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Funding for the F-22 being cut now

Scheer 09 (Robert, Professor of communications at USC, PhD in economics from UC Berkley, Poynter fellow at Yale, fellow in arms control at Stanford, “Deep-Sixing the F-22” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-scheer/deep-sixing-the-f-22_b_242513.html)

I'll believe it when it finally happens. But the news that Congress might actually stop production of a high-tech, job-generating and, most of all, high-profit weapons system because it fills no legitimate national security function is a considerable victory for President Barack Obama and Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, as well as for logic.

You wouldn't think it should require great courage to conclude that the 187 F-22s already authorized are enough when the plane has yet to fly a single combat mission in Afghanistan, Iraq or anywhere else. But if usefulness was the criterion for defense spending, it would not have ballooned since the 9/11 attack, accounting for more than half of the federal government's discretionary budget. Trillions wasted -- ostensibly to defeat a terrorist enemy armed with an arsenal that can be purchased for a couple of hundred bucks at any garden-variety hardware store. We would not be spending as much on the military as the rest of the world's nations combined, friend and foe, if defense spending was anything more than an elaborate political slush fund.

Just check the spectacle of supposedly enlightened Democrats like California Sens. Barbara Boxer and Dianne Feinstein, joined by Connecticut's Chris Dodd, treating yet another $1.75 billion F-22 allotment for war profiteers as a progressive jobs program. Los Angeles couldn't find $50 million to keep its summer schools open, but a supposedly liberal senator like Boxer has voted for hundreds of billions over the years for exquisitely expensive military junk. Having lost the courage to make the swords-into-plowshares argument, they act like craven hustlers for the Daddy Warbucks types that support their re-elections. And once again, when it comes to being rational about military spending, John McCain, a Senate co-sponsor with Michigan Democrat Carl Levin of voted for an amendment against funding the F-22, distinguished himself in the very moment when so many of his presumably less hawkish Democratic counterparts failed. 

<Insert Link (s)>

U.S. F-22s produced will be sold to Japan 

Hughes 09 ( Christopher, Professor of International and Japanese Politics at U of Warwick, Asia-Pacific Review, Volume 16, May 09, “Japan’s Military modernization: A Quiet Japan-China Arms Race and Global Power Projection”, pg 84 – 99) 

Japan, in deferring the decision on the F-X may try to hold out for the F-22 under the new Barak Obama administration, although the Pentagon's announcement in April 2009 of its intent to end F-22 production only throws into further doubt Japanese ambitions for this aircraft. Japan's possible future success in procuring the F-22—and the very fact that it seeks such a capable fighter and similar stealth technologies—are important indications of its expanding military ambitions. The F-22 would provide Japan with important air defence capabilities for its own territory. At the same time, though, the ASDF's deployment of the F-22, combined with new in-flight refuelling capabilities (and consistent with the aircraft's role for the USAF), would provide Japan with a potential new capability to penetrate and destroy the air defences of any regional adversary—indicating again new power projection capabilities.

Leads to a destabilized East Asia and an arms race

Bolkcom and Chanlett-Avery 09 (Christopher, CRS analyst, and research assistant for FAS, Emma, specialist in Asian Affairs, Congressional Research Service for the Library of Congress, 3/11/09, “Potential F-22 Raptor Export to Japan”)

China and South Korea have voiced concern about Japan’s intention to upgrade its military capabilities, largely grounded in suspicions that Japan will inch toward returning to its pre-1945 militarism. Some analysts caution that selling the F-22s to Japan could destabilize the region, possibly even sparking an arms race, and contribute to an image of Japan becoming America’s proxy in the region. The sale could complicate the U.S. effort to manage its relationship with China. South Korea has already registered its unease at Japan acquiring F-22s, and at one point suggested that it may seek a deal to purchase the aircraft in order to match Japan’s capabilities.
An East Asian arms race undermines peace talks and risks nuclear war between Russia, China, and the U.S.

Feffer 08 (John, the co-director of Foreign Policy In Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies and a Japan Focus associate, “Hidden Asia Pacific Arms Race. Six Countries Talk Peace While Preparing for War”, http://www.japanfocus.org/-John-Feffer/2704, 3/19)

The arms race in Northeast Asia and the Asia Pacific threatens to overwhelm all talk of peace in the region. Northeast Asia is where four of the world's largest military forces -- those of the United States, China, Russia, and Japan, three of them leading nuclear powers -- confront each other – in addition to the two Koreas that sit astride the most dangerous flash point. Together, the countries participating in the Six-Party Talks account for approximately 65% of world military expenditures, with the United States responsible for roughly half the global total. Here is the real news that belongs on the front pages of papers today: Wars grip Iraq, Afghanistan, and large swathes of Africa, but the most dangerous high stakes arms race centers on Northeast Asia. Any attempt to dismantle the global military-industrial complex must start with the military forces that face one another there. 
Ext –IL

The Air Force will sell the F-22s to Japan

Defense Industry Daily 09 (“F-22 Raptors to Japan?” 2/12/09, http://www.defenseindustrydaily.com/f22-raptors-to-japan-01909/)

Back in February 2006, InsideDefense.com’s Inside The Air Force (ITAF) reported that momentum was building within the Air Force to sell the ultra-advanced F-22A Raptor abroad to trusted U.S. allies, as a way of increasing numbers and production. The USAF originally initially intended to purchase 700-800 F-22 fighters, but that was cut to 442, then 381, and recently cut again to just over 180. These cuts have had obvious effects on the cost per aircraft, and on the ratio of aircraft to total R&D + production money spent. With F-22 production set to terminate around 2010, and increasing concern over the capability gap between other US fighters and global competitors like the SU-30 family, MiG-35, et. al., some USAF planners are becoming concerned. Extending the F-22 production line through exports was also a way of extending the USA’s decision options.

Air Forces will buy F-22’s the only thing stopping them is the lack of funding even though they serve no purpose

Beales 09 (Brian, PhD student at Naval Postgraduate School, 12/x/09, “F-22 Versus UCAV: Fixing Today’s Deficiencies Leaves Questions about Tomorrow’s Dominance”)

Within the last three years, the Air Force has revisited its decision to purchase 381 F-22 aircraft required for a low-risk force, to 243 for a moderate-risk force that would create an unfunded $13B bill during a dramatically more constrained defense spending era. The decision was re-addressed in May 2009 by the CSAF, concluding that “buying more F-22s means doing less of something else.” All of these words suggest that system cost and applicability are driving the decision to cut funding for the F-22, it is just too expensive and there just isn’t the need for further F-22 airframes in conflicts we expect to face in the future. Secretary Gates summed up the future of the F-22 by stating that the “F-22 had no role in the war on terror.” While this statement applies to the current conflicts the U.S. is fighting against terrorism, it is reasonable to assume that future conflicts may require access to contested airspace the F-22 was designed to penetrate.

F-22s will be sold

Bolkcom and Chanlett-Avery 09 (Christopher, CRS analyst, and research assistant for FAS, Emma, specialist in Asian Affairs, Congressional Research Service for the Library of Congress, 3/11/09, “Potential F-22 Raptor Export to Japan”)

The Department of Defense (DoD) is officially neutral on whether the F-22 should be exported, but senior leaders have suggested that they favor foreign sales of the F-22. 

F-22s will be sold to cover their exuberant cost

Kold and Juul 09 (Lawrence, former assistant secretary of defense in the Reagan administration, senior fellow at the Center for American Progress, Peter, research associate at the center. “Multiple benefits if Japan buys F-22” http://www.ajc.com/opinion/multiple-benefits-if-japan-130789.html)

Once the Cold War ended, the Pentagon should have stopped developing the F-22 Raptor, manufactured in Marietta. But it did not, and over the past 20 years the Air Force has spent about $70 billion on this aircraft. Now that the Obama administration and the Congress have agreed to limit the number of F-22s to 187 planes, the question of foreign military sales for the F-22 arises, just as it did for its predecessors, the F-15, F-16 and F/A-18. So far only one country, Japan, has expressed an interest in buying the plane. This is not surprising given the fact that these aircraft will cost the purchaser more than $200 million each. But there is a problem. The Pentagon is currently prohibited by a law enacted in 1998 from exporting the plane. Although the main purpose of the law was to prevent the export of sensitive technology to areas like the Middle East, another purpose was to end the program before it moved into full production. By prohibiting foreign sales, those opposed to the program hoped that they would drive the unit costs for DOD so high that its leaders would be forced to cancel the program. Moreover, the office of the secretary of defense invested so much political capital in stopping production at 187 planes for the Air Force that it does not want to take any step that would keep the F-22 production line open. Unfortunately, the strategy didn’t work and when the development costs are factored in, the Air Force had to spend $350 million on each plane. By not letting the Japanese buy 40 or so of the aircraft, the Congress and the Obama administration will not rectify the mistake. Some sensitive technologies on the F-22 need to be protected, but doing so will require changes to less than 10 percent of the aircraft. Such changes have been done on every other front line fighter we have exported, including the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter, which is being produced in several countries. Moreover, the Japanese are willing to pay for the cost of developing and testing these changes and have an excellent record of safeguarding sensitive technology. 

A2: selling F-22s illegal

Congressional laws banning the sale of F-22s don’t apply, a downgraded version will still be sold

Defense Industry Daily 09 (“F-22 Raptors to Japan?” 2/12/09, http://www.defenseindustrydaily.com/f22-raptors-to-japan-01909/)

In February 2006, a Lockheed Martin official confirmed that a proposal to sell Japan F-22s in some form of downgraded “international variant” was working its way through the Air Force with the support of the Japanese government. At the time, it was “at the three- or four-star level” and among civilian decision-makers. The request has been pursued ever since at the highest levels. An F-22EX buy would keep the production line running until the USAF can build more support for additional F-22s. The range requirements of the Pacific theater in particular, and the F-35’s likely inability to handle modern aircraft like the SU-30 family, MiG-35, and European aircraft on even terms, have some in the USAF extremely concerned. If upgrades and proliferation lead to fighter overmatch against US aircraft within the next decade, an active F-22 production line has considerable strategic and financial value.

A2: F-22’s key 

Non-unique - there are already 187 planes in the military

Hartung 09 (William D., Director of the Arms and Security Initiative at the New America Foundation, former director of the Arms Trade Resource Center at the World Policy Institute.  “Terrorims and the New Age of Irregular Warfare: Challenges and opportunities” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/resources/2009/terrorism_and_new_age_irregular_warfare_challenges_and_opportunities)

Counting the four aircraft likely to be included in the FY 2009 emergency supplemental on Iraq, the Air Force has already purchased 187 F-22s at a cost of over $65 billion. Any decision to stop funding the plane now would not strictly speaking be a cancellation of the program, but rather a termination that would leave a considerable number of F-22s in the arsenal. Until it was instructed to stop speaking publicly about the number of F-22s it would like to procure -- a number far beyond what the Pentagon considers necessary -- the Air Force routinely suggested more than doubling the force to 381 aircraft. In late February, without mentioning any specific numbers, Air Force Chief of Staff Norton Schwartz said he planned to ask Defense Secretary Gates for more F-22s, but that the request would fall short of the service's oft-stated goal of 381 fighters. 

The F-22 serves no military purpose, it is just a waste of money

Scheer 09 (Robert, Professor of communications at USC, PhD in economics from UC Berkley, Poynter fellow at Yale, fellow in arms control at Stanford, “Deep-Sixing the F-22” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-scheer/deep-sixing-the-f-22_b_242513.html)

Gates failed to halt further production of the F-22 during his tenure in the Bush administration, but this time the bipartisan military-industrial complex clique was beaten back. The incredibly intricate and therefore expensive plane was designed to defeat an ultra-advanced Soviet air combat ability that was never realized. And it obviously has no purpose in fighting irregular wars against terrorists, as Obama has pointed out. But those who support the plane make the same "the Chinese are the new Soviets" argument that Sen. Joseph Lieberman uses to such great effect to get his $2 billion submarines built in Connecticut to combat an enemy holed up in caves. The absurdity of borrowing money from the Chinese at a furious rate to be able to afford to build weapons to counter weapons that the Chinese have no intention of building.
F-22’s cost over 350 million each, and are designed to counter a Soviet fighter plan that was never build. And other planes check aggression

Hartung 09 (William D., Director of the Arms and Security Initiative at the New America Foundation, former director of the Arms Trade Resource Center at the World Policy Institute.  “Terrorims and the New Age of Irregular Warfare: Challenges and opportunities” http://www.newamerica.net/publications/resources/2009/terrorism_and_new_age_irregular_warfare_challenges_and_opportunities)

Designed to engage in air-to-air combat with a Soviet fighter plane that was never built, the F-22 -- officially designated the Raptor -- is the most expensive fighter plane ever developed. Counting R&D expenditures, each F-22 costs over $350 million. While considerably lower, the marginal cost -- the immediate cost of adding one new aircraft to the inventory, not counting R&D costs already incurred -- is still $143 million per plane. 

The F-22 is a plane in search of a mission. In an era in which current adversaries like the Taliban and the Iraqi insurgency have no air forces and potential future adversaries like Russia and China cannot match the capabilities of current U.S. fighter planes, whatever new capabilities the F-22 may bring with it are not worth the cost. As for recent efforts to re-purpose the Raptor as a ground attack aircraft, they beg the question of why one would use a $143 million plane for this mission when we have aircraft that can carry out the same mission at one-third to one-half of the cost.  
Air Supremacy 1NC

F-22s will be cut because of lack of funding

Scheer 09 (Robert, Professor of communications at USC, PhD in economics from UC Berkley, Poynter fellow at Yale, fellow in arms control at Stanford, “Deep-Sixing the F-22” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/robert-scheer/deep-sixing-the-f-22_b_242513.html)

I'll believe it when it finally happens. But the news that Congress might actually stop production of a high-tech, job-generating and, most of all, high-profit weapons system because it fills no legitimate national security function is a considerable victory for President Barack Obama and Secretary of Defense Robert Gates, as well as for logic.

You wouldn't think it should require great courage to conclude that the 187 F-22s already authorized are enough when the plane has yet to fly a single combat mission in Afghanistan, Iraq or anywhere else. But if usefulness was the criterion for defense spending, it would not have ballooned since the 9/11 attack, accounting for more than half of the federal government's discretionary budget. Trillions wasted -- ostensibly to defeat a terrorist enemy armed with an arsenal that can be purchased for a couple of hundred bucks at any garden-variety hardware store. We would not be spending as much on the military as the rest of the world's nations combined, friend and foe, if defense spending was anything more than an elaborate political slush fund.

Just check the spectacle of supposedly enlightened Democrats like California Sens. Barbara Boxer and Dianne Feinstein, joined by Connecticut's Chris Dodd, treating yet another $1.75 billion F-22 allotment for war profiteers as a progressive jobs program. Los Angeles couldn't find $50 million to keep its summer schools open, but a supposedly liberal senator like Boxer has voted for hundreds of billions over the years for exquisitely expensive military junk. Having lost the courage to make the swords-into-plowshares argument, they act like craven hustlers for the Daddy Warbucks types that support their re-elections. And once again, when it comes to being rational about military spending, John McCain, a Senate co-sponsor with Michigan Democrat Carl Levin of voted for an amendment against funding the F-22, distinguished himself in the very moment when so many of his presumably less hawkish Democratic counterparts failed. 

<Insert Link>

Producing more F-22s destroys U.S. air power

Wheeler and Sprey 09 (Winslow, former GOP congressional budget expert, director of the Straus Military Reform Project at the Center for Defense Information in Washington, Pierre, designed the F-16 and implemented the A-10, 7/13, “Stop the F-22 Now”. Dodbuzz.com 

Instead of being such a close call, further production of F-22s ought to be laughed out of court. The F-22 is outrageously expensive. The 187 are costing just over $65 billion, about $350 million each. Not a single F-22 has flown in the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. It would be foolish to deploy them since there is no enemy air force to fight against. To send F-22s as a bomber — at three times the operating cost of F-16s that are already bombing over there — would be just another drag on the war effort. Even more important is the question of whether the F-22 is a good fighter. The truth is that the F-22s weaken US air power. Study after study show that pilot skill dominates all other factors in winning or losing air battles. The F-22’s maintenance costs have the Air Force to slash in-air pilot training. In the 1970s, fighter pilots were getting 20 to 30 hours a month of air combat training. Today, F-22 pilots get 10 to 12 hours. High tech theorists claim flying can be replaced by ground simulators. Experience teaches that simulators can be used for cockpit procedures training but, by misrepresenting in-air reality, they reinforce tactics that could get pilots killed in real combat. The Air Force, Lockheed, and their congressional boosters tout the F-22 as the silver bullet of air combat. The F-22’s so-called stealth may hurt more than it helps. In truth, against short wavelength radars, the F-22 is hard to detect only over a very narrow band of viewing angles. Worse, there are thousands of existing long range, long wavelength radars that can detect the F-22 from several hundred miles away at all angles. Believers in stealth’s invisibility should ask the pilots of the two — not one, as commonly believed — stealthy F-117 bombers taken out of action by old Russian radar-directed defense systems in the 1999 Kosovo air war. Moreover, a new whistleblower scandal is presenting evidence that the F-22’s stealth skin has failed to meet its stealth requirements because it has been badly fabricated and dishonestly tested. The vaunted invincibility of the F-22 founders on two incurable flaws: First, the plane’s so-called “low probability of intercept” radar may now be easily detected, thanks to the proliferation of spread spectrum technology in cell phones and laptops. That creates an environment where, if the F-22 pilot turns on his radar, he announces his presence over hundreds of miles. Even better for the enemy, the radar makes an unmistakable beacon for opposing missiles. Second, when combat forces F-22 pilots to turn off radars, they’ll find themselves forced into a close-in, maneuvering fight. Compromised by stealth and heavy radar electronics, the plane’s agility, short range missiles, and guns are nothing special — as one of us observed at Nellis Air Force Base in Nevada when an F-16 “shot down” an F-22 in exercises. As for the plane’s advertised ability to cruise supersonically the F-22’s low fuel capacity (27% of takeoff weight, only two thirds of what’s needed for combat-useful supersonic endurance in enemy airspace) reduces this to an air show trick. Why the big fuel shortfall? To make room for stealth technologies and radar electronics. In summary, a vote for continuing F-22 production is a vote to decay pilots’ skills, to deny them a truly great fighter, to shrink the number of pilots and planes we can field, and to reward Congress’ unending appetite for pork. The new 2010 Defense Authorization bill should be vetoed if a single F-22 is added.

American Air superiority key to deterrence and stability in Asia, a weakened air power risks nuclear, cyber, and biological warfare

Tellis 98, (Ashley, PhD U of Chicago, Senior associate at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace. Sources of Conflict in the 21st Century, http://www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR897/MR897.chap3.pdf)

The first key implication derived from the analysis of trends in Asia suggests that American air and space power will continue to remain critical for conventional and unconventional deterrence in Asia. This argument is justified by the fact that several subregions of the continent still harbor the potential for full-scale conventional war. This potential is most conspicuous on the Korean peninsula and, to a lesser degree, in South Asia, the Persian Gulf, and the South China Sea. In some of these areas, such as Korea and the Persian Gulf, the United States has clear treaty obligations and, therefore, has preplanned the use of air power should contingencies arise. U.S. Air Force assets could also be called upon for operations in some of these other areas. In almost all these cases, U.S. air power would be at the forefront of an American politico-military response because (a) of the vast distances on the Asian continent; (b) the diverse range of operational platforms available to the U.S. Air Force, a capability unmatched by any other country or service; (c) the possible unavailability of naval assets in close proximity, particularly in the context of surprise contingencies; and (d) the heavy payload that can be carried by U.S. Air Force platforms. These platforms can exploit speed, reach, and high operating tempos to sustain continual operations until the political objectives are secured. The entire range of warfighting capability—fighters, bombers, electronic warfare (EW), suppression of enemy air defense (SEAD), combat support platforms such as AWACS and J-STARS, and tankers—are relevant in the Asia-Pacific region, because many of the regional contingencies will involve armed operations against large, fairly modern, conventional forces, most of which are built around large land armies, as is the case in Korea, China-Taiwan, India-Pakistan, and the Persian Gulf. In addition to conventional combat, the demands of unconventional deterrence will increasingly confront the U.S. Air Force in Asia. The Korean peninsula, China, and the Indian subcontinent are already arenas of WMD proliferation. While emergent nuclear capabilities continue to receive the most public attention, chemical and biological warfare threats will progressively become future problems. The delivery systems in the region are increasing in range and diversity. China already targets the continental United States with ballistic missiles. North Korea can threaten northeast Asia with existing Scud-class theater ballistic missiles. India will acquire the capability to produce ICBM-class delivery vehicles, and both China and India will acquire long-range cruise missiles during the time frames examined in this report. The second key implication derived from the analysis of trends in Asia suggests that air and space power will function as a vital rapid reaction force in a breaking crisis. Current guidance tasks the Air Force to prepare for two major regional conflicts that could break out in the Persian Gulf and on the Korean peninsula. In other areas of Asia, however, such as the Indian subcontinent, the South China Sea, Southeast Asia, and Myanmar, the United States has no treaty obligations requiring it to commit the use of its military forces. But as past experience has shown, American policymakers have regularly displayed the disconcerting habit of discovering strategic interests in parts of the world previously neglected after conflicts have already broken out. Mindful of this trend, it would behoove U.S. Air Force planners to prudently plan for regional contingencies in nontraditional areas of interest, because naval and air power will of necessity be the primary instruments constituting the American response. Such responses would be necessitated by three general classes of contingencies. The first involves the politico-military collapse of a key regional actor, as might occur in the case of North Korea, Myanmar, Indonesia, or Pakistan. The second involves acute politicalmilitary crises that have a potential for rapid escalation, as may occur in the Taiwan Strait, the Spratlys, the Indian subcontinent, or on the Korean peninsula. The third involves cases of prolonged domestic instability that may have either spillover or contagion effects, as in China, Indonesia, Myanmar, or North Korea. In each of these cases, U.S. responses may vary from simply being a concerned onlooker to prosecuting the whole range of military operations to providing post-conflict assistance in a permissive environment. Depending on the political choices made, Air Force contributions would obviously vary. If the first response is selected, contributions would consist predominantly of vital, specialized, airbreathing platforms such as AWACS, JSTARS, and Rivet Joint—in tandem with controlled space assets—that would be necessary for assessment of political crises erupting in the region. The second response, in contrast, would burden the entire range of U.S. Air Force capabilities, in the manner witnessed in Operation Desert Storm. The third response, like the first, would call for specialized capabilities, mostly in the areas of strategic lift and airborne tanker support. The third key implication derived from the analysis of trends in Asia suggests that despite increasing regional air capabilities, U.S. Air Force assets will be required to fill gaps in critical warfighting areas. The capabilities of the Asian states, including those of U.S. allies and neutral states, have been steadily increasing in the last two decades. These increases have occurred largely through the acquisition of late-generation, advanced combat aircraft such as the MiG-29, and the F-15, F-16, and F/A-18 together with short-range infrared and medium-range semi-active air-to-air missiles. Despite such acquisitions, however, the states that possess these aircraft have not become truly effective users of air power, in part because acquiring advanced combat aircraft and their associated technologies is a small part of ensuring overall proficiency in the exploitation of air power. The latter includes incorporating effective training regimes, maintaining large and diverse logistics networks, developing an indigenous industrial infrastructure capable of supporting the variegated air assets, and integrating specific subspecialties such as air-to-air refueling, electronic warfare, suppression of enemy air defenses, airspace surveillance and battle management capabilities in a hostile environment, and night and adverse weather operations. Most of the Asian air forces lack full air-power capabilities of the sort described above. The Japanese and South Korean air forces are, as a rule, optimized mostly for air defense operations. Both air forces are generally proficient in all-weather defensive counterair operations, and they possess relatively modest day ground-attack capabilities as well. Because of their specific operating environments, however, the Japanese air force is particularly proficient in maritime air operations, whereas the South Korean air force has some close air support (CAS) experience as well. The Chinese air force (People’s Liberation Army Air Force, [PLAAF]) is still a predominantly daylight defensive counterair force with limited daylight attack capabilities, as are most of the Southeast Asian air forces, but the PLAAF has recently demonstrated an impressive ability to integrate its new weapon systems (e.g., the Su-27) much faster than most observers expected. The air forces of the Indian subcontinent have somewhat greater capabilities. Most squadrons of the Indian and Pakistani air forces are capable of daylight defensive counterair, a few are capable of all-weather defensive counterair, and several Indian units are capable of battlefield air interdiction and deep penetration-interdiction strike. None of these air forces, however, is particularly proficient at night and all-weather ground attack, especially at operational ranges. They lack advanced munitions, especially in the air-to-surface regime. With the exception of Japan and Singapore, they lack battle management command, control and communications (BMC3) platforms as well as the logistics and training levels required for successful, extended, high-tempo operations. The brittle quality of Asian air forces implies that U.S. Air Force assets will be required to fill critical gaps in allied air capabilities as well as to counter both the growing capabilities of potential adversaries such as China and the new nontraditional threats emerging in the form of ballistic and cruise missiles, information warfare, WMD, and possibly even the revolution in military affairs. 

A2: AS is BS

Air power key to fighting asymmetric threats

Barr 01 (Robert S., Major USMC, “Can ‘Airpower’ Counter the Asymmetric Threat?” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf&AD=ADA408803)

As stated earlier, the most likely employment of U.S. airpower will be to execute preemptive and retaliation strikes. The technological advancements in the aerospace industry have allowed the military to shift the way it projects power and plans to fight. The former United States Air Force (USAF) Chief of Staff, General Ronald R. Fogleman wrote an article that depicts air power as the —force of choice“ when fighting an asymmetric battle. General Fogleman‘s article was featured in the Summer 1996 issue of Air Power History and detailed USAF achievements in Operations DESERT SHIELD and DESERT STORM. The article also focused on the shift in USAF strategy to a —new way of war“ 8 (i.e. to a more asymmetric fighting strategy) that was enabled by advancements in aerospace capability. This —new“ strategy avoids the force-on-force attrition style battles and instead leverages the unique capabilities inherent with the employment of airpower to strike the enemy‘s centers of gravity (on both the strategic and tactical levels) as demonstrated during the —air war“ against Iraq. This shift was made possible during the later part of the 20th century because airpower had matured and the new technologies had enhanced precision, range, and overall lethality of weapons across the spectrum of aerospace power. During the Gulf War, these technologies coupled with the tactics, techniques, and procedures enabled military leaders to fight a —new“ American way of war. General Fogleman wrote that —an asymmetric strategy significantly increases the role of airpower [sic] in times of peace, crisis, and war.“ He additionally stated that —we must understand airpower [sic] its strengths, its weaknesses, and its potential if we are to fully capitalize on it to attack an adversaries strategy and compel him to do our will.“To General Fogleman, as his post Gulf War article points out, the —asymmetric“ application of airpower against ground targets is one of the keys to future battles. 
Uniqueness F-22s (1/2)

The senate has cut production funding for F-22s.
Rogers and Dimascio, 09. (David Rogers and Jen Dimascio, Politico defense reporters, Senate votes to cut F-22 fighter jet funding, 7/21/09, http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0709/25210_Page2.html)

The Senate voted Tuesday to cut off production funding for the F-22 fighter, a come-from-behind win for Defense Secretary Robert Gates who has targeted the costly program as part of his effort to restructure the Pentagon budget. The 58-40 roll call was more decisive than many had predicted and represented a dramatic shift from only last week when conventional wisdom held that $1.75 billion authorization would easily survive a challenge on the floor. The win gives new life to Gates’s budget initiatives and is a much needed boost for President Barack Obama at a time when public polls show declining support for his larger change agenda, including healthcare reform. 

Obama has canceled the F-22 Raptor.

Kincaid, 7/15. (Cliff Kincaid, Editor for Accuracy in Media, Right Side News, Ron Paul helps Obama Slash the National Defense, http://www.rightsidenews.com/2010071511018/editorial/ron-paul-helps-obama-slash-national-defense.html)

Sounding like an anti-war progressive, Edwards charged that sinister arms manufacturers were pushing funding for unneeded weapons. Obama had already cancelled the F-22 Raptor, the most advanced air superiority fighter in the U.S. inventory, at a time when the Russians are developing their own version of a fifth generation fighter. The Cato Institute favored the Obama policy of killing the F-22.On top of this cut, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates pledged on June 28 to cut $100 billion from the military budget over the next five years.The left-wing IPS, a key component of the "progressive" coalition backing Obama, has been waging a campaign to have Obama veto more "unneeded weapons systems" and is urging the President to make the defense cuts "much deeper" than those already proposed.

Gates killed the F-22 fighter jet program.

Gjelten, 7/6 (Tom Gjelton, NPR Consultant, Defense Officials Anticipate Drop In Military Spending, 7/6/2010, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=128320487)

During a recent Washington speech, Mullen highlighted one troubling number: Within two years, just the annual interest on the debt will be close to $600 billion.  "And that's, notionally, about the size of the Defense Department budget. It's not sustainable," he said. But, if overspending now endangers U.S. security, is it in part because the country is spending too much on security? At $700 billion a year, defense is the biggest part of the federal budget. The United States is now spending as much on defense as the rest of the world combined.If the deficit is to be reduced, the Pentagon is certain to take a hit, and Defense Secretary Robert Gates is warning the department to get ready. "The secretary is saying we need to deliver the war-fighting capability required within the resources the country can afford to provide, and that's going to require us to change the way we do business here," says Ashton Carter, the Defense Department's undersecretary for acquisitions. Gates has already killed the F-22 fighter jet program and Carter says the Pentagon is now taking aim at all the programs that each year get more costly. "That has to stop and be reversed," he says. "And programs that can't be managed to be affordable in the new climate will be eliminated."

Uniqueness F-22s (2/2)

F-22s were cut because of fiscal constraints.

Stevens, 6/28 (Robert Stevens, Chairman and CEO of Lockheed Martin, defense company, interviewed by Sheila Vemmer, staff writer of Defense News, 6/28/10, Robert Stevens,http://www.defensenews.com/story. php?i=4688282&c=FEA&s=INT)

In his speech May 8 at the Eisenhower Library in Abilene, Kansas, [Defense Secretary Robert Gates] talked about a very strong desire to not cut the budget and to not cut capabilities, but to absolutely reduce the amount of expenses being consumed in areas that didn't meet the test of priorities.  The overseas contingency funds will likely come down, and I think the baseline budget will see sustained growth. The question is, where will the growth occur?  Our programs have been very carefully and very thoroughly reviewed. We had an April announcement last year that changed the priorities and programs and affected us in a very significant way. The F-22 was an example of a clear recognition of a program that was performing well, with superior capabilities. The question was, can we afford more of these airplanes now? And the answer was, in the context of complex global security challenges, we should limit the number we purchase. Our programs, we believe, are very well-aligned with the priorities that the secretary is describing, those that are outlined in the Quadrennial Defense Review and those that have been characterized in the president's 2011 budget submission.

Uniqueness (ABL/F-22s)

Obama cut military funding for F-22s and Airborne Lasers.

Arkedis, 9. (Jim Arkedis, director of PPI’s National Security Project, “The Pentagon’s Most Expensive Weapon, ppi public memo, November 30, 2009, http://www.progressivefix.com/the-pentagons-most-expensive-weapon)

When President Obama signed a $680-billion military policy bill last month, he fulfilled a promise to reform defense spending, slashing more weapons systems than any president had in decades. Left to wither were big-ticket programs like the F-22 fighter jet, the Combat Search and Rescue helicopter, the Airborne Lasers, and the Future Combat Systems. Conceived during the Cold War, these systems have come under criticism for their cost overruns and irrelevance to today’s unconventional conflicts.

Obama’s budget cuts curtailed the Airborne Laser---the program has never been successful.

Cirincione, 2009. (Joe Cirincione, President of Plougshares Fund, a global security foundation Gates Grounds the Airborne White Elephant Laser, July 17, 2009, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/joe-cirincione/gates-grounds-the-airborn_b_238347.html)
What a difference a president makes. Under President George Bush, Secretary of Defense Robert Gates resolutely defended every dime of last year's $11 billion budget for anti-missile weapons programs. Now reporting to President Obama, who favors weapons programs that are operationally effective and affordable, he is free to say what military officials have known for years: many of these programs don't work. He has trimmed $1.6 billion from the budget and axed three of the worst projects, infuriating the high priests of the missile defense cargo cult.Independent experts have been documenting the serious flaws for years, but have been out shouted by these theologians and the major defense contractors. Victoria Samson, for example, has carefully tracked these programs at the Center for Defense Information. Four years ago she reported on the deep flaws in one: the Airborne Laser. Forget the many technical problems that convinced many of us that this flying white elephant would never work. All you have to know is this: air crews would have to fly an unarmed 747 plane carrying the laser deep into enemy territory and circle for hours in order to even have a chance of getting a shot at an enemy missile rising from cloud cover.If that strikes you as a suicide mission, you are right. This is one reason why now-Undersecretary of State Ellen Tauscher tried to kill this boondoggle when she was chair of the Strategic Forces Subcommittee of the House Armed Services Committee. She was beaten back by Boeing Company and those members whose districts benefited from the plane's contracts.Now Secretary of Defense Gates is slowly restoring some common sense to these programs. Here is what he said July 16 in Chicago:

Correspondingly, the recent tests of a possible nuclear device and ballistic missiles by North Korea brought scrutiny to the changes in this budget that relate to missile defense. The risk to national security has again been invoked, mainly because the total missile defense budget was reduced from last year. In fact, where the threat is real or growing - from rogue states or from short-to-medium range missiles that can hit our deployed troops or our allies and friends - this budget sustains or increases funding. Most of the cuts in this area come from two programs that are designed to shoot down enemy missiles immediately after launch. This was a great idea, but the aspiration was overwhelmed by the escalating costs, operational problems, and technological challenges. 
 Consider the example of one of those programs - the Airborne Laser. This was supposed to put high-powered lasers on a fleet of 747s. After more than a decade of research and development, we have yet to achieve a laser with enough power to knock down a missile in boost phase more than 50 miles from the launch pad - thus requiring these huge planes to loiter deep in enemy air space to have a feasible chance at a direct hit. 

Moreover, the 10 to 20 aircraft needed would cost about $1.5 billion each plus tens of millions of dollars each year for maintenance and operating costs. The program and operating concept were fatally flawed and it was time to face reality. So we curtailed the existing program while keeping the prototype aircraft for research and development.

Gates cut airborne laser funding.

Jean, August 2010. Grace V. Jean, National Defense staff writer, Navy Aiming for Laser Weapons at Sea, August 2010, National Defense Business and Technology Magazine,http://www.nationaldefensemagazine.org/ archive/2010/August/Pages/NavyAimingforLaserWeaponsatSea.aspx)

The Defense Department in decades past pursued lasers to destroy supersonic targets in flight. The Navy succeeded in shooting down such targets in experiments. But the technology failed to transition to a weapon program. Other efforts, such as the Air Force’s pursuit of the megawatt-class airborne laser as an anti-missile capability aboard a 747 aircraft, have been under development for years. But that program was highly criticized and eventually came under fire by Defense Secretary Robert Gates, who cut funding for a second prototype last year.  
Gates cut F-22 jets and Airborne Lasers from the defense budget.

Smith, 6/23. (Rich Smith, business writer, Pentagon Suffers Death by a Trillion Cuts, June 23, 2010, The Motley Fool, http://www.fool.com/investing/general/2010/06/23/pentagon-suffers-death-by-a-trillion-cuts.aspx)

He didn't come right out and shout it, but Defense Secretary Robert Gates probably should have given investors a warning of this sort earlier this month, when he announced plans to slash the defense budget by $100 billion. Across the length and breadth of the military-industrial complex, defense contractors are hunkering down, and preparing for the worst.It's not exactly as if Gates has been shy about acting on past threats, after all. Last year we described a whole series of cuts implemented at his behest; one after another, multi-billion dollar efforts to develop Future Combat Systems, build F-22 Raptor fighter jets, and test an Airborne Laser fell to the budgetary axe.

Afghan Links

The government has spent at over 708 billions dollars on U.S. troops in Afghanistan and Obama is pushing to spend another 14.2 billion

Reuters ’10 http://www.alertnet.org/thenews/newsdesk/N05172612.htm
WASHINGTON, May 6 (Reuters) – President Barack Obama's request in February for more money to pay for the war in Afghanistan is still snarled in Congress as lawmakers work on other priorities and deal with scarce budget resources. Obama has asked for $33 billion more to help fund 30,000 extra U.S. soldiers being sent to Afghanistan this year. He wants another $4.5 billion for beefed-up foreign aid and civilian operations in Iraq and Afghanistan this year; about $2 billion of this amount is dedicated to Afghanistan. Congress is expected to approve the new money but appears to be in no hurry. Following are the costs to U.S. taxpayers so far, as well as some of the future funding needed. COSTS SO FAR Congress has approved $345 billion so far for the war in Afghanistan, where the United States invaded to fight al Qaeda and topple the Taliban after the Sept. 11 attacks in 2001. This figure is from the nonpartisan Congressional Budget Office, which says that about $22 billion has gone for Afghan-war-related activities in other countries. COMPARISON WITH IRAQ About twice as much money -- $708 billion -- has gone to the war in Iraq so far, CBO says. But Afghanistan is becoming the more expensive battleground, as the pace of U.S. military operations slows in Iraq and quickens in Afghanistan. The current fiscal year, which ends Sept. 30, is the first year that more money has been allocated to Afghanistan ($72.3 billion) than Iraq ($64.5 billion), according to the National Priorities Project, a nonpartisan budget research group that examines congressional appropriations. It has a running tally of the wars' costs on its website. MONEY FOR AFGHANISTAN'S MILITARY AND POLICE FORCES Included in the money spent on Afghanistan so far is more than $25 billion for training and equipping the Afghan National Security Forces -- the army and police, according to the Special Instructor General for Afghanistan Reconstruction. Obama wants another $14.2 billion for this purpose for the rest of this year and next; the idea is to leave behind security forces that can take on the responsibility of fighting the Taliban as U.S. forces start to leave. FUTURE MILITARY COSTS Future expenses are a question mark, partly because troop levels are uncertain. Obama says he wants to start withdrawing forces from Afghanistan in mid-2011, but that will depend, in part, on conditions on the ground. No departure deadline has been set. Estimates of the cost per troop per year in Afghanistan vary from $500,000 to $1 million depending on whether expenditures on troop housing and equipment are included along with pay, food and fuel. Medical costs for the injured and veterans' compensation balloon as time goes on. FOREIGN AID AND CIVILIAN SURGE Foreign aid, including food and development assistance, to Afghanistan has totaled some $17 billion since 2002, according to Department of State and Congressional Research Service documents. But future expenses in this area are also a question mark that is expected to linger after the military one. "As President Obama made clear, our civilian engagement in Afghanistan and Pakistan will endure long after our combat troops come home," the State Department said in its justification for its supplemental budget request this year. That request includes $2 billion in 2010 to help fund a "civilian stabilization strategy" to deliver more economic assistance to Afghanistan, especially in its agricultural sector. Part of the idea is to create jobs that will draw insurgents off the battlefield in Afghanistan. (Editing by Sue Pleming and Xavier Briand) 

The government spends 40-54 billion dollars a year on troops in Afghanistan- takes money away from ALTB

NYT ‘9  “High Costs Weigh on Troop Debate for Afghan War” http://www.nytimes.com/2009/11/15/us/politics/15cost.html?pagewanted=1&_r=1
While President Obama’s decision about sending more troops to Afghanistan is primarily a military one, it also has substantial budget implications that are adding pressure to limit the commitment, senior administration officials say. The latest internal government estimates place the cost of adding 40,000 American troops and sharply expanding the Afghan security forces, as favored by Gen. Stanley A. McChrystal, the top American and allied commander in Afghanistan, at $40 billion to $54 billion a year, the officials said. Even if fewer troops are sent, or their mission is modified, the rough formula used by the White House, of about $1 million per soldier a year, appears almost constant. 
Iraq Links

The government spends at least 50 billions dollars a year on troops in Iraq- shifts money away from defense spending 

CATO ‘3  “Troops in Saudi Arabia Are Superfluous and Dangerous”   http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=3082
Following the military's stunning success in removing Saddam Hussein's regime from power, Air Force General Richard Myers, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, recently admitted that U.S. forces might no longer be needed in Saudi Arabia and Kuwait. And although Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld hastened to clarify that no final decision has been made on troop withdrawals, the earlier comments of other Pentagon officials suggest that the Bush administration has no intention of keeping troops in the region. That is good news: for the troops, for the taxpayers, and for the people of the region. The troops are unnecessary. They are costly. And their presence in the region makes us less, not more, secure. Our military forces exist to serve one essential purpose: defend vital U.S. interests. When forces sent abroad -- or forward deployed, in Pentagon-speak -- do not contribute to this mission they are, at best, a waste of money. And the costs are substantial. Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz estimated that operations against Iraq in the 12 years since the end of the first Gulf War cost $30 billion, but this figure focused only on Iraq, therefore underestimating the total cost of all forces in the region. Earl Ravenal, professor emeritus of the Georgetown University School of Foreign Service, estimated that the United States spends $50 billion a year to maintain forces in the region. 

DOD budget Includes 130 Billion For Iraq and Afghanistan 

DOD 9 ( “DoD Releases Fiscal 2010 Budget Proposa” DoD 5/7/09 http://www.defense.gov/releases/release.aspx?releaseid=12652) President Barack Obama today sent to Congress a proposed defense budget of $663.8 billion for fiscal 2010. The budget request for the Department of Defense (DoD) includes $533.8 billion in discretionary budget authority to fund base defense programs and $130 billion to support overseas contingency operations, primarily in Iraq and Afghanistan. The proposed DoD base budget represents an increase of $20.5 billion over the $513.3 billion enacted for fiscal 2009. This is an increase of 4 percent, 

War in Iraq Costs over 747.3 Billion

Cost of the War, no Date Given (“Notes and Sources: Cost of War Counter,” Cost of the War, http://www.nationalpriorities.org/cost_of_war_counter_notes)

To date, the total cost of war that has been allocated by Congress is $1.05 trillion, with $747.3 to Iraq and $299 to Afghanistan. The numbers include both military and non-military spending such as reconstruction. Spending includes only incremental costs, those additional funds that are expended due to the war. For example, soldiers' regular pay is not included but combat pay is included. Potential future costs, such as future medical care for soldiers and veterans wounded in the war, are not included. These numbers do not account for the wars being deficit-financed or that taxpayers will need to make additional interest payments on the national debt due to these deficits. These numbers are based on an analysis of legislation in which Congress has allocated money for war and research by the Congressional Research Service (latest report) which has access to Department of Defense financial reports. An article offered by the Strauss Military Reform Project of the Center for Defense Information offers greater insight into the problems of truly knowing how much has been spent on the Iraq War or other military operations. Other NPP tools on war costs include the NPP Database and Cost of War to your Community which uses total war costs associated with numerous towns and counties across the country. During the Bush administration, the majority of war funding was allocated through emergency supplementals. The Obama administration pledged that beginning with the fiscal year 2010 budget, war funding would be included in the core budget appropriations process. Indeed, this year's $136.8 billion in funding for Iraq and Afghanistan was approved as a part of the FY2010 budget process, although the administration will need to return to the use of supplemental appropriations to fund the 30,000 troop surge in Afghanistan announced by President Obama in December 2009. FY2003 Supplemental: Operation Iraqi Freedom, from March 2003, was for $74.8 billion. Passed within a month of the request, the final allocation amounted to $78.5 billion, at least $54.4 billion of which was for the war in Iraq. FY2004 Supplemental: Iraq and Afghanistan Ongoing Operations/Reconstruction, for $87 billion, was submitted in September 2003 and passed by Congress in November 2003. The final allocation amounted to $87.5 billion, of which $70.6 billion was for Iraq. Budget Amendment: $25 Emergency Reserve Fund (Department of Defense - Iraq Freedom Fund) was made in May 2004 and was passed by Congress as part of the Department of Defense appropriations bill in July 2004. Based on Iraq War spending, of the $25 billion appropriated, about $21.5 billion was for the war in Iraq. Estimate #1 - Emergency Supplemental (various agencies): Ongoing Military Operations in the War on Terror; Reconstruction Activities in Afghanistan; Tsunami Relief and Reconstruction; and Other Purposes - 2/14/05 from February 2005 and passed by Congress in April 2005. The final allocation amounted to $82 billion, of which about $58 billion was for the Iraq War. Department of Defense appropriations for fiscal year 2006 included $50 billion in a “bridge fund” for war funding. Based on past Iraq War spending, approximately $40 billion of that can be counted for the Iraq War. Estimate #3—FY 2006 Emergency Supplemental (various agencies): Ongoing Military, Diplomatic, and Intelligence Operations in the Global War on Terror; Stabilization and Counter-Insurgency Activities in Iraq and Afghanistan; and Other Humanitarian Assistance—2/16/06was for $72.4 billion, of which about $60 billion war for the Iraq War. Defense appropriations for FY2007 includes $70 billion in war-related spending, most of which we estimated would be for the Iraq War, based on past spending patterns. The administration requested nearly $100 billion in supplemental funding for fiscal year 2007, most of which we estimated would be for the Iraq War, based on past spending patterns. Estimate #5—FY 2008 Emergency Budget Amendments: Department of Defense (Global War on Terror—Mine Resistant Ambush Protected Vehicles)—7/31/07and Estimate #6—FY 2008 Emergency Budget Amendments: Operation Iraqi Freedom, Operation Enduring Freedom, and Selected Other International Activities—10/22/07 for fiscal year 2008, which included $153.5 billion for Iraq and $34.0 billion for Operation Enduring Freedom which includes Afghanistan and other Global War on Terror operations. Estimate #2—FY 2009 Emergency Budget Amendments: Operation Iraqi Freedom, Operation Enduring Freedom, and Selected Other International Activities—5/2/08for the beginning of fiscal year 2009, which included $54.1 billion for Iraq and $13.1 billion for Operation Enduring Freedom which includes Afghanistan and other Global War on Terror operations. Estimate #1—FY 2009 Emergency Supplemental (various agencies): Appropriations Request that will Fund Our Ongoing Military, Diplomatic, and Intelligence Operations—04/09/2009 includes funding for Iraq and Afghanistan during the remainder of Fiscal Year 2009. Funding for FY2010 including $64.5 billion for Iraq and $72.3 billion for Afghanistan was found in three bills of the annual appropriations process: Department of Homeland Security Appropriations Act (H.R. 2892); Consolidated Appropriations Act (H.R. 3288); and Department of Defense Appropriations Act (H.R. 3326). Please note that the Department of Defense was also permitted by legislation to transfer funds amongst operations (peacetime, Afghanistan, etc.) and so estimating war costs based on Congressional legislation is not enough. 

War in Iraq costs 100 Billion a Year

Lindsey 08 (Lawrence B. Lindsey, former White house Economist, “What the War will Cost the US” CNN, 1/11/08 http://money.cnn.com/2008/01/10/news/economy/costofwar.fortune/index.htm

NEW YORK (Fortune) -- The Iraq war has already cost the lives of nearly 4,000 U.S. troops, but there is another cost that is not so readily quantifiable: the economic toll. Forecasts of the cost to the U.S. have reached into the trillions of dollars, fueling a controversy over the impact on the budget and the economy. Missing from the debate until now has been the man who famously sparked it: Lawrence Lindsey, then President Bush's chief economist, who gave an estimate in 2002 that sent the Bush administration into sticker shock. Less than three months later he was out of the White House. In this exclusive essay adapted from his new book, What a President Should Know ... but Most Learn Too Late (Rowman & Littlefield, 246 pages), Lindsey reveals how he came up with the number and what he thinks now. FORTUNE has a history of taking on such topics: In 1966 we published a landmark story researched by young economist Alan Greenspan that revealed Washington's massive underbudgeting for the Vietnam war. In the case of Lindsey's viewpoint, we think you'll find his case for the war's affordability to be a provocative one. To voice your opinion on the issue, go to fortune.com/talkback. "Lindsey Predicted Iraq War Would Cost $100 Billion to $200 Billion." It is a line that I refuse to put on my tombstone, but there is little doubt that it will be the lead in some of my obituaries. As things turned out, my estimate was far too low. But it was far higher than other estimates that were circulating around Washington at the time, which is how I sparked a debate over the dollar cost of the Iraq war that continues today. In September 2002, as President Bush's chief economist, I committed one of the most grievous mistakes someone in government can make: I answered a hypothetical question from a reporter. The line of questioning was whether the prospective war in Iraq would be affordable, or whether the increase in government spending would drive up interest rates and sink the economy. I estimated that such a war, if it were to happen, might cost 1% to 2% of GDP and that it would not be economically damaging. Compared with the costs of possible future terrorist attacks, I said, it would easily pass a cost-benefit test. The President would have many other questions to consider, including the loss of life, but I didn't feel that money would be an issue. For the past five years, whenever a reporter was around, despite my best efforts, the subject always came up. Washington teaches many ways to avoid answering a question, and I've probably used them all to avoid publicly commenting on the issue. Until now. Here is the true story behind my estimate of the cost of the Iraq war-and how the situation looks today. As it turns out, I was partly right. The war has not been economically ruinous. The bill for Iraq over the past five years is now approaching a cumulative $500 billion, or about $100 billion per year on average. My hypothetical estimate got the annual cost about right, but I misjudged an important factor: how long we would be involved. As we approach the fifth anniversary of the start of the war, it's worth making a new appraisal of where we are going with this investment. Is the war's total cost going to run into the trillions of dollars, as some economists have asserted? Are those numbers meaningful in terms of what to do next? If we stick around to finish the job, are we throwing good money after bad? Oscar Wilde's maxim about people who "know the price of everything and the value of nothing" is sometimes applied to economists. When it comes to the Iraq war, the point has validity. Some budget items can be clearly added up, like the Pentagon's plan to supplement its fleet of Humvees in Iraq with as many as 15,000 Mine Resistant Ambush Protected (MRAP) vehicles at an average cost of $1 million apiece. Other numbers are much fuzzier. Some economists have strived to produce as large a number as possible, casting a wide net to include items that have not traditionally been in the accounting of past wars, ranging from the costs of higher oil prices to an increase in military recruiting costs. 
Iraq and Afghanistan wars take money away from military modernization. 

Farrell, August 2010. (Lawrence P. Farrell Jr., deputy chief of staff for plans and programs, Headquarters U.S. Air Force, ‘Perfect Storm’ for Defense Is Here, For Real This Time, National Defense, NDIA’s Business and Technology Magazine, August 2010, http://www.nationaldefensemagazine.org/archive/2010/August
/Pages/PerfectStormforDefenseIsHere,ForRealThisTime.aspx)

The wars in Iraq and Afghanistan are now consuming in the neighborhood of $200 billion a year, which despite a defense budget just north of $700 billion, have dragged funds away from needed modernization. Recall that Congressional Budget Office projections from 2005 even then indicated that Defense Department funding was running $100 billion a year short of what it needed to fund the modernization programs planned at that time.

DOD spends 7.3 billion and 3.6 billion per month for Iraq and Afghanistan, respectively. 

Belasco, 9. (Amy Belasco, specialist in U.S. Defense Policy and Budget, who performed the study for Congressional Research Service, CRS Report for Congress, The Cost of Iraq, Afghanistan, and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11, September 28, 2009, www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL33110.pdf)

As of July 2009, DOD’s average monthly obligations for contracts and pay were about $10.9 billion, including $7.3 billion for Iraq, and $3.6 billion for Afghanistan. Compared to a year ago when the surge ended but troop levels remained high, average obligations have fallen by about 12%. Decreases in costs as troops are withdrawn from Iraq have been largely offset by increases in costs for additional troops for Afghanistan.
Operation Iraqi Freedom will receive $683 billion. 

Belasco, 9. (Amy Belasco, specialist in U.S. Defense Policy and Budget, who performed the study for Congressional Research Service, CRS Report for Congress, The Cost of Iraq, Afghanistan, and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11, September 28, 2009, www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL33110.pdf)

With enactment of the FY2009 Supplemental (H.R. 2346/P.L. 111-32) on June 24, 2009, Congress has approved a total of about $944 billion for military operations, base security, reconstruction, foreign aid, embassy costs, and veterans’ health care for the three operations initiated since the 9/11 attacks: Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) Afghanistan and other counter terror operations; Operation Noble Eagle (ONE), providing enhanced security at military bases; and Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF). Congress is currently considering the FY2010 War request that was submitted to Congress along with DOD’s baseline request. The House passed its bill on July 30, 2009 (H.R. 3326) and the Senate is expected to act on its version in late September 2009. This $944 billion total covers all appropriations approved by Congress for FY2001 to meet war needs through FY2009, the current fiscal year ending September 30, 2009. Of that total, CRS estimates that Iraq will receive about $683 billion (72%), OEF about $227 billion (24%) and enhanced base security about $29 billion (3%), with about $5 billion that CRS cannot allocate (1%). About 94% of the funds are for DOD, 5% for foreign aid programs and embassy operations, and less than 1% for medical care for veterans.
Operation Enduring Freedom Afghanistan will receive $227 billion. 

Belasco, 9. (Amy Belasco, specialist in U.S. Defense Policy and Budget, who performed the study for Congressional Research Service, CRS Report for Congress, The Cost of Iraq, Afghanistan, and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since 9/11, September 28, 2009, www.fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/RL33110.pdf)

With enactment of the FY2009 Supplemental (H.R. 2346/P.L. 111-32) on June 24, 2009, Congress has approved a total of about $944 billion for military operations, base security, reconstruction, foreign aid, embassy costs, and veterans’ health care for the three operations initiated since the 9/11 attacks: Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF) Afghanistan and other counter terror operations; Operation Noble Eagle (ONE), providing enhanced security at military bases; and Operation Iraqi Freedom (OIF). Congress is currently considering the FY2010 War request that was submitted to Congress along with DOD’s baseline request. The House passed its bill on July 30, 2009 (H.R. 3326) and the Senate is expected to act on its version in late September 2009. This $944 billion total covers all appropriations approved by Congress for FY2001 to meet war needs through FY2009, the current fiscal year ending September 30, 2009. Of that total, CRS estimates that Iraq will receive about $683 billion (72%), OEF (will receive) about $227 billion (24%) and enhanced base security about $29 billion (3%), with about $5 billion that CRS cannot allocate (1%). About 94% of the funds are for DOD, 5% for foreign aid programs and embassy operations, and less than 1% for medical care for veterans.

Turkey Links
 Turkey Receives Massive Amount of US Military Aid
Gabelnick, 1999 (Federation of American Scientist, “Turkey: Arms and Rights” Policy in focus, 5/1/99 http://www.fpif.org/reports/turkey_arms_and_human_rights)

Key Points Turkey has long topped the list of U.S. arms importers and recipients of U.S. military aid. U.S. arms transfers support the Turkish army to the detriment of Turkey’s fledgling democracy. Turkey has launched a major military modernization project and will be seeking even greater quantities of U.S. arms. Considered a strategic NATO ally, Turkey has benefited from a U.S. policy that is long on military assistance and short on constructive criticism. Washington values close ties with Turkey both as a secular state with a predominately Muslim population and as a buffer between Europe and the Middle East and Caucasus regions. Once valued as a deterrent to the Soviet threat, Turkey is now considered a key ally in stopping terrorism, drug trafficking, and Islamic fundamentalism from seeping across the Bosporus Straits. Turkey also offers opportunities as an emerging market and a potential site for the Caspian Sea oil pipeline. Finally, Turkey won U.S. favor by supporting the Gulf War, participating in Bosnian peacekeeping, and providing a base for U.S. fighter planes monitoring the "no-fly-zone" in northern Iraq. The 1980 Defense and Economic Cooperation Agreement reaffirmed the tight relationship between the U.S. and Turkey, which had been threatened after Turkey’s 1974 invasion of Cyprus and the subsequent U.S. arms embargo. This accord allowed U.S. military bases on Turkish soil in exchange for help modernizing Turkey’s military, opening the door to a flood of U.S. arms transfers. Since 1980 the U.S. has shipped $9 billion worth of arms to Turkey and provided $6.5 billion in grant and loan military aid to purchase U.S. equipment. By fiscal year 1999, Congress phased out this type of military aid to both Greece and Turkey out of a recognition that these relatively well-off states could finance their own arms purchases. Before FY 1999, Turkey had been the third largest recipient of U.S. military aid. The U.S. government believes large quantities of arms sales buy political influence in addition to providing economic benefits. In reality, Washington has held little sway over Ankara’s behavior in such key foreign policy areas as promoting human rights and democracy, preserving regional stability, keeping Turkey tied to Western Europe, and promoting economic growth. Additionally, Turkey has only reluctantly accepted the embargo against Iraq and is pursuing a natural gas pipeline deal with Iran in defiance of the U.S. embargo. U.S. arms sales actually undermine many U.S. foreign policy goals by providing physical and political support to the Turkish military at the expense of democratically elected leaders and civil society. The Turkish military’s 15-year war against the rebel Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) in southeast Turkey has involved severe violations of international human rights and humanitarian law, including indiscriminate and disproportionate use of force. The war has served as an excuse to repress political leaders, journalists, and human rights activists seeking greater rights for Kurds and a peaceful end to the war. Additionally, in the name of protecting a strictly secular society, the Turkish military uses its inordinate power to suppress religious expression and mild political Islamic activism. U.S. arms sales and continued conflict in Turkey also damage Turkey’s economy and prospects for economic cooperation with the West. The 1998 CIA Factbook states that Turkey spends about $7 billion a year on the war with the PKK, which contributed to a 99% inflation rate for 1998 and a national debt equal to half the government’s revenue. War-related political and financial instability has discouraged foreign investment. A U.S.-backed plan would route a Caspian Sea oil pipeline through territory where the PKK operates, leaving it susceptible to rebel attacks. An end to the war and improvements in human rights are also necessary preconditions for Turkey’s entry into the European Union (EU), which the U.S. believes would draw Turkey closer to the West. Turkey’s ceaseless provocation of Greece, again using U.S. arms, is another barrier to EU entry. The Turkish military is planning a massive modernization project, with over $30 billion budgeted over the next eight years. The first major acquisition will be 145 attack helicopters worth $3.5 billion, to be coproduced with the Turkish company TAI. As helicopters have figured prominently in the destruction of civilian targets, U.S. human rights and arms control groups protested vehemently when Boeing and Bell Textron requested marketing licenses for this sale. In response, the State Department approved marketing licenses, but stated that if a U.S. helicopter were selected, it would not issue an export license unless Turkey made significant progress on human rights and allowed the U.S. to monitor use of the equipment in Turkey. The specific criteria laid out included: decriminalization of free speech; release of journalists and parliamentarians; steps to end torture and police impunity; reopening of NGOs closed by authorities; democratization and the expansion of political participation; lifting of the state of emergency in southeast Turkey; and the resettlement of internally displaced persons (estimated at 500,000 to 2.5 million people). Prime Minister Yilmaz pledged to make these improvements in a December 1997 meeting with President Clinton. While Turkey has yet to choose among five finalists (including the two U.S. competitors), it also remains far from meeting the agreed-upon conditions and has in fact regressed in key areas.
F-22 Links
F-22’s Have Support in Congress, but Wartime Needs Make Funding Impossible

August Cole 09 (Wall Street Journal journalist “Senate Kills Funding for F-22 Fighters” Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB124818597270968593.html)

 Defense Secretary Robert Gates scored a key victory Tuesday against the F-22 Raptor fighter in Congress, part of his battle to reshape Pentagon priorities. In a 58 to 40 vote, the Senate approved an amendment to cancel $1.75 billion that had been set aside by lawmakers to purchase seven additional F-22s in the 2010 Defense Department budget. Mr. Gates is adamantly opposed to buying more of the highly sophisticated fighters, which he says have little relevance to today's conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan. Journal Communitydiscuss“ It's a matter of common sense. At about $250 million per plane, it is a waste of money. ” —Devin Espindle While the money sought for the jets represents a fraction of the Pentagon's total annual budget of approximately $664 billion, the fight over the F-22 has become emblematic of Mr. Gates's broader effort to rebalance the priorities of the U.S. military toward counterinsurgency and away from conventional warfare. Members of Congress have resisted that change by trying to take control of the purse strings and funding several costly weapons systems that Mr. Gates has sought to kill. The F-22s, made by Lockheed Martin Corp. and Boeing Co., are considered the most technologically advanced fighter ever made, and carry a price tag of $143 million apiece. The Pentagon has already ordered 187 of them. Both Mr. Gates and the White House staked a lot of political capital on beating back any additional funding. The White House had threatened to veto any attempt to buy more of the fighters, and Mr. Gates, in a high-profile speech last week, said that ending the F-22 program was essential, because "we simply cannot afford to move ahead with business as usual." Nonetheless, the Obama administration appeared on shaky ground in recent days as support grew for continuing production of the F-22. Late last month, the Senate Armed Services Committee succeeded in adding the $1.75 billion for more fighters. Before Tuesday's vote, Vice President Joe Biden, White House Chief of Staff Rahm Emanuel and Mr. Gates made calls to sway senators. Some key Democrats were converted to the administration's position at the last minute. Sen. John Kerry (D., Mass.) was convinced by conversations as recently as Monday with Mr. Gates that more F-22s were unnecessary, and that Massachusetts jobs wouldn't be adversely affected, because firms there would soon be working on another new fighter. Broadly, lawmakers were also mindful that Mr. Gates had repeatedly said that funds allocated for additional F-22s would come out of other Pentagon programs. Immediately after the midday vote, President Barack Obama said during a Rose Garden press conference that buying more F-22s would take money away from more urgent wartime needs. "At a time when we're fighting two wars and facing a serious deficit, this would have been an inexcusable waste of money," he said. This is the first case in recent years when Congress, the defense industry and the dissident voices in the military haven't been able to prevail in a contest witha Defense secretary over the fate of a weapons program, said Jeffrey Bialos, a partner at Sutherland Asbill & Brennan in Washington and a former deputy undersecretary of defense during the Clinton administration. "This may change the politics of defense acquisition programs," said Mr. Bialos. The jet still has plenty of support in Congress. One of its biggest champions is Sen. Saxby Chambliss (R., Ga.), who doesn't want the F-22 assembly line in Marietta, Ga., to shut down. Some prominent Democrats also voted to keep funding for the planes. Among the Democratic supporters for more F-22s were California Sens. Diane Feinstein and Barbara Boxer, as well as Hawaii Democrat Sen. Daniel Inouye, who chairs the Senate Appropriations Committee. Connecticut Democrat Chris Dodd vowed to keep fighting for more F-22s. "We may not have prevailed in this round, but we are not out—not by a long shot," he said in a statement. In the House, lawmakers are working to add hundreds of millions of dollars to the Pentagon budget as a sort of down payment on additional planes 

DA turns case

Eastern Asian conflict outweighs Middle East conflict

Kapila 09 (Dr. Subhash Kapila, International Relations and Strategic Affairs analyst - Consultant, Strategic Affairs with South Asia Analysis Group, 12 June 2009, “East Asia Strategic Calculus: The China-North Korea Threat,” South Asia Analysis Group, Paper No. 3250, http://www.southasiaanalysis.org/%5Cpapers33%5Cpaper3250.html)
East Asia in one sense can be termed as the most explosive region, even more than the Middle East. The United States NATO and Israel with their combined military weight can neutralize any challenges to their security arising in this region. China as an aspiring superpower presently lacks force projection capabilities in the Middle East. In terms of nuclear and missile arsenals one can count on USA, France, Britain and Israel. East Asia contrastingly presents China as an aspiring superpower ready to flex its strategic muscle against the United States most effectively. In East Asia, excluding the United States, nuclear and missiles arsenals are only with China and North Korea. United States allies in East Asia are non-nuclear states relying solely on the US nuclear umbrella. The United States is left single handedly to face the combined nuclear and missiles arsenals of China and North Korea. NATO is too far away to assist USA in crisis situations. Against such a strategic backdrop in East Asia the conflictual flash points extend from the Korean Peninsula in the North, to the Taiwan Straits and to the South China Sea territorial disputes in which Philippines, Vietnam and Indonesia are pitted against China’s irredentist claims to garner the energy deposits that abound in the South China Sea area. Not to be forgotten is the Chinese dispute with Japan over the Senkaku Islands.  

DA turns: AS

Turn – All their impacts are inevitable in a world without air superiority 

Horowitz and Shalmon 09 (Michael C., PhD in government from Harvard, Professor of Political science at Upenn, Dan A., former debater, Orbis Volume 53, Issue 2, pg 300-318, “The Future of War and American Military Strategy”

Second, the worst-case scenario is a loss of U.S. conventional superiority. Losing military control of the sea and the air, “the global commons,”25 would render American global strategy outmoded in an instant. The idea that the United States must improve its capacity to fight counterinsurgency operations presumes a need to do so beyond defending the homeland and that the United States will have the capacity to intervene in future conflicts around the world. However, while it seems unlikely at present, what if developments in warfare cut down and then eliminated the conventional military superiority of the United States? The loss of conventional military superiority by the United States would probably make the current strategic environment look like a picnic.26 For example, currently a Marine unit deploying to Afghanistan or Iraq focuses most on the post-deployment battlefield tasks. However, imagine a world where commanders and soldiers, like their World War II forbears, must fear being sunk on a transport ship or shot out of the sky on the way over, or being targeted by electronic, nanotechnological, or directed energy or precision guided munitions when preparing to search a village for insurgents.27 In such a strategic environment, overseas deployments to win hearts and minds in a low intensity war or wipe out radical jihadi groups would likely—and logically—take a backseat to more “traditional” concerns: convoys, tank battles, air and coastal defenses, and crash programs to build a new generation of naval and air weapons to take back the seas and skies. Meanwhile, in the interim, the United States homeland would be more at risk than at any point since the World War II—arguably more threatened than in its entire history. What John Mearsheimer has called the “stopping power of water” previously functioned to shield the United States, with its oceanic buffers to the east and west, from existential threats. However, in the information age and if the United States no longer controls the waterways of the world, water may not be enough. A world without American conventional military superiority would also encourage aggression by regional actors eager to settle scores and take advantage of the fact that the United States could no longer destroy their military forces at a low cost, to say nothing of the global dangers inherent in the competition among major powers that could result. The latter scenario is the worst case and it bears mentioning only because it should inform the framework in which any debate about defense strategy occurs.
ALTB Bad: Russia

ALTB causes Russian conflict and arms race

Kramnik 10; (Ilya Kramnik military commentator RIA Novosti, agency publishes news and information about social-political, economic, scientific and financial subjects); 2/10; “How Real Is The Threat Of Laser Weapons”; http://www.defencetalk.com/threat-of-laser-weapons-24415/ 
Speaking of a hypothetical Russian-U.S. conflict, airborne laser weapons would have to be deployed in Russian air space in order to be able to intercept Russian missiles in their boost phase and during the separation of their multiple independently targetable reentry vehicles (MIRVs). In fact, they would have only 3-5 minutes to accomplish this objective. However, even Russia's problem-ridden air-defense system would not allow a B-747 to roam free in national air space. Airborne laser weapons present a greater threat to strategic ballistic missile submarines which either patrol Russian territorial waters or international waters. However, there is one limitation. As the submarines spend most of their time underwater, laser-carrying aircraft could not quickly reach the optimal firing position necessary for a successful missile interception. Consequently, this project's current version threatens only countries such as Iran or North Korea which have a small territory and are therefore unable to deploy missile bases far from their borders. In the next several decades, the potential for laser weapons may be enhanced, especially if it becomes possible to deploy them on hypersonic suborbital platforms operating in the upper atmosphere where laser dissipation is minimized. However, it would be pointless to deploy such weapons aboard spacecraft, unless payload mass is increased drastically because it would otherwise prove impossible to orbit high-power laser units. It is impossible to struggle against the development of laser weapons. Practical experience shows that legal documents seldom effectively limit technical progress. Consequently, we must start preparing for a new round of the arms race now. It is common knowledge that Russia is currently developing new-generation ballistic missiles which will be able to breach missile-defense systems with laser weapons. This objective can be accomplished by reducing a missile's boost phase, enhancing the maneuverability along this flight leg, etc. Analysts are discussing other measures that can shield missiles from laser beams. Naturally, Russia must conduct independent research in this area to be able to manufacture airborne laser weapons and to effectively cope with similar enemy systems. Media reports about the reinstatement of the A-60 program are particularly important in this context. 

Russia-US conflict through arms race guarantees nuclear Armageddon
Bostrom 2002 (Nick, Professor of Philosophy at Yale. “Existential Risks: Analyzing Human Extinction Scenarios and Related Hazards,” 2002, www.transhumanist.com/volume9/risks.html) 
A much greater existential risk emerged with the build-up of nuclear arsenals in the US and the USSR. An all-out nuclear war was a possibility with both a substantial probability and with consequences that might have been persistent enough to qualify as global and terminal. There was a real worry among those best acquainted with the information available at the time that a nuclear Armageddon would occur and that it might annihilate our species or permanently destroy human civilization.[4] Russia and the US retain large nuclear arsenals that could be used in a future confrontation, either accidentally or deliberately. There is also a risk that other states may one day build up large nuclear arsenals. Note however that a smaller nuclear exchange, between India and Pakistan for instance, is not an existential risk, since it would not destroy or thwart humankind’s potential permanently.

Ext.  ALTB Bad: Russia

Russia-U.S. lasers technology encourage an arms race between the two
RIA Novosti 08; (The agency publishes news and information about social-political, economic, scientific and financial subjects); 5/20/08; “Russia 'had laser cannons before U.S.'”; http://en.rian.ru/russia/20080520/107861494.html
MOSCOW, May 20 (RIA Novosti) - Russia started developing tactical laser weapons before the United States and has several prototypes of high-precision combat chemical lasers in its arsenal, a defense industry source said on Tuesday. The Boeing Company said recently it had test-fired a high-energy chemical laser fitted aboard a C-130H aircraft for the first time. The successful ground tests, "a key milestone for the Advanced Tactical Laser Advanced Concept Technology Demonstration program," took place on May 13 at the Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico. (VIDEO) Commenting on the announcement, the Russian expert said: "We tested a similar system back in 1972. Even then our "laser cannon" was capable of hitting targets with high precision." "We have moved far ahead since then, and the U.S. has to keep pace with our research and development," he added. At the same time, the source said Boeing had achieved its success in the development of military laser technology due to massive financing from the Pentagon. "There is no doubt that the Americans are determined to continue the rapid development of tactical airborne laser weapons," he said. Scott Fancher, vice president and general manager of Boeing Missile Defense Systems, said in Monday's announcement that the company will test-fire the laser in-flight at ground targets later this year. ATL, which Boeing is developing for the U.S. Department of Defense, can "destroy damage or disable targets with little to no collateral damage, supporting missions on the battlefield and in urban operations." 
A2: Grant / F22’s key to Airpower

F-22s aren’t key to airpower---Grant’s a paid defense consultant who’s obviously biased 

Axe 10 – (David Axe, Contributing Editor of World Politics Review, January 10, 2010, “American Aerospace’s False Doom,” online: http://www.warisboring.com/?p=3278#more-3278)

“With these moves, the aerospace industry’s top customer more or less decamped from a significant share of the fixed-wing military aircraft market,” Rebecca Grant, a for-profit aerospace consultant, writes in the current issue Air Force magazine. “As a result, major risk now suffuses the entire aerospace industrial base. The question is to what extent the nation can manage that dramatically enlarged risk and keep it from doing serious harm to future national security.” The picture Grant paints is a bleak one. She summarizes: By 2012, the United States will have in operation just one fifth-generation fighter line — the Lockheed Martin F-35 facility in Fort Worth, Tex. Pratt & Whitney could be the only U.S. engine house producing advanced fighter engines. When the C-17 line in Long Beach, Calif., closes — and that appears to be a matter of a few years, at best — the Lockheed Martin C-130J facility in Marietta, Ga., will be the sole U.S. military airlifter plant. “Dwindling major programs,” Grant writes, “will unravel the decades-long process used to sustain U.S. airpower.” Okay, everybody calm down. Despite Grant’s alarm, U.S. airpower is not in danger of collapsing. In fact, we are arguably on the cusp of a profound renaissance in the way we buy and use military aircraft. For starters, Grant miscounts U.S. warplane programs — more precisely, she sticks to artificial qualifiers like “fifth-generation” — in an effort to make the situation appear worse than it is. After the F-22 shuts down in 2011, American plane-makers will still be producing no fewer than six modern fighter aircraft, plus actively developing at least two more. That’s more than any other country, by a large margin. The field winnows to just one only if you preclude unmanned fighters and ignore mature but modernized designs that are still perfectly viable in our likely mix of high- and low-end conflicts. Post-2011 U.S. fighters will include: Boeing’s F-15, which is available in a semi-stealthy version that is longer-legged, heavier-lifting and cheaper than the F-35. Lockheed Martin’s F-16, which includes the advanced “E” model. Boeing’s F/A-18E/F, the backbone of the Navy’s current force, fitted with one of the world’s most sophisticated fighter radars. Lockheed’s F-35, of course. General Atomics’ MQ-9 Reaper drone, which last year the Pentagon said should be counted as a fighter, for it performs certain kinds of ground-attack missions better than any existing aircraft. The Air Force’s new light fighter, and potentially a Navy version of the same. Fighters in active development post-2011, but probably not yet fielded, will include General Atomics’ stealthy Avenger robot and Northrop Grumman’s X-47, roughly a naval equivalent of the Avenger. The Avenger could fold into an ambitious Air Force “roadmap” that anticipates several classes of unmanned aircraft, big and small, together capable of almost all Air Force missions. Plus, both the Navy and Air Force are mulling new manned fighter programs that could begin to take shape in the next few years. The situation in non-fighter categories is also better than Grant describes. With continuing U.S. and foreign orders, the C-17 line is in no danger of closing. Considering the European A400M’s ongoing problems, the C-17 still has a bright future as one of the world’s only in-production heavylift aircraft at a time when more and more countries are getting into the airlift business.

No chance cutting F-22s hurts US power either militarily or economically

Axe 9 – David Axe, Contributing Editor of World Politics Review, March 18, 2009, “Analysts: Buy Fighters, or Die,” online: http://www.warisboring.com/?p=1804#more-1804
In other words, stealth fighters equal national power. And the absence of stealth fighters equals weakness. Hogwash. The economic crisis is having an effect on every country, unevenly. Arguably, the U.S. is faring better than most as investors flee to the comparative safety of the dollar. Power in the world is a relative thing: if everyone else gets much weaker, and we stay the same or only grow a little weak, then we are, in fact, more powerful than we were before. Get it? The global recession, alone, does not mean we are losing influence. In fact, the recession might even boost our influence, by underscoring just how much the world depends on America as a consumer market. But more importantly, American national power does not hinge on fighter jets. We could retire every single fighter in the U.S. Air Force, tomorrow, and still remain the most powerful nation in the world, by far. National power is a complex and shifting thing, comprising military force, financial and cultural influence, leadership in international coalitions and organizations and even language. Every country in the world teaches American English to its business students, aviators and sea captains. Does that have anything to do with the F-22? Do some of our biggest exports — music, movies and television — depend on a squadron of F-35s flying orbits over North Dakota? Ignore the noise coming out of Washington’s punditocracy as the Obama Administration shapes its first defense budget. And when that budget is published, and it (inevitably) includes cuts to Air Force fighter programs, take a deep breath before panicking and consider: Nearly everyone telling you we must buy a given quantity of stealth fighters, or lose global influence, has a financial stake in advocating such purchases. Of the speakers at the Wednesday confab: Loren Thompson, from the Lexington Institute, runs a private consultancy for the defense industry, with clients including Lockheed Martin Thompson’s colleague, Rebecca Grant, also runs her own consultancy for the defense industry 
*Aff answers*

ALTB Non-Unique
ALTB will go to research and have enough funds to continue testing – means no START

Roosevelt 10; (Ann Roosevelt writer at Defense Daily); 2/16/10; “ALTB Successful In First Lethal Ballistic Missile Intercept”; Lexis Nexus
The Missile Defense Agency (MDA) Feb. 11 successfully demonstrated the potential use of directed energy to defend against ballistic missiles when the Airborne Laser Testbed (ALTB) destroyed a boosting ballistic missile. The successful shoot-down comes eight years after the scheduled 2002 Airborne Laser, now ALTB, interception flight test. That same schedule called for three operational ABL aircraft in 2004, with another four operational by 2006 (Defense Daily, May 13, 1996, Jan. 15, 1997). "This was the first directed energy lethal intercept demonstration against a liquid-fuel boosting ballistic missile target from an airborne platform," MDA said in a statement. "The revolutionary use of directed energy is very attractive for missile defense, with the potential to attack multiple targets at the speed of light, at a range of hundreds of kilometers, and at a low cost per intercept attempt compared to current technologies." However, the fiscal year 2011 budget request moves the program into research, adding $99 million for a Directed Energy Research (DER) program, under the Director of Defense Research and Engineering. "We will, for at least the foreseeable future, control the aircraft, but the whole idea is to use that as a platform for testing other directed energy weapons," said David Altwegg, MDA executive director at the agency budget briefing Feb. 1. The Boeing [ Company Dossier BA] 747-400F ALTB aircraft design "makes it very amenable to inserting other directed energy weapons in there to conduct tests," he said. Technology advances also could lead to more compact lasers of similar power in a smaller platform. "We will have enough funding now--this year--to maintain the aircraft-- meaning maintenance--and also to conduct some testing," Altwegg said. The program has about $100 million. There could be as many as three additional tests after the shoot-down, he said. The Feb. 10 experiment, conducted at Point Mugu Naval Air Warfare Center-Weapons Division Sea Range off the central California coast, served as a proof-of-concept demonstration for directed energy technology. 
Funding and research for ALTB will continue due to combination with DES

Space Daily 10; (Staff Writers, Albuquerque NM (SPX)); 6/25/10; “Single Directed Energy Systems Team Created in Albuquerque”; http://www.spacedaily.com/reports/Single_Directed_Energy_Systems_Team_Created_in_Albuquerque_999.html
The Boeing Company has announced that it is combining its Airborne Laser Test Bed (ALTB) and Directed Energy organizations into a single Directed Energy Systems team based in Albuquerque. The consolidation is designed to further the development and execution of breakthrough directed-energy systems for Boeing's military customers. "Consolidating the proven laser-application expertise of the Airborne Laser team with the exciting new innovations pursued by our Directed Energy organization will focus our efforts on developing and applying laser technologies to deliver breakthrough products and systems for our customers today and tomorrow," said Greg Hyslop, vice president and general manager of Boeing Strategic Missile and Defense Systems. "Our new Directed Energy Systems team will ensure Boeing leadership and growth in this critical market area." Mike Rinn, currently vice president and program director for ALTB, will lead the new organization and be based at the Directed Energy Systems team's headquarters in Albuquerque, where many of Boeing's directed-energy customers are located. Rich Flanders will replace Rinn as ALTB program director. "Mike's leadership will help us take advantage of the unique innovations we've demonstrated on the Airborne Laser and apply them to our other directed-energy programs and technologies," Hyslop said. "He also will lead our efforts in pursuing new opportunities to expand the Airborne Laser's role in demonstrating new laser technologies." The ALTB team made history in February when it engaged and destroyed a ballistic missile in its boost phase, successfully demonstrating the speed, precision and breakthrough potential of directed-energy weapons. The test marked the first time a laser system has engaged and destroyed an in-flight ballistic missile and the first time that any system has accomplished it in the missile's boost phase of flight. ALTB has the highest-energy laser ever fired from an aircraft and is the most powerful mobile laser device in the world. The Directed Energy Systems unit is developing advanced laser concepts and systems to address multiple defense requirements. Development efforts include the High Energy Laser Technology Demonstrator for the U.S. Army; the U.S. Navy Free Electron Laser weapon system, which recently completed its preliminary design review; and Laser Avenger, a company-funded program that integrates a laser on a mobile truck platform. Laser Avenger has proven its ability to destroy improvised explosive devices, unexploded ordnance and unmanned aerial vehicles. 
ALTB will continue to be developed in conjunction with Directed Energy Systems

CNews 10; (CNews R&D, Russian news publication); 6/26/10; “Boeing: change in organizational structure of military lasers”; http://rnd.cnews.ru/army/news/line/index_science.shtml?2010/06/25/397602
As the press service of the company Boeing, decided to combine the structures ALTB (Airborne Laser Test Bed), and Directed Energy into a single structure Directed Energy Systems, with headquarters in Albuquerque (New Mexico). The consolidation will bring together the two groups in order to develop lasers for military use. It provided an ALTB in February 2010, the world's first test in which a ballistic missile was destroyed by a direct laser radiation in the active portion of the flight. 
ABL Non-Unique 
Non-unique—testing of the Aireborne Laser Detection System has restarted.

United Press International, 7/1 (Navy tests Mine Detection System, July 1, 2010, http://www.upi.com/Business_News/Security- Industry/ 2010/07/01/Navy-tests-mine-detection-system/UPI-63161277995734/)

Northrop Grumman and the U.S. Navy have begun new testing of the Airborne Laser Mine Detection System, which could lead to full production next year.The first Developmental Flight Test IIE was conducted by the Navy in early June, Northrop said Wednesday. A total of 40 flight tests will be conducted prior to evaluation and advancement to the next and final stage of testing before approval and full production.
Airborne Laser Testing set to continue late July or early August.

Butler, 6/30. (Amy Butler, military editor at Aviation Week & Space, Thaad Conducts its Lowest-Altitude Intercept, Aviatian Week, McGraw-Hill Companies, June 30, 2010, http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/ generic/story_channel.jsp?channel=defense&id=news/asd/2010/06/30/06.xml&headline=Thaad%20Conducts%20Its%20Lowest-Altitude%20Intercept)

The Lockheed Martin Terminal High Altitude Area Defense (Thaad) system successfully intercepted and destroyed a short-range ballistic missile during a flight test in Hawaii on the evening of June 28. The target, described by Lockheed Martin Thaad Vice President Tom McGrath as a foreign military asset, was launched at 9:32 p.m. local time; the interceptor was dispatched about five minutes later. U.S. Missile Defense Agency (MDA) officials say “preliminary indications are that planned flight test objectives were met,” and McGrath said the target was destroyed. “We don’t knock things off course. We destroy them,” he says.During the test, a few firsts were achieved for the developmental system, including the lowest-altitude intercept for the system in the endoatmosphere to date. The actual altitude is classified, but McGrath said it was just beyond Patriot’s engagement zone. Thaad also is designed to operate in the exoatmosphere. Soldiers operating the Thaad system also for the first time had two-way communications with those handling a nearby Patriot system, McGrath says. This capability is key as operators in the field must be able to quickly identify targets and react with the appropriate defenses. The flight test also was followed closely with a sequence of simulated testing events. This included a simulated repeat of the target used in the live flight test “minutes after intercept,” to explore engaging multiple targets fired in succession. That was followed about an hour later with a “mass raid,” McGrath says. The number of simulated targets injected into the system is classified, MDA officials say. But they say that early data indicate that these engagements were successful.This flight test restores some confidence to the agency after some recent failures. In January, a $200 million test was deemed a failure after testing conditions overwhelmed a primary sensor in the system. In December, a target for an intended Thaad test failed to deploy, prompting an abort of the interceptor launch.The agency was pleased, however, with the first-ever intercepts of missile targets by the 747-400F based Airborne Laser in February. The Airborne Laser is set to continue testing an expanded engagement envelope in late July or early August.The next Thaad flight test is set for the second quarter of 2011 at the earliest; the trial scenario hasn’t yet been outlined. Another is slated to follow in the fourth quarter. This will involve two targets and two interceptors, McGrath says.
Non-Unique (ABL/ALTB)

ALTB program expansion now.

Trimble, 6/24. (Stephen Trimble, English teacher at Weber State University, Airborne Laser boosts range in new intercept tests, Flightglobal, 6/24/10,http://www.flightglobal.com/articles/2010/06/24/343597 /airborne-laser-boosts-range-in-new-intercept-tests.html)

Boeing has dramatically expanded the engagement envelope of the 747-400-based Airborne Laser Testbed (ALTB) since the first short-range intercept test in February.The 1MW-class chemical oxygen iodine laser (Coil) system aboard the ALTB has been fired at new targets at a rate of about one a month since the first test shot, says Roger Krone, president of Boeing's network systems and sensors business.The tests have extended the range of the ALTB by a factor of four or five times, Krone says.The US Missile Defense Agency has not released the distance for the initial intercept, and Krone will not elaborate on the range achieved in the new test.
So far, the ALTB has fired its laser at two different types of targets, called Marti and FMA. But the target set also could expand soon."By the end of this year, we have another one or two targets that we're thinking about shooting at a harder point in the envelope," Krone says. The ongoing tests are aimed at restoring the programme's future. In 2009 Secretary of Defense Robert Gates criticised the range of the then-named YAL-1 Airborne Laser as impractical. He also ordered that the programme should convert from a development effort to testbed status.

ABL funding will continue at least until next year.

Wall and Nativi, 6/22. (Robert Wall and Andy Nativi, correspondents for Aviation Week, Airborne Laser Demonstrating Increased Range, Aviation Week, The McGraw-Hill Companies, June 22, 2010, http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_generic.jsp?channel=aerospacedaily&id=news/asd/2010/06/22/04.xml&headline=Airborne%20Laser%20Demonstrating%20Increased%20Range)

The Boeing 747-400-based Airborne Laser (ABL) Test Bed for the U.S. military is now firing its high-power chemical laser at three to four times the range seen in the original shootdown exercise, according to Boeing.

The test bed is flying about twice a month with the laser firing once a month against a target board or against actual targets, says Roger Krone, president of Boeing Network &amp;amp;amp;amp; Space Systems. Several firings have taken place since the first shootdown in February and further shots this year are planned. Much of the focus has been on expanding the envelope of the laser system, not just in range but also engagement angles, Krone notes. One of the criticisms within the Pentagon against ABL has been its perceived limited range and the need to position the 747 close to a threat. But Krone says, “it is our hope that over the next year that we will demonstrate the utility of the total system” to show its operational viability.The test bed funding will continue into next year. The Missile Defense Agency (MDA) in the coming weeks should be defining what activities are planned for that period, says Mira Ricardel, the company’s vice president of business development for Strategic Missile &amp;amp;amp;amp; Defense Systems. That also could involve different missions.
ALTB Inev

Because the ALTB tested successfully, they’ve already begun being developed. 

Mick 2/12

Science U.S. Air Force's Laser Air Armada Nears Combat Readiness Jason Mick (Blog) - February 12, 2010 10:19 AM DailyTech is a leading online magazine for a well-educated, tech audience. Our readers enjoy hard-hitting and up to the minute CE, PC, IT and information technology news. DailyTech’s fast-moving content also reaches out via news syndications, public portals and forums. [http://www.dailytech.com/US+Air+Forces+Laser+Air+Armada+Nears+Combat+Readiness/article17676.htm]//DoeS

The modern U.S. missile defense program traces its roots back the 1980s and the controversial "Star Wars" program.   While the 1980s program's ambitious goals proved utterly unrealistic for the time, they ignited interest in the topic, and today with modern electronics we are finally on the verge of realizing some of the project's key goals.  The U.S. Air Force just wrapped up testing Airborne Laser Testbed (ALTB) against real missiles with dummy payloads.  The results were a resounding success.  The ALTB at 8:44 p.m. (PST), February 11, 2010 fired on a "short-range threat-representative ballistic missile" and destroyed it.  The test began with the missile being detected by sensors and then the use of low-energy lasers to track the target and estimate atmospheric disturbance.  The missile "critical structural failure" while still boosting, after being hammered by the powerful megawatt-class High Energy Laser.  Next, a "solid fuel short-range missile" was launched, approximately an hour after the first launch.  Again, the test passed with flying colors, identical to a similar solid fuel rocket interception that was carried out last week on February 3.  The ALTB is a massive electronics platform loaded aboard a modified Boeing 747-400 Freighter aircraft.  The package features infrared sensors to first detect missiles by homing in to their exhaust plume.  It then employs to kilowatt-class lasers dubbed the Track and Beacon Illuminator, respectively, the first of which tracks the target with precision and the second of which accounts of the atmospheric disturbances.  Then comes the critical step.  A package in the plane's nose underbody uses a very large telescope to focus a megawatt-class COIL beam (generated by an Chemical Iodine Oxygen laser) onto sensitive regions of the target.  The success of the program has raised a great deal of interest in the U.S. Armed Forces for the the platform.  In addition to nuclear missile defense, it could be used as air platform to defend against a variety of traditional missile strikes in arenas across the world.  Firing the missile is somewhat expensive, requiring special chemicals to power the laser, however, it is still much cheaper than traditional missile-based interception technology, and it it has the advantage of being able to score hits on multiple missiles in quick succession.
F-22’s Inev

Non-unique: F-22s have already been built and more are currently in development.

GlobalSecurity.org 8 F-22 Raptor History Last updated: 1-21-08 GlobalSecurity.org is the leading source of background information and developing news stories in the fields of defense, space, intelligence, WMD, and homeland security. Launched in 2000, GlobalSecurity.org is the most comprehensive and authoritative online destination for those in need of both reliable background information and breaking news. GlobalSecurity.org, is well-respected, trusted and often-referenced in the media, both domestically and internationally. Along with its rapid growth in audience and traffic, GlobalSecurity.org has developed a reputation as a trusted source of military information. It is a frequently visited destination for other news organizations as they build their own coverage of developing events. GlobalSecurity.org’s unique positioning enables it to reach both a targeted and large diversified audience. The content of the website is updated hourly, as events around the world develop, providing in-depth coverage of complicated issues. The breadth and depth of information on the site ensures a loyal repeat audience. This is supplemented by GlobalSecurity.org’s unique visibility in the mass media, which drives additional growth. [http://www.globalsecurity.org/military/systems/aircraft/f-22-history.htm]//DoeS
Establishing affordability goals for future lots was the first step. For production Lot 2, a group of major suppliers will be involved in goal-setting using the Lot 1 negotiated values as a starting point. In parallel with setting those goals, a partnership agreement between the government, primes, and suppliers will be established to ensure the parties agree to the concept of operations. Expansion to the rest of the supplier base occurs by Lot 3. For suppliers, four levels of incentives will be established related to cost performance. Over the 2001-2005 period, $475 million in investment funds will be made available by the Air Force to implement affordability initiatives. The investment includes $260 million previously planned for affordability improvements and $215 million made available by rephasing Low Rate Initial Production aircraft lot quantities. The rephasing won't impact the F-22 achieving initial operational capability in 2005. The F-22 program received temporary "bridge" funding from the government in early January 2001 to keep development and production operations going until a new Defense Acquisition Board (DAB) decision to put the F-22 into low-rate initial production (LRIP) was reached. The purpose of the bridge funding was to keep the supplier base intact and the program on schedule. The $353 million bridge funding came from the $2.1 billion previously authorized and appropriated by Congress in FY '01 for Lot 1 production. Of that $353 million, the Lockheed Martin-Boeing airframe team received $304 million, with the balance funding Pratt & Whitney's F119 engine operations, as well as other government tasks. Assembly of the first operational F-22 Raptor fighter began in March 2001. Assembly of the mid-fuselage for Raptor 4018, as this F-22 is designated, will take approximately 11 months. Once completed, it was delivered to Lockheed Martin Aeronautics' Marietta, Ga., facility, where the aircraft's forward fuselage, wings, aft fuselage, and vertical and horizontal tails were attached and its F119 engines was installed. The F-22A Raptor achieved Initial Operational Capability [IOC] on 15 December 2005. Reaching the IOC milestone culminated a collaborative effort between various Air Force organizations and the service's industry partners over 25 years. The road to IOC included the F-22A System Program Office turning Air Force requirements into a successful acquisition program; developmental flight test and evaluation, simulation and ground testing at Edwards AFB, CA, and Eglin AFB, FL; engine testing at Arnold AFB, TN; missile testing at Holloman AFB, NM, and over the Pacific Test Range; tactics development at Nellis AFB, NV; pilot and maintenance training at Tyndall AFB, FL; and deployability at Langley AFB, VA. The first combat-ready Raptors were assigned to the 27th Fighter Squadron, one of three squadrons assigned to the 1st Fighter Wing. The 27th FS combat deployment capability with the F-22A is a 12-ship deployable package designed to execute air-to-air and air-to-ground missions.
No Link

Money saved in the military budget is going to Afghanistan.

Berrigan, 7/15. (Frida Berrigan, Senior Program Associate with the New America Foundation's Arms and Security Initiative, Re-Examining the Pentagon’s Spending Habits—Trillion Dollar Babies, Counterpunch Magazine, 7/15/2010, http://www.counterpunch.org/berrigan07152010.html)

If you’re looking forward to a peace dividend as U.S. forces withdraw from Iraq, you’re going to have to wait a while. As the costs of the Iraq war have been going down, the costs of the war in Afghanistan have been rising. The financial costs, the numbers of troops, and the number of casualties in Afghanistan are all getting larger. This fiscal year (FY 2010), for the first time, more money is being allocated to Afghanistan than to Iraq. Since 2003, military operations in Iraq have absorbed the bulk of war funding-- three or four times as much money as Afghanistan. But that gap dropped precipitously in 2009.Now, in 2010, we will spend 10 percent more in Afghanistan than in Iraq -- and the spending difference will be even more once the $33 billion supplemental funding to pay for the Afghanistan troop surge is factored in on top of the $72.9 billion allocated up front -- and for 2011, the administration is requesting $110.3 billion for military operations in Afghanistan and $43.4 billion for ongoing military operations in Iraq.Another way to think about the costs of war is per person—how much does it cost to deploy each individual member of the military. The Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessment asserts that “the annual cost per troop since FY 2005 has averaged $1.186 million in Afghanistan and $0.685 million in Iraq, in constant-year FY 2011 dollars.” That’s another reason why, as the war in Iraq winds down – at whatever rate – the savings are most likely going to be eaten up by the rising costs of military operations in Afghanistan.Another way to think about the costs of war is in hours, minutes and seconds. Laicie Olsen of the Center for Arms Control and Non-Proliferation has done the math: “In 2010, the troop increase in Afghanistan will cost $2.5 billion per month, $82 million per day, $3.4 million per hour, $57,000 per minute, and $951 per second.” And that’s just for the $33 billion troop surge, not the $171 billion we’re spending on the two wars.In short, if we want a peace dividend, we’re going to have to find a way to get out of Iraq and Afghanistan.
Link Turn: Iraq

Withdrawing from Iraq would actually cost more money than keeping them there.

Schuler 8

The Costs of Withdrawing from Iraq by DAVE SCHULER on JUNE 3, 2008  an independent businessman and longtime China watcher, blogs at The Glittering Eye and Outside the Beltway. He also has a post-graduate degree in his field. [http://theglitteringeye.com/?p=3652]//DoeS

A rapid withdrawal—anything under years in duration—would not allow an orderly transfer of military assets to the Iraqi military. We’d be left with the alternatives of potentially allowing the assets to fall into the hands of those hostile either to us or the Iraqi government or both or to destroy them. If we destroy them, that would add to the costs of withdrawal both in dollars and lives—destruction can be a dangerous business.

Some of the assets abandoned or destroyed would need to be replaced. Given the highly opaque supplemental budget I have no way determining what those costs might be. Tens of billions? Hundreds? Unfortunately, the costs don’t end there. Both Sen. Clinton and Sen. Obama have advocated re-deploying at least some of the troops presently in Iraq to Afghanistan. According to the Congressional Research Service publication RL33110, on average it costs us three times to maintain one soldier in Afghanistan what it does in Iraq. The reason is simple and I’ve mentioned it before: Afghanistan is a remote country, travel is difficult, and practically eveything must be brought into the country. Consequently, if only a third of the troops in Iraq are re-deployed to Afghanistan we will continue to spend exactly the same amount as we are now. There will be no net savings. As an aside re-deploying only 50,000 troops to Afghanistan isn’t nearly enough to pacify the country. That’s one of the many reasons that I have believed and continue to believe that there is no achieveable mission in Afghanistan. So, let’s look at the balance sheet: Cost of withdrawal:
$102 billion* Cost to replace abandoned equipment (est.):
$50 billion Additional costs to be incurred in Afghanistan: $134 billion Savings in Iraq:
($134 billion) or, said another way, advocates for withdrawal from Iraq want to spend an additional $152 billion to achieve an objective that would be deleterious to U. S. interests and as a consequence of which a significant number of Americans and Iraqis would be killed. I think that there are legitimate, sensible reasons for withdrawing from Iraq. Saving money isn’t one of them.
Uniqueness overwhelms the Link
Uniqueness overwhelms the link – U.S. air superiority too strong

Axe 9 – David Axe, Contributing Editor of World Politics Review, March 18, 2009, “Analysts: Buy Fighters, or Die,” online: http://www.warisboring.com/?p=1804#more-1804
In other words, stealth fighters equal national power. And the absence of stealth fighters equals weakness. Hogwash. The economic crisis is having an effect on every country, unevenly. Arguably, the U.S. is faring better than most as investors flee to the comparative safety of the dollar. Power in the world is a relative thing: if everyone else gets much weaker, and we stay the same or only grow a little weak, then we are, in fact, more powerful than we were before. Get it? The global recession, alone, does not mean we are losing influence. In fact, the recession might even boost our influence, by underscoring just how much the world depends on America as a consumer market. But more importantly, American national power does not hinge on fighter jets. We could retire every single fighter in the U.S. Air Force, tomorrow, and still remain the most powerful nation in the world, by far. National power is a complex and shifting thing, comprising military force, financial and cultural influence, leadership in international coalitions and organizations and even language. Every country in the world teaches American English to its business students, aviators and sea captains. Does that have anything to do with the F-22? Do some of our biggest exports — music, movies and television — depend on a squadron of F-35s flying orbits over North Dakota? 

Uniqueness overwhelms the link

Horowitz and Shalmon 09 (Michael C., PhD in government from Harvard, Professor of Political science at Upenn, Dan A., former debater, Orbis Volume 53, Issue 2, pg 300-318, “The Future of War and American Military Strategy”

Technological changes, such as the advances that rendered cavalry obsolete in the twentieth century can sometimes render capabilities unnecessary. When a category of weapons is no longer necessary, it means militaries do not need that capability anymore. In a completely different situation, a state may be far enough ahead of the opposition in the area of a given capability that it can safely relax—for a time. For example, the F-22 procurement is probably a good example of over-building where the United States already has an extensive edge. However, no one would deny that America needs air superiority. It would be irresponsible for U.S. defense planners to rest on their collective laurels and not attempt to deepen and extend American advantages in areas with continuing relevance. This is especially true since once the defense industrial base is lost in a given area, it cannot be resuscitated quickly in a crisis, meaning the United States will simply lack the ability to produce certain types of equipment.
No Internal Link

Senate committee further cut the military budget—removing troops will allow the military to meet the budget, not allow additional expenditures. 

Maze, 7/16 (Rick Maze, staff writer, Marine corp Times, Senate panel votes to cut $8B from defense, July 16, 2010, http://www.marinecorpstimes.com/news/2010/07/military_defense_budgetcut_071610w/)
A key Senate committee decided Thursday to show some fiscal discipline, cutting $14 billion from the Obama administration’s 2011 budget — including $8 billion from the Defense Department.The 17-12 vote in the Senate Appropriations Committee came on a procedural motion that divided up money among the 12 subcommittees responsible for discretionary funding of federal programs. This was a party-line vote, with Democrats voting for it and Republicans opposing the reduction.Initially, Sen. Daniel Inouye, D-Hawaii, the committee chairman, talked about cutting only defense, without the cuts in other federal spending. Singling out defense for cuts did not sit well with some committee members, so additional reductions were added.
The cut leaves the 2011 federal budget for discretionary, non-emergency, non-entitlement programs at $1.1 trillion. Inouye said the budget he proposes is “austere” but “will allow the federal government to invest in the programs critical to sustaining this economic recovery, provide essential services to the American people and safeguard our national security.” The defense subcommittee receives $522.8 billion under the allocation, $8.1 billion less than the administration’s request. It is too soon so say how the committee will shave that much money off the 2011 defense budget, but it will not necessarily cause a lot of pain. The committee has made similar, although smaller, reductions in the defense budget in the past, but then made up for most of the reduction by shifting expenses into the off-budget war supplemental, where it doesn’t count against spending caps. 
No Internal Link- Won’t Build F-22

Even if the money was there it would not be used to fund F-22s. The president would veto them and spend the money elsewhere.

Gates 9

Economic Club of Chicago As Delivered by Secretary of Defense Robert M. Gates, Chicago, IL, Thursday, July 16, 2009 [http://www.defense.gov/speeches/speech.aspx?speechid=1369]//DoeS
The fact is that if the defense budget had been even higher, my recommendations to the president with respect to troubled programs would have been the same – for all the reasons I described earlier. There is a more fundamental point: If the Department of Defense can’t figure out a way to defend the United States on a budget of more than half a trillion dollars a year, then our problems are much bigger than anything that can be cured by buying a few more ships and planes. What is important is to have a budget baseline with a steady, sustainable, and predictable rate of growth that avoids extreme peaks and valleys that are enormously harmful to sound budgeting. From the very first defense budget I submitted for President Bush in January 2007, I have warned against doing what America has done multiple times over the last 90 years by slashing defense spending after a major conflict. The war in Iraq is winding down, and one day so too will the conflict in Afghanistan.  When that day comes, the nation will again face pressure to cut back on defense spending, as we always have. It is simply the nature of the beast. And the higher our base budget is now, the harder it will be to sustain these necessary programs, and the more drastic and dangerous the drop-off will be later. So where do we go from here? Authorization for more F-22s is in both versions of the defense bill working its way through the Congress. The president has indicated that he has real red lines in this budget, including the F-22. Some might ask: Why threaten a veto and risk a confrontation over a couple billion dollars for a dozen or so planes? The grim reality is that with regard to the budget we have entered a zero-sum game. Every defense dollar diverted to fund excess or unneeded capacity – whether for more F-22s or anything else – is a dollar that will be unavailable to take care of our people, to win the wars we are in, to deter potential adversaries, and to improve capabilities in areas where America is underinvested and potentially vulnerable. That is a risk I cannot accept and I will not take. And, with regard to something like the F-22, irrespective of whether the number of aircraft at issue is 12 planes or 200, if we can’t bring ourselves to make this tough but straightforward decision – reflecting the judgment of two very different presidents, two different secretaries of defense, two chairmen of the joint chiefs of staff, and the current Air Force Secretary and Chief of Staff, where do we draw the line? And if not now, when? If we can’t get this right – what on earth can we get right? It is time to draw the line on doing Defense business as usual. The President has drawn that line. And that red line is a veto.  And it is real.

F-22s are obsolete now; they weren’t effective and cost too much. The DOD would rather spend on cheaper, better F-35s.

CNN 9

Updated 6:13 p.m. EDT, Mon April 6, 2009 Gates announces major Pentagon priority shifts [http://www.cnn.com/2009/POLITICS/04/06/gates.budget.cuts/index.html]//DoeS

WASHINGTON (CNN) -- U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates announced a 2010 Pentagon budget Monday that reflects major changes in the "scope and significance" of Defense Department priorities. One of the high-profile programs on the chopping block is the Air Force's most expensive fighter, the F-22 Raptor. The proposed budget cuts several traditional big-ticket items while investing in programs designed to bolster the military's ability to wage an ongoing conflict against terrorists and other extremist elements in multiple regions at the same time. Gates acknowledged that parts of the budget are likely to run into significant opposition on Capitol Hill, where lawmakers are concerned in part about preserving valuable defense contracts for their districts and states. "This is a reform budget, reflecting lessons learned in Iraq and Afghanistan," Gates said. "There's no question that a lot of these decisions will be controversial." He called on Congress to "rise above parochial interests and consider what is in the best interests of the nation as a whole." House Armed Service Chairman Ike Skelton, D-Missouri, acknowledged that congressmen have concerns about job losses in their home districts but said that ultimately, "the national interest overrides anything." "The buck stops with us," he said. "We still have a lot of hard work ahead of us." Three key priorities are reflected in the changes, Gates said. The priorities are a stronger institutional commitment to the military's all-volunteer force, a decision to "rebalance" defense programs to better fight current and future conflicts, and "fundamental overhauls" of the military's procurement, acquisition and contracting process. Among other things, Gates called for production of the Air Force's most expensive fighter, the F-22 Raptor, to be phased out by fiscal year 2011. He also called for terminating a proposed fleet of 23 presidential helicopters estimated to cost more than $13 billion. The proposed fleet, he noted, was originally projected to cost $6.5 billion. It "has fallen six years behind schedule and runs the risk of not delivering the requested capability," he said. Gates maintained that a new fleet of presidential helicopters will still ultimately be necessary, however. At the same time, he said he did not want to pursue a development program for a new Air Force bomber "until we have a better understanding of the need, the requirement and the technology." Gates did request 50 Predator and Reaper-class unmanned aerial vehicles by fiscal year 2011, translating to a 62 percent increase in capability over the current level and 127 percent from a year ago.

No internal link- F-22 engines are obsolete- they just make engines for F-35s now.

Tiron 6/28

Levin: Troop reductions from Iraq, Afghanistan would net Defense savings By Roxana Tiron; Roxana Tiron joined The Hill newspaper in 2005 and has built up the paper's defense business and national security coverage. Prior to joining The Hill, Roxana Tiron was a reporter and assistant editor of National Defense magazine in Arlington, Va. Before working at National Defense magazine, Roxana Tiron was a fellow at the Washington Center for Politics and Journalism in Washington, D.C. and worked for CNN's Inside Politics and World View. Roxana Tiron holds an undergraduate degree from the American University in Bulgaria and an M.S. in broadcast journalism from the S.I. Newhouse School of Public Communications at Syracuse University. She won three first prizes from the Society of Professional Journalists for her business and breaking news reporting at The Hill. - 06/28/10 07:53 PM ET [http://thehill.com/business-a-lobbying/106055-levin-troop-reductions-would-net-defense-savings]//DoeS
Levin also disputed Gates’s statement that companies competed for the contract to supply the F-35 engine.  “He’s wrong,” Levin said. “I know he feels that we ought to move on, but there has not been a competition for this engine.” Levin’s staff provided a timeline to back up his statements. In 1996, the Pentagon awarded competitive contracts for the airframe to Boeing and Lockheed for the concept-development phase of the Joint Strike Fighter program.  At the time, both contractors selected a variant of the Pratt & Whitney engine made for the F-22 Raptor fighter jet. When the Pentagon picked a single contractor for the F-35 in 2001, Lockheed Martin maintained its selection of the Pratt & Whitney engine. John Roth, an official in the Pentagon’s comptroller office, acknowledged in House testimony on May 19 that no competition was ever held. According to Levin’s office, the Pentagon directed both competitors for the F-35 to use the Pratt & Whitney engine because initially the Pentagon assumed it would use the F-22 engine for the F-35 to have commonality.  When the Pentagon realized that the F-22 engine would not meet the requirements for the F-35, no competition was held to meet the F-35 requirement and the Pentagon instead had Pratt & Whitney develop a derivative engine that would suit the F-35, according to the information provided by Levin’s office. Pentagon Press Secretary Geoff Morrell on Monday restated the Pentagon’s position. “We neither want nor can afford a second engine for the F-35.  It will cost too much time and money [$2.9 billion] and is just not worth it,” Morrell said. Morrell said that both Boeing and Lockheed chose the Pratt & Whitney engine when they competed for the F-35 contract. “It may not have been a government-sponsored competition, but it certainly was a competition in the marketplace and GE lost not once but twice.” Morrell stressed that long before the Pentagon had an acquisition strategy for the F-35 both Lockheed and Boeing had opted to go with a derivative of the Pratt & Whitney F-22 engine and so were not directed by the Pentagon to use the Pratt & Whitney engine. Additionally, Morrell said that the Pentagon is “not in the business” of sponsoring competitions for “every subcontract.”
No internal link- The bill to fund F-22s would include be filibustered.

Tiron 6/28

Levin: Troop reductions from Iraq, Afghanistan would net Defense savings By Roxana Tiron; Roxana Tiron joined The Hill newspaper in 2005 and has built up the paper's defense business and national security coverage. Prior to joining The Hill, Roxana Tiron was a reporter and assistant editor of National Defense magazine in Arlington, Va. Before working at National Defense magazine, Roxana Tiron was a fellow at the Washington Center for Politics and Journalism in Washington, D.C. and worked for CNN's Inside Politics and World View. Roxana Tiron holds an undergraduate degree from the American University in Bulgaria and an M.S. in broadcast journalism from the S.I. Newhouse School of Public Communications at Syracuse University. She won three first prizes from the Society of Professional Journalists for her business and breaking news reporting at The Hill. - 06/28/10 07:53 PM ET [http://thehill.com/business-a-lobbying/106055-levin-troop-reductions-would-net-defense-savings]//DoeS
Morrell stressed that long before the Pentagon had an acquisition strategy for the F-35 both Lockheed and Boeing had opted to go with a derivative of the Pratt & Whitney F-22 engine and so were not directed by the Pentagon to use the Pratt & Whitney engine. Additionally, Morrell said that the Pentagon is “not in the business” of sponsoring competitions for “every subcontract.” Erin Dick, spokeswoman for Pratt & Whitney, said the competition to power the Joint Strike Fighter “occurred at the prime contractor level.” “All of the competing contractors selected the propulsion system that would provide them the best competitive advantage to win the contract,” she said. Levin expressed confidence that the Senate would pass the 2011 defense authorization bill, but said he worried about the threats of filibuster from his GOP counterpart, Sen. John McCain (Ariz.). McCain could filibuster over a provision allowing for the repeal of the ban on gays in the military and potentially over a $1 billion cut from the administration’s $2 billion request for the Iraqi security forces. “I don’t know how one can justify filibustering the defense authorization bill because there is either a provision that is not in it that you want in it or … there is a provision that is in that you want to get rid of. Let it go to the floor and try to add it [or] strike,” Levin said.
Impact Turn- Econ

Extra money in the defense budget could be used to decrease taxes or public investments

Duisenberg 4/14

Dr. W. F. Duisenberg Last Updated: 14 Apr 2010 p 234 Economic Institute and Polemological Institute, University of Groningen, Netherlands President of the EMI, at the National Conference of the Confederation of British Industry [http://dissertations.ub.rug.nl/FILES/faculties/eco/1965/w.f.duisenberg/economischegevolgen.pdf]//DoeS

The institutional framework and the preference functions will - at least in our opinion - not be affected by disarmament. The factors that accomplish the growth phenomenon - active growth factors - are the quantity and the quality of the three factors of production (labor, capital and land) and the technical knowledge which determines the ways in which these productive factors can be combined, given the institutional framework and the preference functions of individuals, groups and the government. The released military personnel and the people who worked on defense contracts in individual firms, can now be included in the labor force available for civil production. This may mean a once and for all increase in the economically active population which may also induce a single positive shift in the level of growth of the national product. The rate of growth however will not change. This would only be the case if, as a consequence of disarmament, the rate of increase of the economically active population would change. There is no reason to expect this. The possibility described here will only be realized if the supply of labor constituted a bottle-neck to economic growth before disarmament. This is not the case in all countries. The quality of the supply of labor may also be affected by disarmament. Especially in developing countries it is possible that this influence constitutes an amelioration of that quality. If so, an acceleration of economic growth becomes possible. The disarmament impact on the formation of capital is very uncertain, because this is highly dependent on the compensating measures taken by the government. It is possible, for instance, that the entire defense budget would be used for public investments, or, alternatively that a reduction of taxes is effectuated. In the latter case one can imagine a positive influence on private investments but it remains an open question whether this positive influence will be equal to the negative effect of the cancellation of defense expenditures. 
Tax cuts are sufficient for our economic recovery.

Cloutier 7

Do Tax Cuts Stimulate The Economy? by Richard Cloutier Richard Cloutier, Jr., CFA, is currently the director of research and a portfolio manager with Heritage Capital Management Inc. Founded in 1981, Heritage Capital Management Inc. is a wholly owned subsidiary of Wainwright Bank & Trust Company. Heritage manages equities, fixed income and balanced portfolios for individuals, families, trusts, corporations and endowments. Its objective is to provide clients with competitive performance results, minimal risk and personalized service.  Richard has 18 years of investment experience and holds an MBA from Boston University. He has previously served as the director of research at Wingate Financial Group, as an equity analyst at Common Ground Investments and as an equity and fixed-income trader at Fidelity Investments. He is a member of the Boston Security Analysts Society, the CFA Institute, Academy Health's Health Economics Interest Group and the Social Science Research Network. He is the author of the novel "Caveat Emptor" (2003). [http://www.investopedia.com/articles/07/tax_cuts.asp]//DoeS
Consumer spending typically equals two-thirds of GNP. As you would expect, lowering taxes raises disposable income, allowing the consumer to spend additional sums, thereby, increasing GNP. (To learn more, read Economic Indicators To Know.) Reducing taxes, therefore, pushes out the aggregate demand curve as consumers demand more goods and services with their higher disposable incomes. Supply side tax cuts are aimed to stimulate capital formation. If successful, the cuts will shift both aggregate demand and aggregate supply because the price level for a supply of goods will be reduced, which often leads to an increase in demand for those goods. (To learn more, read Economics Basics.) Tax Cuts and the Economy Tax cuts, when used properly, have stimulated the economy. Many credit President George W. Bush's tax cuts for moving the economy out of recession. Similarly, in 1964, Congress enacted an 18% cut in personal taxes to spur growth. The legislation was designed to encourage consumer spending - many believe that it succeeded admirably as consumers delivered a textbook reaction. According to a December 2004 article in Celtia.info, a magazine distributed in Celtic countries, tax cuts have also shown positive results in other countries as well. Ireland's recent tax cuts are believed to have improved living standards significantly. For years, the Irish were faced with high unemployment, budget deficits and high taxes. In 1986, Ireland faced a fiscal crisis. After reducing government spending, the government lowered taxes on both individuals and corporations. Over the next 13 years, Ireland's per capita income went from only 63% of the United Kingdom's average to besting it in 2000. Ireland now enjoys one of the highest standards of living in Europe. According to a May 2007 article in the Herald Tribune, tax cuts in Poland, Slovakia and Hungary before their entry in the EU have spurred economic growth in those countries.
Public investments are sufficient to recover the economy.

Cockburn 1

October 12, 2001 Can War Save The Economy? Boom, Bubble, Bust By Alexander Cockburn Alexander Claud Cockburn is an American political journalist. Cockburn was brought up in Ireland but has lived and worked in the United States since 1972. Together with Jeffrey St. Clair, he edits the political newsletter CounterPunch. Cockburn also writes the "Beat the Devil" column for The Nation and a weekly syndicated column for the Los Angeles Times as well as for The First Post, which is syndicated by Creators Syndicate. [http://www.counterpunch.org/boombust.html]//DoeS
"If the five years 1995 to 2000 truly saw the emergence of a New Economy, manifesting 'extraordinary performance', as Clinton's Council of Economic Advisers put it, what are we to call the period 1945 to 1973 which excelled it every respect?" Productivity growth was about 15 per cent slower in those five recent years than in the 25 years between 1948 and 1973. Obit writers for the great boom of 1995-2000 usually avert their eyes from the fact despite all the exuberance of those giddy years, in terms of growth of gross domestic product, of per capita GDP, wages and productivity the Nineties did worse than the Eighties and the Eighties worse than the Seventies. In other words, the golden twilight of the twentieth century's final years was merely a continuance of the long stagnation of the world economy that began in 1973. For now? On the one hand, over-capacity; on the other, a drop in investment and consumption driven first by the drop in the market, then by fear. It will be quite a while before anyone feels the need to invest, hence to borrow. Give the rich a tax cut? It won't help. They'll put it in the bank. Government investment? Yes, it could be done on an appropriately vast scale, but only by public investments of a sort that Republicans have never countenanced and that vanished from the political platform of the Democratic Party decades ago. For sure, planes and missiles for the Navy and Air Force, plus millions worth of food aid dropped on Afghanistan, plus new computers for the Office of Homeland Security aren't going to do the trick.
U.S. recovery is key to global recovery 

Dufour 6/1

Arnaud Dufour Senior Mortgage Banker June 1, 2010

(http://arnaud24.blogspot.com/2010/06/foreign-v-domestic-tug-of-war.html)//DoeS
The proliferation of the European Union and the Euro has created a third superpower that is arguably just as influential as America and the Dollar. At least, for now. The Euro is still a long ways from stabilizing. China's overall economy is stable, but their manufacturing orders are way down. In the meantime, the US is leading the global recovery. We’ve taken this adversity and returned to the principles that made us great to begin with: ingenuity, stubborn persistence, and the Protestant Work Ethic – the willingness to get our hands dirty to get the job done.
Lack of global recovery causes global war & the collapse of civilization

Faber Says Financial Industry to Contract ‘Much More’ (Update2) By Patrick Rial journalist for Business Weekly and Hideki Sagiike Japanese economist - February 27, 2009 02:35 EST (http://www.bloomberg.com/apps/news?pid=newsarchive&sid=aa4KTmib46Uw) //DoeS

Faber today recommended investors short U.S. Treasuries, as a 27-year bull market likely ended in December, starting the beginning of a long bear market. Faber also recommends selling the Japanese yen, though the nation’s stocks may outperform global equities in the next one or two years because they have been depressed for so long, he said. The yield on the 10-year U.S. government bond fell to a record low of 2.04 percent on Dec. 18, compared with a peak of 15.8 percent in September 1981. The yen has gained against every other currency in the world, except one, in the last 12 months even as the economy contracted at the fastest pace in 35 years. The Nikkei 225 Stock Average fell to the lowest in 26 years this week. Head for the Farm The best bet for investors may be to buy a farm and escape from the cities, as a prolonged recession could lead to war, as the Great Depression did, said the Swiss national, who now lives in Thailand.“Buy a farm and let your girlfriend work on the farm,” he said, to the applause of investors. “If the global economy doesn’t recover, usually people go to war.”
Impact Turn: Space

Money used from withdrawing military presence would be used to develop space weapons.

Dolman & Mueller 6

Dolman, Everett C., Karl P. Mueller et al. Ph.D. in politics, Princeton University; B.A. in political science, University of Chicago "Toward a U.S. Grand Strategy in Space." Washington Roundtable on Science & Public Policy. Washington, D.C.: George C. Marshall Institute, March 10, 2006 [http://www.marshall.org/article.php?id=408]//DoeS

DOLMAN: What we have to think about then is what would a space-weapons-heavy American military force structure look like? And here we get a number of issues. It would be very, very expensive. I would like to leave you with one thought here: what are the opportunity costs forgone? The money that will have to go into space is not going to come from school budgets or from transportation budgets; it is going to come from the DOD. It is sc going to be at the cost of other military things. It has been pointed out that space weaponization and military space operations are not going to do anything new. These things could be done by other cheaper and possibly less incendiary means. The billions it would cost for a proper recapitalization of all of the aging space support systems that we have and for potentially using space as an integral part of our ability to project violence abroad, which we will be doing – we are not going to give up the right to do that – means that we will have to atrophy some of our existing capabilities to go into other countries and stay there for a long time.
The time to weaponize space is now- otherwise a space arms race would ensue.

David 5

Weapons In Space: Dawn of a New Era By Leonard David Senior Space Writer posted: 17 June 2005 06:43 am ET Leonard David is a space journalist, reporting on space activities for some 45 years. Currently, he is SPACE.com's Space Insider Columnist, as well as a correspondent for Space News newspaper and a contributing writer for the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics (AIAA) Aerospace America magazine. Leonard also serves as a consultant to the Coalition for Space Exploration. In the space policy world, Leonard is a Research Associate for the Secure World Foundation, focused on a number of space-related issues, such as the spread of space debris and the environmental protection of space. [http://www.space.com/news/050617_space_warfare.html]//DoeS
Time to weaponize space "The time to weaponize and administer space for the good of global commerce is now, when the United States could do so without fear of an arms race there." This is the view of Everett Dolman, Associate Professor of Comparative Military Studies in the School of Advanced Air and Space Studies at Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama. No peer competitors are capable of challenging the United States, Dolman explained, as was the case in the Cold War, and so no "race" is possible. The longer the United States waits, however, the more opportunities for a peer competitor to show up on the scene. Dolman argues that, in ten or twenty years, America might be confronting an active space power that could weaponize space. And they might do so in a manner that prevents the United States from competing in the space arena. "The short answer is, if you want an arms race in space, do nothing now," Dolman said. Maintain the status quo For those that think space weaponization is impossible, Dolman said such belief falls into the same camp that "man will never fly". The fact that space weaponization is technically feasible is indisputable, he said, and nowhere challenged by a credible authority. "Space weaponization can work," Dolman said. "It will be very expensive. But the rewards for the state that weaponizes first--and establishes itself at the top of the Earth's gravity well, garnering all the many advantages that the high ground has always provided in war--will find the benefits worth the costs." What if America weaponizes space? One would think such an action would kick-start a procession of other nations to follow suit. Dolman said he takes issues with that notion. "This argument comes from the mirror-image analogy that if another state were to weaponize space, well then, the U.S. would have to react. Of course it would! But this is an entirely different situation," Dolman responded. "The U.S. is the world's most powerful state. The international system looks to it for order. If the U.S. were to weaponize space, it would be perceived as an attempt to maintain or extend its position, in effect, the status quo," Dolman suggested. It is likely that most states--recognizing the vast expense and effort needed to hone their space skills to where  America is today--would opt not to bother competing, he said.
A space arms race would cause other countries to attack our satellites and spark a global war that would cause extinction.

Mitchell 1

Gordon Mitchell, Associate Professor and Dir Debate – U Pittsburgh, Et al., ISIS Briefing on Ballistic Missile Defense, July 2001,

http://www.isisuk.demon.co.uk/0811/isis/uk/bmd/no6.html
A buildup of space weapons might begin with noble intentions of ‘peace through strength' deterrence, but this rationale glosses over the tendency that I.. . the presence of space weapons  will result in the increased likelihood of their use.33  This drift toward usage  is strengthened by a strategic fact elucidated by Frank Barnabv: when it comes to arming  the heavens, 'anti-ballistic missiles and anti-satellite warfare  technologies go hand-in- hand1.34   

The interlocking nature of offense and defense in military space technology stems from the inherent  'dual  capability' of space borne weapon components. As Marc Vidricaire, Delegation of Canada to the UN Conference on Disarmament, explains: 'If you want to intercept something in space, you could use  the same capability  to target something on land'. 35 To the extent that ballistic missile interceptors based in space can knock  out enemy missiles in mid-flight,  such interceptors  can also be used as orbiting 'Death Stars', capable of sending munitions hurtling  through the Earth's atmosphere.  The dizzying speed of space warfare would introduce intense 'use or lose’ pressure into strategic calculations, with the specter of split-second attacks creating incentives to rig orbiting Death Stars with automated 'hair trigger devices.  In theory, automation would enhance survivability of vulnerable space weapon platforms. However, by taking the decision to commit violence out of human hands and endowing computers with authority to make war, military planners could sow insidious seeds of accidental conflict.  Yale sociologist Charles Perrow has analyzed 'complexly interactive, tightly coupled' industrial systems such as space weapons, which have many sophisticated components that all depend on each other's flawless performance. According to Perrow, this interlocking complexity makes it impossible to foresee all the different ways such systems could fail. As Perrow explains, '[the odd term "normal accident"  is meant to signal  that, given the system characteristics, multiple and unexpected interactions of failures are inevitable.36  Deployment of space weapons with we-delegated authority to fire death rays or unleash killer projectiles would likely make war  itself inevitable, given the susceptibility of such systems to  'normal accidents'. according to retired Lt. Col. Robert M. Bowman, 'even a tiny projectile reentering  from space strikes the earth with such high velocity that it can do enormous damage  -  even more  than would be done by a nuclear weapon of the same size!'.  37 In  the same Star Wars technology  touted as a quintessential tool of peace, defense analyst David Langford  sees one of the most  - destabilizing offensive weapons ever conceived: 'One imagines dead cities of microwave-grilled  people1.38  Given  this unique potential  for destruction,  it is not hard  to imagine  that any nation subjected  to space weapon attack would retaliate with maximum  force, including use of nuclear, biological, and/or chemical weapons. An accidental war sparked by a computer glitch in space could plunge the world into the most destructive military conflict ever seen.
 ALTB Good

ALTB is good- it is the only technology that will allow us to protect ourselves from airborne missiles. AND it’s defensive- it can only be used to destroy missiles to save lives. No risk it kills people.

ASDNews 2/12

Boeing ALTB Team Destroys Boosting Ballistic Missile This experiment marks the first time a laser weapon has engaged and destroyed an in-flight ballistic missile; Aerospace & Defense News

[http://www.asdnews.com/news/26103/Boeing_ALTB_Team_Destroys_Boosting_Ballistic_Missile.htm]//DoeS
(Edwards AFB, Calif., February 12, 2010) -- The Boeing Company [NYSE: BA], industry teammates and the U.S. Missile Defense Agency on Feb. 11 successfully demonstrated the speed, precision and breakthrough potential of directed-energy weapons when the Airborne Laser Testbed (ALTB) engaged and destroyed a boosting ballistic missile. This experiment marks the first time a laser weapon has engaged and destroyed an in-flight ballistic missile, and the first time that any system has accomplished it in the missile's boost phase of flight. ALTB has the highest-energy laser ever fired from an aircraft, and is the most powerful mobile laser device in the world. "The Airborne Laser Testbed team has made history with this experiment," said Greg Hyslop, vice president and general manager of Boeing Missile Defense Systems. "Through its hard work and technical ingenuity, the government-industry team has produced a breakthrough with incredible potential. We look forward to conducting additional research and development to explore what this unique directed-energy system can do." During the experiment, the aircraft, a modified Boeing 747-400F, took off from Edwards Air Force Base and focused its high-energy laser at the missile target during its boost phase as the aircraft flew over the Western Sea Range off the coast of California. "We've been saying for some time that the Airborne Laser Testbed would be a pathfinder for directed energy and would expand options for policymakers and warfighters," said Michael Rinn, Boeing vice president and ALTB program director. "With this successful experiment, the Airborne Laser Testbed has blazed a path for a new generation of high-energy, ultra-precision weaponry. ALTB technology and future directed-energy platforms will transform how the United States defends itself and its friends and allies. Having the capability to precisely project force, in a measured way, at the speed of light, will save lives." MDA officially recognized directed energy's warfare-changing potential last March, when it awarded its Technology Pioneer Award to three Boeing Airborne Laser Testbed engineers and three of their government and industry teammates for advancing key ALTB technologies. Boeing is the prime contractor for the Airborne Laser Testbed, which is designed to provide unprecedented speed-of-light capability to intercept all classes of ballistic missiles in their boost phase of flight. Northrop Grumman designed and built ALTB's high-energy laser, and Lockheed Martin developed the beam control/fire control system. Boeing provided the aircraft, the battle management system and overall systems integration and testing.
 ALTB Good

ALTB guarantees suppression of rising threats

Gaffney 10; (Frank J. Gaffney, Jr. is president of the Center for Security Policy, a columnist for The Washington Times and host of the nationally syndicated program, "Secure Freedom Radio."); 2/17/10; “ Second to none?; Cutting the airborne laser degrades our superiority”; Lexis Nexus
F or years, presidents of both parties have pledged to ensure that America fields a military second to none. A successful test last week of a truly transformative technology affords President Obama pledge a reality. Unless Mr. Obama swiftly orders the Pentagon to change course on the remarkable Airborne Laser Testbed (ALTB) program, however, his legacy on defense preparedness will be one of empty rhetoric and increased danger for our country. The Airborne Laser program is a direct descendant of Ronald Reagan's visionary Strategic Defense Initiative (SDI), with its exploration of various means of intercepting and destroying ballistic missiles - including lasers and other "directed energy" techniques. Given the state of the art at the time, critics scoffed at the idea that these exotic, speed-of-light weapons could ever be made to work. The late Sen. Edward M. Kennedy exemplified this view when he dismissively dubbed the SDI program "Star Wars." Today, however, it is the critics who look ridiculously shortsighted. Thanks to two decades of intensive research and development and an investment of roughly $5 billion, America's aerospace industry has achieved an extraordinary feat of science and engineering. It has successfully married a Boeing 747 airframe with three chemical lasers: a low-power system used for tracking a missile early in its flight; a second low-energy laser that measures and calculates adjustments needed to compensate for atmospheric conditions; and a third, megawatt-class high-energy laser that uses the others' data to destroy the missile by using heat to induce structural failure. The ALTB successfully performed this feat not once, but twice on Thursday, taking out first a short-range liquid-fueled missile and then a solid-fueled one representative of the sorts of threats emerging notably from North Korea and Iran. Importantly, these intercepts took place during the boost phase - a capability that means the missile and its deadly payload could be destroyed over the territory of a would-be attacker. That potentially devastating prospect may serve as a further disincentive to a hostile power's launching of a missile in the first place. At a time when the Obama administration is rushing anti-missile defense systems to the Persian Gulf in the face of intensifying regional concerns about Iran's ballistic missiles, one could be forgiven for thinking every effort would be made to bring to bear the Airborne Laser system's ability to perform boost-phase intercepts. Unfortunately, that is not the case. Far from contemplating the early deployment of the ALTB, the fiscal 2011 defense budget recently submitted to Congress by the Obama administration eliminates any further preparation of the platform as a weapon system. It will be confined, instead, to development and testing of laser technologies. To be sure, the ALTB is not an operational weapon; it is a test bed that has been prepared painstakingly to conduct certain experiments, not to deal with the myriad vicissitudes of war-fighting. Still, as Riki Ellison of the Missile Defense Advocacy Alliance pointed out last week, "The Airborne Laser is similar in some ways to the development of the Joint Stars 707 aircraft that was thrust into the [first] Iraq war as a test-bed version and has become a tremendously useful military asset that is deployed in numbers today, providing sophisticated surveillance and tracking on the ground from the air." The effective cashiering of the Airborne Laser fits a pattern of Obama defense procurement decisions with respect to advanced weaponry that is needed to provide our forces the qualitative edge upon which their mission success - and perhaps their lives and ours - may depend. For example, production has been halted on the world's best fighter aircraft, the F-22, well short of abiding Air Force requirements. Construction of stealthy, modern Zumwalt-class destroyers has been truncated in favor of additional purchases of ships with far more limited capability first designed 30 years ago. Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates will try once again to persuade Congress to stop further acquisition of the nation's only long-range heavy airlifter, the C-17. And a succession of needed replacements for obsolescing weapon systems will remain right where they are: on the drawing boards. Curiously, these actions are being taken at the same time as the Pentagon's new Quadrennial Defense Review (QDR), in the words of the top Republican on the House Armed Services Committee, Rep. Howard P. "Buck" McKeon, does "an excellent job of delineating the threat posed by those with anti-access capabilities - notably, China." Mr. McKeon goes on, though, to observe that the QDR "does little to address the risk resulting from the gaps in funding, capability and force structure." In fact, the budget submitted by Mr. Gates is explicitly focused on fighting more of today's wars (that is, low-intensity counterinsurgency operations) rather than contending with peer competitors. The bottom line is simple: No other nation on earth capable of fielding the Airborne Laser, the F-22 and the other advanced weapons on the Obama administration's chopping block would willingly abandon them. That is especially true of those hostile to freedom, which will strive to acquire through purchase, theft and/or their own efforts similar capabilities to those we are giving up. We engage in such unilateral disarmament at our extreme peril - both to the forces who need to be second to none as they fight the nation's wars and to the rest of us whom they thereby seek to safeguard.
ALTB Good

ALTBs work well and guarantee protection against the developing nuclear programs in N. Korea and Iran

MacAskill 10; (Ewen MacAskill is a write at the Guardian International in Washington); 2/13/10; “International: US 'Star Wars' lasers bring down ballistic missile: High-powered beams were mounted on plane: Defence test success 30 years after Reagan plan”; Lexis Nexus

The US this week achieved a goal that has eluded it since Ronald Reagan's Star Wars programme by knocking out a ballistic missile using a high-powered laser beam mounted on a plane. The successful test was carried out on Thursday in California, the US Missile Defence Agency (MDA) said, making real what had previously been confined to the realms of science fiction. The plane uses a combination of lasers to lock on to the missile and track its trajectory, and then bring it down with a single shot fired from the nose turret, all in less than 12 seconds. According to analysts, the breakthrough could have an impact on the North Korean and Iranian missile programmes, forcing them to develop faster missiles and adopt measures to counter the laser beams. The MDA said yesterday: "The revolutionary use of directed energy is very attractive for missile defence, with the potential to attack multiple targets at the speed of light, at a range of hundreds of kilometres, and at a low cost per intercept attempt compared to current technologies." Work on the laser weapons system has been under way in earnest for at least a decade, at a cost of more than $1bn. In the past, laser beams have been used successfully against stationary targets from stationary platforms, but in this test the beam was directed from a plane against a moving target, a much more challenging feat. However, some scientists and military analysts expressed scepticism about its long-term viability, saying that other such projects that had been hailed as revolutionary did not work when confronted by all the problems thrown up by war. Michael Elleman, a senior fellow for missile research in the Washington office of the International Institute for Strategic Studies, traced a direct line from the controversial programme set out by Reagan three decades ago that was dubbed Star Wars, which envisaged lasers based in outer space intercepting missiles. "Reagan had a grand vision but did not know what the architecture would look like. They were looking more at space-based laser technology. The laser (in the latest test) is not necessarily what Reagan envisaged but it fits inside the grander scheme of what he wanted to achieve." Elleman said the laser could force North Korea, whose Unha missile is slow, to look at accelerated missiles and that Iran was already doing this. The MDA said the test was carried out at Point Mugu's Naval Air Warfare Centre near Ventura. "The Missile Defence Agency demonstrated the potential use of directed energy to defend against ballistic missiles when the Airborne Laser Test-bed (ALTB) successfully destroyed a boosting ballistic missile," the agency said. The system is being developed by Boeing, which uses the airframe of a modified 747 jumbo, and the MDA. Aerospace and defence contractor Northrop Grumman supplies the higher-energy laser, while Lockheed Martin is developing the beam and fire control systems. Last year the defence secretary, Robert Gates, decided that the programme should be scaled back, keeping research to a single plane, because of scepticism about how practical it would be. John Pike, a defence analyst and founder of Virginia-based Global Security, said he doubted the test would change Gates's view. "Gates seemed to believe that there was no prospect of the plane engaging targets at ranges of several hundred kilometres, and that engagements at ranges of less than 100 kilometres were not militarily interesting," he said. The MDA statement did not specify what the range was during the test. Ivan Oelrich, a physicist and vice-president for strategic security programmes at the Federation of American Scientists, said: "What would be interesting would be how far away it (the missile) is." He said that to be useful, the laser would have to be able to shoot down missiles from at least 100 miles. 

ALTB is a global deterrent against first strike nuclear attacks

Rozoff 10; (Rick Rozoff, writer Global Research, citing Associated Press, China Daily, etc.); 3/4/10; “U.S. Tightens Missile Shield Encirclement Of China And Russia”; http://www.globalresearch.ca/index.php?context=viewArticle&code=ROZ20100304&articleId=17948
As it is doing so, the Pentagon announced on February 12 that “A U.S. high-powered airborne laser weapon shot down a ballistic missile in the first successful test of a futuristic directed energy weapon, the U.S. Missile Defense Agency said….” [17] A Reuters report of the test launched from a base in California over the Pacific Ocean, one which has been touted as finally realizing the Ronald Reagan administration’s plans for the Strategic Defense Initiative, popularly known as Star Wars, described its purpose: “The airborne laser weapon is aimed at…providing the U.S. military with the ability to engage all classes of ballistic missiles at the speed of light while they are in the boost phase of flight.” [18] One of weapon’s manufacturers, the Boeing Company, issued a press release for the occasion which said in part: “This experiment marks the first time a laser weapon has engaged and destroyed an in-flight ballistic missile, and the first time that any system has accomplished it in the missile’s boost phase of flight….The laser is the most powerful ever installed on an aircraft….” [19] Northrop Grumman, another partner in the project (Lockheed Martin being the third), added: “While ballistic missiles like the one ALTB [Airborne Laser Testbed] destroyed move at speeds of about 4,000 miles [6,500 km] per hour, they are no match for a superheated, high-energy laser beam racing towards it at 670 million mph [one billion kph].” [20] The Pentagon’s Missile Defense Agency was no less enthusiastic about the results, stating “The revolutionary use of directed energy is very attractive for missile defence, with the potential to attack multiple targets at the speed of light, at a range of hundreds of kilometres….” [21] The airborne laser weapon is mounted on a modified Boeing 747 commercial airliner. Its potential range is global. Ten days later it was reported by the U.S. Army that the High Energy Laser Systems Test Facility at the White Sands Missile Range in New Mexico will receive a new laser weapon and “The Army may soon blast missiles out of the sky with a laser beam.” The weapon contains “100-kilowatt lasers that can rapidly heat a target, causing catastrophic events such as warhead explosions or airframe failures.” Pentagon officials said it has “successfully worked in the laboratory and on the battlefield and now they want to begin shooting down missiles with it.” [22] Airborne laser anti-missile weapons will join the full spectrum of land, sea, air and space interceptor missile components to envelope the world with a system to neutralize other nations’ deterrence capacities and prepare the way for conventional and nuclear first strikes. 
ALTB Good

Pursuit of ALTB will result in assured global deterrence by 2025
Wong 10; Amy Wong, editor “Watching America,” La Monde, France; 4/19/10; "Nuclear Deterrence 

According to Obama”; http://watchingamerica.com/News/53510/nuclear-deterrence-according-to-obama/
 Since 1960, the military has dreamt about it. Fifty years later, Americans have done it. At the price of several million dollars, they have succeeded in resolving one of the most difficult technological challenges, one more complex than nuclear weapons. Neutralizing a bullet with another is not easy to do, but destroying a missile flying at nearly six kilometers per second with something traveling at the speed of light (186,000 miles per second) is beyond belief. The ALTB is alerted by Defense Support Program satellites, which are located around the world and responsible for strategic surveillance and early warning of missile launches. In mere seconds, thanks to six infrared cameras, a laser beam fires at 900 kilometers per hour to locate, identify, pursue, target and destroy the most fragile part of a missile traveling at more than 20,000 kilometers per hour. All of these actions are controlled by a turret that aims the laser beam of destruction, fired by a chemical oxygen iodine laser module mounted on the plane. It has a telescope lens with a diameter of 1.5 meters, allowing for efficient identification of and focus on the target. Adaptive optics correct for the effects of atmospheric turbulence. The turret, located in the nose of the plane, can be aimed at ballistic missiles up to 500 kilometers away from nearly all directions, including upward, taking down satellites 36,000 kilometers away and downward against cruise missiles. In short, the extraordinary technological prowess achieved by the United States is the equivalent to a basketball player making a basket 800 kilometers away while moving at several kilometers per second! The ALTB will be integrated into the architecture of the anti-missile shield, the first layer of defense against missile launches. By 2025, when Americans will have developed a laser fortress hovering over the U.S., capable of engaging five to 10 ballistic missiles over the country that deployed them. The cost of a squadron of laser fortresses would be the equivalent to that of the aircraft carrier Charles de Gaulle. If an ALTB is as expensive as a ballistic missile, its marginal usage cost and capacity to nearly instantly deliver forty laser beams will make it difficult to saturate the shield with a massive missile attack. It would be necessary for the aggressor to spend a colossal amount of money in order to succeed. It is the story of the machine gun surpassing the single-shot rifle in one blow. Thus, Americans and President Obama continue to strengthen U.S. capability for deterrence against others with nuclear weapons and take the risk of nuclear retribution. They continue to build up for themselves a nuclear wall in conjunction with a nuclear double-edged sword and a multi-layered anti-missile shield, taking advantage of a persuasive strategy or a new strategy that forces the opponent to initiate aggressive maneuvers. The joint operation of these two strategic instruments would considerably increase the degree of uncertainty faced by the enemy and deprive them of sufficient time to act. Indeed, with the shield, the aggressor would refrain from attacking (deterrence by prevention) and moreover, with the nuclear sword, the aggressor would be forced to speculate on the prohibitive risk of an adverse response (deterrence by retaliation). Thus, thanks to their unmatched power, these new walls will become the most efficient way to defend vital interests. 

F-22s Good
F-22’s are key to deterrence, the current F-22s don’t check, we need more

Grant 09 ( Rebecca L. PhD, Lexington Institute, “Global Deterrence: The Role of the F-22” http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/global-deterrence-the-role-of-the-f-22?a=1&c=1129)

Conventional deterrence is all about how to posture America’s air and naval forces, in particular, to safeguard allies and national interests without resorting to war. Make adversaries aware they’ll pay a price for action and it will boost the chance for peace. The last few years have brought forth a wider set of goals for conventional deterrence against rising powers and rogue states. “Our goal is, in part, to reduce their ability to hold other nations hostage, and to deny them the ability to project power,” explained Secretary of Defense Robert Gates. 1 Military forces for conventional deterrence range from missile defense to airstrike options. However, tailored, proportional conventional airstrikes are a tool central to conventional deterrence. Only one aircraft was designed to guarantee that option by staying ahead of evolving threats: the F-22. For example, commanders need intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR) at the start of a crisis. Formidable adversary air defenses could keep ISR platforms out. They’d also make it tough to intervene against states like Iran if called on to do so by the international community. Even NATO is facing renewed challenges. The F-22’s abilities will be critical when US forces are outnumbered or sent on extremely difficult tasks, such as hunting and tracking mobile missile launchers. What’s of concern is whether America is shaping the force to meet the demands of conventional deterrence in the next 20 years. Decisions made now affect the health of the conventional deterrent because competitors are moving ahead with sophisticated systems at a pace not seen since the Cold War. If the F-22 fleet remains stuck at 183 aircraft, it will put future conventional deterrence abilities at risk. Commanders may not have enough of these specially-designed aircraft to defeat threats with confidence, and the overall fleet life will be used up years before it should be, due to heavy tasking. Right now the US has the ability to stay ahead in the conventional deterrence game by upgrading its airpower with the unique capabilities of the F-22. When production ceases, the door will close. It would take many years and billions of dollars to begin a new program to surpass the F-22. Long before then, the US could see its policy options cramped by the limits of its own military power. Shoring up a prime element of US conventional deterrence – its ability to conduct precise airstrikes anywhere – will take not less than 250 F-22s, for the good of the nation and the world. 

F-22s sold to Japan key to the economy and solve North Korean proliferation

Kold and Juul 09 (Lawrence, former assistant secretary of defense in the Reagan administration, senior fellow at the Center for American Progress, Peter, research associate at the center. “Multiple benefits if Japan buys F-22” http://www.ajc.com/opinion/multiple-benefits-if-japan-130789.html)

The sale of the F-22s to Japan will have substantial economic and security benefits for the U.S. Japan would pay about $10 billion for 40 of the planes, thus helping our balance of payments situation and keeping tens of thousands of workers employed until 2017. Moreover, the F-22 would make U.S and Japanese forces more interoperable, allow the U.S. to have a smaller footprint in East Asia, and obviate the need for the Air Force to purchase more F-22s. Finally, by giving the Japanese a weapon that they are sure can be used to penetrate North Korean air defenses to attack a missile site in that rogue nation, it will lessen their incentive to go nuclear.

Obama killing air supremacy now – producing more F-22s key to air supremacy 

Eaglen and Szaszdi 09 (Mackenzie, MA in national security studies from Georgetown, Research Fellow for National Security Studies, Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, Lajos, PhD, “The Growing Air Power Fighter Gap: Implications for U.S. National Security” The Heritage Foundation)

Accordingly, Air Force leaders consider their air superiority mission their second highest priority, behind only nuclear deterrence. The U.S. military has consistently gone one step further by establishing air supremacy, in which "the opposing air force is incapable of effective interference." The Air Force attains air supremacy by destroying an enemy's ability to fight in the air. Indeed, the U.S. military's strength and capacity to shape the outcome of military operations depend heavily on the country's fighter aircraft. No foreign nation or new advanced fighter platform poses an immediate threat to America's air power. Rather, President Barack Obama's fiscal year (FY) 2010 defense budget request is jeopardizing U.S. dominance in the air. The request continues the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) program but would end production of the F-22A Raptor at 187 fighters and retire 250 of the oldest fighters. This would not produce sufficient new fighters to replace the legacy planes as they retire from service. Inadequate funding to replace the legacy fighter fleets, which have worn out faster than anticipated and are nearing the end of their service lives, constitutes the greatest dilemma for the services. Also problematic is the potential lack of funding for research and development for future upgrades of the latest U.S. fighters or for initial development of a sixth-generation fighter.
F-22s Key to Deterrence
F-22’s are key to deterrence, the current F-22s don’t check, we need more

Grant 09 ( Rebecca L. PhD, Lexington Institute, “Global Deterrence: The Role of the F-22” http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/global-deterrence-the-role-of-the-f-22?a=1&c=1129)

Conventional deterrence is all about how to posture America’s air and naval forces, in particular, to safeguard allies and national interests without resorting to war. Make adversaries aware they’ll pay a price for action and it will boost the chance for peace. The last few years have brought forth a wider set of goals for conventional deterrence against rising powers and rogue states. “Our goal is, in part, to reduce their ability to hold other nations hostage, and to deny them the ability to project power,” explained Secretary of Defense Robert Gates. 1 Military forces for conventional deterrence range from missile defense to airstrike options. However, tailored, proportional conventional airstrikes are a tool central to conventional deterrence. Only one aircraft was designed to guarantee that option by staying ahead of evolving threats: the F-22. For example, commanders need intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (ISR) at the start of a crisis. Formidable adversary air defenses could keep ISR platforms out. They’d also make it tough to intervene against states like Iran if called on to do so by the international community. Even NATO is facing renewed challenges. The F-22’s abilities will be critical when US forces are outnumbered or sent on extremely difficult tasks, such as hunting and tracking mobile missile launchers. What’s of concern is whether America is shaping the force to meet the demands of conventional deterrence in the next 20 years. Decisions made now affect the health of the conventional deterrent because competitors are moving ahead with sophisticated systems at a pace not seen since the Cold War. If the F-22 fleet remains stuck at 183 aircraft, it will put future conventional deterrence abilities at risk. Commanders may not have enough of these specially-designed aircraft to defeat threats with confidence, and the overall fleet life will be used up years before it should be, due to heavy tasking. Right now the US has the ability to stay ahead in the conventional deterrence game by upgrading its airpower with the unique capabilities of the F-22. When production ceases, the door will close. It would take many years and billions of dollars to begin a new program to surpass the F-22. Long before then, the US could see its policy options cramped by the limits of its own military power. Shoring up a prime element of US conventional deterrence – its ability to conduct precise airstrikes anywhere – will take not less than 250 F-22s, for the good of the nation and the world. 
F-22s key to econ and prevent N/K prolif
F-22s sold to Japan key to the economy and solve North Korean proliferation

Kold and Juul 09 (Lawrence, former assistant secretary of defense in the Reagan administration, senior fellow at the Center for American Progress, Peter, research associate at the center. “Multiple benefits if Japan buys F-22” http://www.ajc.com/opinion/multiple-benefits-if-japan-130789.html)

The sale of the F-22s to Japan will have substantial economic and security benefits for the U.S. Japan would pay about $10 billion for 40 of the planes, thus helping our balance of payments situation and keeping tens of thousands of workers employed until 2017. Moreover, the F-22 would make U.S and Japanese forces more interoperable, allow the U.S. to have a smaller footprint in East Asia, and obviate the need for the Air Force to purchase more F-22s. Finally, by giving the Japanese a weapon that they are sure can be used to penetrate North Korean air defenses to attack a missile site in that rogue nation, it will lessen their incentive to go nuclear.

F-22s key to air supremacy

Obama killing air supremacy now – producing more F-22s key to air supremacy 

Eaglen and Szaszdi 09 (Mackenzie, MA in national security studies from Georgetown, Research Fellow for National Security Studies, Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, Lajos, PhD, “The Growing Air Power Fighter Gap: Implications for U.S. National Security” The Heritage Foundation)

Accordingly, Air Force leaders consider their air superiority mission their second highest priority, behind only nuclear deterrence. The U.S. military has consistently gone one step further by establishing air supremacy, in which "the opposing air force is incapable of effective interference." The Air Force attains air supremacy by destroying an enemy's ability to fight in the air. Indeed, the U.S. military's strength and capacity to shape the outcome of military operations depend heavily on the country's fighter aircraft. No foreign nation or new advanced fighter platform poses an immediate threat to America's air power. Rather, President Barack Obama's fiscal year (FY) 2010 defense budget request is jeopardizing U.S. dominance in the air. The request continues the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) program but would end production of the F-22A Raptor at 187 fighters and retire 250 of the oldest fighters. This would not produce sufficient new fighters to replace the legacy planes as they retire from service. Inadequate funding to replace the legacy fighter fleets, which have worn out faster than anticipated and are nearing the end of their service lives, constitutes the greatest dilemma for the services. Also problematic is the potential lack of funding for research and development for future upgrades of the latest U.S. fighters or for initial development of a sixth-generation fighter.

F-22s key to East Asian Stability
Selling the F-22 to Japan is key to containing China and East Asian stability

Eaglen 09 (Mackenzie, Research Fellow for National Security Studies. MA in national security studies from Georgetown 9/14, “The F-22 is not Dead Yet: Congress Should Support the Development of an Allied Variant” http://sitrep.globalsecurity.org/articles/090914464-the-f-22-is-not-dead-yet-congr.htm)

The F-22 is the world's most advanced fifth-generation fighter aircraft. The F-22 offers several unique features: thrust-vectoring engines, which make it highly maneuverable; the latest in stealth technology; an avionics system that can fuse information into a single display; and the ability to cruise at supersonic speeds at 50,000 feet. What makes the Raptor spectacular--and why its capabilities cannot simply be replaced by additional F-35 Joint Strike Fighters--is the F-22A's unique ability to accelerate beyond the threat and reposition for attack. Naturally, Congress is protective of these unrivaled technologies. Even though core allies like Japan and Australia have repeatedly expressed interest in purchasing a modified version of the F-22, Congress has yet to produce a final bill that waives legislation preventing the aircraft from being exported. The continued growth of China's defense budget and the technological advancements of its People's Liberation Army (PLA) have alarmed many of America's allies in the western Pacific, prompting them to invest in expanding their own military capabilities. Since 1998, various allies have inquired about purchasing the F-22. Japan has been the most vocal, persistently lobbying the U.S. government for the opportunity to acquire the aircraft to replace its aging fleet of F-4 Phantoms. A major air combat capability review conducted by the Australian Department of Defence in 2008 also analyzed the benefits of purchasing the F-22. Although Australia's 2009 Defence White Paper proposed buying 100 F-35 Joint Strike Fighters, many analysts believe Australia would be interested in taking advantage of the joint air dominance capabilities provided by the tandem operation of the F-22 and F-35 aircraft if the F-22 were available for export. South Korea and Israel have also shown interest in the Raptor. With the F-22 line set to permanently close down in December 2011 if Congress does not purchase additional aircraft, the window for developing a variant of the F-22 that may be sold to allies in the Pacific, including possibly South Korea, is rapidly closing. A modified F-22 would provide these countries with the most advanced fighter on the market and help reinforce America's hedging strategy in the region by increasing interoperability with U.S. military forces. Foreign sales of the F-22 would also reduce the unit cost of the aircraft, potentially paving the way for the procurement of additional F-2As to help fulfill the Air Force's military requirement of 243 aircraft. The original concerns that prompted Congress to prevent the export of the F-22--the need for America to retain its fighter aircraft technological edge--no longer outweigh the two pressing demands: increasing the air superiority capability of America's Asian allies and retaining a national option to keep the production line open should Congress authorize production of more F-22s in the future. Hedging against the medium- and long-term implications of China's military modernization will remain a critical component of America's strategy in the Pacific. Selling the F-22 to core allies that share both America's values and interests, like Japan and Australia (and even South Korea), will only contribute to this effort. Moreover, the U.S.'s relationship with both countries has only deepened in the past decade as concerns over North Korea's nuclear program and China's growing military have drawn their interests closer to those of the U.S. Finally, an allied variant F-22 by default would be designed to alleviate the original concern of giving away too much critical technology. Congress has an opportunity in the pending FY 2010 defense appropriations bill to advance a series of mutually reinforcing goals that will contribute to American national security. While the original ban may have been prudent during the post-Cold War period of the 1990s, America's stronger relationships with Japan and Australia--coupled with the growing sophistication of China's PLA--have raised the stakes in the Pacific. Ensuring a stable balance of power in the region to hedge against uncertainty and stave off miscalculation demands that America's allies have the opportunity to field the most advanced fifth-generation platform on the market. Studying the feasibility and cost of an F-22 allied variant is critical as well for America's shrinking aerospace industrial base. An allied variant in full-rate production for multiple countries would keep most elements of the F-22A production line "hot" for the next decade. Keeping the production open will result in greater efficiency and a reduced per unit cost--thereby creating an opportunity for Congress to purchase the 40 additional Raptors needed to meet the Air Force's "medium" risk air superiority requirement. Congress is faced with a decision that stands to impact the next 30 years of U.S. air power and strategy in the Pacific. The unique opportunity now exists to significantly enhance the military capacity of America's closest allies in the Pacific. Congress should seize this moment and reward allies like Japan, Australia, and possibly South Korea with the option to purchase the F-22. 

Air Superiority irrelevant
Air superiority irrelevant, all fighter planes are obsolete 

Friedman 08 (George, CEO of Stratfor, former professor of political science and Dickinson College. PhD in government from Cornell, “Geopolitical Weekly: The U.S. Air Force and the Next War”

In fourth-generation warfare, therefore, unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) are one of the keys to defeating the substate actor. They gather intelligence, wait until the target is not surrounded by noncombatants and strike suddenly and without warning. It is the quintessential warfare for a technologically advanced nation fighting a subnational insurgent group embedded in the population. It is not surprising that Gates, charged with prosecuting a fourth-generation war, is furious at the Air Force for focusing on fighter planes when what it needs are more and better UAVs. The Air Force, which was built around the concept of air superiority and strategic bombing, has a visceral objection to unmanned aircraft. From its inception, the Air Force (and the Army Air Corps before it) argued that modern warfare would be fought between nation-states, and that the defining weapon in this kind of war would be the manned bomber attacking targets with precision. When it became apparent that the manned bomber was highly vulnerable to enemy fighters and anti-aircraft systems, the doctrine was modified with the argument that the Air Force’s task was to establish air superiority using fighter aircraft to sweep the skies of the enemy and strike aircraft to take out anti-aircraft systems — clearing the way for bombers or, later, the attack aircraft. The response to the Air Force position is that the United States is no longer fighting the first three types of war, and that the only wars the United States will fight now will be fourth-generation wars where command of the air is both a given and irrelevant. The Air Force’s mission would thus be obsolete. Only nation-states have the resources to resist U.S. airpower, and the United States isn’t going to be fighting one of them again.

Air Superiority irrelevant

Unmanned aircraft are the future of air superiority

Lowe 09 (Christian, Former senior writer for The Politico covering defense and national security issues, recipient of the Associated Press Managing Editors Association award, UVA grad. “Vote ‘no’ on More F-22s” defensetech.org)

Arguably it’s not about raw numbers — people can debate 200 vs. 800 vs. 100 all day long. On the one hand, it seems to me a good idea to have the most advanced fighter in the world in our inventory — and to have a good amount of them (no fair fights). But on the other hand it has been frustrating that the Raptor has taken so damned long to field. I’ve been in the defense reporting biz for a while and I can remember doing stories in F-22 development (and even the competition for the Raptor) and seeing some stat that the components on it were from the 1980s…that’s a problem. So maybe the F-22 is the B-2 of the fighter world. We need to call it a loss and keep a silver bullet fleet to satisfy all the constituencies involved and turn the chapter on this one. As far as I’m concerned, the future belongs to unmanned aircraft and it may be that we’ll go counter to our usual practice and throw dozens of cheap drones at an air superiority problem in the next two decades rather than send up one or two Gucci fighters to knock down Mig-15s, if you know what I mean.

Even if air power does matter, other factors check

Mahnken and Maiolo 08 (Thomas G., Professor of Strategy at the US Naval War College. National Security Fellow at Harvard, PhD in international affairs from Johns Hopkins, summa cum laude. Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense Joseph A., Lecturer in International History Strategic Studies: A Reader. pg 157)

This article argues that the current air power debate is fundamentally flawed. The classic question – can air power alone coerce? – caricatures air power’s true contributions and limits, leading to confusion over its effectiveness. In Kosovo the use of air power was a key factor in Belgrade’s decision to surrender, but even here it was only one of many. U.S. and coalition experience in Kosovo and in other conflicts suggest that air power can make a range of contributions to the success of coercion, including: raising concern within an adversary regime over internal stability by striking strategic targets, including infrastructure; neutralizing an adversary’s strategy for victory by attacking its fielded forces and the logistics upon with they depend; bolstering the credibility of other threats, such as ground invasion; magnifying third-party threats from regional foes or local insurgents; and preventing an adversary from inflicting costs back on the coercing power by undermining domestic support or by shattering the coercing coalition. In the Kosovo crisis, Serbian concerns over regime instability, NATO’s threat of a ground invasion, and an inability to inflict costs on NATO (particularly and inability to gain Moscow’s backing) probably played the largest role in motivating Milosevic’s concessions. Air power played a critical role in all three of these, but in none of them did air power truly operate in isolation from other coercive instruments or pressure.
Air Superiority leads to U.S.- Russia Nuclear war 
Turn - Air Superiority leads to US Russia nuclear war

Mc Cabe 09 (Thomas, Retired Lt Col, Analyst for the DoD. Air and Space Power Journal, “Airpower in the Next War Winter 2009, Vol. 23, Iss 4; pg 58 -68)

Unlike wars in the last 20 years, an expeditionary war in Eastern Europe may necessitate major effort and resources to establish US/allied air (and potentially space) supremacy. Further, the prospect of allowing the enemy a geographic sanctuary for political reasons will eliminate our ability to reduce the air threat by offensive counter air missions against enemy bases, requiring that we establish air superiority through air to-air combat. An enabling function rather than an end in itself, air superiority allows us to apply airpower against the enemy's core power through the strategic air campaign and against his military instruments of power through the operational air campaign. Strategic Air Campaign Unfortunately, the strategic air campaign is unlikely to duplicate the degree of strategic paralysis we imposed on Iraq. There will be no Instant Thunder for several reasons:11 First, Russia will remain a major nuclear power with intercontinental reach. A strategic air campaign, even a conventional one, would involve comprehensive and systematic attacks on the Russian national command structure and would carry grave risks of escalation to an even larger war- perhaps nuclear. Such risks may lead American political leaders to give the enemy a geographic sanctuary.12 Second, the sheer size of Russia, the number of potential strategic targets, the distances to those targets, and the limited size of the US strategic bomber force severely hamper our ability to project conventional power against Russia. If we had a strategic bomber force as large as the one in the early 1960s, such a campaign might be feasible. Since we don't, it isn't.13 Third, the capability and redundancy of Russia's defenses, the hardness of many of its C3I targets, and the mobility of many or most of its air defense assets significantly elevate the difficulty of comprehensively collapsing or suppressing Russian air defenses with nonnuclear attack- a central requirement for a successful conventional strategic air campaign.14 Finally, a war in Eastern Europe may require that we respond in desperate haste to Russian aggression. Unless we are prepared to expend the intellectual resources necessary to formulate a conventional strategicdeterrence-and-response plan against Russia in peacetime, we must accept the possibility that we will have no time to prepare one after the war starts.

