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**Solvency**

AT: Solvency

ORS fails – launch capabilities aren’t successful 
Graham 11 (William Graham, staff writer. Orbital Minotaur I launches with ORS-1 following eventful count, NASA Spaceflight. 6/29/11. NP. http://www.nasaspaceflight.com/2011/06/live-orbital-minotaur-i-launch-ors-1/ DM) 
The launch of FalconSat-2 in early 2006 instead became the Falcon 1′s maiden flight, and following its failure, and the failure of a demonstration launch the next year, TacSat-1 was declared obsolete and its launch cancelled. Despite reports that it was to have been refurbished and launched in 2009 as TacSat-1A, it never flew. TacSat-2 was the first TacSat to fly. It was launched by a Minotaur I from the Mid-Atlantic Regional Spaceport (MARS) in December 2006. Eleven imagery and technology demonstration payloads were carried aboard the satellite, with the primary instrument being the Earth Surface Imager, or ESI. The mission was officially considered a success, however a reported dispute between the US Navy and National Reconnaissance Office allegedly prevented some of the sensors from being tested for several months, and it remains unclear if they were ever activated. The satellite ceased operations in January 2008, and decayed from orbit on 5 February 2011. TacSat-3 was launched in May 2009, also on a Minotaur I from MARS. The first spacecraft to be operated under the Operationally Responsive Space Office, it carries a hyperspectral imaging (HSI) payload; the Advanced Responsive Tactically Effective Military Imaging Spectrometer or Artemis. the experimental phase of its mission, TacSat-3 was brought into service with US Space Command, reportedly as it was able to detect underground tunnels and roadside bombs. TacSat-4, which is currently scheduled to launch on a Minotaur IV in October, will be used for communications experiments. The United Kingdom has also developed operationally responsive satellites, with the TopSat spacecraft having been launched in October 2005, a year before TacSat-2. TopSat was also used for tests conducted by the United States as part of the TacSat programme, into the distribution of imagery to troops via the internet, and within 90 minutes of the images being produced. The United States military named the satellite TacSat-0 whilst it was being used for these tests. In addition to the TacSat series, the Operationally Responsive Space office was also to have operated the Trailblazer satellite, which was lost in a launch failure in August 2008. The primary payload for the third Falcon 1 launch, which was originally to have carried TacSat-1, Trailblazer was selected for launch in May 2008, at the time less than a month before the scheduled launch date, as part of the Jumpstart programme. During launch, residual thrust in the first stage engine led to recontact between the first and second stages, and the rocket subsequently failed to achieve orbit. 
ORS can’t get shuttles to reach orbit—empirically proven.
Graham 11 (William Graham, staff writer. Orbital Minotaur I launches with ORS-1 following eventful count, NASA Spaceflight. 6/29/11. NP. http://www.nasaspaceflight.com/2011/06/live-orbital-minotaur-i-launch-ors-1/ DM) 
Flight controllers will have been watching fairing separation closely since the Minotaur and Taurus rockets have similar fairing separation mechanisms, and this was the first launch OSC have made since a Taurus-XL failed to place the Glory satellite into orbit in early March. It was the second consecutive Taurus launch on which the payload fairing failed to separate, resulting in the rocket being too heavy to reach orbit. 
AT: Solvency 

ORS fails and the launchers will be abandoned--Conestoga proves

Graham 11 (William Graham, staff writer. Orbital Minotaur I launches with ORS-1 following eventful count, NASA Spaceflight. 6/29/11. NP. http://www.nasaspaceflight.com/2011/06/live-orbital-minotaur-i-launch-ors-1/ DM) 
The Mid-Atlantic Regional Spaceport is a commercial spaceport operated by the Virginia Commercial Space Flight Authority in conjunction with NASA. It consists of two launch pads; Pad 0B, and Pad 0A. Pad 0A was originally built for Conestoga rockets, however the Conestoga programme was abandoned after the rocket failed on its maiden flight and as a result only one launch was made from LP-0A.  
ORS fails—not all of its shuttles can separate

Morring 11 (Frank Morring Jr., senior editor and a journalist. ORS-1 Satellite Set for Launch, Aviation week. 6/27/11. NP.http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_channel.jsp?channel=space&id=news/asd/2011/06/27/09.xml&headline=ORS-1%20Tactical%20%20Imagery%20Sat%20Set%20For%20Launch DM)

The ORS-1 launch will be the 10th for a Minotaur 1 and fourth on that vehicle from Wallops Island. Because of similarities with the fairing mechanism on Orbital’s Taurus I vehicle, which has twice failed to orbit NASA satellites from Vandenberg AFB, Calif., due to fairing-separation failure, the ORS-1 launch vehicle has received extra scrutiny.  

AT: MicroSats – Fail  

Microsatellites fails – power and communication limitations 
Smith 10 (Kevin J. Smith, naval postgraduate school December 2010, http://edocs.nps.edu/npspubs/scholarly/theses/2010/Dec/10Dec_Smith.pdf ) NA
Small satellites do suffer from some disadvantages. A primary disadvantage is that their smaller size limits their ability to generate power. There is simply less volume in which to place batteries for power storage, and less surface area to employ solar panels for power conversion. This means they are less capable of accommodating design demands such as redundant systems, fine pointing requirements, onboard processing, and multiple payloads. The restrictions on power also limit their communications data rates and subsequently their missions. It is a major reason why small satellites are well suited for simple mission tasking. However, there are singular missions that small satellites cannot currently accomplish as well as larger satellites. Imaging is a mission that is severely hindered by the satellite’s small size. These small satellites have limits to the size of the payloads that can be placed on them. For example, the size of the imaging aperture that can be placed on a small satellite is smaller than what could fit on a larger satellite, and subsequently limits the obtainable resolution. Another aspect that is tied to the satellite’s power limitations is the orbit the satellite is placed in. With minimal capability to generate power, signals transmitted to and from the satellites are limited in their range. Low Earth Orbit (LEO) is the primary orbit for small satellites due to this limitation. LEO has its own list of advantages, such as minimal range, and disadvantages, such as shortened lifetimes as compared with higher orbiting middle earth and geostationary/geosynchronous orbits. These advantages and disadvantages inherently belong to the satellites that reside there. As summarized by the Chairman and Director of SSTL, small satellite manufactures balance these advantages and disadvantages following the general principle of the 80/20 rule, 80% of the performance for 20% of the price [4][7]. 
AT: MicroSats – Terrorism Defense
Al-Qaeda weak
Thomas, 6-30-2011 (Gary, Writer for the LincolnTribune, “Al-Qaida ‘Decimated,’ says US Counterterrorism Chief” LincolnTribune.com http://lincolntribune.com/?p=15339)
Speaking at The John Hopkins University’s School of Advance International Studies, counterterrorism advisor John Brennan said increased pressure on al-Qaida has paid off.  He said the United States and partners like Pakistan and Yemen have greatly weakened al-Qaida, strangling its finances and decimating its leadership ranks, culminating in the death of Osama bin Laden at the hands of a U.S. raiding party.  “Taken together, the progress I’ve described allows us – for the first time- to envision the demise of al-Qaida’s core leadership in the coming year.  It will take time, but make no mistake – al-Qaida is in its decline.  This is by no means to suggest that the serious threat from a-Qaida has passed; not at all,” he said.

Al-Qaeda’s new leader weak

Shane, 6-16-2011(Scott, Writer for the nytimes,  “Qaeda Selection of Its Chief Is Said to Reflect Its Flaws” NYtimes.com http://www.nytimes.com/2011/06/17/world/asia/17qaeda.html?_r=1)

WASHINGTON — American counterterrorism officials all but welcomed the announcement on Thursday that Ayman al-Zawahri would succeed Osama bin Laden as leader of Al Qaeda, arguing that his deep flaws are likely to weaken the core of the terrorist network.  Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates said Bin Laden “had a peculiar charisma that I think Zawahri does not have.” He also said there was evidence that Bin Laden had been more “operationally engaged” than Mr. Zawahri, and that Mr. Zawahri’s Egyptian roots and focus limited his appeal to militants from other countries. As for the fact that it took almost seven weeks for Al Qaeda to name a leader after a Navy Seal team killed Bin Laden in his Pakistan hide-out, Mr. Gates added, “It’s probably tough to count votes when you’re in a cave.”  Independent specialists largely agree that Mr. Zawahri is not an inspiring model for young militants, noting his lack of combat experience, his long history of ideological squabbles and his abrasive manner and pedantic speeches — including a recent six-part series of audio messages about Egypt that trailed well behind the events there.  “He’s always been a divisive figure, going back to his years in Egypt,” said Brian Fishman, an expert on Al Qaeda at the New America Foundation in Washington. “He’s just personally disliked by many in Al Qaeda. His personality always gets in the way.” 

AT: Space Leadership – High Now

U.S. space dominance too high – Russia and China not a threat 

Brown 09 (March 1, 2009, Trevor Brown, BA, Indiana University; MSc, S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University [Singapore]) is a new author interested in political, economic, and military strategy for the medium of space, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/brown.html#brown  NA) 
The military options for Russia and China are not very appealing since neither can compete directly with the United States in space on an equal financial, military, or technical footing. Consequently, their first and best choice is the diplomatic route through the United Nations (UN) by presenting resolutions and treaties in hopes of countering US space-weaponization efforts with international law. Although such attempts have thus far failed to halt US plans, they have managed to build an international consensus against the United States. Indeed, on 5 December 2007, a vote on a UN resolution calling for measures to stop an arms race in space passed by a count of 178 to one against the United States, with Israel abstaining.6
AT: Space Leadership – Kills Heg 

U.S. Space Dominance declines heg 

Brown 09 (March 1, 2009, Trevor Brown, BA, Indiana University; MSc, S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University [Singapore]) is a new author interested in political, economic, and military strategy for the medium of space, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/brown.html#brown  NA) 
The problem for the United States is that other nations believe it seeks to monopolize space in order to further its hegemonic dominance.7 In recent years, a growing number of nations have vocally objected to this perceived agenda. Poor US diplomacy on the issue of space weaponization contributes to increased geopolitical backlashes of the sort leading to the recent decline in US soft power—the ability to attract others by the legitimacy of policies and the values that underlie them—which, in turn, has restrained overall US national power despite any gains in hard power (i.e., the ability to coerce).8
AT: Space Leadership – Resilient
Space leadership will continue despite NASA’s downfall

French 11 (Lauren, Staff writer, “U.S. not done in space, Bolden declares”, Houston Chronicle, 7/2, http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/topstory/7636555.html, JK)
Human spaceflight and deep-space exploration will be the hallmarks of NASA's future, the top administrator for the agency pledged Friday, saying America's dominance in space will continue despite the end of the shuttle program next week.  A group of former astronauts and other critics have blasted the agency and the Obama administration for ending the 30-year-old shuttle program, once the cornerstone of NASA. But NASA Administrator Charles Bolden told a National Press Club luncheon that the agency is merely starting a new chapter of space exploration — not abandoning human space flight.  "American leadership in space will continue for at least the next half-century because we've laid the foundation for success," said Bolden, a retired astronaut. "When I hear people say … the final shuttle flight marks the end of U.S. human space flight, you all must be living on another planet." 
AT: Space Leadership – No China Threat
China is not a threat – they only want defence capabilities 

Shixiu 07 (Bao, Chief Expert of Chinese State Program, “Deterrence Revisited: Outer Space”, Winter, http://www.wsichina.org/cs5_1.pdf, JK)
First and foremost, a deterrent in space will vigorously maintain “active defense” as its central strategy as it has for all other areas of national defense. Active defense is “defensive” but also “active.” It is defensive in that China will never conduct a first strike or take on offensive stance and will make every effort to prevent others from attacking China in space. That is, China will maintain a stance of second strike. But the Chinese strategy must also be active– and require China to possess the ability to launch “effective” counterattacks. In other words, an active defense will entail a robust deterrent force that has the ability to inflict unacceptable damage on an adversary.

AT: Aerospace – Low Now 
Aerospace industry low now - ITAR restrictions 
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. 
Aerospace Industry also in recession - tough times are ahead

Platzer 9 (Michaela D.,  Specialist in Industrial Organization and Business, “U.S. Aerospace Manufacturing: Industry Overview and Prospects”, Congressional Research Service, 12/3/09, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA511133&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, JH)

Like other manufacturing industries, the worldwide recession is weighing heavily on aerospace manufacturing. This is especially true for commercial aerospace companies and their suppliers, which are being buffeted by the significant decline in global air travel, resulting in a sharp drop in new orders for aircraft and parts. The aerospace industry’s commercial side anticipates difficult business conditions for the near and medium term, but long-term projections by Boeing, for instance, are positive, with airlines expected to need 29,000 new planes valued at $3.2 trillion between 2009 and 2028.1 For now, the defense segment of the aerospace sector has offset the downward trend because it still benefits from continuing government expenditures for military aircraft. Aerospace industry analysts nonetheless predict that there could be tough times ahead for producers of military aircraft. The international market for aerospace manufacturing is also rapidly changing, and it raises the question of what impact nascent competitors in countries such as China and Russia will possibly have on the future competitiveness of U.S. aircraft manufacturers. 

AT: Aerospace – Low Now 

Aerospace Industry face workforce depletion now

Platzer 9 (Michaela D.,  Specialist in Industrial Organization and Business, “U.S. Aerospace Manufacturing: Industry Overview and Prospects”, Congressional Research Service, 12/3/09, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA511133&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, JH)
The aerospace industry confronts a considerable workforce challenge, which is part of an overall problem in the U.S. science and technology workforce. The industry claims that the United States is not producing enough qualified workers to meet the needs of aerospace companies, and not enough students are opting for science and engineering careers. The number of students receiving engineering bachelor’s degrees dropped by 11% between 1986 and 2006, but more recent data indicate a change in this trend, with engineering degrees conferred to undergraduates up 14% since 2000. In addition, the current aerospace industry workforce is aging, with an increase in retirements projected in coming years.  According to Aviation Week’s 2009 Workforce Study, the average age of the broad U.S. aerospace and defense industry workforce is 45, with an average age of 43 among engineers.47 Boeing reports the average age of today’s aerospace engineer at 54 years, which is even older.48 A 2008 report by the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics found that 26% of aerospace professionals will be eligible to retire this year, and potential additional retirements of “baby-boom” personnel will create a virtual “silver tsunami” of skilled workforce reduction.49  As a consequence, there is concern among aerospace companies that they are rapidly losing their institutional knowledge base. At the same time, the industry is finding it difficult to replenish its workforce with a younger engineering base. Significant competition for the small pool of technically trained aerospace talent comes from other industries, such as information technology and financial services, and increasingly other countries. 
AT: Aerospace – High Now

Aerospace innovation not in crisis, but all is not well

Warwick and Anselmo 9 (Graham, Fellow of the Royal Aeronautical Society and Joseph, Aviation Week’s Senior Business Editor, “Survey Finds Aerospace Innovation is Changing”, Aviation Week, 10/15/09, http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_generic.jsp?channel=awst&id=news/INNOV102609.xml&headline=null&next=20, JH)

A number of issues contribute to the perception that the aerospace and defense industry’s ability to innovate is broken. Cost overruns and schedule delays have become chronic on large development programs, such as the VH-71 presidential helicopter, 787 Dreamliner, National Reconnaissance Office’s Future Imagery Architecture and Europe’s A400M military transport. And the negative perception is reinforced because many of today’s large A&D contractors are not optimally organized to innovate and are having a harder time attracting the best and brightest innovators, who are also being sought by newer industries such as computer software.Yet a four-month examination by the global consulting irm Charles River Associates (CRA), undertaken in collaboration with Aviation Week, concludes that there is no “crisis” in A&D innovation. The CRA findings are detailed in a white paper posted online at AviationWeek.com/innovate.“The perception may be widespread that this is an industry that is too fat, dumb and happy to recognize it is in decline,” says Steven C. Grundman, a CRA vice president and the Boston-based director of the firm’s aerospace, defense and transportation practice. “But we detect at least as many indicators of risk-taking, innovative achievement and adaptation to the new rules of the A&D innovation game.” The white paper also found that, despite last year’s meltdown of the global credit markets, there remain sources of private capital willing to invest in small, innovative A&D companies.That is not to say all is well. CRA’s findings, based on engagement with more than 50 senior industry executives, emphasize the industry must adapt to a new era in which companies will have to finance more of their own innovation efforts as government funding declines. Jacob Markish, a principal in CRA’s London office, notes that as government customers continue shifting the priority of acquisition programs away from clean-sheet designs—where customers paid all development costs—they increasingly are calling on industry to provide capabilities and leaving it to contractors to figure out how to deliver them.

Aerospace high now – innovations 
Aeronautical University 3/2  (“Center for Aviation and Aerospace Leadership Concludes Successful and Collaborative Manufacturing Summit”, 2011, http://worldwide.erau.edu/why-worldwide/news/center-for-aviation-and-aerospace-leadership-concludes-successful-and-collaborative-manufacturing-summit.html YS) 

As each presentation and panel discussion concluded, two recurring themes presented themselves and became the clear call to action for the industry. First, the aviation and aerospace industry still holds unlimited potential both for our domestic GDP and for groundbreaking innovation. As Marion Blakey, CEO of AIA, poignantly stated, “…the heavens are our sandbox.” Second, there is an urgent need for emphasis on STEM at earlier levels of education and subsequently obtaining and retaining America’s brightest and most talented young minds. Aviation and aerospace are the backbone of the U.S. export economy. 
AT: Aerospace – Alt Causes 

Export controls and visa restrictions are damaging the US industry- changing restrictions is required

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)
Further compounding the damage done to U.S. industry, export controls and visa restrictions are preventing skilled scientists and engineers from joining the U.S. workforce. Bill Gates, chairman of Microsoft Corporation, has testified to Congress that the United States is driving away the world’s best engineers and computer scientists by limiting H-1B visas and other immigrant worker programs. More than half of the students in computer science programs at top U.S. universities are from other countries, but a limit on H-1Bs means many of those students can’t stay in the United States after they graduate. . . . The fact is, other countries’ smartest people want to come here, and that’s a huge advantage to us and in a sense, we’re turning them away. . . . I believe this country stands at a crossroads. . . . Economic progress depends more than ever on innovation. If we do not implement policies like those I have outlined today, the center of progress will shift to other nations that are more committed to the pursuit of technical excellence.9 Even though the need for more engineers and scientists is clear, companies are starting to phase out the hiring of foreign nationals because of the stringent U.S. export control policy.10 Hiring a foreign national requires an export license, a technology control plan, special training in export control compliance, facility modifications, computer network architecture modifications, and escorting and monitoring the employee. To ensure that it is innovative and competitive, U.S. industry needs to take advantage of the capabilities provided by foreign scientists and engineers. But to do so requires that U.S. export control rules and immigration policies be modified. 
Alt cause to aerospace decline – engineers 
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)
In our earlier paper, we also noted the problem of the aging science and engineering workforce and worries that this demographic shift will leave the United States with an insufficient pool of skilled and experienced scientists and engineers. Approximately 58 percent of the aerospace workforce is over age 50. In 2008, approximately 27 percent of employed engineers became eligible for retirement, and during the next decade the number of employees with science and engineering degrees reaching traditional retirement age will triple.14 The children of this generation of workers have not chosen careers in science and engineering in the same numbers as their parents. The consolidations that occurred in the aerospace industry in the 1990s also led to layoffs that left the industry with a shortage of middle-age talent in the 30- to 40- year-old range. This age group represents those individuals having both the theoretical and practical knowledge to become program managers, both in industry and in the federal government in the next six to ten years. This shortage of talent could result in these senior positions being filled by younger, less-experienced workers.15 The U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics has projected that the number of engineering positions will increase by 160,000 between 2006 and 2016,16 an 11 percent increase that does not include the replacement of many retiring engi- neers. Lockheed Martin alone has indicated it will need 140,000 engineers over the next ten years just to replace retiring engineers. Yet, despite a growing demand for their skills, the number of engineers graduating from U.S. colleges is decreasing. According to the American Society for Engineering Education’s 2007 survey, undergraduate engineering degrees declined in 2007 for the first time since the 1990s, ending seven years of growth. The drop was small, 1.2 percent from the previous year.17 Engineering bachelor’s degrees, however, recovered in 2008 based upon the 2008 survey data.18 
AT: Aerospace – Alt Causes

Shortage of talented workers is putting our aerospace and defense sector on the edge- immediate solutions are vital to save the industry 

 Hartley 10 (Charles, “Progress in North American Aerospace & Defense Industry Threatened by Leadership-Development, Talent, Organizational and Cultural Problems, Accenture Research Finds”, Accenture, http://newsroom.accenture.com/article_display.cfm?article_id=5017 YS)

NEW YORK; June 21, 2010 – The North American aerospace and defense industry will face serious business challenges due to its existing leadership development, talent sourcing, organizational structure, and corporate culture problems, according to new Accenture (NYSE: ACN) research that included a survey and interviews with a broad range of industry executives.  The research findings point to future industry threats such as an escalating talent management problem. According to the research, high percentages of skilled workers are rapidly approaching retirement age. More than half (51 percent) of respondents indicated that the potential for decreased business performance due to changing workforce demographics is either looming or critical. In addition, 67 percent of the executive respondents lack confidence in their company’s ability to execute programs to develop future leaders. Consistent with this finding, 63 percent lack confidence in their company’s capability to deal with human capital challenges. Asked whether they were confident in their company’s ability to transition from a command-and-control mindset to a more entrepreneurial outlook, more than half either disagreed or strongly disagreed that their firms were capable of handling this transition well. “The problems with leadership development, talent sourcing, organizational structure and corporate culture are acute, systemic and intensifying in the North American aerospace and defense industry,” said Pinaki Dasgupta, managing director of Accenture’s North American Aerospace and Defense business. “Companies that do not take comprehensive steps very soon to solve these problems are likely to be severely challenged to innovate, transition and grow during the next several years. Time is not a luxury for them at this point.” 
A lack of H-1B visas is the root of our aerospace woes
AIAA 9 (The World’ Forum for Aerospace Leadership, “Recruiting, Retaining, and Developing A World-Class Aerospace Workforce: An AIA Information Paper”, March 13, file:///C:/Users/Yesha%20Shah/Downloads/Recruiting,%20Retaining,%20and%20Developing%20A%20world-class%20aerospace%20workforce-%20An%20AIAA%20Information%20Paper.pdf YS)
If talented young engineers are not recruited, retained, and developed to replace the workforce generation that is near retirement, then the U.S. stands to lose the valuable economic and critical national security benefits of the domestic aerospace industry. As shown in Figure 2 2 , large percentages of engineers are working outside the  science and engineering professions. Engineering students burdened with college loans are seeking greener pastures. As shown in Figure 3 3 , aerospace engineering salaries are low compared to other industries. If the U.S. is to retain its edge in this industry, salaries need to rise and incentives given for entering the industry. Further, since 1980, the number of nonacademic science and engineering jobs has grown at more than four times the rate of the U.S. labor force as a whole 2 . With a growing number of science and engineering jobs anticipated, the supply of visas set aside under law for “highly qualified foreign workers,” – 65,000 a year 4 – is not enough. A decline in student, exchange, and temporary high-skilled worker visas issued since 2001 interrupted a long-term trend of growth. The number of student visas and of temporary high-skilled worker visas issued have both declined by more than 25% since FY 2001. These declines were due both to fewer applications and to an increase in the proportion of  visa applications rejected 2 .To add to the supply pressures of science and engineering workers in our economy, there  is increased recruitment of high-skilled labor, including scientists and engineers, by many national governments and private firms. For example, in 1999, 241,000 individuals entered Japan with temporary high-skill work visas, a 75 percent increase over 1992 5 . 
AT: Aerospace – Alt Cause 
Lack of engineers is the root cause of the Aerospace Industry’s failure

IBM 4 (IBM Business Consulting Services, “Reprogramming Aerospace and Defense”, October 4, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/smc_wp-reprogram.pdf YS)
According to the Aerospace Industries Association, the average age of the  aerospace engineer is 54, and the average blue collar worker is 51. 10  In the US, over  one quarter of the aerospace workforce will be eligible to retire by 2008. 11  As these  baby boomers approach retirement, A&D companies are justifiably concerned about  retaining the knowledge they need as employees exit the business – and backfilling  them with employees that have the right skill set for the future. Attracting new talent  has been difficult as well. Although the overall number of engineering graduates  is growing in Europe (doubled between 1975 and 1992) and Asia (tripled between  1975 and 1995), 12  the US trend runs in the opposite direction: engineering program  enrollment declined 20 percent from 1983 to 1998. 13  Within aerospace engineering in  particular, the number of degrees awarded in the US fell by 47 percent between 1991  and 2000. 1 
**Aerospace CP**

1NC – Shell (1/2) 
Text: The United States federal government should increase the cap on H-1B visas by 10,000. 
The President of the United States should issue an executive order to streamline the International Traffic in Arms Regulation policy to allow for less restrictions on exports. 
One-year visa extensions for international students in science solves

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)
Rising above the Gathering Storm proposes a number of specific immigration reforms designed to attract talent from overseas, including an automatic one-year visa extension for international students who receive doctorates or the equivalent in science, technology, engineering, mathematics, or other fields of national need at U.S. universities, to allow them time to seek employment. The report recommends that if U.S.-based employers offer these students jobs and if they pass a security screening test they should be provided automatic work permits and expedited residence status. If the students are unable to obtain employment within the one-year period, their visas would expire. The report also recommends the creation of a new skills-based, preferential immigration option for individuals with a doctorate-level education and science and engineering skills that would give them a priority in obtaining U.S. citizenship. In the interim, the report recommends that the number of H-1B visas be increased by 10,000 and that the additional visas be made available to industry to allow the hiring of science and engineering applicants with doctorates from U.S. universities. 
1NC – Shell (2/2) 

Counterplan key to innovation, industry, warfighting, and leadership
Space Foundation 08 (“ITAR and the U.S. Space Industry”, 9/25, pg. 1, http://www.spacefoundation.org/docs/SpaceFoundation_ITAR.pdf, JK)
The United States currently possesses the largest and most active space economy in the world. It is also the most technologically advanced, although other nations have excelled in certain aspects of space technology. This leadership position is being challenged as other spacefaring nations seek to develop their capabilities in cooperation or in competition with the United States. The U.S. space industry is concerned that its competitiveness is being undermined by the export control regime that regulates trade between the U.S. and the rest of the world.1 It is difficult to quantify the total effect of export controls on the space industry, as much of the evidence presented in the past has been anecdotal in nature. The Space Foundation conducted a survey in 2007 to provide data on the effect of the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR), which govern the export of space technology. The intention was to see if ITAR had affected the business practices and the cost structures of the space industry in a significant way. The survey contained both quantitative and qualitative questions and the results showed that most responding U.S. companies are aware of the need for protecting certain technologies but they do not believe that ITAR is working the way it should. The results also indicated that smaller respondent companies are more likely to feel adverse effects from ITAR than large companies. This is a matter of some concern, as lower-tier contractors are a significant source of the new technology and innovation that enables the United States to remain a world leader in space. By continuing to operate an export control regime designed during the Cold War, the United States reduces the competitiveness of its space industry in the global market and potentially harms the domestic innovation processes that enable U.S. space leadership. It is not only the space industry that has concerns about the process, but also military and civilian government personnel. Deputy Secretary of Defense Gordon England has expressed the view that technology exports should be encouraged because “in this world of coalition warfare and building partnership capacity, it’s essential for us and our friends and allies to have greater interoperability ... even with vastly different levels of investment.”2 At every level of military activity, from discussions of interoperable hardware designs to battlefield support, the unintended consequences of ITAR can affect the ability of troops and their support personnel to carry out vital tasks. The Space Foundation does not suggest that ITAR be abolished, as there are certain space technologies that the United States must protect. However, both the regulations and the processes of implementation need to be modernized to reflect the current global market, the state of space technology, and the increasing pace of innovation. With this goal in mind, we submit the following issues and recommendations for consideration by government and industry.

Solvency – XO 
Issuing an executive order to change export control and visa policies solves 

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)
Implement the recommendations of the NRC’s January 2009 report, Beyond ‘Fortress America.’ Beyond ‘Fortress America’ presents a clear case for changing the present export control rules. The report calls on the new administration to revise export control policies promptly, by issuing an executive order that affirms “a strong presumption for openness.” The report’s twenty pages of recommendations should be implemented at the earliest possible date if the United States is to overcome this barrier to realizing the great potential of its present and planned activities in space, as well as strengthen the nation’s university research activities and the nation’s aerospace industry. At a hearing of the Committee on Science and Technology of the U.S. House of Representatives on February 25, 2009, the witnesses and members discussed the findings and recommendations of Beyond ‘Fortress America,’ which states, “As currently structured, many of these controls undermine our national and homeland security and stifle American engagement in the global economy, and in science and technology.”44 During the hearing, Committee Chairman Bart Gordon noted: Our nation’s export controls were supposed to help strengthen our national security, by protecting America’s sensitive technologies from falling into the wrong hands. However, in recent years there has been a growing chorus of concern that the current system of export controls is undermining our nation’s competitiveness in the global economy, undermining our science and technology enterprise, and weakening our national security—not strengthening it.45 The Second Barrier: The Projected Shortfall in the U.S. Science and Engineering Workforce Implement the recommendations made by the NRC reports Rising above the Gathering Storm and Beyond ‘Fortress America.’ Rising above the Gathering Storm probably best defines the problem facing the United States. The report and its recommendations were presented to the administration in 2005, and funds were authorized by Congress to implement the report’s recommendations; however, only recently—with the FY2009 American Reinvestment and Recovery Act and the FY2009 regular appropriations—has Congress begun to appropriate the necessary funding. Beyond ‘Fortress America’ supports the visa policy recommendations of Rising above the Gathering Storm, stating that the present visa policy is seriously flawed, inhibiting collaboration with foreign experts and the absorption of foreign students into the United States workforce. Some encouraging signs suggest attention is being paid to the visa problem, but for those whose applications require “administrative review” the process is slow. The consequences for the future of the United States of failing to take prompt actions could be grave. 

Solvency – XO

Executive Order solves – AIA and AIAA want the plan

Messier 10 (Doug, Staff Writer, “AIA, AIAA Applaud as Obama Administration Moves Forward on ITAR Reform”, Parabolic Arc, http://www.parabolicarc.com/2010/09/03/aia-aiaa-applaud-obama-administration-moves-itar-reform/, JK) 

The American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics (AIAA) and the Aerospace Industries Association (AIA) have both applauded efforts announced this week by the Obama Administration to continue reforming the nation’s restrictive ITAR export reform laws. AIAA applauds President Obamas recently announced changes to the ITAR policy that will consolidate the export review process under one agency, and will better enable the flow of U.S. products into the international marketplace without compromising national security,” said AIAA President Mark Lewis.  We are very pleased by the progress the administration is making in reviewing the U.S. Munitions List, added AIA President and CEO Marion C. Blakey. The restructured list shows great promise in assigning the appropriate level of protection to technology exports across all levels of risk.”  President Barack Obama outlined the Administration’s strategy for a streamlined and consolidated export review process in recorded remarks played during a Commerce Department conference on export controls on Tuesday. The President said the administration is moving ahead with the reforms that it can pursue without legislative approval:      Eventually, the administration wants to create a single control list run by an independent agency outside of the Commerce Department or State Department. It also wants to create a single enforcement agency. All three goals require congressional approval and are not expected to happen this year.  However, in his videotaped comments, Obama said he would sign an executive order giving U.S. Immigration and Customs Enforcement authority to coordinate enforcement of export controls now divided among several government agencies. The administration is also moving licensing operations at the State Department, Commerce Department, Defense Department and other agencies onto a single information technology system. It does not need congressional approval for that.  Both the AIA and AIAA praised the Administration’s efforts as being necessary to restore American competitiveness in key high technology fields. Critics have argued that the regulations are too broad and have hurt U.S. manufacturers and built up competition abroard. Many foreign satellite builders are now advertising their products as “ITAR free.”  The AIAA statement reads:      The American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics (AIAA) applauds the Obama Administrations recently announced reforms to national export control policies. The changes made to the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) will streamline the technology export process for Americas aerospace and related component manufacturers, allowing them to compete more fairly in the world market.  AIAA applauds President Obamas recently announced changes to the ITAR policy that will consolidate the export review process under one agency, and will better enable the flow of U.S. products into the international marketplace without compromising national security,” said AIAA President Mark Lewis. Though well intentioned, existing ITAR regulations have sometimes stifled innovation in the U.S., and worked against national interests by encouraging foreign partnerships and creating competing industries overseas. AIAA appreciates the support of like-minded organizations, aerospace companies, and individual engineers and scientists in reaching out to the administration on this issue. In the end, I believe these reforms are a win for all who are concerned about the future of Americas aerospace community, as they will help open new markets while actually strengthening our national defense. We look forward to continuing our work with the Administration on export control policy reform. The changes create the Export Enforcement Coordination Center, which will use a single licensing process to review exports, rather than the current process under which exports are regulated by three oversight agencies with conflicting regulations. This will streamline approvals and provide more concise guidelines for product classification, so that up to two-thirds of existing products that ITAR now bars from trade will be allowed into the global marketplace. The reforms also consolidate all ITAR-related trade information into a single IT system, allowing more rapid communication between parties and further reducing the time needed for the review process. Industry experts estimate that the reforms will open up billions of dollars in trade for the American aerospace sector that existing restrictions had denied them.  The AIA also released a statement:      AIA strongly supports the initiatives on export control modernization the White House released today, and believe they constitute an important step in reshaping the export control system to better serve our national security. We are very pleased by the progress the administration is making in reviewing the U.S. Munitions List, said AIA President and CEO Marion C. Blakey. The restructured list shows great promise in assigning the appropriate level of protection to technology exports across all levels of risk.      In particular, the completed review of Category VII of the USML “Tanks and Military Vehicles “shows that about 74 percent of the 12,000 items licensed last year could have been safely processed under the less restrictive Commerce Control List. This indicates substantial potential savings in time and compliance costs to U.S. exporters in the future, with enormous benefits for our military and closest allies. The clarification and eventual consolidation of the Munitions and Commerce Control lists will have a dramatic impact on small- and medium-sized companies,� Blakey said. These companies rarely have the resources to ensure compliance with the current export control regime. Simplifying the system offers them the opportunity to be more competitive in the international marketplace. The presidents initiatives also include consolidating licensing policies, export enforcement and information technology systems to make the export control licensing system more efficient.   These initiatives will greatly improve our national security, Blakey said. Enhanced interoperability with friends and allies will increase our ability to defend our common interests, and better controls for truly sensitive items will help keep them out of the hands of our adversaries.� 

The president can do an executive order – previous orders prove

Epic.org 92 (Electronic Privacy Information Center, “International Traffic in Arms Regulations”, http://epic.org/crypto/export_controls/itar.html, JK)
International Traffic in Arms Regulations   Title 22 -- Foreign Relations;   Chapter I -- Department of State   Subchapter M -- International Traffic in Arms Regulations     [Revised as of April 1, 1992]   Part 120   Purpose, Background and Definitions   Sec. 120.1 General.   (a) Purpose. Section 38 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2778) authorizes the President to control the export and import of defense articles and defense services. It is the purpose of this subchapter to implement this authority. The statutory authority of the President to promulgate regulations with respect to exports of defense articles and defense services was delegated to the Secretary of State by Executive Order 11958, as amended (42 FR 4311). By virtue of delegations of authority by the Secretary of State, these regulations are primarily administered by the Director of the Office of Munitions Control, Bureau of Politico-Military Affairs, Department of State (35 FR 5422). 

Solvency - Leadership

Counterplan solves leadership and competitiveness

Space Foundation 08 (“ITAR and the U.S. Space Industry”, 9/25, pg. 3, http://www.spacefoundation.org/docs/SpaceFoundation_ITAR.pdf, JK)

In the United States, exports of space products and services fall under the jurisdiction of the Department of State regardless of their purpose, whether it is military, civil, commercial, or academic. The International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) which govern these transactions are considered by some members of the space industry to be a government-imposed hindrance that prevents the United States from reaching its full potential as a leader in global space activity.3 Many feel that the export of technical data, defense services, technology, and commodities is overly restricted under the current export control regime, in which individual licenses are required for each transaction and minimal exceptions are made. They believe that the export control process should be routine and transparent with timely and consistent license application procedures, upholding vital national security safeguards and enabling continued U.S. technological and economic competitiveness.  

Solvency – Leadership 

Issuing an executive order to change export control and visa policies solves 

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)
Implement the recommendations of the NRC’s January 2009 report, Beyond ‘Fortress America.’ Beyond ‘Fortress America’ presents a clear case for changing the present export control rules. The report calls on the new administration to revise export control policies promptly, by issuing an executive order that affirms “a strong presumption for openness.” The report’s twenty pages of recommendations should be implemented at the earliest possible date if the United States is to overcome this barrier to realizing the great potential of its present and planned activities in space, as well as strengthen the nation’s university research activities and the nation’s aerospace industry. At a hearing of the Committee on Science and Technology of the U.S. House of Representatives on February 25, 2009, the witnesses and members discussed the findings and recommendations of Beyond ‘Fortress America,’ which states, “As currently structured, many of these controls undermine our national and homeland security and stifle American engagement in the global economy, and in science and technology.”44 During the hearing, Committee Chairman Bart Gordon noted: Our nation’s export controls were supposed to help strengthen our national security, by protecting America’s sensitive technologies from falling into the wrong hands. However, in recent years there has been a growing chorus of concern that the current system of export controls is undermining our nation’s competitiveness in the global economy, undermining our science and technology enterprise, and weakening our national security—not strengthening it.45 The Second Barrier: The Projected Shortfall in the U.S. Science and Engineering Workforce Implement the recommendations made by the NRC reports Rising above the Gathering Storm and Beyond ‘Fortress America.’ Rising above the Gathering Storm probably best defines the problem facing the United States. The report and its recommendations were presented to the administration in 2005, and funds were authorized by Congress to implement the report’s recommendations; however, only recently—with the FY2009 American Reinvestment and Recovery Act and the FY2009 regular appropriations—has Congress begun to appropriate the necessary funding. Beyond ‘Fortress America’ supports the visa policy recommendations of Rising above the Gathering Storm, stating that the present visa policy is seriously flawed, inhibiting collaboration with foreign experts and the absorption of foreign students into the United States workforce. Some encouraging signs suggest attention is being paid to the visa problem, but for those whose applications require “administrative review” the process is slow. The consequences for the future of the United States of failing to take prompt actions could be grave. 

Solvency – Industry 

Counterplan solves for the U.S. space industry

Space Foundation 08 (“ITAR and the U.S. Space Industry”, 9/25, pg. 3-4, http://www.spacefoundation.org/docs/SpaceFoundation_ITAR.pdf, JK)
One of the reasons that the U.S. space industry finds fault with the current regulatory regime is because it perceives ITAR as a barrier to fair competition. A U.S. government study conducted in 2007 revealed that export controls were considered to be the number one barrier to entry for U.S. firms attempting to penetrate foreign markets, with foreign purchasing preferences ranked as a distant second.5 Since foreign firms do not have to deal with an equivalent set of export regulations, it gives them a competitive advantage in the global marketplace. In the fast-moving world of the telecommunications industry, a company might issue a request for proposals with a significantly shorter timeline than would allow a U.S. company to receive the necessary approval from the State Department’s Directorate of Defense Trade Controls (DDTC) to bid on the project. Foreign companies may view this as regrettable if they are interested in buying from the United States, but foreign governments sometimes intentionally set deadlines that they know U.S. companies will be unable to meet due to ITAR, thereby effectively creating a trade barrier and protecting their own space industries without the risk of diplomatic repercussions.6 In this way, the security measures of the United States can have a negative effect on the health of its domestic space industry, even in circumstances where the export would have been approved by the U.S. government eventually. 

Solvency – Industry 

ITAR Restrictions should be removed for NASA to reach full potential

Hsu and Cox 9 (Feng Hsu and Ken Cox, Hsu is a Sr. Fellow and has a PhD, Cox is the founder and director of the Aerospace Technology Working Group, “Sustainable Space Exploration and Space Development…A Unified Strategic Vision”, Aerospace Technology Working Group, March 29, http://www.spacerenaissance.org/papers/A-UnifiedSpaceVision-Hsu-Cox.pdf YS)

Therefore, NASA should emulate the successful U.S. national research laboratories to  focus on becoming an R&D organization dedicated to exploration, planetary research,  scientific discovery, and technology development.  NASA should not be too conservative in the exploration of new frontiers and unknowns, and should manage  significant technical and programmatic risks.  For example, if a space exploration  project such as a Mars mission is managed without willingness to take even a moderate  level of technical risk, then space exploration missions will be too expensive to afford,  making it unlikely that successes comparable to the Apollo project could ever be  achieved again.  Therefore, we suggest that problematic management policies such as  full-cost accounting, and most ITAR restrictions should be removed to enable NASA to  reach its full potential in space and science exploration. 

Solvency – Industry 

Export controls and visa restrictions are damaging the US industry- changing restrictions is required

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)
Further compounding the damage done to U.S. industry, export controls and visa restrictions are preventing skilled scientists and engineers from joining the U.S. workforce. Bill Gates, chairman of Microsoft Corporation, has testified to Congress that the United States is driving away the world’s best engineers and computer scientists by limiting H-1B visas and other immigrant worker programs. More than half of the students in computer science programs at top U.S. universities are from other countries, but a limit on H-1Bs means many of those students can’t stay in the United States after they graduate. . . . The fact is, other countries’ smartest people want to come here, and that’s a huge advantage to us and in a sense, we’re turning them away. . . . I believe this country stands at a crossroads. . . . Economic progress depends more than ever on innovation. If we do not implement policies like those I have outlined today, the center of progress will shift to other nations that are more committed to the pursuit of technical excellence.9 Even though the need for more engineers and scientists is clear, companies are starting to phase out the hiring of foreign nationals because of the stringent U.S. export control policy.10 Hiring a foreign national requires an export license, a technology control plan, special training in export control compliance, facility modifications, computer network architecture modifications, and escorting and monitoring the employee. To ensure that it is innovative and competitive, U.S. industry needs to take advantage of the capabilities provided by foreign scientists and engineers. But to do so requires that U.S. export control rules and immigration policies be modified. 

Solvency – Innovation 

ITAR makes it impossible for innovation of small and foreign companies

Space Foundation 08 (“ITAR and the U.S. Space Industry”, 9/25, pg. 2, http://www.spacefoundation.org/docs/SpaceFoundation_ITAR.pdf, JK)

Small firms do not have sufficient resources to comply with ITAR so the cost of compliance is a barrier to entry; this is a concern since lower-tier companies are a major source of innovation. Regulations also deter or delay collaboration with foreign partners, increasing the financial burden on a sole firm. Any plans to use export licensing fees to sustain additional duties by the State Department should avoid placing undue »»financial burden on lower-tier suppliers. Transfers of technology between U.S. and overseas divisions of the same company should not require a license, provided all »»sites are ITAR-compliant. A database of recipients should be made available to exporters, enabling them to see which customers have been granted »»access to certain categories of ITAR-controlled exports and which customers require greater scrutiny for certain transactions. This database would also provide incentives for foreign entities to maintain ITAR compliance, since a negative listing would decrease their chances of doing business with U.S. companies. The licensing process should be as transparent as possible, without harming national security or the competitiveness of the »»companies involved. This will enable the industry to engage in regular dialogue with the State Department to reach a better consensus regarding what needs to be controlled and how to make the process more efficient. 
ITAR hurts innovation- CP solves 
Landry 11 (Kalliroi, Major US Air Force, “Exploring the Effects of International Traffic in Arms Regulations Restrictions on Innovation in the US Space Industrial Base”, Air Force Institute of Technology, January 18, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA535245&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf YS)

The primary goal of this research is to explore the effects of ITAR on innovation  in the space industry.  Respondents were directly asked to provide their perceptions of  this topic.  The following paragraphs explain the most common responses in addition to a  few of the unique responses.  In general, respondents said that ITAR makes U.S.  companies less competitive in the global space market.  It inhibits our competitive stance  throughout the world by restricting the sale of components or technologies that are  readily available from other sources.  The effects mentioned may pertain to innovation,  changes to business approaches, or unintended consequences.  Table 3 summarizes the  specific groupings of responses discussed in this section 

Solvency – Innovation 

ITAR hurts innovation- CP solves 
Landry 11 (Kalliroi, Major US Air Force, “Exploring the Effects of International Traffic in Arms Regulations Restrictions on Innovation in the US Space Industrial Base”, Air Force Institute of Technology, January 18, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA535245&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf YS)

The primary goal of this research is to explore the effects of ITAR on innovation  in the space industry.  Respondents were directly asked to provide their perceptions of  this topic.  The following paragraphs explain the most common responses in addition to a  few of the unique responses.  In general, respondents said that ITAR makes U.S.  companies less competitive in the global space market.  It inhibits our competitive stance  throughout the world by restricting the sale of components or technologies that are  readily available from other sources.  The effects mentioned may pertain to innovation,  changes to business approaches, or unintended consequences.  Table 3 summarizes the  specific groupings of responses discussed in this section 

AT: Links to Politics – Visas 
Plan popular – Obama involvement in space policies is advised

Brinton 09 (Turner, Staff writer, “Obama Urged to Tackle U.S. Space Problems”, Space.com, 2/23, http://www.space.com/3350-obama-urged-tackle-space-problems.html, JK)
Some 30 leaders from across the U.S. military, intelligence, civil and commercial space arenas have come together to urge U.S. President Barack Obama to address the systemic problems they say are now plaguing the entire U.S. space enterprise.   The nonpartisan, independent Committee for U.S. Space Leadership, composed of current space industry professionals and former top military and civil space officials, has concluded the U.S. space industrial work force problems, looming gaps in important space-based capabilities and widespread program overreach can only be remedied by increased White House involvement.   Failure to act, the group said in a memo to the president, could result in further erosion of U.S. leadership in space. The memo, a copy of which was provided to Space News, is being circulated on Capitol Hill and among White House officials.   

Bipartisan support for increasing the cap on H-1B visas

Tech Law Journal 2k (“Bipartisan H1B Bill Introduced in House”, Tech Law Journal, http://www.techlawjournal.com/employ/20000315.htm YS)

(March 15, 2000) A bipartisan group of Representatives introduced yet another bill to address the shortage of high tech workers. The HI-TECH Act, introduced by Rep. Lofgren and Rep. Dreier increases the annual cap on H1B visas to 200,000 for FY 2001, 2002, and 2003, and addresses science and technology education. This bill, HR 3983 IH, is titled the "Helping to Improve Technology Education and Achievement Act." Its acronym is the HI-TECH Act. Its lead sponsor is Rep. David Dreier (R-CA), Chairman of the House Rules Committee. However, it is supported by a bipartisan group of Representatives, including Rep. Zoe Lofgren (D-CA). The bill would increase the annual caps on H1B visas. In addition, it would require that 10,000 H1B visas go to universities, and 60,000 go to persons holding masters degrees. 
Cap relief on H-1B visas noncontroversial- public recognizes importance of scientists

Aronson 6 (Robert D., “Hot Immigration Topics for Summer 2006”, Aronson & Associates, http://www.aronsonimmigration.com/newsletter_jul06.htm YS)
As immigration reform gets bogged down in endless debate, there is a major possibility that Congress will pass certain piecemeal initiatives to assist the business community, such as H-1B cap relief, expansion of the employment-based immigrant visa quotas, and certain student-related initiatives aimed disproportionately at those studying in the high-tech academic disciplines (the so-called STEM academic areas of Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics). While much of the media coverage has focused on illegal immigration, it is becoming widely acknowledged that legal immigration substantially benefits U.S. national/economic interests, and that the current employment-based immigration system is non-responsive to legitimate business demands. Accordingly, it may be an “easy sell” for the Congress to take a limited, piecemeal approach to liberalize certain relatively non-controversial aspects of legal immigration of service to the business community. Should this indeed transpire, the Congress may weasel out of the far more challenging dilemmas of a Guest Worker Program and Earned Legalization, thereby postponing yet again the resolution of how to handle this nation’s illegal immigration population.
AT: Links to Politics – ITAR 

Similar bill passed House with bipartisan support- new legislation is expected to support ITAR

Global Military Communications 3/5 (“Cautious optimism-2011 US ITAR reforms” 2011, http://www.satellite-evolution.com/issues-2011/gmc-jan-2011/ITAR.pdf YS)
According to Cooper who spoke on April 2, 2009 before the US House Foreign Affairs Committee (HFAC), “SIA believes that  US  technological   leadership  in space and the competitiveness of America’s space sector is a key component to our nation’s security. As key segment of the space industry, the commercial satellite industry endorses strong, sensible and effective export controls which ensure that the most advanced technologies do not fall into the hands of our adversaries…the time is ripe for Congress to review its decision of more than ten years ago to mandate by legislation that exports of all satellites and related components and technology be controlled by the State Department and licensed pursuant to the (ITAR). Notwithstanding their original intent, SIA believes that the current rules governing exports of satellites sold commercially have resulted in overlie broad regulation that disadvantages US spacecraft and component manufacturers in the global marketplace, without necessarily having accomplished the desired intent. This has created an impact on the broader US space industry and raised concerns about the health of the underlying space industrial base supporting the defence, intelligence and civil space communities. In 2011, Cooper spoke that the “motivation for satellite (control) is that it is ‘special’ and the only category that his handled by Congressional oversight and that is ‘unusual. The motivation for that treatment is largely connected to the transfer of technology exports. It was designed to re-assign satellites to the commercial Commodities Control List. The bill never became law. In 2009, Foreign Affairs Committee proposed and the House adopted a bill that would not give direct congressional direction in where satellites would be treated…instead it would return directly to the Executive Branch to make those differentiations just as they do in other technology areas. That passed the House with bipartisan support and it was part of the State Department’s re-authorisation bill which has not been passed by the US Senate in 2010, but it was a great vehicle for a strong State Department and Senate action, which was the nature of that document. The Security section of that bill which included satellites was not taken up. With the new 112t h Congress, we have started up again with new legislation and would be up to the House to take up the issue of (satellites) and there is bipartisan support for passage.  
*SIA=Satellite Industry Association

Plan popular – the current administration supports ITAR reform

Klamper 09 (Amy, Staff writer, “Official Reaffirms White House Support for ITAR Reform”, Space News, 9/14, http://www.spacenews.com/policy/official-reaffirms-itar-reform.html, JK)
Secretary of State Hillary Clinton and other senior U.S. administration officials support reform of the current U.S. export-licensing regime — the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) — which includes tight restrictions on overseas sales of commercial communications satellites and related technology, according to a State Department official.  In prepared remarks delivered Sept. 9 during an industry conference in New York, Andrew Shapiro, assistant U.S. secretary of state for political-military affairs, said that while past efforts to modernize the export control system have fallen short, “we now have a technologically savvy president and administration who want to see reform.”  A review of the current regime, announced in an Aug. 13 statement posted on the White House Web site, is the first official indication that the administration of U.S. President Barack Obama will advance export-control reform, a polarizing topic that pits national security hawks against the American space industry, whose global market share has suffered since a 1999 crackdown on U.S. commercial satellite exports. 

AT: Links to Politics – Exports

Changing export controls passed the House with bipart support before

Composites World 7 (“ITAR regs may get revamped, could help composites”, 11/20, http://www.compositesworld.com/news/itar-regs-may-get-revamped-could-help-composites YS)
Four U.S. House of Representative Foreign Affairs Committee members introduced bipartisan legislation on Nov. 15 (H.R. 4246) that would modernize the federal government's export control policy by strengthening national security and helping American companies sell more defense-related goods and services overseas to U.S. allies. Sponsored by U.S. Reps. Brad Sherman (D-CA), Don Manzullo (R-IL), Joe Crowley (D-NY) and Roy Blunt (R-MO), the Defense Trade Controls Performance Improvement Act of 2007 would direct the State Department to hire more staff to reduce the massive backlog of license applications that impedes legitimate trade with allies and prevents extended scrutiny on real threats to national security. Today, the State Department has only 42 licensing officers. By 2009, this legislation would increase by nearly 50 percent the number of officers reviewing export and import licenses. The legislation also streamlines the process by eliminating the license requirement for exports of spare parts on items already approved by the U.S. government. 
Boehner thinks that bipart support for export control reform was possible

Burke 6/13 (John J., “Export Controls and Investing in the United States”, China-US Trade Law, http://www.chinaustradelawblog.com/tags/itar/ YS)

Another change from prior attempts at export control reform is that, according to statements made by Pentagon Press Secretary Geoff Morrell at a January 27 Pentagon press conference, the leadership of the Defense Department now is committed to working with other agencies and Congress "to make meaningful and lasting changes to our export controls."  Mr. Morrell noted that Defense Secretary Gates "believes that [export control reform] is imperative to keep our nation competitive in this global economy."  He further noted in response to questions that: [W]hat is required here is not, you know, tinkering around the edges of what is a rather cumbersome, antiquated, outdated, bureaucratic set of rules and regulations governing the export of technology.  [Defense Secretary Gates] believes you need to conduct a wholesale reform of export controls, really starting with a blank sheet of paper. And ...he fully supports and is willing to go to bat for [the initiative of the President]. John Boehner, the Republican party leader in the U.S. House of Representatives, stated in a news conference on January 28 that he believes there could be bipartisan support for legislation to overhaul the export controls.  With the Defense Department and both political parties supporting reform, the chance for meaningful reform of the U.S. export control system may be greater now than it has been in many years. 
President, Cabinet, and the House support export control reform

Burris 10 (Matthew D., Major US Air Force, Air Force Law Review, “Tilting at windmills? The coiunterposing policy interests driving the US commercial satellite export control reform debate.”, Highbeam Business, http://business.highbeam.com/4897/article-1G1-243956164/tilting-windmills-counterposing-policy-interests-driving YS)
Critics of the current export control regime and those calling for reform include: the President and relevant members of his Cabinet, (43) a bipartisan coalition of House Congressional Representatives, (44) the space industrial base, (45) think tanks, (46) and foreign allied space interests. (47) There are few, if any, unequivocal supporters of the regime as it stands. As a result, both legislative and regulatory reform initiatives have recently been introduced. The proposed legislative reforms include, inter alia, granting the President the authority to remove COMSATs from the USML. (48) The ambitious reform agenda being pursued by the Obama Administration, which includes both regulatory and legislative reforms, would dismantle the current export control regime and replace it with something quite unlike the statutory and regulatory framework detailed in Figure 2, supra. (49) 
AT: Links to Spending
Changing export controls would save money

Censer 3/27 (Marjorie, staff writer for the Washington Post, “Backed by industry, government reforming defense export controls”, The Washington Post Capital Business, 2011, http://www.washingtonpost.com/capital_business/backed-by-industry-government-reforming-defense-export-controls/2011/03/25/AFuMJVkB_story.html YS)
The government is moving to adjust restrictions on defense-related exports in an effort to consolidate multiple layers of bureaucracy and allow more to be sold overseas while strategically protecting key technologies. The initiative has received strong backing from the defense industry and its advocates, who see foreign sales as a way to potentially soften the blow of shrinking U.S. spending.
Changing export controls would save money

Censer 3/27 (Marjorie, staff writer for the Washington Post, “Backed by industry, government reforming defense export controls”, The Washington Post Capital Business, 2011, http://www.washingtonpost.com/capital_business/backed-by-industry-government-reforming-defense-export-controls/2011/03/25/AFuMJVkB_story.html YS)
The government is moving to adjust restrictions on defense-related exports in an effort to consolidate multiple layers of bureaucracy and allow more to be sold overseas while strategically protecting key technologies. The initiative has received strong backing from the defense industry and its advocates, who see foreign sales as a way to potentially soften the blow of shrinking U.S. spending.
**ASATs CP (Leadership CP)**

1NC – CP 

Text: The United States federal government should develop ASAT capabilities beyond the earth’s mesosphere. 

The counterplan competes through net benefits 

The counterplan solves space leadership – weaponization is key to maintain US hegemony and deter an arms race. 
Dolman 6 (Everett, Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the U.S. Air Force's School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS), U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space, SAIS Review, ‘6, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html, KR) 
Indeed, it is just this concern for the unanticipated arrival of technology X that initially motivates my own preference for the immediate deployment of space weapons. So long as America is the state most likely to acquire a breakthrough technology in this area, my concern is limited to the problem of letting technology take us where it will. But what if an enemy of democratic liberalism suddenly should acquire the means to place multiple weapons into orbit quickly and cheaply? The advantages gained from controlling the high ground of space would accrue to it as surely as to any liberal state, and the concomitant loss of military power from the denial of space to our already-dependent military forces could cause the immediate demise of the extant international system. The longer the  United States dithers on its responsibilities, the more likely a potential opponent could seize low-Earth orbit before America is able to respond. In such circumstances, America certainly would respond eventually. Conversely, if America were to weaponize space today, it is unlikely that any other state or group of states would find it rational to counter in kind. The entry cost to provide the necessary infrastructure is too high—hundreds of billions of dollars, at minimum. The years of investment needed to achieve a minimal counter-force capability—essentially from scratch—would provide more than ample time for the United States to entrench itself in space and readily counter preliminary efforts to displace it. The tremendous effort in time and resources would be worse than wasted. Most states, if not all, would opt not to counter U.S. deployments in kind. They might oppose U.S. interests with asymmetric balancing, depending on how aggressively America uses its new power, but the likelihood of a hemorrhaging arms race in space should the United States deploy weapons there—at least for the next few years—is extremely remote.  This reasoning does not dispute the fact that U.S. deployment of weapons in outer space would represent the addition of a potent new military capacity, one that would assist in extending the current period of American hegemony well into the future. Clearly this would be threatening, and America must expect severe condemnation and increased competition in peripheral areas. But such an outcome is less threatening than any other state doing so.  Placement of weapons in space by the United States would be perceived correctly as an attempt at continuing American hegemony. Although [End Page 169] there is obvious opposition to the current international balance of power, the majority of states seem to regard it as at least tolerable. A continuation of the status quo is thus minimally acceptable, even to states working toward its demise. As long as the United States does not employ its power arbitrarily, the situation would be bearable initially and grudgingly accepted over time.  On the other hand, an attempt by any other state to dominate space would be part of an effort to break the land-sea-air dominance of the United States in preparation for a new international order, with the weaponizing state at the top. Such an action would challenge the status quo, rather than seek to perpetuate it. This would be disconcerting to nations that accept the current international order—including the venerable institutions of trade, finance and law that operate within it—and intolerable to the United States. As leader of the current system, the United States could do no less than engage in a perhaps ruinous space arms race, save graciously decide to step aside.  
Solvency – Space Assets 

Space Weaponization defend against attacks – provides access to threat areas

Frederick 9 (Lornida, Lieutenant Colonel in USAF instructor in intercontinental ballistic missile and missile warning squadrons, Benefits of Space-Based Missile Defense, Air and Space Power Journal, 2009, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/fal09/fal09.pdf, BM)
Many characteristics of SBMD could create uncertainty in the minds of potential adversaries about whether or not they could achieve their aims.48 Space provides access to threats in areas that terrestrial, maritime, and airborne defenses cannot reach. SBMD is capable of destroying ballistic missiles over the enemy’s territory before they release multiple reentry vehicles or countermeasures designed to thwart defenses. The constant forward presence of SBMD could allow the United States to limit its military footprint on foreign soil and support many military operations simultaneously. Land­ and sea­based interceptors have to be placed in areas where they can provide credible protec­ tion from ballistic missile attacks. Pre­ positioning infrastructure, supplies, and equipment may shorten response times when hostilities erupt, but they are costly and difficult to sustain. SBMD allows a nonintrusive forward presence because it does not require the pre­ positioning of assets on other territories. Furthermore, employing SBMD is not contingent on approval from another nation. The continued presence of US as­ sets on foreign soil depends on the host nation’s accepting or approving the mission that those assets support. If defenses are not in position, deterrence is reduced. Stationed in the right orbits in the right quantities, SBMD could deter or defend against attacks around­the­clock, especially if used in concert with other sea­ and land­based missile defenses.

*SBMD = Space based missile defense 

Space weapons key to deterrence 
Rendleman, 10 (James, Cololonel US air force, “A Strategy for Space Assurance” astropolitics, 2010, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~db=all~content=a930799635, CCM)
The threats to space systems posed by hostile states and non-state actors are evolving. Vulnerabilities span the national security, civil, and commercial space communities. The weaknesses have been studied, and adversaries to the United States and its allies have noted the asymmetric advantages space capabilities provide. They see the tremendous leverage that can be obtained by disrupting them. These adversaries are becoming much more diverse, sophisticated, and technologically competent; they are equipped and able to disrupt access to space capabilities. Defending space systems demands new tools as deterring or eliminating these evolving threats will be difficult. Risk posed by an increasingly dangerous space environment must also be addressed. As it has done for decades, the United States enjoys a unique position in which it can shape the direction of global space activities. With this position comes great responsibility—to forge behaviors to mitigate space debris, deter armed conflict, and enhance the peace, security, and prosperity of spacefaring nations and the rest of the world. A space assurance strategy involving deterrence and defense, global engagement, situational awareness, and responsive infrastructure presents the best opportunity to collectively defend, protect, and secure the high frontier.
Solvency – International Conflict  

Space weapons good-Key to deterrence, stability, and I-law

Lambakis 2 (Steven, PhD in International politics “Putting Military uses of Space in Context”, National Institute for Public Policy, ‘2, http://www.isn.ethz.ch/isn/Digital-Library/Publications/Detail/?ots591=0c54e3b3-1e9c-be1e-2c24-a6a8c7060233&lng=en&id=38949, KR) 
There are sound political and strategic justifications for looking to space. First, a weapon that exploits Earth’s orbit may increase the number of foreign policy and military options available to our leaders and commanders. More options mean that a leader may not be forced to take a more destructive or weaker course of action, that he has choices on how his country should act in a dynamic, complex, and often dangerous world. Effective military options, in other words, can work to improve deterrence and stability and help leaders deal more intelligently, even more diplomatically, with surprises. Second, enhanced military power in the hands of states that uphold the rule of international law can work to improve peace and stability in the world. Treaties dealing with the space environment are written to establish stability and order on the space frontier. And this is good. Washington has never considered space to be a domain of anarchy. Indeed, it is in the U.S. interest to develop proper laws and exercise force in a restrained and responsible manner to prevent space from devolving into a lawless, disorderly realm.
Solvency – Leadership 
US Must Develop ASATs—ASATs are key to deterence

Krepon and Black 10 (Michael and Samuel, founders of Stimson Center, “Space Security or Anti-Satellite Weapons” Stimson Space Booklet, 5/09, 10, CCM)  
Because of America’s great dependency on satellites, some have advo-  cated the testing of anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons and their use during  crises or warfare. In this view, the United States needs to dominate space to deter the use of space weapons by potential foes and to win wars decisively on the ground. Advocates of space dominance believe in two underlying assumptions: that warfare in the heavens is inevitable and that the United States can succeed in dominating space with  ASAT weapons.
Net Benefit – China DA (1/2)  

A. Uniqueness – China can attack US space assets now - 
MacDonald 8 (Bruce W. Senior Director-Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, September, YS)
Having crossed a space Rubicon with their ASAT demonstrations neither nation can un-invent these capabilities. As the United States approaches major security policy reviews with the advent of a new administration in early 2009, both it and China face fundamental choices about the deployment and use of such capabilities, and the development of more advanced space weapons. The United States is likely well ahead of China in offensive space capability, China currently is much less dependent on space assets than the U.S. military, and thus in the near term has less to lose from space conflict if it became inevitable. China’s far smaller space dependence, which hinders its military potential, ironically appears to give it a potential relative near-term offensive advantage: China has the ability to attack more U.S. space assets than vice versa, an asymmetry that complicates the issue of space deterrence, discussed later. This asymmetric Chinese advantage will likely diminish as China grows increasingly dependent on space over the next twenty years, and as the United States addresses this space vulnerability. Thus, the time will come when the United States will be able to inflict militarily meaningful damage on Chinese space-based assets, establishing a more symmetric deterrence potential in space. Before then, other asymmetric means are available to the United States to deter China, though at possible greater escalatory risk. That is, the United States could threaten to attack not just Chinese space assets, but also ground-based assets, including ASAT command-and-control centers and other military capabilities. But such actions, which would involve attacking Chinese soil and likely causing substantial direct casualties, would politically weigh much heavier than the U.S. loss of space hardware, and thus might climb the escalatory ladder to a more damaging war both sides would probably want to avoid. 

(    ) Countermeasures our critical – developing weapons is the only way to avoid a war with china where we would lose. 

DAVID 2003 (LEONARD, SENIOR SPACE STAFF WRITER, “Pentagon Report: China's Space Warfare Tactics Aimed at U.S. Supremacy”, SPACE.COM, AUGUST 1ST, 2003)

China appears to be sharpening its war fighting space skills, from creating anti-satellite weaponry, building new classes of heavy-lift and small boosters, as well as improving an array of military space systems. That judgment comes courtesy of the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) which earlier this week released its annual report to Congress: The Military Power of the People's Republic of China. The report focuses on the current and probable future course of that country's growing military-technological prowess, including the use of space to assure military advantage.  Flagged in the report is China's work in electronic warfare. In particular, the country is procuring state-of-the-art technology to improve its intercept, direction finding, and jamming capabilities. A possible target for the jammers: receivers utilized in the Global Positioning System (GPS) satellite constellation. The report also underscores China's "robust" research and development program for laser weapons. In 1999, the Chinese displayed a portable laser weapon, advertised for blinding human vision and electro-optical sensors. In addition, a radio-frequency weapons program is likely in place. "Beijing may have acquired high-energy laser equipment that could be used in the development of ground-based anti-satellite (ASAT) weapons," the DoD report says. This year's report cites a comment from Captain Shen Zhongchang from the Chinese Navy Research Institute. He envisions, according to the DoD, a weaker military defeating a superior one by attacking its space-based communications and surveillance systems. "The mastery of outer space will be a requisite for military victory, with outer space becoming the new commanding heights for combat," Shen is quoted as saying. He also is quoted in the report as observing that "lightning attacks and powerful first strikes will be more widely used in the future." In future wars, Shen highlights radar, radio stations, communications facilities, and command ships as priority targets vulnerable to smart weapons, electronic attack, and electromagnetic pulse (EMP) weapons. Improving space-based reconnaissance and surveillance technologies is high on China's agenda. "These systems, when fully deployed, 
Net Benefit – China DA (2/2)

will provide a robust and versatile space reconnaissance capability with regional coverage," the just released DoD report explains. "Publicly, China opposes the militarization of space and seeks to prevent or slow the development of U.S. anti-satellite (ASAT) systems and space-based missile defenses," the DoD reports states. "Privately, however, China's leaders probably view ASAT systems -- and offensive counterspace systems, in general -- as well as space-based missile defenses as inevitabilities." Meanwhile, the report adds, China is said to be acquiring a variety of foreign technologies that could be used to develop its own satellite-killing capability. On this score, China already may possess the ability to damage optical sensors on some spacecraft - at least those vulnerable to laser damage. Ground-based, satellite-blinding laser weaponry is likely being pursued. "Given China's current level of interest in laser technology, Beijing probably could develop a weapon that could destroy satellites in the future," the report notes. China is also thought on a path toward a direct-ascent ASAT system. This hardware could be fielded in the 2005-2010 timeframe, the DoD asserts. Space interceptors can destroy targets in space. Moreover, the report highlights a Hong Kong newspaper account in January 2001 that claimed China had developed and tested an ASAT system using a "parasitic microsatellite." Although the DoD review says this claim cannot be confirmed, it points out that home-grown microsatellite and nanosatellite technologies are being proliferated by a number of nations. In the booster department, China is proceeding with building a new modular family of heavy-lift launchers. Additionally, a new small, solid-propellant space lifter is being developed. A family of these smaller boosters would provide China the ability to hurl small satellites into orbit. This class of booster would give China a rapid launch capability, "and has broad military, civil, and commercial applications," the DoD report observes. As for China's human spaceflight program, the DoD acknowledges the fact that the country's first manned space mission may occur this year. "China also has long-term plans to launch its own space station, and possibly a reusable space plane as well. While one of the strongest immediate motivations for this program appears to be political prestige, China's manned space efforts almost certainly will contribute to improved military space systems in the 2010-2020 timeframe," the report concludes. In reviewing the DoD report, some Western China watchers don't see anything startling or new in the assessment of Chinese space interests. But the report does wave a cautionary flag, according to one expert. "Still lots of speculation of what the Chinese might be developing," said Joan Johnson-Freese, chair of the Naval War Colleges National Security Decision Making Department in Newport, Rhode Island. "Regarding space specifically, both countries see space as so vital to their futures," Johnson-Freese told SPACE.com. "Actions by one are seen as nearly zero-sum to the other," she said. Johnson-Freese said that the Chinese have read the 2001 Report of the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management and Organization as suggesting the inevitability that space will become a battleground. Therefore, the U.S. would be remiss not to prepare. "They also note that in the first U.S. Space War Game in 2001, American forces were pitted against an opponent threatening a small neighbor. Subsequently, the Chinese view that they would be remiss not to prepare for the inevitability of U.S. development of space weapons." There are lots of "inevitabilities" in both U.S. and China camps, Johnson-Freese said, that were not considered inevitabilities five years ago. "Lots of action-reaction on both sides," she added. Dean Cheng, Research Analyst with Project Asia at the CNA Corporation in Washington, D.C., has also perused the DoD report on China. "I think that the Second Gulf War highlighted, on the one hand, the dependence of the United States on space-based systems, which China's People's Liberation Army cannot help but notice and note," Cheng said. "Space assets gave U.S. forces a significant edge, and that is something that the Chinese have noticed." Cheng said the DoD report correctly observes that the Chinese are showing an interest in the topic of physical attack against satellites. "It would be dangerous and foolhardy, in my opinion, to either ignore such reports, or worse to pooh-pooh them. Given the degree of American reliance on satellite systems, it would behoove us to consider the prospect of attack against our space-based infrastructure from all potential sources, and to explore and, where possible, undertake countermeasures against such possibilities," Cheng told SPACE.com. As the DoD report notes, Cheng said, "the Chinese have highlighted space systems as targets for preemption. That should only make us pay more attention to improving the survivability of the American space force."
Link Ext. Weapons K/ Deterrence 

US space weapons required to deter China, otherwise China will develop them first

Quigley 9 (Erik, Air Command and Staff College Air University, “Geo=Political Considerations to China’s Rise in Space Power”, April, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA539644&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc
.pdf YS)
In order for the US to be successful with deterring China‘s rise in space power, they need  to be first to the punch – they must establish and maintain an aggressive offense to develop,  procure and posture US military space assets similar to the effort given during the nuclear arms  race of the Cold War.  Leading space theorists such as Jim Oberg and Everett Dolman suggest that weaponizing space is inevitable.   If this is to be the case, the US cannot afford to lose this  race of controlling space.  Oberg agrees that the US cannot afford to lose this opportunity (to be  the first to field them), otherwise it will likely find itself held hostage to the state that does. Whatever the solution, a geo-political consideration to tactfully assess this space race is required  so as not to diminish the years of good economic relations with China. 

Space weapons key to deterring China from attacking US space interests

MacDonald 8 (Bruce W. Senior Director-Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, September, YS)
Over the long term, deterrence-based superiority would be grounded in the reality of the difficult of maintaining dominance in space, and the fundamental vulnerability of space-based weapons both to other space-based weapons as well as to ground-based counterspace weapons, especially directed-energy weapons. Deterrence-based superiority would be less costly to maintain than dominance and could be substantially more stable under the proper conditions, though neither achievement nor maintenance would be simple. At a minimum, it will require the anchoring of offensive counterspace capabilities within deterrence doctrine, healthy U.S.-China relations that avoid provocative rhetoric, continued dialogue, and confidence-building measures (CBM).  Such a deterrence posture would also require the weapons systems to support it. Their precise characteristics are beyond the scope of this paper, but they should embody the criteria listed on page twenty. Jammers, lasers, and other forms of reversible electronic and electro-optical offense should be considered. Given the demonstrated counterspace capability of minimally modified missile-defense interceptors some inherent kinetic energy antisatellite (KE-ASAT) capability is inevitable; however, bans on testing against satellites could limit its effect. A vigorous, defensive counterspace program should accompany these steps.  Until China becomes substantially more dependent upon its space assets, the United States will need to supplement this strategy with alternative asymmetric means to deter China from attacking U.S. space interests, including potential disruption of PLA communications and the ability to attack high-value ground targets, though this would also risk serious escalation. 
Link Ext. Weapons K/ Deterrence 

Space weapons would deter China from developing space weapons

Fox 8 (Scott, Colonel, United States Air Force, “Deterring and Dissuading in Space: A Systems Approach”, U.S. Army War College, March 15, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
&AD=ADA480178 YS)
In summary, a thorough PMESII analysis of the operational environment would  have likely resulted in a more acceptable policy from all points of view--either completely meeting the intent of deterrence or identifying specific key nodes or  interactions where effort could be placed to even potentially dissuade a country like  China from developing disruptive technologies, such as an on-orbit ASAT system.  Alternate space control strategies may, as a result of the PMESII analysis, be focused  instead on defensive space control and the ability to protect U.S. and allied space  systems. Those protection capabilities, along with other elements of the instruments of  power such as information and diplomatic efforts, could result in an entirely different and  more acceptable outcome. No matter what the solution, though, a complete systems  analysis that considers the multiple interactions of the interacting system-of-systems  would enable a more robust decision making process and provide vital insights into  higher-order effects that may result from any action taken.   
Link Ext. Weapons K/ Deterrence  

Space weapons key to deter China’s pursuit of counterspace

Morgan 07 (Dewitt, “Space power: A Critical Strength…and a Critical Vulnerability of the US Military” Naval War College, October 5, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA470836&Location=U2&doc=GetTR
Doc.pdf YS)
In yet another somewhat coincidental twist on China’s recent ASAT activity, in its 2001 report the Space Commission identified a conflict in the Taiwan Straits as a crisis in  which “the potential vulnerability of space systems would be worrisome.”   Echoing the  Commission’s concerns, the 2005 and 2006 Department of Defense reports on China’s  military power confirm the Asian nation has aims of developing “counters to third party,  including potential US, intervention in cross-Strait crises” and “is in the process of long-term  transformation from a mass army designed for protracted wars of attrition…to a more  modern force capable of fighting short duration, high intensity conflicts against high-tech  adversaries.”   In a February 2007 article for the Taipei Times, James Holmes outlines a complementary concept known as the “Assassin’s Mace” that embodies the traditional Chinese niche-capability approach to warfare which he describes as “…negating a superior  enemy’s advantages by landing a single, sharp blow.  The kind of blow that Chinese forces  might strike against US warships with sea mines or stealthy submarines, or against satellites  with ground-based interceptors or lasers.”   These assertions coupled with its recent ASAT activity clearly indicate China is considering, if not committed to, the concept for asymmetric attack against US space forces highlighted in the July 2000 Chinese report cited earlier in this  paper.    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. Barring employment of a high-altitude nuclear explosion, it is unlikely even China could completely deny space support to the US military; however, in a Taiwan scenario many  space functions would be critical to successful US intervention, any of which if degraded  even moderately could significantly handicap US forces operating in the region.  Open- source reporting of China’s dogged pursuit of counterspace capabilities coupled with its  demonstrated willingness to employ them should make mitigating the impact of space  degradation a priority concern for US Pacific Command war planners.  

China’s space presence is increasing- US needs space weapons to deter

MacDonald 8 (Bruce W. Senior Director-Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program “China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security”, Council on Foreign Relations, September, YS)
The present asymmetry in U.S. and Chinese space assets affects deterrence. Given that China’s space presence is growing rapidly, the effect of this uneven dependence on space will lessen over the next fifteen to twenty years. In the meantime, the United States should have a clear set of asymmetric deterrence options available-such as interference with internal Chinese lines of communication and control and overall conventional superiority-as a hedge until China’s space infrastructure becomes more substantial. In addition, Washington needs accurate estimates of China’s likely military and civilian space architecture, and improved understanding of China’s offensive counterspace doctrine. 
China = Threat 
China has increasingly shown their ability to threaten US space assets

The Straight Times 7 (A Singaporean Newspaper,  published on 23/1/07,  “China stakes a space claim”, http://www.lexisnexis.com/lnacui2api/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T12234769018&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T12234769021&cisb=22_T12234769020&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=144965&docNo=8)Ginger
CHINA's demonstrated ability to destroy with a missile an orbiting satellite of its own 850km up in space has been impressive, but this was a come-from-behind process. The Americans and Russians have possessed satellite knockout capability for three decades. The United States happens also to own half of the satellites circling Earth, with which it has spied on nations and fought the two Iraq wars of high-tech wizardry, besides performing more useful functions of gathering weather data and relaying worldwide communications for commerce and entertainment. But to the US, threat perceptions - even if over-wrought - and a graphic challenge to its military and civilian dominance of space - even if exaggerated - can lead the world into an unsettling period of space-based competition in all sorts of projectile-killer systems, decoys and anti-anti-missile defences. The impulse should be resisted - but it looks a forlorn wish. The US is not likely to be dissuaded from its policy of opposing a treaty sought by the United Nations membership, including China, to ban weapons systems in space. In that case, it will have to take its lumps associated with China's technological revival, where it pertains to the military. This is a natural progression of China's big-power trajectory. The process has been notable in its international diplomacy and in an economic influence that is moving markets and shaping the policies of nations it does business with. The force modernisation set out in its defence white paper this month, the manned space flight and now the space killer success, are of a piece. The US comprehends better than most militarily advanced nations the matrix of power, dominance and influence. It has to get used to the idea that its pre-eminence in military applications of space systems, shared for decades with Russia, is going to be challenged in unknown ways with the entry of China. But not for a good many years, as the Chinese freely acknowledge. The Americans are not easily put off with such disclaimers, citing Chinese success last year in beaming a laser that illuminated a US reconnaissance satellite. The world is interested to know what the US means when it says in its national space policy, promulgated last October, that space capabilities are central to its security and economic well-being. It can hardly justify claiming outer space as its domain. One limb of the space policy says it can deny access to countries 'hostile' to its interests. China and other space aspirants will have none of that, and quite rightly. It seems rational to share all that expanse of space. 

China = Threat 

The Chinese Military has focused their spending on Technology- specically Cyber and Space based warfare 
Watts 7 ( Johnathan, News Reporter, The Guardian News Paper UK,  05/9/07,  “  Cyber Warfare: Beijing's strategy: Army sets sights on targets in space and cyberspace,  http://www.lexisnexis.com/lnacui2api/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T12234775143&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T12234775146&cisb=22_T12234775145&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=138620&docNo=6) Ginger 
The People's Liberation Army strategists have made little secret of their desire to establish cyber warfare units capable of mounting just such sorts of mission as the hacking of international government targets. From a satellite-killing missile test in January to reports of spyware in German government computers last month, there are growing concerns that China is being increasingly sophisticated and ambitious in its use of technology to secure information and disrupt communications. For more than a decade the Chinese military has been aware of the potential of information warfare. Army journals and generals' speeches have emphasised the importance of securing "electromagnetic dominance" in the early stages of any conflict. Although the US military is dominant in terms of firepower, the Pentagon's reliance on satellites and computers is seen as a source of vulnerability. The US department of defence says China has an established information warfare unit. Its scale is unknown, but Beijing has been boosting military spending for 20 years and switching the army's focus from conventional arms to high technology. This year it declared military spending rose 17.8% to $45bn, but US analysts believe the real sum is much higher if the cost of the space programme and secret projects are added. Beijing's offensive capability in cyberspace and outer space were apparent on January 11, when its succeeded in blasting one of its own communications satellites into smithereens 500 miles above the earth. This test heightened fears of the "China threat", particularly in the US, which sees this fast rising Asian economy as the country most likely to challenge its global dominance. The technological prowess of China is growing along with internet penetration, which will reach 150 million of its people this year and is on course to overtake the US within five years. Chinese censors use some of the world's most sophisticated internet filters. The so-called Great Firewall of China restricts information about the Dalai Lama, Taiwan, Falun Gong and other politically sensitive topics. Experts have offered to share this technology with other repressive states, including Zimbabwe. While China is almost certainly among the many countries developing systems of cyber attack, it denies making any use of them in the latest case. "The Chinese government has consistently opposed and vigorously attacked according to the law all internet-wrecking crimes, including hacking," a foreign ministry spokeswoman told reporters. She said the accusations were an example of "cold war" thinking. In Taiwan, the main target of the Chinese military, there have also been repeated attempts by mainland hackers to enter government networks. China-based hackers have also been blamed for attempted attacks on offices in the Houses of Parliament in Britain and for leaving offensive messages and patriotic slogans written in Mandarin on websites in Japan. Defence budget hike shows China's move for "global hegemony" - Taiwan official
Chinese Military Budget increases- Build up towards becoming global Hegemon, with programs focused on space

Taiwanese Central News Agency 7 (Subset report for BBC World News,  reporting from Taiwan,  4/3/07,  “Defence budget hike shows China's move for "global hegemony" - Taiwan official”,  http://www.lexisnexis.com/lnacui2api/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T12234775143&format=GNBFI&sort=RELEVANCE&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T12234775146&cisb=22_T12234775145&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=10962&docNo=23)  Ginger
China's substantial military budget hike reveals its attempt at achieving global dominance or hegemony, Mainland Affairs Council Chairman Joseph Wu said Sunday. The country's top China policy planner made the remarks after Beijing made public its draft budget bill for 2007 which shows a 17.8 per cent increase in its military budget. China's annual military spending has invariably registered a double-digit growth since 1993, Wu said, adding that the significant budget increase, coupled with a lack of transparency in its military build-up, a rapid expansion of its air and naval forces, and its progress in space defence technology, has led him into believing in China's attempt at global dominance. In the foreseeable future, Wu said, the growth in China's military expenditure is not expected to slow down, but will instead accelerate. "The upward spiral in China's military budget has become a long-term trend," he added. With no apparent present threat and no potential future threat to its security in sight, Wu said China's continued military budget growth deserves global attention and concern. Quoting Western military experts, Wu said China's actual military budget is roughly three times its officially declared figure. Noting that China's increased military budget underscores its rising threat to Taiwan and other neighbouring Asia-Pacific countries, Wu said Taiwan's plan to procure three big-ticket weaponry systems - eight diesel-electric submarines, six Patriot PAC III anti-missile batteries and a squadron of 12 P-3C anti-submarine aircraft - is aimed at beefing up its defence capability in the face of China's ambitious military build-up. 
China = Threat 

The US faces their greatest threat in space yet- China

The Economist 8 ( Major Periodical,  published weekly,  23/1/08,  “Disharmony in the spheres - The militarisation of space; The militarisation of space”,  http://proxy.foley.gonzaga.edu:2048/login?url=http://proquest.umi.com/pqdweb?did=1414974611&sid=3&Fmt=3&clientId=10553&RQT=309&VName=PQD) Ginger
Modern American warfare relies on satellites. They make America powerful but also vulnerable, particularly in light of China's new celestial assertiveness A HUSHED, dimmed hall in the nerve centre that controls America's air operations from Somalia to Afghanistan is dominated by giant video screens tracking coalition aircraft. Blue dots show the location of ground forces, with "troops in contact" highlighted for priority air support. Smaller screens show live black-and-white footage, relayed by satellite from unmanned drones which, in their turn, are remotely controlled by pilots in America. The Combined Air Operations Centre's exact location in "southwest Asia" cannot be disclosed. But from here commanders supervise tens of thousands of sorties a year. Through aircraft surveillance pods they get a god's eye view of operations that range from old-fashioned strafing to the targeted killing of insurgent leaders with bombs guided by global positioning system (GPS) satellites, and emergency air drops to isolated soldiers using parachutes that steer themselves automatically to the chosen spot. These days America fights not in a fog of war but, as one senior air force officer puts it, in a "huge cloud of electrons". Large amounts of information, particularly surveillance videos, can be beamed to soldiers on the ground or leaders in America. The officer says this kind of "network-centric" warfare is "as revolutionary as when the air force went from open cockpits to jet aeroplanes." If Napoleon's armies marched on their stomachs, American ones march on bandwidth. Smaller Western allies struggle to keep up. Much of this electronic data is transmitted by satellites, most of them unprotected commercial systems. The revolution in military technology is, at heart, a revolution in the use of space. America's supremacy in the air is made possible by its mastery of space. During the cold war space was largely thought of as part of the rarefied but terrifying domain of nuclear warfare. Satellites were used principally to monitor nuclear-missile facilities, provide early warning should they be fired and maintain secure communications between commanders and nuclear-strike forces. Now, by contrast, the use of space assets is ubiquitous; even the lowliest platoon makes use of satellites, if only to know its position. Space wizardry has made possible unprecedented accuracy. As recently as the Vietnam war, destroying a bridge or building could take dozens if not hundreds of bombing runs. These days a plane with "smart" bombs can blast several targets in a single sortie, day or night, in good weather or bad. Needless to say, precise intelligence and sound judgment are as important to military success as fancy kit. But might this growing reliance on space and cyberspace become a dangerous dependence, a fatal weakness? Air force officers talk of space being America's Achilles Heel. Satellites move in predictable orbits and anybody who can reach space can in theory destroy a satellite, even if only by releasing a cloud of "dumb" pellets in its path--using a shotgun rather than a hunter's rifle to kill the orbiting "bird". The Taliban or al-Qaeda can do little about America's space power except hide themselves from its intelligence-gathering satellites. But the Pentagon worries about what would happen if America came up against a major power, a "near-peer" rival (as it calls China and Russia), able to intercept space assets with missiles and "space mines", or to disable them with lasers and electronic jammers. "There are a lot of vulnerabilities," admits an American general, "There are backups, but our space architecture is very fragile." The precise nature of these weaknesses is a well-guarded secret. But wargames simulating a future conflict over Taiwan often end up with the "Red Force" (China) either defeating the "Blue Force" (America) or inflicting grievous losses on it by launching an early attack in space, perhaps by setting off one or more nuclear explosions above the atmosphere. "I have played Red and had a wonderful time," says the general, "It is pretty easy to disrupt Blue. We should not expect an enemy to play by established norms in space. They will play dirty pool." One shot China has been practising became clear a year ago, on January 11th 2007. In a nuclear-proof air force command centre, built on giant shock-absorbing springs within Cheyenne Mountain, outside Colorado Springs, officers tracked a missile fired from a mobile launcher deep inside China. It followed what one American official said was a "strange" trajectory, designed neither to land a warhead nor to put a payload into orbit. Instead it intercepted one of China's ageing weather satellites. The impact about 850km (530 miles) above Earth created a huge field of space debris, contributing about 28% of the junk now floating around in space (see first chart).

**DA Links**

Politics – Plan Cost Capital

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 
Politics – Unpopular – NASA 

Funding for NASA has bipartisan opposition 

Space Politics 7 (“Bipartisan nonsupport and big targets”, April 17, http://www.spacepolitics.com
/2007/04/page/2/ YS)

Going through my notes from last week’s address at the National Space Symposium by Rep. Ken Calvert, I picked up a theme that relates to some recent discussions in the comments of previous posts, where some were trying to hang blame on one party or another for NASA’s FY07 funding woes. Calvert noted that one of the House members who voted against the 2005 NASA authorization bill is the current appropriations chairman, David Obey (although Calvert didn’t mention him by name, only by title). “This is a problem as NASA finds itself in a precarious time, trying to ramp up spending to move America beyond low Earth orbit while also meeting the demands of the agency’s diverse portfolio of missions.” Was Calvert making an attack against the Democratic leadership in the House? No. “There is a dangerous trend of bipartisan nonsupport in funding NASA in Congress,” he said. He mentioned two amendments to the original FY07 appropriations bill on the House floor last summer that would have either prevented NASA from spending any money on Mars exploration efforts, and another that would have transferred NASA funds to other programs. While both amendments were defeated (a moot point, as it turned out, since that appropriations bill was never enacted and replaced with a continuing resolution), “The reality is that members of both parties supported these amendments, and by a large margin.” 
The House doesn’t want to fund NASA

Berger 11 (Brian, Space news writer, space.com, “House Appropriators Propose $103 Million Budget Cut for NASA”, 2/10, http://www.space.com/10818-house-appropriators-propose-103-million-budget-cut-nasa.html, JK)
NASA’s budget would drop $103 million this year if Congress adopts spending cuts outlined Feb. 9 by the House Appropriations Committee.  NASA, like the rest of the federal government, has been operating since October under a stopgap spending measure that expires March 4. For NASA, the stopgap measure — known as a continuing resolution — has meant making do with the $18.724 billion Congress appropriated for 2010.  House appropriators intend to introduce a new continuing resolution soon that would fund the government through the end of September. Among the cuts they intend to include is a $379 million reduction to NASA’s proposed $19 billion budget for 2011. If enacted, that would leave NASA funded at $18.621 billion, or $103 million below the agency’s 2010 level. 

Politics – Unpopular – Defense Spending 
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). 
The public hates defense spending – Congress will vote according to the public

Corrin 11 (Amber, Staff writer, “Fight brewing over DOD budget cuts”, Defense Systems, 3/11, http://defensesystems.com/Articles/2011/03/14/HOMEPAGE-Defense-fiscal-2012-budget-cuts.aspx?Page=1, JK) 

Gates has indicated that the $553 billion requested for fiscal 2012 is nearly bare-bones for the Defense Department — a sentiment shared by at least one Capitol Hill player. Rep. Buck McKeon (R-Calif.), chairman of the House Armed Services Committee, said he has significant concerns about that budget. He noted the $13 billion decrease from last year’s projected figure and the zero-growth rate built in for future years. However, that premise conflicts with the general mood in Washington and the rest of the country. Several recent public opinion polls clearly illustrate the public’s disillusionment with paying for war.  A New York Times/CBS News poll conducted in January showed that when faced with a choice of cutting three big government programs, 55 percent of respondents chose defense spending, while 21 percent chose Medicare and 13 percent chose Social Security.  Similarly, in a study by the Program for Public Consultation, people were presented with the federal budget and asked to propose changes. Those surveyed chose to reduce defense-related spending by an average of $109 billion out of about $146 billion in federal budget cuts overall. Although the public isn't in charge of making budget cuts, Americans' opinions are being heard on Capitol Hill, where they will shape the fight for major spending reductions.  “Congress will have to have the courage to take the steps the Pentagon has avoided,” wrote Larry Korb, Laura Conley and Alex Rothman of the Center for American Progress in a Feb. 15 article titled "Defense Cuts Are Mandatory."  

Politics – Popular – ORS
ORS is popular-both chambers and the DoD

Best 10 (Richard, Specialist in National Defense, Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR) Acquisition: Issues for Congress, pg 8, 6/15/10, KR)
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 capabilityfor commanders whose requirements will always be subject to adjustment or derogation when collecton priorities of national systems are established and implemented.22 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.23 The conference report reflected an agreement to provide only the $112 million requested, but not to provide the additional funds.24 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.”25 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.26 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 

Spending Links 
ORS launching will cost more than expected
Foust 3 (Jeff, editor and publisher of The Space Review, “Operationally Responsive Spacelift: A solution seeking a problem?” The Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/52/1 YS)
Another uncertainty is if a vehicle can both be operationally responsive and still be low cost. Amorosi pointed that that launching on even two days’ notice may require a dedicated vehicle and launch site for a ground-launched vehicle, or a dedicated aircraft and vehicle for air-launched systems. The expense required to maintain these assets, particularly if they are used fairly infrequently, could wipe out any low-cost attributes of the vehicle itself.  

ORS systems and launching is expensive

Doggrell 6 (Les, senior project engineer with the Aerospace Corporation, “Operationally Responsive Space A vision for the Future of Military Space”, PIREP (pilot report), http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj06/sum06/doggrell.html YS)
Responsiveness in space systems has proven difficult to attain. Characteristics of existing systems include development times exceeding a decade, high cost, and an emphasis on reliability and long mission life. These traits are driven, in part, by the considerable expense of getting to space. Nevertheless, we can achieve the space capability we desire through multiple approaches. The United States maintains a highly responsive fleet of launch vehicles in the ICBM force and has previously maintained communication spacecraft and counterspace systems on alert—an effective approach but costly and encumbered by nuclear politics.10 Consequently, ORS is examining avenues other than brute force to secure responsiveness. To do so, we must change many aspects of the entire space architecture. The ground system, space vehicle, launch vehicle, and launch infrastructure all affect the responsiveness of space capabilities (fig. 2). Improving a launch vehicle’s reaction time has little effect if we have not similarly improved the infrastructure and spacecraft.
Spending Links
ORS is not cost-effective- not much improvement over current technology

RAND, ’06 (RAND, National Defense Research Institute, “National Security Space Launch Report”, RAND National Defense Research Institute, http://www.scribd.com/doc/32677509/RAND-National-Security-Space-Launch-Report#outer_page_3, LH)  
Within DoD, much attention has been given to the concept of ORS as a means of meeting the rapidly emerging space needs of the modern warﬁghter. Furthermore, the NSTP directs demonstration of an initial capability for operationally responsive access to and use of space to support national security requirements before 2010. The Panel acknowledges the potential beneﬁt of such a capability but found little hard documentation that equated to a veriﬁable need. It is the position of the Panel that embarking on an extraordinary eﬀort to develop a launch system more responsive than those that already exist would not be cost-eﬀective until needs are clearly stated, operational concepts are deﬁned, and, most importantly, a family of candidate payloads is within view. 
No increases in defense budget for the rest decade

Larrimore, ’07 (Scott, Lieutenant Colonel at the United States Air Force, “Operationally Responsive Space: A New Paradigm or Another False Start?”, https://www.afresearch.org/skins/rims/display.aspxl, LH)
The Fiscal Year 2008 President’s Budget expanded the ORS budget over $50 million from the previous year, rising to $87 million in 2008 compared to $35 million in 2007.55 While the Five Year Defense Plan shows additional increases in successive years to well over $100 million a year, that plan might not be very sustainable in light of fiscal priorities looming the rest of the decade. The Air Force is suffering significant budget shortfalls. The Air Force aircraft fleet is getting old with an average age of 23 years.56 Almost every major weapon, aircraft and space system alike, needs to be recapitalized. The service is trying to shepherd in some very large procurements, such as the F-22 and F-35 fighters, new tankers, and new satellite systems “We are recapitalizing every system in the command,” General Kevin Chilton, the Commander of 58 AFSPC, said. “Right now, every satellite system—whether weather, communications, missile warning, or GPS satellites—is being recapitalized. We are developing brand new ones, and we are launching some of those satellites this year.” 57 The problem is so severe that the Air Force chose to reduce its ranks by 40,000 personnel and shift savings to weapon system procurement.58 While this tactic may solve the Air Force’s fiscal problems in 2007 and 2008, financial problems continue to plague DOD. The budgetary prospects do not look any better when looking beyond the Air Force’s funding line. According to a Congressional Research Service 2006 report, fighting the Global War on Terrorism cost about $549 billion through FY 2007.59 Paying war large war expenses reduces flexibility and discretionary funds for other programs. For example, the Air Force paid $4.2 billion for petroleum in fiscal 2005 -- almost $1.4 billion more than fiscal 2004 -- due to rising fuel costs.60 Furthermore, Congressional elections in 2006, fueled by anti-war platforms, caused a change control of both houses of Congress. Concerned with a ballooning federal deficit, the Democratically controlled Congress adopted a “pay-as-you-go” strategy early in 2007 that linked continued federal budget increases with either new taxes or cuts in other programs.61 Any increases in the defense budget are likely to be restrained for the rest of this decade as Democrats funding emphasis shifts to domestic spending and reducing the budget deficit.

DOD Links

DOD opposes ORS because of  lack of communication between tech companies, strategies, and a launch vehicle

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.

**Weaponization DA**

Note: Additional impact arguments can be found in the weaponization bad core. 
1NC – (1/3) 
A. Uniqueness - Space is not weaponized now- difference between militarization and weaponization

Saperstein 2 (Alvin, Physics Dept., Wayne State University, “Weaponization” Vs. “Militarization” Of Space, APS http://www.aps.org/units/fps/newsletters/2002/july/saperstein.pdf, KR)
Currently, space is not weaponized. There are no weapons deployed in space or terrestrially (in air, sea, or on the ground) meant to attack space objects, such as satellites; nor are satellite weapons deployed against terrestrial targets. At the same time, space is an increasingly vital part of our military activities from which the US obtains great advantages with respect to other nations. We use space for communication; for surveillance and targeting over the battlefields; for weather prediction; for precise mapping and positioning of our own and opposition military assets; for early warning of missile and air attacks; and for general military, economic, and technological intelligence worldwide. Thus space is “militarized” though not yet “weaponized.”
1NC – (2/3) 
B. Link ORS perception of weaponization

Burzykowska, 9 (Anna, European Space Agency, Smaller states and the new balance of power in space, Science Direct, 7/8/09, http://ipac.kacst.edu.sa/eDoc/2010/190488_1.pdf, BM)
A problem arises at the level of analysis. Balancing power on the premise that the only way to security is through an expansion of influence - control in toto e cannot be done without menacing others. If, one, for example, chooses to believe that the a priori argument for ‘space control’ is bor- rowed from technological determinism (the status quo or the dominance of defensive postures eventually makes ‘techno- logical surprise’ possible, hence those who adjust first to the freedom to as well as freedom from attack in outer space will prevail), then the question of the weaponization of outer space is only a matter of time, notwithstanding its origins or immediate causes. In light of this, any technological upgrades in strategic space deterrence will almost certainly discourage cooperative postures based on the parity of defensive capa- bilities, hence the balance of power rooted in the status quo. Take for example the US doctrine of Operationally Responsive Space (ORS). ORS has been designed to enhance survivability, deterrence and the ability to operate in threatened a environ- ment by reconstituting capabilities lost in space combat or as a result of other unforeseen events [19]. At the same time ORS can easily be read as a ‘damage control’ solution, which lowers the cost of the first strike while making the USA relatively unaffected by the changing status quo. The offence/defence paradox in space is not easy to over- come. Systemic technology theory assumes that under equal and constant (astro)geographical conditions (equal and constant for all actors), the policy choices based on capabil- ities e e.g. first strike vs. self-restraint e should result from the advantage of offensive technology over defensive tech- nology (and vice versa) [20]. If, as in this case, it is difficult to distinguish between offensive and defensive technology applications, technology should not be the sole causal connection for decision makers. This means that the only way to sustain the balance of power as it is, is through a continuing effort to clarify the intentions behind capabilities, so that ‘space control’ is not associated with the first strike option, or with the transformation from defensive to offensive strategy in space. This logic would have to apply to all space powers that have or will have similar means at their disposal and a parallel interest in peaceful co-existence in the name of the status quo. The positive effects of this situation would extend to the entire international system provided that all states gain security guarantees if there is a need to activate more coercive options in order to keep outer space free from conflict escalation, even though such security guarantees can only be offered by selected players and only through mutually beneficial coop- eration among them. The influence and effectiveness of smaller states in ‘space diplomacy’ depend upon the extent to which they can mobilize technical assets for their diplomatic work. For the space powers the power of persuasion in ‘space diplomacy’ reached a critical momentum after the Chinese kinetic anti-satellite test in January 2007 and the US response a year later.‘Soft power’ has also been extensively explored. After all, the concept of ‘space control’, in addition to its coercive dimension, envisages economic (export controls), administrative (policy guidance through which bureaucracies exercise their power to manage the flow of technologies originating from the home soil) and diplomatic (alliance formation, negotiations) instruments. What, therefore, ultimately define the means of influence (qualitative and quantitative) for smaller states are the gaps that arise between the potential advantages of their technological development and the circumstances and resources necessary to keep them developing to their military advantage. This implies the political ramifications of entering the path of military uses of outer space and the ability to consequently pursue a variety of implementation measures, such as a strategy to deal with associated security dilemmas and the problem of the develop- ment of particular weapons of war, which inevitably steps into traditional power politics, but also alliance implications of multilateral deterrence in, from and through space (i.e. geographical redistribution of global space surveillance network, ground receiving stations, missile defence, etc.).

What we can say for sure right now is that the practical implications of the technological and industrial potential of the new spacefaring nations have already generated a need to implement all kinds of legal and paralegal instruments dealing with the safety and security of space operations on the multilateral level. The growing number of new actors in space essentially forecasts profound changes in the entire culture of 21st century ‘science and technology diplomacy’. However, successful negotiation of any kind of agreement pertaining to space security still largely depends on the great powers’ willingness to meaningfully accommodate these new actors into the existing debate, and later at the negotiating table. Something akin to a formal space arms control agreement based on verification is currently difficult to imagine, except perhaps for an international code of conduct for responsible spacefaring nations (along the lines of the Missile Technology Control Regime (MTCR), the Hague Code of Conduct or draft EU Space Code of Conduct), which seems to be gaining momentum. 
1NC – (3/3) 
C. Impact - U.S. space weaponization cause global instability, lead to a space arms race, lead to a U.S. Russia war, and cause an Indo-pak nuclear war. Zhang 05
(Hui Zhang, a Senior Research Associate at the Project on Managing the Atom in the Belfer Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government. Action/Reaction: U.S. Space Weaponization and China, Arms Control Association. December 2005. NP. http://www.armscontrol.org/print/1943 DM)

One major Chinese concern about U.S. space weaponization plans, as addressed frequently in statements at the UN Conference on Disarmament (CD), is that the deployment of space weapons “will disrupt strategic balance and stability, undermine international and national security and do harm to the existing arms control instruments, in particular those related to nuclear weapons and missiles, thus triggering new arms races.”[14] Because space weapons are at once threatening and vulnerable, it is reasonable to assume that other countries would attempt to block such a move by political and, if necessary, military means. One possible response, for example, would be the development of anti-satellite weapons to target space-based weapon systems. It is widely believed that space weapons and sensor satellites would themselves become prime high-value targets and the most vulnerable elements for defense suppression attacks.[15] It is reasonable to believe that other countries could resort to a number of low-cost and relatively low-technology anti-satellite devices to counter those critical and vulnerable U.S. space-based weapons. Eventually, China fears that the U.S. space weaponization plan would lead to an arms race in outer space and turn outer space into a battlefield. Moreover, space weaponization would seriously disrupt the arms control and disarmament process. The initiation of U.S. space-based missile defenses would likely cause Russia as well as the United States (in response to Russia) to make smaller reductions in their nuclear arsenals. China would likely be forced to build more warheads to maintain its nuclear deterrent, which could in turn encourage India and then Pakistan to follow suit. Also, Russia has threatened to respond to any country’s deployment of space weapons. Failure to proceed with the nuclear disarmament process would also further undermine the already fragile nuclear nonproliferation regime. As Ambassador Hu Xiaodi warned in 2001, “With lethal weapons flying overhead in orbit and disrupting global strategic stability, why should people eliminate [weapons of mass destruction] or missiles on the ground? This cannot but do harm to global peace, security and stability, hence be detrimental to the fundamental interests of all states.”
UQ – Ext. 
No weaponization now-all current military use of space is as a force enhancer

Logsden 1 (John, Just Say wait to Space Power, NAS, http://www.freepatentsonline.com/article/Issues-in-Science-Technology/75286573.html, KR
Some definitions may be useful here. The most general concept--space power--can be defined as using the space medium and assets located in space to enhance and project U.S. military power. Space militarization describes a situation in which the military makes use of space in carrying out its missions. There is no question that space has been militarized; U.S. armed forces would have great difficulty carrying out a military mission today if denied access to its guidance, reconnaissance, and communications satellites. But to date, military systems in space are used exclusively as "force enhancers," making air, sea, and land force projection more effective. The issue now is whether to go beyond these military uses of space to space weaponization: the stationing in space of systems that can attack a target located on Earth, in the air, or in space itself. Arguably, space is already partially weaponized. The use of signals from Global Positioning System (GPS) satellites to guide precision weapons to their targets is akin to the role played by a rifle's gunsight. But there are not yet space equivalents of bullets to actually destroy or damage a target.

No Space Weaponization now-no funds

Selding 9 (Peter, policy analyst, Pentagon: U.S. not developing space weapons, Space, 2/20/09, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/29301771/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/pentagon-us-not-developing-space-weapons/, KR)
The United States is not developing space weapons and could not afford to do so even if it wanted to, an official with the Pentagon's National Security Space Office said Thursday.  Pete Hays, a senior policy analyst at the space office who is also associate director of the Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies, said U.S. policy on space weaponry has remained pretty much the same over the last 30 years despite the occasionally heated debate on the subject during the administration of former U.S. President George W. Bush. "There has not been one minute spent on this issue as far as I know," Hays said of U.S. Defense Department policy on using weapons in space. "There are no space weaponization programs. It's an issue that academics like to flog now and then, but in terms of funded programs, there aren't any. I can tell you that categorically." Hays made his remarks during a space security conference organized by the International Space University here. He said that even if the United States decided to embark on a space-based weapon system, it could not pay for it given its current military program commitments. 
Link - Military 

Air force advocates ORS weaponization

Viscito, 9 (Lauren, Astronautical Engineering – United States Air Force Academy, Quantifying Flexibility in the Operationally Responsive Space

Paradigm, MIT, 5/22/09, http://seari.mit.edu/documents/theses/SM_VISCITO.pdf, BM)
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” (Department of Defense, 2007). The purpose of ORS is to reduce the time lag associated with space system acquisition 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, and operating space systems) for the speed, responsiveness, and customization which may be achieved by architectures that incorporate elements such as small, modular spacecraft (Government Accounting Office, 2006, 2008). In addition to mission performance attributes, ORS attributes include assured access. Assured access refers to the potential ability of small, tactical spacecraft to be used to partially reconstitute Air Force space mission areas (e.g., Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance; Position, Navigation, and Timing; Communications; Environmental Sensing; Missile Warning; and Space Control) should adversaries negate existing space capabilities (Cerbowski and Raymond, 2005). Despite the benefits of enacting ORS, progress on operationally responsive programs has been slow. In addition to a well-documented set of implementation hurdles, ORS progress is stymied by an uncertain value proposition to the U.S. military. Existing analysis in the literature conflict, with advocates finding that ORS “delivers the most utility to the warfighter per dollar spent,” (Fram, 2007) while a former deputy director for the Tactical Exploitation of National Capabilities at Air Force Space Command declares that “tactical satellites cannot serve the effect their proponents claim to want to achieve” (Tomme, 2006). Mr. Gil Klinger, Director of Space Policy on the National Security Council from 2002 to 2005, states that operationally responsive architectures deserve, yet have not received, our “analytic due diligence,” (Richards et al., 2008). This view is reinforced by an inability to find rigorous analysis of the value proposition for ORS across the Air Force space mission areas. Furthermore, because one of the core values of ORS is an enhanced ability of the U.S. space architecture to sustain value delivery in dynamic contexts - and given the limited ability of existing conceptual design methodologies to accommodate changing system configurations and operational environments - it is understandable that current evaluations of ORS are unsatisfactory. Methods such as Dynamic MATE and metrics like VWFO can aid decision making as work continues on this paradigm.
Link – Military 

Military advocates offensive ORS usage

Air & Space Power Journal, 6 (The professional journal of the United States Air Force, Air & Space Power Journal Summer 2006: Is Operationally Responsive Space the Future of Access to Space for the US Air Force, Air & Space Power Journal, Summer 2006, http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/p023954.pdf, BM)
Responsive space systems delivered to space with responsive launch sys- tems include replacement and augmentation satellites for communication; navigation; and intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance. ILaunch could support an evolving mission area of force application from or through space with the use of common aero vehicles to carry strike weapons. The US Marine Corps even envisions transporting a Marine reconnaissance pla- toon from the continental United States (CONUS) to anywhere in the world within hours to conduct missions with special operations forces. Such a systen would provide the theater commander unprecedented flexibility and capability to produce desired effects. An analysis of alternatives completed by AFSPC in 2004 concludes that "ORS can provide significant military utility at the campaign level" through the use of responsive space-asset delivery. 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 dis- able our satellites-reportedly, China has this capability. Force application and OCS missions also provide significant4 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 environ- ment, 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 with- out 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 ex- ample, in the days immediately following the attacks of II September 2001, suppose that intelligence assets had pinpointed the location of al-Qaeda 12 leadership 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 respon- sive space-lift vehicle, we could have completed attacks within a few days- or 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. As the sortie rate in- creases, the cost-efficiency also increases, providing the Air Force an alter- native to the recapitalization of its long-range attack aircraft.
Link – Capabilities 

ORS could provide weaponization and deterrent

AIA, 9 (Non-profit premier trade association representing the nation's major aerospace and defense manufacturers, Robust Operationally Responsive Space: A Necessary Component of Affordable and Assured Space Power, AIA, 11/04/2009, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/wp_ors_paper_2009.pdf, BM)

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 as “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.
Link – Perception 
ORS gives off the perception of weaponization 
Air & Space Power Journal, 6 (The professional journal of the United States Air Force, Air & Space Power Journal Summer 2006: Is Operationally Responsive Space the Future of Access to Space for the US Air Force, Air & Space Power Journal, Summer 2006, http://www.dtic.mil/dtic/tr/fulltext/u2/p023954.pdf, BM)
In summary, these concerns indicate that the Air Force's operationaliza- tion of space is moving too fast. To (late, primarily technologists-within 17the space community-have conducted ORS studies and planning. We may or may not need the capabilities derived from those studies to support the theater combatant commander. For example, we could make improvements in the responsiveness of existing expendable launch vehicles to sustain and supplement space assets without developing a new vehicle. Failure to meet low-cost goals and the detrimental effects of cost overruns and schedule de- lays will surely doom the ORS program, especially in light of strains on the Air Force budget caused by aircraft-recapitalization needs.
ORS is weaponization

Burghardt, 10 (Tom, staff writer for Global Research, The Militarization of Outer Space: The Pentagon's Space Warriors, Space Daily, 5/11/10, http://www.spacedaily.com/reports/The_Militarization _of_Outer_Space_The_Pentagon_Space_Warriors_999.html, BM)

Now the Defense Department wants to up the stakes with new, destabilizing weapons systems that will transform low- and high-earth orbit into another "battlespace," pouring billions into programs to achieve what Air Force Space Command (AFSPC) has long dreamed of: "space dominance." Indeed, Pentagon space warriors fully intend to field a robust anti-satellite (ASAT) capability that can disable, damage or destroy the satellites of other nations, all for "defensive" purposes, mind you. Back in 2005, The New York Times reported that General Lance W. Lord, then commander of AFSPC, told an Air Force conference that "space superiority is not our birthright, but it is our destiny. ... Space superiority is our day-to-day mission. Space supremacy is our vision for the future." Five years on, that "mission" is still a top priority for the Obama administration. While some might call it "net-centric warfare" on steroids, I'd choose another word: madness. Air Force X-37B On April 22, the U.S. Air Force (USAF) successfully launched its robot space shuttle, the X-37B Orbital Test Vehicle (OTV), from Cape Canaveral Air Force Station in Florida. Sitting atop a Lockheed Martin Atlas V rocket, the unmanned, reusable space plane roared into orbit after more than ten years of development by Boeing Corporation's "Phantom Works" black projects shop. The successful orbital insertion of the X-37B was the culmination of a decades' long dream by the Department of Defense: to field a reusable spacecraft that combines an airplane's agility with the means to travel at 5 miles per second in orbit. From the Pentagon's point of view, a craft such as the X-37B may be the harbinger of things to come: a johnny-on-the-spot weapons platform to take out the satellite assets of an enemy de jour, or as a launch vehicle that can deliver bombs, missiles or kinetic weapons anywhere on earth in less than two hours; what Air Force wags refer to as "operationally responsive space."
Link – Counterforce

ORS used for counterspace capabilities

MacDonald, 8 (Bruce, Senior Director, Nonproliferation and Arms Control Program, China, Space Weapons, and U.S. Security, Council on Foreign Relations, September 2008, China_Space_CSR38.pdf, BM)
By maintaining a capacity to quickly replace damaged or destroyed satellites with spares or quickly launchable satellites of lesser capabili- ty, the United States could partially offset the effects of an attack on its space systems through an operationally responsive space (ORS) capa- bility. Such satellites could even be launched preemptively in a crisis to dd capability and demonstrate political intent. France has recently expressed strong interest in ORS capability for the same reasons as the United States, explicitly citing the Chinese ASAT test as motivation.

Non-space backup systems include unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) and ground-based signal and communication transmitters, which cost less than replacement satellites. However, these systems would probably not offer the same level of functionality or durability as a satellite. Nonetheless, it is essential that the United States more widely distribute these “vital national interest” space capabilities across a larger and more diverse set of space and non-space platforms to both reduce U.S. space vulnerability and make it more difficult for potential adversaries to hold those assets at risk.
The development of space technology is essential, no matter how the United States decides to respond to Chinese or other nations’ counterspace capabilities. SSA, defensive and offensive measures, ORS capability, and evaluation of the Chinese program all require more advanced technology in order to be successful, such as advanced sensors, software, micro- and nanoelectronics, and ultra-long endur- ance UAVs.
Link – Preemptive Strike 
ORS launches satellites that have capabilities of preemptive strike
MacDonald 08 (Bruce, Council on Foreign Relations, 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=%22Operationally+Responsive+Space%22+weaponization!&ots=OTknhB3ozZ&sig=8Cf1wI9HvVivLkJWIvLDtzOnl9o#v=onepage&q=Operationally%20Responsive%20Space&f=false, YS)
By maintaining a capacity to quickly replace damaged or destroyed satellites with spares or quickly launchable satellites of lesser capability, the United States could partially offset the effects of an attack on its space systems through an operationally responsive space (ORS) capability. Such satellites could even be launched preemptively in a crisis to add capability and demonstrate political intent. France has recently expressed strong interest in ORS capability for the same reasons as the United States, explicitly citing the Chinese ASAT test as motivation.

ORS satellites are used for military operations of conflict

Freeman and Delarosa 10 (Col Thoman H. Freeman, USAF, Maj Jose Delarosa, USAF, Launch Test Squadron, “Small Space Launch: Origins & Challenges,” September 2010, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA531780&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf, YS)

To assure access to space, the United States directed Air Force Space Command to develop the capability for operationally responsive access to space and use of space to support national security, including the ability to provide critical space capabilities in the event of a failure of launch or on-orbit capabilities.  Under the Air Force Policy Directive, the Air Force will establish, organize, employ and sustain space forces necessary to execute the mission and functions assigned including rapid response to the National Command Authorities and the conduct of military operations across the spectrum of conflict [4].  Air Force Space Command executes the majority of spacelift operations for the DoD, and other government and commercial agencies.  Air Force Space Command researched and identified a course of action that has maximized operationally responsive space for Low-Earth-Orbit Space Situational Awareness assets.

