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1NC Shell
More funding to the aerospace industry allows them more influence in congress

Dreazen 11 (Yochi J. Dreazen, a senior correspondent for National Journal Group covering military affairs and national security, 02-25-11, “Tanker Fight Highlights Washington's Expensive Influence Game,” http://www.nationaljournal.com/tanker-fight-highlights-washington-s-expensive-influence-game-20110225)

The Air Force’s surprise decision to give Boeing a multi-billion dollar contract for new airborne refueling tankers capped a years-long fight between Boeing and EADS North America that was notable for the ferocity of the two companies’ lobbying efforts and the vast sums of money they were willing to spend along the way. Both companies are veterans of Washington’s influence game, where large firms hire armies of lobbyists to press their case on Capitol Hill and donate significant sums of money to lawmakers who sit on key panels like the Senate Armed Services Committee or the House Appropriations Committee. Defense firms are particularly skilled and aggressive players, and Boeing and EADS appear to have pulled out all of the stops in their fight to win the tanker contract, which could eventually be worth more than $100 billion. Last year, Boeing spent more than $17.8 million on lobbying expenditures, the most of any firm in the defense aerospace industry, according to data from the Center for Responsive Politics. EADS spent just $3.2 million in 2010, according to the center. The Air Force has been trying to award the contract since 2001, but a surreal mix of outright criminality, corruption, and government incompetence derailed the two prior attempts to finalize a deal to replace the military’s aging fleet of tankers, which are used to refuel jets, bombers, and other planes in mid-flight. The fight to determine which company would make the next-generation tanker has been one of Washington's longest-running—and most contentious—lobbying wars. Both companies have bought large quantities of ads on the Washington Metro and in publications that target Capitol Hill. In its public messaging and private lobbying, Boeing has made the case that EADS enjoys an unfair advantage because it receives large subsidies from European governments. EADS had countered by arguing that it makes a superior plane that could carry more fuel than Boeing’s model. The decision to give Boeing the tanker contract was made in the halls of the Pentagon, not on Capitol Hill, so Boeing’s extensive political contributions don’t mean that the company was able to somehow buy the contract. But the donations could pay clear dividends in the coming weeks as the tanker fight shifts to Congress, which will have to sign off on the Boeing contract, as well as on any follow-on deals to purchase additional planes from the firm. The statistics from the Center for Responsive Politics provide vivid evidence of how the two firms began to sharply increase their lobbying expenditures in 2007, when the Air Force opened the troubled program to new bids. The contract was initially awarded to a joint bid from EADS and Northrop Grumman in 2008, but Boeing successfully appealed the decision to the Government Accountability Office, setting off nearly three more years of heated—and expensive—debate on Capitol Hill. Boeing, for instance, saw its political expenses jump from $10.6 million in 2007 to more than $17.5 million in 2008, while EADS increased its own spending from $2.48 million in 2007 to more than $4.52 million in 2008, according to the center. Much of the money has gone to a veritable who’s who of well-connected retired lawmakers. EADS employs former Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott, R-Miss. and former House Appropriations Chairman Bob Livingston, R-La. Boeing’s lobbyists include former House Minority Leader Dick Gephardt, D-Mo., and Tony Podesta, whose brother John helped run the Obama administration’s transition effort and maintains close ties to the White House. Boeing and EADS have also worked to steer money to individual lawmakers from the states that stood to gain the most jobs depending on which firm won the massive tanker contract. In the run-up to Thursday’s decision, Boeing had promised to create thousands of new jobs in California, Washington state, and Kansas, while EADS said it would build a sprawling new factory in Alabama that would provide a much-needed economic jolt to areas still struggling to recover from Hurricane Katrina. In the last election cycle, Boeing’s political action committee spent more than $2.9 million, mainly in support of candidates for federal office, while EADS spent just under $300,000, according to data from the Center for Responsive Politics. The money was carefully targeted. Much of EADS’ money went to lawmakers from Alabama like Republican Rep. Jo Bonner ($10,000) and Democratic Rep. Bobby Bright ($3,000), who was defeated. Alabama lawmakers have long been EADS’ strongest allies on Capitol Hill because of the company’s promise to build a new plant in the state. Boeing, for its part, has shunted money to lawmakers from Kansas, Washington, and California. Sen. Patty Murray, D-Wash., who released a statement shortly after the decision was announced praising Boeing’s successful fight against an “illegally subsidized foreign competitor,” has received $103,560 from people and PACs associated with the company, according to the Center for Responsive Politics. Sen. Pat Roberts, R-Kan., who preempted the Pentagon’s announcement on Thursday by releasing an early press release celebrating Boeing’s win, received $19,750 from PACs associated with Boeing over the same time period, according to the Center. The military’s decade-long push to replace its tankers will now move to Capitol Hill, where lawmakers will have to decide whether to ratify Boeing’s award, rescind it, or divide it between the two companies. EADS is also considering whether to formally appeal the Air Force decision. The uncertainty means that the tanker fight is far from over—and that the two companies are likely to continue flooding Capitol Hill with both money and lobbyists. 

Increased industry funding lets them lobby for space mil – they will get it and start an arms race

Lasker 8 (John Lasker, Inter Press Service News Agency, 2008 “Aerospace Lobby Wages Its Own Election Campaign” http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=43804)

So does the AIA's talking point of "maintaining space leadership" mean developing and deploying weapons in space? Besides billions of Pentagon dollars being shoveled into the aerospace industry, it could be an undertaking that many experts fear would ignite this century's greatest arms race. The AIA does not specifically mention building a constellation of "killer satellites" to protect U.S. space assets, and they have no official policy on how to protect these assets. But is the writing on the proverbial cyberspace wall? "It's hard to imagine a more dramatic wake-up call for U.S. space security efforts than China's stunning anti-satellite demonstration in January 2007," states AIA on its web site. "A ground-based ballistic missile scored a direct hit on a defunct Chinese weather satellite, proving China's capability of destroying space-based equipment." "Some members of Congress, however, suggest that arms control treaties are the only answer to such threats," the group added, saying that it would work through its "National Security Space Committee" to "leverage the Chinese demonstration as an opportunity to educate members of Congress not only about our ever-increasing reliance on space-based assets but also on the vulnerabilities these assets face...[and] the need for sustained U.S. investment in national security space programmes."

That means a global space arms race-and deterrence framework is nullified by first strike and miscalc

Hitchens 08 [Theresa, author of “Future Security In Space: Charting a Cooperative Course,” continues to write on space and nuclear arms control issues for a number of outside publications, March, “Space Wars”, http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth&AN=31334623&site=bsi-live]
Perhaps of even greater concern is that several other nations, including one of China's regional rivals, India, may feel compelled to seek offensive as well as defensive capabilities in space. The U.S. trade journal Defense News, for instance, quoted unidentified Indian defense officials as stating that their country had already begun developing its own kinetic-energy (nonexplosive, hit-to-kill) and laser-based antisatellite weapons. If India goes down that path, its archrival Pakistan will probably follow suit. Like India, Pakistan has a well-developed ballistic missile program, including medium-range missiles that could launch an antisatellite system. Even Japan, the third major Asian power, might join such a space race. In June 2007 the National Diet of Japan began considering a bill backed by the current Fukuda government that would permit the development of satellites for "military and national security" purposes. As for Russia, in the wake of the Chinese test President Vladimir Putin reiterated Moscow's stance against the weaponization of space. At the same time, though, he refused to criticize Beijing's actions and blamed the U.S. instead. The American efforts to build a missile defense system, Putin charged, and the increasingly aggressive American plans for a military position in space were prompting China's moves. Yet Russia itself, as a major spacefaring power that has incorporated satellites into its national security structure, would be hard-pressed to forgo entering an arms race in space. Given the proliferation of spacefaring entities [see box at left], proponents of a robust space warfare strategy believe that arming the heavens is inevitable and that it would be best for the U.S. to get there first with firepower. Antisatellite and space-based weapons, they argue, will be necessary not only to defend U.S. military and commercial satellites but also to deny any future adversary the use of space capabilities to enhance the performance of its forces on the battlefield. Yet any arms race in space would almost inevitably destabilize the balance of power and thereby multiply the risks of global conflict. In such headlong competition--whether in space or elsewhere--equilibrium among the adversaries would be virtually impossible to maintain. Even if the major powers did achieve stability, that reality would still provide no guarantee that both sides would perceive it to be so. The moment one side saw itself to be slipping behind the other, the first side would be strongly tempted to launch a preemptive strike, before things got even worse. Ironically, the same would hold for the side that perceived itself to have gained an advantage. Again, there would be strong temptation to strike first, before the adversary could catch up. Finally, a space weapons race would ratchet up the chances that a mere technological mistake could trigger a battle. After all, in the distant void, reliably distinguishing an intentional act from an accidental one would be highly problematic. 

Uniqueness

AIA is getting cut now

Blakey 8/2 (Marion C. Blakey, President and CEO of AIA, 8/2/11 “Debt Deal Super Committee Must Have National Security Expertise” http://military.einnews.com/pr-news/495675-debt-deal-super-committee-must-have-national-security-expertise)

President Obama and Congress deserve praise for reaching a deal to avert disaster today. However, we are concerned by the requirement for additional defense cuts negotiated by a proposed bipartisan "super-committee" of 12 members of Congress. Additional deep cuts to defense would leave the military unable to invest in the technology that has always provided U.S. troops a superior battlefield advantage. It would most likely preclude the modernization of equipment worn out by a decade of war. And it would weaken the defense industrial base that is responsible for thousands of high paying jobs and billions of dollars in exports. It is essential that the super-committee includes bipartisan representation from the Senate and House Armed Services Committees as well as the Senate and House Appropriations Subcommittees on Defense. We will need thoughtful, knowledgeable members on the committee who understand the impact of defense reductions on the nation's future national security capabilities.

Links 

More funding to the aerospace industry allows them more influence in congress

Dreazen 11 (Yochi J. Dreazen, a senior correspondent for National Journal Group covering military affairs and national security, 02-25-11, “Tanker Fight Highlights Washington's Expensive Influence Game,” http://www.nationaljournal.com/tanker-fight-highlights-washington-s-expensive-influence-game-20110225)

The Air Force’s surprise decision to give Boeing a multi-billion dollar contract for new airborne refueling tankers capped a years-long fight between Boeing and EADS North America that was notable for the ferocity of the two companies’ lobbying efforts and the vast sums of money they were willing to spend along the way. Both companies are veterans of Washington’s influence game, where large firms hire armies of lobbyists to press their case on Capitol Hill and donate significant sums of money to lawmakers who sit on key panels like the Senate Armed Services Committee or the House Appropriations Committee. Defense firms are particularly skilled and aggressive players, and Boeing and EADS appear to have pulled out all of the stops in their fight to win the tanker contract, which could eventually be worth more than $100 billion. Last year, Boeing spent more than $17.8 million on lobbying expenditures, the most of any firm in the defense aerospace industry, according to data from the Center for Responsive Politics. EADS spent just $3.2 million in 2010, according to the center. The Air Force has been trying to award the contract since 2001, but a surreal mix of outright criminality, corruption, and government incompetence derailed the two prior attempts to finalize a deal to replace the military’s aging fleet of tankers, which are used to refuel jets, bombers, and other planes in mid-flight. The fight to determine which company would make the next-generation tanker has been one of Washington's longest-running—and most contentious—lobbying wars. Both companies have bought large quantities of ads on the Washington Metro and in publications that target Capitol Hill. In its public messaging and private lobbying, Boeing has made the case that EADS enjoys an unfair advantage because it receives large subsidies from European governments. EADS had countered by arguing that it makes a superior plane that could carry more fuel than Boeing’s model. The decision to give Boeing the tanker contract was made in the halls of the Pentagon, not on Capitol Hill, so Boeing’s extensive political contributions don’t mean that the company was able to somehow buy the contract. But the donations could pay clear dividends in the coming weeks as the tanker fight shifts to Congress, which will have to sign off on the Boeing contract, as well as on any follow-on deals to purchase additional planes from the firm. The statistics from the Center for Responsive Politics provide vivid evidence of how the two firms began to sharply increase their lobbying expenditures in 2007, when the Air Force opened the troubled program to new bids. The contract was initially awarded to a joint bid from EADS and Northrop Grumman in 2008, but Boeing successfully appealed the decision to the Government Accountability Office, setting off nearly three more years of heated—and expensive—debate on Capitol Hill. Boeing, for instance, saw its political expenses jump from $10.6 million in 2007 to more than $17.5 million in 2008, while EADS increased its own spending from $2.48 million in 2007 to more than $4.52 million in 2008, according to the center. Much of the money has gone to a veritable who’s who of well-connected retired lawmakers. EADS employs former Senate Majority Leader Trent Lott, R-Miss. and former House Appropriations Chairman Bob Livingston, R-La. Boeing’s lobbyists include former House Minority Leader Dick Gephardt, D-Mo., and Tony Podesta, whose brother John helped run the Obama administration’s transition effort and maintains close ties to the White House. Boeing and EADS have also worked to steer money to individual lawmakers from the states that stood to gain the most jobs depending on which firm won the massive tanker contract. In the run-up to Thursday’s decision, Boeing had promised to create thousands of new jobs in California, Washington state, and Kansas, while EADS said it would build a sprawling new factory in Alabama that would provide a much-needed economic jolt to areas still struggling to recover from Hurricane Katrina. In the last election cycle, Boeing’s political action committee spent more than $2.9 million, mainly in support of candidates for federal office, while EADS spent just under $300,000, according to data from the Center for Responsive Politics. The money was carefully targeted. Much of EADS’ money went to lawmakers from Alabama like Republican Rep. Jo Bonner ($10,000) and Democratic Rep. Bobby Bright ($3,000), who was defeated. Alabama lawmakers have long been EADS’ strongest allies on Capitol Hill because of the company’s promise to build a new plant in the state. Boeing, for its part, has shunted money to lawmakers from Kansas, Washington, and California. Sen. Patty Murray, D-Wash., who released a statement shortly after the decision was announced praising Boeing’s successful fight against an “illegally subsidized foreign competitor,” has received $103,560 from people and PACs associated with the company, according to the Center for Responsive Politics. Sen. Pat Roberts, R-Kan., who preempted the Pentagon’s announcement on Thursday by releasing an early press release celebrating Boeing’s win, received $19,750 from PACs associated with Boeing over the same time period, according to the Center. The military’s decade-long push to replace its tankers will now move to Capitol Hill, where lawmakers will have to decide whether to ratify Boeing’s award, rescind it, or divide it between the two companies. EADS is also considering whether to formally appeal the Air Force decision. The uncertainty means that the tanker fight is far from over—and that the two companies are likely to continue flooding Capitol Hill with both money and lobbyists. 

Increased funding to the aerospace industry allows them more influence in Congress

Mottern 10 (Nich Mottern, a reporter and director of Consumers for Peace.org, who has been active in anti-war organizing and has worked for Maryknoll Fathers and Brothers, Bread for the World, the former US Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs and The Providence (RI) Journal – Bulletin, 08-27-10, “Calling Them Out: War Profiteer Steven R. Loranger” http://archive.truthout.org/war-profiteers-corner-steven-r-loranger62704)

Loranger's political reach is extended by his membership on the executive committee of the Aerospace Industrial Association (AIA), a major Washington, DC, military contractor lobbying organization that boasts on its web site of a corporate membership of "an all time high of 120." Loranger's AIA colleagues on the executive committee include the heads of the Boeing Company, Northrup Grumman Corporation, United Technologies, General Dynamics Corporation, Locheed Martin Corporation, L-3 Communications and Raytheon Company. In May 2010, Loranger attended the AIA's 65th annual board of governors and membership meeting held at Colonial Williamburg, which, according to the AIA web site, attracted "230 CEOs, senior company representatives, speakers and staff." The AIA members heard talks by, and had an opportunity to meet with, among others, Under Secretary of Defense for Policy Michele Flournoy, Director of the Defense Department's Defense Advanced Research Program Dr. Regina Dugan and Marine Corps Gen. James N. (Mad Dog) Mattis. At that time General Mattis was head of the Joint Forces Command; in August 2010, he replaced Gen. David Petraeus as commander of the United States Central Command when General Petraeus took over responsibility for the Afghanistan war. In her presentation, Under Secretary Flournoy "called the trend lines in the defense budget 'unsustainable,'" according to the AIA web site, "and said that [Defense] Secretary [Robert] Gates' recent calls to reduce overhead and inefficiencies will ultimately allow for increased investments in programs." (One of Secretary Gates' cost-cutting proposals, announced August 9, 2010, is to eliminate the Joint Forces Command that was headed by General Mattis.) It is worth noting that, according to the AIA, General Mattis, who worked on the Army-Marine counterinsurgency manual with General Petraeus, talked to the group about the need to relax arms export controls. The Obama administration is moving to reduce the number of controls on arms exports, the McClatchy newspapers reported July 29, 2010, in an effort to enable the US to enlarge its current 30 percent market share. The US is the world's largest arms exporter with sales of $6.8 billion in 2009; Russia is No. 2 at $4.5 billion. In September 2010, Loranger will participate in the Annual AIA "March to the Hill," a lobbying expedition for which Loranger will be a featured speaker. The event will include a "Wings of Liberty" reception at which Congressman Norm Dicks (D-Washington) will receive AIA's Wings of Liberty Award. Congressman Dicks is the chair of the House Appropriations Committee's Defense Subcommittee, which approves funding for military purchases. The award is made, the AIA web site says, "to Congressional leaders who have made significant contributions to bolster the aerospace industry." Lobbying for More War The AIA lobbied for Congressional passage of the emergency $59 billion supplemental funding that included $33 billion for expanding the Afghanistan War, warning in a July 12, 2010, press statement that unless the war funding was approved "very quickly ... the resulting disruptions to industrial supply lines will cause delays in critical equipment delivery, increased costs and could lead to lost jobs in the private sector." Upon approval of the money, AIA issued a press statement on July 28 saying the group was "very pleased" because the funding "prevents serious repercussions to our warfighters from unnecessary cuts, delays or reprogramming from other contracts." 

New aerospace jobs are key to lobbying power

Levinthal 7/29 (Dave Levinthal, writer for Politico, 7/29/11 “Space new frontier for tech lobbying” http://www.politico.com/news/stories/0711/60259.html)

Even so, Musk says the young crowd is having trouble also convincing the Pentagon they can provide high-quality launch vehicles at lower costs than the industry’s standard-bearers, and he's pointing the finger at the Obama administration. “People think Obama is my best friend. If he has been my best friend, he sure hasn’t been very good at helping me out,” Musk said in an interview. “Obama has been doing a good job within the scope of what he can do … but not pushing further. And Congress has done quite a bad job." SpaceX's Falcon rockets are under consideration for use to transport people, as are the Atlas V rockets from Boeing and Lockheed Martin’s United Launch Alliance. And SpaceX's Falcon Heavy rocket will compete for parts of the lucrative communications and spy satellite launch business, which can earn contractors into the billions of dollars. Since 2003, SpaceX’s lobbying expenditures have steadily increased each year, nearly reaching the $600,000 mark in 2010, federal records show. Through June 30, the company has this year spent $320,000 lobbying federal entities from the Senate and Office of Management and Budget to NASA and the Air Force, putting it on pace to again exceed the previous year’s total. Musk has personally made more than $200,000 in campaign contributions to federal candidates and committees since the 2008 election cycle, Federal Election Commission records indicate. During the 2010 election cycle, the SpaceX PAC donated $67,900 to federal candidates, with nearly $4 going to Democrats for every $1 going to Republicans. In contrast, Boeing’s PAC made more than $2.2 million in candidate contributions during the 2010 cycle. But Musk says that's not enough. “We don’t have nearly the political base as other companies do — at this time,” he said. “They talk about ‘super PACs.’ We’re a micro PAC. We may be one percent of their political power. So hopefully, we’ll start with bringing it up to 2 percent. We have more will. And we will reach out to the public directly.” 
Increased aerospace boosts lobbying – most powerful lobby already
Levinthal 10 (Dave Levinthal, writer for OpenSecrets.org, nation's premier research group tracking money in U.S. politics and its effect on elections and public policy. 2010 “Defense Aerospace: Background” http://www.opensecrets.org/lobby/background.php?id=D01&year=2010)
The hundreds of billions of dollars the federal government spends each year on defense are part of the reason defense aerospace firms make millions of dollars in campaign contributions, a majority of which has gone to Republicans since 1989. Defense aerospace contractors concentrate their political donations on members of the House and Senate Appropriations subcommittees that allocate federal defense money. Prime targets of defense aerospace money also include members of the Armed Services committees, who influence military policy and have the power to create demand for this industry's commodities. Over the years, Lockheed’s political investments have paid off, such as in 2001, when it secured a $220 billion deal to build the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter combat jets. At the time, the contract was the largest ever awarded by the Pentagon, and at $44.8 million for the basic version, the fighter costs 60 percent less than the F/A-22, Lockheed's most advanced jet. But 2009 proved to be a turbulent year for Lockheed, as the Democratic Congress cut funding for the F/A-22 and hotly debated whether to purchase five specialized helicopters for use by the president. President Barack Obama himself balked at the purchase. Since 1989 through late 2009, Rep. John Murtha (D-Pa.), Rep. Ike Skelton (D-Mo.) and Rep. Duncan Hunter (R-Calif.) received more campaign cash from the industry during the cycle than any other federal candidate. During the 2008 election cycle, the industry donated more than $7.5 million to federal candidates, splitting their contributions almost evenly between Republicans and Democrats. In 2008 alone, the industry also spent more than $57 million to lobby the federal government – this represents its most notable output ever for an industry that has routinely spent between $30 million and $45 million annually to lobby at the federal level. Lockheed Martin was the industry’s top campaign contributor during the 2008 election cycle, donating nearly $2.6 million. It gave a shade more money to Republicans than Democrats. Other top contributors in the industry include United Technologies, best known for its Sikorsky “Black Hawk” helicopters, and Boeing Co., the commercial airplane maker that has recently expanded its line of fighter jets, bombers and unmanned aerial vehicles. Boeing placed a close second to Lockheed in campaign contributions for the 2008 cycle, at more than $2.1 million. Of that, 56 percent went toward Democrats and 43 percent to Republicans.
Internals – Lobbying key to Agenda

Aerospace industry with boost can pass their agenda– bipartisan support

Lasker 8 (John, IPS, “Aerospace Lobby Wages Its Own Election Campaign,” Sep 5, http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=43804)
What is notable about AIA's claim is how it is being used - as part of a stepped-up campaign to convince politicians, voters and aerospace employees that "America's future depends on maintaining space leadership". It is a broad statement encompassing several aspects of the U.S. space industry, such as educating the aerospace workforce of the future. But some experts say it also means the U.S. needs to somehow find a way to protect its 400-plus satellites - an undertaking that could result in billions for aerospace industry defence contractors. A powerful lobby in Washington, the aerospace industry accounted for over 650,000 jobs and 184 billion dollars in sales in 2006. The AIA's president and CEO, Marion Blakey, was a former head of the Federal Aviation Administration. Her predecessor, John Douglass, is a former assistant secretary of the Navy, and was named one of Washington's top lobbyists last year by "The Hill", an influential congressional newspaper. Patrick McCartan, AIA's director for legislative affairs, is a former aide to Maine Senator Olympia Snowe. He, too, was ranked a "top rainmaker" by The Hill. With election season in full swing, the AIA is calling for "cutting-edge defence research", along with defence spending being "no less than 4 percent of the U.S. GDP", which was 13.8 trillion dollars for 2007, amounting to roughly 550 billion dollars. That is near the current level, if you include the spending for the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq. It is widely known that "Star Wars II" - resurrected this decade by George W. Bush administration "space hawks" - has been a cash cow for aerospace industry giants Lockheed Martin and Boeing, the Pentagon's top two defence contractors. Together, they currently have 73 lobbying groups working Capital Hill, according to Opensecrets.org, which tracks campaign funding and its relation to public policy. Also telling is the campaign money the aerospace industry has contributed during the 2008 election cycle. Historically, the industry has given more to Republicans than Democrats - millions more. Yet as of mid-summer, OpenSecrets.org reports the aerospace industry has split its staggering total of 6.9 million dollars down the middle: half to Democrats, and half to Republicans. "We have met with every campaign staff for months now - McCain, Obama and every other campaign," Matt Grimison, AIA's communications director, told IPS. "We are casting a wide net to make sure these issues are being considered by everybody." 

Impacts – Space Mil
Increased industry funding lets them lobby for space mil – they will get it and start an arms race

Lasker 8 (John Lasker, Inter Press Service News Agency, 2008 “Aerospace Lobby Wages Its Own Election Campaign” http://ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=43804)

So does the AIA's talking point of "maintaining space leadership" mean developing and deploying weapons in space? Besides billions of Pentagon dollars being shoveled into the aerospace industry, it could be an undertaking that many experts fear would ignite this century's greatest arms race. The AIA does not specifically mention building a constellation of "killer satellites" to protect U.S. space assets, and they have no official policy on how to protect these assets. But is the writing on the proverbial cyberspace wall? "It's hard to imagine a more dramatic wake-up call for U.S. space security efforts than China's stunning anti-satellite demonstration in January 2007," states AIA on its web site. "A ground-based ballistic missile scored a direct hit on a defunct Chinese weather satellite, proving China's capability of destroying space-based equipment." "Some members of Congress, however, suggest that arms control treaties are the only answer to such threats," the group added, saying that it would work through its "National Security Space Committee" to "leverage the Chinese demonstration as an opportunity to educate members of Congress not only about our ever-increasing reliance on space-based assets but also on the vulnerabilities these assets face...[and] the need for sustained U.S. investment in national security space programmes."

AIA is pushing to militarize space 

Blakey 8 (Marion C. Blakey, President and CEO of AIA, 2008 “U.S. Defense Modernization: Today’s Choices for Tomorrow’s Readiness”)

It has been nearly 10 years since the Commission to Assess U.S. National Security Space Management and Organization highlighted the growing vulnerability of our space assets and sounded the alarm about the threat of a “space Pearl Harbor.” According to the commission’s report, our increasing dependence on space tempts potential adversaries to employ operations “which are intended to deceive, disrupt, deny, degrade or destroy U.S. space systems.”8 The report detailed the growing interest of some countries, such as China, in developing and operationalizing systems to hold U.S. space systems at risk. As more and more countries have access to technology designed to attack satellites in space or their requisite ground support systems, it becomes increasingly important to equip the U.S. space infrastructure with the necessary tools to deter and deflect potential attacks. Unfortunately, in the decade since the release of the commission’s report, insufficient progress has been made in developing the space situational awareness and space protection capabilities that our security demands. Though hardly a “space Pearl Harbor,” the Chinese anti-satellite test in January 2007 highlighted how real the threat has become and how much work remains to be done.

Impacts – Deficit

Strong aerospace lobby blocks deficit recovery

Reich 11 (Robert Reich, former U.S. secretary of labor 6/5/11 http://www.dailynewstranscript.com/opinion/columnists/x1360366511/Reich-The-military-industrial-political-complex#axzz1RoxpdPxL)

Lockheed has also been spending more than $3 million a year on political contributions to friendly members of Congress. On top of this, Lockheed gives money to the Aerospace Industries Association to lobby for a bigger defense budget and support members of Congress who will vote accordingly. But we don't know how much because it's secret. We don't even know how much Lockheed is giving the U.S. Chamber of Commerce to lobby against the president's proposed executive order requiring disclosure of its political activities. That's secret, too. Don't we have a right to know? After all, you and I and other taxpayers are Lockheed's biggest customer. As such, we're financing much of this lobbying and donating. Lockheed's political activities are built into its costs. So when Lockheed contracts with the federal government for a piece of military equipment, you and I and other taxpayers end up paying for a portion of these political activities. It's one of the most insidious conflicts of interest in American politics. Lockheed is hardly alone in using taxpayer money to get fatter contracts from taxpayers. The 10 biggest government contractors are all defense contractors. Every one of them gets most of its revenues from the federal government. And every one uses a portion of that money to lobby for even more defense contracts. That's one reason the defense procurement budget keeps expanding. Next year's expected drawdown of troops from Afghanistan and Iraq was supposed to save money. But Lockheed and other giant defense contractors have made sure all anticipated savings will go to new weapons systems. Lockheed recently delivered a budget bombshell with a proposed tab of more than $1 trillion for a fleet of F-35 joint-strike fighter jets. That doesn't even include $385 billion that the Defense Department will spend to buy 2,500 of the stealth planes. Tom Burbage of Lockheed acknowledged that the "t" word, as he gently put it, "causes a lot of sensational reaction ... because no one ever dealt with 't's before in the program." That's an understatement. Congress is nonetheless willing to fund these mammoth projects as if the nation didn't have a long-term budget crisis. Brace yourself. In the wake of last year's Supreme Court decision, Citizens United v. Federal Election Commission, there's no limit on what Lockheed and other defense contractors can spend on politics. But why should you and I and other taxpayers pay Lockheed to lobby for the trillion-dollar F-35 and support politicians who will vote for it? Why should we pay for the political activities of Northrop-Grumman and Boeing to come up with even more aerospace weapons systems? Or for Raytheon and General Dynamics to procure more high-tech weapons? Or for Blackwater and Halliburton to procure more private military contract workers? The answer is, we shouldn't. Over a half-century ago, President Dwight Eisenhower warned of the dangers of an unbridled military-industrial complex, as he called it. It's now a military-industrial-congressional complex. And after Citizens United, it's more unbridled than ever. 
Impacts – BMD

AIA is pushing space BMD

Blakey 8 (Marion C. Blakey, President and CEO of AIA, 2008 “U.S. Defense Modernization: Today’s Choices for Tomorrow’s Readiness”)

AIA Recommendations for Missile Defense The United States must continue to develop, field and deploy missile defenses to defend our homeland, allies and deployed forces from increasingly hostile threats. Congress has demonstrated bipartisan support for the need to continue to develop and deploy a missile defense system. Budgetary pressures and political differences, however, threaten to derail current progress. Develop an appropriate funding strategy focused on both near- and long-term capabilities. Decisions on future funding should recognize MDA successes. The current budget plan increases BMD funding very modestly and gradually. An appropriate funding strategy should recognize the importance of sustaining and expanding deployment of current systems while ensuring continued R&D for the systems required for the future. Failure to set and address long-term goals will result in capability gaps against future threats, especially in space and directed energy systems. 42 U.S. Defense Modernization Bottom Line Justification for Missile Defense Despite international attempts to curb the proliferation of ballistic missiles, many countries are acquiring these technologies in increasingly larger numbers. MDA Director Lt. Gen. Henry Obering has testified that there were more than 120 foreign ballistic missile launches in 2007 alone. North Korea and Iran pose the most direct and near-term threat —North Korea has stockpiled hundreds of short- and medium-range ballistic missiles and Iran leads the way in ballistic missiles for the Middle East. The United States must provide for the safety and security of its citizens and extend that security by partnering with our friends and allies around the world. The mounting threats demonstrate the critical necessity for an integrated, multilayered missile defense system that addresses the near term and prepares for the long term. The next administration will have to strike a balance among competing priorities, but the ballistic missile threat is real and potentially catastrophic. We should bring to fruition systems currently in development, give greater emphasis to developing and fielding capabilities to address future uncertainties worldwide and also provide for the research necessary to develop the next generation of BMD technology. “Birth-to-death” tracking, globally deployed interceptors and improved discrimination will build on near-term limited defensive systems to meet emerging threats. Maintain MDA’s legacy as a research and development agency. As its systems transition to operations, it is important that MDA continue as a research and development agency. MDA should also continue providing systems engineering support to fully integrate each missile defense element into a seamless, high-quality, cost-efficient BMD capability to the warfighter. Transitioning programs to operations and maintenance accounts reduces the overall investment being made for long-term research and development programs. MDA should retain a steady budget to continue work on next-generation systems to counter emerging threats.

Impacts – Long Range Strikes

AIA will push Long Range Strike – that’s key to air power

Blakey 8 (Marion C. Blakey, President and CEO of AIA, 2008 “U.S. Defense Modernization: Today’s Choices for Tomorrow’s Readiness”)

“Air strategy,” wrote World War II Air Force Gen. Carl Spaatz, “starts with range.” The nation’s long-range bomber fleet is a key tool allowing the United States to craft a global aerospace strategy — providing the combat power to hold at risk any spot around the world and ensuring effective deterrence. Today’s Air Force was born in part from the recognition that the nation’s nuclear force should reside in an independent service. While nuclear deterrence alone justifies a strategic bomber fleet, the parallel value and relevance of these forces to conventional theater operations has increased with the advent of precision weapons and real-time intelligence in the cockpit. Today and tomorrow, the current bomber inventory faces a new and more demanding operational environment. First, aviation forces have fewer overseas bases than in the past. In the 1960s the U.S. Air Force operated 70 overseas air-fields. Today, it maintains 15. In addition, U.S. focus has shifted from Europe to the Middle East and Asia. In Europe, military planners have access to 55 airfields per 1 million square miles. In the Middle East and Asia the airfield density decreases to 38 per million square miles. One example of the emerging demand for long-range combat air power is that bombers have flown 10 percent of the missions into Afghanistan but employed 70 percent of all munitions used in that conflict. The proliferation of ballistic and cruise missiles exacerbates the distance challenge. More than 30 nations possess ballistic missiles while more than 70 have cruise missiles. As Iraq demonstrated in 2003, antiship cruise missiles can be adapted to a land attack role with relative ease, circumventing air defense missile systems. If the adversary nation also has weapons of mass destruction, the ballistic or cruise missile threat could deter U.S. leadership from deploying forces within the missile’s range or dissuade allies from granting U.S. forces access to their bases. In the future, U.S. forces should expect to operate at longer distances than in the past. U.S. aircraft can also expect to face an advanced threat environment. Eighteen nations have the SA-10 surface-to-air missile system that can reach as far as 125 miles. Russia is starting to market the more advanced and longer range SA-12 and SA-20 systems. In addition, more than two dozen nations operate the MiG-29 Fulcrum or SU-30 Flanker — a sophisticated air defense fighter with several hundred miles range. These air defense systems present an airspace barrier on a level the United States has not faced in Kosovo, Afghanistan or Iraq. An additional change in the operational environment is that U.S. forces have adapted time-sensitive targeting as a core operational concept. During the Cold War and Operation Desert Storm, the air component relied on a deconflicted and detailed air campaign where target decisions were preplanned and few changes allowed. By 2003 more than 80 percent of aircraft-to-target pairings were made after the aircraft launched. The U.S. Air Force has a goal of accelerating the kill chain —the time from locating a target until it is destroyed —to less than 10 minutes. This will demand more versatility, flexibility and connectivity of future combat air forces.

Impacts – CMR
Strong lobbykills CMR
Reich 11 (Robert Reich, Chancellor's Professor of Public Policy at the University of California at Berkeley, 06-01-11, “Conflict of interest: Contractors and their political spending,” http://marketplace.publicradio.org/display/web/2011/06/01/pm-conflict-of-interest-contractors-and-their-political-spending/)

President Obama is mulling an executive order requiring that big government contractors disclose their political spending. He should stop their political spending altogether. Take Lockheed Martin, the nation's largest contractor. The company has received nearly $20 billion in federal contracts so far this year. It's already spent more than $4 million lobbying Congress. Lockheed has also been spending more than $3 million a year on political contributions to members of Congress that vote its way. And an undisclosed amount to the Aerospace Industries Association to lobby for a bigger Defense budget. But wait a minute. You and I and other taxpayers are Lockheed's biggest customer. As such, we are financing this political activity. It's one of the most insidious conflicts of interest in American politics. And Lockheed is hardly unique. The 10 biggest government contractors are all defense contractors. Every one of them gets most of its revenues from the federal government. And everyone uses a portion of that money to lobby for even more Defense contracts. That's one reason the Defense procurement budget keeps growing like topsy. Next year's expected drawdown of troops from Afghanistan and Iraq was supposed to save money. But Lockheed and other giant defense contractors have made sure all anticipated savings will go to new weapons systems. In the wake of the Supreme Court's decision in Citizens United -- extending First Amendment rights to corporations -- there's no limit on what Lockheed and other defense contractors can spend on politics. This is nonsense. It's our money. Over a half century ago, President Dwight Eisenhower warned of the dangers of an unbridled military-industrial complex, as he called it. It's now a military-industrial-congressional complex. And after Citizens United, it's more unbridled than ever. The president should issue his executive order requiring government contractors disclose their political contributions. But he should go further and ban political activities by all corporations getting more than half their revenues from the federal government. 
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