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**AFF**
ORS- Feasibility

ORS feasible – technology exists, lower cost 

Brown 4 (Major Kendall K., USAFR,A Concept of Operations and Technology Implications for Operationally Responsive Space, Air and Space Power Journal, 6/1/04, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/brown2.html, BM)

The primary technology challenges for an operationally responsive launch vehicle lie in the areas of propulsion, avionics, and health management systems¾ the development risks in these areas must be mitigated before a viable system can be developed. Other technology challenges in the areas of aerostructural systems, power systems, mechanical systems, and payloads are essential to meeting the goals and objectives. It is important to note that the technology challenges associated with future space launch vehicles do not necessarily require inventions or new developments in physics. The challenges lie in gaining significant improvements from existing systems or technologies to increase reliability, obtain longer operational life, and gain better performance at lower cost.

Airpower- Uniqueness
Challenges to U.S. air power supremacy now

Mueller, ’10 (Karl, senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation specializing in military and national security, “Air Power”, RAND Corporation, http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/reprints/2010/RAND_RP1412.pdf, LH)

However, challenges to the ubiquity and the supremacy of US air power are on  the rise, as the air forces of China, India, and other rising powers develop, and as  advanced surface-to-air weapons proliferate  and counter-stealth sensors emerge. A less  symmetrical challenge to the advantages possessed by established air powers is presented  by increasingly sophisticated ballistic and cruise missiles. No longer merely blunt,  inaccurate instruments for bombarding area targets, the modern incarnations of these  weapons now imperil the security of air bases and aircraft carriers without requiring their  owners to develop their own air forces to Western standards of capability. Meanwhile  leading Western states are transforming their approaches to air power by coming to terms  with, and gradually embracing, unmanned  aerial vehicles (UAVs) (Ehrhard 2001).  Although this process is still in its relatively early stages, it is raising new, fundamental  questions – political and cultural as much as military – about the future shape of air  power.   
Air Power – Uniqueness
Airpower low now- new developments key
Byrge 6 (Thomas, Lt. Col. of the USAF, “THE AIR FORCE AND THE WAR ON TERROR”, pg. 14, https://www.hsdl.org/?view&doc=77188&coll=limited, JK) 

As discussed above, airlift also plays an important role in winning the hearts and minds. The Air Force is currently moving assistance supplies all over Iraq, Afghanistan and Pakistan. While this is a true core competency of the Air Force, the airlift fleet is aging and heavily overused. Air Mobility Command is now publicizing the need to replace its current tanker fleet with dual-use tankers/airlifters. Airlift is a vital strategic tool. The Air Force needs a dual-use aircraft to replace two aging aircraft fleets . However, if the Air Force pursues this dual-use tanker, it may have to eliminate production and purchase of additional C-17s.37 Air Force leadership knows they have an issue with equipment, but fully understands and supports the importance of both global mobility and intra-theatre airlift needs. 
Airpower- Uniqueness

US Air crafts old and outdated

Thompson 7 (Loren B., chief executive officer of the Lexington Institute (a think tank), The Death Of US Air Power, Space War, 1/16/07, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/The_Death_Of_US_Air_Power _999.html, BM)

The decay is most pronounced in the U.S. Air Force, the service that would have to take the lead in coping with urgent threats posed by Russia, China and other industrialized countries. After 20 years of neglect, the Air Force's fleet of combat aircraft is older than the Navy's fleet of warships. During his four-year stint as defense secretary, current Vice President Dick Cheney killed the service's cold-war fighter programs, terminated the next-generation B-2 bomber at a mere 20 planes, slashed the future C-17 cargo plane program, and decimated every other facet of U.S. air power. Clinton's defense secretaries added back some planes that Cheney had cut, but delayed and decreased the next-generation F-22 fighter that was the centerpiece of plans for future air dominance. Then Preident Bush's long-serving Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld launched the entire U.S. Department of Defense on a leap-ahead trajectory to military transformation that ignored air power for another six years. The end result is that the U.S. Air Force now flies 45-year-old aerial refueling tankers using a plane retired by commercial airlines a quarter-century ago; its F-22 fighter program has been cut 75 percent even though the aging fighters it would replace are so old they operate under flight restriction; its production lines for C-130 and C-17 transport planes are scheduled for closure despite lack of adequate airlift; and the service has canceled its planned family of aircraft for replacing cold-war radar and reconnaissance planes. 
Airpower- Military Power
Airpower has established military power
Mueller, ’10 (Karl, senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation specializing in military and national security, “Air Power”, RAND Corporation, http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/reprints/2010/RAND_RP1412.pdf, LH)
Over the past 40 years these trends have been dramatically reinforced by the  development of air-to-ground precision-guided munitions (PGMs), stealth aircraft, and  new sensors and systems for air battle management, which became the centerpieces of air  campaigns in Iraq, Serbia, and Afghanistan (Lambeth 2001; 2005; Davis 2002; Putney  2004). Although PGMs are best known for their utility in attacks against targets in urban  areas such as Baghdad and Belgrade and against fixed military installations, their greatest  effect has arguably been to increase the ability of aircraft to attack deployed military  forces, whether moving, stationary, or entrenched, including at night and in unfavorable  weather (Keaney and Cohen 1995) – provided that they can be detected and identified,  and are not prohibitively intermingled with civilians. This has fundamentally altered the  relationship between land and air power,  creating opportunities for true “hammer-andanvil” integration between air forces and armies (Johnson 2006), even in cases involving  relatively small ground forces. It has also  profoundly affected international politics,  playing a large part in establishing the United States as the preponderant military power  in the post–Cold War world. 
Airpower - Terrorism

Airpower is needed to combat terrorism

Byrge 6 (Thomas, Lt. Col. of the USAF, “THE AIR FORCE AND THE WAR ON TERROR”, pg. 12-13, https://www.hsdl.org/?view&doc=77188&coll=limited, JK)

In the future, the Air Force will fight the Global War on Terror on two fronts. The first fight is at the worldwide level. Therefore, the Air Force must remain ready at all times to go wherever needed at zero notice. Second, the Air Force must fight the “small wars” such as Afghanistan and Iraq as part of the overall global war on terror. First, then, the Air Force must be constantly ready to go anywhere in the world from home stations to complete their mission. Second, once deployed for long fights, Airmen must have the training and knowledge to survive and operate in non-traditional conditions. Global mobility and global strike are the primary means to attack and destroy enemy vulnerabilities, when force is necessary. To carry out the worldwide taskings in the global war on terror, the Air Force is charting new ground. The Air Force Posture Statement identifies the requirement for global mobility, both to move itself and assist sister services when necessary. It also requires that the Air Force maintain a global strike capability. 27 Using this global strike capability, the Air Force can attack targets anywhere in the world without deploying forward. Air Force cruise missiles and long-range bombers can surgically strike terrorist targets, thereby destroying key infrastructure or terrorist centers of gravity. However, the Air force cannot achieve desired end effects or effectively identify enemy centers of gravity without effective intelligence. 
Airpower – Terrorism

Airpower needed to fight terrorism – Continued airpower development key

Byrge 6 (Thomas, Lt. Col. of the USAF, “THE AIR FORCE AND THE WAR ON TERROR”, pg. 13-14, https://www.hsdl.org/?view&doc=77188&coll=limited, JK) 

The Air Force is currently performing exceedingly well in Iraq and Afghanistan as it locates and prosecutes key terrorist/insurgent targets in both countries. Effective use of armed predators has provided additional intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR) coverage with the ability to destroy targets rapidly, ensuring positive publicity for the system and continued procurement.34 Further, precision weapons provide surgical strike capability to destroy targets and greatly diminish collateral damage. So it seems these capabilities are outstanding and the Air Force needs no further systems. However, in Iraq and Afghanistan (as well as Kosovo and DESERT STORM), coalition air forces enjoyed complete air supremacy, both from air-to-air threats and ground-to-air threats. However, this supremacy may not be complete in future battles, so the U.S. Air Force must continue to develop and acquire advanced aircraft with stealth or low observable capabilities to ensure it maintains the edge in both insurgency/terrorism warfare and conventional war against a peer competitor. The current CSAF constantly stresses this in the press and to Congress to ensure the Air Force retains its dominance in this realm.35
Airpower - Terrorism

Airpower key to war on terror

Phinney 7 (Todd, Major of the  USAF, “Airpower versus Terrorism Three Case Studies”, pg. 12, https://hsdl.org/?view&doc=83185&coll=limited, JK)
Airpower, a key element of the military tool, has and will continue to play a vital role in this war against terrorism. RAND’s Countering the New Terrorism discusses the unique capabilities airpower brings to the war on terror. Airpower offers a flexible, timely strike capability, including a new generation of highly discriminate weapons. It also affords the least politically risky of the military options for striking back at terror, because it does not entail putting troops on the ground or moving significant naval asset[s] in harm’s way. Moreover, the high speed of response associated with airpower will become increasingly important as terrorists acquire the capabilities to move swiftly from one theater to another and to attack with little or no warning. Thus, the USAF, with the strike capabilities afforded by air-launched cruise missiles and other smart munitions, should be considered a natural, leading element in any proactive strategy for countering terror. Beyond direct bombardment, the USAF can provide tactical mobility for special forces teams—and give them close support— should they be called upon to strike directly at key terrorist nodes.4 
Aerospace- Manufacturing

Aerospace is key to manufacturing- workforce and jobs

Richardson 3/25 (Mike, “Changing states”, Aerospace Manufacturing, 2011, http://www.aero-mag.com/features/181/20113/845/ YS)

Still a global leader, the US aerospace industry forms a vital part of the country's domestic and export economies. However, like many aerospace manufacturing regions around the world it faces some difficult challenges, namely continuing defence cuts, increasing international competition and a weak global economy.  As with other industries, the global recession has affected aerospace manufacturing, with both the defence and commercial sides of the industry facing difficult business conditions for the foreseeable future.  America’s aerospace hotspots  A 2009 Congressional Research Service report identified aerospace manufacturing as a key part of the US manufacturing base, comprising 2.8% of the nation’s manufacturing workforce in 2008 and employing over 500,000 Americans in high-skilled and high-wage jobs. It also revealed that more than half of the nation’s aerospace industry jobs are located in the six states of Washington State, California, Texas, Kansas, Connecticut and Arizona, with several smaller aerospace manufacturing clusters established in states such as Florida, Georgia, Ohio, Missouri and Alabama.  
Aerospace- Economy

Aerospace is key to the economy- jobs, engineers, and export balance

Wright 3 (Stephen E., Masters degree at School of Advanced Airpower Studieds, Air University, An Aerospace Strategy for an Aerospace Nation”, Beyond the Paths of Heaven, September 22, http://space.au.af.mil/books/deblois/ch01.pdf YS)
 Jobs are another measure of aerospace’s impact on the economy. In 1990 aerospace provided 1.295 million jobs, about the same number of jobs as the automobile industry. Moreover, aerospace furnishes the kind of high-technology, high-skill, high-value jobs that economist Reich arguest are critical to an improving standard of living. During the post-World War II period, production workers in aerospace enjoyed on acerage a 10 percent advantage in hourly wage so over the average worker in durable goods manufacture. 15 Employment of scientists and engineers yields another indication of aerospace’s economic power. Since the 1950s, one of every four scientists and engineers worked in aerospace. The fact that aerospace scientists and engineers received from 7.5to 9.0 percent more pay than their contemporaries in other fields serves as a not her indicator of the importance of these workers to the national economy. Another key sign of aerospace’s influence on the economy results from its position as the nation’s top net exporter and its number six position in industry in terms of value of shipments in 1991. The nearly $30 billion (net balance) in exports in 1991 surpassed even agriculture and accounted for nearly $1 in every $10 of US exports. Table 2 contrasts aerospace exports and imports with three other major product groups. Aerospace leads the nation in export balance. 
I/L- Airpower

Aerospace and airpower are symbiotic – our commercial sector, warfighting capabilities, and hegemony depend on both – space control and rapid response solves
Tiwary and Verma 03 (AK, Air Commodore, Bharat, former Cavalry Officer, editor of Indian Defence Review, “Aerospace Power: The Need for Unity of Command and Control,” Apr-Jun 2003, http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=2vVsBY8UEwoC&oi=fnd&pg=PA55&dq=aerospace+AROUND(15)+airpower&ots=rx8TR5IMIJ&sig=flQc8XaKhAVJok8MbQuFohRC_3A#v=onepage&q&f=false, YS)
So what does Aerospace Power represent? A simple way to explain would be that the Aerospace Power of a nation is its ability to exploit the synergistic and symbiotic relationship between the nation’s air and space power. This is achieved by utilising the nation’s air assets and space assets synergistically. For example, information derived from space based GPS when married to the weapons carried by and aircraft, increases its accuracy manifold. It also enables precise attack capability, twenty-four hours a day including in bad weather. A strong air power enables more secure space power and vice versa – thus the symbiotic relationship. More about this later. Another continuum linking air power and space power is the speed of vehicles that operate within them. The speed spectrum of surface vehicles, whether on land or water is limited due to the peculiarities of the medium. The air medium allows speeds reaching into hypersonic range, that is a speed of about 5 km in one second at Mach 15. And the same air vehicle reaching into the space region characterised by extremely low resistance attains speeds that allow it to break free from the earth’s gravity to soar into space. That is a speed equivalent to 7.52 km per second. It took only 1,012 seconds to inject IRS P-2 into a space orbit 825 km above the earth. Hence, the critical need not only for unity of command and control but quick response too. Israeli anti missile systems, mounted on an UAV circling over Israel, with two missiles on board, one to hit the ballistic missile in boost phase and other to hit the Transporter, Erector, Launcher Vehicle, can strike incoming ballistic missiles within 90 seconds of their launch. Space power is of tremendous help to land and naval power as well as to the civil and commercial sector. Its users are many and the potential for further exploitation open ended. But that still does not translate into sea space power or land space power. The natural alliance permits only Aerospace power. Space power, like air power, should not be separated into compartments of Army, Navy as well as civil and commercial, or even geographical sub divisions represented by various theatres. Space power knows no boundaries on land and sea; like air power, it surrounds the entire planet. Air power’s seminal contribution to the two-dimensional battlefield of the yore was the third dimension. Aerospace power brings in the fourth dimension of time as highly relevant to modern warfare. The reusable Space Shuttle represents the civil dimension of aerospace power. Some military systems, already under development, shall be a blend of air and space systems. Thus, the hypersonic bomber, the trans-atmospheric vehicles, etc shall usher in a military dimension to the new space power. This, then, underlines the imperative of unity of command and control. The need for such a global perspective has been put across nicely by General Russell Dougherty (USAF Retd): “The nation that best masters aerospace technology – and can demonstrate the mastery to command, defend, and control global access – has the upper hand in deterring actions that threaten its security and interest, and thus is the one best able to assert its global power efficiently without using it at all.” As the capability of aerospace forces increases, the need for a global perspective would become inescapable. The USAF doctrine of “Global Reach – Global Power” is a pointer of this trend. To be able to use aerospace forces decisively, quickness in decision-making and execution would be essential. This will be best served by unity in command and control of all the aerospace forces including the ones in use for civil and commercial purpose during routine peace. In order to appreciate the need for Unity of Command and Control or the absence of it, let us examine the various facets of space, the varied users of space, the vast infrastructure that goes to create a space power and the life dependent interdependence between air and space power.

I/L- National Defense

ORS is key to national defense

Brown 4 (Major Kendall K., USAFR,A Concept of Operations and Technology Implications for Operationally Responsive Space, Air and Space Power Journal, 6/1/04, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/brown2.html, BM)

An operationally responsive space (ORS) system could be an integral part of national defense by providing operational capabilities, flexibility, and responsiveness that does not exist today. Current space assets provide communication, navigation, and ISR capabilities using satellites designed for long life and high reliability. Those life and reliability requirements are due in part to the high cost and limited availability of space launch. Current space systems require years to develop due to the complicated specialized design and manufacturing processes. The high cost of launching space assets, and competition with the commercial launch market, require launch scheduling years in advance. Moreover, once it has been scheduled on a launch vehicle, it may take several months to checkout and integrate into the launch vehicle, and several additional months to become operational once it’s in space. This existing capability is not operationally responsive. An operationally responsive space system needs the capability to transport space assets to, through, and from space. The responsive satellites need operational capability immediately upon deployment for contingency constellation sustainment or augmentation. The global strike capabilities provided by a common aero vehicle (CAV) address issues associated with limited regional access or sovereign nation overflight. The US Air Force Space Command (AFSPC) is conducting an ORS analysis of alternatives (AoA) to determine the cost effectiveness of responsive space launch and payload systems. The AoA originally addressed only responsive space launch and determined “responsive spacelift is nothing without responsive payloads.”2 The preliminary conclusions from the military utility analysis indicate that “ORS can provide significant military utility at the campaign level,” through the use of responsive space asset delivery.3 The largest impact occurs when the enemy has offensive counterspace (OCS) capabilities, and responsive launch vehicles and satellite systems maintain on-orbit capabilities. Space force application (SFA) and OCS missions also provide significant military utility, with the SFA contribution increasing as a function of theater access.4 To understand if the desired capabilities are feasible within current or near-term technology, it is helpful to examine a concept of operations (CONOPS) for an operationally responsive space system. Many types of space launch systems are under consideration¾ ranging from fully expendable launch vehicles originally developed from intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM) to fully reusable single-stage-to-orbit hypersonic vehicles, with the technological implications increasing across that spectrum. The preliminary ORS AoA evaluated a wide range of launch vehicle architectures and determined that the system with the lowest life cycle cost was a partially reusable system¾ a reusable first-stage booster vehicle used in conjunction with expendable upper-stage vehicles. This paper develops a CONOPS for such a system and identifies the technology development that is needed to provide an initial operational capability in the 2015 timeframe.

I/L- Military Defense

ORS is key to military defense
Brown 4 (Major Kendall K., USAFR,A Concept of Operations and Technology Implications for Operationally Responsive Space, Air and Space Power Journal, 6/1/04, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/brown2.html, BM)

The ORS system’s communication, navigation, and ISR satellites are designed to replace or supplement existing systems to enhance to current space force. The system also includes new tactical satellites specifically designed to support contingency operations through rapid on-orbit checkout. These tactical satellites could provide increased communication bandwidth, increased ISR imagery, and additional GPS signal density over the theater for a limited period to support air, ground, and naval force missions. To achieve such capabilities, the launch vehicle needs the capability to deploy several satellites during each launch, requiring each satellite to be small, efficient, and available for launch on demand. Theater commanders need on-orbit assets to be capable of quickly becoming operational, performing tasks more reliably, operating at a lower cost, and exposing crew members to less risk than current or future alternative airborne systems. An ORS system can provide enabling capabilities to support offensive and defensive counterspace operations. The predictable nature of satellites in earth orbit makes them relatively easy targets for an adversary. While some OCS operations can be conducted from the ground, as demonstrated by Cuba jamming satellite broadcasts into Iran from America or anti-satellite missiles launched from fighter aircraft, systems can be envisioned that would be launched at the beginning of a conflict to blind or mute an adversary’s satellite. Such OCS systems could do so either benignly or destructively. A highly maneuverable orbital spacecraft might approach another satellite and deploy an umbrella to “shadow” its solar panels, causing it to shut down; another might maneuver to block a satellite’s signal or optical view. Defensive counterspace systems could include the deployment of decoys, attack detection, and possibly defensive maneuver. Affordable, responsive spacelift enables force application from or through space for the appropriate target set. However, launching ICBMs with conventional munitions is not a practical solution for the broad range of operational targets. Not withstanding the significant international political ramifications; the costs associated with acquiring and storing the vast quantities of conventionally armed ICBMs needed to replace air delivered conventional weapons, in even a small conflict, would be prohibitive. That said, the common aero vehicle could protect and guide an appropriate payload through atmospheric reentry heating¾ after launch from a reusable or expendable launch vehicle¾ to attack those appropriate high-value targets. Wide varieties of CAV payloads are postulated; from kinetic energy deep penetrating munitions, to high explosive munitions, to the deployment of micro-unmanned aerial vehicles (UAV) for specialized ISR. The operationally responsive spacelift portion of ORS is the definition of the space support mission area. The small size of ORS payloads leads to the development of a spacelift capacity that will be to small to replace the evolved expendable launch vehicle (EELV) fleet. However, many low earth orbit communication, navigation, or ISR constellation satellites could still use the ORS launch vehicle.
I/L- Military

ORS is key to military – Air Force, Amy, Navy, Missile Defense, NASA, DoD

USAF 7 (US Air Force Military News, DOD stands up joint space office, US Air Force Military News, 5/22/2007, http://www.af.mil/news/story.asp?id=123054214, BM)

The ORS Office will be responsible for integrating joint ORS capabilities and for applying ORS resources to the development, acquisition and demonstration of capabilities to meet specific responsive space needs as established by global combatant command joint force commanders and users. Col. Kevin McLaughlin will be dual-hatted in his new role as director of the joint ORS Office and as the Space and Missile Systems Center's Space Development and Test Wing commander at Kirtland AFB. "Many government organizations and agencies, to include all the military services, have been working together on the Operationally Responsive Space effort," said Dr. Ronald M. Sega, under secretary of the Air Force and the Defense Department's executive agent for space. "The official standup of the joint ORS Office will be an important step for the future of ORS, providing a critical link in synchronizing the cooperative, joint efforts throughout DOD and the national security space arena."  "The focus of Operationally Responsive Space activities is on the ability to launch, activate and employ militarily useful space capabilities to provide surge, reconstitute or augment existing constellations, or to provide timely availability of new capabilities to the warfighter," he said. The report, "Plan for Operationally Responsive Space," signed by Deputy Secretary of Defense Gordon England and delivered to Congress in late April, called for the establishment of an ORS office. The report provided the framework and identified actions to be taken to assure that ORS is postured to rapidly provide new space capabilities. The report states "the overall approach is to expedite development and fielding of select responsive space systems by leveraging NSS-wide technology development activities and operational capabilities; provide integration and technical support to other service and government agency activities. The Department of Defense is committed to improving the nation's means to develop, acquire, field and employ space capabilities in shortened timeframes and more affordable ways. We recognize the need for innovation and responsiveness in delivering space capabilities to all users." Some of the organizations involved in ORS activities to date include the Air Force, Army, Navy, Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency, National Reconnaissance Office, Missile Defense Agency, and NASA.

I/L- Space Assets

ORS is key to assets in space

USAF 6 (US Air Force, Is operationally responsive space the future of access to space for the US Air Force?, USAF, 2006, http://www.thefreelibrary.com/Is+operationally+responsive+space+the+future +of+access+to+space+for...-a0154818017, BM)
Yes: Operationally Responsive Space Lift Is Essential to US Space Superiority. The US Space Transportation Policy, issued on 6 January 2005, recognizes the United States' need to augment space capabilities in a timely manner by placing critical assets in space. The policy sets the following goals and objectives: 2) Demonstrate an initial capability for operationally responsive access to and use of space--providing capacity to respond to unexpected loss or degradation of selected capabilities, and/or to provide timely availability of tailored or new capabilities--to support national security requirements 4) Sustain a focused technology development program for next-generation space transportation capabilities that dramatically improves the reliability, responsiveness, and cost of access to, transport through, and return from space, and enables a decision to acquire these capabilities in the future. (1) Vice Adm Arthur Cebrowski, USN, deceased, director of force transformation in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, referred to ORS as a new defense business model, the key element of which is operationally responsive support to theater combatant commanders, as opposed to the current space model, which is based upon remnants of the Cold War. (2) As such, an ORS space-lift system must be timely (e.g., mission execution must fit within a joint force commander's timeline) and affordable (e.g., the cost/benefit ratio must be comparable to that of other mission capabilities or provide a unique capability at reasonable cost). Responsive space systems delivered to space with responsive launch systems include replacement and augmentation satellites for communication; navigation; and intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance. Launch could support an evolving mission area of force application from or through space with the use of common aero vehicles to carry strike weapons. The US Marine Corps even envisions transporting a Marine reconnaissance platoon from the continental United States (CONUS) to anywhere in the world within hours to conduct missions with special operations forces. Such a system would provide the theater commander unprecedented flexibility and capability to produce desired effects. An analysis of alternatives completed by AFSPC in 2004 concludes that "ORS can provide significant military utility at the campaign level" through the use of responsive space-asset delivery. (3) The greatest impact occurs when the enemy has offensive counterspace (OCS) capabilities and the United States uses responsive launch vehicles and satellite systems to maintain on- orbit capabilities. This ability to sustain and supplement on-orbit assets could become particularly critical if potential adversaries can destroy or disable our satellites--reportedly, China has this capability. Force application and OCS missions also provide significant military utility, with the former increasing as a function of theater access. (4) The United States has less access to some regions of the world as a result of the decreased forward presence of its forces and globalization of terrorism. Within that operational environment, the analysis of alternatives determined that a hybrid launch vehicle (HLV), a reusable first stage with expendable upper stages, was the most affordable solution to meet mission requirements. A subsequent study, by this author, developed a potential concept of operations for an HLV system which showed that no insurmountable technology challenges existed. (5)
I/L- Space Assets

ORS is key to space assets

Goggrell 6 (Les, Mr. Doggrell is a senior project engineer with the Aerospace Corporation, A Vision for the Future of Military Space, Air & Space Power Journal, 6/1/06, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/sum06/doggrell.html, BM)

In future conflicts, military space forces will likely face challenges ranging from defending against opposing systems to dealing with rapidly changing technology and support needs. The Air Force describes its vision for responding to these challenges as operationally responsive space (ORS). Operations Desert Storm and Iraqi Freedom clearly demonstrated the force-multiplication effect of space systems on US military capabilities. Precision-guided munitions; global, high‑speed communications; and enhanced situational awareness all contributed to the rapid destruction of the Iraqi military (fig. 1).1 Unfortunately, future opponents observed the United States’ dependence on space systems. To win the next war, this nation must prepare to respond to opposing space and counterspace systems. Gen Lance Lord, USAF, retired, former commander of Air Force Space Command, points to ORS as one way of shaping this response.2 According to a draft study of ORS, it “will provide an affordable capability to promptly, accurately, and decisively position and operate national and military assets in and through space and near space. ORS will be fully integrated and interoperable with current and future architectures and provide space services and effects to war fighters and other users. ORS is a vision for transforming future space and near space operations, integration, and acquisition, all at a lower cost.”3During Iraqi Freedom, described as the first counterspace war, both sides executed counterspace missions. Iraq, for example, attempted to jam GPS signals using Russian-made equipment, and US forces destroyed an enemy ground-transmitting facility, disabling Iraq’s ability to communicate with its forces and the outside world by using commercial satellite television.4 A more capable future opponent will find additional techniques for using space to counter the space capability of the United States. We can anticipate some responses to our space systems. Specifically, Russia, North Korea, Iran, India, and China may be capable of building a nuclear-armed antisatellite weapon system.5 Furthermore, “many countries are developing advanced satellites for remote sensing, communications, navigation, imagery, and missile warning,” and Russia, China, and the European Union have developed or are developing satellite-navigation systems.6 Improved antijam features can counter jamming defenses. However, the most effective countermeasures to our space capability will likely take the form of unanticipated actions by our adversaries. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld might call such actions the “unknown unknowns” or, in the worst case, a “space Pearl Harbor.”7 Fortunately, we have military techniques for responding to the unknown. Speed, maneuverability, and agility have allowed military forces throughout history to deal with unanticipated events. The ability to act and respond faster than the enemy is a well-known tenet of military operations. Space systems do not adapt well to change. When it became obvious in September 1990, during the planning for Desert Storm, that existing satellite-communications capacity would not support the war effort, we made an urgent attempt to launch an additional Defense Satellite Communications System III spacecraft. That mission finally launched on 11 February 1992, missing the war by over a year. Luckily for the nation, we not only had access to a retired spacecraft but also were able to hire commercial communications capacity.8 The ability of the United States to support Iraqi Freedom with additional space capability has not significantly improved since Desert Storm.
I/L- Airpower

Airpower depends on our Aerospace industry- Airpower needs to avoid negative trends

Meilinger 8 (Phillip, School of Advanced Airpower Studies, Colonel USAF, “Ten Propositions Regarding Airpower”, Air & Space Power Journal, December 9, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/meil.html YS)

10. Airpower includes not only military assets, but an aerospace industry and commercial aviation. "With us air people, the future of our nation is indissolubly bound up in the development of air power."  -- General Billy Mitchell A collection of airplanes does not equal airpower, and almost all theorists have realized this. As early as 1921 Mitchell wrote about the importance of a strong civil aviation industry, the role of government in building that industry, and of the importance of instilling an "airmindedness" in the people.53 His later writings made these points even more emphatically. Similar sentiments were echoed by Seversky and most recently by air leaders who spoke of the United States--the inventor of the airplane--as an "aerospace nation."54 The vast size of the United States and the need to connect the east and west coasts, and indeed Alaska and Hawaii, demanded a rapid, reliable and cost-effective method of transportation. The development of various airline companies--still the largest and most financially powerful in the world--were a direct result of American geography and the need it engendered. Recognizing such economic and cultural imperatives, men like Mitchell and Seversky stressed that airpower was far more than just airplanes. As discussed above, the technology required to develop first-rate military aircraft was so enormous, complex and expensive, it was essential that government and business play active roles. In the early years this equated to government subsidy of airports, airway structures, location beacons, weather stations, and support for research and development. The investment required for this new industrial field was simply too great for businesses to handle on their own. It was also assumed that military and commercial aircraft would have similar characteristics and thus would enjoy a symbiotic design relationship. Douhet and Seversky for example noted it was quite feasible to convert civilian airliners into military bombers or cargo aircraft.55 More importantly, the skills needed to build, maintain and pilot these aircraft were also similar. Theorists saw a close relationship developing in aviation that would produce a pool of trained personnel who passed back and forth between the military and civilian sectors--mechanics, pilots, navigators, air traffic controllers, etc. In essence, there was an interdependence between the two sectors that was not present in armies or even navies. The capability of an armored force, for example, did not rely on the automobile industry or the teamsters union to the same degree an air force was dependent on the aircraft industry and airline pilots associations. More importantly, the quality of this aerospace complex is crucial. If transportation is indeed the essence of civilization, then aviation is the one industry in which America must remain dominant. The United States has often been in the forefront of emerging technologies--railroads, shipbuilding, automobiles, electronics and computers--only to later retreat from the field, leaving it to competitors. She cannot afford to do that in the air and space. Although the current status is favorable, negative trends must be avoided.  
I/L- Economy

The Aerospace Industry is key to the GDP- Aerospace needs to be constantly updated to remain high

Meilinger 8 (Phillip, School of Advanced Airpower Studies, Colonel USAF, “Ten Propositions Regarding Airpower”, Air & Space Power Journal, December 9, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/meil.html YS)

Aerospace industry sales topped $140 billion in 1991. The world's airlines overwhelmingly fly American airframes. Although the European Airbus has been able to maintain a world market share of about 15-20 percent in the large commercial jet category, the remaining 80 percent belongs to Boeing and Douglas. Moreover, the new Boeing 777, although not yet having flown, has already garnered nearly 150 orders from airlines worldwide--coincidentally, 80 percent of the market.56 Internally, this means the aerospace industry has a percentage value of the U.S. gross national product behind only agriculture and automobiles. This has led to a trade surplus of over $30 billion in 1991, ahead of the traditional leader, agriculture, by a wide margin. At the same time, the number of air passengers continues to rise, as does the value and weight of air cargo. In addition, approximately one million people are employed in the American aerospace industry, making it the tenth largest in the country.57 All this comes at a time when railroads are in decline, and our commercial ship building industry has all but disappeared. These figures translate into an extremely powerful and lucrative aerospace industry dominated by the United States. As already noted, the superiority of American military air and space assets is even more profound than in the commercial sector. No country in the world can rival us in the size, capability, diversity and quality of our air and space forces.58Unfortunately, this dominance may be in danger as a result of massive downsizing after our victory in the Cold War. One source states that the U.S. is falling behind Europe and Japan in the race to maintain primacy in satellite communications. It is therefore important to remember that American dominance in air and space is not automatic but must be constantly reasserted.59
I/L- Warfighting

ORS solves warfighting, natural disasters, and deterrence

Wertz 8 (James, President of Microcosm, “ORS Mission Utility and Measures of Effectiveness”, 6th Responsive Space Conference, pg. 9, 5/1, http://www.responsivespace.com/Papers/RS6/SESSIONS/SESSION%20I/1003_WERTZ/1003P.pdf, JK)

For a great many ORS missions the Measures of Success are the Number of Lives Saved and the Money or Property Saved. While these are exceptionally difficult to quantify, they are really what many of the ORS missions are all about. For the warfighter, the real measure of how much the system helps will be its ability to reduce both combatant and civilian casualties and to save money and property that would otherwise be destroyed or consumed. Much the same applies to using ORS for natural disasters. Could we have saved lives or reduced the amount of damage by having better surveillance or communications after hurricane Katrina or the SE Asia tsunami? Impact on Outcome. If an ORS mission was launched in response to a particular event or a newly identified need, did it have an impact on the outcome of that event? Could it have a major impact on the outcome of future events? For example, if the Chinese choose to destroy one or more American satellites in advance of a major military activity, could the presence of ORS- developed gapfiller satellites prevent an invasion of Tibet, Taiwan, or Korea? Perhaps even more important, could the known presence of the ORS gapfiller capability prevented the attack on the American surveillance satellites in the first place? For natural disasters, could we change the fundamental outcome by having ORS systems available? Hurricane Katrina is a particularly good example here. Its difficult to envision a location in which space surveillance or supple- mentary communications would be less needed than in CONUS, where the communications infrastructure and aircraft availability is as good or better than anywhere in the world. But some- how Katrina managed to immobilize a large portion of that ground and air infrastructure. Planes that were flying were needed for other tasks and not available for damage assessment. Much of the communications infrastructure was destroyed. The first photos published in Aviation Week of the aftermath of the hur- ricane were taken by NigeriaSat, part of the Surrey small satellite Disaster Monitoring Constellation. It is, of course, possible that some American satellites had, or could have had, rapid high quality images of New Orleans and workable communications channels. But, if that was the case, they weren’t available to the policeman in the street or those who were trying to coordinate disaster relief. This re-emphasizes the basic character of ORS Mission Utility — It isn’t the data or the processes that exist that matter, it’s what gets to the warfighter, the end user, or the victim or what is used for their benefit that matters. To have utility, the data has to get to the people who need it in time for them to make use of it. 
Natural Disasters Add-On (1/2)
ORS solves natural disaster relief

Wertz 8 (James, President of Microcosm, “ORS Mission Utility and Measures of Effectiveness”, 6th Responsive Space Conference, pg. 9, 5/1, http://www.responsivespace.com/Papers/RS6/SESSIONS/SESSION%20I/1003_WERTZ/1003P.pdf, JK)
For a great many ORS missions the Measures of Success are the Number of Lives Saved and the Money or Property Saved. While these are exceptionally difficult to quantify, they are really what many of the ORS missions are all about. For the warfighter, the real measure of how much the system helps will be its ability to reduce both combatant and civilian casualties and to save money and property that would otherwise be destroyed or consumed. Much the same applies to using ORS for natural disasters. Could we have saved lives or reduced the amount of damage by having better surveillance or communications after hurricane Katrina or the SE Asia tsunami? Impact on Outcome. If an ORS mission was launched in response to a particular event or a newly identified need, did it have an impact on the outcome of that event? Could it have a major impact on the outcome of future events? For example, if the Chinese choose to destroy one or more American satellites in advance of a major military activity, could the presence of ORS- developed gapfiller satellites prevent an invasion of Tibet, Taiwan, or Korea? Perhaps even more important, could the known presence of the ORS gapfiller capability prevented the attack on the American surveillance satellites in the first place? For natural disasters, could we change the fundamental outcome by having ORS systems available? Hurricane Katrina is a particularly good example here. Its difficult to envision a location in which space surveillance or supple- mentary communications would be less needed than in CONUS, where the communications infrastructure and aircraft availability is as good or better than anywhere in the world. But some- how Katrina managed to immobilize a large portion of that ground and air infrastructure. Planes that were flying were needed for other tasks and not available for damage assessment. Much of the communications infrastructure was destroyed. The first photos published in Aviation Week of the aftermath of the hur- ricane were taken by NigeriaSat, part of the Surrey small satellite Disaster Monitoring Constellation. It is, of course, possible that some American satellites had, or could have had, rapid high quality images of New Orleans and workable communications channels. But, if that was the case, they weren’t available to the policeman in the street or those who were trying to coordinate disaster relief. This re-emphasizes the basic character of ORS Mission Utility — It isn’t the data or the processes that exist that matter, it’s what gets to the warfighter, the end user, or the victim or what is used for their benefit that matters. To have utility, the data has to get to the people who need it in time for them to make use of it. 
Natural Disasters Add-On (2/2)
Humanitarian missions such as natural disaster relief are key to U.S. soft power

Porth 08. (Jacquelyn S Porth , Staff Writer for America.gov. Hospital Ship Offers Treatment in Southeast Asia, Pacific, America.gov. 6/27/08, NP,  http://www.america.gov/st/peacesec-english/2008/June/20080627150217sjhtrop0.657818.html DM) 
 They also expose local populations to U.S. naval forces, cultivating a familiarity and receptivity that Cossa said “could come in handy in the event of future crises while building up a reservoir of goodwill.”  For the other partnering nations, they promote better communications and more fluid operations among participating naval personnel. Cossa said humanitarian missions like the Mercy's are “win-win in every sense of the word: They promote confidence and build trust.”  Offering this kind of assistance leaves a lasting impression of American values and ideals, he said.  “It underscores what is best about America.” “This is the essence of American soft power,” Cossa said.  “It enhances the image not only of the U.S. Navy and the military, but of America in general.” 

Natural Disasters Add-On Solvency
ORS solves natural disasters

Wertz 8 (James, President of Microcosm, “ORS Mission Utility and Measures of Effectiveness”, 6th Responsive Space Conference, pg. 10, 5/1, http://www.responsivespace.com/Papers/RS6/SESSIONS/SESSION%20I/1003_WERTZ/1003P.pdf, JK)
Of these, the one that is least related to the prior discussion is the ability to predict, since we typically think of ORS missions being launched in response to world events. A predictive mission that has substantial utility is a Wind Lidar that can directly measure winds at various altitudes [Wertz, et al., 2004]. This is critical to all of the military services as well as many natural or man- made disasters. For example, where will the winds take a volcano plume or airborne chemicals from a civil disaster? In the same season as Katrina, Hurricane Rita entered the Gulf of Mexico and it was uncertain for some time what path Rita would follow. This made preparation both difficult and expensive. Figure 3 shows the coverage of an ORS Wind Lidar system in a single day over the region of the Gulf. This type of wind data would significantly improve the capacity to predict the track of the storm and, therefore, make better, safer, and more economical preparations. 
Natural Disasters Add-On Impact Extension
Natural disasters are a bigger threat than nuclear war
Aginam ’11 (Obijiofor, Programme Officer and Director of Studies on Policy and Institutional Frameworks for the United Nations, “Health and human security in emergencies” United Nations, 4/19/11, http://unu.edu/articles/population-health/health-and-human-security-in-emergencies#obijiofor-aginam, CCM) 
With the end of the cold war, the world moved away from hard state security issues, like nuclear threats, to soft human security issues, like infectious diseases, hunger and environmental threats. Despite this transformation, differences remain. Humanity will continue to live with natural disasters such as cyclones, tornados, hurricanes, floods, tsunamis, earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, forest fires, chemical spills and climate change-induced calamities. The key question is how to cope with and mitigate their impact on vulnerable populations within the territories of nation-states. 
Natural Disasters Add-On Impact Extension

Natural Disasters lead to physical and psychological trauma 

Brock et al ’03 (Stephen et al, PhD in psychological studies, “Responding to Natural Disasters: Helping Children and Family” NASP, 2003, http://www.nasponline.org/resources/crisis_safety/naturaldisaster_teams_ho.aspx, CCM)
Hurricanes.  Usually hurricanes are predicted days to weeks in advance, giving communities time to prepare. These predictions give families time to gather supplies and prepare. At the same time, however, these activities may generate fear and anxiety. Although communities can be made aware of potential danger, there is always uncertainty about the exact location of where the hurricane will impact.  When a hurricane strikes, victims experience intense thunder, rain, lightning, and wind. Consequently, startle reactions to sounds may be acute in the months that follow. Among a few children subsequent storms may trigger panic reactions. Immediate reactions to hurricanes can include emotional and physical exhaustion.  In some instances children may experience survivor guilt (e.g., that they were not harmed, while others were killed or injured).  Research indicates that greater symptomatology in children is associated with more frightening experiences during the storm and with greater levels of damage to their homes. Earthquakes.  Aftershocks differentiate earthquakes from other natural disasters.  Since there is no clearly defined endpoint, the disruptions caused by continued tremors may increase psychological distress.  Unlike other natural disasters (e.g., hurricanes and certain types of floods), earthquakes occur with virtually no warning.  This fact limits the ability of disaster victims to make the psychological adjustments that can facilitate coping.  This relative lack of predictability also significantly lessens feelings of controllability. While one can climb to higher ground during a flood, or install storm shutters before a hurricane, there is usually no advance warning or immediate preparation with earthquakes.  Survivors may have to cope with reminders of the destruction (e.g., sounds of explosions, and the rumbling of aftershocks; smells of toxic fumes and smoke; and tastes of soot, rubber, and smoke). Tornadoes.  Like earthquakes, tornadoes can bring mass destruction in a matter of minutes, and individuals typically have little time to prepare.  Confusion and frustration often follow. Similar to a hurricane, people experience sensations during tornadoes that may generate coping challenges.  It can be difficult to cope with the sights and smells of destruction.  Given the capricious nature of tornadoes, survivor guilt has been observed to be an especially common coping challenge. For instance, some children may express guilt that they still have a house to live in while their friend next door does not.  In addition, a study following a tornado that caused considerable damage and loss of life revealed significant associations between children’s disturbances and having been in the impact zone, been injured, and having experienced the death of relatives. Floods.  These events are one of the most common natural disasters.  Flash floods are the most dangerous as they occur without warning; move at intense speeds; and can tear out trees, destroy roads and bridges, and wreck buildings.  In cases of dam failure the water can be especially destructive. Research has reported that many children who survive a destructive flood experience psychological distress.  The two most significant predictors of impairment are the degree of disaster exposure and perceptions of family reactions.  Sensations that may generate coping challenges include desolation of the landscape, the smell of sludge and sodden property, coldness and wetness, and vast amounts of mud.  Most floods do not recede overnight, and many residents have to wait days or weeks before they can begin the cleanup. Wildfires. Unlike other natural disasters such as earthquakes, there is often some warning of an advancing wildfire. However, depending upon the wind and terrain the direction and spread of a wildfire can change abruptly. The amount of warning can vary from one neighborhood to the next. While some people may have hours (or even days) to evacuate, others will have only a few minutes to gather their belongings and leave their homes. Even if evacuation is not ultimately necessary, preparing for the possibility can be frightening for children, particularly if they are seeing images of homes burning nearby on television. Reactions immediately following a wildfire may include emotional and physical exhaustion. In some instances children may experience survivor guilt (e.g., that their home was left unharmed, while others were completely destroyed). In general it might be expected that greater symptomatology in children will be associated with more frightening experiences during the wildfire and with greater levels of damage to their community and homes. The sights, sounds, and smells of a wildfire often generate fear and anxiety. Consequently, similar sensations (e.g., the smell of smoke) may generate distress among children in the months that follow. Given the scale of most wildfires, individuals living outside the ravages of the fires may still feel exposed to the danger from drifting clouds of smoke, flames on the horizon, and television reports. Some children may also react to follow-up news coverage, and even weather reports that talk about dry fire conditions after the fact. It is important to acknowledge that although a given natural disaster may last for only a short period, survivors can be involved with the disaster aftermath for months or even years. In attempts to reconstruct their lives following such a natural disaster, families are often required to deal with multiple people and agencies (e.g., insurance adjustors, contractors, electricians, roofers, the Red Cross, the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), and the Salvation Army).

Natural Disasters Add-On Impact Extension

Natural Disasters hurt fertility
Lin ’02 (Cynthia, Professor of resource economics, “The Effects of Natural Disasters and Economic Volatility on Fertility” Harvard University, 9/14/04, http://www.cid.harvard.edu/events/papers/CLin_devlunch_paper.pdf, CCM)
This paper examines whether economic or environmental instability affects fertility.  My  identification strategy uses regional data to exploit the natural variation within each of the two  countries I examine: one European country—Italy—and one Asian country—Japan.  I use the  variance of the detrended wage to measure economic volatility; the crude birth rate to measure  demographic risk; and the number and magnitudes of natural disasters to measure environmental instability.  According to my results, natural disasters have a significant negative effect on fertility in both countries, while mortality risk and economic volatility have significant negative effects in Italy but no effect in Japan.  Thus, instability, particularly that arising from the natural environment, appears to cause a decrease in fertility. 
**2AC BLOCKS**

AT: Privatization CP

Boeing has paid no taxes- tax breaks will just give more money to them

Tasini 2/25 (Jonathan, “Boeing Pays NO TAXES—ButSnags $35 Billion In Taxpayer Dollars”, Daily HOS, http://www.dailykos.com/story/2011/02/25/949830/-Boeing-Pays-NO-TAXESBut-Snags-$35-Billion-In-Taxpayer-Dollars YS)

But, neither of the above issues is what is at issue here. It's whether a very profitable corporation that does not pay a fair share in taxes should be even allowed to benefit from billions of dollars in taxpayer money. From the great folks at Citizens for Tax Justice: Despite reporting nearly $10 billion in domestic pre-tax profits between 2008 and 2010, the Boeing Corporation, which was granted a contract worth as much as $35 billion to build airplanes for the federal government earlier this week, did not pay a dime of U.S. federal corporate income taxes during this three-year period.[emphasis added]   For example: In 2009, Boeing reported $1.5 billion in pre-tax profits, but didn’t pay any federal income tax at all on those profits. Instead, the company claimed an outright tax rebate of $132 million.[worth an entire emphasis added] And... The data, which are based on Boeing’s tax filings with the Securities and Exchange Commission, don’t make it clear exactly which tax avoidance mechanisms Boeing used to reduce its tax liabilities in this way. But a 2008 report from the General Accounting Office found that Boeing had 38 subsidiaries located in foreign tax havens.[emphasis added]    As Bob McIntyre, CTJ's head, says: “Throughout the competition for this lucrative federal contract, Boeing has tried to position itself as the company that supports America. But its shocking success in avoiding payment of US corporate income taxes tells a very different story.”    Consider this: it is true that, in the scheme of federal budgets, one corporation's tax avoidance seems small. But, add all that up--and it amounts to real money. 
AT: Tax CP

Aerospace Spending key to Economic Stimulus
Nackman 9 (Mark J., Assistant General Counsel at General Dynamics Advanced, Georgetown University Law Center, “The Case for Aerospace and Defense Spending as Economic Stimulus”, Georgetown Law The Scholarly Commons, http://scholarship.law.georgetown.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1002&context=flpr&sei-redir=1#search=%22aerospace%20tax%20breaks%20controversial%22 YS)
The Aerospace and Defense industry is also one of the U.S.’ healthiest, even in  the current harsh financial environment.  Unlike the financial or automotive industries,  Aerospace sales increased last year by 2.1 percent; as AIA president and CEO Marion  Blakey stated, “’[w]e anticipate this to continue, and we expect our industry will continue  to be an asset to the U.S. economy as we climb out of our current financial  hardships.” 45   Thus Aerospace and Defense is also one of soundest industries the  Federal Government can turn to right now as an engine of stimulus. 
AT: Weaponization DA (1/3)

Obama has no desire to weaponize space- ORS solves
Change.gov, 11, obama- biden website for policy goals, http://change.gov/agenda/defense_agenda/
Ensure Freedom of Space: The Obama-Biden administration will restore American leadership on space issues, seeking a worldwide ban on weapons that interfere with military and commercial satellites. They will thoroughly assess possible threats to U.S. space assets and the best options, military and diplomatic, for countering them, establishing contingency plans to ensure that U.S. forces can maintain or duplicate access to information from space assets and accelerating programs to harden U.S. satellites against attack.
AT: Weaponization DA (2/3)

Global war will come from U.S. space exploration and militarization as states struggle to dominate outer space
Zhang 2008 (Cynthia B. BA, Political Science, Rutgers College, 2003; JD Candidate, Rutgers School of Law. 2008. Rutgers Computer and Technology Law Journal. 34 Rutgers Computer & Tech. L.J. 422. Accessed on Lexus Nexis Academic May 2011) 

States that the United States considers as potential adversaries would be taking a risk. The arms race thrives because of fear. When one arms and another chooses not to, the latter will be in a worse position than if it had responded in kind. Thus both sides become prisoners of each other and themselves. But the fear of this fourth best outcome in a prisoner's dilemma is unlikely to be realized. States can be shamed and pressured into compliance. If an international consensus can be reached, the United States would be the pariah who stands for war, not peace. In such a scenario, it would be even less likely for the United States to abuse its space superiority. An International Moratorium - Racing Its Own Shadow. The quest for space domination is an expensive endeavor that creates no benefit to man-kind. The 2006 National Space Policy signals a crossroad. Will this be another instance of the lowest common denominator, in which loftier goals fall because a "majority" of one re-fuses to play along? Or will this be another opportunity lost, much like the chance to create a military-free outer space half a century ago? Cynics may argue that a total ban of military activities in space, even if it can attract international support, would be futile without the biggest player. That would be putting the fate of many states in the hands of one. Unfortunately, the new U.S. Space Policy applies a double standard that places U.S. national interests supreme, at the cost of international peace and stability. The purpose of a sanctuary is premised on the notion that the interest of mankind must prevail over the interest of any one state. Ironically, the original champion of that greater good now posi-tions itself to do the precise opposite. The ASAT test of January 2007 is but one indication of the rekindling of a space arms race. Although officials may deny its existence, the trend of hyper-militarization of outer space is clear. The United States, while seeking to guarantee its national security, has, through its pol-icy changes, made the world less secure. The ultimate irony may be that the country which had originally advocated for an arms control regime in outer space may also be the first to transform that same arena into a battleground. After fifty years of space hegemony, the United States now finds it difficult to "project a peaceful image regarding space activities."It is naive to think that the world would abide by the U.S. definition of "cooperative" measure or "peaceful use" or "interference". It is equally naive to think that United States can wield its supreme space power to dictate one set of lax rules for itself and another strict interpretation of the international legal framework for the rest of the world. In a game of make- belief demons, one fool is enough, there is no need for 160 more.

AT: Weaponization DA (3/3)

Even exploratory missions increase the likelihood of space weaponization
Marshall et al 2005 (William Marshall*, George Whitesides, Robert Schingler, Andre Nilsen & Kevin Parkin Belfer Centre for Science and International Affairs, Kennedy “Space weapons: the urgent debate” Journal on Science and World Affairs, Vol. 1, No. 1, 2005 19- 32. School, Harvard University, 79 JFK St., Cambridge, MA 02138. wsm@physics.ox.ac.uk. Accessed through Google Scholar 5/27/11) 
The military use of space is not new. Access and utilisation of space is of national interest. In addition to the economic potential of commercial exploitation of space and celestial bodies, space is the ultimate military high ground. Historically, space-based military assets have been largely passive, concentrating on activities such as reconnaissance, communications, and navi- gation. Indeed, expenditure on space by the military has consistently outweighed civil spend-ing. Even some scientific exploration missions have arguably been dominated by military objectives, such as the pursuit of technological supremacy during the Cold War which led both to the first satellite (Sputnik, 1957) and human (Yuri Gagarin, 1961) in space and culminated in the manned lunar programme (Apollo, 1963-72). To date, no offensive space-based weapon has been deployed. The closest it came was during the parallel anti-satellite (ASAT) programmes developed by the US and Soviet Union that were begun in the sixties. These programmes primarily developed a variety of ‘kinetic kill’ vehi- cles, though initiatives for ground-based laser systems were also begun. Specifically these included initiatives such as nuclear pumped X-ray lasers, space-based optical lasers, radiation-belt weapons, ground-based reflected laser systems, and space-based interceptors. While many of these initiatives were not carried through, the technology base they developed enable the near- term deployment of space weapons. In addition, many of the main components of space- weapon systems are already used in the civilian space sector. Telemetry, tracking, and control systems for a remote sensing communications satellite, for example, are very similar to analogous systems within a space weapon. Testing of such systems was periodically prohibited or left unfunded by the US Congress during the eighties and nineties. The US military also expres-sed its disinclination to use kinetic kill ASATs that tend to create large clouds of space debris.
**NEG**
N/U- Airpower
Airpower high now
Mueller, ’10 (Karl, senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation specializing in military and national security, “Air Power”, RAND Corporation, http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/reprints/2010/RAND_RP1412.pdf, LH) 
For some 65 years the United States has been the world’s leading aerial power, and today its preeminence is in many respects greater than ever following two decades of  Russian air power decline and dramatic contractions in military investment by many  Western states, most of which anticipate conducting high-intensity air campaigns only as  part of a US-led coalition (Posen 2003; see also Seversky 1942). This is not merely, and  arguably not even primarily, due to the quantity and quality of the US armed forces’  combat aircraft and aircrew, but is also  a function of years of massive, unrivaled US  investment in “enabling” capabilities including airlift, aerial refueling, command and  control, intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR), communications, and basing that make possible the sustained generation and coordination of large numbers of sorties,  often over long ranges and far from the United States itself (Lambeth 2000). 
Impact Defense- Airpower
Airpower limited- constrained by weather, opponents
Mueller, ’10 (Karl, senior political scientist at the RAND Corporation specializing in military and national security, “Air Power”, RAND Corporation, http://www.rand.org/content/dam/rand/pubs/reprints/2010/RAND_RP1412.pdf, LH) 
The first is the ability of air power to bypass the enemy’s army and navy, and terrain that would impede or prevent the movement of land or naval forces. This not only gives air power unique ability to act across a wide area, but also allows it to strike at targets deep in hostile territory without first achieving success on the surface battlefield.  It is easy to overstate the extent of this freedom of action, and air power advocates have often done so. Weather and darkness, the “terrain” of the atmosphere, constrain air operations even today, although these limits have eroded dramatically over the years.  Moreover, although aircraft can fly above armies, penetrating enemy air defenses has  almost never been a simple matter except when facing grossly inferior opponents – hence  the preeminent importance airmen tend to place on achieving air superiority as a  precondition for military operations. Yet there are important differences between air and land warfare in this respect: although it is not true that “the bomber will always get through,” it is usually the case that some bombers will do so, if they are willing to suffer losses. Even effective air defenses tend to be permeable compared to front lines on conventional land battlefields, where successful attacks usually result either in driving the enemy back en masse or shattering them. 
Impact Defense- North Korea
North Korea threatens nuclear response even in the face of United States hard power

Associated Press 10 (Associated Press Newser, N. Korea to US, South Korea: We'll Nuke You, July 24th 2011, http://www.newser.com/story/96357/n-korea-to-us-south-korea-well-nuke-you.html EL)

North Korea is following up on yesterday's threat of a "physical response" to US-South Korean military drills, today promising "powerful nuclear deterrence" and a "retaliatory sacred war" in the face of what it calls an "unpardonable" provocation. North Korea routinely threatens war when South Korea and the US hold joint exercises, which the US has scheduled to start tomorrow as a message to Pyongyang to stop its "aggressive" behavior.  South Korea's Defense Ministry said no unusual North Korean military movements were detected, but the North remains adamant that it stands wrongly accused in the March sinking of the South's warship Cheonan. The nuclear-powered USS George Washington supercarrier is already docked in the southern port of Busan, and the US keeps 28,500 troops in South Korea to deter against aggression. The military drills are to set to run through Wednesday, with about 8,000 US and South Korean troops on some 20 ships and submarines carrying out exercises. 

Impact Defense- North Korea
Heg makes military aggression inevitable

Layne 6 (Christopher Layner, Associate Professor at the Bush School of Government and Public Service, Texas A&M University “The Peace of Illusions”, 2006, http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=baGI7O3wd5kC&oi=fnd&pg=PP13&dq=%22the+peace+of+illusions%22+layne&ots=SjpYgdKsbg&sig=YghXnPq7x3ga9NeTtWyL18-H-6E#v=onepage&q&f=false EL) 
There is another road to U.S. overextension: the United States could succumb-and, arguably, has-to the "hegemon's temptation." The hegemon's temptation is caused by the imbalance of power in its favor. Conscious both of its overwhelming military superiority and of the fact that no other great powers are capable of restraining its ambitions, a hegemon easily is lured into overexpansion. When it comes to hard power, hegemons have it, and seldom can resist flaunting it-especially when the costs and risks of doing so appear to be low.72 Thus, we should expect a unipolar hegemon to initiate many wars and to use its military power promiscuously. From this perspective, it is not surprising that since the cold war the United States has-in addition to Afghanistan and Iraq-intervened in such peripheral places as Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, and Kosovo while simultaneously extending its military reach into Central Asia, the Caucasus region, and East Central Europe (all areas never previously viewed as ones where the United States had important interests). The very nature of hegemonic power predisposes dominant powers to overexpand in order to maintain their leading position in the international system. As Gilpin observes, a hegemon earns its prestige-others' perceptions of the efficacy of its hard power capabilities-by using military power successfully to impose its will on others. When a hegemon wields its military power conspicuously, others are put on notice that the prudent course of action is to accommodate its dominance rather than challenging it. In effect, hegemons believe that the frequent use of force has a potent deterrent, or dissuasive, effect on other states. Clearly, U.S. policymakers believe this to be the case. Thus, after extolling the displays of America's military virtuosity in Afghanistan and Iraq, Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld declared that those wars should be a warning to other states: "If you put yourself in the shoes of a country that might decide they'd like to make mischief, they have a very recent, vivid example of the fact that the United States has the ability to deal withthis."74 There is, of course, a paradox to the hegemon's temptation: overexpansion leads to "imperial overstretch" and counterhegemonic balancing-the combined effect of which is hegemonic decline. Strategically, hegemons usually end up biting off more than they can chew.

Impact Defense- Hegemony
Hard power erodes checks on the exercise of American hegemony, causing adventurism and destroying soft power 

Fukuyama 7 (Francis Fukuyama, dean of the School of Advanced International Studies at Johns Hopkins University and repentant neo-conservative, “A Self-Defeating Hegemony,” 2007, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/10/a_selfdefeating_hegemony.html, EL)  

The second important miscalculation concerned the likely global reaction to America's exercise of its hegemonic power. Many people within the Bush administration believed that even without approval by the UN security council or Nato, American power would be legitimised by its successful use. This had been the pattern for many US initiatives during the cold war, and in the Balkans during the 1990s; back then, it was known as "leadership" rather than "unilateralism". But, by the time of the Iraq war, conditions had changed: the US had grown so powerful relative to the rest of the world that the lack of reciprocity became an intense source of irritation even to America's closest allies. The structural anti-Americanism arising from the global distribution of power was evident well before the Iraq war, in the opposition to American-led globalisation during the Clinton years. But it was exacerbated by the Bush administration's "in-your-face" disregard for a variety of international institutions as soon it came into office - a pattern that continued through the onset of the Iraq war. America's third mistake was to overestimate how effective conventional military power would be in dealing with the weak states and networked transnational organisations that characterise international politics, at least in the broader Middle East. It is worth pondering why a country with more military power than any other in human history, and that spends as much on its military as virtually the rest of the world combined, cannot bring security to a small country of 24 million people after more than three years of occupation. At least part of the problem is that it is dealing with complex social forces that are not organised into centralised hierarchies that can enforce rules, and thus be deterred, coerced, or otherwise manipulated through conventional power. Israel made a similar mistake in thinking that it could use its enormous margin of conventional military power to destroy Hizbullah in last summer's Lebanon war. Both Israel and the US are nostalgic for a 20th century world of nation-states, which is understandable, since that is the world to which the kind of conventional power they possess is best suited. But nostalgia has led both states to misinterpret the challenges they now face, whether by linking al-Qaida to Saddam Hussein's Iraq, or Hizbullah to Iran and Syria. This linkage does exist in the case of Hizbullah, but the networked actors have their own social roots and are not simply pawns used by regional powers. This is why the exercise of conventional power has become frustrating. Finally, the Bush administration's use of power has lacked not only a compelling strategy or doctrine, but also simple competence. In Iraq alone, the administration misestimated the threat of WMD, failed to plan adequately for the occupation, and then proved unable to adjust quickly when things went wrong. To this day, it has dropped the ball on very straightforward operational issues in Iraq, such as funding democracy promotion efforts. Incompetence in implementation has strategic consequences. Many of the voices that called for, and then bungled, military intervention in Iraq are now calling for war with Iran. Why should the rest of the world think that conflict with a larger and more resolute enemy would be handled any more capably? But the fundamental problem remains the lopsided distribution of power in the international system. Any country in the same position as the US, even a democracy, would be tempted to exercise its hegemonic power with less and less restraint. America's founding fathers were motivated by a similar belief that unchecked power, even when democratically legitimated, could be dangerous, which is why they created a constitutional system of internally separated powers to limit the executive. Such a system does not exist on a global scale today, which may explain how America got into such trouble. A smoother international distribution of power, even in a global system that is less than fully democratic, would pose fewer temptations to abandon the prudent exercise of power.

Impact Defense- Protectionism

Protectionism impossible—laws, free trade, other countries, people, and recent developments prove 

Ikenson 09 (Daniel J. Ikenson, associate director of Cato's Herbert A. Stiefel Center for Trade Policy Studies. Individual liberty, free markets, and peace, CATO institute. 3/12/09, NP, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=10651 DM)

Although some governments will dabble in some degree of protectionism, the combination of a sturdy rules-based system of trade and the economic self interest in being open to participation in the global economy will limit the risk of a protectionist pandemic. According to recent estimates from the International Food Policy Research Institute, if all WTO members were to raise all of their applied tariffs to the maximum bound rates, the average global rate of duty would double and the value of global trade would decline by 7.7 percent over five years.8 That would be a substantial decline relative to the 5.5 percent annual rate of trade growth experienced this decade.9 But, to put that 7.7 percent decline in historical perspective, the value of global trade declined by 66 percent between 1929 and 1934, a period mostly in the wake of Smoot Hawley's passage in 1930.10 So the potential downside today from what Bergsten calls "legal protectionism" is actually not that "massive," even if all WTO members raised all of their tariffs to the highest permissible rates. If most developing countries raised their tariffs to their bound rates, there would be an adverse impact on the countries that raise barriers and on their most important trade partners. But most developing countries that have room to backslide (i.e., not China) are not major importers, and thus the impact on global trade flows would not be that significant. OECD countries and China account for the top two thirds of global import value.11 Backsliding from India, Indonesia, and Argentina (who collectively account for 2.4 percent of global imports) is not going to be the spark that ignites a global trade war. Nevertheless, governments are keenly aware of the events that transpired in the 1930s, and have made various pledges to avoid protectionist measures in combating the current economic situation. In the United States, after President Obama publicly registered his concern that the "Buy American" provision in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act might be perceived as protectionist or could incite a trade war, Congress agreed to revise the legislation to stipulate that the Buy American provision "be applied in a manner consistent with United States obligations under international agreements." In early February, China's vice commerce minister, Jiang Zengwei, announced that China would not include "Buy China" provisions in its own $586 billion stimulus bill.12 But even more promising than pledges to avoid trade provocations are actions taken to reduce existing trade barriers. In an effort to "reduce business operating costs, attract and retain foreign investment, raise business productivity, and provide consumers a greater variety and better quality of goods and services at competitive prices," the Mexican government initiated a plan in January to unilaterally reduce tariffs on about 70 percent of the items on its tariff schedule. Those 8,000 items, comprising 20 different industrial sectors, accounted for about half of all Mexican import value in 2007. When the final phase of the plan is implemented on January 1, 2013, the average industrial tariff rate in Mexico will have fallen from 10.4 percent to 4.3 percent.13 And Mexico is not alone. In February, the Brazilian government suspended tariffs entirely on some capital goods imports and reduced to 2 percent duties on a wide variety of machinery and other capital equipment, and on communications and information technology products.14 That decision came on the heels of late-January decision in Brazil to scrap plans for an import licensing program that would have affected 60 percent of the county's imports.15 Meanwhile, on February 27, a new free trade agreement was signed between Australia, New Zealand, and the 10 member countries of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations to reduce and ultimately eliminate tariffs on 96 percent of all goods by 2020. While the media and members of the trade policy community fixate on how various protectionist measures around the world might foreshadow a plunge into the abyss, there is plenty of evidence that governments remain interested in removing barriers to trade. Despite the occasional temptation to indulge discredited policies, there is a growing body of institutional knowledge that when people are free to engage in commerce with one another as they choose, regardless of the nationality or location of the other parties, they can leverage that freedom to accomplish economic outcomes far more impressive than when governments attempt to limit choices through policy constraints. 
Impact Defense- Protectionism
Protectionism won’t happen—global economy conditions, exaggerated fears, emerging countries won’t be highly affected and financial leverage 

Anderson 9 (Jonathan Anderson, head of Asia-Pacific Economics for UBS. Economist: Reality Check for Prophets of Protectionism , UBS. 8/17/09, NP, http://english.caijing.com.cn/2009-08-17/110225722.html DM) 
Anxiety over protectionism may be groundless, as a downturn in wealthy countries today does not mirror the 1930s calamity. One of the greatest fears among investors today is that the global economy will be affected by the return of protectionism. Many remember the 1930s as a disastrous time for trade. Not only did rich countries sink in the Great Depression, but they gradually closed doors to global trade and capital flow, starting with the passage of the infamous Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act in the United States in 1930. International trade spiraled down. It's been estimated that total global trade volume fell by nearly two-thirds between 1929 and 1933, dealing a crushing blow to growth and development hopes around the world. Now, here we are again, at the beginning of what some commentators call the "Great Depression II." And according to the World Trade Organization, we are seeing a sharp uptick in protectionist measures around the world. Are we risking another wave of trade destruction that closes the world's doors? And could a new wave crush China and the rest of the emerging world? The short answer is no. We do not worry much about the protectionism issue. We think these fears are vastly overstated for four reasons. First, conditions in the global economy are not that bad. If we look back at the Great Depression in the 1930s, we find the United States economy contracted nearly 30 percent in real terms, and more than a quarter of the entire workforce was unemployed. Up to one-third of the economy simply disappeared. In many European economies, the impact was greater still.   How do things look today? At last count, the United States, euro zone countries, and Japan had seen a cumulative GDP contraction of 6 percent or so, with average unemployment nearing 9 percent. And this is probably as bad as it will get; the world economy is now expected to stabilize and recover in the second half of 2009. Of course, the recovery may be extremely weak. But even if developed countries don't grow at all over the next 18 months, the situation still compares favorably with the events of 75 years ago. In other words, there's just no reason to look for the same kind of protectionist reaction today. We should add that we're not seeing it. The WTO has reported a sharp increase in various protectionist actions, claims and cases, but the overall economic impact of these measures is still small by any standard. This is likely to be the worst it will get. Second, the effects of "plain vanilla" protectionism are highly exaggerated. Although Smoot-Hawley passed in 1930, raising tariffs on thousands of products, most economists agree the real attack on global trade didn't come until the breakup of the international monetary and exchange rate arrangements in 1931, and a corresponding collapse of global finance. Of course, many pundits now worry about the fall of the U.S. dollar as a global invoicing and reserve currency, and that this could have a similarly negative impact on trade and financing. However, we should stress that as bad as the U.S. economy looks at present, it's still the best thing we have. The European Union is beset by crushing regional disparities and political pressures, with significant basket cases hiding inside its borders. Japan simply doesn't have the necessary dynamism or commitment to globalization. And as far as fiscal balance sheets are concerned, all three major regions have equally significant problems. The United States stands alone in terms of how fast the Federal Reserve has expanded its monetary balance sheet, raising specific concerns about U.S. inflation and its impact on the dollar. But as one can see by looking at U.S. economic data, we are still falling into a deflation cycle for the time being, with nary a hint of inflationary pressure yet. We fully expect the Fed to be able to rein in the monetary expansion quickly if these pressures arise. We should add that, although it's fashionable to look at China and the yuan as a rising competitor to the dollar, this is simply not a realistic theme for the next 10 years – and perhaps for much longer. China doesn't have an open capital account, which means there is little opportunity or interest in holding the yuan as a serious asset. If anything, the impact of the current global crisis is likely to convince mainland authorities to be slow in opening their borders. China also doesn't have the kind of deep, domestic financial markets required of a global reserve currency; the bond market in particular is still in its infancy. As a result, it will be a long time indeed before the yuan starts playing a real role on the global stage. Third, even if we do see an unexpected wave of protectionism, emerging countries have less to lose than the developed world. Let's start by asking this question: When we talk about "protectionism," what exactly are we trying to protect? The answer is, of course, domestic workers and domestic jobs. In what areas do the labor forces of the United States, Europe and Japan work? The vast majority are in services and construction, sectors that don't compete much directly on the international arena. Only 10 to 15 percent are manufacturing jobs, and these are mostly in capital intensive, high-tech industries such as autos, precision machinery and high-end electronics. By contrast, manufactured goods that China and other emerging markets sell – toys, textiles, running shoes, sporting goods, light electronics, etc. – are barely made at all in the G3 countries. Rich countries outsourced most of these low-end, labor-intensive jobs a long time ago. A related point holds for commodities and raw materials, which make up much of the rest of the exports from the low-income world. All three major, developed regions are heavily dependent on imported resources, and this is unlikely to change in the foreseeable 
(Card continued, no text removed)

future. The bottom line here is that even if we do get a big wave of protectionism in developed countries, it unlikely to be aimed specifically at low-end goods from the developed world. Rather, it makes more sense to protect the auto industry along with high-end equipment and chemical manufacturers. Moreover, any tariffs and barriers placed on toys and textiles are much more likely to raise consumer prices than crush volumes, given the absence of competitive domestic industries that could take advantage of 
protection to grab local market shares. The final point concerns financial leverage. There has never been a time in recent global economic history when the developed world was so dependent on low-income countries for financial resources. For the first time, the emerging world is a net financial creditor. Given the rapid expansion of public debts, the major developed countries are extremely interested in seeing China and other low-income countries continue to buy U.S. Treasuries, Japanese Government Bonds and various European debt instruments. The impact of a big, potential pullout from global bond markets actually could be much more negative than positive in terms of protecting domestic industries. So emerging markets now are in a much better bargaining position than at any time in the past. Protectionist fears are likely to continue to bother investors over the next year or two, and perhaps longer. But we don't think the real situation supports these fears    

Impact Defense- Protectionism

Protectionism inevitable 

Business Insider 10 (The Present: On the Brink of Disaster, Business Insider. 12/29/10, NP, http://www.businessinsider.com/the-present-on-the-brink-of-disaster-2010-12DM)

The United States is the world’s largest economy, comprising more than 20% of global GDP. Unemployment there is nearly 10%. The US economy is no longer viable because wage rates in the US manufacturing sector are 40 times higher than wage rates in the developing world. There is no sign that either political party has a strategy that could reverse the country’s rapid economic decline. A protectionist backlash against free trade appears increasingly inevitable.
Impact Defense- Protectionism

Protectionism inevitable—China and the U.S. will keep putting up trade barriers and the EU along with developing countries will follow 

Rachman 11 (Gideon Rachman is author of a new book on the politics of globalisation. Is globalisation on the retreat in 2011?, Financial Times. 1/311, Pages 1-2, http://relooney.info/0_New_9429.pdf DM) 

The re-regulation of capital movements is also moving up the international agenda, amid talk of a “global currency war”. As all the world’s major powers seek to export their way out of economic trouble, so tensions have grown. America complains that China is deliberately undervaluing its currency to maintain a vast trade surplus that is contributing to US unemployment. The Chinese retort that the US is printing money in an effort to drive down the dollar. Questions about the future of the euro have raised the spectre that capital controls might one day have to be reimposed within Europe, as part of a managed effort to break up the single currency. On a more minor, but practical level, some emerging markets – most notably Brazil – imposed controls on inflows of “hot money” last year, to prevent their currencies being boosted to hopelessly uncompetitive levels. Since a new global compact on currencies is unlikely in 2011, this trend is likely to gather momentum. The most watched development, of course, is the threat of trade protectionism. Free-traders could get something to cheer in 2011, with the passage of a US-South Korean trade agreement. But the most important trading relationship in the world is that between the US and China – the world’s two largest economies – and here the auguries are much less promising. Last September, the House of Representatives passed a bill that would allow US companies to petition for duties to be imposed on Chinese goods, in retaliation for China’s currency policy. The bill may not make it into law this year. But whatever the fate of particular pieces of legislation, the overall conditions for a growth in protectionist sentiment are liable to strengthen during the course of 2011. The Chinese show little sign of making the concessions on currency that would change American minds. US unemployment remains stubbornly high. And protectionism as an economists increasingly argue that tariffs can be a justified response to “mercantilist” policies, such as those China is accused of. 

Impact Defense- Protectionism

Protectionism inevitable—xenophobia

Wadhwa 09 (Vivek Wadhwa, Senior research associate at Harvard Law School, and director of research at the Center for Entrepreneurship and Research Commercialization at Duke University. America's Perilous Anti-Immigrant Protectionism , Bloomsberg businessweek. 4/15/09, NP, http://www.businessweek.com/technology/content/apr2009/tc20090415_771803.htm DM) 
The xenophobia reflected by these attacks and recent public discourse is a dangerous indication of a political climate and attitude shift that threaten our economy. The U.S. is sliding toward a new kind of protectionism, one that seeks to preserve knowledge-worker jobs by shutting out skilled immigrants. This protectionism could be every bit as devastating to the U.S. as the Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act, which boosted tariffs to record levels, sparked a trade war, and ravaged world trade during the Great Depression. In the knowledge economy, production of intellectual property is the highest-valued good, helping create great jobs and strong growth. Erecting immigration barriers, political or cultural, to protect knowledge workers is nothing more than IP Protectionism, a modern-day version of Smoot-Hawley. 

	

	


Impact Defense- Manufacturing

Civil Aerospace industry key- Boosts jobs, bigger economic force

AIA 11 (Aerospace Industries Association, published 2011, “The U.S. civil aviation industry plays a vital role in the health of the world’s economy.” http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/ip_civil_2011.pdf)

The most recent data show that the sale of goods and services tied directly or indirectly to civil aviation constituted $1.3 trillion, or about 5.6 percent of the nation’s total gross domestic product in 2009. Our industry sustains nearly 12 million jobs. The U.S. civil aviation manufacturing industry remains the single largest contributor to the nation’s balance of trade, exporting $70.5 billion and importing $22.2 billion in relevant products in 2009. The global recession of the past few years has reduced demand for leisure and business travel and the shipment of just-in-time goods. Many of our nation’s aging aviation infrastructure limitations have been masked by the economic slowdown. Delays are down; aircraft CO2 emissions are 10 percent below 2005 levels. Yet, our World War II-era air traffic control system will not be able to handle demand when it returns. Unless we invest in sorely needed transformational aviation infrastructure now, civil aviation-generated economic growth will be stunted and the economic cost of system delay will likely eclipse $40 billion annually by 2012. BACKGROUND FAA has already invested over $3 billion in the Next Generation Air Transportation System and plans to spend up to $20 billion more. The contract to install ADS-B ground stations throughout the country is on time and on budget and should be completed by 2013. The economic and environmental benefits forecast to the civil aviation industry once NextGen is fully implemented are impressive. Routing and delay-reducing efficiencies will save billions of dollars annually and save more than a billion gallons of fuel. Those conservative estimates will provide an economic return on government investment in less than three years and will be the environmental equivalent of removing 2.2 million cars off the road. The aviation industry has committed to 1.5 percent per year fuel efficiency gains annually, carbon neutral growth from 2020 and halving aviation’s net CO2 emissions by 2050 compared to 2005. Estimates show that a $6 billion investment in NextGenrequired avionics equipment would have generated more than 156,000 direct and indirect jobs and would have kick-started the benefits described above in three years instead of 15. One of the biggest impediments to FAA’s and industry’s ability to have real long-term confidence in the country’s commitment to implement NextGen expeditiously is that our National Airspace System has been operating without an updated program and funding authority (a FAA Reauthorization Bill) for nearly four years. This unprecedented delay in modernizing the statutes that govern the oversight and operation of largest aviation authority in the world has had numerous deleterious effects. Programs have no long-term financial footing. 
Impact Defense- Aerospace Industry

ORS can’t save the aerospace industry- Budget cuts destroy industry

AIA 11 (Aerospace Industries Association, published 2011, “Ill-considered cuts to aerospace and defense programs could negatively affect our security and economic well-being”, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/ip_budget_2011.pdf)

The aerospace and defense industry employs more than 800,000 people across the country, supporting over two million middle class jobs and 30,000 suppliers from all 50 states. Sixty percent of aerospace sales are made by federal investment. While the nation faces a serious fiscal crisis and ballooning deficit, it is important that ill-considered cuts aren’t made to programs that affect our national security, aviation infrastructure, space leadership, technological innovation and economy. BACKGROUND The environment surrounding federal budgets in general has changed dramatically with the outcome of the 2010 elections and growing national concerns with federal spending. The midterm elections demonstrate that fiscal constraint is on the minds of the American electorate and the majority of successful candidates ran on a platform of limiting federal spending and control. The administration’s renewed focus is on bolstering the economy and while uncertainty faces all business, defense spending – as the largest portion of the discretionary budget – is at risk. Unconsidered cuts to the defense budget could harm our industrial base and the industry’s ability to provide the best technology to our troops. Other vital areas of the aerospace industry that depend on federal funding that could be threatened include development of the Next Generation Air Transportation System and our nation’s space program. Both employ thousands of workers and provide significant benefits to our economy, technological innovation and the nation’s standing as a global leader. As we move forward to ensure our future fiscal health, we need to remind the administration and members of Congress:  The United States needs a strong defense that requires the best equipment and the best technology.  Behind the best equipment in the world is a strong industrial base and a robust defense budget.  A strong military industrial base demands a defense budget equal to four percent of GDP of which 35 percent is devoted to procurement and research and development. Military capability depends on having programs that require companies to design, build and support defense specific technologies. The budget must contain new and ongoing programs in sufficient number and frequency to sustain unique and perishable skills.  Aerospace and defense is a bedrock industry that is vital to national security, our aviation infrastructure, space leadership and technological innovation.  Accelerating and funding $6.4 billion for NextGen equipage is estimated to produce nearly 154,000 jobs. Investment in space has yielded exciting discoveries, invaluable technologies and knowledge of the universe. The aerospace and defense industry employs more than 800,000 people, supporting over two million middle class jobs and 30,000 suppliers from all 50 states.  Economic benefits from aerospace include a $56 billion positive trade balance fueled by $81 billion in exports. 
Free Trade Case Turn (1/2)

Non-Unique-Protectionism now

Bauer 7/10 (Fred, “Free Trade Isn’t A Cure-All”, 7/10/11, http://www.frumforum.com/free-trade-isnt-a-cure-all, KR)
We do not live in an era of free trade (or: cheap imports do not equal free trade.) Some of those who criticize the reigning trade hegemony counterpose “fair trade” to the dominant “free trade.” This criticism is mis-aimed. We may not have “fair trade,” but we certainly don’t have “free trade,” either. The current global trade order is not free trade but actually a species of neo-mercantilism. Many developed nations have opened up their economies to an influx of goods from poorer, often autocratic, mercantilist countries. Most importantly for the case of “free trade,” there is often a great disparity in openness between trading partners. These disparities are especially stark for the United States. U.S. policymakers have in a variety of ways unilaterally opened up the American market while allowing other countries to stack the deck against U.S.0 businesses and workers. We are told that this flood of imports is “free trade” when, in fact, numerous barriers are put up against American products. Consider our relationship with the People’s Republic of China, our second-largest trading partner. It would be a stretch to declare that this relationship is “free trade.” The PRC manipulates its currency as a de facto tariff against U.S. goods — and piles further outright tariffs on US goods. The price of entry into the Chinese market is often, in part, a joint-venture agreement, in which a foreign company provides intellectual property and other advanced technologies while local Chinese contacts supply workers and land for factories. 

Free Trade Case Turn (2/2)

Turn-Free trade causes manufacturing collapse

Tonelson 3 (Alan, Research Fellow at the U.S. Business and Industry Council Educational Foundation, “Halting American Manufacturing's Decline Requires Changing US Trade Policy”, 8/14/03, http://americaneconomicalert.org/view_art_print.asp?Prod_ID=873, KR)
In fact, the manufacturing crisis will never be overcome until decision-makers recognize a big root cause: the NAFTA-style trade agreements of the past decade that are actually designed to send manufacturing capacity and jobs overseas.   Some U.S. leaders, like Fed Chairman Alan Greenspan, still insist that America can safely lose most of its industry while changing into a service-based economy. But after a three-year manufacturing slump that’s cost 2.7 million jobs, officials accountable to the public are much less blase.  “The President and I understand that recovery in the U.S. manufacturing sector is crucial for sustained, robust economic growth and rising living standards for all Americans,” Commerce Secretary Don Evans said in March. The administration even assigned Under Secretary of Commerce for International Trade Grant Aldonas to study the state of American manufacturing and recommend some fixes by “the end of the summer.”  Congress is stirring as well. For example, Reps. Don Manzullo (R-Ill.) and Tim Ryan (D-Ohio) have just organized a new Manufacturing Caucus in the House. The group claims 30 members, 12 other Congressmen sent staff to the first meeting and, according to Manufacturing and Technology News, organizers expect membership to reach 60-70 shortly.  The Caucus, which hopes to supplement the work of an already existing but generally quiet House Manufacturing Task Force, talks the talk on manufacturing so far. Complains Manzullo, “[N]ot enough of our political leaders understand the ramifications of losing our industrial base.” Foreign trade barriers, moreover, are on the list of issues to be tackled.  But few Caucus members have shown much appreciation of how recent free trade agreements have helped spark the manufacturing crisis. For example, 12 of the 23 voting members who were serving during the key fast track vote of December, 2001 supported the measure – which passed the House by a single vote. Among those approving a trade negotiating blank check for the president was Caucus co-chair Manzullo.   Further, Republican Phil English of Pennsylvania bears considerable blame for ensuring fast track’s success; he sponsored a resolution that pretended to commit the Bush administration to preserving U.S. trade laws. Michigan Democrat Sander Levin, another Caucus member, crafted the critical fig-leaf human rights compromise that enabled the White House and the outsourcing lobby win the final vote on Permanent Normal Trade and WTO membership for China. Indeed, attending the Caucus’ first meeting were representatives of the National Association of Manufacturers, whose multinational leaders have pushed so hard for so many job-destroying trade deals.  How have recent trade agreements and policies helped produce the manufacturing crisis? What’s vital to remember is that imports don’t just magically appear in U.S. markets, and that cheap labor doesn’t affect American workers through some immutable law of nature. Instead, such global business and economic policy trends influence U.S. industry and American workers mainly because American trade policy has (a) given foreign producers – whether U.S. or foreign-owned – such wide open access to American customers, and (b) done such a lousy job of opening foreign markets to U.S. products.  After all, the wage-depressing effects of soaring third world workforces and towering unemployment rates would matter little to the United States if Americans were not buying products made by these workforces. Similarly, hired thugs and secret police could keep third world labor costs down by repressing  workers all they wanted and the U.S. economy would barely notice –  if the governments and companies ultimately wielding the clubs couldn’t export from these countries to the United States.   In fact, little manufacturing investment would flow to low-wage, labor-repressing countries in the first place without trade agreements that guaranteed access to American customers. As the trade flows make clear, relatively few foreign businesses produce in the third world to serve third world customers. 

