contingency Operations account), 13 F-35Bs for the Marine Corps, and seven F-35Cs for the Navy.
B. Space development is costly – launch costs are ten thousand dollars per pound

Thomas Paul Gabriele Jr, Captain, USAF, 3/07, “ACTIVE CONTROL OF A THIN DEFORMABLE IN-PLANE ACTUATED MIRROR,” Thesis, Department of Aeronautics and Astronautics, Graduate School of Engineering and Management, Air Force Institute of Technology, https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/display.aspx?moduleid=be0e99f3-fc56-4ccb-8dfe-670c0822a153&mode=user&action=lresearch&objectid=3acbac26-86d8-4b4a-8765-b0fdc0fba152

Traditional large glass mirrors are not a viable option for space applications because their rigidity limits the mirror diameter which can be placed on orbit. Capabilities of current generation launch vehicles are limited to approximately four meters. Moreover, according to the Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, launch costs currently average around $10,000 per pound for a geostationary launch. These costs, coupled with the large areal density of glass, make traditional optics in space costly [38]. 

C. The F-35 is on the Chopping block – it would be cut as a result of the plan
Bloomberg 6/29 (By Tony Capaccio and Viola Gienger staff writers for Bloomberg 6/29/11 “Lockheed F-35 May Face Cuts in Budget Review, Gates Says” http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-06-29/lockheed-s-f-35-strike-fighter-may-face-cuts-in-budget-review-gates-says.html)

Lockheed Martin Corp. (LMT)’s F-35 fighter program might be cut back as part of the Pentagon’s new budget review, even as there is a strong need for the program, departing U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said today. “The issue will be less ‘whether’ we go forward with the plane than how many we ultimately buy,” Gates said during an interview with Bloomberg News on his last full day at the Pentagon. Asked if the Pentagon’s costliest weapons program was endangered because of deficit reduction pressures, Gates said, “potentially, one of the issues could be the size of the buy.” “Obviously, if you reduce that, the price per airplane is going to go up. People have to bear that in mind. But, there is no question in my mind we have to have the airplane if we are looking out 10, 20, 30 years,” he said. The Pentagon currently plans to spend $382 billion to buy 2,457 of the stealth jets in different versions for the Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps. The F-35 will be assessed as part of the Pentagon review of how to reach President Barack Obama’s goal to reduce military spending by $400 billion through 2023. Gates in the interview said the review was his idea.
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D. The F-35 maintains heg and national security through its unique capabilities

Carten, Van Buren, & Venlet 5/19 (Dr. Ashton Carter Undersecretary of Defense for Acquisition Technology and Logistics Mr. David M. Van Buren Air Force Service Acquisition Executive Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition) Vice Admiral David J. Venlet Program Executive Officer for the F-35 Program May 19, 2011”DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PRESENTATION TO THE SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE UNITED STATES SENATE”http://www.airforce-magazine.com/SiteCollectionDocuments/Testimony/2011/May%202011/051911vanburen_carter_venlet.pdf)

The F-35 is the Department of Defense`s largest acquisition program, and its importance to our national security is immense. The F-35 will form the backbone of U.S. air combat superiority for generations to come. It will replace the legacy tactical fighter fleets of the Air Force, Navy, and Marine Corps with a dominant, multi- role, fifth-generation aircraft, capable of projecting U.S. power and deterring potential adversaries. Furthermore, the F-35 will effectively perform missions across the full spectrum of combat operations. For our international partners who are participating in the program, the F-35 will become a linchpin for future coalition operations and will help to close a crucial capability gap that will enhance the strength of our security alliances. The multi-role F-35 is the centerpiece of the Department of Defense’s future precision attack capability. The F-35 is designed to penetrate air defenses and deliver a wide range of precision munitions. This modern, fifth-generation aircraft brings the added benefit of increased allied interoperability and cost-sharing across Services and partner nations. It will also serve to fulfill our commitment to NATO’s dual-capable aircraft mission. The FY12 budget includes $9.7 billion for continued system development, test and procurement of 32 F-35 aircraft. In January, the Secretary of Defense announced that the Short Take-Off and Vertical Landing (STOVL) model has been placed on probation for two years, pending further successful development. The probation period limits the procurement to 6 F-35B aircraft in FY12 and FY13. This two year period will provide additional time to resolve the engineering and technical 2 challenges. At the end of the two year probation, Department leadership will make an informed decision on how to, and whether to proceed with STOVL.
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E. Decline in hegemony sparks nuclear wars all over the globe

Kagan 7 – Robert, senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace and senior transatlantic fellow at the German Marshall Fund, August-September, “End of Dreams, Return of History,” Hoover Policy Review, http://www.hoover.org/publications/policyreview/8552512.html
Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as “No. 1” and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. 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.

**Uniqueness Extensions + A2**
The 2012 budget didn’t affect the F-35 and the status quo says that the program will be ready to deliver in 2016

Carden 11 (By Army Sgt. 1st Class Michael J. Carden 2/16/11 “Adjustments Put F-35 on Track, Program Director Says” http://www.defense.gov/news/newsarticle.aspx?id=62829)

ARLINGTON, Va., Feb. 16, 2011 – The Defense Department’s joint strike fighter program is on track to field the F-35 Lightning II in fiscal 2016, the program’s director said here yesterday. In remarks to the National Aeronautics Association, Navy Vice Adm. David J. Venlet said that although changes made to the program in January extended flight testing and slowed development by about a year at an additional cost of $4.6 billion, the program has made progress over the past year. “We’re not spending that amount of money in one year, but it’s the added content across the years to [2016] that consume the $4.6 billion,” Venlet said. “We have no doubts that achieving fairly high rates of production is obtainable, but it’s going to take some discipline on the way.” The fiscal 2012 defense budget request submitted this week has little effect on the program, Venlet added.

The F-35 is going strong in the status quo with the forth batch expected to make a profit

Reuters 6/22 (Reuters.com brings you the latest news from around the world, covering breaking news in politics 6/22/11 “Lockheed Martin expects fourth batch of F-35s to make profit; 'Made progress' on U.S. fighter plane” http://www.lexisnexis.com/lnacui2api/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T12274951006&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T12274948796&cisb=22_T12274948795&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=8355&docNo=4)

Said it expected a contract for a fourth batch of F-35 fighter jets it is building for the U.S. Defence Department to be profitable. "We're early in the LRIP-4 (low initial rate production) contract right now, but every so often we do calculate an estimate to complete, and we expect to complete that contract with a profit," Tom Burbage, executive vice president for F-35 program integration at Lockheed, told a media briefing at the Paris Air Show on Tuesday. The F-35 Joint Strike Fighter is the world's largest weapons program, projected to cost more than $380 billion in the coming decades. 

A2 Politicians want the F-35 cut

Gates says that there is a strong need for the program

Bloomberg 6/29 (By Tony Capaccio and Viola Gienger staff writers for Bloomberg 6/29/11 “Lockheed F-35 May Face Cuts in Budget Review, Gates Says” http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-06-29/lockheed-s-f-35-strike-fighter-may-face-cuts-in-budget-review-gates-says.html)

Lockheed Martin Corp. (LMT)’s F-35 fighter program might be cut back as part of the Pentagon’s new budget review, even as there is a strong need for the program, departing U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said today. “The issue will be less ‘whether’ we go forward with the plane than how many we ultimately buy,” Gates said during an interview with Bloomberg News on his last full day at the Pentagon. Asked if the Pentagon’s costliest weapons program was endangered because of deficit reduction pressures, Gates said, “potentially, one of the issues could be the size of the buy.” “Obviously, if you reduce that, the price per airplane is going to go up. People have to bear that in mind. But, there is no question in my mind we have to have the airplane if we are looking out 10, 20, 30 years,” he said. The Pentagon currently plans to spend $382 billion to buy 2,457 of the stealth jets in different versions for the Navy, Air Force and Marine Corps. The F-35 will be assessed as part of the Pentagon review of how to reach President Barack Obama’s goal to reduce military spending by $400 billion through 2023. Gates in the interview said the review was his idea. 
Gates says that he fully supports the F-35 program

Argitis 11 (Theophilos Argitis is a reporter for Bloomberg News. - Jan 27, 2011 3:20 PM ET “Gates Says U.S. Has Strong Commitment to F-35 Program” http://www.bloomberg.com/news/2011-01-27/gates-says-u-s-has-strong-commitment-to-f-35-program-update1-.html)

U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates said today that he continues to have a strong commitment to Lockheed Martin Corp.’s F-35 fighter jets, adding the country will have a “very large buy” of the planes and is working with the defense company to keep down its costs. Gates, at a joint press conference in Ottawa with Canadian Defense Minister Peter MacKay, said the U.S. plans to buy as many as 2,400 of the planes for the U.S. military, with 325 aircraft scheduled to be built by 2016. “I’m fairly confident that we are making good progress,” Gates said. “My hope is that for all of our sakes, that all of our partners continue to move forward with us on this program.”
**Link Extensions + A2**
The DOD is putting many programs on the chopping block including the F-35

Malenic 6/7 (Marina is a defense reporter for defense daily 6/7/11 “'Lower-Priority Programs' On Chopping Block In FY '12, DoD Says” vol. 246 section 47 Defense Daily)

Pentagon officials said last week that they intend to recommend termination of still more weapons acquisition programs in an effort to divert more than $100 billion to current forces and modernization priorities for the next five years. "To get $100 billion, you're going to have to identify lower-priority programs that are not going to be part of future budgets," Deputy Defense Secretary William Lynn told reporters during a June 4 briefing at the Pentagon. The Pentagon leadership is asking the military services to find $2 billion each in non-essential costs in Fiscal 2012. The savings will be transferred to higher priorities within the services' own budgets. The armed services, Pentagon agencies and combatant commands are expected to submit cut proposals by July 31. "History tells us that this will be very hard," Lynn admitted. He also said the Pentagon needs 2 to 3 percent real growth to maintain warfighting capabilities but that its top line is only expected to grow by about 1 percent per year in the immediate future. "This is an effort to develop that 2 to 3 percent with these internal changes, these efficiencies, and these reductions in overhead and infrastructure," he said. "If we're able to reduce overhead accounts where we don't need those increases, shift it to the force structure and modernization accounts, we can get that 2 to 3 percent [real growth] and we can do what we think we need to do in technology refresh, modernization, protecting quality of life and all those critical factors." Asked whether the department might decrease its projected buy quantity for the Lockheed Martin [LMT] F-35 Joint Strike Fighter to save money, Lynn said officials are "not looking at fundamental changes" in the buy quantity but that at the same time "nothing is off the table."

The F-35 is on the chopping block

Malenic 10 (Marina is a defense reporter for defense daily “Pentagon Officials Debate Future of B-Model Joint Strike Fighter” http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/)

For the first time, a senior U.S. defense official has said that a variant of the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter being built for the Marine Corps could be on the chopping block. Marine Gen. James Cartwright, vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, said the Pentagon is studying whether the short take-off/vertical landing (STOVL) variant of the F-35 that Lockheed Martin [LMT] is building for the Marines is still a financially viable endeavor. "It's a question of [spending] balance," Cartwright told a group of investors at a conference here sponsored by Credit Suisse and Aviation Week. "How critical is [the capability]?" he added. "And if we can't buy at scale, do we want to pay the premium?" Lockheed Martin is building three versions of the F-35 for the Air Force, Navy and Marine Corps, as well as for several foreign militaries. The A model, to be flown by the Air Force, takes off and lands conventionally; the Marine Corps is to fly the STOVL-variant B model; and the C model is to be flown from carriers by Navy fighter pilots. The United Kingdom, which had been the Pentagon's most significant international partner in the venture until earlier this fall, had plans to purchase the STOVL version of the aircraft. However, in October London released its Strategic Defense and Security Review (SDSR), which recommends cutting defense spending by eight percent over four years. In that review, the number of F-35s to be acquired is reduced, and the B model is dropped in favor of the carrier variant (Defense Daily, Oct. 29). Since then, the chairmen of President Barack Obama's National Commission on Fiscal Responsibility and Reform have unveiled draft proposals for balancing the nation's budget. They recommended substituting new F-16s and F/A-18Es for half of the Air Force and Navy's planned F-35 buys and killing the Marine Corps variant (Defense Daily, Nov. 19). Defense Secretary Robert Gates was briefed early last month on new cost and schedule assessments for the troubled program. He was told at the time that delivery of the fighter could be delayed by another one to three years and cost $5 billion more than the most recently released estimates indicate (Defense Daily, Nov. 3). And, on Nov. 22, the Defense Department's F-35 program manager, Vice Adm. David Venlet, presented the department's Defense Acquisition Board with a new "technical baseline review" of the development and testing effort. Another DAB review is pending, and top Pentagon weapons buyer Ashton Carter has said the per-unit cost of the aircraft must be reduced. Speaking at the same conference in New York as Cartwright, Lockheed Martin's executive vice president for aeronautics noted that flight tests for the B model are behind schedule and that the company is "making adjustments" accordingly. Asked whether his company's business would suffer if the Pentagon opted to cancel development of the B-model, Ralph Heath said "it is the customer's decision as to what they want to buy." Meanwhile, Cartwright also revealed that the Defense Department's budget will likely decline over the next several years rather than realize one percent annual growth as advocated by Defense Secretary Robert Gates. Gates earlier this year announced a department-wide "efficiency initiative" to find $100 billion in savings from overhead over five years that would be reapplied to top battlefield priorities for the armed serviced. However, Cartwright said those savings are likely to be reallocated within the federal government

**Link Extensions + A2**

The F-35 has survived the chopping block in the past and may need to do so again

Hoskinson 6/2 (Charles Hoskinson is a reporter. He joined POLITICO in April 2010 as a senior editor for the website. Before that, he was a real-time news editor for Congressional Quarterly, working on the debate over health care reform, among other topics. 6/2/11 “F-35 Joint Strike Fighter becoming a target for cost cutters Read more: http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0611/56037.html#ixzz1Qnr8BYAP” http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0611/56037.html) 

But the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter has already become a target before it has even faced an enemy in the air, and many of its wounds are self-inflicted: The program is years behind schedule and now estimated to cost $1 trillion. And the delays have forced the military to buy upgraded versions of older aircraft to fill the gaps Lawmakers are questioning whether the U.S. military needs 2,400 advanced jets that cost an estimated $133 million each and are more expensive to maintain than current warplanes while the Pentagon is under intense pressure to reduce spending and recover from 10 years of combat in Afghanistan and Iraq. They aren’t alone. A commission appointed by President Barack Obama to study ways to reduce the national debt recommended in December that $9.5 billion could be saved through fiscal year 2015 by replacing about half of planned F-35 purchases with newer models of current fighters. The commission contended the military did not need that many fighters with the capabilities of the F-35. The commission also recommended canceling the Marine Corps short takeoff/vertical landing version of the F-35, which has been plagued by technical problems, cost overruns and schedule delays. Outgoing Defense Secretary Robert Gates put that part of the program on probation, threatening to cancel it if the problems aren’t quickly solved. “The facts regarding this program are truly troubling,” Sen. John McCain (R-Ariz.) said at a May 19 Senate Armed Services Committee hearing on the F-35 program. Describing the $1 trillion cost of the program as “a jaw-dropping amount,” the former Navy carrier pilot said, “We need to know that the program is going to bring that number down.” Undersecretary of Defense for Acquisition Ashton Carter told lawmakers at the hearing that the Pentagon would review the program to see whether costs can be reduced, with a goal of shaving 10 percent to 30 percent off the $1 trillion figure. “That’s what it’s going to cost if we keep doing what we’re doing. And that’s unacceptable. It’s unaffordable at that rate,” he said. The F-35 program, which began in 2001, survived previous rounds of cost-cutting, which ended similar big-ticket weapons programs such as the F-22 fighter, because the military needs to replace current fighters, which are on average 20 to 30 years old and are approaching the end of their service lives. Pentagon officials argue that the F-35’s advanced technology is needed to counter the threat posed by China’s rapid advances in capability.
Ext Space is expensive

Space is incredibly expensive 

Futron 2 (Futron Corporation 7315 Wisconsin Avenue Suite 900W Bethesda, Maryland 20814 301-913-9372 http://www.futron.com 9/6/2 “Space Transportation Costs: Trends in Price Per Pound to Orbit 1990-2000” http://www.futron.com/upload/wysiwyg/Resources/Whitepapers/Space_Transportation_Costs_Trends_0902.pdf) 

Unlike the other vehicles listed in Tables 1-3, the Space Shuttle is not available commercially and thus does

not have a launch price, per se, associated with it. Instead, the estimated cost (to NASA) to fly one shuttle

mission is listed in Table 3. There are several ways to compute the cost of a shuttle mission, ranging from

dividing the total NASA budget for the shuttle by the number of launches each year to estimating the

marginal cost of one additional shuttle flight. The former method can produce per-launch costs of over $500

million, while the latter can lower the cost below $100 million. NASA’s Space Transportation Architecture

Study in the late 1990s estimated a shuttle launch cost of $300 million, based on an annual budget of $2.4

billion and eight flights a year, a rate NASA approached or achieved for most of the 1990s. We adopt the

$300 million cost figure for this analysis, although we note that in the last few years the shuttle flight rate has

dropped significantly without an appreciable decrease in the shuttle program budget, which would result in a

sharp increase in per-launch costs.
The least expensive cost of sending something in LEO is $4000 and goes up to $10000 – therefore space is expensive
Fiske 6 (Jim works for Jim Fiske LaunchPoint Technologies, Inc. 5/4-7/06 The Launch Ring Low Cost Launch for Space Exploitation http://www.launchpnt.com/Portals/53140/docs/2006-isdc-launch-ring-low-cost-launch-for-space-exploitation.pdf) 

The cost of sending a payload into orbit has been extremely high as long as the capability has existed. In the early 1960’s, with development of the Saturn V in progress and the Space Shuttle planned, the cost of reaching orbit was forecast to decrease from $1400 per pound (in 1964 dollars) to $25 per pound by 1980. In fact, the cost remained virtually constant. Launch vehicles commercially available in 2001 had an average cost-per-pound to LEO of over $4000 [1]. Space Shuttle launch costs exceed $10,000 per pound of payload. Many organizations have tried, and are still trying, to reduce this expense and open space to more extensive commercial activities, but it is clear that traditional rocket-based approaches are highly unlikely to produce adequate cost reductions. 
US can’t spend money on space right now—to many problems here on earth

LA Times, May 9, 2011, http://opinion.latimes.com/opinionla/2011/05/money-for-space-programs.html

Rodriguez argues that President Obama needs to challenge America to be great, and that the challenge of space travel is just the ticket.  We can't do big things unless we think big. We can't think big unless we allow our imaginations go beyond the mundane. There's nothing less mundane than galaxies far, far away.  Well, yes.   There are, however, a couple of problems: One, money. And two, money.  Americans have always had a love-hate relationship with space and our space program. Supporters love the triumphs, the soaring inspiration of it all. Opponents argue: With so many problems here on Earth, why are we wasting money on space?  Now, throw in the worst economic downturn in decades and you get this: With so many problems here on Earth, and the fact we're so deeply in debt, why waste money on space?  Just how tight have things become?   Heck, we don't even have enough money to keep searching for ET.  Last week, in "SETI Institute's search for extraterrestrial life hits a budgetary black hole," Times staff writer Louis Sahagun reported that the guys sitting in Northern California listening for signals from other life in the universe are about out of money.   Congress gave up and cut off funding in 1993, but private sources have kept the project running.  Now? Well, it looks like it's mothball city:  In mid-April, [Tom] Pierson [the institute's chief executive officer] delivered the bad news to stakeholders, just as the array was being prepared to survey more than 50 recently discovered planets beyond our solar system that astronomers believe may be habitable.  Darn, just when we were this close.  So, 50 years after Alan Shepard  put America back in the space race, we don't even have the $2.5 million a year it takes to listen for fellow inhabitants of the galaxy, much less travel there.  And Rodriguez thinks Americans are ready to spend really big bucks on space travel?  No, here's where we really are: Like so much of what's going on in the real world, space is about to become a playground for the rich.  
Ext Space is expensive
Space is incredibly expensive 

Futron 2 (Futron Corporation 7315 Wisconsin Avenue Suite 900W Bethesda, Maryland 20814 301-913-9372 http://www.futron.com 9/6/2 “Space Transportation Costs: Trends in Price Per Pound to Orbit 1990-2000” http://www.futron.com/upload/wysiwyg/Resources/Whitepapers/Space_Transportation_Costs_Trends_0902.pdf) 

Regarding NGSO launch prices, there is no clear trend in the price-per-pound metric, other than a clustering around $10,000 per pound in the late 1990s. While this is lower than GSO launches, it is not as low as one might expect, because NGSO payloads have generally used a lower fraction of a vehicle’s capacity than GSO payloads. Although any decrease in the cost of space access is heartening, the decreases in price per pound seen in the last decade, as significant as they may be, appear to fall well short of what is needed to trigger major increases in commercial space activity. Far deeper cuts in the price per pound to orbit, such as the $1,000/pound goal of NASA’s Space Launch Initiative, may be necessary to promote growth of the commercial space sector. 2

A2 The plan will trade off with other things

The DOD is substantially involved in space in the status quo
Smith 3 (Marcia S. Smith, Resources, Science, and Industry Division 10/6/03 “CRS Report: U.S. Space Programs: Civilian, Military, and Commercial” http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewsr.html?pid=11051)  

The Department of Defense (DOD) has a less visible but equally substantial space program. Tracking the DOD space budget is extremely difficult since space is not identified as a separate line item in the budget. DOD sometimes releases only partial information (omitting funding for classified programs) or will suddenly release without explanation new figures for prior years that are quite different from what was previously reported. The most recent figures from DOD show a total (classified and unclassified) space budget of $15.7 billion for FY2002, $18.4 billion for FY2003, and a FY2004 request of $20.4 billion. DOD space issues include management of programs to develop new early warning and missile tracking satellites, and management of military and intelligence space activities generally.
The DOD has been very active in space policy 

Smith 3 (Marcia S. Smith, Resources, Science, and Industry Division 10/6/03 “CRS Report: U.S. Space Programs: Civilian, Military, and Commercial” http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewsr.html?pid=11051)  
The creation of NASA was a deliberate step by President Eisenhower to separate military and civilian space activities. Among other things, he wanted to stress that the United States was interested in the peaceful uses of space, but recognized that space had military applications as well. The 1958 National Aeronautics and Space Act specified that military space activities be conducted by the Department of Defense (DOD). The intelligence community (coordinated by the Director of Central Intelligence) makes significant use of space-based intelligence collection capabilities, and participates in managing satellite reconnaissance programs through the National Reconnaissance Office (NRO), an agency within DOD. NRO builds and operates intelligence collection satellites, and collects and processes the resulting data. The data are provided to users such as NIMA and the National Security Agency (NSA). The Undersecretary of the Air Force is the Director of NRO, the Air Force acquisition executive for space, and DOD's executive agent for space.  DOD and the intelligence community manage a broad arr in ay of space activities, including launch vehicle development, communications satellites, navigation satellites (the Global Positioning System - GPS), early warning satellites to alert the United States to foreign missile launches, weather satellites, reconnaissance satellites, and developing capabilities to protect U.S. satellite systems and to deny the use of space to adversaries (called "space control" or "counterspace systems"). The 1990-1991 Persian Gulf War is dubbed by some as the first "space war" because support from space displayed great improvement over what was available during the previous major conflict, Vietnam. These systems continue to play significant roles in U.S. military operations, including the 2003 Iraqi war and the war against terrorism. 

The DOD and NASA are intertwined 

Smith 3 (Marcia S. Smith, Resources, Science, and Industry Division 10/6/03 “CRS Report: U.S. Space Programs: Civilian, Military, and Commercial” http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewsr.html?pid=11051)  
Although U.S. military and civilian space programs are separated organizationally, the functions performed by satellites and the vehicles that launch them are not easily divided. Both sectors use communications, navigation, weather, and remote sensing/reconnaissance satellites, which may operate at different frequencies or have different capabilities, but have similar technology. The same launch vehicles can be used to launch any type of military, civilian, or commercial satellite. DOD uses some civilian satellites and vice versa.  DOD and NASA both develop space launch vehicles. The Delta, Atlas, and Titan launch vehicles were all initially developed by DOD, while NASA developed Scout and Saturn (both no longer produced), and the space shuttle. All except the shuttle are "expendable launch vehicles" (ELVs) that can only be used once (the shuttle is reusable). An August 1994 Clinton Administration policy gave DOD responsibility for maintaining and upgrading the ELV fleet, while NASA maintains the shuttle and develops new reusable launch technology. Some expect that a space policy review now underway (see below) will modify that policy. 

Massive Debt leads to cuts in the military

Fiscal deficits will lead to military cuts which will lead to loss of national security and heg

Stuart 10 [Martin Stuart is an economist. He is currently the George F. Baker Professor of Economics at Harvard University, and the president emeritus of the National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER). He served as President and Chief Executive Officer  October 2010 http://www.nber.org/papers/w16451.pdf]
Defense Secretary Robert Gates recently spoke of the risk that large fiscal deficits will lead politically to reductions in defense spending: “My greatest fear is that in economic tough times people will see the defense budget as the place to solve the nation’s deficit problems, the place to find money for other parts of the government.” (Wall Street Journal, August 10, 9 2010). A similar view was expressed by Admiral Mike Mullen, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, in June when he said “our national debt is our biggest national security threat." (Huffington Post, June 24) To limit Congressional and Administration cuts in defense spending, Secretary Gates took the initiative to cut defense spending programs and to cancel the Joint Forces Command. Although it is difficult to determine the optimal size of the military budget, it is clear that the U.S. now faces a more complex set of adversaries than we did in the past. Although we have relatively cordial relations with both Russia and China, we are aware that both countries have large nuclear arsenals that could be a threat in the future. The U.S. also faces threats from rogue states like North Korea and Iran and from a variety of terrorist groups. The defense budget has nevertheless declined from 9 percent of GDP under President Kennedy to 3.5 percent in the decade through 2009. President Obama’s budget calls for annual defense spending to decline by $50 billion and to remain below four percent of GDP. The size of the military budget and the nature of our military capability affects our ability to deter hostile acts. In addition, the safety of shipping on the seas, including the transportation of oil and other critical products, depends on the U.S. navy. The cooperation of our allies and others around the world reflects their belief that they can count on the U.S. support in future times of trouble. Potential allies look ahead in judging our future military capability and our willingness to assist them when they need it. Their willingness to cooperate with us now depends on their perceptions of our future willingness to maintain global military capability. Potential adversaries also look ahead when deciding on their own strategies relative to the United States and to our allies. Cyberterrorism poses a major new threat to U.S. national security. Foreign powers, including both nations and individuals, can attack the infrastructure of the United States. A small number of sophisticated computer hackers could disable such key facilities as the electricity grid, a city’s water supply, and the air traffic system. Similarly, cyber terrorists could shut down corporate control systems and destroy financial records. The full range of potential dangers is unknown and the ability to prevent such cyberterrorism is just being developed. The government’s recent creation of a new military command (the Cybercommand) in parallel to the traditional military commands reflects the significance of this potential threat. 
**Internal Link Extensions + A2**
The F-35 is key to global security

Lockheed Martin no date (“Global Security” http://f35.com/the-f-35/global-security.aspx)

The F-35 is a cornerstone of 21st century global security. Enabled by global partnerships, F-35 offers unprecedented capability and supportability across the spectrum of military operations. The U.S.has partnered with close allies to ensure the program's success through military and industrial cooperation. When allies fly the F-35, the coalition is strengthened through the ability to share information and resources. The global partnership brings together the world's most experienced aerospace industry leaders. The F-35 partnership combines the most sophisticated manufacturing, engineering and technical expertise in the world to develop and support the F-35 program. The F-35 Lightning II program is a model of international cooperation.

Israel proves that the JSF helps maintain peace and stability in regions

DSCA 8 (Defense Security Cooperation Agency September 29 2008 “Israel - F-35 Joint Strike Fighter Aircraft” http://www.dsca.osd.mil/pressreleases/36-b/2008/Israel_08-83.pdf)

Israel’s strategic position makes it vital to the United States’ interests throughout the Middle East. Our policy has been to promote Middle East peace, support Israeli commitment to peace with other regional Arab countries, enhance regional stability, and promote Israeli readiness and self-sufficiency. It is vital to the U.S. national interest to assist Israel to develop and maintain a strong and ready self-defense capability. This proposed sale is consistent with those objectives. Israel needs these aircraft to augment its present operational inventory and to enhance its air-to-air and air-to-ground self-defense capability. Israel will have no difficulty absorbing these aircraft into its armed forces. The proposed sale will not affect the basic military balance in the region.

Israel proves that the F-35 is key to heg and deterrence

UPI 11 (United Press International January 31 1=2011 “Israel 'needs F-35 to stay on top” http://www.upi.com/Business_News/Security-Industry/2011/01/31/Israel-needs-F-35-to-stay-on-top/UPI-55631296504305/)

TEL AVIV, Israel, Jan. 31 (UPI) -- Israel seems determined to acquire a fleet of Lockheed Martin's costly F-35 stealth fighters despite the plethora of problems plaguing the development of the fifth-generation jet. A new assessment of Israel's defense challenges indicates why: In the face of improving air defenses in Iran and Syria, Israel's main state adversaries in the Middle East, air superiority is vital in maintaining the Jewish state's qualitative military edge. "Equipping the Israeli air force with the F-35 has strategic importance in terms of deterring the enemy from starting a war and in terms of maintaining Israel's qualitative advantage in the arena," the assessment observed. The study, written by Gur Laish, an expert on the Israeli air force with the Institute for National Security Studies at Tel Aviv University, added that air superiority is essential for Israel if it is to be capable of striking "choice regions deep inside enemy territory." 

The F-35 is key to keep our heg from China
Schmitt & Donnelly 11 (Garry and Thomas are staff writers for the WSJ 1/17/11 “Shore Up America's Air Superiorit” http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704511404576085171839462108.html)

Accordingly, the Pentagon should be working with the Japanese and South Koreans for them to procure the F-35 stealth fighter-bomber. And precisely because of the threat to air bases posed by China's ballistic and cruise missiles, it is even more incumbent that the VSTOL version of the F-35 go forward, despite current problems in the program. Having a capacity to take off and land vertically and on short runways will become even more essential in the years ahead.
A2 Hard power not key to heg

Hard power is key to heg

Holmes ‘09 (Kim, Vice President for Foreign and Defense Policy Studies and Director of the Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation and author of Liberty's Best Hope: American Leadership for the 21st Century (2008), “Sustaining American Leadership with Military Power”, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2009/06/Sustaining-American-Leadership-with-Military-Power, June 1, 2009, Accessed June 28, 2010) 

The consequences of hard-power atrophy will be a direct deterioration of America's diplomatic clout. This is already on display in the western Pacific Ocean, where America's ability to hedge against the growing ambitions of a rising China is being called into question by some of our key Asian allies. Recently, Australia released a defense White Paper that is concerned primarily with the potential decline of U.S. military primacy and the implications that this decline would have for Australian security and stability in the Asia-Pacific. These developments are anything but reassuring. The ability of the United States to reassure friends, deter competitors, coerce belligerent states, and defeat enemies does not rest on the strength of our political leaders' commitment to diplomacy; it rests on the foundation of a powerful military. Only by retaining a "big stick" can the United States succeed in advancing its diplomatic priorities. Only by building a full-spectrum military force can America reassure its many friends and allies and count on their future support.
F-35 key to air superiority – links to heg

The F-35 is key to U.S. air superiority

Carten, Van Buren, & Venlet 5/19 (Dr. Ashton Carter Undersecretary of Defense for Acquisition Technology and Logistics Mr. David M. Van Buren Air Force Service Acquisition Executive Office of the Assistant Secretary of the Air Force (Acquisition) Vice Admiral David J. Venlet Program Executive Officer for the F-35 Program May 19, 2011”DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PRESENTATION TO THE SENATE ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE UNITED STATES SENATE”http://www.airforce-magazine.com/SiteCollectionDocuments/Testimony/2011/May%202011/051911vanburen_carter_venlet.pdf)

The enhanced capability of the F-35 will provide the backbone of the US combat air superiority for generations to come. The technological capabilities of the aircraft are sound. The program’s management over the past year has put in place the right fundamentals and realistic plans using sound systems engineering processes, and we are monitoring and tracking performance using detailed metrics. Overall, there is much work still ahead of us, but through the multiple reviews and adjustments in the past year we believe we have put the program on sound footing for the future.

The F-35’s stealth maintains its air superiority

Jensen 8 (Dr Dennis Jensen MP Federal Member for Tangney “The F-35’s Air-to-Air Capability Controversy” http://www.defenseindustrydaily.com/The-F-35s-Air-to-Air-Capability-Controversy-05089/)

”....The Air Force’s standard air-to-air engagement analysis model, also used by allied air forces to assess air-combat performance, pitted the 5th generation F-35 against all advanced 4th generation fighters in a variety of simulated scenarios…. In all F-35 Program Office and U.S. Air Force air-to-air combat effectiveness analysis to date, the F-35 enjoys a significant Combat Loss Exchange Ratio advantage over the current and future air-to-air threats, to include Sukhois…. In stealth combat configuration, the F-35 aerodynamically outperforms all other combat-configured 4th generation aircraft in top-end speed, loiter, subsonic acceleration and combat radius. This allows unprecedented “see/shoot first” and combat radius advantages.  The high thrust-to-weight ratios of the lightweight fighter program Wheeler/Sprey recall from 30 years ago did not take into consideration combat-range fuel, sensors or armament… We do consider all of this in today’s fighters….  ....Simply put, advanced stealth and sensor fusion allow the F-35 pilot to see, target and destroy the adversary and strategic targets in a very high surface-to-air threat scenario, and deal with air threats intent on denying access—all before the F-35 is ever detected, then return safely to do it again.”
The F-35 is the most dominate Fighter in the world and sustains Air superiority

Payne 9 ( Mike is a top author for tech websites and has written many articles about science and technology “F 35 Joint Strike Fighter is the King of the Skies: Goodbye F-22” http://gadgetcrave.com/f-35-joint-strike-fighter-is-the-king-of-the-skies-goodbye-f-22/1341/)

F 35 Joint Strike Fighter is the New Air Force Standard – Today, the US Congress voted to officially retire production of the F-22 Raptor in favor of the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter or the “F-35 Lightning II”.  The F-35 Joint Strike Fighter will take to the skies in 2011, when the phase out of the F-22 will be complete.  What will the new F-35 fighter have in store for its future pilots?  The F35′s main power source is a Pratt & Whitney F135 engine, capable of pushing the Lightning II to speeds up to Mach 1.67 and a range of 1,400 nautical miles.  It will include a 25 mm cannon, a bevy of air-to-air and air-to-ground missiles and a wide range of bomb capacity.  While some will certainly miss the history and value of the F-22 Raptor, the F 35 Joint Strike Fighter is an ample upgrade to continue the dominance of the U.S. Armed Forces in the skies. 

The F-35 Represents America’s Air Superiority

Trimble 10 (Stephen Trimble is a staff writer for flightglobal.com 4/2/10 Lockheed Martin sees F-35A replacing USAF air superiority F-15C/Ds” http://www.flightglobal.com/articles/2010/02/04/338045/lockheed-martin-sees-f-35a-replacing-usaf-air-superiority.html)

Lockheed Martin has countered a potential cut in US Air Force orders for its F-35A by claiming the in-development fighter could fill an air superiority role as well as the ground-attack mission for which it is officially designed. The USAF officially lists the F-35's conventional take-off and landing variant as a ground-attack fighter complementing the air superiority mission, replacing only the Lockheed F-16 and the Fairchild A-10. But Lockheed has added the Boeing F-15C/D air superiority fighter and F-15E Strike Eagles to its own speculative and unofficial list of aircraft the F-35A can replace. That allows it to claim the USAF's requirement to buy 1,763 F-35As over the next 20 years remains intact despite recent policy changes.  

F-35 key to air superiority – links to heg

The F-35’s combat ability allows it to have air superiority

Nativi 9 (Andy is an editor and author for aviation week 3/5/09 “F-35 Air Combat Skills Analyzed” http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story.jsp?id=news/F35-030509.xml&headline=F-35%20Air%20Combat%20Skills%20Analyzed&channel=defense)

The F-35’s ability to win an air-to-air engagement is drawing increased attention as the U.S. military and industry’s focus includes expanding the Joint Strike Fighter’s customer base beyond the core purchasing nations.  For years, prime contractor Lockheed Martin seemed content to promote the F-35’s “strike fighter” capabilities, if only to avoid competing against its other major fighter program, the F-22 Raptor. But with the F-22 not exportable, Lockheed Martin seems keen to talk up the F-35’s air combat skills to bolster its chances for new foreign military sales—namely, to Japan, Turkey and Greece.  The contractor tells Aviation Week that the JSF’s combination of stealth, multisensor situational awareness, advanced pilot-machine interface and basic aeromechanical performance make it a credible fighter aircraft, too. That is key to several other customers, who cannot afford the so-called high-low fighter mix on which the U.S., U.K. and Italian air forces are planning.  But Lockheed Martin is focusing largely on the beyond-visual-range fight, with ranges greater than 18 naut. mi. that executives say will represent 62% of all aerial combat. Another 31% of engagements would fall into the 8-18-naut.-mi. transition range, and just 7% of fighting would be close-in combat where the airframe is stressed the most.  Lockheed Martin says it ran the F-35 through the Pentagon’s TAC Brawler simulation for air combat systems analysis, using what would be the “ideal” air combat configuration, taking the conventional-takeoff-and-landing F-35A, the only model designed to perform full 9g maneuvers.  The aircraft can also reach a 55-deg. angle of attack in trimmed flight, while most fighters, excluding the F/A-18, are limited to 30 deg. The exact performance of the current F-35A configuration—also known as the 240-4—are classified. But a similar earlier standard (240-3) was credited with a maximum speed of Mach 1.67; acceleration from Mach 0.8 to Mach 1.2 at 30,000 ft. in 61 sec.; a top turning speed of 370 kt. at 9g and 15,000 ft.; and a sustained turn capability of 4.95g at Mach 0.8 and 15,000 ft. Moreover, an aircraft with those performance figures would carry two beyond-visual-range AIM-120 Advanced Medium-Range Air-to-Air Missiles (Amraams) in the internal weapons bay. 

F-35 key to air superiority – links to heg

Jets are key to maintain hegemony

Chomosky 1 (Noam is an American professor of linguistics, and political analyst. “Hegemony or Survival” http://www.globalsolidarity.org/articles/nc_hegemony.html))

A common argument is that BMD won't work. A much more dangerous possibility is that it may seem feasible; appearance is interpreted as reality on matters of survival. US intelligence predicts that any deployment will impel China to develop new nuclear-armed missiles, expanding its nuclear arsenal tenfold, probably with multiple warheads (MIRV), "prompting India and Pakistan to respond with their own buildups," with a likely ripple effect to the Middle East. The same analyses, and others, conclude that Russia's "only rational response would be to maintain, and strengthen, the existing Russian nuclear force." At the UN conference on the Nonproliferation Treaty in May 2000 there was broad condemnation of BMD on grounds that it would undermine decades of arms control agreements and provoke a new weapons race. Both political parties insist on it, though at different rates. General Lee Butler, former head of the US Strategic Command (1992-94), regards it as "dangerous in the extreme that in the cauldron of animosities that we call the Middle East, one nation [Israel] has armed itself, ostensibly, with stockpiles of nuclear weapons, perhaps numbering in the hundreds, and that inspires other nations to do so. An October 1998 "Memorandum of Agreement" between the US and Israel, upgrading their military and strategic relationship, was widely interpreted to mean that the US regards Israel's nuclear arsenal "not only as a positive factor in the regional balance of power, but also as one it should support and enhance" (Foundation for Middle East Peace Special Report, Winter 1999). From 1998, unofficial US policy has been to increase military aid to Israel by $60 million a year. In January 2001, the outgoing Clinton administration announced that the policy is to continue through 2008, at which point the previous $1.8 billion annual level will have increased to $2.4 billion. Clinton also recommended that Israel be among the first recipients of the F-22 jets now under development. In June the Israeli air force announced the purchase of 50 F-16 jets at a cost of $2 billion, to be financed largely through US military aid, shortly after its US F-16s were used to bomb Palestinian civilian targets. The US and Israel conduct regular secret joint exercises, as Israel is being converted into an offshore US military base (on these programs, see William Arkin, Washington Post, May 7, 2001). According to the Israeli press, one of these joint exercises, in September 2000, was devoted to plans for Israeli reconquest of the enclaves transferred to Palestinian administration; US marines provided training in weapons that Israel lacked and "American fighting techniques." What is already "dangerous in the extreme" will become even more so as the renewed US impetus to proliferation of WMD has its predictable effects, again increasing the threat to everyone's security, even survival. The actual plans may seem irrational, but that is only if one values survival above hegemony. The history of the arms race reveals quite a different calculus. 50 years ago, the only threat to US security, then only potential, was ICBMs. It is likely that the USSR would have accepted a treaty terminating development of these weapons, knowing that it was far behind. In his history of the arms race, McGeorge Bundy reported that he could find no record of any interest in pursuing this possibility. Recently released Russian archives strongly reinforce assessments by high-level US analysts that after Stalin's death, Khrushchev called for mutual reduction of offensive military forces, and when these initiatives were ignored by Washington, implemented them unilaterally over the objection of his own military command. US archives reveal that the Eisenhower administration had little interest in negotiated disarmament and other moves to relax international tensions. Kennedy planners doubtless shared Eisenhower's understanding that "a major war would destroy the Northern hemisphere." They also knew of Khrushchev's unilateral steps to reduce Soviet offensive forces radically, and also knew that the US was far ahead by any meaningful measure. Nevertheless, they chose to reject Khrushchev's call for reciprocity, preferring to carry out a massive conventional and nuclear force build-up, thus driving the last nail into the coffin of "Khrushchev's agenda of restraining the Soviet military" (Matthew Evangelista, Cold War International History Project, Dec. 1997).

A2 F-35 is not key to national security

The F-35 is key to national security- Canada proves

Flight International 10 ( London: Aug 3-Aug 9, 2010. Vol. 178, Iss. 5251; pg. 21, 1 pgs “F-35 LIGHTNING II UPDATE”)

The Government of Canada announced the F-35 Lightning Il as its next-generation fighter aircraft choice. The F-35 will replace Canada's fleet of CF-1 8 Hornets that entered service in the early 1980s. "The Lightning Il will help ensure Canada's national security and also positions Canadian industry to immediately capture long-term work that will endure forthe next 30 years," said Tom Burbage, Lockheed Martin executive vice president and general manager of F-35 Program Integration. Cockpit Demo Soars Around the Country The F-35 cockpit demonstrator is being flown around the country to showcase the 5th generation capabilities of the stealthy aircraft to the news media, congressional dignitaries and employees of supplier companies that support the program. Recent visits include simulator flight demonstrations in El Segundo, Calif.; Salt Lake City, Utah; and St. Louis, Mo. The cockpit tour allows civilians to see what it's like to "fly" the F-35, which is a national asset built by the employees of nearly 900 supplier companies across the United States.

The F-35 is helps maintain security – Taiwan proves

Chung 9 (Lawrence is a reporter for the South China Morning Post 3/17/09 “Taiwan eyeing US stealth fighters for 'defensive defence'” www.lexisnexis.com)

Taiwan may try to buy advanced F-35 fighter jets from the United States to bolster its new "defensive defence" national security policy, a top military figure said yesterday. "One of the options given [for] our consideration is that our next generation of warplanes must be stealth-capable and able to perform short takeoffs and vertical landings," Lieutenant General Wu Chien-hsin, chief of staff of Taiwan's air force, said in Taipei.
The F-35’s stealth capabilities make it key to maintain security – Israel proves

UPI 11 (United Press International January 31 1=2011 “Israel 'needs F-35 to stay on top” http://www.upi.com/Business_News/Security-Industry/2011/01/31/Israel-needs-F-35-to-stay-on-top/UPI-55631296504305/)

The F-35's radar-evading capabilities, he went on, allows it to penetrate deep into enemy territory and attack heavily defended strategic targets. Indeed, he observed, "the F-35 would be the central component of this capability." Sometimes, he added, "Israel needs to be able to operate in enemy territory even in the absence of a wartime confrontation." Pre-emptive strikes against Iran's nuclear installations would fall under that category. Syria and Iran have been building up their air defense capabilities, largely with Russian-made systems, which have eroded Israel's unquestioned superiority in the air, Laish noted. He maintained that Israel's F-15I and F-16I aircraft, the backbone of its strategic air power, are aging and even the most extensive upgrades won't put them on the level of the F-35. 
**Impact-Economy**
Financial crisis ahead, Nations fear collapse like that of Europe

Stuart 10 [Martin Stuart is an economist. He is currently the George F. Baker Professor of Economics at Harvard University, and the president emeritus of the National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER). He served as President and Chief Executive Officer  October 2010 http://www.nber.org/papers/w16451.pdf]
A gradual reduction in the inflow of capital and the resulting rise in U.S. interest rates would be a serious problem but need not be a crisis. But a “sudden stop,” i.e., a very rapid reduction in the willingness of foreigners and even of Americans to lend to the U.S. government, could precipitate a financial crisis (CBO 2010d; Reinhart and Rogoff, 2009.) The most likely reason for such a sudden end to credit flows to the U.S. would be a fear of some form of default by the U.S. government. Foreign investors now own nearly 50 percent of the U.S. government debt that is not held in U.S. government accounts, up from the 34 percent of the corresponding share of debt that they owned in 2000. The rise in government debt from 62 percent of the current GDP to 87 percent of the GDP in 2020 implies a $10 trillion increase in the total debt. While it is not clear how much of that $10 trillion of additional debt would be bought by foreign investors, it is almost certain to increase their share of the U.S. government obligations. With foreign investors holding nearly half of U.S. government debt now and an even larger share in the future, they might well worry whether the U.S. would try to reduce that debt in a way that burdens foreign holders but not Americans or even that burdens all holders but thereby relieves the future debt service burden on American taxpayers. Such an action need not be an outright default but could be a plan to substitute low interest very long-dated securities when bonds become due and to pay interest with such obligations rather than with cash. Or they might worry that the U.S. could decide to withhold tax on the interest on bonds, crediting those taxes against obligations of U.S. taxpayers but leaving foreign debt holders with a lower net yield. The recent events in Europe and the resulting financial market expectations of a possible default (or rescheduling) by Greece and other eurozone members probably increase investors’ subjective probability of a US default at some time in the future. The usual reason why governments are reluctant to default in any way is the concern that they will be unable to borrow again in international capital markets. But the experience with Latin American and Asian defaults in the past three decades shows that the market’s memory is short and defaulters are soon able to borrow again. 

The F-35 program adds jobs in the U.S. therefore boosting our economy

Gertler 4/26 (2011 Jeremiah Gertler Specialist in Military Aviation “ F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) Program: Background and Issues for Congress” PDF http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RL30563.pdf)

Current plans call for the F-35 to be manufactured in several locations. Lockheed will build the aircraft’s forward section in Fort Worth, TX. Northrop will build the mid-section in Palmdale, CA, and the tail will be built by BAE Systems in the United Kingdom. Final assembly of these components will take place in Fort Worth. Program officials are considering the potential of establishing a second final assembly and checkout facility in Italy.56 As mentioned earlier (see “Alternate Engine Program”), the Pratt and Whitney F135 engine for the F-35 is produced in Pratt and Whitney’s facilities in East Hartford and Middletown, CT. The General Electric/Rolls-Royce team developing the F136 alternate engine for the F-35 includes GE Transportation—Aircraft Engines of Cincinnati, OH, and Rolls-Royce PLC of Bristol, England, and Indianapolis, IN.
**Impact-Economy**

Economic collapse causes nuclear war.

Mead 2009. Walter Russell Mead, the Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2-4, 2009, “Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2

If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush. It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy. All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength. Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences. This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong. But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives. So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.
Ext. F-35 Key to the Economy

The F-35 helps the world economy 

Bolkcom 6 (Christopher Bolkcom Specialist in National Defense Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division June 2, 2006 “F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) Program: Background, Status, and Issues” http://www.ausairpower.net/CRS_JSF_Program_RL30563.pdf)

Perhaps in response to growing international frustration with JSF workshare arrangements, in June 2003, DOD released a report assessing the return on investment for international JSF participants. According to the study, the amount of return on investment varied greatly among participants from an estimated $5 to $40 dollars of revenue in return for every $1 invested into the program.

Economy Impact Extensions

The F-35 creates over 9,000 jobs therefore boosting the economy

Global Security 6 (12-07-2006 04:27:12 “F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) Lightning II” http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/systems/aircraft/f-35.htm)

Lockheed Martin Corp. is developing the F-35 at its fighter aircraft plant in Fort Worth, where the new stealth warplane is expected to provide about 9,000 jobs over the next three to four decades. Northrop Grumman Corp. is to build the F-35's center fuselage in California and BAE Systems the aft body in England.

Massive debt will lead to failure of the economy and be a detriment to national security, working now is key to solve

Stuart 10 [Martin Stuart is an economist. He is currently the George F. Baker Professor of Economics at Harvard University, and the president emeritus of the National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER). He served as President and Chief Executive Officer  October 2010 http://www.nber.org/papers/w16451.pdf]
The United States now faces two unprecedented fiscal problems: an exploding long-term deficit driven by the promised pension and health care benefits for older Americans and a nearer-term increase in the national debt caused by a persistent gap between spending and revenue throughout the current decade. Failure to address these two problems could substantially weaken the U.S. economy and threaten our national security. The longer we wait to take remedial action, the harder it will be to limit those future deficits. 

A2 F-35 Costs too much to be worth it

The F-35 is an affordable fighter jet

Gertler 4/26 (2011 Jeremiah Gertler Specialist in Military Aviation “ F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) Program: Background and Issues for Congress” PDF http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RL30563.pdf) 

The F-35 was conceived as a relatively affordable fifth-generation strike fighter4 that could be procured in three highly common versions for the Air Force, the Marine Corps, and the Navy, in order to avoid the higher costs of developing, procuring, and operating and supporting three separate tactical aircraft designs to meet the services’ similar but not identical operational needs. 

The Lower corrosion rate on the F-35 then the F-22 saves money

Greenwood 11 (Cynthia Greenwood is an author for CorrDefence Volume 7, Number 1 Spring 2011 Top Story “DoD Assesses Corrosion Potential on F-35 and F-22” http://corrdefense.nace.org/corrdefense_spring_2011/PDF/spring2011issue.pdf)

The F-35 has several technical performance metrics that are indirectly driving a more supportable and maintainable design for corrosion. “One of these, known as the sortie generation rate, is a key performance parameter for the program,” Kinzie explained. “In addition, our joint DoD requirements drove a more rigorous corrosion design for the F-35, which included more rigorous corrosion qualification tests.” The F-35 program has adopted the many “lessons learned” related to corrosion from the F-22 program in the areas of materials, according to the GAO report’s analysis of the DoD corrosion study. The GAO report also states, “The F-35 program is mitigating corrosion risk associated with conductive gap filler—the sealant between exterior panels?and paint by using a gap filler that is less galvanically dissimilar [to] aluminum, an alternative to the conductive paint, a design with fewer seams that require gap filler, and more representative verification and qualification testing.” As Dunmire stated above, the GAO report noted, “Many of the F-22’s corrosion problems were linked to problems with gap filler materials and paint.” Dunmire said, “The F-35 program has launched several mitigation actions to deal with the risk, including plans to conduct additional and more representative verification and qualification tests. Organizational changes that integrate personnel working with corrosion materials and processes with stealth or low-observable technology are also resulting in more integration of signature corrosion materials and processes to functional areas.”

Experts think that it is cheaper to build new F-35s then to upgrade old F-22s

Bolkcom 6 (Christopher Bolkcom Specialist in National Defense Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division June 2, 2006 “F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) Program: Background, Status, and Issues” http://www.ausairpower.net/CRS_JSF_Program_RL30563.pdf)

JSF proponents argue that it would be more cost-effective to acquire newgeneration aircraft than to upgrade current aircraft to such an extent that they could perform effectively after 2010, maintaining that existing planes would require major modifications at considerable cost and would provide less combat effectiveness than a new JSF family of fighter/attack aircraft. In this view, the proliferation of Russian and other advanced surface-to-air and air-to-air missiles to hostile countries is likely to continue, which would pose much more serious threats to U.S. and allied aircraft than they faced in the 1991 Gulf War. Moreover, some argue, many currently operational aircraft will need to be replaced by the time JSF types could be in full production in the 2010s, when most of these planes will be about twenty years old. JSF proponents would recommend reducing procurement of F-22As and F/A-18E/Fs in order to fund the JSF program.39 Given the difficulties of accurately predicting what might be needed in future conflict scenarios, how combat-effective JSF aircraft would be, and what it would cost to develop, procure, and operate these aircraft, any analyses of military requirements and the combat effectiveness and budgetary costs of such new-generation aircraft allow for a range of conjecture and debate.

F-35 costs are exaggerated- not anywhere close to one trillion

Washington Business Journal 6/29 (Wednesday, June 29, 2011, 5:29pm  “Report: F-35 fighter jet costs may be exaggerated” http://www.bizjournals.com/washington/news/2011/06/29/report-f-35-fighter-jet-costs-may-be.html)

Reports of cost overruns and estimates that the F-35 Joint Strike Figher jet program will cost $1 trillion over 30 years may be exaggerated and misleading, according to a report by Forbes. The magazine posted an examination of the costs of the controversial fighter jet program and determined that what is likely the most-expensive weapons system in the Pentagon's arsenal is actually costing far less than what the official estimates say. For instance, the report says that the contractor for the F-35 has delivered early production planes for less than what the Defense Department estimated it would, and the final version of the plane is likely to cost $65 million each. That would put it at about the same cost per plane as the F-16, and far less than the $250 million per plane cost estimate for the F-22 fighter that had been bantered about in the past before it was killed by the Pentagon. "The unsettling estimates driving the latest controversy about Pentagon weapons costs result in large part from unknowable inflation rates, lack of contextual data, arbitrary counting rules and neglect of mitigating factors," according to Forbes. "In other words, they are deeply misleading and simply confuse the discussion of military modernization options."
A2 F-35 Costs too much to be worth it
Costs are being cut down by Lockheed Martin

Reuters 6/22 (Reuters.com brings you the latest news from around the world, covering breaking news in politics 6/22/11 “Lockheed Martin expects fourth batch of F-35s to make profit; 'Made progress' on U.S. fighter plane” http://www.lexisnexis.com)

"We're focused on every component of potential longterm cost," said Maj.-Gen. C.D. Moore, deputy program executive officer of the F-35. "On the production side, we've made progress in driving down the cost of the weapons system over the first four production lines," Moore said. "However, from a government perspective customer, we expect the cost to continue coming down." 
A2 F-35 is failing flight Tests – Not worth the money
The F-35 has performed thousands of tests and flights and is overall ahead of its goals

Lockheed Martin 6/14 (Lockheed Martin 6/14/11 “Lockheed Martin F-35 Program Flight Test Update” http://www.lockheedmartin.com/news/press_releases/2011/110614ae_f35-93testflight.html)

Overall, the F-35 program remains ahead of the overall goals for test flights and test points year-to-date. Through May 31, the program accomplished 378 flights versus a plan of 297 and accomplished 3,342 test points against a plan of 2,217. Several flight test and production key milestones were accomplished since the last report: The F-35B short takeoff /vertical landing (STOVL) jet BF-1 performed the 100th vertical landing for the test program on May 12. For 2011, 106 vertical landings have been performed. The F-35A conventional takeoff and landing (CTOL) jet AF-1 flew to Mach 1.53, the fastest-to-date speed of the existing aircraft fleet. AF-7 completed the longest test mission to date lasting 4.1 hours. During the month of May, all three variants of the F-35 flew a combined total of 94 System Development and Demonstration (SDD) flights, the most achieved in a single month in program history. The F-35 program flew the most flights ever recorded on one day (May 25) when a combined total of 10 flights (includes SDD and LRIP) were completed at all three of its flight test locations at Edwards Air Force Base (EAFB), Calif.; Fort Worth, Texas; and Naval Air Station Patuxent River, Md. (PAX). The U.S. Air Force accepted into its fleet, the second of a planned 1,763 production-model F-35 Lightning II stealth fighters when AF-6 was delivered to EAFB on May 13. AF-6 was the second aircraft in Low Rate Initial Production (LRIP) lot one contractually delivered. One of the first two F-35A production aircraft that will be delivered to Eglin AFB, Fla., accomplished its first flight on May 13. Known as AF-9, the aircraft will be delivered to Eglin for pilot and maintainer training later this year. This jet is the second aircraft to fly from LRIP lot two. Two F-35C carrier variant (CV) aircraft, known as CF-2 and CF-3, were delivered to the F-35 test fleet at PAX. CF-2 was delivered May 16 and CF-3 delivered June 2. CF-2 successfully completed the first F-35 public fly by at the Andrews AFB, Md., Joint Services Open House Air Show during the opening ceremony for the event May 21. The following statistics reflect the cumulative flight test activity totals for 2011: F-35A CTOL jets have flown 183 times. F-35B STOVL aircraft have completed 166 flights. F-35C CV jets have flown 62 times. From the start of flight testing in December 2006 through June 13, 2011, F-35s flew 971 times, including the production-model acceptance flights and AA-1.

Production tests are ahead of schedule

Reuters 6/22 (Reuters.com brings you the latest news from around the world, covering breaking news in politics 6/22/11 “Lockheed Martin expects fourth batch of F-35s to make profit; 'Made progress' on U.S. fighter plane” http://www.lexisnexis.com)

Program managers said the F-35 had improved on some measures and that flight tests were running ahead of schedule but conceded there were still challenges. 

Test flights are currently ahead of schedule and exceeding expectations

Lockheed Martin 11 (January 11 2011 “F-35 enters 2011 on high note INTRODUCTION:” www.lexisnexis.com)

F-35 flight-test aircraft is expected to begin taxi trials during the week of 10 January ahead of first flight as the $380 billion programme faces the consequences of the most sweeping government review to date. The maiden sortie of the BF-5, the last of five short take-off and vertical landing jets in the flight-test fleet, follows the 30 December first flight by the AF-4 conventional take-off and landing variant. Along with BF-5, two other F-35 flight-test aircraft - carrier variants CF-2 and CF-3 - failed to enter flight tests in 2010 as scheduled. The programme's overall flight test schedule remained on track, however. Nine aircraft completed 410 flight tests, completing 3,793 test points - both exceeding expectations.
Tests for carrier versions have been happening for over a month

Lockheed Martin 5/23 (Lockheed Martin 5/23/11 “Third F-35 Carrier Variant Aircraft Completes First Flight” http://www.lockheedmartin.com/news/press_releases/2011/110523ae_f35_cf-3-completes.html)

The third F-35 Lightning II carrier variant flight test aircraft, designated CF-3, launches from Naval Air Station (NAS) Fort Worth Joint Reserve Base on May 21 on the way to completing its first test flight. CF-3 continues its flight testing in Fort Worth, preparing to fly to NAS Patuxent River, Md., later this year. Once there, it will join two other carrier variant aircraft and four short takeoff/vertical landing aircraft as part of the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps flight test program
A2 F-35 isn’t safe
Pilots are safest in the F-35 – saves lives

Lockheed Martin no date (“SUPERIOR AIR-TO-GROUND PERFORMANCE LEADING THE WAY” http://f35.com/the-f-35/f-35-overview/multi-mission-capability/air-to-surface.aspx) 

The F-35 can penetrate further into enemy territory, pinpoint and destroy ground targets, and evade hostile surface-to-air weapons. The F-35 has very low observable stealth and can safely enter areas without being seen by radars that 4th generation fighters cannot evade. The combination of the stealth features, the F-35’s active electronically scanned array (AESA) radar technology, and the aircraft’s ability to carry weapons internally means the F-35 can engage ground targets at long ranges without detection and use precision weapons to successfully complete air-to-ground missions. Pilots can count on the F-35 for increased survivability. Not only will the F-35 enter the battle-space first—clearing the way for legacy aircraft—it will also fly unseen while advancing the mission
The F-35 Saves more pilot lives in combat

Lockheed Martin no date (“AIR-TO-AIR COMBAT TECHNOLOGY THAT OWNS THE SKIES” http://f35.com/the-f-35/f-35-overview/multi-mission-capability/air-to-air.aspx)

Superiority in air-to-air combat allows a pilot the first look, first shot, and first kill. This makes integrated sensors, information and weapons systems—combined with speed and maneuverability—critical to the F-35’s air superiority. Legacy fighters will never bridge the signature gap with the 5th generation F-35. In air combat, 4th generation aircraft have a higher radar cross-section, which means they can more easily be seen by other 4th generation fighters. This parity means that in combat, our troops and hostile nations have an equal opportunity to strike against one another. A 5th generation fighter has a lower radar cross-section due to advanced very low observable stealth, designed for the aircraft from the start, that means the F-35 pilot will see the other aircraft first and take action.
The F-35 has less casualties because of its unique stealth

Lockheed Martin no date (“SUPERIOR AIR-TO-GROUND PERFORMANCE LEADING THE WAY” http://f35.com/the-f-35/f-35-overview/multi-mission-capability/air-to-surface.aspx)

The F-35 can penetrate further into enemy territory, pinpoint and destroy ground targets, and evade hostile surface-to-air weapons. The F-35 has very low observable stealth and can safely enter areas without being seen by radars that 4th generation fighters cannot evade. The combination of the stealth features, the F-35’s active electronically scanned array (AESA) radar technology, and the aircraft’s ability to carry weapons internally means the F-35 can engage ground targets at long ranges without detection and use precision weapons to successfully complete air-to-ground missions. Pilots can count on the F-35 for increased survivability. Not only will the F-35 enter the battle-space first—clearing the way for legacy aircraft—it will also fly unseen while advancing the mission

A2 Not Necessary to Military Operations

The F-35 will successfully combat terrorism

Lockheed Martin no date (“Frequently Asked Questions” http://f35.com/the-f-35/faqs.aspx#faq7)

Yes. With 5th generation aircraft like the F-35, advanced capabilities and technologies help deter our enemies’ evolving threats. In addition, the aircraft’s intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance capabilities allow pilots to collect and distribute information that is critical to anti-terrorism efforts. The F-35 can share that information with allied aircraft, ships and troops on the ground to help coordinate forces to combat terrorism. 

The F-35 is key to increase successful missions

Lockheed Martin no date (“ELECTRONIC ATTACK ELECTRONIC PROTECTION CAPABILITIES” http://f35.com/the-f-35/f-35-overview/multi-mission-capability/electronic-attack.aspx)

Advanced electronic warfare (EW) capabilities enable the F-35 to locate and track enemy forces, jam radio frequencies and disrupt attacks with unparalleled precision. All three versions of the F-35 carry active, electronically scanned array radars (AESA) with sophisticated electronic attack capabilities, including: False targets Network attack Advanced jamming Algorithm-packed data streams and other techniques This system allows the F-35 to reach well-defended targets and suppress enemy radars that threaten the F-35.

A2 F-35 Capabilities not needed

The F-35 is necessary to stealth missions

Gertler 4/26 (2011 Jeremiah Gertler Specialist in Military Aviation “ F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) Program: Background and Issues for Congress” PDF http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/weapons/RL30563.pdf)
The F-35 was conceived as a relatively affordable fifth-generation strike fighter4 that could be procured in three highly common versions for the Air Force, the Marine Corps, and the Navy, in order to avoid the higher costs of developing, procuring, and operating and supporting three separate tactical aircraft designs to meet the services’ similar but not identical operational needs.5 All three versions of the F-35 will be single-seat aircraft with the ability to go supersonic for short periods and advanced stealth characteristics. The three versions will vary somewhat in their combat ranges and payloads (see the Appendix B). All three are to carry their primary weapons internally to maintain a stealthy radar signature. Additional weapons can be carried externally on missions requiring less stealth.
The F-35 has capabilities that are seen as necessary in the military

Byers & Lewis 11 (BA, Captain in U.S. Military BR, Major in U.S. Military January 5 2011 “Optimization of the F-35 Acquisition” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA536961&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

The current Marine Corps plan to transition to a single platform, all short take-off vertical landing (STOVL) TACAIR community, through its acquisition the Marine Corps’ variant of the joint strike fighter (JSF), the F-35B, unnecessarily handcuffs the ACE by impeding its flexibility and reducing its capabilities. In contrast to the Marine’s STOVL variant of the JSF, the Navy’s JSF variant, the F-35C, has aircraft carrier suitability, a greater ordnance payload, longer strike ranges, and increased on-station time that will enhance the ACE’s ability to support the MAGTF commander. Therefore, the Marine Corps must purchase both the F-35B and the F-35C in order to gain flexibility, efficiency, and capability, while mitigating the “red stripe” risk of a single platform TACAIR community.

The F-35 has capabilities that make it the most advanced system in the world in the form of air to ground 
Cate 3 (DEVIN L. CATE Lieutenant Colonel, USAF “The Air Superiority Fighter and Defense Transformation” http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/maxwell/mp30.pdf) 

Nevertheless, with regard to its ability to function as a sensor in the JDN, the F-35A, with its next-generation AESA radar, will likely exceed the capability of the F/A-22 for some while.73 The following excerpt from the US Air Force Transformation Flight Plan describes the F-35A’s capability. The F-35A incorporates an advanced “Multi-Function Array,” which employs a number of multi-spectral sensors and transmitters to provide high-resolution detection, recognition, and jamming of air and ground targets . . . The F-35A will provide persistent battlefield stealth, day and night, in adverse weather conditions, to attack and destroy a broad range of mobile and heavily defended targets and offer vastly increased close-air-support capability to ground forces. The F-35A will have a SEAD/Destruction of Enemy Air Defenses (DEAD) role in the 2015 timeframe. The combination of stealth, internal weapons carriage, and sensor array, including airborne electronic attack, will give it a robust capability in this role.74 Coupled with the fact that thousands of F-35As will be fielded,75 this sensor suite will make the F-35A a vast and highly capable sensor array for the JDN. Even though the F-35A will have superior air-to-ground capability, significant level of low observability, and exceptional sensor suite, it is not designed for OCA sweep and escort missions. As a result, it cannot be considered a transformational air superiority fighter. 

A2 The F-22 is more advanced than the F-35

The JSF has a more technologically advanced cockpit then the F-22 and can carry larger bombs internally

Kopp 7 (Carlo Kopp is a prominent Australian freelance defence analyst and academic who has published ~300 articles in trade publications such as Defence Today, Air International, Journal of Electronic Defense, Jane's Missiles and Rockets, Australian Aviation and the Asia Pacific Defence Reporter on matters of aerospace technology, stealth, information warfare 1/7 “Lockheed-Martin F-35 Lightning II Joint Strike Fighter Assessing the Joint Strike Fighter” http://www.ausairpower.net/APA-JSF-Analysis.html)

The JSF cockpit is newer technology to that of the F-22A, using a single panel redundant projector rather than individual AMLCD display panels. Production cost pressures may see the JSF display technology absorbed in later blocks of the F-22A. Integrated capabilities for networking with other platforms are similar for both, driven by the need for intra-type, and intra and inter service interoperability - with the caveat that the larger sensor footprint of the F-22A makes it a very much better 'information gatherer' compared to the JSF. The weapons capabilities of the F-22A and JSF are similar, but the JSF is designed to carry larger 2,000 lb JDAMs internally, cf the F-22A's 1,000 lb JDAMs. Both carry eight GBU-39/B Small Diameter Bombs internally - an equal payload of the 'standard' new smart bomb. With eight internal GBU-39/B each, the F-22A carries 2 x AMRAAM and 2 x AIM-9X, while the JSF is limited to only 2 x AMRAAM internally. The JSF has yet to demonstrate clearance of any weapons from its internal weapon bay, which due to near field aerodynamics and the canted / toed-in carriage of large stores in the bay, will present a number of risks for the program.
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