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Aerospace Industry and Military leaders are not committed to ORS now

Neff 9 (Todd, science, health care, energy and environmental journalist and author, Short-Order Satellites, Defense News, 4/6/09, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=4025073, KR)

Still, the U.S. aerospace industry and some of its customers in the military have yet to embrace ORS, several officials said. The space industry fears failure and is prone to test space hardware exhaustively, said Anil Rao, a University of Florida aerospace engineering professor.  "They talk about modular design. They say they want to do modular design," he said. "But they're afraid, in the end, of modular design."  Rao said he questions the space industry and military space establishment's willingness to go through the growing pains to make ORS a reality. "If they were willing to go through them, 10 years from now we'd be better off. We would have a much more malleable space industry. But now, everybody's very rigid."  Getting hardware on the shelf will take cooperation from an aerospace industry still getting to know responsive space. Fred Doyle, a Ball Aerospace vice president and general manager of the company's national defense business unit, said Ball is working with the Air Force to develop a flexible satellite platform designed to launch on various rockets with diverse payloads. But, he said, "We're primarily still trying to understand their true role and responsibilities, mission, priorities and funding." 

And – status quo funding is just lip service – won’t result in ORS capabilities

Johnson-Freese, 2009 (Joan, faculty of the Naval War College focusing on space programs and policies, “Heavenly Ambitions”, University of Pennsylvania Press, http://books.google.com/books/about/Heavenly_ambitions.html?hl=sl&id=O3UCySR-_ZcC, LH)

Everett also argues for reexamining our national space architecture, including acquisition programs that lead to cost overruns and schedule delays, and developing operationally responsive space (ORS) capabilities in order to reconstitute assets quickly when needed. While inertia and vested interests have always inhibited the former and resources the latter, it is difficult to argue with the logic of either. The Pentagon established an ORS office at the Kirtland Air Force Base in New Mexico but it has been consistently underfunded. Further, in 2008 the Pentagon announced it was slashing the already spartan ORS budget to build a next-generation missile warning system. Space system versatility and redundancy are given lip service, but the funding needed to actually develop the capabilities is sacrificed for more near-term programs.
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Thus the plan – 
The United States federal government should substantially increase its funding for the deployment of operationally responsive space capabilities.
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Fully funding and supporting ORS key to US space dominance –
Sayers 11-7-2008 (Eric, “Congress Must Save Vital ‘Responsive Space’ Program”, The Heritage Foundation, http://blog.heritage.org/2008/11/07/congress-must-save-vital-responsive-space-program/)
A recent article I wrote for Armed Forces Journal discusses the Pentagon’s efforts to maintain space dominance amid the challenges of emerging peer competitors. The Pentagon’s Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) office stands at the forefront of an effort to revolutionize the way the U.S. builds and deploys satellites. However, only one year after the ORS office was stood up, defense officials are threatening to slash the budget by $297 million dollars between fiscal 2011 and fiscal 2014, essentially grinding the program to a halt. With the unprecedented modernization of China’s military, specifically in advanced anti-satellite technology (ASAT), America is in serious jeopardy of losing its freedom of access in space. Because of the heavy dependence of the U.S. military on satellites, the People’s Liberation Army has sought to exploit this “Achilles’ heel” by developing a broad array of anti-satellite technologies, including direct-ascent weapons like the one used in China’s January 2007 ASAT test. Following the test, Sen. Jon Kyl (R-AZ) spoke at The Heritage Foundation on the need for ORS: The U.S. needs to ensure that our military has access to operationally responsive space. In a world where our space assets are likely to be threatened, operationally responsive space capabilities will allow us to quickly and affordably replace assets lost to anti-satellite attacks. The ORS program should be allowed to continue its critical role supporting U.S. national security space assets. Congress must ensure the program office has the resources it requires. Continuing to fund the development and deployment of ORS capabilities is vital to ensuring the advantages the military procures from space are reinforced and enhanced amid peer competitors’ rapidly advancing technological modernization programs. 

We solve space control – ORS is key

Sheridan 10 (John Sheridan, lieutenant general, commander of the Space and Missile Systems Center and program executive officer (Space), deputy director of the National Reconnaissance Office, Air Force Space Command High Frontier, Volume 6, Number 3, May 2010, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA521878&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, YS)

For ORS to work, we need to focus on operational capabilities, not single experiments.  Going forward, an end-to-end series of ORS capabilities should be factored into the overall space architecture and assigned resources based on mission importance and user needs.  Further, we will need to focus on effective mission assurance and proper resourcing during acquisition and operations to ensure we meet ORS needs with minimal risk … not zero risk! ORS has a unique niche to fill in an overall national security space strategy.  It is dependent on the right solutions for warfighter requirements in the most efficient manner, whether leasing more commercial communications or fast development of dedicated space missions. Transition to a full ORS capability will require commitment to this revolutionary shift by both government and industry players. Our “small space” efforts helped us reach our dominant position in national security space. The path to ORS we choose today will figure prominently in the US space posture of the future.
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Advantage One: Hegemony

Multiple threats to US Space assets now – only deterrence solves

MacDonald 08 (Bruce W. MacDonald, Senior Director of the Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program with the USIP Center for Conflict Analysis and Prevention, served as senior director of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the US, China, Space Weapons and U.S. Security, Council Special Report No. 38, September 2008, http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=o0GkabrNftIC&oi=fnd&pg=PP2&dq=defensive+space+weapons&ots=OTkmlH1rBW&sig=9u5wh9QaeAWplSd9Q6Pc9lTgo5g#v=onepage&q=defensive%20space%20weapons&f=false, YS)

While China represents the most prominent challenge to U.S. space assets, it is not the only one. Russia and others are taking another look at space to counter U.S. military capability, and friendly countries such as India are reexamining space’s role in this new era, in at least partial response to China’s 2007 test. India’s army chief of staff has stated that “the Chinese space program is expanding at an exponentially rapid pace in both offensive and defensive content,” and another Indian general has observed that “with time we will get sucked into a military race to protect our space assets and inevitably there will be a military contest in space.” Such actions could possibly trigger responses from other regional adversaries as well. The strategic landscape of this new space era is largely unexplored and poorly understood. Nonetheless, certain objectives are clearly in the interest of the United States. The risks inherent in space conflict where vital U.S. interests are at stake, suggest that preventing space conflict should be a major U.S. security objective, and that all instruments of U.S. power, not just military measures, should be drawn upon to this end. The United States needs to deter others from attacking its space capabilities and bolster an international space regime that reinforces deterrence, the absence of conflict in space, and the preservation of space as an environment open to all. Such a regime would allow the United States to continue reaping the critical information and service benefits that U.S. military space assets provide. To achieve this, the United States needs vigorous diplomatic initiatives as well as defense programs and strategy. Such a stable space regime would seek to: focus U.S. policies on stability, deterrence, escalation control, and transparency; create incentives that encourage nations to avoid actions that are inherently destabilizing and cannot be reversed; construct a military space architecture on the basis of an in-depth, layered defense in order to ensure the availability of vital space services; reduce incentives to and the ability of adversaries to target space capabilities; foster uncertainty with respect to the consequences of such an adversarial action; increase warning time to enable both strategic- and operational-level actions; facilitate agreements and understand that would constrain the most destabilizing dimensions of space competition and provide ground rules for normal space operations; and maintain ongoing dialogue among U.S., Chinese, and other military and policy experts to promote greater understanding and reduce chances for misunderstanding and miscalculation.
ORS key to rapid reconstitution of space assets – deters attacks and solves accidents

Flores 07 (Peter, Major in the USAF, “UNTAPPED POTENTIAL: THE INFLUENCE

OF INTERNATIONAL REGIMES AND ORGANIZATIONAL

CULTURE ON THE NEAR-SPACE CONCEPT”, June, pdf, JK) 

Today, space activities are constrained by a lack of operational flexibility and responsiveness, high costs, and a limited on-orbit maneuver capability. Current launch systems require months of preparation time. As a consequence, the DoD [Department of Defense] was unable to orbit any new payloads in time to effect the outcome of Desert Storm. At about $10,000/lb to low-earth orbit, high launch costs substantially limit the number of payloads we can afford to put into space. Current systems also lack substantial maneuver capability, which limits our ability to conduct military operations in space… A single satellite failure, natural or induced, may significantly degrade or entirely eliminate critical force enhancement (e.g., warning, reconnaissance, communications, weather, navigation) to a wide range of users…The time required to replace these capabilities is currently measured in months or years. [Operationally Responsive Spacelift] systems are essential for reducing the time required to augment or reconstitute these vital space-based capabilities from months to days or, in a best case, hours.18
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Any attack or accident would destroy power projection and global leadership

Farfour and Yee 08 (George R. Farfour and Kenneth E. Yee, commander, 595th Operations Support Squadron, 595th Space Group, Space Innovation and Development Center, at Schriever AFB in Colorado and  a National Defense Intelligence College and operations officer, 595th Operations Support Squadron, 595th Space Group, Space Innovation and Development Center at Schriever AFB in Colorado. No Space Capabilities—No Joint Fight, High Frontier Volume 4 Number. February 2008. Pages 38-39. http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-080226-050.pdf DM)

Taken together, a coordinated assault on ground and space based assets could not only negate, but even reverse our superiority in space. Air Force Space Command Commander  General C. Robert Kehler has observed, the capabilities of  our space forces, when combined with air and cyberspace is  not simple addition, for example, 1 + 1 = 2.  It is more like  1 + 1 + 1 = 1,000.  Likewise, the loss of space from the equation  is not a simple subtraction. Loss of even some of our space forces would have an exponential impact on air and cyberspace  capabilities.  Michael J. Coumatos and his fellow authors outline just such a scenario and rather realistically chronicle its impact in their book, Space Wars: The First Six Hours of World War III.  And likewise portraying how we might overcome such an attack, their work serves as an extremely useful guide to illustrate just how hobbled our armed forces and commercial sectors might become in the event of such an attack. The most obvious deficit would be the loss of the GPS timing and navigation signal.  GPS-guided and -aided munitions would revert to their previous “dumb bomb” status.  Without  the precision offered by GPS, weapons would become much  more inaccurate, and collateral damage would increase exponentially from Air Force and Navy bombs and even Army artillery.  Laser-guided munitions—technology from the 1960s—would become our most accurate weapon.  The loss of highly accurate global navigation would result in a negative ripple effect in the world economy of staggering proportions.  Navy  personnel would be forced to re-learn the sextant.  Aircrews traversing the great expanses of oceans we do daily with ease now would have to spend many more hours planning sorties with dead reckoning procedures from their manual flight planning calculators.  The commercial airline industry might be so severely limited it might never recover without significant government assistance.  Along with disabling other commercial  sector satellites, cell phones, blackberries, and pagers would cease to work dependably.  Global financial transactions would be severely limited, untold conveniences would die away, even for a time, like pay-at-the-pump credit transactions, a large sector of television transmission, and so forth.  The world would grow much larger. the offense and fall back to a largely blind, deaf, mute defense posture.  Our foreign policy could sink helplessly as the rest of the world watched the proverbial Gulliver fall and sleep.  The second and third order effects, many of which are unknown would take a tome to describe and it is quite likely that we would wake-up tied with a million lines. Militarily, the overall impact would result in power projection, global reach, and global dominance becoming interesting historical phrases—nothing more.  The worldwide impact would take months, perhaps years to realize and would make the terrorist attacks of 9/11 and their impacts look like a speed bump by comparison.

And, hegemonic decline leads to transition wars – the impact is extinction
Nye 90 (Joe,  Sultan of Oman Professor of International Relations and former Dean of the Kennedy School at Harvard and one of the most influential and respected contemporary IR scholars, pg 17) ET
Perceptions of change in the relative power of nations are of critical importance to understanding the relationship between decline and war.  One of the oldest generalizations about international politics attributes the onset of major wars to shifts in power among the leading nations.  Thus Thucydides accounted for the onset of the Peloponnesian War which destroyed the power of ancient Athens.  The history of the interstate system since 1500 is punctuated by severe wars in which one country struggled to surpass another as the leading state.  If as Robert Gilpin argues, international politics has not changed fundamentally over the millennia, “the implications for the future are bleak.  And if fears about shifting power precipitate a major war in a world with 50,000 nuclear weapons, history as we know it may end.
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Loss of American dominance creates multiple scenarios for nuclear war.

Kagan 07 (Robert, sr. associate@Carnegie Endowment for Peace “End of Dreams; Return of History,” 17 July 2007, Policy Review, No. 144, p. http://www.hoover.org/publications/policy-review/article/6136#n10, Accessed: 20 June 2011, JT) 

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

SPACE-X 04 (AMERICAN SPACE TRANSPORT COMPANY, “Inside the Pentagon”, http://www.spacex.com/media.php?page=31)

Experiments using TacSats could help the Air Force and other defense organizations involved with the program flesh out a new business model for designing, launching and operating space-based assets, called “Operationally Responsive Space.”. ORS focuses on providing joint military capabilities to satisfy the demands of operational and tactical-level commanders, Arthur Cebrowski, the Pentagon’s force transformation director, told lawmakers March 25 at a Senate Armed Services strategic forces subcommittee hearing. The model also entails developing new concepts and technology concurrently to allow for an “iterative advancement” in capabilities, which could produce changes more quickly, he said. Embracing ORS would allow the United States to maintain space superiority into the foreseeable future, with readily available, adaptable and expendable small satellites -- for a variety of purposes -- augmenting the more strategic capabilities offered by traditional large satellites, some defense officials say. Dominance in space is one of the keys to ensuring victory on the battlefield, according to this view.
Effective space deterrence solves global deterrence and stability 

Morgan 10 (Forrest E. Morgan, Senior Political Scientist at the RAND Corporation. Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space. 2010. Page 14-15 http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG916.pdf DM)

Although this assessment focuses specifically on space deterrence and first-strike stability in space, it is important to appreciate the interdependencies between these factors and general deterrence and stability writ large. Given the extent to which space support enhances U.S. conventional military capabilities, an adversary weighing the risks and potential benefits of war with the United States might be encouraged toward greater aggression by the belief that attacking space systems would degrade U.S. war fighting capabilities enough to enable the attainment of objectives at acceptable costs. As a result, weaknesses in space deterrence can undermine general deterrence. Conversely, if a prospective adversary concludes that the probable cost-benefit outcome of attacking U.S. space systems is unacceptable, it is forced to weigh the risks and benefits of aggressive designs in the terrestrial domain against the prospect of facing fully capable, space-enhanced U.S. military forces. In sum, effective space deterrence fortifies general deterrence and stability. 
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Advantage two: Aerospace

Aerospace Industry deteriorating now-funding key to save vital industry

Wynne and Moseley 08 (Michael, Secretary of the United States Air Force, T. Michael, Chief of Staff of the United States Air Force, “United States Air Force Posture Statement 2008”, United States Department of Defense, 2/27/2008, http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1011&context=usafresearch, LH)

America’s public and private aerospace industrial base, workforce, and capabilities are vital to the Air Force and national defense.  The aerospace industry produced the brainpower, innovations, technology, and vehicles that propelled the U.S. to global leadership in the 20th Century.  The aerospace sector gave birth to the technologies and minds that have made the information age a reality.  This key industrial sector continues to lead and produce the technologies and capabilities America needs to safeguard our future. Yet this vital industry has deteriorated over the last decade.  We have witnessed an industry consolidation and contraction – from more than ten domestic U.S. aircraft manufacturers in the early 1990s to only three prime domestic aircraft manufacturers today.  Without funding, in the coming decade production lines will irreversibly close, skilled workforces will age or retire, and companies will shut their doors.  The U.S. aerospace industry is rapidly approaching a point of no return.  As Air Force assets wear out, the U.S. is losing the ability to build new ones.  We must reverse this erosion through increased investment. We must find ways to maintain and preserve our aerospace industrial capabilities. We must maintain national options for keeping production lines open.  Complex 21st Century weapons systems cannot be produced without long lead development and procurement actions.  Additionally, we must continue our investment in a modern, industrial sustainment base.  Air Force depots and private sector maintenance centers have played vital roles in sustaining our capabilities and have become models of modern industrial transformation.  We are fully committed to sustaining a healthy, modern depot level maintenance and repair capability.  Furthermore, we must recognize that these industry capabilities represent our national ability to research, innovate, develop, produce, and sustain the advanced technologies and systems we will continue to need in the future.  This vital industrial sector represents a center of gravity and single point vulnerability for our national defense.   

ORS specifically solves – boosts competition and innovation

Chaplain 8 (Cristina, Director: Acquisition and Sourcing Management, Space Acquisitions: DOD Is Making Progress to Rapidly Deliver Low Cost Space Capabilities, but Challenges Remain Government Accountability Office, http://www.gao.gov/htext/d08516.html, 4/25/08, KR)

As we have previously reported, managing requirements so that their development is matched with resources offers an opportunity to mature  technologies in the science and technology environment--a best  acquisition practice.[Footnote 6] We also have reported that the ORS  initiative could provide opportunities for small companies--who often  have a high potential to introduce novel solutions and innovations into  space acquisitions--to compete for DOD contracts. Consolidations within the defense industrial base for space programs have made it difficult  for such companies to compete. ORS could broaden the defense industrial base and thereby promote competition and innovation.
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And status quo ORS efforts are insufficient – funding and support key

Davidson 9(Hoyt, CEO of Near Earth LLC, Small Aerospace Companies Space Activities in North America and Europe, Near Earth LLC, January 9 http://www.nearearthllc.com/analysis/presentations/Small%20Aerospace%20Companies%20-%20Space%20Activities%20in%20North%20America%20and%20Europe.pdf, KR)

Operationally Responsive Space – Operationally Responsive Space or ORS is the Air Force’s program to develop the capability to rapidly build, integrate and deploy space assets whenever needed (such as following the destruction of space assets due to anti-satellite attacks). Integral to this program is the ability to quickly draw on low-cost but adaptable and robust satellites and launch vehicles. Already, many small firms have participated in this program, notably the launch services company SpaceX with its Falcon rocket, and MicroSat Systems, who developed the TacSat 2 small spacecraft test bed for ORS. Although ORS has been viewed by many small firms as a major market opportunity for small satellites and innovative space components and materials, funding and top-level commitment to ORS has been erratic. Funding for ORS for 2009 is at $110 million with declining allocations for subsequent years. The US GAO has noted that true implementation of ORS is contingent on departmental support and improving access to space via new launch systems. 

Aerospace key to global economy 

Bugos 10 (Glenn E., Historian with the Prologue Group, “The History of the Aerospace Industry”, EH.net, February 1, http://eh.net/encyclopedia/article/bugos.aerospace.industry.history YS)

The aerospace industry ranks among the world's largest manufacturing industries in terms of people employed and value of output. Yet even beyond its shear size, the aerospace industry was one of the defining industries of the twentieth century. As a socio-political phenomenon, aerospace has inflamed the imaginations of youth around the world, inspired new schools of industrial design, decisively bolstered both the self-image and power of the nation state, and shrunk the effective size of the globe. As an economic phenomenon, aerospace has consumed the major amount of research and development funds across many fields, subsidized innovation in a vast array of component technologies, evoked new forms of production, spurred construction of enormous manufacturing complexes, inspired technology-sensitive managerial techniques, supported dependent regional economies, and justified the deeper incursion of national governments into their economies. No other industry has so persistently and intimately interacted with the bureaucratic apparatus of the nation state. Aerospace technology permeates many other industries -- travel and tourism, logistics, telecommunications, electronics and computing, advanced materials, civil construction, capital goods manufacture, and defense supply. Here, the aerospace industry is defined by those firms that design and build vehicles that fly through our atmosphere and outer space. 

1AC (10/) 

Economic downturn breeds wars 

Mead 9 (Henry , Sr fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, The New Republic, 2/4/09, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2) ET
So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight. 
Aerospace manufacturing key to U.S. manufacturing base

Platzer, ’09 (Michaela, Specialist in Industrial Organization and Business, “U.S. Aerospace Manufacturing: Industry Overview and Prospects”, Congressional Research Service, 12/3/2009, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA511133&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, LH)

 Aerospace manufacturing is an important part of the U.S. manufacturing base. It comprised 2.8%  of the nation’s manufacturing workforce in 2008 and employed over 500,000 Americans in highskilled and high-wage jobs. More than half (61%) of the nation’s aerospace industry jobs are  located in six states: Washington state, California, Texas, Kansas, Connecticut, and Arizona.  Several smaller aerospace manufacturing clusters are found in states such as Florida, Georgia,  Ohio, Missouri, and Alabama. Other aerospace centers are beginning to emerge in southern states,  such as South Carolina, where Boeing is now building a second production line to produce the  787 Dreamliner. Aerospace manufacturing contributes significantly to the U.S. economy, with  total sales by aerospace manufacturers (including defense and space) comprising 1.4% of the U.S.  gross domestic product in 2008. 

1AC (11/) 
Decline in manufacturing causes protectionism

Drucker 1 (Peter, writer, management consultant, “The Next Society”, Enviable Workplace, November 1, http://enviableworkplace.com/wp-content/uploads/2010/04/The-Next-Society-by-Peter-Drucker.pdf YS)

Manufacturing has travelled a long way down the same road. Since  the second world war, manufacturing output in the developed world  has probably tripled in volume, but inflation-adjusted manufacturing  prices have fallen steadily, whereas the cost of prime knowledge  products—health care and education—has tripled, again adjusted  for inflation. The relative purchasing power of manufactured goods  against knowledge products is now only one-fifth or one-sixth of  what it was 50 years ago. Manufacturing employment in America  has fallen from 35% of the workforce in the 1950s to less than half  that now, without causing much social disruption. But it may be too  much to hope for an equally easy transition in countries such as  Japan or Germany, where blue-collar manufacturing workers still  make up 25-30% of the labour force. The decline of farming as a producer of wealth and of livelihoods has allowed farm protectionism to spread to a degree that would  have been unthinkable before the second world war. In the same  way, the decline of manufacturing will trigger an explosion of  manufacturing protectionism—even as lip service continues to be paid to free trade. This protectionism may not necessarily take the  form of traditional tariffs, but of subsidies, quotas and regulations of  all kinds. Even more likely, regional blocks will emerge that trade  freely internally but are highly protectionist externally. The  European Union, NAFTA and Mercosur already point in that  direction. 
Protectionism causes nuclear war

Spicer ’96. (Michael, economist and member of British Parliament, The Challenge from the East and the Rebirth of the West, pg. 121)

“The choice facing the West today is much the same as that which faced the Soviet bloc after World War II: between meeting head-on the challenge of world trade with the adjustments and the benefits that it will bring, or of attempting to shut out markets that are growing and where a dynamic new pace is being set for innovative production. The problem about the second approach is not simply that it won’t hold: satellite technology alone will ensure that the consumers will begin to demand those goods that the East is able to provide most cheaply. More fundamentally, it will guarantee the emergence of a fragmented world in which natural fears will be fanned and inflamed. A world divided into rigid trade blocs will be a deeply troubled and unstable place in which suspicion and ultimately envy will possibly erupt into a major war. I do not say that the converse will necessarily be true, that in a free trading world there will be an absence of all strife. Such a proposition would manifestly be absurd. But to trade is to become interdependent, and that is a good step in the direction of world stability. With nuclear weapons at two a penny, stability will be at a premium in the years ahead.

1AC (12/) 

Aerospace industry key to air power 

Wynne and Moseley, ‘08 (Michael, Secretary of the United States Air Force, T. Michael, Chief of Staff of the United States Air Force, “United States Air Force Posture Statement 2008”, United States Department of Defense, 2/27/2008, http://digitalcommons.unl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1011&context=usafresearch, LH)

Equally worrisome is the rapidly shrinking aerospace industrial base.  Historically, America’s strength and ability to capitalize on advances in air and space technologies hinged largely on its vibrant and diverse aerospace industry.  This advantage has deteriorated over the last decade.   Beyond advantages in technology and operational concepts, America’s commitments abroad require an expeditionary Air Force that can engage forward in peacetime and fight forward in wartime.  While long-range bombers and missiles are the ultimate  guarantor of U.S. security and power, expeditionary presence reflects U.S. power and  is the indispensable source of local and regional assurance, dissuasion, deterrence,  and, ultimately, sovereign options.  Engaging forward in times of peace and fighting forward in times of war are hallmarks of U.S. national security strategy.  Therefore, the Air Force must have sufficient resources and capability to continue to maintain a sustainable, rotational base.  We must retain sufficient manpower and force structure to project influence. 

Air Power solves North Korean aggression

Bechtol 5 (Bruce, Associate Professor of Political Science at Angelo State University, “Future of U.S. Airpower on the Korean Peninsula,” http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=h9NIoK92WkwC&oi=fnd&pg=PA75&dq=%22US+air+power%22+deter+china&ots=7FCeJ5n6tY&sig=oDhS9gaFN1g61LBShVuHPjt38pQ#v=onepage&q=air%20power&f=false) 
Since the summer of 1950, US air power has remained one of the dominant military forces on the Korean Peninsula. Through the Korean War, the Cold War, the uncertain post-Cold War era that has existed since the fall of the Soviet Union, and the transition of power in North Korea from King Il Sung to his song, Kim Jong Il, the ability of US airpower to serve as a key pillar of deterrence to forces that threaten the stability and security of the Republic of Korea (ROK) and the ROK-US alliance has remained unquestioned. In a transforming geopolitical landscape and a rapidly evolving region, this is unlikely to change in the future. Many issues relating to the disposition of US forces in Asia-Korea in particular-are relevant to any discussion regarding the future of air forces on the peninsula and surrounding areas that would find themselves involved in a conflict or major military operation during a crisis. 

1AC (13/) 

Korean war escalates causing a nuclear winter

Hamel-Green and Hayes 10 (Michael, Dean and Prof. Faculty of Arts – Victoria U., and Peter, Nautilus Institute, Special Report 100-001, “The Path Not Taken, the Way Still Open: Denuclearizing the Korean Peninsula and Northeast Asia”, 2010, http://www.nautilus.org/fora/security/10001HayesHamalGreen.pdf)

The consequences of failing to address the proliferation threat posed by the North Korea developments, and related political and economic issues, are serious,not only for the Northeast Asian region but for the whole international community. At worst, there is the possibility of nuclear attack1, whether by intention, miscalculation, or merely accident, leading to the resumption of Korean War hostilities. On the Korean Peninsula itself, key population centres are well within short or medium range missiles. The whole of Japan is likely to come within North Korean missile range. Pyongyang has a population of over 2 million, Seoul (close to the North Korean border) 11 million, and Tokyo over 20 million. Even a limited nuclear exchange would result in a holocaust of unprecedented proportions.But the catastrophe within the region would not be the only outcome. New research indicates that even a limited nuclear war in the region would rearrange our global climate far more quickly than global warming. Westberg draws attention to new studies modelling the effects of even a limited nuclear exchange involving approximately 100 Hiroshima-sized 15 kt bombs2 (by comparison it should be noted that the United States currently deploys warheads in the range 100 to 477 kt, that is, individual warheads equivalent in yield to a range of 6 to 32 Hiroshimas).The studies indicate that the soot from the fires produced would lead to a decrease in global temperature by 1.25 degrees Celsius for a period of 6-8 years.3 In Westberg’s view: That is not global winter, but the nuclear darkness will cause a deeper drop in temperature than at any time during the last 1000 years. The temperature over the continents would decrease substantially more than the global average. A decrease in rainfall over the continents would also follow...The period of nuclear darkness will cause much greater decrease in grain production than 5% and it will continue for many years...hundreds of millions of people will die from hunger...To make matters even worse, such amounts of smoke injected into the stratosphere would cause a huge reduction in the Earth’s protective ozone.4 These, of course, are not the only consequences. Reactors might also be targeted, causing further mayhem and downwind radiation effects, superimposed on a smoking, radiating ruin left by nuclear next-use. Millions of refugees would flee the affected regions. The direct impacts, and the follow-on impacts on the global economy via ecological and food insecurity, could make the present global financial crisis pale by comparison. How the great powers, especially the nuclear weapons states respond to such a crisis, and in particular, whether nuclear weapons are used in response to nuclear first-use, could make or break the global non proliferation and disarmament regimes. There could be many unanticipated impacts on regional and global security relationships5, with subsequent nuclear breakout and geopolitical turbulence, including possible loss-of-control over fissile material or warheads in the chaos of nuclear war, and aftermath chain-reaction affects involving other potential proliferant states. The Korean nuclear proliferation issue is not just a regional threat but a global one that warrants priority consideration from the international community  
**Inherency**

Inherency – Funding

ORS is receiving cuts – technology will be slowed

Brinton 10 (Turner, Staff writer, “U.S. Air Force Scales Back Missile Warning Technology Program”, Space News, 2/5, http://www.spacenews.com/military/1002, JK) 

Meanwhile, the Pentagon’s Operationally Responsive Space Office would receive $94 million next year, $30.3 million less than was appropriated for this year. The office’s biggest project, an intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance satellite called ORS-1, is still on track for a late-2010 launch and will not be affected. However, the office’s investments in so-called enabler technologies for building and launching satellites on short notice would be slowed, Payton said.

The ORS needs seeks for and needs more funding

Brinton 09 (Turner, staff writer, Space News, July 22, 2009, http://www.spacenews.com/military/us-air-force-secretary-appeals-for-more-ors-satellite-funding.html, YS)

WASHINGTON — U.S. Air Force Secretary Michael Donley is urging Congress to boost funding in 2009 and 2010 for an Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) Office reconnaissance satellite that otherwise will fall behind schedule.

Donley wrote House and Senate authorizers and appropriators July 21 asking for $28.1 million more than was appropriated for the ORS-1 satellite this year and $23.4 million more than the Air Force requested for the effort in 2010. The letters, copies of which were obtained by Space News, were sent to Sens. Daniel Inouye (D-Hawaii), Thad Cochran (D-Miss.), John McCain (R-Ariz.), and Carl Levin (D-Mich.); and Reps. David Obey (D-Wis.), Jerry Lewis (R-Calif.), John Murtha (D-Penn.), C.W. Bill Young (R-Fla.), Ike Skelton (D-Mo.), and Howard McKeon (R-Calif.). The ORS-1 satellite was conceived last year in response to an urgent need for intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance data from U.S. Central Command and is planned for launch in late 2010. But the ORS Office has warned that the program needs additional funding to stay on schedule. Goodrich ISR Systems of Danbury, Conn., was awarded the prime contract in October for the ORS-1 satellite, which features a modified U-2 spy plane payload mounted on a platform built by Alliant Techsystems of Minneapolis. A preliminary design review was recently completed for ORS-1, and Donley gave his approval July 15 to proceed with production of the satellite, according to the letters. "Your support of our requests ... are required to maintain the rapid pace necessary to meet U.S. Central Command's urgent need," Donley wrote. The ORS-1 satellite was among the top items on the Air Force's list of unfunded priorities for 2010. The House and Senate defense authorizations bills recommended adding $23.4 million and $40 million, respectively, to the Air Force's request for ORS-1. The House Appropriations Committee did not add any money to the Pentagon's request for the satellite; the Senate Appropriations Committee has not yet marked up its version of the bill. 

Inherency – Support 

The ORS lacks the adequate funding in the status quo due to decline in space budgets and high aspirations

Felt 10 (Eric Felt, Lt. Col, PhD, commander of the Space Test Group, Space Development and Test Wing, was ORS program element monitor, High Frontier, “Responsive Space Funding Challenges and Solutions: Avoiding a Tragedy of the Commons,” Volume 6, Number 3, May 2010, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA521878&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, YS)

Congress, the DoD, the Air Force, and Air Force Space Command (AFSPC) have been facing the challenge of determining the appropriate funding level for the responsive space enterprise for at least five years. While changing the status quo is always difficult in large organizations (like turning a battleship), there are at least 11 reasons that growing the responsive space budget has been especially challenging: 1. Flat or declining space budgets. While the overall defense and intelligence community budgets have grown significantly since 2001, additional funding has been primarily directed toward overseas contingency operations, personnel costs, cost growth in ongoing acquisition programs, and new systems directly and rapidly employable in the current conflicts. A good example of this is surveillance UAVs. While space capabilities are used extensively in the current conflicts, there is little opportunity to quickly modify or augment most existing space capabilities because of the typically long satellite development timelines. So, in general, the military space budget has not been growing. Documented space requirements, “warfighters’ appetites,” already far exceed the space budget. Ultimately, carving out funding for any new program within the existing space budget requires cuts, cancellations, or delays to other space programs. At least one large space program was terminated in each of the past three program objective memorandum budget cycles. 2. Nothing transformational in government space programs since global positioning system. The government space community is accustomed to evolution rather than revolution. The basic list of warfighter capabilities provided from space (intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance [ISR]; weather; communication; precision, navigation, and timing; and missile warning) has not changed since precision navigation and timing was fielded in the 1980s. In addition, several attempts at acquiring revolutionary constellations have failed to be fielded (space radar, future imagery architecture, transformational satellite communications system). Others have faced eye-popping budget and schedule overruns (space-based infrared system). Warfighters depend upon space capabilities now more than ever, so there is intense pressure within the space community to avoid any risks that could lead to degraded space capabilities. While understandable and justifiable, that risk aversion must be balanced by willingness to take some risks in pursuit of potentially transformational capabilities such as responsive space. Ironically, extreme risk aversion has been a contributing factor to schedule delays that have resulted in decreased warfighter capabilities when averaged over time. Just as there is a “time value of  money,” there is also a “time value of capability,” both in acquisition and operations. Minimum-risk acquisition is not always worth waiting for or paying for, and in military operations a “good enough” piece of information available within minutes is often more valuable than a perfect piece of information in hours or days.  It can be very challenging for leaders to gather the quantitative information needed for informed decision-making in these areas and to lead potentially revolutionary change in a mission area accustomed to evolutionary change.

Inherency – Slow Launch

The current satellite launching system takes years

Brown 4 (Kendall K. Brown, a technical analyst at the Airpower Research Institute. A Concept of Operations and Technology

 Implications for Operationally Responsive Space, Airpower Research institute. 6/1/04. NP. http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/brown2.html DM)

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.

**Solvency**

Solvency – Laundry List

ORS is key to US leadership – defends our assets, appeases allies, cost effectiveness 
AIA 09 (Aerospace Industries Association, November 4, 2009, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/wp_ors_paper_2009.pdf, YS)
With federal budgets facing constraints at a time of increased national security challenges, the concept of ORS has the potential to become an important model for fulfilling affordable, on-demand space support for military operations.  ORS offers an approach to providing space power to the warfighter and national security community through a three-tiered strategy outlined by the Department of Defense that calls for (1) rapid exploitation of existing capabilities; (2) use of existing technologies and capabilities to replenish, augment and reconstitute; and (3) development of new technologies and capabilities to replenish, augment and reconstitute. This concept aims to quickly reconstitute lost space capabilities, ultimately enhancing space survivability and deterrence.  At a time when over 60 nations are engaged in a space environment crowded with tens of thousands of man-made objects, a plan to augment and reconstitute critical space assets is vital to providing the warfighter with the national security space capabilities on which they rely.  Policymakers in the executive branch and the Congress strongly support the aggressive development of ORS capabilities. Progress in achieving a three-tiered strategy should be adequately funded if this nation is going to have near-term capability to quickly – and cost effectively – augment or replenish national security space systems.  KEY POINTS Assured Space Power to the Warfighter.  Our troops in isolated and hard to reach regions such as Afghanistan rely on space assets for life-saving intelligence, communications, and UAV support.  The ORS concept – if adequately funded – could provide important response capabilities to unforeseen events or unanticipated gaps in these space capabilities.  By developing and deploying new methods to assure space power, ORS could serve as an effective deterrent from nations seeking to attack U.S. space assets. Economic and Industrial Boost.  At a time of difficult and competing federal budgetary priorities, ORS seeks a low-cost approach to augment and surge existing space capabilities.  While not a replacement for exquisite U.S. space systems, the ORS model could help provide needed small and low-cost systems resulting in additional business opportunities for industry and the U.S. space workforce. In addition, with the right policies in place, the ORS approach could help facilitate positive trade relationships with U.S. allies seeking to obtain low-cost space capabilities. Exploit New Technical and Operational Innovations.  ORS is working to develop and deploy new and innovative concepts for national security space systems such a “plug and play” technology and increased payload flexibility.  These concepts aim to bring down cost and increase the speed at which critical national security space assets can be deployed.

Solvency – Funding 

Open-checkbooks are not currently being implemented -- open-checkbook is key – empirics prove

Best Jr. 11 (Richard A. Best Jr., specialist in national defense, CRS Report for Congress, January 20, 2011, http://www.scribd.com/doc/58508067/Intelligence-Surveillance-and-Reconnaissance-ISR-Acquisition-Issues-for-Congress, YS)

The most expensive ISR system has been surveillance satellites, the development of which is perhaps the greatest accomplishment of U.S. intelligence. For many years the NRO—an agency created in 1961 with no public acknowledgement of its existence for over thirty years—was able to develop and acquire cutting edge reconnaissance systems. Early systems were placed into orbit only after many failures; costs were relatively unconstrained, and work proceeded in secret and with minimal oversight from either DOD or Congress. Reconnaissance satellites, in being able to delineate Soviet capabilities—and the absence thereof—made a major contribution to U.S. defense policies during the Cold War and, most observers would acknowledge, essentially justified their costs. The end of the Cold War reduced the need for satellite reconnaissance of foreign military forces; the “open-checkbook” approach to satellite acquisition ended. A reduction in intelligence budgets in the 1990s coincided with the beginning of the retirements of many in the generation of scientists and engineers that launched the satellite program.

Upcoming cuts on space defense undermines national security in space – full-funding is key

PR Newswire 11 (PR Newswire, United Business Media, June 23, 2011, http://www.prnewswire.com/news-releases/aia-concerned-by-defense-appropriations-cuts-to-national-security-space-124440083.html, YS)

ARLINGTON, Va., June 23, 2011 /PRNewswire-USNewswire/ -- The Aerospace Industries Association is concerned about substantial cuts to national security space programs in the fiscal year 2012 House Defense Appropriations bill.

"We understand the need for belt-tightening in today's economic climate," said AIA President and CEO Marion C. Blakey. "However, we are deeply concerned that the cuts to national security space go too far." National security space systems provide essential capabilities such as global satellite communications; access to space; positioning, navigation and timing; environmental monitoring; Operationally Responsive Space support to the warfighter; situational awareness and missile warning. Stable funding for these mission areas is critical.  Research and development in the House bill was reduced by $2 billion with some individual programs taking significant cuts.  Overall, the bill's reductions for space, not including classified programs, total nearly $600 million.  AIA believes such a significant cut on this sector would pose economic and national security challenges because of the vital importance of space capabilities in both areas. "Long-term funding, block buys and stability are more critical than ever to maintain cutting-edge, cost-effective space programs and a healthy national security space industrial base," Blakey said. "Cuts of this magnitude risk the loss of skilled workforce and the capability to design and build the space assets on which our warfighters and economy depend."  AIA urges full funding for: The fiscal year 2012 budget request for national security space programs of $10.2 billion in addition to support of stable RDT&E funding required for development of future capabilities. The Evolutionary Acquisition for Space Efficiency initiative, which will increase stability in the space industrial base. The Operationally Responsive Space initiative consistent with the fiscal year 2011 appropriation of $93.9 million to mature new capabilities to provide rapid support to the warfighter.

Solvency – Funding 

Stable and adequate funding key to ORS

ISET 06 (INDUSTRY SYSTEMS ENGINEERING TEAM) HTTP://WWW.AIA-DEV.ORG/ASSETS/ISSUE_ORS-BUDGET.PDF, ISET) PEER REVIEWED BY: THE OFFICE OF FORCE TRANSFORMATION AND THE NAVAL RESEARCH. JC

AIA applauds actions of the Air Force and President to put forward an Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) budget with $87.0 million in FY08 and $111.7 million in FY09. The AIA strongly endorses the DOD’s efforts to enhance U.S. capability to counter threats by means of rapidly de- ployable space systems. However, a detailed review of the budget as documented in the RDT&E Budget Item Justification for PE 0604857F (Exhibit R-2), reveals three significant issues: The budget does not support a balanced acquisition program of responsive payloads, buses, inexpensive launch vehicles, and ORS concept of operations (CONOPs) development, as was mandated by the Congress in the FY07 defense appropriation. Notably, 61% of the FY08 funding and 73% of the FY09 funding is directed toward a multi- vehicle block-buy of launch vehicles. In the same two years, 25% and 17% respectively is allocated for payload and bus development. In essence, the budget funds one spacecraft and ten launch vehicles, and thus is particularly imbalanced. The budget significantly reduces funding for responsive spacelift development in FY08 and FY09 and discontinues the investment thereafter. If the vision of lower-cost respon- sive space systems is to be achieved, the Department of Defense must continue to foster innovation in responsive and affordable spacelift over the long term balanced by the acquisition of proven launch services in the short term. The budget reflects a continuation of operational experimentation (TacSats) and “Tier II/III Operational TacSat Satellite/Launch Block Buys” (Block 1), however funding is dramatically reduced below $53 million per year for FY10-FY13. The ORS program is intended to demonstrate, acquire, and deploy an effective operational capability to support military users and operations from space. Hence, the budget should reflect a continuing commitment to the operational experimentation and a transition to systems for combat and combat-support in the operational environment. An assessment of the cost of ORS systems1 reflects a need to sustain level funding in future years of no less than $100 million annually. ORS represents a unique opportunity to implement national policy goals calling for a break- through in space capabilities to fulfill joint military operational requirements for on-demand space support or reconstitution. In order to fulfill this mission, a balanced and robust investment must reflect the entire scope of ORS operations and experimentation. Congress should increase the ORS budget to reflect an annual appropriation of at least $100 mil- lion. Further, this appropriation should reflect the continuation of operational experimentation, i.e., TacSats, a continuing investment in development of operationally responsive, low-cost spacelift, and initiation of operational block-buys of space vehicles (both buses and payloads) in addition to the currently budgeted launch vehicles.

Government commitment to funding is key to the success of ORS

Wertz 06 (Jim Wertz, President of Microcosm. Responsive Space Conference 2006, Reinventing Space. 6/25/11. NP. http://www.responsivespace.com/Conferences/RS4/RS4%20Summary.asp DM)

However defined, ORS can have a high level of utility for a wide variety of missions, including surveillance, wind and weather, communications, and reconstitution of on-orbit assets which fail for any reason.  ORS should complement or augment, rather than replace, traditional space programs. Many stated that the lack of affordable, robust, responsive access to space will negate much of the utility of low-cost satellite missions. The technology and processes are largely available to create Responsive Space.  What is lacking is primarily a government commitment to fund ORS missions and systems.  (Some people would argue that funding will be forthcoming, but that Responsive Government is even more elusive than Responsive Missions.

Solvency – Funding 

We should invest in ORS

AIA 6/26.  (Aerospace Industries Association,  the nation's leading manufacturers of commercial, military, and business aircraft, helicopters, aircraft engines, missiles, and spacecraft. Fourth Annual AIA Space Protection & ORS Dinner, AIA News, 6/26/11. NP. http://www.aia-aerospace.org/newsroom/publications/aia_eupdate/may_2010_eupdate/fourth_annual_aia_space_protection_ors_dinner/ DM)
Protecting our nation’s critical space capabilities is of utmost importance as the number of global space competitors increases and as the space environment becomes more congested. It will be important for our nation to make the right investments in modernizing its existing space infrastructure, increasing our SSA capabilities and investing in initiatives like ORS.

Funding is key to effective ORS capabilities 

AIA 08 (Industries Association,  the nation's leading manufacturers of commercial, military, and business aircraft, helicopters, aircraft engines, missiles, and spacecraft. Promote national policies and programs to enable Operationally

Responsive Space Capabilities for U.S. War fighters AIA News.12/23/08. NP. http://www.aia-dev.org/assets/07space_issue_ors.pdf DM)

A three-tiered strategy for ORS outlined by the Department of Defense provides for (1) rapid exploitation of existing capabilities; (2) use of existing technologies and capabilities to replenish, augment and reconstitute; and (3) development of new technologies and capabilities to replenish, augment and reconstitute. Policymakers in the executive branch and the Congress strongly support the aggressive development of ORS capabilities. However, progress in achieving a three-tiered strategy is slow and not adequately funded if this nation is going to have near term capability to augment or replenish systems. To date, emphasis has been placed on near-term procurement of existing capabilities. Fully employing the outlined three-tiered approach requires balanced development of all potential ORS platforms, payloads, and space access systems. This includes the rapid development of operationally responsive space systems and launchers by U.S. industry. The traditional requirements validation and procurement processes do not provide ORS the flexibility it needs to be successful to ensure that capability in all three tiers is enabled. For example, current contracting processes must be simplified and streamlined in order to foster development of advanced technologies and their rapid incorporation into operational systems. The need to quickly acquire existing capabilities must be balanced with robust investment in innovative and inexpensive launch systems, spacecraft buses and experimental payloads. This ensures a pipeline of future systems will become available to the war fighter. Sufficient funding to support the procurement of an initial generation of ORS systems—launch vehicles, spacecraft buses, and payloads – will be necessary to ensure.

Solvency - Smaller, Faster, Cheaper

ORS can redeploy smaller satellites very quickly, can change a satellite’s orbit, and won’t crash into another satellite

Clark 10.(Colin Clark, the former editor of DoDBuzz and Pentagon correspondent for Military.com. WhatCould X-37B Do?, DOD Buzz. 12/3/10. NP. http://www.dodbuzz.com/2010/12/03/what-could-x-37b-do/ DM)
The dimensions would appear to allow the vehicle enough cargo space to loft small satellites into orbit. The Air Force has been striving to come up with ways to deploy small satellites into orbit rapidly. Putting an X-37B into space with one or more satellites would let the military effectively preposition a bird for use in a crisis. The concept of operations developed by the Pentagon for Operationally Responsive Space focused on rapid deployment of smaller satellites, as well as the ability to change how a satellite already in orbit might be used. But the focus of ORS is on adapting software and manipulating data to achieve those results, not on heading into space to physically fiddle around with an orbiting satellite. The X-37B might be used to manipulate a satellite, though such operations are quite challenging and would only be done in extremis.

ORS is a smaller faster and cheaper launch vehicle 
McDowell 10 (McDowell group, an Alaskan research and consulting firm. Kodiak Rapid Launch/Medium Lift Project Economic Benefits Analysis, Alaskan Aerospace. January 2010. Page 8-9. http://www.akaerospace.com/docs/AAC_RapidLaunchBenefits.pdf DM)
More specifically, development of rapid launch  capability at KLC would position Alaska well to  play a key role in the Department of Defense’s  new Operationally Responsive Space (ORS)  initiative. ORS will place greater national security reliance on the rapid launch of small satellites on small launch vehicles. The initiative will provide space-based capabilities needed to meet a broad range of U.S. diplomatic, information, military, and economic needs.4 ORS is a very new DOD effort that will focus on  improving how the U.S. develops, acquires, fields and employs space capabilities more affordably and in  shortened timeframes. ORS’s aim is to provide rapid launch capabilities (launch vehicles, launch  infrastructure, and associated launch support) exactly of the sort proposed for KLC
Solvency - Faster

ORS allows for the quick and customized launching of space assets for any use

Richards et al. 8. (Matthew G. Richards, a research affiliate at the Systems Engineering Advancement Research Initiative at MIT. Distinguishing Attributes for the Operationally Responsive Space Paradigm, AIAA. 4/28/11-5/1/11. Page 1. http://www.responsivespace.com/Papers/RS6/SESSIONS/SESSION%20I/1004_VISCITO/1004P.pdf DM)
Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) has been defined broadly by the Department of Defense as “assured space power focused on timely satisfaction of Joint Force Commanders' needs... while also maintaining the ability to address other users' needs for improving the responsiveness of space capabilities to meet national security requirements.”1 The purpose of ORS is to reduce the time constants associated with space system acquisition, design, and operation to allow the national space architecture to keep pace with changing missions, environments, and technologies. The fundamental idea is to trade off the reliability and performance achieved by satellites under the “Big Space” paradigm—the currently accepted way of conceptualizing, specifying, developing, and operating space systems—for the speed, responsiveness, and customization which may be achieved by architectures that incorporate elements such as small, modular spacecraft and low-cost, commercial launch vehicles.2 In addition to obtaining capability on-orbit quickly, ORS attributes include tactical control and assured access. Assured access refers to the potential ability of small, tactical spacecraft to be used to partially reconstitute Air Force space mission areas (i.e., Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance; Position, Navigation, and Timing; Communications; Environmental Sensing; Missile Warning; and Space Control) should adversaries negate existing space capabilities.3 Implicit assumptions in the ORS and “Big Space” paradigms may be traced to their respective historical contexts and original beneficiaries. Table 1 provides a first-order approximation of the distinguishing characteristics of each approach.

Solvency – Passive Defense

ORS is key to passive defense capabilities in space

Sayers and Dressler 9 (Eric, Jeffrey, “Securing Space”, The Weekly Standard, http://www.weeklystandard.com/Content/Public/Articles/000/000/016/076oeyqy.asp?nopager=1, LH)
While these unfortunate policy prescriptions are a cause for concern, hope may lie in the possible defensive space measures that President Obama seems poised to embrace. His campaign website and new White House website encouragingly discuss "accelerating programs to harden U.S. satellites against attack" and "establishing contingency plans to ensure that U.S. forces can maintain or duplicate access to information from space assets." One of the most promising initiatives for achieving these duel objectives is Operationally Responsive Space (ORS). ORS seeks to rapidly deliver short-term capabilities to the warfighter that serve to augment space-based national security assets through the use of low-cost Tactical Satellites. The ORS Office, stood up in 2007 at the Kirtland Air Force Base in New Mexico, now stands at the forefront of an effort to revolutionize the way the U.S. builds and deploys satellites.

Solvency – Warfighting

ORS Useful on the battlefield-multiple warrants

Fram 7 (Bryan, Air Force Institute of technology, The Case for Operationally

Responsive Space: Cost and Utility, AIAA, 4/3/07, http://www.responsivespace.com/Papers/RS5%5CSESSION%20PAPERS%5CSESSION%203%5C3001_FRAM%5C3001P.PDF, KR) 

Does ORS provide tangible battlefield value? Absolutely. Using the methodology of this research it was shown that a Responsive SDA can provide an overall 47% increase in reconnaissance utility to the warfighter and an ever greater benefit in a major conflict. This research barely hints at the other military benefits of responsive space, some are mentioned above but are just the beginning. Position, Navigation, and Timing constellations could be enhanced for even greater accuracy in time of crisis. Responsive launch adds the element of surprise to operations. Some adversaries can figure out when U.S. satellites aren’t overhead because of well known orbital parameters, responsive launch adds unknowns to the adversary’s calculations. 

Solvency- Space Assets

ORS reduces strategic vulnerability-protects assets from ASAT capabilities

Shaud, ’09 (John, United States Air Force four star general who served as Chief of Staff, “In Service to the nation: Air Force Research Institute strategic concept for 2018-2023”, http://books.google.com/books?id=RpL4wxmxdFgC&printsec=frontcover#v=onepage&q&f=false, LH)
Issue: The US has a proven ability to launch highly capable, highly sophisticated, and expensive satellites into orbit. Further, the US’s great reliance on space assets has created a potential vulnerability out of its dependence. The former Soviet Union, and most recently China demonstrated anti-satellite (ASAT) capabilities at a time when US space control and defensive space operations remain problematic. A change in philosophy and approach is needed for space operations to be responsive to the warfighter and reduce the strategic vulnerability. The history of the US space effort shows a reliance on medium and heavy lift vehicles, boosting even more expensive satellites into orbit. In an era of constrained resources and with an increasing demand for space assets, the Air Force must fully embrace the concept of Operationally Responsive Space (ORS). Former Under Secretary of the Air Force, Peter B. Teets, defined ORS in testimony before Congress as, “a more responsive, reliable, and affordable lift family capable of fulfilling both current and future launch requirements, and the corresponding responsive and affordable satellites.” 

****Hegemony****

UQ-Space Heg Low

Space Leadership Declining Now-stuck with Cold War tech 

Cebrowski and Raymond 5(Arthur K Cebrowski, Vice Admiral of the US Navy (deceased) and John W Raymond, Brigadier General, 21st Space Wing, Operationally Responsive Space: A New Defense Business Model, Defense Technical Information Center, Summer 05, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA485888, KR)
The barriers to competitive entry are eroding in several key elements of military competition. The barriers to entry into space, which were so high during the ColdWar, have eroded. No longer is space reserved for great-power nations alone. Space use has become much more common, and today a nation does not need to be a space player to employ space power. The commercial space communication and remote-sensing industries that emerged in the 1990s provide power derived from space, once reserved for the most powerful of nations, to any nation, organization, or even to individuals who desire its use. Additionally, the increasing capabilities of small, micro, and nano-class satellites have moved them from a realm more suited for university-backed experiments to an emerging niche with potentially significant military value. Today, nations can contract with universities not only to build microsats, but also to transfer the knowledge required to design, develop, and launch them.3 The United States, clearly the world’s leader in the use of space, has abdicated to other nations a role in exploiting these smaller segments of the overall space industry. As the Department of Defense is at the threshold of transforming to a network-centric force, using the coherent effects of distributed military forces and systems to achieve the commander’s intent, the newer, smaller elements of space capability are part of an emerging new toolset providing virtually unlimited potential. But the ColdWar attributes of existing space programs limit the ability to maintain space superiority required in today’s rapidly changing strategic environment. Specifically, the mission criticality that grew out of the ColdWar, and the very high cost of our sophisticated and highly capable space systems, lead to a high consequence of failure. The required corresponding risk-mitigation strategy places a premium on expensive, long-lasting, heavy, multi-mission payloads. These same attributes also force larger, higher-cost launch vehicles, with low launch rates and significant mission assurance oversight. Furthermore, the operational and tactical capabilities are based on mere afterthoughts. 

UQ – Unresponsive now

Existing forces do not have operational responsibility 
Brown 4 (Kendall, Major in the USAFR, A Concept of Operations and Technology Implications for Operationally Responsive Space, Air & Space Power Journal, 6/1/04, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/cc/brown2.html) 

An operationally res|ive 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.

ORS k/ Deterrence

ORS is key to effective deterrence strategies 
Doggrell 6 (Les Doggrell, Senior Project Engineer with Aerospace Corporation. A Vision for the Future of Military Space , Air and Space Power Journal. Summer 2006. NP. http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/sum06/doggrell.html DM)
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."3 During 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

ORS K/ Deterrence 
ORS is a credible space deterrent. Sejba 10.

(Timothy A. Sejba, Congressional Budget Liaison Officer Budget and Appropriations Liaison Directorate. Deterrence for Space: Is Operationally Responsive Space Part of the Solution?, Air Force Space Command. May 2010. Page 39. http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-101019-072.pdf DM)

Operationally responsive space (ORS) by definition is “assured space power focused on timely satisfaction of joint force commanders’ needs.”2 Dissected further, one key word stands out: assured … being sufficiently robust, timely, agile, adaptive, and resilient, to achieve desired outcomes with a high degree of certainty.3 So while ORS intends to provide operational and tactical support to the joint warfighter, its true value will be the assurance it provides as a credible strategic deterrent against space attacks.

Passive defenses key to space deterrence—ORS is uniquely key to maintain space deterrence through quick satellite launching. 

Butterworth and Sheldon 8 (Robert Butterworth and John Sheldon, served on the staff of the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board, the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, and at the Department of Defense and a Marshall Institute Fellow and a visiting professor at the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies. Deterrence in Space: Responding to Challenges to the U.S. in Outer Space, WASHINGTON ROUNDTABLE ON SCIENCE & PUBLIC POLICY. 11/13/08. NP http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/622.pdf DM)
There are more concrete measures for deterring attacks on U.S. satellite systems. I have five possible measures that we could perhaps use or at least put in place that might help support a deterrence strategy to deter attacks on U.S. satellite systems. These are not exhaustive; they are just suggestions as a springboard for further discussion. Try and pursue a strategy of deterrence by denial. Deny the adversary the benefits of attacking your satellite systems by installing, whenever possible, passive defenses on satellites, such as hardening against electromagnetic pulse attacks, measures to make jamming more difficult, and ablative shielding to help satellites both withstand actual physical attacks and survive space debris impacts. Eventually, as individual threats become more defined, active defenses should also be seriously considered, although this will be much further in the future. In tandem with passive defenses, develop and accelerate programs for rapid launch of satellites to reconstitute lost systems and to bolster constellations in times of crisis. Also needed are spare satellites in storage here on earth that can be launched at short notice. While the Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) program is seeking to address these issues with the use of small satellites, efforts should also be made to speed up the time it takes to place larger satellites and more traditional systems that are being used in orbit.

ORS k/ ISR

ORS key to rapidly replace space assets and provide vital information to the military. Ackerman 8 (Robert K. Ackerman,  the editor in chief of SIGNAL Magazine. Operations Boost Importance of Space Assets, AFCEA. January 2008. NP. http://www.afcea.org/signal/articles/anmviewer.asp?a=1453&print=yes DM)
The command continues to pursue programs related to the Operationally Responsive Space concept (SIGNAL Magazine, July 2006). SPACECOM is looking at future space systems that could augment current surveillance, reconnaissance and communication platforms rapidly in response to combatant commander needs; that rapidly could replace space assets suddenly destroyed or disabled; and that rapidly could deploy systems supporting space situational awareness. Gen. Kehler emphasizes that this concept is more about the capabilities it would produce—operationally responsive communications and operationally responsive intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance, for example. Small satellites would provide vital capabilities to theater commanders and their warfighters.

ORS is key to provide intelligence to the military 

Petraeus 10 (David H. Petraeus, former commander of U.S. troops in Afghanistan. Statement of General David H. Petraeus, U.S. army commander, U.S. Central command, Before the Senate Armed Service Committee on the Posture of U.S. central command,  Senate and Armed Services Committee. 3/16/10, page 47. http://wenku.baidu.com/view/c4866174f46527d3240ce069.html DM)
Detailed and timely tactical, operational, and strategic level intelligence collection and analysis remain vital to all aspects of our operations. While we continue the balance the allocation of our Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR) assets and to refine  and optimize our procedures and existing architecture, changes in the operating environment and the expiration of old systems will require new, improves, or increased intelligence capabilities. We support the Department of Defense’s planned growth in human intelligence and counterintelligence specialists, interrogators, and intelligence analysts, but we also have to come to recognize the importance of non-traditional specialists such as threat finance analysts, human terrain  teams, and document exploitation specialists. In addition, our requirements for signal intelligence geo-location capabilities, Ground Moving Target Indicator information, and aerial imagery from remotely piloted systems, including sea-based ISR, continue to grow. We also look to Operationally Responsive Space to fill in the space-based reconnaissance gap to be created as several current systems the end of their operational lives.  Finally, managing these capabilities and fully harvesting the information provides innovative databases (such as Combined Information Data Network Exchange system), applications, and communication systems.

ORS k/ Global Reach

ORS augments global power and will transform space operations

Shaud, ’09 (John, United States Air Force four star general who served as Chief of Staff, “In Service to the nation: Air Force Research Institute strategic concept for 2018-2023”, http://books.google.com/books?id=RpL4wxmxdFgC&printsec=frontcover#v=onepage&q&f=false, LH)
Operationally Responsive Space provides the ability for persistent global reach and vigilance through enhanced ISR, making possible a revisit rate sufficient to hold targets at risk. It also augments global power, in any orbital plan through redundancy, with the prospect of reconstitution to defend on-orbit and support assets. Simply stated, the key to ORS is responsiveness to the warfighter by providing options and alternative strategies. Operationally Responsive Space, if fully embraced by the Air Force and private industry, will transform space operations for the 21st century. 

ORS k/ Access Denial

ORS is key to solving access denial capabilities of our adversaries  

Brown, ’06 (Kendall, liquid-rocket engine system at the NASA Marshall Space Flight, researcher at the College of Aerospace Doctrine, “Is Operationally Responsive Space the Future of Access to Space for the US Air Force?”, Air and Space Power Journal, http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/p023954.pdf, LH)
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.  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. 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 (HFLV),  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) ORS HIM wings located in the south central  and southwestern  United States will provide the  combatant commander  unprecedented  strike capabilities without the burden  of deployed assets  or aerial-refueling  resources  required for long-range  bombers.  Inland CONUS  basing offers  an inherent degree  of physical  and operational  security not available  at  deployed locations, as was the case with Atlas F intercontinental  ballistic missiles  (ICBM)  at sites in southern and southwestern  areas, including  rural Oklahoma, Texas,  and New Mexico. One  cannot overstate  the strategic  benefits  of an  ORS  system.  For example,  in the  days immediately following the  attacks of II September  2001, suppose  that intelligence  assets  had pinpointed  the location  of al-Qaeda 12leadership  in a remote  region  of Afghanistan  outside the  range of Tomahawk cruise  missiles. Without  overflight permission already in  place, launching air strikes would  have  proved politically impossible;  however, with  a responsive space-lift  vehicle,  we  could  have  completed  attacks within  a few daysor hours if a vehicle  had been  on alert." Despite the smaller  payload  of an HIV compared to that of a B-1,  B-2,  or B-52,  the HIV's increased  kinetic energy and tactical surprise  offset that detriment.,  providing  the Air Force  an alternative to  the recapitalization  of its long-range  attack aircraft. The  HIV's  flexibility  (the  reusable  first-stage  booster is  configured with different upper-stage  vehicles,  depending upon the  mission)  represents  a key feature of the ORS  system,  enabling a single  capital investment to  support multiple mission areas. The  ORS concept  effectively  operationalizes the space-support  mission, increasing its ability  to provide  force  application (strike from,  through,  or in  space),  force  enhancement  (satellites  supporting air, land,  sea, and space  operations),  and  offensive  as  well  as  defensive counterspace  (attaining and  maintaining  space  superiority) 

ORS K/ Hegemony 

The US needs to keep it’s hegemony by keeping national security in space

Zhang 11 (Baohui, PhD in political science, The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship, June 29, 2011, http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=06-26-2016&FMT=7&DID=2350421351&RQT=309, YS)
The U.S. is the leader in the militarization of space. It was the first country that established a dedicated command, the U.S. Space Command, to unify military operations in space. In fact, as its Vision for 2020 proclaims, the Space Command seeks to achieve “full spectrum dominance” in space. Furthermore, it envisions permanent dominance in the military dimension of space operations: “Today, the U.S. is the preeminent military space power. Our vision is one of maintaining that preeminence—providing a solid foundation for our national security.” General Lance W. Lord, former commander, Air Force Space Command, points out the importance of space dominance: “Space superiority is the future of warfare. We cannot win a war without controlling the high ground, and the high ground is space.” In December 2007, the U.S. Air Force released a White Paper called he Nation’s Guardians: America’s 21st Century Air Force, in which General T. Michael Moseley made a similar statement: “No future war will be won without air, space and cyberspace superiority”; thus, “the Air Force must attain cross-domain dominance. Cross- domain dominance is the freedom to attack and the freedom from attack in and through the atmosphere, space and electromagnetic spectrum.”
ORS is vital to power projection

Klotz 11 (Frank G Klotz, Vice Commander of the Air Force Space Command. Defining Responsive Space, Air Force Space Command. 6/26/11. NP. http://www.afspc.af.mil/library/speeches/speech.asp?id=235 DM)

"The United States Government shall: 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 to provide timely availability of tailored or new capabilities -- to support national security requirements"  As space is not just important, but critical to the very nature of both our military strength and our society as a whole, the idea of space being more responsive is unquestionably a necessity. 

ORS k/ Global Alliance

ORS is key to global cooperation over technology systems in space 
Bonniksen, et. al 10 (Christian Bonniksen, ORS Secretary of Defense Network and Information Integration, Thomas Doyne, USAF Assistant Secretary of Defense/NII, Thomas Single, Senior Space Operations Officer, High Frontier, Volume 6, Number 3, May 2010, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA521878&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, YS)
In spite of the challenges inherent in any multinational endeavor, ORS-enabled combined space operations is likely to provide a myriad of compelling economic and military benefits.  ORS-enabled combined space operations will enable the US to constructively engage its allies as a means to further cement historical partnerships between like-minded nations.  The US can take advantage of “state of the world” technological capabilities in space while simultaneously bringing international cooperation to new levels. Perhaps of more importance is that ORS-enabled combined space operations offers the potential to maintain the freedom of space via deterrence inherent in coalitions.  Finally, this concept can be a step towards solving the dilemma of funding small satellite based ORS capabilities while at the same time sustaining existing space system and developing new, unilateral space capabilities.  The time has come for the diplomatic, economic and military dialogue with our allies necessary to implement ORS-enabled combined space operations.

ORS k/ Space Pearl Harbor

ORS solves space pearl harbor

Janes Information Group 9 (Janes Information Group,  a leading information provider of Defense & Security Intelligence & Analysis. Space on call: NCW part two - operationally responsive space, FEATURES , Janes Information Group. 2009. NP. http://articles.janes.com/articles/Janes-Defence-Weekly-2009/Space-on-call-NCW-part-two--operationally-responsive-space.html DM) 
The level of ambition inherent in the US Department of Defense's (DoD) operationally responsive space (ORS) vision is quickly apparent by comparing its goals with the military's traditional means of approaching the business of space. To avoid being caught out by what former defence secretary Donald Rumsfeld once coined as a "space Pearl Harbor", the DoD hopes to reduce its reliance on expensive, high-performance satellite programmes developed over a number of years and instead create a means of rapidly deploying low-cost, smaller satellites.

ORS k/ Space Deterrence

We solve space deterrence

AIA 09 (Aerospace Industries Association, “Robust Operationally Responsive Space: A Necessary Component of Affordable and Assured Space Power”, 6/25, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/wp_ors_paper_2009.pdf, JK)

Assured Space Power to the Warfighter. Our troops in isolated and hard to reach regions such as Afghanistan rely on space assets for life-saving intelligence, communications, and UAV support. The ORS concept – if adequately funded – could provide important response capabilities to unforeseen events or unanticipated gaps in these space capabilities. By developing and deploying new methods to assure space power, ORS could serve as an effective deterrent from nations seeking to attack U.S. space assets.

That’s key to all deterrence 

Harrison et. al 09 (Roger, Director; Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies; United States Air Force Academy, “Space Deterrence: The Delicate Balance of Risk”, Summer, http://web.mac.com/rharrison5/Eisenhower_Center_for_Space_and_Defense_Studies/Space_Deterrence_files/Space_and_Defense_3_1%20Space%20Deterrence.pdf, JK) 

There is little to be gained from attacks in space unless they translate into strategic or tactical advantage within the atmosphere. Space and terrestrial deterrence are therefore inextricably linked. If space deterrence is not credible – i.e. if an aggressor perceives that he can critically disable U.S. air, ground and sea forces by a preemptive attack in space – terrestrial deterrence is weakened. If, on the other hand, he perceives that a preemptive attack in space will not yield a decisive tactical or strategic advantage, both space and terrestrial deterrence are strengthened.

Counterspace systems inevitable – ORS needed for quick response and deterrence

Doggrell 08 (Les, Systems Director at The Aerospace Corporation, “The Reconstitution Imperative”, 12/1, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj08/win08/doggrell.html, JK)

The reliance of US forces on space capabilities creates an asymmetry between the stakes and power calculations of potential adversary nations that are considering counterspace operations. An effective reconstitution capability, demonstrated in peacetime, could deter adversaries from contemplating such action. Comparing the value and cost of a space-reconstitution capability should fully reflect the importance of a system capable of deterring this type of attack. We need to weigh this consideration carefully against the immediate needs of the war fighter. Joint doctrine has included reconstitution of space forces as a defined mission since 2002.24 Yet, despite the Chinese test of 2007, the United States has no more capability today than it did in 2002. Inventorying a complete replacement for our on-orbit space capability is financially unrealistic. Congress and the president have issued directions to build a small, responsive, satellite-based reconstitution system. We should immediately perform an analysis to determine the cost-effectiveness of such a system, the priority of missions, and the necessary system capabilities. Funding to support the fielding of an inventory of spacecraft, launch vehicles, and infrastructure should follow rapidly. If ORS is the program to meet this need, as directed by Dr. Sega, Mr. England, and Congress, then we should focus ORS developments toward this end and not dilute them through lack of focus. Former secretary Rumsfeld used the example of the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor to describe a possible future event. The analogy has appropriate features. The United States has long considered space a sanctuary, investing heavily over decades to develop a set of preeminent capabilities. On 7 December 1941, it "discovered" not only that battleships were suddenly vulnerable to air attack but also that those ships were no longer a key determinant of national power. For the United States, the question is not whether future opponents will develop counterspace systems but how ready it will be to respond.

ORS k/ Space Dominance

ORS model is the crux to maintaining space superiority

Cebrowski and Raymond 5 (Arthur, served as Vice Admiral of US Navy, previous Director of Force Transformation, John, Brigadier General, “Operationally Responsive Space: A New Defense Business Model,” Summer 2005, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA485888, YS)
The context of space technology is also undergoing rapid change. While the cost to place a kilogram of capability on orbit remains expensive, the capability resident in every kilogram is soaring, given the unrelenting increase in information technology. This makes a new, complementary business model for space feasible. The door for much smaller satellites, weighing less than 1,000 kilograms, and even micro and nano-satellites is opening, allowing the Department of Defense to redefine cost and mission criticality curves, increase transaction and learning rates, and to favorably change the risk calculus. The old business model will not work in the development of these smaller satellites and cannot be modified to acquire the new capabilities. The new business model is derived from new technology, lower costs, and a new set of output-oriented metrics. As we move toward the age of the small, the fast, and the many, it's time to start applying these precepts to space. There also is an operational imperative underlying the rapid adoption of this complementary and broader business model. Done correctly, this new model, with its flexibility and responsiveness, will ensure America's space superiority well into the future. Second, the model can serve as a test bed for the larger national military space program by allowing the Defense Department to leverage targeted science and technology investments while enhancing the professional development of military and industry space talent. So, national security space capabilities can grow out of this new model, but without the current problems and risks. Finally, by adopting this co-evolutionary process of pairing concepts and technologies, change can be influenced immediately. This model has at its core a generational development and acquisition strategy. In short, it is within our grasp to create new options in space, a process which itself can be a very powerful competitive advantage. Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) is the term used to describe this new, complementary business model. Rather than teasing operational capabilities from systems designed and paced for larger national security capabilities, the full spectrum of critical capabilities are created from the bottom up. So, the new model is about defining a joint military demand function and providing joint military capabilities for operational- and tactical-level commanders. Finally, the model emphasizes short cycle times and accelerated learning, providing high-speed iterative advancement in operational capabilities. This new model is closely aligned with Harvard Business School Professor Clayton Christensen's Disruptive Innovation Model. The smaller satellites create what Christensen calls a new value network, in which a firm establishes a cost structure and operating processes to respond to the needs of a new class of customers. In the ORS model, the new class of customers is the operational and tactical commanders. According to Christensen, new-market disruptions target lower performance in "traditional" attributes, but improved performance in new areas, and target customers who historically lacked access to the product (i.e. non-consumption). This new model directly competes against non-consumption by operational and tactical commanders. Today, small satellites provide lower performance in areas like resolution, power, and persistence. However, small satellites can provide great advantages in operational control, integration, responsiveness, costs, risk, and information-sharing among coalition partners. Over time, the capabilities of the new model should be expected to surpass the old.

ORS k/ Reconstitution

ORS allows us to replace lost satellites

Larrimore 7 (Scott C. Larrimore, Lieutenant Colonel of the United States Air Force.  OPERATIONALLY RESPONSIVE SPACE: A NEW PARADIGM OR ANOTHER FALSE START?, Air University. April 07. Pg 2.  pdf. DM) 

The members of Congress look to ORS as a means to reconstitute critical assets lost in space combat. “In a world where our space assets are likely to be threatened, operationally responsive space capabilities will allow us to quickly and affordably replace assets lost to anti-satellite attacks,” Senator Kyl advocated. While a key motivator, ORS is more than just a satellite replenishment strategy. In a broader sense, Congress seeks ORS “to launch – and activate quickly – militarily useful satellites”11 in order to “supplement a battlefield commander’s capabilities.”12

Reconstitution k/ Space Assets

Enhancements in our space defenses allows for ability to respond to ASAT attacks

Cynamon 09 (Charles Cynamon, Colonel of USAF, Commander of Satellite Control and Network System Goupd and Space and Missile Systems Center Air Force Space Command, “Defending America’s Interests in Space,” February 12, 2009, YS)
The potential exists for a rogue nation either to detonate an EMP weapon in space, disabling most satellites, or to destroy a critical US intelligence collection satellite in low earth orbit though a direct ascent ASAT weapon. One should first determine if it’s possible to counter the effects of both threats strictly with passive defensive capabilities. In the case of an EMP detonation in space, all satellites theoretically could be hardened to an extreme extent to prevent damage induced by the various radiation types released, the dose levels and the dose rates. As for direct ascent ASAT weapons, theoretically these can be countered by improved space situational awareness (SSA) for ample warning time coupled with increased on-board fuel for satellite maneuvers to avoid the impending attack. As a singular event, passive defenses may seem to be a reasonable cost to bear. In reality, these passive defenses alone cannot insure the ability to survive and operate after such attacks. Intelligence, even with perfect SSA, is unlikely to discern the exact target for a direct ascent ASAT attack thus requiring all possible targets to maneuver for safety. Furthermore, the penalties for hardening all satellites and increasing onboard fuel are prohibitive and would come at the expense of payload capabilities and launch costs. Therefore, other defensive approaches short of space weapons should be considered. An alternative approach to defeating the effect of an adversary’s attack on US space assets is a rapid reconstitution capability. Contemporary space systems are typically 10-15 year acquisition efforts with multi-billion dollar price tags. In providing imaging, signals intelligence, communications, navigation, weather, and missile warning on a global basis, each constellation requires numerous satellites to achieve the degree of persistence required for economic activities and worldwide military operations. Rarely do commercial enterprises and government entities launch and store excess capacity on orbit. Within the US Government, building spare satellites for any constellation has become a cost prohibitive luxury given the reality of excessive program overruns and program delays. DoD has long yearned for improved space access through reduced costs and launch timelines. 

Reconstitution solves – deterrence 

AIA 09 (Aerospace Industry Association,  the nation's leading manufacturers of commercial, military, and business aircraft, helicopters, aircraft engines, missiles, and spacecraft. Robust Operationally Responsive Space: A Necessary  Component of Affordable and Assured Space Power, AIA. 11/04/09. NP. http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/wp_ors_paper_2009.pdf DM)
This concept aims to quickly reconstitute lost space capabilities, ultimately enhancing space survivability and  deterrence.  At a time when over 60 nations are engaged in a space environment crowded with tens of thousands of man-made objects, a plan to augment and reconstitute critical space assets is vital to providing the warfighter with the national security space capabilities on which they rely.  Policymakers in the executive branch and the Congress strongly support the aggressive development of ORS capabilities.  Progress in achieving a three-tiered strategy should be adequately funded if this nation is going to have near-term capability to quickly – and cost effectively – augment or replenish national security space systems.

Reconstitution k/ Space Control

ORS redeployment solves for space dominance

Nash and Case 10 (Dale K. Nash and Thomas R. Case, the Chief Executive Officer of th Alaska Aerospace Corporation and the retired President and Chief Operating Officer of Alaska Aerospace Corporation. Operationally Responsive Space: A Spaceport Perspective, Air Force Space Command. May 2010. Page 78. http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-101019-072.pdf DM)
The capability to rapidly deploy assets into space is a critical function to maintain space control for America. The current capability gap is being addressed through the Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) Office. ORS is examining the proper equipment, procedures, and personnel that must be established in the areas of satellite procurement, launch vehicle preparation, and spaceport operations. The ORS Office is heavily engaged in the most critical aspect of responsive space; creating a common bus for payload interface and establishing procedures to responsively procure satellites. At the same time, aerospace companies have created cost efficient small to medium lift launch vehicles, such as Orbital (Minotaur and Taurus class), Lockheed/ATK (Athena class) and SpaceX (Falcon class), that will be valuable for responsive use. Yet these efforts alone will not provide a truly responsive spacelift without a rapid launch spaceport. This article will address the facilities, procedures, and personnel that a spaceport requires to deliver the responsive space capability.

ORS is key to space leadership and dominance – reconstitution and solves disruptions 

Doggrell 6 (Les Doggrell, Senior Project Engineer with Aerospace Corporation. A Vision for the Future of Military Space , Air and Space Power Journal. Summer 2006. NP. http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/sum06/doggrell.html DM)

President Bush has noted the need for responsive space capability. US Space Transportation Policy Directive 40, issued 6 January 2005, directs our government to “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.” The same document describes the purpose behind this direction: “Access to space through U.S. space transportation capabilities is essential to: (1) place critical United States Government assets and capabilities into space; (2) augment space-based capabilities in a timely manner in the event of increased operational needs or minimize disruptions due to on orbit satellite failures, launch failures, or deliberate actions against U.S. space assets.”9 The challenge for the Air Force lies in responding to this direction within the constraints of austere budgets.

Reconstitution k/ Space Deterrence

Reconstitution ability is key to deter space threats 
Morgan 10 (Forrest, PhD in Policy Studies, Senior Political Scientist at RAND, Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space, RAND, 2010, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA522541&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, YS)
Finally,  the  United  States  needs  to  continue  efforts  to  make  its space lift system, as well as its satellite manufacturing capabilities, more responsive in order to demonstrate U.S. capabilities for rapid replenishment. Faster replacement of lost satellites means a smaller tactical benefit for an opponent that attacks them. Because other means of deterrence by denial require technological advances and costly changes or augmentation to the existing orbital infrastructure, rapid replenishment and terrestrial backup are probably the best near-term avenues for denying the benefits of an attack on U.S. space assets.

Space Assets Key – Security 

Military strength relies on space assets

Allen 6 (Edward, owner of Daedalus Research, an aeronautical R & D firm, “The Case for Near Space”, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, February 2006, http://www.aiaa.org/aerospace/images/articleimages/pdf/AA_Feb06_VP.pdf, LH) 
U.S. military strength rests equally today on our advanced weapons systems and on our network-centric tactics for engaging them. That net-centricity relies directly on space-based assets. Likewise, we have begun to realize that economic well-being is a mainstay of national security, and that it too is crucially dependent on space-based capabilities such as GPS, weather tracking and prediction, crop management, satellite communications, and other space-based utilities. Space operations are protected only by the tremendous technical difficulty of successfully attacking space assets, and by a loosely honored “golden rule” among spacefaring nations. But as the potential for space terrorism increases, we have little effective capability to defend these assets.
The US Military needs space systems- attack would disrupt communication, intelligence collection, and cause logistics problems

Morgan 7 (Dwitt, Major of the United States Air Force, “Space Power: A Critical Strength…and a Critical Vulnerability of the US Military”, Naval War College, 5/10/07, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA470836&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, LH)
Given the US military’s highlighted dependence on space systems and the  demonstrated vulnerabilities of those systems, an effective Chinese space attack in the spirit  of the Assassin’s Mace—which it is completely capable of and apparently willing to conduct  under the right circumstances—could at minimum degrade, or at worst disrupt, the  responsible joint task force commander’s ability to integrate, synchronize, and direct military  operations using the operational functions outlined in joint doctrine.  For example, jamming  of SATCOM links could hamper effective command and control.  GBL engagement of  orbiting ISR assets could preclude efficient intelligence collection and dissemination.  GPS  degradation could affect not only movement and maneuver, but also the employment of  precision-guided munitions, limiting options for operational fires and potentially causing  logistics problems.  And finally, disruption of the space-based systems that link the DSP  constellation with the Navy Aegis cruisers and Army Joint Tactical Ground Stations and  Patriot Air Defense batteries likely to be operating in the vicinity of the Straits could create  significant operational protection concerns given the nearly 800 ballistic missiles China  reportedly has aimed at Taiwan. 
The U.S. military has high capabilities that they are dependent on

Mutschler 10 (Max, “Preventive Arms Control in Space Breaking the Deadlock”, Pan-European International Relations Conference, 9/11/2010, http://stockholm.sgir.eu/uploads/Mutschler_SGIR2010_Arms_Control_in_Space.pdf, LH)
This dependence of the U.S. military on space, which is widely recognized in the literature, results from the transformation of war-fighting in the last two decades. Communication, navigation, and reconnaissance via satellites have become indispensible for modern warfare. The wars in Afghanistan 2001 and Iraq 2003 have shown that space components are key assets to U.S. forces (Neuneck and Rothkirch 2006, 11). In the Gulf War in 1991, approximately three per cent of the munitions dropped by the US forces were precision-guided, using GPS satellites for guidance. In the Kosovo War 1999 this number had increased to 33 per cent and in the Afghanistan War 2001 to 60 per cent. During Operation Iraqi Freedom in 2003, 6000 of these so called precision-guided munitions were dropped (Hillborne 2007, 178). According to Air Force sources, 68 percent of the munitions used during Operation Iraqi Freedom were precision-guided (Johnson-Freese 2007, 19). The development in the case of military communication satellites is similar. The US campaign in Afghanistan in 2001 used four times the satellite bandwidth of the campaign in Kosovo, which itself used ten times that of the Gulf War in 1991 (Hillborne 2007, 178). Johnson-Freese (2oo7-91) concludes on the dependence of the United States on force enhancement through space: “At this point, the United States both has the highest capabilities and is the most dependent on those capabilities.”

Space Assets Key – Economy

Space asset attacks are inevitable – space assets key to economy

Quinn 8 (Adam, J.D./M.B.A. Candidate 2010, University of Minnesota Law School and Carlson School of Management, “The New Age of Space Law: The Outer Space Treaty and the Weaponization of Space,” Summer 2008, http://heinonline.org/HOL/Page?handle=hein.journals/mjgt17&div=18&g_sent=1&collection=journals, YS)
In late 2000, the United Nations General Assembly voted on a resolution titled "Prevention of an Arms Race in Outer Space." 1 The measure passed with 163 Yeas, zero Nays, and three abstentions. 2 The United States abstained along with its allies Israel and the Federated States of Micronesia. 3 In January 2001, a commission assessing United Sates national security in space headed by then Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld reported that the United States should "ensure that the President will have the option to deploy weapons in space." 4 The Rumsfeld Commission warned that the United States was vulnerable to a "Space Pearl Harbor." 5 In June 2002, the United States officially withdrew from the thirty-year-old Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, 6 leaving the Outer Space Treaty as the "primary legal bar on space weaponization." 7 In August 2006 the United States announced a new space policy which reaffirmed its dedication to the peaceful uses of space, but also stated a policy initiative of denying the use of space to adversaries if necessary. 8 By December 2006, when the United Nations General Assembly voted on the "Transparency and Confidence-Building Measures in Outer Space Activities" resolution, 9 the United States was the lone dissenter. 10 Finally, in January 2007, China successfully launched a missile from earth to destroy an obsolete Chinese satellite, sending a clear message of its ability to destroy objects in orbit. 11 The United States submitted a formal complaint; the United Nations took no action in response. The possibility of space becoming another forum for warfare has long been a fear of the international community. Although many treaties have addressed weapons in space, space actors have been testing the limits of these treaties more and more frequently. The United States has stated that space warfare is inevitable. This possibility is especially troubling because the global economy depends heavily on outer space. National defense, global communication, and ever growing commercial space industry, international flights, and the internet all depend on satellites orbiting in outer space. These satellites make obvious first targets for any space arms race. The Outer Space Treaty is the last defense against weaponization of space, making it one of the most crucial treaties at this time. In light of its importance, the Outer Space Treaty deserves a critical review. Part I of this Note discusses the evolution of the current body of space law, Part II argues that the current body of space law is inadequate, and Part III presents principles necessary in any international instrument on space law that hopes to successfully delay the introduction of weapons to space.

Space assets are critical to the U.S. economy

Gydesen 6 (Paul w. Gydesen, Lieutenant Colonel of the United States Air Force. WHAT IS THE IMPACT TO NATIONAL SECURITY WITHOUT COMMERCIAL SPACE APPLICATIONS?, Air University. February 2006. Page 1-2. http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/awc/gydesen.pdf DM)

The United States economy relies upon commercial space assets for many diverse industries. This list includes such things as television broadcast, telecommunications, navigation, and computer network timing. Revenue from space commerce was $97 billion in 2003 and is projected to top $137 billion by 2009.1 The availability of space systems, especially Global Positioning System (GPS) navigation and timing data, continues to find new uses within industry. Power generation, mapping services, agriculture, and public utilities are improving their efficiency and reducing costs through the use of GPS satellites. Without the use of satellite systems by commercial companies, the impact to the United States economy could be severe.

Hegemony Impact – Economy

(  )  U.S. hard power is key to maintaining open global shipping lines – key to the world economy

Bradley A. Thayer, associate professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies, Missouri State University, 2007, American Empire: A Debate, p. 16

Fourth, as political scientist Barry Posen has argued, military power gives the United States control over the global “commons,” the command of the sea, air, and space, that allows it effectively to project its power far from its borders while denying those areas to other countries if it so chooses.22 That is significant because the sea lanes, airspace, and space act as a major force multiplier for the United States, allowing Washington to exploit better its own economic and military resources and those of its allies while at the same time hindering its enemies. For example, control of the world’s oceans provides the United States with the ability to move heavy forces to trouble spots such as the Persian Gulf or Korea and ensure that key resources, like oil, may travel to world markets. Com​mand of space gives the United States control of the ultimate “high ground.” The United States owns about half of the approximately three hundred active satellites in the Earth’s orbit. Its intelligence satellites allow it to spy on the rest of the world; its navigation satellites guide its forces; and its communications satellites give Washington the ability to command forces worldwide.

Hegemony Impact – Free Trade 

(  )  Primacy is key to global free trade – it’s the only to reduce global poverty 

Bradley A. Thayer, associate professor in the Department of Defense and Strategic Studies, Missouri State University, November 2006, The National Interest

Third, along with the growth in the number of democratic states around the world has been the growth of the global economy. With its allies, the United States has labored to create an economically liberal worldwide network characterized by free trade and commerce, respect for international property rights, and mobility of capital and labor markets. The economic stability and prosperity that stems from this economic order is a global public good from which all states benefit, particularly the poorest states in the Third World. The United States created this network not out of altruism but for the benefit and the economic well-being of America. This economic order forces American industries to be competitive, maximizes efficiencies and growth, and benefits defense as well because the size of the economy makes the defense burden manageable. Economic spin-offs foster the development of military technology, helping to ensure military prowess. 
Perhaps the greatest testament to the benefits of the economic network comes from Deepak Lal, a former Indian foreign service diplomat and researcher at the World Bank, who started his career confident in the socialist ideology of post-independence India. Abandoning the positions of his youth, Lal now recognizes that the only way to bring relief to desperately poor countries of the Third World is through the adoption of free market economic policies and globalization, which are facilitated through American primacy. (4) As a witness to the failed alternative economic systems, Lal is one of the strongest academic proponents of American primacy due to the economic prosperity it provides.

**Aerospace**

UQ – Aerospace

US aerospace industry is declining now – competitiveness 

Abbey and Lane 9 (George Abbey and Neal Lane, Abbey was a former director of the Johnson Space Center, Lane is the senior fellow in science and technology policy at the Baker Institute, “United Space Policy: Challenges and Opportunities Gone Astray”, American Academy of Arts & Sciences, July 22, PDF, YS)
A 2007 Air Force Research Laboratory (AFRL)/Department of Commerce (DOC) report highlighted these and other problems being experienced around the world by the U.S. aerospace industry. The report, Defense Industrial Base Assessment: U.S. Space Industry, showed that complying with U.S. export control regulations carries a high price tag for U.S. companies and harms their global competitiveness. According to the report, export control compliance costs in the United States averaged $49 million per year industry- wide. Compliance costs grew 37 percent during the 2003–2006 period, with the burden of compliance significantly higher for smaller companies.4 The report goes on to state that smaller companies feel that ITAR restrictions and limits are a major impediment to their ability to respond to proposal requests and subsequently sell products in foreign markets. Some smaller companies are starting to leave the space industry because of a sustained absence of profitability and a refusal of some foreign companies to deal with ITAR licensing issues. As a percent of foreign sales, the cost burden on smaller companies is nearly eight times that of major firms. These compliance costs include insurance costs, consulting services, compliance-training costs, and Defense Technology Security Administration monitoring costs. For companies that are operating on tight budgets, these accumulating costs can be devastating. 
UQ – Innovation

Innovation is low in the Aerospace Industry due to high costs

AIAC 11 (Aerospace Industries Association of Canada, “Aerospace Industries Association of Canada Replies to Consultation Questions”, February, http://rd-review.ca/eic/site/033.nsf/vwapj/sub131.pdf/$file/sub131.pdf YS)
Aerospace firms have difficulties financing their innovation expenditure solely out  of operating surplus, but firms in the sector generally find suitable sources of  funding in public programmes from which a high share of firms benefits. The  inter-sectoral comparison of hampering factors shows that the number of  companies in the aerospace sector citing innovation costs as being important is  one of the highest of all industries indicating that financial constraints are a  significant issue for the innovation process in their industry. The interaction between technology transfer and skills is positive and occupational  as well as educational skills (HRST personnel) are important for catching up.  Catching up is positively affected by educational skills (HRST personnel). However,  due to data constraints the analyses of the impact of skills on innovation in the  Aerospace sector are limited, but obviously skills are highly important. 

Innovation is low now because of low funds

Captain 10 (Tom, prinicipal and vice chairman in Deloitte LLP and is the Global and US leader for the Aerospace & Defense industry sector, “Dollars & Sense Losing Ground”, The World of Manufacturing Industry Today, January 18, http://www.industrytoday.com/article_view.asp?ArticleID=we217 YS)

Funding: Over the years, A&D technology innovation has largely been funded by our government either directly or indirectly. However, with pressure on defense spending, problems with program cost over runs and changing national priorities, the amount available to spend on research and development has been steadily decreasing over the last decade and the trend is expected to continue. If there is no real growth in the defense budget, acquisition accounts could slide from 35 percent of the budget in 2010 to 24 percent by 2020 according to the Congressional Research Service.  
UQ – Competitiveness

Competitiveness is declining-US needs to attract more businesses for econ

Manyika et al 11 (James, David Hunt, Scott Nyquist, Jaana Remes, Vikram Malhotra,  Lenny Medonca, Byron Auguste, and Samantha Test, Director at the McKinsey Global Institute, “Growth and Renewal in the United States: Retooling America’s Economic Engine, Journal of Applied Corporate Finance, A Morgan Stanley Publication, Winter, http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1745-6622.2011.00310.x/pdf YS)

5. Enhance the competitiveness of the U.S. business and  regulatory environment. The relative competitiveness of the  U.S. business and regulatory environment is declining—at  a time when many international jurisdictions are streamlining processes for working with business and aggressively  adjusting their regulatory framework in order to attract new investment. The United States, for example, scores particularly poorly on the burden of government regulation and  red tape.27 The United  States needs  to  reduce  regulator  y  complexity, streamline the process of resolving disputes,  and eliminate remaining sector-level barriers to more robust  competition, particularly in small or developing segments  (e.g., eliminate barriers to online auto sales or retail sales of  pet medicines). As MGI has recently highlighted, countries  are engaged in a global competition to attract companies to  invest and participate in their economies. Many countries  have taken huge steps to create attractive business environments. The United States should clearly not copy all the  efforts that other countries have taken but should, at least,  learn from them and realize the need to continue to cultivate an attractive business environment for the world’s most  innovative and competitive companies.28 
UQ – Economy

US Economic growth low now- innovation key to spur econ growth

Manyika et al 11 (James, David Hunt, Scott Nyquist, Jaana Remes, Vikram Malhotra,  Lenny Medonca, Byron Auguste, and Samantha Test, Director at the McKinsey Global Institute, “Growth and Renewal in the United States: Retooling America’s Economic Engine, Journal of Applied Corporate Finance, A Morgan Stanley Publication, Winter, http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1745-6622.2011.00310.x/pdf YS)

However, it is important to note that emerging economies such as China and India are experiencing rapid GDP  and productivity growth and are intensifying the competitive pressure on the United States in an increasingly broad  range of goods and services. And as summarized in these  pages, MGI’s newly released report concludes that the United  States needs to accelerate labor productivity growth to a rate  not seen since the 1960s. Further, the United States needs to  ensure that this productivity growth is broadly based, coming  from efficiency gains, innovation, and increasing the value and quality of goods and services produced

ORS k/ Aerospace 

ORS revolutionizes the space industry- key to survival 
Hoey, ’06 (Matthew, “Military space systems: the road ahead”, The Space Review, 2/27/2006, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/563/1, LH)

Increases in funding for military space systems and the overall growth of the industry are being partially fueled by a military strategy called Operationally Responsive Space (ORS), directed by the Office for Force Transformation. ORS objectives are: for development, reduce the timeline from years to months; for deployment, reduce the timeline from months to hours; and for operations, reduce the timeline to continually or seconds. New systems will help make ORS a reality and revolutionize the space industry in two ways: by reducing the cost of space access and by streamlining the time and effort required to place assets in space. The first technology tier involves increasingly affordable launch vehicles and next-generation expendable launch vehicles. Companies such as Lockheed, Boeing, and SpaceX are making great strides in this arena, particularly SpaceX with the Falcon launch vehicle. Microcosm’s Sprite Mini-Lift vehicle, in development, is designed to be launched on eight hours’ notice and by the 10th launch will be able to place over 300 kilograms into LEO for $1.8 million—a dramatic reduction in launch time and cost. Although this system has not been tested one must ask that, if this technology is developed, what are the implications of such technological leaps? The combination of affordable, short-notice launch capability with small satellite technology has the potential to revolutionize the space industry, especially military space systems. For example, ESPA is a structure developed by the Air Force Research Labs (AFRL) and the Space Test Program (STP) as a means to deploy small satellites. The ESPA stage is currently available only with the Atlas 5 or Delta 4 EELV, but similar deployment platforms could, in time, be developed and adapted to use with more affordable next-generation vehicles like Space X’s Falcon and the Microcosm’s Sprite. This would further reduce the cost of military space programs and commercial space launches. 

ORS k/ Innovation 
ORS Key to Innovation-Gives Corporations Incentive for Improvement

Szajnfarber et al 8 (Zoe Szajnfarber, Graduate Research Assistant, Department of Aeronautics and Astronautics and Engineering Systems Division Matthew G. Richards, Doctoral Research Assistant, Engineering Systems Division and Annalisa L. Weigel, Assistant Professor of Aeronautics and Astronautics and Engineering Systems, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Implications of DoD Acquisition Policy for Innovation: The Case of Operationally Responsive Space, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics,  7/29/08, http://web.mit.edu/mgr/www/Portfolio/Implications%20of%20DoD%20Acquisition%20Policy%20for%20Innovation.pdf, KR)

Firstly, by leveraging COTS parts and commercial launch services, it creates a potential market for unarticulated products. In other words, acquisition agents would be able to use “on-the-market” features to help define their need, in the same way that traditional customers are accustomed to doing. This is in stark contrast to the existing paradigm where acquisition agents define their needs in advance of the product being designed. The key difference is that the monopsonist buyer may now buy things for which they didn’t specifically ask. This may generate more bottom-up initiative from the space industrial base and provide avenues for small, innovative companies to enter the DoD market.6 This process will be encouraged through a model of seed-funding rather than development contracts. Where the historical lab structure, to a first order approximation, specifies a need and pays for the development required to meet it, the seed-funding model would allocate funding to firms in the early stages of a promising development. Conceptually, the difference between these two approaches is significant; the latter has the potential to reach non-traditional space firms and leverage bottom-up initiative, where the former perpetuates the traditional pull-push-pull. It remains to be seen whether the practical difference will be significant. Secondly, the emphasis on rapid development cycles might create a more continuous innovation environment. One of the problems with the discrete nature of a monopsony market, as discussed above, is that it limits the opportunities for new capabilities to be “needed,” while at the same time placing a high premium on major intergenerational improvements. Both of these factors serve to limit the incentives for bottom-up initiative. What the ORS paradigm may change (from the point of view of generating real push) is to create a more frequent market for incremental improvements. If there is a clear opportunity to capture the value of taking the functionality of a spacecraft beyond the specification, contractors may be more inclined to take the initiative. Capability Pool Un-met Needs Industrial base Technology Development Internal R&D Formal acquisition process Contracted R&D Figure 3. Capability generation in the acquisition process American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics 6 B. Issue 1b: Knowledge fragmentation exacerbates the problem of technology “push” generation The necessity for a top-down process as described above could theoretically foster ideal conditions for innovation because a knowledgeable buyer could: 1) encourage investment in R&D by specifying sufficiently advanced needs that can only be solved through radical innovation; and 2) decrease information asymmetries in the transactions by eliminating the need for suppliers to infer the future preferences of potential buyers. However in practice, the specialized knowledge required to drive change is fragmented across the space market structure, limiting the effectiveness of both 1 and 2 above. This section explains why knowledge fragmentation exacerbates the challenge of integrating bottom-up push with top-down pull. The Knowledge Required for Innovation: The innovation literature has historically differentiated between two types of innovation: incremental and radical (see for example ref. 7, 8). Incremental innovations are competence-enhancing; they generate a product that is better along dimensions that are familiar within the current paradigm. Radical innovations, on the other hand, are competence-destroying; they typically take a different approach to solving the same problem. For example, building bigger communication satellites that can carry more transponders would be an incremental innovation approach to increasing capacity, while developing a new method of stabilization (i.e., the transition from spin-stabilized to threeaxis) is a way of addressing the same problem with a radical innovation. If established suppliers are driving change, not surprisingly, there is a tendency to avoid competence-destroying change;9 however, if change is driven from the top, as in the space sector, by specifying sufficiently advanced needs, this tendency no longer exists.
ORS solves innovation-change of mentality
Szajnfarber et al 8 (Zoe Szajnfarber, Graduate Research Assistant, Department of Aeronautics and Astronautics and Engineering Systems Division Matthew G. Richards, Doctoral Research Assistant, Engineering Systems Division and Annalisa L. Weigel, Assistant Professor of Aeronautics and Astronautics and Engineering Systems, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Implications of DoD Acquisition Policy for Innovation: The Case of Operationally Responsive Space, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics,  7/29/08, http://web.mit.edu/mgr/www/Portfolio/Implications%20of%20DoD%20Acquisition%20Policy%20for%20Innovation.pdf, KR)

ORS represents a major change in mentality, shifting from a performance oriented risk-averse paradigm, to a “good enough” approach; trading some failures for cost and schedule.27 In addition to obtaining capability on-orbit quickly, ORS’s attributes include tactical control and assured access. Assured access refers to the potential ability of small, tactical spacecraft to be used to partially reconstitute Air Force space mission areas (i.e., Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance; Position, Navigation, and Timing; Communications; Environmental Sensing; Missile Warning; and Space Control) should adversaries negate existing space capabilities.28 If this radical shift in organizational priorities can be achieved (and the ORS economic assumptions are validated), it may create the forum for experimentation that the system sorely needs.

Innovation k/ Economy

Innovation helps growth in the economy

Manyika et al 11 (James, David Hunt, Scott Nyquist, Jaana Remes, Vikram Malhotra,  Lenny Medonca, Byron Auguste, and Samantha Test, Director at the McKinsey Global Institute, “Growth and Renewal in the United States: Retooling America’s Economic Engine, Journal of Applied Corporate Finance, A Morgan Stanley Publication, Winter, http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1745-6622.2011.00310.x/pdf YS)

2. Reinvigorate the innovation economy. Innovation can  increase the quality and quantity of goods and services  produced, contributing to productivity gains. U.S. policy and regulation should provide the right incentives for  private companies, which have a strong record of innovation, to continue to invest in innovation and expand their  U.S.-based R&D activities (e.g., extending and expanding  R&D tax breaks)—thereby creating a virtuous cycle of U.S.  productivity growth.20 Innovation has traditionally benefited  from government contracts and research institutions such  as DARPA, but, while the United States remains the global  leader in R&D spending, others are rapidly catching up.21 Specifically, the United States needs to ensure that the IT  infrastructure and technologies are in place to capture fully the  transformational potential of digital technology. The potential runs from Big Data—data-driven business decisions and  actions—to cloud computing and the application of advances  in biology and life science. All these new-wave innovations  can potentially produce fresh productivity gains, notably in  public and regulated sectors such as education and health  care. Innovation that drives productivity is not limited to new  technology. Managerial innovation, including the development of novel products and services, new business models,  identifying fresh uses and markets for existing products, and  better ways to organize business activities are equally critical  aspects of innovation. Businesses and government need to  address potential barriers to the productivity impact in these  areas (e.g., privacy protection). MGI will publish new research  on Big Data in spring 2011. 

Innovation k/ Aerospace
Innovation key to the aerospace industry 

Kroo 4 (Ilan, Professor of Aeronautics and Astronautics at Stanford, “Innovations in Aeronautics”, Aerospace Sciences Meeting, http://aero.stanford.edu/Reports/AIAA20040001b.pdf YS)
Lack of future innovation, however, could  be  a  major problem for the aerospace industry and the  nation,  both directly  and  because  of  the  indirect  effect  on  the workforce.  A sustained period of stagnation  may  lead potential  future  innovators  to  other  fields  and  since innovation is, by its nature,  not  something  that  can be predicted, sustained, consistent  support  for  research and development is critical  
Innovation is key to the Aerospace Industry- design concepts, low cost, reducing emissions, and environmentally friendly

A. T. Kearney 7 (Formulates strategic plans and uses operations and information technology to mobilize knowledge, “Aerospace Innovation: The Differentiating Factor”, Nov. 6, http://www.atkearney.com/res/shared/pdf/Aerospace_Innovation.pdf, YS)

Innovation is increasingly becoming a defining competitive advantage in aerospace. With demand more urgent for environmentally friendly, low-cost transport, reducing emissions, fuel consumption and aircraft weight is setting the innovation agenda. As a result, innovative design concepts, exploitation of materials and improved manufacturing techniques are front and center for the industry. As one example, aluminum and titanium are traditional aerospace materials, but they incur weight and fuel consumption penalties. Roughly 70 percent of today’s current aircraft is composed of aluminum, but the next generation models, such as Boeing 787 and the Airbus A350, are increasingly being built from composite materials (see figure 1). Compared to aluminum, composites are 20 to 35 percent lighter, have high strength-to-weight ratios, and can be formed into complex shapes associated with today’s new structural designs. Although they are relatively more expensive, costs are decreasing significantly through automated manufacturing processes and economies of scale.  
Competition k/ Aerospace

More competition leads to innovation in Aerospace

Hollanders et al 8 (Hugo Hollanders, Adriana Van Cruysen, Daniel Vertesty, “Sectoral Innovation Systems in Europe: The Case of Aerospace Sector”, Europe INNOVA, April, http://archive.europe-innova.eu/docs/SIW_SR_
Aerospace_20080509.pdf YS)

The Aerospace sector is highly R&D intensive and levels of competition are high.  Over time there is a certain degree of convergence in the level of competition across  countries, when countries with more protected or regulated domestic markets have  started to increase competition. On average, the relationship between R&D  investment and competition is positive. More competition acts an innovation driver in  Aerospace.

Competition is key to innovation in Aerospace

Hollanders et al 8 (Hugo Hollanders, Adriana Van Cruysen, Daniel Vertesty, “Sectoral Innovation Systems in Europe: The Case of Aerospace Sector”, Europe INNOVA, April, http://archive.europe-innova.eu/docs/SIW_SR_
Aerospace_20080509.pdf YS)
The analysis of the relationship between competition and R&D investments in the  Aerospace suggests that the Aerospace sector is highly R&D intensive and has high  levels of competition. The strongest competition pressures are in the Netherlands,  Denmark and Hungary, but competition is relatively less strong in the Czech  Republic, France and Austria. Over time there is certain degree of convergence in  the level of competition across countries, when countries with more protected or  regulated domestic markets have started to increase competition. On average, the  relationship between R&D investment and competition is positive. More competition  is always good for innovation in Aerospace. 

Aerospace k/ Economy

Aerospace key to economy- contributes to growth, GDP, and exports

Albainy-Jenei 5 (Stephen, “Intellectual Property-Oriented Industries Vital to Economy”, Patent Baristas, November 10, http://www.patentbaristas.com/archives/2005/11/10/intellectual-property-oriented-industries-vital-to-economy/ YS)
Forbes recently ran an article showing that companies that generate revenue from products protected by copyrights or patents are vital to the U.S. economy. In a report, NBC Universal Chief Executive Bob Wright released the results of the study he commissioned, which shows that digital piracy, if not reined in, could cause the U.S. economy to stall. The study, conducted by Washington, D.C.-based Economists Incorporated, found that U.S. intellectual property-oriented industries–from software firms to aerospace and pharmaceutical companies–are vital to the U.S. economy for the following five reasons: They contribute nearly 40% of the growth achieved by all U.S. private industry and nearly 60% of the growth of U.S. exportable products and services. Ten-year gross domestic product estimates would be about 30% lower than current projections without the contributions of these industries. These industries are responsible for 20% of the total U.S. private-industry contribution to gross domestic product, and 40% of the contribution of U.S. exportable products to gross domestic product. These industries are among the nation’s highest-paying employers, with 18 million workers earning 40% more than all U.S. workers. The core copyright industries, such as music and filmed entertainment, in 2003 contributed $33 billion in net export revenue, while the patent-dependent aerospace industry reported another $32 billion in export revenue during the same period. The report shows that the protection of intellectual property is critical to the economy and that it’s not just these companies who are benefiting. 

The aerospace industry is key to exports and employment

Manyika et al 11 (James, David Hunt, Scott Nyquist, Jaana Remes, Vikram Malhotra,  Lenny Medonca, Byron Auguste, and Samantha Test, Director at the McKinsey Global Institute, “Growth and Renewal in the United States: Retooling America’s Economic Engine, Journal of Applied Corporate Finance, A Morgan Stanley Publication, Winter, http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1745-6622.2011.00310.x/pdf YS)

In estimating the productivity potential of the U.S. economy over the next ten years, MGI studied the patterns of  sector contributions to growth in the past two decades and  conducted deep-dive case studies of three industries: retail,  health care, and aerospace. These sectors cut across a variety  of categories and characteristics, representing goods, services,  and regulated sectors as well as tradables and non-tradables.  Each is also relevant to the U.S. economy in its own right.  The retail sector is one of the largest employers and was a  strong contributor to U.S. productivity acceleration in the  late 1990s. Health care is a large and growing segment of  the U.S. economy both in terms of spending and employment, but its productivity performance has lagged behind  the U.S. average. Finally, the aerospace industry is a highskill manufacturing industry that is the United States’ largest  exporter. Together, these three sectors represent more than  20% percent of U.S. GDP and nearly 15% of employment  and shed light on the industry-level dynamics in very different segments of the U.S. economy.

Aerospace industry key to innovation, production- helps the economy through tech, tourism, and construction 

Bugos 10 (Glenn E., Historian with the Prologue Group, “The History of the Aerospace Industry”, EH.net, February 1, http://eh.net/encyclopedia/article/bugos.aerospace.industry.history YS)
The aerospace industry ranks among the world's largest manufacturing industries in terms of people employed and value of output. Yet even beyond its shear size, the aerospace industry was one of the defining industries of the twentieth century. As a socio-political phenomenon, aerospace has inflamed the imaginations of youth around the world, inspired new schools of industrial design, decisively bolstered both the self-image and power of the nation state, and shrunk the effective size of the globe. As an economic phenomenon, aerospace has consumed the major amount of research and development funds across many fields, subsidized innovation in a vast array of component technologies, evoked new forms of production, spurred construction of enormous manufacturing complexes, inspired technology-sensitive managerial techniques, supported dependent regional economies, and justified the deeper incursion of national governments into their economies. No other industry has so persistently and intimately interacted with the bureaucratic apparatus of the nation state. Aerospace technology permeates many other industries -- travel and tourism, logistics, telecommunications, electronics and computing, advanced materials, civil construction, capital goods manufacture, and defense supply. Here, the aerospace industry is defined by those firms that design and build vehicles that fly through our atmosphere and outer space. 

Aerospace industry key to econ, national security, and technological innovation

International Trade Adminstration 11 (U.S. Federal Government export assistance programs, general export counseling, and country and regional market information, “Aerospace Industry is critical contributor to U.S. Economy According to Obama Trade Official at Paris Air Show” International Trade ADminstration, June 21, http://trade.gov/press/press-releases/2011/aerospace-industry-critical-contributor-to-us-economy-062111.asp YS)
“The U.S. aerospace industry is a strategic contributor to the economy, national security, and technological innovation of the United States,” Sánchez said. “The industry is key to achieving the President’s goals of doubling exports by the end of 2014 and contributed $78 billion in export sales to the U.S. economy in 2010.” During the U.S. Pavilion opening remarks, Sánchez noted that the aerospace sector in the United States supports more jobs through exports than any other industry. Sánchez witnessed a signing ceremony between Boeing and Aeroflot, Russia’s state-owned airline. Aeroflot has ordered eight 777s valued at $2.1 billion, and the sales will support approximately 14,000 jobs.
Economy Impact – Protectionism 

Economic decline leads to protectionism and conflict

Royal ’10 (Jedediah, Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction at the U.S. Department of Defense, “Economic Integration, Economic Signaling and the Problem of Economic Crises”, in Economics of War and Peace: Economic, Legal, and Political Perspectives, ed. Goldsmith and Brauer, p. 213-215, LH)

Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic decline and the security and defence behavior of interdependent states. Research in this vein has been considered at systemic, dyadic, and national levels. Several notable contributions follow. First, on the systemic level, Pollins (2008) advances Modelski and Thompson’s (1996) work on leadership cycle theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of a pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, exogenous shocks such as economic crises could usher in a redistribution of relative power (see also Gilpin, 1981) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation (Fearon, 195). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power (Werner, 1999). Separately, Pollins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium and small powers, although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and security conditions remain unknown. Second, on a dyadic level, Copeland’s (1996, 2000) theory of trade expectations suggests that ‘future expectation of trade’ is a significant variable in understanding economic conditions and security behavior of states. He argues that interdependent states are likely to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations. However, if the expectations of future trade decline, particularly for difficult to replace items such as energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases, as states will be inclined to use force to gain access to those resources. Crises could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states. Third, others have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. Blomberg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict, particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write, The linkages between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favour. Moreover, the presence of a recession tends to amplify the extent to which international and external conflicts self-reinforce each other. (Blomberg & Hess, 2002, p. 89) Economic decline has also been linked with an increased likelihood of terrorism (Blomberg, Hess, & Weerapana, 2004), which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to external tensions. Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a sitting government. ‘Divisionary theory’ suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting governments have increased incentives to fabricate external military conflicts to create a ‘rally around the flag’ effect. Wang (1996), DeRouen (1995), and Blomberg, Hess, and Thacker (2006) find supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force are at least indirectly correlated. Gelpi (1997), Miller (1999), and Kisangani and Pickering (2009) suggest that the tendency towards divisionary tactics are greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of domestic support. DeRouen (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic performance in the United States, and thus weak Presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an increase in the use of force. In summary, recent economic scholarship positively correlates economic integration with an increase in the frequency of economic crises, whereas political science scholarship links economic decline with external conflict at systemic, dyadic and national levels. This implied connection between integration, crises and armed conflict has not featured prominently in the economic-security debate and deserves more attention. 

Economy Impact – Conflict 

Global economic decline triggers conflict around the world

Auslin and Lachman, ’09 (Michael, AEI’s director of Japan Studies, Desmond, economic strategist at Salomon Smith Barney, “The Global Economy Unravels”, American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research, 3/6/2009, http://www.aei.org/article/100187, LH)

What do these trends mean in the short and medium term? The Great Depression showed how social and global chaos followed hard on economic collapse. The mere fact that parliaments across the globe, from America to Japan, are unable to make responsible, economically sound recovery plans suggests that they do not know what to do and are simply hoping for the least disruption. Equally worrisome is the adoption of more statist economic programs around the globe, and the concurrent decline of trust in free-market systems. The threat of instability is a pressing concern. China, until last year the world's fastest growing economy, just reported that 20 million migrant laborers lost their jobs. Even in the flush times of recent years, China faced upward of 70,000 labor uprisings a year. A sustained downturn poses grave and possibly immediate threats to Chinese internal stability. The regime in Beijing may be faced with a choice of repressing its own people or diverting their energies outward, leading to conflict with China's neighbors. Russia, an oil state completely dependent on energy sales, has had to put down riots in its Far East as well as in downtown Moscow. Vladimir Putin's rule has been predicated on squeezing civil liberties while providing economic largesse. If that devil's bargain falls apart, then wide-scale repression inside Russia, along with a continuing threatening posture toward Russia's neighbors, is likely. Even apparently stable societies face increasing risk and the threat of internal or possibly external conflict. As Japan's exports have plummeted by nearly 50%, one-third of the country's prefectures have passed emergency economic stabilization plans. Hundreds of thousands of temporary employees hired during the first part of this decade are being laid off. Spain's unemployment rate is expected to climb to nearly 20% by the end of 2010; Spanish unions are already protesting the lack of jobs, and the specter of violence, as occurred in the 1980s, is haunting the country. Meanwhile, in Greece, workers have already taken to the streets. Europe as a whole will face dangerously increasing tensions between native citizens and immigrants, largely from poorer Muslim nations, who have increased the labor pool in the past several decades. Spain has absorbed five million immigrants since 1999, while nearly 9% of Germany's residents have foreign citizenship, including almost 2 million Turks. The xenophobic labor strikes in the U.K. do not bode well for the rest of Europe. A prolonged global downturn, let alone a collapse, would dramatically raise tensions inside these countries. Couple that with possible protectionist legislation in the United States, unresolved ethnic and territorial disputes in all regions of the globe and a loss of confidence that world leaders actually know what they are doing. The result may be a series of small explosions that coalesce into a big bang. 

Economy Impact – Conflict 

Global economic collapse leads to war

Lind, ’10 (Michael, policy director of the Economic Growth Program at the New America Foundation, “Will the great recession lead to World War IV?”, Salon News, http://www.salon.com/news/economics/index.html?story=/opinion/feature/2010/05/11/great_recession_world_war_iv, LH) 

If history is any guide, an era of global economic stagnation will help the nationalist and populist right, at the expense of the neoliberal and cosmopolitan/multicultural left. During the Long Depression of the late 19th century, which some historians claim lasted from 1873 to 1896, the nations of the West adopted protectionist measures to promote their industries. Beginning with Bismarck’s Germany, many countries also adopted social reforms like government pensions and health insurance. These reforms were often favored by the nationalist right, as a way of luring the working class away from the temptations of Marxism and left-liberalism. By and large the strategy worked. When World War I broke out, the working classes and farmers in most countries rallied enthusiastically around their respective flags. The Great Depression of the 1930s similarly led to the rise of one or another version of the authoritarian, nationalist right in Europe. Only in a few societies with deeply established liberal traditions, like the English-speaking countries and Scandinavia, did liberals or liberal conservatives hold on. And Franklin Delano Roosevelt’s New Deal Democratic Party, a coalition that included racist Southerners and traditionalist Catholic immigrants, was not particularly liberal by today’s standards. In both eras of depression, great-power rivalry for resources and markets intensified and ultimately led to a world war. Following World War II, the U.S. sought to avert a repetition of that pattern, by creating a global market secured by a global great-power concert in the form of the Security Council. But the project of economic disarmament and security cooperation broke down almost immediately after 1945 and the split between the Soviets and the Anglo-Americans produced the Cold War. The second attempt at a global market that began after the Cold War may be breaking down now, as the most important economic powers pursue their conflicting national interests. 

North Korea Impact – Extinction

War in Korea risks global extinction – North Korea has nukes, powers in Asia would get drawn in, so would the US. AND – that conflict is brewing
Chung 6/1  
(Visiting Professor at the S. Rajaratnam School of International Relations (RSIS), Nanayang Technological University (Chong Wook, 2010, “The Korean Crisis: Going Beyond the Cheonan Incident,” http://www.cfr.org/publication/22205/us_policy_toward_the_korean_peninsula.html)

After a month-long investigation, the Seoul government announced that the ship was hit by a torpedo launched from a North Korean submarine. The evidence it produced included the tail part of the torpedo recovered &om the bottom of the sea where the ship sank. President Lee Myung-bak, demanding the North`s apology, announced a series of measures suspending all inter-Korea cooperation except in the humanitarian area. North Korea, which earlier denied its involvement, immediately cut off almost all land, air and sea lines of communications with the South. It warned that any violation was to be dealt with by the wartime laws. It also placed its armed forces on special alert. The two Koreas appear to be heading for a serious military confrontation. Another factor that adds to the severity of the current crisis is the nuclear capability of the North.. Pyongyang is believed to have fissionable materials enough for up to ten plutonium bombs. Its two nuclear tests so far reinforced the possibility of all-out military flare-up involving nuclear weapons, The nuclear logic could certainly apply for deterring a war, but North Korea has proven that the rational logic of deterrence may not necessarily hold. Such is the risk of dealing with a desperate country whose brinkmanship tactics often defy the strategic calculus of its neighbours. The drastic decline in the South Korean stock market is indicative of how the situation is perceived. Despite all these ominous developments, however, premature pessimism is not advisable.
**Add-Ons**

Asia Add-On

ORS prevents conflict in Asia – impact is economic collapse and regional conflicts

Yuen 07  (Jeffery Yuen, Deputy Commander of the 502 air operations group. Warﬁghting Needs and Uses for Responsive Space in the USPACOM Theater, Air Force Space Command. 6/22/07Page 22. http://www.afspc.af.mil/shared/media/document/AFD-070622-058.pdf DM)
Stability in the Paciﬁc is essential to the security and prosperity of the entire world.  The Paciﬁc region is home for roughly 60 percent of the world’s population and in 2002, represented over 30 percent of the US trade, over 522 billion dollars.  Given the importance of this region, United States Paciﬁc Command (USPACOM) and Paciﬁc Air Forces are faced with challenges integral to global security.  Responsive space provides a concept to optimize the effects from above.  As we develop the Responsive Space or Joint Warﬁghting Space (JWS) concept and capabilities, the effects from these platforms provide the Commander, United States Paciﬁc Command (CDRUSPACOM) strengthened ability to dissuade, deter, and, if required, combat potential aggressors and de-stabilizing activity in the region.  In today’s uncertain security environment, we must realize our transformation efforts in order to provide ﬂexible capabilities to meet dynamic needs.

Asian conflicts risk global nuclear war

Ogura and Oh -97 (Toshimaru and Ingyu, Teachers – Economics, Monthly Review, April)

North Korea, South Korea, and Japan have achieved quasi- or virtual nuclear armament. Although these countries do not produce or possess actual bombs, they possess sufficient technological know-how to possess one or several nuclear arsenals. Thus, virtual armament creates a new nightmare in this region - nuclear annihilation. Given the concentration of economic affluence and military power in this region and its growing importance to the world system, any hot conflict among these countries would threaten to escalate into a global conflagration.
Terrorism Add-On

Space dominance key to the war on terrorism

Douglass 05 (John W. Douglass, AIA President and Chief Executive Officer. National Security Space Programs. Critical Defense Assets in the War on Terrorism, Washington Pipeline. October 05. Volume 10 number 2. http://www.aia-aerospace.org/aianews/newsletters/2005/oct05news.cfm#5 DM)

This grim security environment underscores the enduring value of NSS Programs. Space-based communications allow the United States to deploy frontline soldiers and intelligence personnel with the most accurate knowledge available on the locations, movements, and intentions of enemies dispersed around the world.  As the ground war against terrorism continues, we will prevail - thanks, in a very significant way, to aerospace and defense technologies and a strengthened space launch infrastructure.

Terrorism causes extinction

Yonah Alexander, professor and director of the Inter-University for Terrorism Studies in Israel and the United States. “Terrorism myths and realities,” The Washington Times, August 28, 2003
Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact.  The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism [e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber] with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns. Two myths in particular must be debunked immediately if an effective counterterrorism "best practices" strategy can be developed [e.g., strengthening international cooperation].  The first illusion is that terrorism can be greatly reduced, if not eliminated completely, provided the root causes of conflicts - political, social and economic - are addressed.  The conventional illusion is that terrorism must be justified by oppressed people seeking to achieve their goals and consequently the argument advanced by "freedom fighters" anywhere, "give me liberty and I will give you death," should be tolerated if not glorified.  This traditional rationalization of "sacred" violence often conceals that the real purpose of terrorist groups is to gain political power through the barrel of the gun, in violation of fundamental human rights of the noncombatant segment of societies. For instance, Palestinians religious movements [e.g., Hamas, Islamic Jihad] and secular entities [such as Fatah's Tanzim and Aqsa Martyr Brigades]] wish not only to resolve national grievances [such as Jewish settlements, right of return, Jerusalem] but primarily to destroy the Jewish state.  Similarly, Osama bin Laden's international network not only opposes the presence of American military in the Arabian Peninsula and Iraq, but its stated objective is to "unite all Muslims and establish a government that follows the rule of the Caliphs."  The second myth is that strong action against terrorist infrastructure [leaders, recruitment, funding, propaganda, training, weapons, operational command and control] will only increase terrorism. The argument here is that law-enforcement efforts and military retaliation inevitably will fuel more brutal acts of violent revenge.  Clearly, if this perception continues to prevail, particularly in democratic societies, there is the danger it will paralyze governments and thereby encourage further terrorist attacks.  In sum, past experience provides useful lessons for a realistic future strategy. The prudent application of force has been demonstrated to be an effective tool for short- and long-term deterrence of terrorism. For example, Israel's targeted killing of Mohammed Sider, the Hebron commander of the Islamic Jihad, defused a "ticking bomb." The assassination of Ismail Abu Shanab - a top Hamas leader in the Gaza Strip who was directly responsible for several suicide bombings including the latest bus attack in Jerusalem - disrupted potential terrorist operations. Similarly, the U.S. military operation in Iraq eliminated Saddam Hussein's regime as a state sponsor of terror.  Thus, it behooves those countries victimized by terrorism to understand a cardinal message communicated by Winston Churchill to the House of Commons on May 13, 1940: "Victory at all costs, victory in spite of terror, victory however long and hard the road may be: For without victory, there is no survival."

Ext.  Microsatellites K/

Microsatellites solve terrorism

Discovery News 11 (Irene Klotz, Reporter, Discovery News, Mini Spy Satellites to Track Terrorists, Discovery News,  6/7/11, http://news.discovery.com/space/cubesat-spy-satellites-terrorists-110607.html, KR)

Keeping an eye on terrorists from space has some distinct advantages over ground- and air-based systems. Satellites can operate around the world, including areas not accessible by aircraft. CubeSats also can be less expensive to build and operate than some aerial systems, Ticer noted.  Tracking satellites are part of the military's growing focus on what it calls "high-value target" missions, such as the May raid that netted al-Qaida chief Osama bin Laden, noted Special Operations Command's Doug Richardson, who presented the program at a conference in Tampa, Fla., last month.  Special Operations' CubeSats weren't the only ones hitching rides from SpaceX. Other clients included Northrop Grumman, which partnered with Applied Minds, a Glendale, Calif.-based technology incubation firm, to test a micro-satellite called Mayflower that deployed a solar cell.  "Microsatellites are an important part of our future in advancing and maturing technologies," Northrop's Paul Meyer said in a statement.  Mayflower rode the Falcon 9 to an altitude of about 180 miles. The company expects follow-on flights to higher altitudes to test spacecraft propulsion, communication and positioning systems.  Special Operations Command did not disclose information about the specific tracking technologies tested aboard its CubeSats.  "The goal was to investigate the ability to build a satellite quickly and at low cost, use the satellite to retrieve data signals from ground transmitters and have the satellite perform command and control tasks. All objectives were achieved," Ticer wrote.  

Microsatellites key to the war on terror

New Atlantis 03 (The New Atlantis, a quarterly journal devoted to science and technology issues and their relation to social and political affairs. The Future of Satellites, The New Atlantis. Fall 2003. NP. http://www.thenewatlantis.com/publications/the-future-of-satellites DM)

The NRO has for years been accused of mismanagement and gross inefficiency, though the classified nature of its budget and operations has made a public accounting impossible. In August, U.S. News & World Report published the results of a six-month investigation into the agency, and its findings were not encouraging. Despite its $7 billion budget, the NRO is routinely in the red, and rarely on schedule. Perhaps more importantly, it has run into a series of technical problems in recent years that have deprived the American intelligence community of some potentially crucial eyes and ears—at a time when the nation, slogging through a multi-front war on terrorism, cannot afford an intelligence lapse. Two NRO satellites launched in the past two years have malfunctioned in ways that have seriously hindered their performance; this has caused the agency to delay several planned launches of new satellites, until the problems with the existing ones can be diagnosed. Meanwhile, a substantial number of America’s spy satellites are nearing the end of their planned lifespans, and replacements are slow to come. All of this has led to two key changes in policy. First, the military and the intelligence community have begun to make greater use of civilian satellites, operated by private companies, both for communication and for reconnaissance. Second, the CIA—apparently with support from Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld—has opened a new office to manage future spy satellite operations, potentially doing an end-run around the NRO. Meanwhile, as the future of America’s large and expensive cutting-edge spy satellites remains less than certain, a new breed of small, highly mobile satellites geared for non-military use is hitting the scene. These “microsatellites,” in some cases weighing less than 50 pounds each (larger satellites weigh thousands of pounds), offer greater flexibility and control, and can dramatically reduce the costs of simple overflight and reconnaissance tasks. The European Space Agency is leading the way in microsatellite operations with its PROBA (Project for On-Board Autonomy) program. The first PROBA satellite is already in orbit. It can navigate itself—using GPS signals and sophisticated constellation mapping—and can receive and automatically prioritize work-requests (for climate monitoring, ocean surveys, and other information-gathering) from scientists around the world.

Ext. ORS k/

ORS mitigates the impact of terror attacks – key to response

Akagi et al. 06 (Justin M. Akagi, a member of the department of electrical engineering at the University of Hawaii. Paper Number RS6-2008-2006: CubeSat-Based Disaster Detection and Monitoring Systems, responsive space. 2006-2008. NP http://www.responsivespace.com/psearch.asp?cat=S DM) 

The most critical element in the aftermath of a terrorist attack, natural disaster, or other large-scale emergency is for response teams to establish rapid, accurate, and consistent situational assessment. Terrestrial-based sensing and communication systems are infeasible in these situations, as they are often the target or are compromised in these attacks or disasters. An attractive solution is a small-satellite surveillance and tracking network that is autonomous, reconfigurable, redundant, and readily deployable. Due to their small size and weight, launching a network of these satellites is more cost-efficient than launching one large satellite. To provide image surveillance in the case of an emergency or crisis, the University of Hawaii Small Satellite Program developed a 1.5U CubeSat outfitted with a COTS camera, global positioning system (GPS) unit, and inertial measurement unit (IMU). The GPS unit and IMU tags the image acquired by the camera with its location and pointing coordinates. By utilizing a network of satellites, multiple images can then be stitched together to form a detailed view of the crisis area. In addition to the COTS-based imaging system, the satellite bus platform utilizes a number of COTS subassemblies (i.e., S-band transceiver and Linux-based microcontroller) and structure designed to fit the CalPoly San Luis Obispo P-POD form factor. This design approach enabled an 11-member student team (9 undergraduates, 2 graduates) to design, fabricate and demonstrate the satellite in a nine-month timeframe. Continued efforts of this program include developing standardized bus interfaces to allow independent development of subsystem modules. This approach will produce ready-made plug-and-play avionics modules that can be combined on a customizable bus platform, based on mission-dependent payload requirements. By focusing our efforts on this approach, we can expect a considerably shorter timeframe for demonstrating an integrated satellite system.

Ext. Asia 

Regional instability leads to nuclear war and destruction of the world.

Michael May, Engineering-Economic Systems at Stanford, Washington Quarterly, Summer 97
The unpalatable facts, to Europeans and North Americans, are that Asia has about half of the world's people, that it is growing faster than other parts of the world, and that, by mid-century, it will probably have more than half the population of the developed world and more than half of its money. Energy consumption, economic influence, and military power will be distributed in proportion. That is the rosy scenario. The dark scenario is that of a war that would, in all likelihood -- because nuclear weapons can be procured and deployed by any of these countries at a fraction of the cost of peaceful development --leave most of the civilized world devastated.
Asian instability goes nuclear.  

Cirincione, 2k (Joseph, Director of the Nonproliferation Project at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Foreign Policy, 3/22, Lexis)

The blocks would fall quickest and hardest in Asia, where proliferation pressures are already building more quickly than anywhere else in the world. If a nuclear breakout takes place in Asia, then the international arms control agreements that have been painstakingly negotiated over the past 40 years will crumble. Moreover, the United States could find itself embroiled in its fourth war on the Asian continent in six decades--a costly rebuke to those who seek the safety of Fortress America by hiding behind national missile defenses. Consider what is already happening: North Korea continues to play guessing games with its nuclear and missile programs; South Korea wants its own missiles to match Pyongyang's; India and Pakistan shoot across borders while running a slow-motion nuclear arms race; China modernizes its nuclear arsenal amid tensions with Taiwan and the United States; Japan's vice defense minister is forced to resign after extolling the benefits of nuclear weapons; and Russia--whose Far East nuclear deployments alone make it the largest Asian nuclear power--struggles to maintain territorial coherence. Five of these states have nuclear weapons; the others are capable of constructing them. Like neutrons firing from a split atom, one nation's actions can trigger reactions throughout the region, which in turn, stimulate additional actions. These nations form an interlocking Asian nuclear reaction chain that vibrates dangerously with each new development. If the frequency and intensity of this reaction cycle increase, critical decisions taken by any one of these governments could cascade into the second great wave of nuclear-weapon proliferation, bringing regional and global economic and political instability and, perhaps, the first combat use of a nuclear weapon since 1945.  
Ext. Terrorism 

Nuclear Terrorism leads to extinction

Sid-Ahmed, 2004 (Mohamed, Managing Editor for Al-Ahali, “Extinction!” August 26-September 1, Issue no. 705, http://weekly.ahram.org.eg/2004/705/op5.htm)
A nuclear attack by terrorists will be much more critical than Hiroshima and Nagasaki, even if -- and this is far from certain -- the weapons used are less harmful than those used then, Japan, at the time, with no knowledge of nuclear technology, had no choice but to capitulate. Today, the technology is a secret for nobody.So far, except for the two bombs dropped on Japan, nuclear weapons have been used only to threaten. Now we are at a stage where they can be detonated. This completely changes the rules of the game. We have reached a point where anticipatory measures can determine the course of events. Allegations of a terrorist connection can be used to justify anticipatory measures, including the invasion of a sovereign state like Iraq. As it turned out, these allegations, as well as the allegation that Saddam was harbouring WMD, proved to be unfounded. What would be the consequences of a nuclear attack by terrorists? Even if it fails, it would further exacerbate the negative features of the new and frightening world in which we are now living. Societies would close in on themselves, police measures would be stepped up at the expense of human rights, tensions between civilisations and religions would rise and ethnic conflicts would proliferate. It would also speed up the arms race and develop the awareness that a different type of world order is imperative if humankind is to survive. But the still more critical scenario is if the attack succeeds. This could lead to a third world war, from which no one will emerge victorious. Unlike a conventional war which ends when one side triumphs over another, this war will be without winners and losers. When nuclear pollution infects the whole planet, we will all be losers.
A nuclear terrorist attack against the United States would end the world 
Corsi 5 (Jerome, Ph.D. from Harvard, Atomic Iran, 176-178)

In the span of less than one hour, the nation's largest city will have been virtually wiped off the map. Removal of debris will take several years, and recovery may never fully happen. The damage to the nation's economy will be measured in the trillions of dollars, and the loss of the country's major financial and business center may reduce America immediately to a second-class status. The resulting psychological impact will bring paralysis throughout the land for an indefinite period of time. The president may not be able to communicate with the nation for days, even weeks, as television and radio systems struggle to come back on line. No natural or man-made disaster in history will compare with the magnitude of damage that has been done to New York City in this one horrible day. THE UNITED STATES RETAILATES: "END OF THE WORLD" SCENARIOS The combination of horror and outrage that will surge upon the nation will demand that the president retaliate for the incomprehensible damage done by the attack. The problem will be that the president will not immediately know how to respond or against whom. The perpetrators will have been incinerated by the explosion that destroyed New York City. Unlike 9/11, there will have been no interval during the attack when those hijacked could make phone calls to loved ones telling them before they died that the hijackers were radical Islamic extremists. There will be no such phone calls when the attack will not have been anticipated until the instant the terrorists detonate their improvised nuclear device inside the truck parked on a curb at the Empire State Building. Nor will there be any possibility of finding any clues, which either were vaporized instantly or are now lying physically inaccessible under tons of radioactive rubble. Still, the president, members of Congress, the military, and the public at large will suspect another attack by our known enemy—Islamic terrorists. The first impulse will be to launch a nuclear strike on Mecca, to destroy the whole religion of Islam. Medina could possibly be added to the target list just to make the point with crystal clarity. Yet what would we gain? The moment Mecca and Medina were wiped off the map, the Islamic world—more than one billion human beings in countless different nations—would feel attacked. Nothing would emerge intact after a war between the United States and Islam. The apocalypse would be upon us. Then, too, we would face an immediate threat from our long-term enemy, the former Soviet Union. Many in the Kremlin would see this as an opportunity to grasp the victory that had been snatched from them by Ronald Reagan, when the Berlin Wall came down. A missile strike by the Russians on a score of American cities could possibly be preemptive. Would the U.S. strategic defense system be so in shock that immediate retaliation would not be possible? Hard-liners in Moscow might argue that there was never a better opportunity to destroy America.In China, our newer Communist enemies might not care if we could retaliate. With a population already over 1.3 billion people and with their population not concentrated in a few major cities, the Chinese might calculate to initiate a nuclear blow on the United States. What if the United States retaliated with a nuclear counterattack upon China? The Chinese might be able to absorb the blow and recover.The North Koreans might calculate even more recklessly. Why not launch upon America the few missiles they have that could reach our soil? More confusion and chaos might only advance their position. If Russia, China, and the United States could be drawn into attacking one another, North Korea might emerge stronger just because it was overlooked while the great nations focus on attacking one another.
**2AC Materials**

2AC – Impact Calculus

Responsive space promotes integration – mitigates every conflict scenario

Correll 04 (Randall R. Correll, senior scientist for the Integrated Resource Strategies Operation, Science Applications International Corporation. Responsive Space: Transforming U.S. Space Capabilities, The Marshall Institute. 08/4/04. Page 6. http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/252.pdf DM)

First, let’s consider strategic goals over three time frames.  The first is long-term responsiveness.  The fundamental long-term objective is to eliminate the circumstances where individuals, groups or nations use violence to achieve their goals.  This is a very lofty goal, but let me point out that economically stable and prosperous societies, interlinked by trade and access to information, are unlikely to form threatening, violent groups. Globally interlinked culture, based on a set of global utilities, such as the internet, satellite communications, navigation, timing and others, should all help to develop this community of nations.  We should encourage more global utilities, including space-based utilities such as navigation, internet and others, and work in cooperation with other space-faring nations to develop these space capabilities that can support the broader application of communications, commerce, etc.

AT - Topicality – Development 

 “Space development” includes launching objects and operating satellites

Kwanbo 7 (South Korean Publication, “Space Damages Compensation Act”, Global Legal Information Network, 12-21, http://www.glin.gov/view.action?glinID=205544)

There is a rising need to prepare for space accidents. The probability of such accidents has increased as countries around the world have actively pursued space development and private companies that use satellites are appearing. However, it is inappropriate to apply liability with negligence under the civil act to compensate for damages resulting from space accidents considering that space technology engenders many cutting-edge fields such as aerospace, electricity & electronics, telecommunications, and advanced materials. Also, payments for damages would be astronomical: forcing the payment in its entire amount would hinder the private sector's participation in the space development business. The need for a new compensation scheme is clear. This act is intended to set up specific standards and procedures such as the scope of compensation for damages and limits of responsibility for space accidents related to space development activities such as launching of space objects and operating of satellites.

“Space development” includes affordable launch vehicles 

Hsu and Cox 9 (Feng Hsu and Ken Cox, Ph.D. and Senior Fellow at the Aerospace Technology Working Group and a, Ph.D. and a Founder & Director at the Aerospace Technology Working Group. “Sustainable Space Exploration and Space Development - A Unified Strategic Vision”, Space Ref. 2-20. NP. http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewsr.rss.spacewire.html?pid=30702 DM)

In our view, even with adequate reform in its governance model, NASA is not a rightful institution to lead or manage the nation's business in Space Development projects. This is because human space development activities, such as development of affordable launch vehicles, RLVs, space-based solar power, space touring capabilities, communication satellites, and trans-earth or trans-lunar space transportation infrastructure systems, are primarily human economic and commercial development endeavors that are not only cost-benefit-sensitive in project management, but are in the nature of business activities and are thus subject to fundamental business principles related to profitability, sustainability, and market development, etc. Whereas, in space exploration, by its nature and definition, there are basic human scientific research and development (R&D) activities that require exploring the unknowns, pushing the envelope of new frontiers or taking higher risks with full government and public support, and these need to be invested in solely by taxpayer contributions.

We meet – ORS includes launch and satellite capabilities 

Shaud, ’09 (John, United States Air Force four star general who served as Chief of Staff, “In Service to the nation: Air Force Research Institute strategic concept for 2018-2023”, http://books.google.com/books?id=RpL4wxmxdFgC&printsec=frontcover#v=onepage&q&f=false, LH)

Another essential element to space control is access to the domain. The USAF has a rich history of being involved in the nation’s race to space. It does not, however, have a record of responsive launch. Special handling requirements for lift vehicles and satellites require months of planning and any on-time launch. Space systems must become more responsive and less vulnerable at the same time. This can best be accomplished through the concept known as Operationally Responsive Space (ORS). Under Secretary of the Air Force Peter B. Teets, in testimony before Congress, 25 February 2004, defined ORS as a means “to create a more responsive, reliable, and affordable lift family capable of fulfilling both current and future launch requirements, and the corresponding responsive and affordable satellites.” Under this construct, ORS is further defined as developing space assets that are responsive to the war fighter.
AT – Obama Good – Defense Spending Popular 

Defense spending is popular with GOP

Maze 11 (Rick, Staff writer, “Some House Republicans say they want Defense budget increase”, Federal Times, 3/30, http://www.federaltimes.com/article/20110330/CONGRESS01/103300301, JK)

While acknowledging that cutting federal spending is a top priority in the Republican-controlled House, the committee says defense spending is a special area of the federal budget.  "We should not jeopardize the security of the nation by accepting across-the-board cuts to national defense without regard to the inherent strategic risks," states a letter signed by 29 Republican committee members and sent to the House Budget Committee, which is trying to draft an overall federal spending plan for 2012. 

AT – Obama Good – ORS Popular

Congress supports ORS

Best Jr. 11 (Richard, Specialist in National Defense, “Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR) Acquisition: Issues for Congress,” CRS Report for Congress, January 20, 2011, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/intel/R41284.pdf, YS)
Other observers maintain, however, that new systems could be built from the bottom up using available technologies including those used in the commercial sector and that ORS could provide a useful capability for commanders whose requirements will always be subject to adjustment or derogation when collection priorities of national systems are established and implemented. ORS provides a just-in-time capability that can be tailored for missions of limited duration. The ORS concept has gained support in the Defense Department and Congress has funded the ORS in defense authorization and appropriations legislation, albeit not to the extent envisioned by the Air Force. For FY2010 the Administration requested $112.9 million, an increase over the FY2009 appropriations level of $83.7 million, but over $100 million that was originally envisioned by ORS planners was included in an Air Force list of unfunded priorities. The conference report reflected an agreement to provide only the $112 million requested, but not to provide the additional funds. However, Defense officials believed that further ORS satellites will be approved if the first one can be built “within the kinds of very aggressive parameters that we’ve set up.” As the Administration requested only $93 million for the ORS program for FY2011, some observers suggest that the limited funds may ultimately jeopardize the program. Nevertheless, support for ORS remains strong in both chambers; the House version of the FY2011 defense authorization bill (H.R. 5136) would add an additional $40 million to the Administration request and the Senate Armed Services Committee in its bill (S. 3454) would add an additional $20 million. The ORS satellite currently planned for launch at the end of 2010 is intended to meet specific needs of Central Command.

The executive branch and congress support ORS

AIA 08 (Aerospace Industries Association, “Promote national policies and programs to enable Operationally Responsive Space Capabilities for U.S. War fighters”, 7/30, http://www.aia-dev.org/assets/07space_issue_ors.pdf, JK)
Policymakers in the executive branch and the Congress strongly support the aggressive development of ORS capabilities. However, progress in achieving a three-tiered strategy is slow and not adequately funded if this nation is going to have nearterm capability to augment or replenish systems. 

AT – Obama Bad – ORS Unpopular

Political capital will have to be spent on space deterrence

Butterworth and Sheldon 9 (Butterworth is the President of Aries Analytics, a company which pro-vides market analyses and program development services to government, Sheldon is a Marshall Institute Fellow and a visiting professor at the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies, “Deterrence in Space: Responding to Challenges to the US in Outer Space”, Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/622.pdf YS)

My final point would be, and this bears repetition, that deterrence is inherently  uncertain and will probably fail at some point.  This said, it poses less of a political and  intelligence burden than its alternatives, preemption and prevention.  These latter approaches can never be disavowed, as there will be occasions when they are of critical  necessity, but these occasions should be rare.  Ultimately, however, what Clausewitz  described as friction – that is, if something can go wrong, it will go wrong – alone will  impede attempts at deterrence just as much as it will impede the plans and intentions of  the adversary.  No amount of capability, organizational restructuring, or diplomatic  skills can overcome friction entirely, but they can go a long way to mitigating its worst  effects.  Doing nothing while hoping for the best, however, will only court catastrophe  and failure.  If we are serious about doing deterrence, then we must back it up with capability.  There is no free ride if U.S. policy makers are serious about deterring space  attacks.  Resources are required and a modicum of political capital will probably have to  be expended.  The current financial crisis will have severe budget implications for many  years to come and the protection of U.S. satellite systems may fall victim to such cuts,  but only to the detriment of U.S. national security.  If U.S. national security space is  truly as important as many of us are saying, then the political will should be there to  secure the necessary funding for what must be done.  Money may be scarce, but if it is  important enough, it can be found.  After all, we did find $700 billion out of nowhere.  Anything less than this is just hot air.  Thank you 

DOD opposition to ORS

Space Politics 6 (“GAO on responsive space” , March 22, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2006/03/22/gao-on-responsive-space/ YS)

There are several concerns with the program, and responsive space in general, that the GAO report identifies. One of the biggest is the lack of a responsive launch vehicle, something being remedied now though the Falcon program; SpaceX’s Falcon 1 could also serve that role. (There is reportedly some opposition within the DOD to the Falcon program because of the perception that the launch vehicle is too small given the current lack of small payloads; a chicken-and-egg problem.) The report also raises concerns about the lack of communication between the technology and acquisition communities, and the lack of an overarching strategy for responsive space in general.

AT – Obama Bad – Defense Spending Unpopular

Federal Spending for military defense is unpopular with the American Public

Pew Research Center 2/10 (Pew Research Center for the People & the Press, “Fewer Want Spending to Grow, But Most Cuts Remain Unpopular”, http://people-press.org/2011/02/10/fewer-want-spending-to-grow-but-most-cuts-remain-unpopular/ YS)

The public’s views about federal spending are beginning to change. Across a range of federal programs, Americans are no longer calling for increased spending, as they have for many years. For the most part, however, there is not a great deal of support for cutting spending, though in a few cases support for reductions has grown noticeably. The survey also shows that the public is reluctant to cut spending – or raise taxes – to balance state budgets. Since June 2009, there have been double-digit declines in the proportions favoring increased federal spending for health care (by 20 percentage points), government assistance for the unemployed (17 points), Medicare (13 points) and veterans’ benefits and services (12 points). Fewer Americans also favor increased spending on military defense (down nine points) and environmental protection (seven points). 

AT – Budget DA – No Link

ORS reduces costs 

Magnuson 11 (Stew Magnuson, staff writer. Air Force Embraces Small Satellites As Budget Outlook Grows Dim, National Defense. July 2011. NP.http://www.nationaldefensemagazine.org/archive/2011/July/Pages/AirForceEmbracesSmallSatellitesAsBudgetOutlookGrowsDim.aspx DM)

While operationally responsive space didn’t originally have “low cost” as an imperative, it is now a selling point. Is that the answer to the budget predicament?

There are several ways for the command to accomplish cost savings, Shelton said. Hosted payloads, where military sensor, communications or other technologies piggyback on commercial satellites are one option. Leveraging the services these private companies offer or carrying out joint programs with allies are others. But smaller satellites are also an option, he said. “Can we distribute sensors and network them together so we have smaller satellites …  but [they] give you adequate capability when they are networked together?” he asked. Smaller spacecraft could also mean smaller rockets and, therefore, lower launch costs. Sending large satellites into orbit on the workhorse Atlas 5 rocket can cost anywhere from $102 million to $334 million per trip, according to industry publication Space News. 

ORS reduces DOD spending and shortfalls in space capabilities


Chaplin, ’08 (Christina, Director of Acquisition and Sourcing, Management for the Government Accountability Office, “Space Acquisitions: DoD Is Making Progress to Rapidly Deliver Low Cost Space Capabilities, but Challenges Remain”, U.S. Government Accountability Office, 4/25/2008, http://books.google.com/books?id=c3hIYYnJVD8C&printsec=frontcover#v=onepage&q&f=false, LH)

The Department of Defense (DOD) is investing heavily in large, complex satellites and other space assets to provide the warfighter with communications, intelligence, navigation, missile-warning, and other information critical to conducting military operations. In fiscal year 2008 alone, DOD expects to spend over $22 billion dollars to develop and procure satellites and other space systems. Yet, for the past two decades, major satellite programs have been beset with significant cost overruns and schedule delays. Moreover, in each major conflict over the past decade, senior military commanders reported shortfalls in tactical space capabilities, such as those intended to provide communications and imagery data to the warfighter in theater. To help address these issues, DOD recently initiated an effort known as operationally responsive space (ORS). The ORS initiative encompasses several separate endeavors with a goal to provide short-term tactical capabilities as well as identifying and implementing long-term technology and design solutions to reduce the cost and time of developing and delivering simpler satellites in greater numbers. More specifically, these include developing and launching small-size satellites, acquiring low cost launch systems, developing standardized satellite components, as well as exploring a variety of new common design techniques. Though DOD has tried to make space acquisition more responsive in the past, the current ORS initiative is a concerted effort to create an environment where new concepts and ideas can be fostered and transitioned to users. 

AT – Budget DA – Link Turn 

Existing space programs are expensive

Cebrowski and Raymond, ’05 (Arthur, retired United States Navy admiral, John, commander of the United States Air Force, “Operationally Responsive Space: A New Defense Business Model”, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA485888&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, LH)

But the Cold War attributes of existing space programs limit the ability to maintain space superiority required in today’s rapidly changing strategic environment. Specifically, the mission criticality that grew out of the Cold War, and the very high cost of our sophisticated and highly capable space systems, lead to a high consequence of failure. The required corresponding risk-mitigation strategy places a premium on expensive, long-lasting, heavy, multi-mission payloads. These same attributes also force larger, higher-cost launch vehicles, with low launch rates and significant mission assurance oversight. Furthermore, the operational and tactical capabilities are based on mere afterthoughts. 
ORS is inexpensive

Doggrell, ’06 (Les, senior project engineer with the Aerospace Corporation, “Operationally Responsive Space: A Vision for the Future of Military Space”, Air and Space Power Journal, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADP023958&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, LH)

Development of responsive space may in turn enable new concepts. We could use a highly responsive and inexpensive space-launch capability to precisely deliver conventional ordinance anywhere in the world (a Prompt Global Strike system). Low-cost spacecraft could enable space systems to provide direct support to the operational and tactical levels of warfare, as envisioned by the Air Force’s concept document on the joint war-fighting space. Development of quick-response spacecraft capable of augmenting existing capabilities might already transition to an expeditionary space forces concept whereby we deploy the full system capability only when needed. Counterspace missions will benefit from improvements to small spacecraft and responsive-launch technologies associated with ORS. Ultimately, technologies that improve the responsiveness of new missions and small spacecraft will transform the way we perform traditional space missions. 
Full funding for ORS is needed for it to make space launch cheaper 

Grier 10 (Peter Grier, a defense correspondent and a contributor to Air Force Magazine. Making Space Responsive , Air force Magazine. December 2010, NP, http://www.airforce-magazine.com/MagazineArchive/Pages/2010/December%202010/1210space.aspx DM) 

The ORS chief acknowledges some in the US space community see his office itself as a threat to their resources. With money in short supply, the faster-cheaper approach inevitably will siphon cash away from larger space investments, others in the space community contend. Given the unpleasant truth that the services themselves compete for funding, as do programs within services, this attitude toward ORS is likely to persist. But in many cases people look to ORS as "complementary" to legacy systems, said Wegner. "We’ve developed some good collaborations," he said.
ORS will be much cheaper than regular space satellites 

IDGA 11 (Institute for Defense and Government Advancement, a non-partisan information-based organization dedicated to the promotion of innovative ideas in public service and defense through live conferences and events. Small Is Beautiful: US Military Explores Use of Microsatellites , 7th Annual UAV Summit. 2/1/11, NP, http://www.emmetfletcher.com/blog/2011/02/01/small-is-beautiful-us-military-explores-use-of-microsatellites/ DM)  
The future of microsatellites can be summed up by the slogan with which we began this discussion – “faster, better, smaller, cheaper.” The US military will continue to work on improving each aspect: getting microsatellites into space faster, improving their performance and durability, making components even smaller, and, above else, making them cheaper to build and deploy. One area for future research is the miniaturization of propulsion systems. Propulsion systems for early satellites were bulky and expensive. However, with advances in micro-electromechanical system |PDF] (MEMS) and pulsed plasma thruster technology, small satellites should soon be able to perform just like their larger cousins. 
AT – Budget DA – Link Turn

The plan is spun as cost-saving

Dubie, ’11 (Brian, Vermont lieutenant governor and chair of the Aerospace States Association, “Importance of maintaining Affordable and Assured Space Power”, Aerosapce States Assocation, 4/3/2011, http://aerostates.org/wp-content/uploads/Resolution_109-104.pdf, LH) 

WHEREAS, at a time of difficult and competing federal budgetary constraints and increased national security  challenges, the Operationally Responsive Space (ORS) concept is a much more low-cost approach to augment existing  space capabilities which creates additional business opportunities for U.S. industry and the U.S. space workforce;   

AT – Deterrence DA – No Link

We remove the incentive for attack without the threat of force 
Spacewar 09 (Spacewar.com, Staff writers, “Space Deterrence Concept Critical To US Space Asset Security”, 4/24, http://www.spacewar.com/reports/Space_Deterrence_Concept_Critical_To_US_Space_Asset_Security_999.html, JK)

Brian Weeden, Secure World Foundation's (SWF) technical expert, discussed the use of denial deterrence to protect critical space assets from kinetic attacks. "Normally we think of deterrence as threat of force which dissuades someone from taking an action," says Weeden. "But denial deterrence seeks to eliminate any advantage an adversary would gain from taking an action, thus removing the incentive."

The plan is the goldilocks approach – deters attacks and facilitates response

Morgan 10 (Forrest E. Morgan, Senior Political Scientist at the RAND Corporation. Deterrence and First-Strike Stability in Space. 2010. Page 53 http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2010/RAND_MG916.pdf DM)

This monograph has argued that first-strike stability in space appears to be eroding and that the United States should take concerted action to strengthen that stability by developing a strategy to deter future adversaries from attacking U.S. space systems. Space stability is a fundamental U.S. national security interest. War in space would likely be costly for the United States, even if it were to “win” such a conflict and achieve dominance of that domain. Therefore, U.S. space policies and strategies would better serve the public interest if they were explicitly crafted to deter such conflicts while retaining capabilities to win them in the event of deterrence failure. To support these arguments, the monograph assessed historical shifts in first-strike stability in space and estimated where the thresholds of deterrence failure lie today. It examined the principles of deterrence in the context of the unique operating environment of orbital space to identify what challenges lay before the United States in deterring attacks on its space systems. Finally, it advocated the development of a national space deterrence strategy to meet those challenges.

AT – Weaponization DA 

Obama won’t weaponize space 

NYT 10 (The New York Times, “Obama Reverses Bush’s Space Policy”, June 28th, 2010, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/29/science/space/29orbit.html) NA 

The Obama administration on Monday unveiled a space policy that renounces the unilateral stance of the Bush administration and instead emphasizes international cooperation, including the possibility of an arms control treaty that would limit the development of space weapons. In recent years, both China and the United States have destroyed satellites in orbit, raising fears about the start of a costly arms race that might ultimately hurt the United States because it dominates the military use of space. China smashed a satellite in January 2007, and the United States did so in February 2008. The new space policy explicitly says that Washington will “consider proposals and concepts for arms control measures if they are equitable, effectively verifiable and enhance the national security of the United States and its allies.” 

Obama Administration – progress in space arms control 

NYT 10 (The New York Times, “Obama Reverses Bush’s Space Policy”, June 28th, 2010, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/29/science/space/29orbit.html) NA 

By contrast, the Obama policy underlines the need for international cooperation. “It is the shared interest of all nations to act responsibly in space to help prevent mishaps, misperceptions and mistrust,” the new policy says in its opening lines. “Space operations should be conducted in ways that emphasize openness and transparency.” Peter Marquez, director of space policy at the White House National Security Council, told reporters on Monday that the policy was reverting to a less confrontational approach that the United States had championed in the past. “The arms control language is bipartisan language that appeared in the Reagan policy and George H.W. Bush’s policy and the Clinton policy,” Mr. Marquez said in a White House briefing. “So we’re bringing it back to a bipartisan agreed-upon position.” Jeff Abramson, a senior analyst at the Arms Control Association, a private group in Washington, said the new policy “sets the stage for progress in space arms control — without getting into specifics.” For many years, diplomats from around the globe have gathered in Geneva to hammer out a treaty on the “prevention of an arms race in outer space,” which would ban space weapons. Arms control supporters say that China and Russia have backed the process, and that the United States during the Bush administration dragged its feet. 
AT – Weaponization DA  
N/UQ -X-37s are perceived as space weapons 

Lasker 10 (John, Freelance Journalist, US Space Weapon Now Circling the Globe, Toward Freedom, 5/27/10, http://towardfreedom.com/home/content/view/1980/1/, KR)

The X-37 officially is a US Military Space Place or MSP, and like most US space weapons, spreading anxiety across the globe. The Pentagon also has an unknown number of "dual purpose" space planes in the works; the Pentagon has publicly stated in their budgets these prototypes have been tested in wind tunnels. They might be space bombers, but no one is completely sure. They're so secret, no one can say what they'll be used for or how far developed they are.   A space vehicle that can repair, deploy and even attack satellites, or insert reconnaissance drones back into the atmosphere - all within hours of orders - is also desired. As one NASA official put it, the space plane will "be the key to opening and conquering the space frontier."  To those trying to keep weapons out of space, such as Gagnon and his Global Network, the orbiting X-37 is a set-back.  "I would say it is one of the first (space weapons) to be deployed, so yes the X-37 is now operating in space and should be defined as a space-based weapon," says Gagnon. "The Pentagon though will claim it is not permanently stationed in space and thus falls outside the Outer Space Treaty - which is why we are strong advocates for a new comprehensive treaty to ban all weapons in space."
N/UQ-Perception of US  space weaponization now

Zhang 11 (Baohui, PhD in polital science and associate professor at Lingnan University, The Security Dilemma in the U.S.-China Military Space Relationship: The Prospects for Arms Control, Asian Survey, April 11, http://proquest.umi.com/pqdlink?Ver=1&Exp=06-27-2016&FMT=7&DID=2350421351&RQT=309)    

Li Daguang, one of the most influential PLA experts on space war, also  alleges that the U.S. has initiated “a new space war” to maintain its status as  “the overlord of space.” He claims that the ultimate goal of the U.S. space  program is to “build a powerful military empire in outer space that attempts  to include any space between earth and moon under American jurisdiction.”  Under this empire, “without U.S. permission, any country, including even  its allies, will not be able to use outer space for military or other purposes.”20  One particular concern for the Chinese military is that the U.S. may no  longer be content with merely militarizing space, which involves extensive  use of satellites for military operations. Instead, weaponization of space is on  the agenda. The PLA now believes that the U.S. is on the verge of important  breakthroughs in the development of weapons for space war. As one study  claims: “Currently, the U.S. military already possesses or will soon possess  ASAT technologies with real combat capabilities, such as aircraft-launched  ASAT missiles, land-based laser ASAT weapons, and space-based energy ASAT  weapons.”21 Moreover, the PLA suggests that the U.S. is trying to acquire  space-based weapons to attack targets on earth:  The U.S. military is developing orbital bombers, which fly on low altitude  orbits, and when given combat orders, will re-enter the atmosphere and attack  ground targets. This kind of weapon has high accuracy and stealth capability,  and is able to launch sudden strikes. These capabilities make it impossible for  19. Ibid., p. 250.  20. Li Daguang, “Meiguo Xingqiou Dazhan Jian Zhi Zhongguo Zhankai Yichang Xin Leng-  zhan” [The sword of U.S. space war plan points toward China and indicates a new cold war], October  21, 2008, Huanqiu shibao [Global Times], <http://world.huangiu.com/roll/2008-10/258122.html>,  accessed October 22, 2008.  21. Xu Hezhen, Zuozhan Fangshi di Geming Xing Bianhua, p. 252. 318 • ASIAN SURVEY 51:2  enemies to defend against. Orbital bombers thus can strike at any target any-  where on the planet. It is the major means for the U.S. military to perform  global combat in the 21st century.22  This perception of the American lead in space militarization and attempts for  its weaponization is a major motive for the Chinese military to develop simi-  lar projects and thus avoid U.S. domination in future wars. The PLA believes  that control of the commanding heights will decide the outcome of future  wars, and China cannot afford to cede that control to the U.S. As a result,  space war is a key component of the PLA Air Force’s (PLAAF) new doc-  trines. In 2006 the PLAAF released a comprehensive study called Military  Doctrines for Air Force, which makes the following statement:  In future wars, merely possessing air superiority will no longer be sufficient for  seizing the initiative of battles. In significant ways, only obtaining space supe-  riority could ensure controlling the initiative of war. The contest in outer  space has become the contest for the new commanding heights. Seizing con-  trol of space will mean control of the global commanding heights, which will  in turn enable dominance in air, land, and sea battles. Thus, it is impossible  to achieve national security without obtaining space security.23  
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Space is weaponized- ASATs and explosives

O’Hanlon 6/6 (Michael E., “Balancing US Security Interests in Space”, NDU Press, 2011, http://www.ndu.edu/press/space-Ch21.html YS)
Advocates of space weaponry also argue that, in effect, space is already weaponized, at least in subtle ways. Most medium- and long-range rockets capable of carrying nuclear weapons already constitute latent anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons. Likewise, rockets and space-launch vehicles could probably be used to launch small homing satellites equipped with explosives and capable of approaching and destroying another satellite. Such capabilities may not even require testing, or at least testing that is not easily detectable from Earth. Advocates of weaponization further note that the United States is willing to use weapons to deny other countries' wartime use of the atmosphere, the oceans, and land, raising the question of why space should be a sanctuary when these other realms are not. As Barry Watts put it, "Satellites may have owners and operators, but, in contrast to sailors, they do not have mothers."6 
Space surveillance and mitigation of satellite vulnerability is needed

O’Hanlon 6/6 (Michael E., “Balancing US Security Interests in Space”, NDU Press, 2011, http://www.ndu.edu/press/space-Ch21.html YS)
While I have spent considerable time on arms control options, it is worth concluding with an observation on which military measures do make some sense now (even as options are preserved for considering others in the future). First, improved American space surveillance is needed, largely to know what other countries are doing with their microsatellites. Second, individual American satellites would also benefit from local situational awareness so that Department of Defense officials will know if satellites are approached closely. Third, and most of all, the vulnerability of key U.S. satellites to a Rumsfeldian Space Pearl Harbor—admittedly a melodramatic and exaggerated image, but still a useful caution and reminder—should be mitigated. This requires hardening against electromagnetic pulse and shielding optical components against blinding lasers. Someday, it could require creating mechanisms to deal with excess heat from lasers with prolonged dwell times. It also argues strongly in favor of redundancy. That need not mean rapid-launch satellite replenishment capability. But it does argue for a portfolio of reconnaissance capabilities, including airbreathing capabilities.
A hedging strategy is key to preventing weaponization

Stimson Center 5 (institution devoted to enhancing international peace and security through a unique combination of rigorous analysis and outreach, “Space Security or Space Weapons?”, pg. 12, http://www.gsinstitute.org/docs/Stimson_Space_brief.pdf, JK)
The United States is the world’s most powerful standard setter. If Washington takes the lead in testing and deploying space weapons, others will surely follow. Then we will have no assurance that satellites will be available when needed. Space Assurance requires continued respect for the sanctuary of space. But there are no guarantees of good behavior by others if the United States exercises restraint. So US restraint must be accompanied by a hedging strategy to encourage others to follow our lead. 
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Banning space weaponization and completely weaponizing space is impractical
O’Hanlon 6/6 (Michael E., “Balancing US Security Interests in Space”, NDU Press, 2011, http://www.ndu.edu/press/space-Ch21.html YS)
Overall, space arms control should not be a top priority for the United States in the future, contrary to what many arms control traditionalists have concluded. Some specific accords of limited scope, such as a treaty banning collisions or explosions that would produce debris above a certain (low) altitude, and confidence-building measures such as keep-out zones near deployed satellites, do make sense. But the inability to verify compliance with more sweeping prohibitions, the inherent antisatellite capabilities of many missile defense systems, and the military need to counter efforts by other countries to use satellites to target American military assets all suggest that comprehensive accords banning the weaponization of space are both impractical and undesirable. That said, the United States should not want to hasten the weaponization of space and indeed should want to avoid such an eventuality. It benefits from its own military uses of space greatly and disproportionately at present. It should take unilateral action, such as by declaring that it has no dedicated antisatellite weapons programs, to help buttress the status quo as much as possible. One type of arms control accord on activities in space would be quite comprehensive, calling for no testing, production, or deployment of ASATs of any kind, based in space or on the ground, at any time; no Earth-attack weapons stationed in space, ever; and formal, permanent treaties codifying these prohibitions. These provisions are in line with those in proposals made by the Chinese and Russian delegations to the UN Conference on Disarmament in Geneva. They also are supported by some traditional arms control proponents who argue that space should be a sanctuary from weaponization and that the Outer Space Treaty already strongly suggests as much.14 These provisions suffer from three main flaws. To begin, it is difficult to be sure that other countries' satellite payloads are not ASATs. This is especially true in regard to microsatellites, which are hard to track. Some have proposed inspections of all payloads going into orbit, but this would not prevent a "breakout," in which a country on the verge of war would simply refuse to continue to abide by the provisions. Since microsats can be tested for maneuverability without making them look like ASATs and are being so tested, it will be difficult to preclude this scenario. A similar problem arises with the idea of banning specific types of experimentation, such as outdoor experiments or flight testing.15 A laser can be tested for beam strength and pointing accuracy as a ballistic missile defense device without being identified as an ASAT. A microsat can be tested for maneuverability as a scientific probe, even if its real purpose is different, since maneuvering microsats capable of colliding with other satellites may have no visible features clearly revealing their intended purpose. Bans on outdoor testing of declared ASAT devices would do little to impede their development. Second, more broadly, it is not possible to prevent certain types of weapons designed for ballistic missile defense from being used as ASATs. This is in essence a problem of verification. However, the issue is less of verification per se than of knowing the intent of the country building a given system—and ensuring that its intent never changes. The latter goals are unrealistic. Some systems designed for missile defense have inherent ASAT capabilities and will retain them, due to the laws of physics, regardless of what arms control prohibitions are developed, and countries possessing these systems will recognize their latent capabilities.16 For example, the American midcourse missile defense system and the airborne laser would both have inherent capabilities against low Earth orbit (LEO) satellites, if given good information on a satellite's location—easy to obtain—and perhaps some software modifications. The United States could declare for the time being that it will not link these missile defense systems to satellite networks or give them the necessary communications and software capabilities to accept such data. But such restraints, while currently worthwhile as informal, nonbinding measures, are difficult to verify and easy to reverse. Thus, no robust, long-term formal treaty regime should be based on them. Indeed, the problem goes beyond missile defense systems. Even the space shuttle, with its ability to maneuver and approach satellites in low Earth orbit, has inherent ASAT potential. So do any country's nuclear weapons deployed atop ballistic missiles. Explicit testing in ASAT modes can be prohibited, but any prohibition could have limited meaning. Third, it is not clear that the United States will benefit militarily from an ASAT ban forever. The scenario of a war in the Taiwan Strait is a good example of how, someday, the United States could be put at serious risk by another country's satellites.17 That day is not near, and there are many other possible ways to deal with the worry in the near term besides developing destructive ASATs. But over time, a possible need for such a weapon cannot be ruled out. 
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Obama doesn’t want to weaponize space – supports ORS

SpaceRef.com 8 (“Barack Obama: Advancing the Frontiers of Space Exploration”, 8/16, http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewsr.html?pid=28880, JK)
Keeping our space assets free of threats of disruption will be an Obama priority. This is not only a military concern, but also an issue relevant to commercial and scientific operators. Developing an international approach to minimizing space debris, enhancing capabilities for space situational awareness, and managing increasingly complex space operations are important steps towards sustaining our space operations.  * Negotiating Agreements on "Rules of the Road": Barack Obama will work with other nations to develop "rules of the road" for space to ensure all nations have a common understanding of acceptable behavior.  * Opposing Weaponization of Space: Space assets are increasingly important to our national security and our economy, but they are also extremely vulnerable. China's successful test of an anti-satellite missile in January 2007 signaled the beginning of a potential new arms race in space. Barack Obama opposes the stationing of weapons in space and the development of anti-satellite weapons. He believes the United States must show leadership by engaging other nations in discussions of how best to stop the slow slide towards a new battlefield.      * Protecting America's Space Assets: Recognizing their vulnerability, Obama will work to protect our assets in space by pursuing new technologies and capabilities that allow us to avoid attacks and recover from them quickly. The Operationally Responsive Space program, which uses smaller, more nimble space assets to make US systems more robust and less vulnerable is a way to invest in this capability. 

