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*****Aerospace Advantage*****

***AFF***

Uniqueness – Aerospace Industry Weak

Aerospace industry is weak: lack of technical talent, few students enter SNT disciplines, shrinking workforce

US Department of Labor’5, report from the United States Department of Labor, May 2005.

“America’s Aerospace Industry: Identifying and Addressing Workforce Challenges” Report of Findings and Recommendations For The President’s High Growth Job Training Initiative in the Aerospace Industry 

http://www.doleta.gov/brg/indprof/aerospace_report.pdf
Stakeholders also discussed the following key issues: Promotion of science, technology, engineering and mathematics education – There are not enough young people entering these key disciplines. The need for innovation – There are fewer engineers to promote innovation and few opportunities to participate in innovative projects. The Aerospace Industries Association (AIA) cited that there are only approximately 20,000 engineers currently working in the industry.5 Students also do not possess the key systems engineering skills that combine decision-making skills in design, operation, or construction with interdisciplinary understanding of the systems or environment that the products will operate in. The shrinking workforce – Since 1987, nearly 600,000 jobs in mathematical, scientific and technical fields in the aerospace industry have been lost. The need for policy changes impacting industry stability, phased retirement, security clearances and off-shoring – Stakeholders identified key issues that have affected the aerospace industry’s economic competitiveness. 
Aerospace industry weak—loss of European investment due to eroding economy

Anselmo and Wall’10, Joseph C. Anselmo, Deputy Managing Editor at Aviation Week, former defense reporter at Congressional Quarterly, Robert Wall, June 11, 2010.

http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_channel.jsp?channel=defense&id=news/asd/2010/06/11/01.xml

ANNAPOLIS, Md. and BERLIN — A decline of more than 20% in the value of the euro against the U.S. dollar is bolstering the competitiveness of Airbus and other European aerospace manufacturers while eroding a pricing advantage that a weak dollar has provided to Boeing and U.S. suppliers for several years. Concerns about the financial health of Greece and other members of the 16-country euro zone pushed the currency below $1.20 this week, down from $1.50 in late 2009 and its lowest level in more than four years. The stronger U.S. currency benefits Airbus, which sells its jets in dollars but incurs about half its expenses in euros. European suppliers such as MTU Aero Engines, Dassault and Safran also benefit. The shift could have implications across the aerospace industry. The weaker euro makes U.S. weapons platforms — such as the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter — less affordable for potential European buyers. And oil, which is sold in U.S. dollars, has become pricier for European airlines, though hedges should limit the impact. The biggest effect, however, could be a shift in the competitive balance between Airbus and Boeing. Charles Armitage, a London-based consultant at Charles River Associates, calculates that the recent decline of the euro would allow Airbus to lower the price of a new jet by 10% and still command the same profit it did when the euro was at $1.50. That gives the European aircraft giant the flexibility to be more aggressive when it competes with Boeing for airline orders, he said in an interview June 8 at AVIATION WEEK’s annual Executive Summit in Annapolis, Md.

Uniqueness – Innovation Low

No innovation—shift from space age to information revolution

Kemp et al’9, Chris Kemp, Chief Information Officer, NASA Ames Research Center, Tim Hughes, Vice President, SpaceX, Doug Comstock, Director, Innovative Partnerships Program, NASA, Scott Pace, Professor of Practice in International Affairs & Director, Space Policy Institute, George Washington University, Uyen Dinh, Senior Director, Government Affairs, GeoEye, June 16, 2009. “Innovation in aerospace”.

During much of the 20th century, the aerospace industry drove innovation in the U.S. economy.  Thus, it earned the moniker, "the space age."  By the end of the century, however, developments in information technology, biological sciences, and biotechnology seemed to eclipse aerospace as a major driver of innovation in the United States.  Indeed, the "information revolution" replaced the "space age" as an off-hand reference to the century.  At the same time, mainstream aerospace activity, particularly as it related to government programs intended to serve the national interest, suffered from increased bureaucratization and risk aversion. National centers of technical creativity and innovation shifted from aerospace firms, which were consolidating and downsizing with the end of the Cold War, to places such as Silicon Valley and the Northern Virginia technology corridor. 

Uniqueness – China Gaining

China’s space industry develops while US falls behind
Associated Press 7/11, Fox News, Sci-Tech, Aerospace. “China Aiming High in Space as U.S. Shuttle Program Winds Down”

This year, a rocket will carry a train car-sized module into orbit, the first building block for a Chinese space station. Around 2013, China plans to launch a lunar probe that will set a rover loose on the moon. It wants to put a man on the moon, sometime after 2020. While the United States is still working out its next move as the space shuttle program winds down, China is forging ahead. Some experts worry the U.S. could slip behind China in human spaceflight -- the realm of space science with the most prestige. "Space leadership is highly symbolic of national capabilities and international influence, and a decline in space leadership will be seen as symbolic of a relative decline in U.S. power and influence," said Scott Pace, an associate NASA administrator in the George W. Bush administration. He was a supporter of Bush's plan -- shelved by President Obama -- to return Americans to the moon. China is still far behind the U.S. in space technology and experience, but what it doesn't lack is a plan or financial resources. While U.S. programs can fall victim to budgetary worries or a change of government, rapidly growing China appears to have no such constraints. "One of the biggest advantages of their system is that they have five-year plans so they can develop well ahead," said Peter Bond, consultant editor for Jane's Space Systems and Industry. "They are taking a step-by-step approach, taking their time and gradually improving their capabilities. They are putting all the pieces together for a very capable, advanced space industry." 

Uniqueness – Europe Gaining

European Aerospace industry becoming competitive—challenges US

Hayes 2k, Phillip Butterworth-Hayes, Consultant and writer on global aviation affairs, editorial director of PMI-Media Ltd, a company which specializes in producing aerospace and defence reports and studies, Graduate of the University of Hull, former editor of Interavia Aerospace Review and Airports International and an aviation consultant to BBC Television, November 2000.

www.aiaa.org/aerospace/Article.cfm?issuetocid=51&ArchiveIssueID=10
"In a historical perspective, the unit labor cost position of euro area producers is currently very favorable relative to U.S. producers," continued the report, "better than at any time since 1985. Unit labor costs in the United States relative to the 11 euro states are some 34% above their 1987-99 average. The cost competitiveness for 11 euro producers against their U.S. competitors has improved by around 18% since the launch of the euro." After five years of strenuous cost-cutting by European aerospace companies, the continuing weakness of the euro against the dollar has been seen by many in Europe as the icing on the cake. "The rapid recent decline in the value of the euro and the pound against the dollar creates an opportunity for the European aerospace industry to improve its competitiveness in the marketplace," according to John Crampton, vice president and aerospace specialist at management consultants Cap Gemini Ernst & Young. "If this currency exchange advantage can be combined with a fast, cost-effective integration of the partners into EADS [European Aerospace, Defense and Space], the results could cause real problems for its U.S. competitors." 


Link – Tech Spin-off

Investing in aerospace leads to hundreds of tech spinoffs

Thompson 7/5, Kevin D. Thompson, July 5, 2011. “Technology from Space Shuttle Program is a Big Hit on Earth”

http://www.kansascity.com/2011/07/05/2995447/techsense-technology-from-space.html
Since 1976, more than 1,700 documented NASA technologies have benefited U.S. industry, improved our quality of life, and created jobs and industries. NASA says the space shuttle program alone has generated more than 100 technology spinoffs — commercially available systems, products or services that owe their existence to NASA-based technologies. It’s almost impossible to find an area of everyday life that has not been improved by these spinoffs. Think about it. Whether you drive a car, walk into your home, visit a hospital or just simply indulge in a recreational activity, chances are you’re coming into contact with a product that is the result of technology first developed by NASA. For instance, homeowners are insulating their homes with the same lightweight, flexible material NASA uses to insulate low-temperature areas on space shuttles. Goodyear Tire & Rubber Co. produced a radial tire with a tread life expected to be 10,000 miles greater than conventional radials by using a fibrous material it developed for NASA. When law enforcement officials needed help improving grainy crime scene video, NASA assisted with high-tech image-processing technology it used to analyze space shuttle launch video. Foam insulation used to protect the shuttle’s external tank is now available to produce master molds for prosthetics, and cellphone camera technology and advancements in infant formula can be traced to NASA. “The powerful thing about the technology that spins out of NASA is that it’s in people’s everyday lives,” says Josh Byerly, a NASA spokesman at the Johnson Space Center in Houston. “And most of them don’t realize it.” There are so many spinoff products, NASA in 1976 launched its own annual publication, appropriately titled Spinoff. NASA distributes copies to CEOs, university professors, the media and politicians. The agency says that one of the publication’s main goals is to dispel the notion that space travel is a colossal waste of taxpayer dollars. How many times, after all, have you heard someone grumble, “Why go into space when we have so many problems here on Earth?” Lockney has an answer for that question. “We’re in a better place now because of the nation’s investment in NASA and aerospace technology,” he says. “When you look at all the spinoffs and jobs which have been created as a result of that investment, that’s quite a bang for your buck.” 

Aerospace R&D key to medicinal applications

Rouse’91, Doris J. Rouse, PhD, Physiology and Pharmacology, Duke University; BA, Chemistry, Duke University, February 1991. US National Library of Medicine National Institutes of Health. “NASA spinoffs to bioengineering and medicine.”
Through the active transfer of technology, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) Technology Utilization (TU) Program assists private companies, associations, and government agencies to make effective use of NASA's technological resources to improve U.S. economic competitiveness and to provide societal benefit. Aerospace technology from areas such as digital image processing, space medicine and biology, microelectronics, optics and electrooptics, and ultrasonic imaging have found many secondary applications in medicine. Examples of technology spinoffs are briefly discussed to illustrate the benefits realized through adaptation of aerospace technology to solve health care problems. Successful implementation of new technologies increasingly requires the collaboration of industry, universities, and government, and the TU Program serves as the liaison to establish such collaborations with NASA. NASA technology is an important resource to support the development of new medical products and techniques that will further advance the quality of health care available in the U.S. and worldwide.


Link – Tech Spin-off

Aerospace tech spinoff benefits include everything from artificial hearts to automotive insulation
ISSET no date, online science and space science encyclopedia, no date. http://www.isset.org/nasa/tss/aerospacescholars.org/scholars/earthstationmoon/Unit2/Spinoffs.html.

Significant impacts and benefits from the space program include a dollar return of $2 to $1 for every dollar spent on the space program.  Lives have been made better and have been saved here on Earth due to the medical and technological breakthroughs that have come out of space research. Just a few of the spinoffs from the space program are listed in the chart above and on the list below. Better than 1,300 documented NASA technologies have benefited U.S. industry, improved our quality of life and created jobs for Americans. The Space Shuttle Program alone has generated better than 100 technology spinoffs that are incorporated into the tools you use, the foods you eat, and the biotechnology and medicines you use to improve your health. Some of the shuttle's contributions are noted in the chart above and in the list below. 3-D Biotechnology. Developed for space shuttle medical research, the 3-D biotechnology is a rotating cell-culture device that simulates the microgravity of space. This allows researchers to grow cells in three dimensions. The device may one day help researchers find cures for dangerous infectious diseases and offer alternatives to patients who need organ transplant surgery. Artificial Heart- Technology used in space shuttle fuel pumps led to the development by a NASA and renowned heart surgeon Dr. Michael DeBakey of a miniaturized ventricular-assist pump. The tiny pump_a mere 2 inches long, 1 inch in diameter, and weighing less than 4 ounces_is currently undergoing clinical trials in Europe, where it has been successfully implanted into more than 20 people. Artificial Limbs- In responding to a request from the orthopedic-appliance industry, NASA recommended that the foam insulation used to protect the shuttle's external tank replace the heavy, fragile plaster used to produce master molds for prosthetics (artificial limbs). The new material is light, virtually indestructible, and easy to ship and store. Automotive Insultation- Materials from the space shuttle thermal protection system are used on NASCAR racing cars to protect drivers from the extreme heat generated by the racing car engines.


Link – Private Investment

Public-sector aerospace research spills over to the private

Jessa’9, Tega Jessa, writer for Universe today specializing in SEO, August 24, 2009. “Aerospace”.

http://www.universetoday.com/38075/aerospace/

An interesting fact is that due to its capital intensive nature, the major consumers of goods produced in the aerospace industry are governments. This has produced interesting relationships where key private companies procure government contracts to produce vehicles and proponents for military and scientific use. In the United States the two main Aerospace companies are Boeing and Lockheed Martin. In Europe the equation is slightly altered with some of the companies being owned by the government. A current example is AirBus, the commercial plane manufacturer that is owned by France. The two biggest government consumers of Aerospace goods is the United States Military and the National Aeronautics and Space Administration. The military mostly order fighter jets, carrier craft, missiles, and their supporting components. NASA is more directly involved with space exploration and scientific research. The interesting side effect of this arrangement is that many technologies flow freely from the government into the private sector. This is what created the modern commercial airline industry. In the case of NASA, many key technologies are appropriated for use in the private sector. As mentioned before the private sector also play a role in aerospace. It builds the craft and components and many of the technologies used in the manufacturing process are used in other industries. However, new player are now emerging in the private market with the promise of the commercialization of space travel. Companies like Virgin Galactica are now investing in producing the apparatus in infrastructure to launch vehicles on their own. This would be a huge step since only governments have had the resources to so for the past 40 years. One of the benefits is that the private sector will be able to spur innovations in cost reduction and manufacturing that will help make more advanced projects possible in the future. 


Link – Private Investment 

R&D spurs private investment—government policies stimulate the flow of capital

Kahikina’2, Daniel Kahikina Akaka, former U.S. Senator of Hawaii, November 20, 2002. Press release.
akaka.senate.gov/print-release.cfm?method=releases.view&id=d2a96974-7455-483d-a26e-d5053afdb3ed

How will industry and the government restore the aerospace workforce and make aerospace a field that attracts new and qualified talent? Unfortunately, even the Aerospace Commission could not arrive at any short-term solutions to this problem. The solution will only come from the government's and the private sector's long-term attention and commitment. The Commission stressed that a long-term solution must begin with improved math and science education across the entire education range, from kindergarten to graduate school. Many of the Commission's recommendations in this regard mirror my own work on science and math education and the federal workforce. The Commission found that scholarship and internship programs to encourage more students to study and work in math, science, and engineering are vital if the aerospace community is to have a pool of scientifically and technologically trained applicants.  The Commission stressed that Congress needs to renew its focus on national aerospace needs and priorities. Indeed, some of the Commission's recommendations are unconventional and will require the Senate's attention and deliberation to determine if they are the best solution. The Commission's nine recommendations were:  1. Given the real and evolving challenges that confront our nation, government must commit to increased and sustained investment and must facilitate private investment in the national aerospace sector. The Commission recommends that the U.S. pioneer new frontiers in aerospace technology, commerce and exploration.  2. The Commission concludes that superior mobility afforded by air transportation is a huge national asset and competitive advantage for the U.S. The Commission recommends transforming the U.S. air transportation system as a national priority. Specifically, the Commission recommends rapid deployment of a new, highly automated air traffic management system that is robust enough to efficiently, safely, and securely accommodate an evolving variety and growing number of aerospace vehicles and civil and miliary operations.  3. The Commission concludes that the nation will have to be a space-faring nation in order to be the global leader in the 21st century and that America must exploit and explore space to assure national security, economic benefit, and scientific discovery. The Commission recommends that the U.S. create a space imperative and a partnership between NASA, DOD, and industry to develop aerospace technologies, especially in the areas of propulsion and power.  4. The Commission concludes that aerospace capabilities and the supporting defense industrial base are fundamental to U.S. economic and national security. The Commission recommends that the nation adopt a policy that invigorates and sustains the aerospace industrial base. Specifically, the Commission recommends new procurement policies to include prototyping and spiral development to allow the continuous exercise of design and production skills; removing barriers to defense procurement of commercial products and services; and stable funding for core capabilities.  5. The Commission concludes that the government needs to create an environment that fosters innovation in the U.S. aerospace industry. The Commission recommends that the federal government establish a national aerospace policy and promote aerospace by creating a government-wide management structure. This would include a White House policy coordinating council, and aerospace management office in OMB, and a joint committee in Congress.  6. The Commission concludes that U.S. aerospace companies must have access to global consumers, suppliers, and partners in order to achieve economies of scale in production needed to integrate that technology into their products and services. The Commission recommends that U.S. and multilateral regulations and policies be reformed to enable the movement of products and capital across international borders on a fully-competitive basis, and establish a level playing field for U.S. industry in the global market place. This would include substantial overhaul of U.S. export control regulation and efforts by the U.S. government to neutralize foreign government market intervention in areas such as subsidies, tax policy, export financing and standards.  7. The Commission recommends a new business model for the aerospace sector, designed to promote a healthy and growing U.S. aerospace industry. This model is driven by increased and sustained government investment and the adoption of innovative government and industry policies that stimulate the flow of capital into new and established public and private companies.  

Solvency Mechanism – Tax Credits

Aerospace R&D initiatives like tax credits spur privatization

AIA’10, Aerospace Industries Association, premier trade association representing the nation's major aerospace and defense manufacturers, 2010.

http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/RandDpaper.pdf
Innovation drives U.S. competitive advantage in the global marketplace. Currently, the United States devotes approximately 2.5 percent of GDP to research and development, ranking it seventh in the world.6 To regain its position as the worldwide leader in innovation, the U.S. government must partner with the private sector in making investments that the country needs. One of the reasons the R&D tax credit was initially enacted was to assist the private sector in developing new products and performing experimental research. Such collaboration between government and industry must again become a priority of our national economic strategy. 

These initiatives stimulate private sector investment and create jobs

AIA’10, Aerospace Industries Association, premier trade association representing the nation's major aerospace and defense manufacturers, 2010.

http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/RandDpaper.pdf
Several economic studies by independent academic economists have examined the effect of R&D tax incentives on private sector research. The findings vary considerably; however, all the studies show a yield in excess of $1 for every dollar of incentive. A study conducted by Bloom, Griffith, and Van Reenen found that the credit stimulates $1.10 of research for every dollar of tax revenue.9 Another study conducted over a ten-year period found that approximately two dollars in research were generated for every one dollar in tax expenditure.10 A third study performed by Klassen, Pittman, and Reed found that the R&D tax credit induces $2.96 of additional R&D investment for every tax dollar spent.11 Further, the Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates that every dollar of tax benefit spurs an additional dollar of private sector research and development.12 KPMG found that a one-dollar reduction in the after-tax price of R&D stimulates approximately one dollar of additional private R&D spending in the short run, and about two dollars of additional R&D in the long run.13 That, in turn, implies long-run gains in GDP. Of course, additional spending on R&D equates to more U.S. jobs since the majority of R&D tax credit dollars are directed towards wages. In short, a preponderance of the studies supports the conclusion that the R&D tax credit spurs additional research and development investment by the private sector, leading to more jobs created and preserved in the United States.

Aerospace Good – Hegemony

Aerospace key to military dominance and tech development
Erickson 4 – PhD Candidate @ Princeton, Andrew, “Seizing the Highest Ground”, East-West Institute, http://www.eastwestcenter.org/fileadmin/stored/pdfs/IGSCwp003.pdf

Aerospace is 1) critical to military dominance and 2) important to overall technological  development. With boundless potential for scientific advance, it promises tremendous  military, economic, and political rewards. Aerospace offers established powers  unprecedented opportunities to enhance their geopolitical edge. Critical to great power  status today, “Space operations and activities utilizing space-based assets have broad  implications for national power in peace and war… military operations in space are  extensively interrelated with national and political interests, and any action in space,  even minor ones, can impact the balance of wealth and power among nations.”24  Growing powers therefore naturally regard aerospace development as critical to  achieving great power status, established great powers to maintaining it. Studying a  nation’s aerospace development therefore offers key insights into its great power  ambitions and its capacity to realize them.  

Strong US aerospace industry is key to check other international powers’ rise. Absent strong support international hierarchies are threatened 
Erickson 4 – PhD Candidate @ Princeton, Andrew, “Seizing the Highest Ground”, East-West Institute, http://www.eastwestcenter.org/fileadmin/stored/pdfs/IGSCwp003.pdf

Technological advance imposes increasing reliance on specific software, satellites, and  systems, offering aspiring great powers unprecedented opportunities to leapfrog  technologies and narrow the gap vis-à-vis established competitors by asymmetrically  challenging and even attacking ‘linchpin’ systems. Wireless technology offers China  comprehensive telecommunications coverage of mountainous territory without prior  landline investment. Increasing reliance on communications satellites makes America  “more dependent on space than any other nation.”25  This creates concentrated targets  for foreign espionage, and even weapons in wartime. ‘Satellite killers’ need not be  advanced lasers: pebbles released in enemy orbit would likely destroy satellites before  they effected countermeasures. So vast are asymmetric attack options that a U.S.  government space commission concluded that “The U.S. is an attractive candidate for a  ‘Space Pearl Harbor’.”26 Aerospace is even more important to great power status than developing nuclear  weapons per se. Nuclear weapons lie at the mercy of aerospace capabilities—they  cannot provide credible deterrence without effective missile- or aircraft-based delivery  systems. American development of new-generation anti-aircraft weapons and even  missile defense could make nuclear delivery’s aerospace backbone even more  important. (That is why Russia and China strongly oppose American missile defense and  are developing penetration aids [PENAIDS] to limit its potential effectiveness).  Moreover, aerospace development offers larger economic and technological benefits  that narrow nuclear development does not. Nuclear technology transfer cannot serve as  a major source of economic development because robust international regimes regulate  its weapons component, and environmental concerns limit civilian nuclear power in  many developed nations. In sharp contrast, aircraft technology transfer is not directly  regulated by international regimes27 (though China advocates such limitations to  ameliorate its comparative long-range bomber deficiency), and missile technology  transfer is limited with only partial effectiveness. This disparity in international restrictions  exists not because nations capable of coordinating and enforcing international regimes  (e.g., America) value nuclear over aerospace technology, but rather because nuclear  technology can be specifically defined and thus systematically controlled. By contrast,  aerospace technology is so versatile in application that it is difficult to isolate: “95 percent  of space technologies are dual use in nature.”28 This versatility thwarts the formulation of  specific regulations. Not surprisingly, some potential great powers (e.g. Brazil and  Japan) have decided not to develop nuclear weapons (at least for now), but still do  develop aerospace capabilities.  To the extent that all-out aerospace competition does not currently characterize the  international system, it is because no great power is currently capable of directly  challenging America. As Vally Koubi explains, for the development of critical, non-  preemptive weapons (such as the majority of those in the aerospace field), the typical  pattern of competition “involves a great effort to close a technological gap, relative  complacency when one has the lead, and an intense race in conditions of parity when  the nations are close to developing the weapon.”29 Thus, aerospace competition  intensifies when the relative capabilities of major powers come closer together, bringing  the hierarchy of the international system into question. Given the stakes involved, a rapid  change in one power’s relative capabilities will attract the attention of its competitors  even if the difference in capabilities is still large.  


Aerospace Good – Hegemony 

Strong aerospace industry key to strong economy hegemonic power

Erickson 4 – PhD Candidate @ Princeton, Andrew, “Seizing the Highest Ground”, East-West Institute, http://www.eastwestcenter.org/fileadmin/stored/pdfs/IGSCwp003.pdf

Just as aspiring great powers naturally seek aerospace capacity in general, they also  seek capacity across the entire aerospace spectrum: (1) military vs. commercial, and (2)  missile/SLV vs. military/commercial aircraft.  In regard to the military/commercial dichotomy, aspiring great powers seek to wield  superior aerospace weapons. They also seek to profit from selling cutting edge aerospace products. Differential success in these sectors typically stems from specific  failures to develop, transfer, assimilate, or integrate technology, not on conscious  decision to develop one but not the other if both can be accomplished simultaneously.  In regard to the missile/SLV and military/commercial aircraft dichotomy, aspiring great  powers naturally seek to produce both of these most significant, tangible aerospace  products. Lopsided achievement means military gaps and missed economic  opportunities—neither of which support great power status.  A capability gap (e.g. successful development of missiles but not military aircraft)  represents critical weakness and foregone economic opportunity. In many areas—like  satellite launch—security and economic interests overlap. Failure to commercialize dual  use aerospace technology suggests not only opportunity cost, but also a national  technology development sector improperly structured to promote innovation and  diffusion.  As explained earlier, aspiring great powers naturally regard spectrum-wide aerospace  success as essential to realizing their ambitions. Puzzles demanding explanation are  therefore:  (1) Why might a potential great power fail to pursue maximum aerospace  success? And (2) Why might a great power aspirant that prioritizes aerospace  development fail to achieve spectrum-wide success?  A cursory examination of potential great powers suggests that the first question is easily  answered. It is highly abnormal for a potential great power to become an aerospace  ‘underachiever’ on purpose. In fact, as Figure 1 indicates (below), Japan is the only  exception. I consider the EU a single entity because its aerospace development has  consolidated—with other types of integration likely to follow. (While some might argue  that Brazil is less powerful than another nation that I have not included, such as Canada,  I earlier emphasized that—because of tendency toward balancing—great power status is  contingent on regional domination. Whereas Canada is constrained by its bordering the  world’s only superpower, Brazil benefits from its dominant position on a continent of  lesser powers. Naturally, Brazil has placed greater emphasis on aerospace.)  


Aerospace Good – Competitiveness

Revitalizing US aerospace industry is key to competitiveness

Pinelli et al’98, Thomas E. Pinelli, University Affairs Officer, Strategic Relations office, NASA, John M. Kennedy, Ann P. Bishop, Barclay, 1998. Knowledge Diffusion in the US Aerospace Industry: Managing Part 1.

http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=WUruHMnsFhoC&oi=fnd&pg=PR11&dq=America+aerospace+industry&ots=VTeqjP4IYG&sig=Htb3T-YSfyeSQlAgxsCS2QO9iBo#v=onepage&q=America%20aerospace%20industry&f=false
The U.S. aerospace industry, in particular the LCA sector, is important to the well-being of the nation. For decades, it has generated the largest trade surplus of any U.S. manufacturing industry. In 1996, with sales totaling $113 billion, the industry took first place, generating 37.4 billion trade surplus. It employs a disproportionately large number of highly-paid, highly-skilled workers, engineers, and scientists—258,000 in 1996 out of nearly 806,000 aerospace employees—in knowledge intensive production jobs. Finally, as a rich source of knowledge, product and process technologies, and sophisticated manufacturing and production techniques, the industry is a critical component of the U.S. industrial base. Over the last 30 years, aerospace firms have formed a variety of transnational strategic alliances and partnerships to research, develop, and produce (RD&P) LCA, to spread financial risks, to acquire capital, to gain market access, and to obtain externally produced knowledge and technology. Risk-sharing foreign partners of U.S. aerospace firms reap similar benefits. A proliferation of join RD&P arrangements has contributed to the globalization of knowledge and technology in their diffusion. One consequence of globalization is the sharing not only of privately held knowledge and technology, but also of publicly held knowledge and technology that result from U.S. federally funded R&F. Access to increasingly sophisticated and more tightly networked transportation and communications systems has spurred the portability of knowledge. Worldwide, a skyrocketing number of public and private organizations and individuals produce, transfer, and use knowledge in their work. To serve security and commercial interests, nearly every industrialized nation has enacted public policies that directly and indirectly support and influence aerospace R&D and the consequent production, transfer, and use of knowledge and technology. Once largely ignored or discounted, knowledge is becoming an important component of economic, innovation, and management theories. Developed and developing nations are devoting more resource to knowledge creation, thus increasing the global pool of knowledge. Organizations and governments are beginning to recognize the value of knowledge as a leveragable resource. Knowledge has become an important determinant of competitiveness and, by extension, of a nation’s economic well-being. The ability of a firm to absorb, assimilate, and apply internal and external knowledge for commercial purposes is critical to innovative capability. Nowhere is this more evident than in the aerospace industry, whose complex and ambitious technological developments and products incorporate a wide range of scientific technical, explicit and tacit, process and product, and systems integration and managerial knowledge.
Aerospace industry key to technological advances, economic improvement, security

Pinelli et al’98, Thomas E. Pinelli, University Affairs Officer, Strategic Relations office, NASA, John M. Kennedy, Ann P. Bishop, Barclay, 1998. Knowledge Diffusion in the US Aerospace Industry: Managing Part 1.

http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=WUruHMnsFhoC&oi=fnd&pg=PR11&dq=America+aerospace+industry&ots=VTeqjP4IYG&sig=Htb3T-YSfyeSQlAgxsCS2QO9iBo#v=onepage&q=America%20aerospace%20industry&f=false
Finally, technological innovations within the large commercial aircraft industry positively affect those core technologies that lead to the development of many products, have significant impact on production processes, and influence many sectors of the economy (Van Tulder and Junne, 1988). The constant pursuit of technological advances maintain a strong knowledge base. Their early application leads to decreased costs and more rapid diffusion to other industries, all of which are thought to be critical to maintaining a competitive position in today’s economy (National Academy of Engineering, 1988; Tyson, 1988). Competitiveness across a large number of industry sectors is considered fundamental to national security. Because large commercial aircraft manufacturing affects such a huge percentage of the U.S. economy, it is clearly strategic from a strictly economic perspective. Though historical overlap with military aviation is no longer very significant, the shared knowledge and production base renders the large commercial aircraft sector strategic from a traditional security perspective as well.

Aerospace Good – Laundry List

Aerospace developments are crucial to economic development, trade, and tech synergy

Pinelli et al’98, Thomas E. Pinelli, University Affairs Officer, Strategic Relations office, NASA, John M. Kennedy, Ann P. Bishop, Barclay, 1998. Knowledge Diffusion in the US Aerospace Industry: Managing Part 1.

http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=WUruHMnsFhoC&oi=fnd&pg=PR11&dq=America+aerospace+industry&ots=VTeqjP4IYG&sig=Htb3T-YSfyeSQlAgxsCS2QO9iBo#v=onepage&q=America%20aerospace%20industry&f=false
Large commercial aircraft manufacturing is an appropriate unit of analysis for the NASA/DoD Aerospace Knowledge Diffusion Research Project for three reasons. First, it is a strategic industry that plays a critical role in a domestic economy, produces goods or services directly related to national security, and generated “special benefits for the rest of the economy” (Tyson, 1988, p. 112). According to a recent Congressional Research Service study, Aircraft production in the United States affects nearly 80 percent of the economy. Directly or indirectly, about 340 sectors of the economy—out of about 429 defined sectors—produce goods and services as a result of the output of aircraft. Of these 340 sectors, 150 supply outputs directly to the aircraft industry. (Cantor, 1992, p.43). The large commercial aircraft industry is knowledge-intensive and produces high value-added products. It also has a tremendous and positive impact on our balance of trade; the employment of engineers, scientists, and highly skilled workers; and the preservation of technological synergy across a number of other U.S. high technology industries. Second, large commercial aircraft firms operate in a highly competitive, global market characterized by international oligopolies and, for the moment, domestically based oligopsonies. Producer and consumer firms share a symbiotic relationship which, when combined with industry dynamics related to RD&P costs and return on investment, creates significant technical uncertainty and market risk. Third, the large commercial aircraft sector is clearly representative of aerospace because it shares a vital knowledge base with other aerospace industry sectors. Moreover, Boeing and McDonnell Douglas have consistently been “the most significant contributors to the trade performance of the U.S. aerospace industry” (U.S. Department of Commerce, 1994. Pp. 20-27).

Aerospace Good – Trade

Aerospace developments are crucial to US trade

Pinelli et al’98, Thomas E. Pinelli, University Affairs Officer, Strategic Relations office, NASA, John M. Kennedy, Ann P. Bishop, Barclay, 1998. Knowledge Diffusion in the US Aerospace Industry: Managing Part 1.

http://books.google.com/books?hl=en&lr=&id=WUruHMnsFhoC&oi=fnd&pg=PR11&dq=America+aerospace+industry&ots=VTeqjP4IYG&sig=Htb3T-YSfyeSQlAgxsCS2QO9iBo#v=onepage&q=America%20aerospace%20industry&f=false
Since the late 1950s, aerospace has been the leading industrial contributor to U.S. export earnings: it is the nation’s leading exporter of manufactured goods and produces the largest trade surplus of any U.S. manufacturing industry. In 1995, U.S. aircraft sales recorded a trade surplus of 21.3 billion (Napier, 1996). In 1993, roughly 57% of the commercial export volume in terms of dollar value was generated by the airline transport sales (Aerospace Industries Association of America, 1994, p. 116). Boeing forecasters now predict that medium-sized twin-aisled aircraft alone—such as the B-777, tri-jets, and the four-engine Airbus A340—represent 40% of an $815 billion market for 12,000 new transports through the year 2010 (Proctor, 1994b, p.48). If accurate, this prediction suggests that large commercial aircraft firms will continue to play a critical role in ensuring a healthy domestic economy.

Aerospace Good – Economy

US aerospace industry key to revitalize the economy- creates jobs and fuels trade

Trupo 5/21, Mary Trupo, International Trade Administration, US Department of commerce, June 21, 2011.
http://trade.gov/press/press-releases/2011/aerospace-industry-critical-contributor-to-us-economy-062111.asp
Francisco Sánchez, Under Secretary of Commerce for International Trade, addressed national and international groups at the 2011 Paris Air Show to reinforce the President’s National Export Initiative (NEI) and support the U.S. aerospace industry. “The U.S. aerospace industry is a strategic contributor to the economy, national security, and technological innovation of the United States,” Sánchez said. “The industry is key to achieving the President’s goals of doubling exports by the end of 2014 and contributed $78 billion in export sales to the U.S. economy in 2010.” During the U.S. Pavilion opening remarks, Sánchez noted that the aerospace sector in the United States supports more jobs through exports than any other industry. Sánchez witnessed a signing ceremony between Boeing and Aeroflot, Russia’s state-owned airline. Aeroflot has ordered eight 777s valued at $2.1 billion, and the sales will support approximately 14,000 jobs.  “The 218 American companies represented in the U.S. International Pavilion demonstrate the innovation and hard work that make us leaders in this sector,” said Sánchez. “I am particularly pleased to see the incredible accomplishments of U.S. companies participating in the Alternative Aviation Fuels Showcase, which demonstrates our leadership in this important sector and shows that we are on the right path to achieving the clean energy future envisioned by President Obama.” 


Aerospace Good – Green Tech

R&D is key to aerospace leadership and green tech implementation
AIA 6/30, Aerospace Industries Association, premier trade association representing the nation's major aerospace and defense manufacturers, June 30, 2011.

http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=33997
Former FAA Administrator and current President and CEO of the Aerospace Industries Association, Marion C. Blakey, called for accelerated implementation of FAA's Next Generation Air Transportation System and increased U.S. investment in research and development to avoid losing our leadership in aerospace and defense. "It's important to properly fund and promote our aerospace and defense industry and the research and development needed to sustain it," Blakey said at a luncheon hosted by the Aero Club of Washington today. Blakey also said that it was important for the aerospace industry to underscore the critical role of aerospace and defense in supporting our nation and economy, especially during ongoing budget debates. AIA is launching a campaign called Second to None to ensure that Congress and other officials understand that the industry is a perishable national asset. "The aerospace and defense industry - which is second to none in the world, represents a smart business decision," said Blakey. "Our products keep the world's economy moving, our families safe at home and our troops secure and successful abroad." Further identifying the issues that place the industry at a crossroads, she said that half of U.S. aerospace engineers will become eligible for retirement by 2015. In addition, for the first time in 100 years, no new manned military aircraft are in design. Outdated export rules are hampering businesses as well as unmanned aerial systems, which Blakey called "game-changers in this century." NextGen will help environmental efforts by saving fuel and reducing emissions. The aviation industry has committed to achieve carbon-neutral growth by 2020 through the use of NextGen technologies and green fuel alternatives. However, these initiatives require government support, including R&D funding for FAA and NASA.



***NEG***

Uniqueness – Aerospace Industry Strong

Aerospace industry is strong—bolsters trade and generates thousands of jobs

Trupo 5/21, Mary Trupo, International Trade Administration, US Department of Commerce, June 21, 2011.
http://trade.gov/press/press-releases/2011/aerospace-industry-critical-contributor-to-us-economy-062111.asp
The U.S. aerospace industry ranks among the most competitive in the world, boasting a positive trade balance of $44.1 billion – the largest trade surplus of any U.S. manufacturing industry.  It directly sustains about 430,000 jobs, and indirectly supports more than 700,000 additional jobs.  Ninety-one percent of U.S. exporters of aerospace products are small and medium-sized firms.

Aerospace industry is strong—highly skilled workforce, generates jobs, expands markets

Blakey’10, Marion C. Blakey, Aerospace Industries Association President and CEO, June 8, 2010. “AIA - Keeping the Aerospace Industry Strong”.

http://www.aia-aerospace.org/newsroom/opinion_articles/aia_-_keeping_the_aerospace_industry_strong/

The aerospace and defense industry is a strong contributor to the U.S. economy, vital to our national security interests and a global leader in technological innovation.  The industry directly employs 844,000 workers and supports 2.2 million middle-class jobs in related fields. There are more than 30,000 aerospace and defense suppliers in all 50 states.  As America’s leading manufacturing export industry, aerospace contributes a positive balance of $56 billion to U.S. trade, the largest of any manufacturing sector. Last year the industry’s exports totaled $81 billion, providing an important boost to our economy.  We are leading the modernization of America’s aviation infrastructure and maintaining our leadership in space.  Aerospace technology innovation creates jobs, expands markets and improves our balance of trade. Aerospace and defense research and development secure our nation’s future and industrial base.  The industry’s workforce is highly skilled, leading our nation in global competitiveness. The workforce is comprised of proud, productive and patriotic citizens and there are growing opportunities for young people to have an exciting and well-paying career in the industry.


Uniqueness – Innovation Now

Aerospace innovation is underway despite perception
Anselmo and Warwick’9, Graham Warwick and Joseph C. Anselmo, Deputy Managing Editor at Aviation Week, former defense reporter at Congressional Quarterly, October 25, 2009.

A number of issues contribute to the perception that the aerospace and defense industry’s ability to innovate is broken. Cost overruns and schedule delays have become chronic on large development programs, such as the VH-71 presidential helicopter, 787 Dreamliner, National Reconnaissance Office’s Future Imagery Architecture and Europe’s A400M military transport. And the negative perception is reinforced because many of today’s large A&D contractors are not optimally organized to innovate and are having a harder time attracting the best and brightest innovators, who are also being sought by newer industries such as computer software. Yet a four-month examination by the global consulting firm Charles River Associates (CRA), undertaken in collaboration with Aviation Week, concludes that there is no “crisis” in A&D innovation. The CRA findings are detailed in a white paper posted online at AviationWeek.com/innovate. “The perception may be widespread that this is an industry that is too fat, dumb and happy to recognize it is in decline,” says Steven C. Grundman, a CRA vice president and the Boston-based director of the firm’s aerospace, defense and transportation practice. “But we detect at least as many indicators of risk-taking, innovative achievement and adaptation to the new rules of the A&D innovation game.” The white paper also found that, despite last year’s meltdown of the global credit markets, there remain sources of private capital willing to invest in small, innovative A&D companies.  

Uniqueness – Europe Not Gaining

European aerospace weak- US dollar, production delays, decreased orders, oil prices

Spiegel Online International’9, Europe's leading newsmagazine and Germany's top news Web site, November 16, 2009.

www.spiegel.de/international/business/0,1518,661535,00.html
European aerospace and defence giant EADS reported a loss of €87 million ($130 million) in the third quarter of this year thanks to its strong position in the US dollar. The poor results reflected the challenging environment for the Airbus maker, in part because the company is paid dollars for the majority of aircraft it sells.  Despite keeping sales for the group in the third quarter steady at €9.53 billion, down just 2 percent from last year, the company reported a loss for the quarter, versus a profit of €679 million this time last year. The weak dollar even hurt the company's total order book, which came in at the end of September at €378 billion, after losing €14 billion to the revaluation of the US dollar.  "The long-term dollar level is an important driver for EADS' earning power over the coming years," said Hans Peter Ring, chief financial officer of EADS, in a conference call on Monday. Mr. Ring added that the continuous weakening of the dollar is not an immediate threat to the company, but it is challenging the company's financial performance overtime.  EADS has also been plagued with production delays and cancelled or decreased orders. Two Airbus aircrafts, the A400M and the A380, have experienced costly production delays. The A400M was scheduled to take flight in March of this year, but in the call, Ring said he expected the plane to take its first flight at the end of the year. The delays could have an impact on EADS' fourth quarter results as well, the company said, as it renegotiates A400M contracts amid the delays. The company has already accrued €2.4 billion in charges related to the A400M delays. "EADS intends to reduce any further potential loss, but the full financial consequences of the delays will only be known once the negotiations are finalised," the company said in a statement. Making matters worse, the tough economic environment and rising oil prices has also dented EADS' intake of orders 76 percent to €24.6 billion for the first nine months of this year, from €88.7 billion this time last year. Earlier this month, the South African government cancelled a multi-billion contract with EADS for 8 A400M military aircrafts from Airbus, signed years ago, citing cost and production delays. 


AT: Link – Privatization Solves

Ending aerospace programs leads to privatization

Parker’11, Tim Parker, MBA in Finance and IT Strategy from London Business School and MIT Sloan School of Management, July 12, 2011.

http://www.activefilings.com/startups/small-businesses-benefit-from-space-shuttle-end/

The Space Shuttle Atlantis is currently on its last mission and represents the last mission of the Space Shuttle program. From here, the business of sending people in to space will become a job of, largely, private businesses at least here in the United States. NASA believes that privatizing the space program will not only save the government money at a time where budgets are tight but it will also spawn a wealth of small business growth. Business startups as well as existing small businesses will become designers, suppliers, and innovators of a new program that will lead to new jobs across the country. One of those companies is already in business and has been supplying the space program for many years. Odyssey Space Research designs and implements systems that most of us wouldn’t understand. According to Odyssey, they specialize in “rendezvous, proximity operations and capture (including automated rendezvous and docking) and other in-space flight phases.”  Odyssey Space Research sent two IPhones in to space on the last Space Shuttle mission. These IPhones are armed with software developed by Odyssey called Spacelab. Spacelab will be left on the International Space Station where four experiments using the software will be performed. By using the IPhone’s built in gyroscopes, sophisticated calculations can be made using their software. The phones will come back to Earth on the next Russian spacecraft sent to recover the returning astronauts. Another small business who will benefit is SpaceX. SpaceX believes that through all of the technological advances made, space vehicles have remained unchanged for 40 years. SpaceX is in the market of designing new vehicles that will take people to space including the International Space Station. It was started by Elon Musk, founder of Paypal and have been given funding by NASA to continue in their development of a vehicle that could take cargo to and from the International Space Station. With an array of successful flights already in addition to more than 40 flights scheduled through 2015, SpaceX is already on the forefront of aerospace technology but with the loss of the Space Shuttle program, SpaceX stands to only grow larger. Each of these companies, and many more, will see their business transform from a small startup to a thriving aerospace powerhouse. With the United States government putting the innovative ball in the court of private business, competition and capitalism will allow aerospace technology to evolve rapidly. For those with skills that are valuable to the aerospace industry, now couldn’t be a better time to start your business.
Private sector will take over when space shuttle program ends

Ostrowski 6/5, Jeff Ostrowski, Staff writer for the Palm Beach Post, July 5, 2011.
http://www.tcpalm.com/news/2011/jul/05/shuttle-retirements-economic-fallout-limited-to/?print=1
Before IBM built the first personal computer in Boca Raton, and before state taxpayers bet more than $1 billion on the biotech industry, the space program represented Florida's first major effort to diversify beyond tourism, agriculture and construction. "There's more than just the economic impact," Snaith said. "There's some type of psychic impact." Business boosters say the space shuttle served as a billboard for Brevard County's bona fides. "You couldn't get a better attention-grabber," said Lynda Weatherman, president of the Economic Development Council of Florida's Space Coast in Rockledge. Weatherman hopes that other aerospace endeavors, such as private-sector space launches from Kennedy Space Center, will pick up the slack from the long-dreaded end of the shuttle program. "We've been preparing for it for six years," Weatherman said. "It's still going to be a serious,sobering hit."

Aerospace budget cuts makes people turn to private sector
Grueber and Studt’ 10, Martin Grueber, Research Leader, Batelle, Cleveland, Ohio and Tim Studt, Editor-in-Chief, Advantage Business Media, Elk Grove Village, Illinois, December 5, 2010.
http://www.rdmag.com/Feature-Articles/2010/12/Policy-And-Industry-Government-Funding-2011-Global-RD-Funding-Forecast-Industrial-RD-Aerospace-Defense-Security/
Against this backdrop of impending fiscal pressure are additional concerns over the allocations within the defense R&D portfolio. The report, S&T for National Security, issued by the JASON Program Office, describes the importance of DOD basic research, but concludes, “important aspects of the DOD basic research programs are ‘broken’ to an extent that neither throwing more money at these problems nor simple changes in procedures and definitions will fix them.” The report identifies the main problem as a shifting focus from “long-term basic research to short-term deliverable-based research.” So where does this leave industrial R&D activities in the aerospace, defense and national security segment? Some observers see defense following the pattern of other mature industries dealing with significant cost constraints. There will be further efforts to push the development of innovations into the supply chain or to look to the private sector to find new ways to help finance innovation. 

AT: Link – No Tech Spin-offs

No visible impacts to spin-offs and investments trade off with other tech

Terrell 7/13, Timothy Terrell, associate professor of economics at Wofford College in Spartanburg, SC, and an adjunct scholar with the Ludwig von Mises Institute, July 13, 2011. “Was the Space Shuttle Worth it?”

http://mises.org/daily/5454/Was-the-Space-Shuttle-Worth-Itu
The final flight of the space-shuttle program, in progress as this is written, has prompted a number of retrospectives on the program's costs and benefits. Saturday's Wall Street Journal reported that the price tag on the US space-shuttle program has been difficult to pin down. One NASA estimate — on the low end, because it does not account for inflation — is $115.5 billion, or around $860 million per launch. That's still far higher than NASA's original projection of $7 million per launch, predicated as it was on far more frequent launches. Two more recent estimates are $193 billion (in 2010 dollars) and $211 billion. For the program's 135 launches, that's $1.43 billion and $1.56 billion per launch, respectively. Economists will find still other problems with these per-launch cost estimates. Whether the average cost per launch is $0.86 billion or $1.56 billion, those are still average costs, and not marginal costs. The additional costs of any particular shuttle launch could have been larger or smaller than the average, and were likely to have been smaller. Some significant portion of the shuttle program's costs were sunk costs, meaning that the costs of developing the shuttle were up-front, irrecoverable costs and therefore irrelevant to the decision to launch a particular mission. Marginal costs would have included the cost of preparing an existing shuttle for a mission, the fuel, the astronaut training and other scientist training specific to that mission, the equipment to be deposited in orbit by the mission, and similar costs. But there is another sort of calculation problem that faces government-funded science, beyond the questions of average versus marginal costs, or whether or not to count inflation, or whether or not a particular expense is shuttle-related. This calculation problem afflicts every form of government spending: What is the opportunity cost of the government's spending? All those resources used for the shuttle program had to come from somewhere. As Ludwig von Mises pointed out as early as 1920, it is impossible for a government that is dispensing with the market process to make the vital calculations of costs and benefits that would be necessary to make efficient resource allocations for society. An individual or a business operating in a market system has to consider the potential alternative uses of resources employed in any particular action. Prices of labor, capital, and raw materials provide a way to compare the costs of the different methods of producing any given good, and consideration of profits or losses give the entrepreneur critical information about whether or not the product is as desirable as other things that could be produced with the same resources. While a government agency such as NASA typically does have to purchase resources such as a technician's labor or a shuttle part from the private sector, it is operating without the information provided with profit and loss. Is a shuttle mission a better use of the resources than any alternative? We can't know, because a shuttle mission is not sold at a market-determined price to a willing buyer. NASA did not have to consider whether $200 billion dollars forcibly extracted from taxpayers would produce something salable at a price of more than $200 billion. We can make some comparison with other providers of similar services. The Russian "Progress" vehicle currently appears to be the cost leader, with a cost per pound to the International Space Station (ISS) of $18,149. The private sector is gaining, though sometimes only as subcontractors to the government, and not without a fight even there. In May of this year, in House hearings on commercial cargo supply to the ISS, a subcommittee report compared the private-sector alternative unfavorably to the space shuttle ($26,770 vs. $21,268 per pound to the ISS). But some observers noted the subcommittee's "fudging" of the numbers to favor the shuttle program. Robert Zimmerman pointed out that the numbers were based on an annual cost of $3 billion to operate the shuttle, when in fact $4 billion per year is more reasonable (though still low). According to Zimmerman, "the shuttle operational budget has never, ever been that low." Using the more reasonable figure puts the shuttle per-pound cost at $28,357, higher than the $26,770 private contractor's cost. Furthermore, as Zimmerman notes, the numbers do not take into account the fact that private companies are likely to lower their costs as their technology becomes less experimental, and as they enjoy greater economies of scale. The space shuttle, however, was not going to get any cheaper. But even with competition from other governments, and even with NASA subcontracting to the private sector, the calculation problem remains. What was and is still being given up in order to build and maintain the ISS? What has been the opportunity cost of the various exploratory and research missions funded by the government? Without profit and loss, government space flight is unable to provide a credible economic justification for its own existence. The problem of unknowable opportunity costs puts a dent in the idea that government science programs create a "multiplier" that generates more than their cost in private-sector advancements. The research, new technologies, and discoveries that might have been products of the space-shuttle program exist in the shadow of other research, technologies, and discoveries that might have been produced with the resources had they remained in the private sector. Any NASA "multiplier" exists because a private-sector multiplier has been destroyed. There is, as Frederic Bastiat would say, "what is seen and what is unseen." Tim Swanson put it this way: In the end, regardless of what the state did or did not fund or invent, the take-away principle is the unseen. While everyone with a TV has been able to see the hordes of chemical rockets dramatically blast into the cosmos over the past decades, they were similarly unable to see the productive opportunities foregone and ignored via the reallocation of scarce resources.  The perceived benefits of a vain, nationalized space program include, among others, the fallacious need to fight the mythical shortage of scientists and engineers. Whereas in reality, it has stymied private tourism, exploration, and research for nearly half a century. In fact, there is reason to doubt that the technologies said to originate in the shuttle program and other parts of the space program are really the results of government "investment." As William L. Anderson has noted, "we have no evidence that the space program has created on its own any of the new technologies that make our material lives better; instead, the program has utilized existing technologies."

No Impact – Space Not Key

Former veteran of six shuttle flights agrees costs weren’t worth it—trades off with more important tech

Air & Space Magazine’10, Air & Space Smithsonian Magazine, 2010. Interview with Former astronaut Story Musgrave, veteran of six space shuttle flights on five different orbiters, seven academic degrees, including a doctorate in medicine, worked as a part-time trauma surgeon for NASA. “A&S Interview: Story Musgrave”

http://www.airspacemag.com/space-exploration/AS-Interview-Story-Musgrave.html

A&S: Do you think the space shuttle program was worth the money spent on it? Musgrave: No, it was not worth the money—it ended up being a billion [dollars] a flight. And people might question my accounting: My accounting is to look at the Congressional budget that says how much money goes to the shuttle, and divide that by the number of flights. That kind of accounting is hard to argue with, and so it was a billion a flight, which is a massive amount. The whole thing is very complicated. I would have joined the robotic programs and the human programs instead of having them separate into either/or. People always used to try to get [Carl] Sagan on one side of the fence and me on the other, and have a little debate. Well, when the moderator talked to us, he found out I was on Sagan’s side. We need to join the robotic and the human programs so that they optimize each other. Send robots first to mine the materials you need, and they build the habitats. And then humans can get low-cost reliable access to space. All in all, I do have to give American engineering unbelievable credit that they were able to pull off this thing, as difficult as it was. [The shuttle] ended up having the best possible team in the world to make the most of it. But they’re not able to do anything with cost, of course. So the question is: Was it worth it? No, it was not worth it. But this is hindsight, you see. A&S: From a financial standpoint, not worth it? Musgrave: Well, I’m looking at what we could have done for the same money. The cost of the space station is 300 Voyager-class satellites. I could have a dozen or more satellites, Voyager-class, on every planet, and on every moon of every planet. I could have had satellites transmitting high-resolution, multimedia data back from 30 different bodies out there in the solar system. I could have the space station up there doing another truss, another module, another connection, another resupply--that’s what it is to the public. Or I could have had 30 simultaneous transmissions covering the entire solar system. Now that’s what people need to understand we gave up. 


*****STEM Advantage*****

***AFF***

Uniqueness – STEM Weak Now

Stem ed low now - studies

Anderson 11 (Nick Anderson, Washington Post Staff Writer, 1/ 26/ 2011, Washington Post, “U.S. students falling short in science”, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2011/01/25/AR2011012506976.html)

About two-thirds of U.S. fourth-graders failed to show proficiency in science in 2009, the federal government reported Tuesday, meaning that the average student was likely to be stumped when asked to interpret a temperature graph or explain an example of heat transfer.  Seventy percent of eighth-graders and 79 percent of 12th-graders also fell short of science proficiency on the National Assessment of Educational Progress, a key measure of performance in a subject that President Obama and business leaders call crucial for American competitiveness.  "It's disappointing," said Francis Eberle, executive director of the National Science Teachers Association, based in Arlington County. "Essentially, it says that science hasn't been part of the agenda. Science has had very little attention." He said reading and math - the focal areas of most standardized state tests - have squeezed time for science lessons in daily classroom schedules.  Results of the testing were posted at nationsreportcard.gov .  Obama has often talked about the importance of science and math instruction, and he made that a theme of his State of the Union address Tuesday night. "If we want innovation to produce jobs in America and not overseas, then we also have to win the race to educate our kids," he said.  Administration officials say the president wants to broaden the curriculum in schools, bringing more focus on science and other subjects, through a revision of the 2002 No Child Left Behind law.  In the new science scores for public and private students, Virginia beat the national average among states for fourth and eighth grades, but Maryland was in the middle of the pack. There were no separate results for the District or state scores for 12th grade. In addition, no comparisons with previous years were possible because the science exams were retooled for 2009.  Still, the data provide a sobering snapshot of scientific performance in U.S. schools early in the 21st century.  There were major achievement gaps among racial and ethnic groups: Black and Hispanic students trailed their white and Asian American peers by 20 to 30 points on a 300-point scale.  There was a gender gap at all three grade levels, widest among older students: The average score for 12th-grade boys was 153; for 12th-grade girls, 147.  Many students failed to reach a basic level of achievement. Performance was judged as advanced, proficient, basic or below basic.  Examples of basic skills: A fourth-grader should be able to explain the benefit of an adaptation for an organism, an eighth-grader should be able to relate oxygen level to atmospheric conditions at higher elevations, and a 12th-grader should be able to solve a design problem related to the electrical force between objects.  Among fourth-graders, 28 percent scored below basic. Among eighth-graders, 37 percent fell short of that level. Among 12th-graders, 40 percent fell short.  The federal test sampled performances of 156,500 fourth-graders and 151,100 eighth-graders to obtain national and state results. It also sampled 11,100 12th-graders for national results. No scores were available for the District, Alaska, Nebraska, Kansas or Vermont.  Among states with the highest average scores in fourth grade were New Hampshire, Virginia, North Dakota, Kentucky, Montana and Maine. In eighth-grade, the top performers included North Dakota, South Dakota, New Hampshire and Massachusetts.

Uniqueness – STEM Weak Now

Stem weak now – nationwide study

Banchero ’11 (By STEPHANIE BANCHERO, staff writer for the Wall Street Journal, “Students Score Poorly on Science Test”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704698004576103940087329966.html?mod=dist_smartbrief)

Results from a national exam revealed that fewer than one-third of elementary- and high-school students have a solid grasp of science, triggering anxiety about U.S. competitiveness in science and technology.  The scores from the 2009 National Assessment of Educational Progress, released Tuesday, come just a few weeks after an international science test showed U.S. students trailing their counterparts in many European and Asian countries. On that exam, called the Program for International Student Assessment, students in Hong Kong and Shanghai dominated their counterparts in the U.S. and most other countries. Science Test Scores  View Interactive  See where students performed higher or lower than the national average, or not significantly different from the national average, on the 2009 National Assessment of Educational Progress science test.  Teachers and education-advocacy groups offered several explanations for the dismal scores on the NAEP exam given to students in fourth, eighth and 12th grade. Reasons included shortages of qualified science educators and of advanced science classes in low-income and rural schools.  Many blamed the lackluster showing on No Child Left Behind, the 2002 federal law that requires schools to test students in math and reading, but not science. These critics contend that schools narrowed their focus to comply with the law.  "Science has been left off the national agenda for too long, and now we are paying the price," said Francis Eberle, executive director of the National Science Teachers Association. "We are seeing a persistent degradation of skills, and we've lost a generation of students."  President Barack Obama has made science and math education a national priority, warning that an inability to prepare students for careers in these fields threatens U.S. prosperity.  Mr. Obama launched a $260 million public-private partnership in 2009 to train 10,000 new math and science teachers and replicate successful science programs in classrooms.  U.S. Secretary of Education Arne Duncan said in a prepared statement Tuesday that the "next generation will not be ready to be world-class inventors, doctors and engineers" if results don't improve.  The 2009 NAEP was given to a representative sample of students in 46 states and Defense Department schools overseas. About 318,000 students sat for the exam in the spring of 2009.  The assessment, administered by the U.S. Department of Education, measures students' knowledge in physical, life, earth and space sciences.  The test requires students to apply knowledge across disciplines. It is generally considered tougher than state-administered exams. The test was updated recently to incorporate advances in science, so results can't be fairly compared with past exams.  Scores are translated into four categories: advanced, proficient, basic and below basic. Proficient represents "solid academic performance," NAEP said, while basic shows partial mastery of skills.  Only 31.6% of all students were proficient or better, while fewer than 3% qualified as advanced.  Thirty-four percent of fourth-graders scored at or above proficient. Describing the life cycle of an organism is an example of a skill demonstrated by fourth graders at the proficient level. Thirty percent of eighth graders met the mark, by demonstrating, for example, that they could recognize that plants produce their own food.  Only 21% of 12th-graders scored proficient. Identifying the difference between stars and planets is an example of a skill demonstrated by 12th-graders at the proficient level.  Boys scored higher than girls at all grades and whites and Asians outpaced African-American and Hispanic students. Low-income students posted the lowest scores. Students in cities tended to score lower than those in suburban and rural areas, while students in the Deep South generally scored below students in Northern and Northeastern states.  Alan Friedman, a physicist who sits on the board that oversees the federal exam, said it was "kind of scary" that so few students scored in the advanced category and far too many landed at "below basic." On the 12th grade exam, 40% of students were at the lowest level.  "Science isn't an isolated trade skill," Mr. Friedman said, pointing out that farmers need basic science knowledge to understand genetically engineered crops and voters need it to assess candidates' views on global warming.  Tom Luce, chief executive of the nonprofit National Science and Math Initiative, said enrolling more students in advanced-placement science courses is crucial to U.S. economic advancement. His group, funded by Exxon Mobil Corp., the Michael & Susan Dell Foundation and the Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation, awards grants to schools to help train teachers and enroll more students into these rigorous curricula.  "There are a lot of children out there who could excel in math and science if we just give them properly trained teachers and a shot at challenging material," he said.


Uniqueness – STEM Weak Now

Leadership in STEM declining
Brinkley 09 (Alan, Brinkley is the Allan Nevins professor of history and former provost at Columbia University, 11/23/09 “Half a Mind Is a Terrible Thing to Waste”, News Week, http://www.newsweek.com/id/222791)

In the heady progressive years of the early 20th century, few things were more alluring than the promise of scientific knowledge. In a world struggling with rapid industrialization, massive immigration, and chaotic urban growth, science and technology seemed to offer solutions to almost every problem. Newly created state colleges and universities devoted themselves almost entirely to scientific, technological, and engineering fields. Many Americans came to believe that scientific certainty could solve not only scientific problems, but could also reform politics, government, and business. Two world wars and a Great Depression rocked the confidence of many people that scientific expertise alone could create a prosperous and ordered world. In the aftermath of World War II, the academic world turned with new enthusiasm to humanistic studies, which seemed to many scholars the best way to ensure the survival of democracy and to resist tyranny. American scholars fanned out across much of the world—with support from the Ford Foundation, the Fulbright program, and the U.S. Information Agency—to promote the teaching of literature and the arts in an effort to make the case for democratic freedoms. Sum Total: Being Green Isn’t New Behind every statistic, there's a good story: facts and figures can add up to something greater than themselves. In the America of our own time, the great educational challenge has become an effort to strengthen the teaching of what is now know as the STEM disciplines (science, technology, engineering, and math). There is considerable and justified concern that the United States is falling behind much of the rest of the developed world in these essential disciplines. India, China, Japan, and other regions seem to be seizing technological leadership. At the same time, perhaps inevitably, the humanities—while still popular in elite colleges and universities—have experienced a significant decline. Humanistic disciplines are seriously underfunded, not just by the government and the foundations but by academic institutions themselves. Humanists are usually among the lowest-paid faculty members at most institutions and are often lightly regarded because they do not generate grant income and because they provide no obvious credentials for most nonacademic careers. There is no doubt that American education should be training more scientists and engineers and should be teaching scientific literacy to everyone else. Much of the hand-wringing among politicians about the state of American universities today is focused on the absence of "real world" education—which to a large degree means preparation for professional and scientific careers. But the idea that institutions or their students must decide between humanities and science is false. Our society could not survive without scientific and technological knowledge. But we would be equally impoverished without humanistic knowledge as well. Science and technology teach us what we can do. Humanistic thinking can help us understand what we should do. The humanities are not simply vehicles of aesthetic reward and intellectual inspiration, as valuable as those purposes are. Science and technology aspire to clean, clear answers to problems (as elusive as those answers might be).

Tech leadership declining – existing trends
National Academies 2005 (Engineering Research and America's Future: Meeting the Challenges of a Global Economy, National Academies Press, http://www.nap.edu/openbook.php?record_id=11393&page=R2)
Unfortunately, U.S. leadership in technological innovation seems certain to be seriously eroded unless current trends are reversed. The accelerating pace of discovery and application of new technologies, investments by other nations in research and development (R&D) and the education of a technical workforce, and an increasingly competitive global economy are challenging U.S. technological leadership and with it future U.S. prosperity and security. Although many current measures of technological leadership—percentage of gross domestic product invested in R&D, number of researchers, productivity level, volume of high-technology production and exports—still favor the United States, worrisome trends are already adversely affecting the U.S. capacity for innovation. These trends include: (1) a large and growing imbalance in federal research funding between the engineering and physical sciences on the one hand and biomedical and life sciences on the other; (2) increased emphasis on short-term applied R&D in industry and government-funded research at the expense of fundamental long-term research; (3) erosion of the engineering research infrastructure due to inadequate investment over many years; (4) declining interest of American students in engineering, science, and other technical fields; and (5) growing uncertainty about the ability of the United States to attract and retain gifted engineering and science students from abroad at a time when foreign nationals constitute a large and productive component of the U.S. R&D workforce.

Uniqueness – STEM Weak Now

Tech leadership declining – funding cuts

National Academies 2005 (Engineering Research and America's Future: Meeting the Challenges of a Global Economy, National Academies Press, http://www.nap.edu/openbook.php?record_id=11393&page=R2)
Current patterns in research funding do not bode well for future U.S. capabilities in these critical fields. Record levels of federal funds are being invested in R&D, but these levels reflect large increases in funding for biomedical and life sciences; investments in other fields of engineering and science have increased slowly and intermittently (if at all). Because of competitive pressures, U.S. industry has downsized its large, corporate R&D laboratories in physical sciences and engineering and reduced its already small share of funding for long-term, fundamental research. The committee believes that the decline in long-term industrial research is exacerbating the consequences of the current decline in federal R&D funding for long-term fundamental research in engineering and physical sciences.  These funding trends have had a predictably negative impact on academic research and student enrollments in engineering and physical sciences. In fact, foreign nationals now comprise 40 percent or more of graduate enrollments in physical sciences, mathematics and computer science, and engineering. In addition, nearly two-thirds of the graduate and undergraduate students in engineering who are U.S. citizens or permanent residents are white males. Increasing the overall number of American students pursuing degrees in physical sciences and engineering will be essential to meeting the future challenges facing the nation, but it will not be enough. We must also increase diversity by recruiting more women and underrepresented minorities in technical fields to ensure that we have the intellectual vitality to respond to profound and rapid change.
Tech leadership declining
Richard Freeman 2006 (Does Globalization of the Scientific/Engineering Workforce Threaten U.S. Economic Leadership?, Innovation Policy and the Economy, Vol. 6)

The analysis can be summarized in four propositions, two relating to the job market for scientific and engineering talent, and two relating to the effects of that market on the economy. The propositions regarding the science and engineering (S&E ) job market are: (1) The U.S. share of the world’s science and engineering graduates at all degree levels is declining rapidly, as college enrollments have expanded in other countries. The number of S&E PhDs from European and Asian universities, particularly from China, has increased while the number from US universities has stagnated. International students have, in addition, increased their share of advanced S&E degrees from US universities. As a result US reliance on foreignborn scientists and engineers has increased. 2) The job market for young scientists and engineers in the US has worsened relative to job markets for young workers in many other high-level occupations, which discourages US students from going on in these fields. At the same time, rewards are sufficient to attract large immigrant flows, particularly from less developed countries. The propositions regarding the impact of changes in the supply of science and engineering talent on the country’s economic performance are: 3) By increasing the number of scientists and engineers, highly populous low income countries such as China and India can compete with the US in technically advanced industries even though S&E workers are a small proportion of their work forces. This threatens to undo the traditional “North-South” pattern of trade in which advanced countries dominate high tech while developing countries specialize in less skilled manufacturing. 4. Diminished comparative advantage in high-tech will create adjustment problems for US workers, of which the offshoring of IT jobs to India, growth of high-tech production and exports from China, and multinational movement of R&D facilities to developing countries, are harbingers. The country faces a long transition to a less dominant position in science and engineering associated industries, for which the US will have to develop new labor market and R&D policies that build on existing strengths and develop new ways of benefitting from scientific and technological advances in other countries. The rest of the paper presents the evidence and arguments for the four propositions and examines the implications for policy. 


Uniqueness – STEM Weak Now

Low performance now

Romano et al ‘5 (Colonel Anthony F. Romano, USAF Ms. Cynthia Burns, NGA Colonel Larry Grubbs, USAF, 2005, The Industrial College of the Armed Forces, “SPACE:A Report on the Industry”, Industry Study 5240-17, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA449454&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

A disturbing trend is the low performance of American students in the math and science subjects. Math and science achievement scores of US students fall below international averages.88 The results of a recent international survey, conducted by the Program for International Student Assessment in the spring of 2003, indicate the learning gap between the US and its competitors in Europe and Asia is widening in basic math and science skills at the eighth through twelfth grade levels. This is alarming since technology and innovation in the space industry depends on high tech skills in the STEM subjects, yet this is precisely where the best US students are not excelling. Space science education gets taught within the Earth science curriculum in the grades K-9. This narrow focus on space science is dangerously small relative to our nation’s reliance on space. A Department of Defense (DoD) senior official recently stated that the need for US citizens in defense work is critical and that the downturn in America’s science and engineering workforce has become “an issue of national security.”89


Uniqueness – Competitiveness Weak Now
In decline - statistics

Schwab et al’11 (Professor Klaus Schwab Executive Chairman Professor Xavier Sala-i-Martin Chief Advisor of the Centre for Global Competitiveness and Performance Robert Greenhill Chief Business Officer CENTRE FOR GLOBAL COMPETITIVENESS AND PERFORMANCE Jennifer Blanke, Director, Lead Economist, Head of the Centre for Global Competitiveness and Performance Margareta Drzeniek Hanouz, Director, Senior Economist Irene Mia, Director, Senior Economist Thierry Geiger, Associate Director, Economist Ciara Browne, Associate Director Pearl Samandari, Community Manager Eva Trujillo Herrera, Research Assistant Carissa Sahli, CoordinatorWorld Economic Forum, “The Global Competitiveness Report 2010–2011” http://www3.weforum.org/docs/WEF_GlobalCompetitivenessReport_2010-11.pdf)
The United States continues the decline that began last year, falling two more places to 4th position. While many structural features that make its economy extremely productive, a number of escalating weaknesses have lowered the US ranking over the past two years. US companies are highly sophisticated and innovative, supported by an excellent university system that collaborates strongly with the business sector in R&D. Combined with the scale opportunities afforded by the sheer size of its domestic economy—the largest in the world by far—these qualities continue to make the United States very competitive. Labor markets are ranked 4th, characterized by the ease and affordability of hiring workers and significant wage flexibility. On the other hand, there are some weaknesses in particular areas that have deepened since our last assessment. The evaluation of institutions has continued to decline, falling from 34th to 40th this year. The public does not demonstrate strong trust of politicians (54th), and the business community remains concerned about the government’s ability to maintain arms-length relationships with the private sector (55th) and considers that the government spends its resources relatively wastefully (68th).There is also increasing concern related to the functioning of private institutions, with a measurable weakening of the assessment of auditing and reporting standards (down from 39th last year to 55th this year), as well as corporate ethics (down from 22nd to 30th). Measures of financial market development have also continued to decline, dropping from 9th two years ago to 31st overall this year in that pillar. A lack of macroeconomic stability continues to be the United States’ greatest area of weakness (ranked 87th). Prior to the crisis, the United States had been building up large macroeconomic imbalances, with repeated fiscal deficits leading to burgeoning levels of public indebtedness; this has been exacerbated by significant stimulus spending. In this context it is clear that mapping out a clear exit strategy will be an important step in reinforcing the country’s competitiveness going into the future. 

Losing dominance of science and technology

Towsend, Kerrick and Turpen 9 [Frances Fragos Townsend, Co-Chair, Former Assistant to President Bush for Homeland Security and Counterterrorism,  Lt. Gen. (Ret.) Donald Kerrick, Co-Chair Former Deputy National Security Advisor to President Clinton,   Elizabeth Turpen, Ph.D., Project Director, Senior Associate, The Henry L. Stimson Center and Task Force “Leveraging Science for Security: A Strategy for the Nuclear Weapons Laboratories in the 21st Century” Stimson Center: March 2009]
Among the dominant challenges confronting the nation in the 21 century is the decline of the United States’ leadership role in science and technology – termed a “quiet crisis” by journalist and commentator Thomas Friedman. In the past few years,   the U nited States has been slipping    precipitously from its long-dominant position in an increasingly global and competitive   S&T enterprise.   Countries like China and India have made significant gains in technology innovation and in attracting   high-technology and e- commerce opportunities .   These governments are   making substantial investments to build up their    technical education systems and attract talent to their countries. In addition, they have focused heavily on their national research and development (R&D) infrastructures by paying special attention to harvesting their domestic S&T knowledge and talent base within research institutes and universities and by prioritizing their respective engineering, manufacturing, and Information Technology (IT) industries.2   The rise in global S&T competence   sharply contrasts with   the accelerating – and parallel –    decline of the U nited S tates’ comparative advantage in   knowledge discovery and innovation.    Although according to all indices,   the US still maintains the strongest innovation system in the world,   that lead is expected to shrink dramatically by 2015, particularly when compared to the developing economies of China and India. Both governments have prioritized the enhancement of their    R&D capabilities and have gone to great lengths to establish comprehensive, government-sponsored supportive frameworks. Indeed, by 2015, this component – at just 70% of what is considered optimal for any country –    will be the weakest link in the US innovation system .3Similarly,   in the area of human capital , the US is expected to witness the erosion of its pre-eminence. A recent government-commissioned study predicts   a mere 2% improvement US S&T   talent, with China and India benefiting from a rise of    19 % and 15 % respectively .4   Such trends extend beyond the BRIC (Brazil, Russia, India, and China) economies to   include many countries   in the developing world. 


Uniqueness – Competitiveness Weak Now
Education – low competitiveness

Honda ’11 (Rep. Mike Honda, Represents the 15th Congressional District of California in the U.S. House, 3/9/11, Huffington Post, “Republican Education Cuts Killing America's Economic Competitiveness”, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/rep-mike-honda/republican-education-cuts_b_833353.html)

Recent weeks have witnessed vastly different approaches to course correction for our country's recessed economy. From debt ceilings to deficit reductions, Democrats and Republicans diverge on the best vehicle to reinvigorate American's fiscal viability and workforce sustainability. Nowhere is this more obvious than education.  Democrats believe investments in transportation, infrastructure, energy and education are the key to a sustainable high-growth economy. Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke supported this position in recent testimony to the House Budget Committee, saying that "wise investments in education, including community colleges and on-the-job training, are essential to lowering unemployment."  Republicans, in stark contrast, have proposed unprecedented cuts to education spending in recent resolutions. Not only are Republicans ignoring what the Federal Reserve is telling us, they are ignoring what recent scores on international competitiveness demonstrate: Investments in education are the key to our economic competitiveness.  The U.S., however, is increasingly losing its competitive edge when it comes to preparing our K-16 students in critical subjects like science, technology, engineering and math. In these subjects, our students consistently rank near the bottom in educational achievement among the world's 30 richest nations, according to the latest Program for International Student Assessment (PISA) scores.  We are being out-competed because we are being out-invested, exacerbating the mismatch in our country between the skills needed for high-growth job sectors and our students' skill sets.  When we unpack PISA scores, it becomes clear that inequity in our school system is driving us down. The scores highlight how equity/inequity in education correlates directly with global competitiveness (or lack thereof). In reading, for example, the U.S. average score of 500 lags well behind global leaders. The reason: economic inequality. U.S. schools with smaller amounts of student poverty scored as high as 551, which trumped scores from high-ranking South Korea and Singapore and put us five points behind No. 1-ranking Shanghai. As poverty increases in our schools, however, our scores steadily decrease.  These results on competitiveness should guide our policymaking. We must make every school as good as the schools in our wealthiest communities.  To do this successfully, we must invest wisely. We cannot just pour more money into systems that are not getting the job done. We have to retool the systems so that they will be effective. That is exactly why the Department of Education recently launched the Equity and Excellence Commission. This nonpartisan commission, my brainchild in partnership with Rep. Chaka Fattah (D-Pa.), is a crucial piece of the puzzle if we are really going to have our "Sputnik moment" in public education. This is our opportunity to address the broken system of education finance and develop a plan for comprehensive school finance reform that is focused on high achievement for all students. It is also an effort that is crucial to the future of working Americans.  Two things make this commission special. First, it will not be housed in Washington and function behind closed doors. The commission will be active throughout our communities, conducting field hearings, town halls and focus groups in each region of the country to give students, parents, teachers, administrators, community groups, nonprofits and small- and large-business leaders the opportunity to engage in the process. In addition, the Department of Education's Office of Community Outreach will hold a dozen focus groups and community meetings nationwide in order to expand the commission's reach. For education reform, this will be an important, albeit rare, opportunity for the grass-tops leaders to listen to the grassroots, where the true expertise resides.  Second, Secretary of Education Arne Duncan has appointed a remarkable panel of commissioners to perform this work. The panel includes stakeholders from across the political spectrum with the experience, expertise and gravitas to get the job done. For the first time, the commission will bring to the table every side of the fractious debate, with a mandate to find practical and pragmatic solutions for education finance.  We have known for years that equal opportunity is a fallacy in our public schools. With schools primarily financed by local property tax dollars, there is nothing fair about the quality of schools for our working and middle-class families. Our children should have an equal opportunity to achieve prosperity. Closing our achievement gap, however, is not just about those at the bottom -- it is about making sure that every working neighborhood has a world-class school. I hope we will seize the opportunity to make this a true Sputnik moment for each of our children.  This is the key to building a strong and sustainable American workforce and an industry that will keep us internationally competitive. If we do not invest in our children, who are clearly the workforce of our tomorrow, we lose out. The costs incurred by Republican cuts must be counted. This no-jobs agenda is quickly leading to a no-jobs future.

Uniqueness – Hegemony Declining

Even if tech leadership is high now it will decline – aging

Jackson 7 [Shirley Ann Jackson president of the Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, former chairman of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission. “Waking up to the “Quiet Crisis” in The United States” The College Board Review 210 Winter/Spring 2007 p 21-24]
The Scale of the Present Crisis But now, these scientists and engineers are about to retire in record numbers. As I first warned in a 2002 report, The Quiet Crisis: Falling Short in Producing American Scientific and Technical Talent, a quarter of the current science and engineering workforce—whose research and innovation generated the economic boom in the 1990s—is more than 50 years old and will have left the workforce by 2010. There are not enough students being prepared in the education pipeline to replace them.1 Leaders in a range of private industries are worried. The American Nuclear Society warned in June 2006: “By 2000, knowledge retention, education, and workforce planning evolved as major issues facing the nuclear industry.… by 2004, the average age of nuclear workers was 48, with 28% eligible to retire within five years.” They and others have raised concerns about the potential of “severe shortages of qualified workers to maintain the safe and reliable operation of commercial and defense nuclear power plants.”2 The looming trouble extends to the public sector at all levels. Officials in federal agencies with a stake in the science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) workforce, particularly the U.S. Departments of Educat ion, Homeland Security, Commerce, Labor, Energy, and Defense have voiced their concerns. In August 2005, then Deputy Under Secretary of Defense Michael W. Wynne,3 speaking at a Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) Systems and Technology Conference, noted that the U.S. Department of Defense, along with the vast defense industry, must fill vacant STEM positions with top secret “cleared” or “clearable” STEM professionals  (restricted to U.S. citizens). He readily acknowledged the increasing difficulty of doing so. A November 2006 report from the Task Force on the Future of American Innovation notes that “Nearly one-third of the civilian scientific and technical workforce in the Department of Defense (DoD) is currently eligible to retire.” The report also predicts that the percentage may rise to nearly 70 percent over the next seven years, and that at least 13,000 DoD laboratory scientists are likely to retire within the next decade, while more than one-quarter of the current aerospace workforce will be eligible to leave by next year.4 As a June 2006 U.S. House of Representatives Science Committee overview documented, “More than 30 percent of NASA’s employees are currently eligible for regular or early out retirement. NASA estimates that by 2011, 28 percent of its engineers and 45 percent of its scientists will be eligible to retire….less than 20 percent of NASA’s overall workforce is under 40, and less than 10 percent of NASA’s scientists are under 40.”5 At the same time, fewer international students, scientists, and engineers are coming to study and to work in the United States as visa policies have shifted and, increasingly, as opportunities are opening to study and work abroad. At home, not enough young Americans are being excited and prepared to pursue science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) subjects. 


Uniqueness – Hegemony Low
Heg low – need to be economically competitive
Thomas Friedman, NYT, 9/4 (Superbroke, Superfrugal, Superpower?, New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/09/05/opinion/05friedman.html?_r=1)
In recent years, I have often said to European friends: So, you didn’t like a world of too much American power? See how you like a world of too little American power — because it is coming to a geopolitical theater near you. Yes, America has gone from being the supreme victor of World War II, with guns and butter for all, to one of two superpowers during the cold war, to the indispensable nation after winning the cold war, to “The Frugal Superpower” of today. Get used to it. That’s our new nickname. American pacifists need not worry any more about “wars of choice.” We’re not doing that again. We can’t afford to invade Grenada today. Ever since the onset of the Great Recession of 2008, it has been clear that the nature of being a leader —  political or corporate — was changing in America. During most of the post-World War II era, being a leader meant, on balance, giving things away to people. Today, and for the next decade at least, being a leader in America will mean, on balance, taking things away from people. And there is simply no way that America’s leaders, as they have to take more things away from their own voters, are not going to look to save money on foreign policy and foreign wars. Foreign and defense policy is a lagging indicator. A lot of other things get cut first. But the cuts are coming — you can already hear the warnings from Secretary of Defense Robert Gates. And a frugal American superpower is sure to have ripple effects around the globe. “The Frugal Superpower:America’s Global Leadership in a Cash-Strapped Era” is actually the title of a very timely new book by my tutor and friend Michael Mandelbaum, the Johns Hopkins University foreign policy expert. “In 2008,” Mandelbaum notes, “all forms of government-supplied pensions and healthcare (including Medicaid) constituted about 4 percent of total American output.” At present rates, and with the baby boomers soon starting to draw on Social Security and Medicare, by 2050 “they will account for a full 18 percent of everything the United States produces.” This — on top of all the costs of bailing ourselves out of this recession — “will fundamentally transform the public life of the United States and therefore the country’s foreign policy.” For the past seven decades,in both foreign affairs and domestic policy, our defining watchword was “more,” argues Mandelbaum. “The defining fact of foreign policy in the second decade of the 21st century and beyond will be ‘less.’ ” When the world’s only superpower gets weighed down with this much debt — to itself and other nations — everyone will feel it. How? Hard to predict. But all I know is that the most unique and important feature of U.S. foreign policy over the last century has been the degree to which America’s diplomats and naval, air and ground forces provided global public goods — from open seas to open trade and from containment to counterterrorism — that benefited many others besides us. U.S. power has been the key force maintaining global stability, and providing global governance, for the last 70 years. That role will not disappear, but it will almost certainly shrink. Great powers have retrenched before: Britain for instance. But, as Mandelbaum notes, “When Britain could no longer provide global governance, the United States stepped in to replace it. No country now stands ready to replace the United States, so the loss to international peace and prosperity has the potential to be greater as America pulls back than when Britain did.” After all, Europe is rich but wimpy. China is rich nationally but still dirt poor on a per capita basis and, therefore, will be compelled to remain focused inwardly and regionally. Russia, drunk on oil, can cause trouble but not project power. “Therefore, the world will be amore disorderly and dangerous place,” Mandelbaum predicts. How to mitigate this trend? Mandelbaum argues for three things: First, we need to get ourselves back on a sustainable path to economic growth and reindustrialization, with whatever sacrifices, hard work and political consensus that requires. Second, we need to set priorities. We have enjoyed a century in which we could have, in foreign policy terms, both what is vital and what is desirable. For instance, I presume that with infinite men and money we can succeed in Afghanistan. But is it vital? I am sure it is desirable, but vital? Finally, we need to shore up our balance sheet and weaken that of our enemies, and the best way to do that in one move is with a much higher gasoline tax. America is about to learn a very hard lesson: You can borrow your way to prosperity over the short run but not to geopolitical power over the long run. That requires a real and growing economic engine. And, for us, the short run is now over. There was a time when thinking seriously about American foreign policy did not require thinking seriously about economic policy. That time is also over. An America in hock will have no hawks — or at least none that anyone will take seriously


Link – Space Revitalizes STEM Education
Space programs increase interest in STEM
Romano et al ‘5 (Colonel Anthony F. Romano, USAF Ms. Cynthia Burns, NGA Colonel Larry Grubbs, USAF, 2005, The Industrial College of the Armed Forces, “SPACE:A Report on the Industry”, Industry Study 5240-17, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA449454&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

Solutions to Improve the National STEM Workforce: It is imperative our nation take action to ensure the scientific proficiency needed in our future workforce. There are numerous policy improvements and on-going initiatives the government should pursue to increase student interest in math and science in the formative years, and to widen the pipeline of scientists and engineers who drive innovation. The US government and industry are taking some steps in the right direction to address the issues discussed in the first two points below. However, our nation should act now to implement the recommendations stated in recommendations three through six. First, the Federal government should develop a clear policy of sustaining long term research to encourage young people to enter careers in science, mathematics or engineering. Developing a top-notch space industry workforce requires a top-down vision by the President that reaches out to the nation and across the government as the inspirational basis necessary to develop and sustain a knowledgeable and skilled workforce. The Administration is addressing this need and has recently announced a five-year Mathematics and Science Initiative that will engage in a public campaign to highlight the importance of mathematics and science education, and to recruit, train and retain teachers with strong backgrounds in mathematics and science.  Second, early outreach programs are vital to developing and sustaining a knowledgeable workforce. The Council on Competitiveness notes that we lose our future scientists and engineers around the junior high school years.90 Successful outreach initiatives which expose children to the STEM subjects can help to reverse this trend. DoD implements a Starbase program which provides students in K-12 with a week of math and science based simulations and experiments in space-related fields.91 The National Aeronautics and Space Administration educational outreach program, “Inspiring the Next Generation of Explorers”, influences youths to pursue science and engineering educational opportunities. The Boeing Company’s Summer Science Camp has successfully led students to pursue careers in science and engineering.92 Third, the Federal government should lift the visa restrictions for foreign students applying to enter the US. Post 9/11 immigration controls have resulted in a 32 percent drop in the number of international student applications in 2004.93 Foreign students graduating from US universities with degrees in science and engineering have been an important asset in our industry workforce and have contributed to basic science and new innovations. One-third of today’s US workforce of scientists and engineers were born outside the US94 The challenge regarding foreign students is to find a balance between scientific exploration and security.95 Fourth, Congress should resist R&D cuts proposed in the President’s FY 2006 budget. Federally-funded research has long been a significant factor in US patent productivity and economic strength.96 As the government tries to reduce its budget deficits, R&D programs in mathematics and engineering are being reduced.97 There is a real disconnect between the Administration’s plans for the new space exploration initiative, and the failure to fund basic R&D programs. These programs motivate STEM talent and lead to the innovation our space industry needs for competitive advantage. Congress should also assist entrepreneurs who have plans to build space components, but do not have the capital to go from concept to delivery. Fifth, the nation desperately needs to create an educational system of S&T schools. At a minimum, we should be offering and requiring advanced Earth and space science courses at the middle and high school levels while helping students integrate learning into future careers. Sixth, sufficient training for teachers is critical since they are the ones who inspire and motivate our nation’s children to dream and learn. President Bush’s Council of Advisors on Science and Technology recently released a report which recommends improving our country’s K-12 education to ensure future innovation and improve the nation’s STEM capabilities.98 In summary, there is an urgent need for all the stakeholders involved, including the government, academia, industry, and professional societies, to develop an integrated plan for education, training, and workforce development. At present, there is no central database for collaboration and sharing information at the national level. Although there is a lot of good coming from existing initiatives, more should be accomplished, and in an integrated approach.


Link – Space Revitalizes STEM Education
Space key to stem and competition

Technician ’11 (By Staff Editorial, writer at the Technician, 7/5/11, “Ending space program hinders STEM education”, http://www.technicianonline.com/viewpoint/ending-space-program-hinders-stem-education-1.2603897)

The facts: NASA space shuttle Atlantis will leave Earth July 8th, marking the program's final flight. The future of the program is currently unclear.  Our opinion: If the nation wishes to gain an edge on foreign competition in the sciences, the cut of the space shuttle program is a hypocritical backward step that goes against the national interest.  July 8th will mark the final note in NASA space shuttle history. Half a century ago, our space endeavor stood as a symbol of national pride and inspiration. Now space missions have become routine and NASA has failed to provide new milestones to spark the old nationalistic sentiment.  Although NASA may not have found alien life on Mars or a sustainable galactic planet, there is still a promising future for the space program. Ending this U.S. space shuttle series will only yield a backward step for America in global competition and thus, it is in the best interests of the nation to continue the space program.  President Barack Obama announced an initiative to train an additional 10,000 engineers during a speech on Monday, June 13. He also voiced that the STEM – science, technology, engineering, and math – subjects should be emphasized in education because this are the jobs of the future, and these are the jobs that are in jeopardy due to foreign competitors.  Astronauts and aircraft designers were once the heroes of future students. Young children aspired to be astronauts and it was space that fascinated the minds of the youth. Space held prospects of discovery and innovation that surpassed Earth's bounds.  If the president truly desires more children to pursue the STEM subjects and compete with China, India and other competitors for jobs, he should take a moment to realize that the future engineers of America need a point of inspiration. NASA and the space shuttle program provided this in the past and will again, if given another chance.  One of the main reasons for Obama's 10,000 engineers speech was because of the growing concern of jobs going to other countries. With the end of the space shuttle program, American astronauts will have no other option but to tag along on Russian space shuttles.  Some supporters of the motion say that NASA may now have the money for more university grants for aeronautic research. However, new graduates in the aerospace field will not be able to experiment in space without special permission from the Russians. Students will be unlikely to research innovations that may never make it past the hypothetical which is detrimental to our nation.  The decision to end NASA's space program goes against the president's words and the national interest. If the American government wishes to gain a competitive edge in the global job market and enhance scientific education, the end of the space shuttle is disappointing and hypocritical.

STEM Good – Competitiveness

Stem key to competitiveness and the economy

Mejia 09 (Robert T. Mejia, * Employment Services Manager at South Bay Workforce Investment Board, City University of New York-Baruch College (education), 1/14/09, “What’s Old is New: Green Jobs & What America’s Federal Workforce Investment System Can Do Now to Develop a Green Workforce” www.southbayresource.net/articles/whatsoldisnew.pdf, tables, charts, and graphs omitted)

In addition to adaptation, science, technology and innovation may prove to be our greatest allies in the battle to defeat global warming. A number of promising eco-tech solutions to our environmental challenges are starting to emerge; they hinge on further research and development, access to capital, and accommodating government regulations. Innovations such as Bio-char (a stable and rich charcoal produced from biomass) for carbon sequestration, improved soil fertility, sustainable (carbon-negative) What’s Old is New 17 energy production, and poverty reduction; the use of algae as an alternative fuel source; and bioorganisms and nano devices that clean up toxic spills and improve solar technology hold great potential for solving some of the world’s most difficult consumption challenges and contamination problems. Sustained advances and U.S. leadership in environmental technologies, not only in terms of global warming, but in terms of competitiveness, will rely on an expansion of the nation’s knowledge workforce, with a strong emphasis on green-centered science, technology, engineering and mathematics (STEM). Sadly, the U.S. lags other developed countries in its preparation of technologists, scientists, engineers and mathematicians. The U.S.’ share of the world’s scientists and engineers is projected to fall from 40 percent in 1975 to 15 percent in 2010.22 This trend must be reversed. As reported by the U.S. Department of Labor on January 15, 2008 in the Federal Register: There is a broad consensus that the long-term key to continued U.S. competitiveness and growth in an increasingly global economic environment is the adequate supply of qualified Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM) workers capable of translating knowledge and skills into new processes, products and services. According to the National Science Foundation (NSF), scientific innovation has produced roughly half of all U.S. economic growth in the last fifty years and the STEM disciplines, including those who work in them, are critical engines to that innovation and growth—one recent estimate, while only five percent of the U.S. workforce is employed in STEM fields, the STEM workforce accounts for more than fifty percent of the nation’s sustained growth (Babco 2004). The National Academy of Sciences study, Rising Above the Gathering Storm (2006), argues that: Absent a serious and rapid response, the U.S. will lose quality jobs to other nations; lowering our standard of living, reducing tax revenues, and weakening the domestic market for goods and services. Once this cycle accelerates, it will be difficult to regain lost pre-eminence in technology-driven innovation and its economic benefits.23 In Thrive: The Skills Imperative, the Council on Competitiveness states that: Looking ahead, skills for sustainability could become a key competitive differentiator. As Joseph Stanislaw has noted: we are at the very beginning of a global race to create dominant green economies.(42) Global warming and competition for resources could very well change the ground rules of globalization-at the very least, the need to reduce carbon footprints and achieve higher resource productivity could alter corporate calculations about where and how to distribute operations and assets globally. America could get out in front of this paradigm shift. But it is not clear that the United States will have enough talent with the right set of skills, or has even defined the path forward on skills for sustainability.24 To defeat global warming, we must focus on developing both the intellectual and physical infrastructure of our country.

Scientific leadership key to the economy

Richard Freeman 2006 (Does Globalization of the Scientific/Engineering Workforce Threaten U.S. Economic Leadership?, Innovation Policy and the Economy, Vol. 6)
Leadership in science and technology gives the US its comparative advantage in the global economy. US exports are disproportionately from sectors that rely extensively on scientific and engineering workers and that embody the newest technologies. In 2003, with a massive national trade deficit, the smallest deficit relative to output was in high technology industries. Aggregate measures of scientific and technological prowess place the US at the top of global rankings.3 Trade aside, the US is the leading capitalist economy because it applies new knowledge in more sectors than any other economy. Many companies on the technological frontier are American multinationals: IBM, Microsoft, Intel, Dupont, and so on. Analysts attribute the country’s rapid productivity growth in the 1990s/2000s to the adaption of new information and communication technologies to production. Scientific and technological preeminence is also critical to the nation’s defense, as evidenced by the employment of R&D scientists and engineers in defense related activities and in the technological dominance of the US military on battlefields. To be sure, other factors also contribute to US economic leadership,4 but in a knowledge-based economy, leadership in science and technology contributes substantially to economic success.


STEM Good – Competitiveness

STEM key to the economy

Romano et al ‘5 (Colonel Anthony F. Romano, USAF Ms. Cynthia Burns, NGA Colonel Larry Grubbs, USAF, 2005, The Industrial College of the Armed Forces, “SPACE:A Report on the Industry”, Industry Study 5240-17, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA449454&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

Conclusion: STEM talent is the center of gravity in a knowledge-based economy that has raised the bar on innovation. America’s economic progress depends on a continuing supply of STEM talent engaged in and funded across the R&D spectrum.99 The nation’s space industry, knowledge base, and economic prosperity requires an urgent response from the government to accelerate and resource current initiatives while developing a national human capital strategy and vision to inspire the next generation workforce. It is clear that a long term solution to developing a skilled space industry workforce begins with improved math and science education, from kindergarten through graduate school. Children, teachers, and educational and science and technology infrastructures are key to our nation’s vitality and future security. We must take deliberate steps to nurture our nation’s children in math and science in the formative years and attract and retain enthusiastic educators who will hand off the pride and the passion to the next generation. Just as President Kennedy inspired our nation in the race to the Moon, we must now inspire the nation’s young people to create a new generation of innovators to protect our national interests in space across the military, civil and commercial sectors. The children we are educating today are the STEM workforce that will successfully lead the US in the 21st century.

Innovation and stem key to the economy

Romano et al ‘5 (Colonel Anthony F. Romano, USAF Ms. Cynthia Burns, NGA Colonel Larry Grubbs, USAF, 2005, The Industrial College of the Armed Forces, “SPACE:A Report on the Industry”, Industry Study 5240-17, http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA449454&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf)

Troubling Trends of STEM Education and the R&D Connection: The Council on Competitiveness found that innovation is the single most important factor in determining 12 America’s success through the 21st century.84 While the report recommends increased funding in R&D, the US government has reduced funding in national R&D over the past ten years, including cuts in the President’s FY 2006 R&D budget. Studies link a strong correlation between reduced R&D funding to the decline in the number of graduates in the STEM subjects.85 Over the past decade, our nation has lost more than 600,000 scientific and technical aerospace jobs which have also adversely impacted the number of students earning degrees in STEM. Meanwhile, nearly 30 percent of the aerospace workforce will be eligible to retire in 2008. 86 The current US educational system will not provide enough students with the needed STEM skills to fill the critical positions being vacated by the retiring baby-boomers.87 Concurrently, other nations are building up their science and technology (S&T) infrastructures and capabilities. 


Innovation Good – Economy

And, US competitiveness high now despite recent decline—absent tech innovation US leadership will collapse

Dabney, 10 (Michael Dabney, a former bioscience communicator at the University of California, U.S. Competitive Edge in Jeopardy, http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/content/view/34041/)

He wrote: “The United States appears to have thrown its gearshift into reverse. At all levels of government and even in the private sector, Americans have been cutting back crucial investments in creativity—in education, in research, in arts and culture—while pouring billions into low-return or no-return public projects like sports stadiums … If these trends continue, the U.S. may well squander its once-considerable lead.” It is America’s declining hegemony in high-tech innovation and research that has got decision makers in the U.S.—from the Oval Office and the National Science Foundation in Washington to researchers, business leaders, and educators across the country—concerned. “For more than half a century, the United States has led the world in scientific discovery and innovation. It has been a beacon, drawing the best scientists to its educational institutions, industries and laboratories from around the globe,” The Task Force on the Future of American Innovation wrote in the report “The Knowledge Economy: Is the United States Losing Its Competitive Edge?” “However, in today’s rapidly evolving competitive world, the United States can no longer take its supremacy for granted. Nations from Europe to Eastern Asia are on a fast track to pass the United States in scientific excellence and technological innovation,” the report said. Indeed, there are warnings on the horizon. Here are just some of them: Fewer graduates in science and engineering: America’s educational system was once at the forefront of producing the best scientists and engineers; but today, undergraduate science and engineering degrees in the United States are being awarded less frequently than in other countries. For example, according to the Council on Competitiveness, the ratio of first university degrees in natural sciences and engineering to the college-age population in the United States is only 5.7 degrees per 100. Some European countries, including Spain, Ireland, Sweden, the United Kingdom, France, and Finland, award between 8 and 13 degrees per 100. Japan awards 8 per 100, and Taiwan and South Korea each award about 11 per 100. Stagnant growth: Although the United States remains a competitive leader in innovation, it has made the least progress of all developing nations in competiveness and innovation capacity over the last decade, according to a 2009 report by the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation titled “The Atlantic Century: Benchmarking EU & U.S. Innovation and Competitiveness.” A fall from grace in key high-tech sectors: From 1998 to 2003, the balance of trade in the manufacture of aircraft—which for years was one of the strongest U.S. export sectors—fell from $39 billion to $24 billion, a loss of $15 billion, reflecting increased sales of foreign-made commercial aircraft to U.S. carriers. In areas of information technology, biotechnology, nanotechnology, and fusion energy science, the United States is also losing ground to Asia and some countries in the European Union (EU). “‘Can America compete?’ is the nation’s new No. 1 anxiety, the topic of emotional debate,” wrote Fortune magazine’s Geoffrey Colvin. “We’re not building human capital the way we used to. Our primary and secondary schools are falling behind the rest of the world’s. Our universities are still excellent, but the foreign students who come to them are increasingly taking their educations back home. As other nations multiply their science and engineering graduates—building the foundation for economic progress—ours are declining, in part because those fields are seen as nerdish and simply uncool.” To be sure, experts are quick to point out that despite these challenges, no one is saying that Americans can’t adapt and get back on track. The Task Force on the Future of American Innovation report stated: “The United States still leads the world in research and discovery, but our advantage is rapidly eroding, and our global competitors may soon overtake us.” To remain competitive in the global arena, the task force said, the United States must redirect its attention to the factors that have driven American innovation for years: research (especially that which is funded through federal and private entities for science and engineering), education, the technical workforce, and economic growth. Columbia University professor Dr. Jeffrey Sachs, cited in Colvin’s article, underscores this point. In a competitive global market, he said, it is science and technological breakthroughs that fundamentally influence economic development, and in an economy where technology leadership determines the winners, education trumps everything. That’s a problem for America, Bill Gates told Fortune magazine. He said while American fourth-graders are among the world’s best in math and science, by ninth grade they’ve fallen way behind. "This isn’t an accident or a flaw in the system; it is the system,” said Gates. That is why America’s decline in producing top-notch scientists and engineers is such a serious concern, experts say. While America lags, “low-cost countries—not just China and India but also Mexico, Malaysia, Brazil, and others—are turning out large numbers of well-educated young people fully qualified to work in an information-based economy,” said Colvin. For example, he said, China in 2005 produced about 3.3 million college graduates, India 3.1 million (the majority of them English-speaking), and the United States just 1.3 million. In engineering, China’s graduates numbered over 600,000, India’s 350,000 and the United States’ only about 70,000, making it highly probable that the United States may be required to outsource its research and development overseas eventually if this trend is not addressed. “Americans who thought outsourcing only threatened factory workers and call-center operators are about to learn otherwise,” Colvin warned. While many studies exploring the competitiveness of America in science and technology indicate that America still leads other countries in key areas of these fields, the 2009 report from the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation found cause for both the United States and the EU to be concerned in the face of increasing Asian competition. The report evaluated and rated global innovation-based competitiveness in science and technology of 40 nations and regions (including the EU-10 and the EU-15) as they currently stand, and in terms of the progress they have made over the last decade. In it, the United States was rated fourth place in global competitiveness among all nations, and the EU 18th place. However, the study found that the United States has made the least progress of the 40 nations and regions in improvement in international competitiveness and innovation capacity over the last decade, while China was rated first in this category. The EU-15 region was found to have made more improvements over the last decade than the United States but slower than the overall average and, as a result, was ranked 29th among the 40 nations and regions. “If the EU-15 region as a whole continues to improve at this faster rate than the United States, it would surpass the United States in innovation-based competitiveness by 2020,” the report said. However, with the positive showing of Asian nations in the study, the report’s authors Robert Atkinson and Scott Andes wrote, “To find global leaders [in high tech], Asia is the place to look.” The study’s findings also have significant implications for Europe and the United States, the authors said. First, the rise of global economic competition means that the United States and Europe need to think of themselves as a big state or a big nation, and proactively put in place national or continental economic development strategies. “This particularly applies to the United States, where the prevailing view among many Washington policymakers is that the United States has been number 1 for so long that it will continue to be number 1,” Atkinson and Andes wrote. However, competition between countries and regions, if conducted in the right spirit, can actually be beneficial by pumping new life blood into various sectors of the global economy. “The competitive pressures between nations can lead them all to do better, spurring them to put in place a host of policies that drive productivity and innovation, which at the end of the day will benefit not just individual nations and regions,” Atkinson and Andes wrote. “The United States and Europe, having led in the 20th century, have a special responsibility to lead this process in the 21st century.”


Innovation Good – Hegemony 

And, competitiveness through innovation is key to global leadership.

Martino 7 (Rocco Martino, Senior Fellow at the Foreign Policy Research Institute, ‘7 (A Strategy for Success: Innovation Will Renew American Leadership, Orbis, Volume 51, Issue 2) 
Much of the foreign policy discussion in the United States today is focused upon the dilemma posed by the Iraq War and the threat posed by Islamist terrorism. These problems are, of course, both immediate and important. However, America also faces other challenges to its physical security and economic prosperity, and these are more long-term and probably more profound. There is, first, the threat posed by our declining competitiveness in the global economy, a threat most obviously represented by such rising economic powers as China and India.1 There is, second, the threat posed by our increasing dependence on oil imports from the Middle East. Moreover, these two threats are increasingly connected, as China and India themselves are greatly increasing their demand for Middle East oil.2    The United States of course faced great challenges to its security and economy in the past, most obviously from Germany and Japan in the first half of the twentieth century and from the Soviet Union in the second half. Crucial to America's ability to prevail over these past challenges was our technological and industrial leadership, and especially our ability to continuously recreate it. Indeed, the United States has been unique among great powers in its ability to keep on creating and recreating new technologies and new industries, generation after generation. Perpetual innovation and technological leadership might even be said to be the American way of maintaining primacy in world affairs. They are almost certainly what America will have to pursue in order to prevail over the contemporary challenges involving economic competitiveness and energy dependence.    There is therefore an urgent need for America to resume its historic emphasis on innovation. The United States needs a national strategy focused upon developing new technologies and creating new industries. Every successful strategy must define an objective or mission, determine a solution, and assemble the means of execution. In this case, the objective is economic superiority; the solution is new industries which build upon the contemporary revolution in information technology; and the means of execution will have to include a partnership of industry, government, and people.3


Competitiveness Good – Hegemony

S+t key to heg / econ

Adam Segal, Maurice R. Greenberg Senior Fellow in China Studies at the Council on Foreign Relations and the author of Digital Dragon: High Technology Enterprises in China, December 2004 (Is America Losing its Edge?, CFR, Foreign Affairs)
The   United States' global    primacy depends in large part   on its ability to develop new technologiesand industries   faster than anyone else . For the last five decades,   U.S. scientific innovation andtechnological entrepreneurship have ensured the country's   economic prosperity and military    power. It was Americans who invented and commercialized the semiconductor, the personalcomputer, and the Internet; other countries merely followed the U.S. lead. Today, however,   thistechnological edge-so long taken for granted-   may be slipping, and the most serious challenge iscoming from Asia.   Through competitive tax policies, increased   investment in research anddevelopment (   R&D), and preferential policies for science and technology (   S&T) personnel,   Asian governments are improving the quality of their science and ensuring the exploitation of    future innovations . The percentage of patents issued to and science journal articles published byscientists in China, Singapore, South Korea, and Taiwan is rising. Indian companies are quickly becoming the second-largest producers of application services in the world, developing,supplying, and managing database and other types of software for clients around the world. SouthKorea has rapidly eaten away at the U.S. advantage in the manufacture of computer chips andtelecommunications software. And even   China has made impressive   gains in advanced   technologies such as lasers, biotechnology, and advanced materials used in   semiconductors,    aerospace, and many   other types of    manufacturing . Although the United States' technical dominance remains solid, the globalization of research and development is exerting considerable pressures on the American system. Indeed, as the United States is learning, globalization cuts both ways: it is both a potent catalyst of U.S. technological innovation and a significant threat to it.   The U nited S tates will never be able to prevent rivals from developing new technologies; itcan remain dominant only by continuing to innovate faster than everyone else. But this won't be easy; to keep its privileged position in the world, the United States must get better at fostering technological entrepreneurship at home.66 


STEM Good – Heg

science k2 econ

NAS 07  (National Academy of Sciences with National Academy of Engineering and National Academy of Medicine, 2007, “Rising Above the Gathering Storm: Energizing and Employing America for a Brighter Economic Future”, http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=11463)

Although the United States continues to possess the world’s strongest science and engineering enterprise, its position is jeopardized both by evolving weakness at home and by growing strength abroad. Because our economic, military, and cultural well-being depends on continued science and engineering leadership, the nation faces a compelling call to action. The United States has responded energetically to challenges of such magnitude in the past: Early in the 20th century, we determined to provide free education to all, ensuring a populace that was ready for the economic growth that followed World War II. The GI Bill eased the return of World War II veterans to civilian life and established postsecondary education as the fuel for the postwar economy. The Soviet space program spurred a national commitment to science education and research. The positive effects are seen to this day—for example, in much of our system of graduate education. The decline of the US semiconductor manufacturing industry in the middle 1980s was met with SEMATECH, the government–industry consortium credited by many with stimulating the resurgence of that industry. Today’s challenges are even more diffuse and more complex than many of the challenges we have confronted in our past. Research, innovation, and economic competition are worldwide, and the nation’s attention, unlike that of many competitors, is not focused on the importance of its science and engineering enterprise. If the United States is to retain its edge in the technology-based industries that generate innovation, quality jobs, and high wages, we must act to broker a new, collaborative understanding among the sectors that sustain our knowledge-based economy—industry, academe, and government—and we must do so promptly.

STEM Good – Economy

S+t key to econ

NAS 07  (National Academy of Sciences with National Academy of Engineering and National Academy of Medicine, 2007, “Rising Above the Gathering Storm: Energizing and Employing America for a Brighter Economic Future”, http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=11463)

Having reviewed trends in the United States and abroad, the committee is deeply concerned that the scientific and technological building blocks critical to our economic leadership are eroding at a time when many other nations are gathering strength. We strongly believe that a worldwide strengthening will benefit the world’s economy—particularly in the creation of jobs in countries that are far less well-off than the United States. But we are worried about the future prosperity of the United States. Although many people assume that the United States will always be a world leader in science and technology, this may not continue to be the case inasmuch as great minds and ideas exist throughout the world. We fear the abruptness with which a lead in science and technology can be lost—and the difficulty of recovering a lead once lost, if indeed it can be regained at all. The committee found that multinational companies use such criteria3 as the following in determining where to locate their facilities and the jobs that result: Cost of labor (professional and general workforce). Availability and cost of capital. Availability and quality of research and innovation talent. Availability of qualified workforce. Taxation environment. Indirect costs (litigation, employee benefits such as healthcare, pensions, vacations). Quality of research universities. Convenience of transportation and communication (including language). Fraction of national research and development supported by government.Legal-judicial system (business integrity, property rights, contract sanctity, patent protection). Current and potential growth of domestic market. Attractiveness as place to live for employees. ffectiveness of national economic system. Although the US economy is doing well today, current trends in each of those criteria indicate that the United States may not fare as well in the future without government intervention. This nation must prepare with great urgency to preserve its strategic and economic security. Because other nations have, and probably will continue to have, the competitive advantage of a low wage structure, the United States must compete by optimizing its knowledge-based resources, particularly in science and technology, and by sustaining the most fertile environment for new and revitalized industries and the well-paying jobs they bring. We have already seen that capital, factories, and laboratories readily move wherever they are thought to have the greatest promise of return to investors.


AT: STEM CP

Even if STEM works, the job market cant support it – demand side key

DAVID SIROTA, Columnist; Host, "The David Sirota Show”, September 28, 2010 “Writer Debunks The 'Great Education Myth',” http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=130188617
MARTIN: Now David, you recently wrote a piece called "The Neoliberal Bait and Switch." You call it the great education myth. What's the myth?  Mr. SIROTA: The myth is from both parties that you can have a trade and economic policy that effectively incentivizes the offshoring of jobs in America. And the way to combat that, the downside of that, is to make your education system better, that your education system can be your primary instrument of job growth in a country.  And it's a myth because what we know is that if you do not have the economic policies in place to incentivize investment in job growth in the United States, no matter how well your education system does, no matter how many Ph.D.s or STEM specialists it produces, there won't be enough jobs to employ the people that education system produces.  And we know this because we know from studies that we are already, our education system, as flawed as it is, is already producing more STEM graduates than the job market itself can support.  MARTIN: But there is no doubt, though, that college graduates fare better in the labor market than non-college graduates.  Mr. SIROTA: That's certainly true, but the point here is that if we're talking about an instrument of job creation, that there are limits on how much of an engine your education system can be if you don't have policies in place from your government that incentivize investing at home rather than investing abroad.  If you have policies in place that create tax advantages for a company to move its jobs overseas, if you have a trade policy that encourages the same thing, if you have a corporate subsidy policy that encourages that, then you could end up having a nation of Ph.D.s with not v Columnist; Host, "The David Sirota Showery many well-paying jobs. 



***NEG***

Uniqueness – Competitiveness Strong Now
High now
Huffington Post 2010 (Frank A. Weil, Chairman of Abacus and Associates, "What Columbus Must Have Worried About", July 27, 2010, http://www.huffingtonpost.com/frank-a-weil/what-columbus-must-have-w_b_661039.html)
When Columbus set sail for what turned out to be our shores in 1492, he was not altogether sure whether or when he was going to see dry land again. It turned out much later that some Chinese explorers had already scoped out a lot of what he found, but neither he nor most sailors at the time had any idea -- though he did believe there was something there. Despite Copernicus, there were serious people who really believed the world was flat and that if they went too far, they just might fall off into a void of space.  So what does that have to do with today's world? A lot, because we too are sailing into unfamiliar, uncharted waters, even though the GPS is omnipresent. Some of the questions that are bruited about at the moment are:  --Do we have too much debt? Are we going to be pushed into bankruptcy by our foreign creditors?  --When will we lick the problem of 10% unemployment?  --How can we avoid the Depression trap of a double dip and accelerating deflation?  --Without a growth rate like the past 20 years and massive consumption how do we recover?  And on and on in that vein. There is no iron clad answer about the future, of course, so the flat world people today use the rear view mirror as the best proxy they can find to see ahead. And while it is true that past has in fact been prologue many times in history, this time it is most probably not true -- simply because (to stick with the metaphor) the new continent just over the horizon from us now has never been explored.  The new continent, or the future, is really different. Some of the differences are quite surprising and even profound:  --The availability of adjustment in the modern world, when the excesses have been wrung out after the credit crisis, is simply amazing. With the internet and all forms of modern communication, including Google, our whole system is adjusting among regions, sectors, and substance daily. That was not true in the past. This kind of continuous, constant adjustment practically assures us that, if anywhere near the right macro policies are managed by our government, it would be impossible for the economy to collapse as it did in the 1930s.  --Despite the recent credit crisis, corporate America has large amounts of cash stashed away, which it clearly intends to deploy to its advantage, particularly when costs seem relatively reasonable due to deflation. Perhaps to a lesser extent that is also true of American consumers when they see something they want. Witness: iPhones and iPads, which are not inexpensive, being bought by the millions. Little of that purchasing power was readily available in the 1930s when consumer credit barely existed.  --Despite the decline in manufacturing in recent decades, in part due to exchange rate adjustments, American competitiveness is increasing. That increasing competitiveness coupled with a relatively well-educated work force suggests that we will gradually see new forms of employment incrementally adding to the work force, as part of the continuous adjustment process mentioned above.  The contours of "the new continent" that is just over the horizon may not yet be quite clear, causing many doomsayers to look in the rear view mirror and say "watch out below." For two centuries, the wisest investors in America have been saying "do not sell America short." They continue to be correct. Even though we may be looking at a long, slow recovery, which will of course have short term bumps in its path, it almost certainly will continue to favor people who remain believers.  Columbus fought with some of his captains and crew who had grown scared as the days passed without sighting land and were ready to turn back. We do not have a Columbus on our current ship of state who can command us to forge ahead. Too many people are losing faith in Obama because he has not yet "sighted" land." We need to find more patience to recognize and appreciate what he has already done to keep us on course. What lies ahead will surely make what lies behind fade into insignificance as the new future unfolds its magic.

Uniqueness – Competitiveness Strong Now
US competitiveness leads in all indicators

Brooks and Wohlforth ‘08 (Stephen G. Brooks William C. Wohlforth, Associate Professors in the Department of Government at Dartmouth College, 2008, World Out of Balance, p. 32-4)

American primacy is also rooted in the country’s position as the world’s leading technological power. The United States remains dominant globally in overall R&D investments, high-technology production, commercial innovation, and higher education (table 2.3). Despite the weight of this evidence, elite perceptions of U.S power had shifted toward pessimism by the middle of the first decade of this century. As we noted in chapter 1, this was partly the result of an Iraq-induced doubt about the utility of material predominance, a doubt redolent of the post-Vietnam mood. In retrospect, many assessments of U.S economic and technological prowess from the 1990s were overly optimistic; by the next decade important potential vulnerabilities were evident. In particular, chronically imbalanced domestic finances and accelerating public debt convinced some analysts that the United States once again confronted a competitiveness crisis. If concerns continue to mount, this will count as the fourth such crisis since 1945; the first three occurred during the 1950s (Sputnik), the 1970s (Vietnam and stagflation), and the 1980s (the Soviet threat and Japan’s challenge). None of these crises, however, shifted the international system’s structure: multipolarity did not return in the 1960s, 1970s or early 1990s, and each scare over competitiveness ended with the American position of primacy retained or strengthened. Our review of the evidence of U.S. predominance is not meant to suggest that the United States lacks vulnerabilities or causes for concern. In fact, it confronts a number of significant vulnerabilities; of course, this is also true of the other major powers. The point is that adverse trends for the United States will not cause a polarity shift in the near future. If we take a long view of U.S. competitiveness and the prospects for relative declines in economic and technological dominance, one takeaway stands out: relative power shifts slowly. The United States has accounted for a quarter to a third of global output for over a century. No other economy will match its combination of wealth, size, technological capacity, and productivity in the foreseeable future (table 2.2 and 2.3) The depth, scale, and projected longevity of the U.S. lead in each critical dimension of power are noteworthy. But what truly distinguishes the current distribution of capabilities is American dominance in all of them simultaneously. The chief lesson of Kennedy’s 500-year survey of leading powers is that nothing remotely similar ever occurred in the historical experience that informs modern international relations theory. The implication is both simple and underappreciated: the counterbalancing constraint is inoperative and will remain so until the distribution of capabilities changes fundamentally. The next section explains why. 

US competitiveness is inevitable - demographics, geography, and culture 

Slaughter ’09 (Anne-Marie Slaughter, of the Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs, Princeton, Foreign Affairs, January- February 2009, “America's Edge Subtitle: Power in the Networked Century,” p. 94)

The emerging networked world of the twenty-first century, however, exists above the state, below the state, and through the state. In this world, the state with the most connections will be the central player, able to set the global agenda and unlock innovation and sustainable growth. Here, the United States has a clear and sustainable edge. THE HORIZON OF HOPE The United States' advantage is rooted in demography, geography, and culture. The United States has a relatively small population, only 20-30 percent of the size of China's or India's. Having fewer people will make it much easier for the United States to develop and profit from new energy technologies. At the same time, the heterogeneity of the U.S. population will allow Washington to extend its global reach. To this end, the United States should see its immigrants as living links back to their home countries and encourage a two-way flow of people, products, and ideas. The United States is the anchor of the Atlantic hemisphere, a broadly defined area that includes Africa, the Americas, and Europe. The leading countries in the Atlantic hemisphere are more peaceful, stable, and economically diversified than those in the Asian hemisphere. At the same time, however, the United States is a pivotal power, able to profit simultaneously from its position in the Atlantic hemisphere and from its deep ties to the Asian hemisphere. The Atlantic and Pacific Oceans have long protected the United States from invasion and political interference. Soon, they will shield it from conflicts brought about by climate change, just as they are already reducing the amount of pollutants that head its way. The United States has a relatively horizontal social structure -- albeit one that has become more hierarchical with the growth of income inequality -- as well as a culture of entrepreneurship and innovation. These traits are great advantages in a global economy increasingly driven by networked clusters of the world's most creative people. On January 20, 2009, Barack Obama will set about restoring the moral authority of the United States. The networked world provides a hopeful horizon. In this world, with the right policies, immigrants can be a source of jobs rather than a drain on resources, able to link their new home with markets and suppliers in their old homes. Businesses in the United States can orchestrate global networks of producers and suppliers. Consumers can buy locally, from revived local agricultural and customized small-business economies, and at the same time globally, from anywhere that can advertise online. The United States has the potential to be the most innovative and dynamic society anywhere in the world.

Uniqueness – Econ Strong Now

Us leads

Grewal 10 ( Keven Grewal, editorial director and research analyst at The ETF Institute, 6/10/10, SeekingAlpha, http://seekingalpha.com/article/209347-5-reasons-the-u-s-will-likely-emerge-from-the-great-recession-stronger-than-ever)

Despite China’s extraordinary economic growth, the US is still the largest and most productive in the world. America’s economy is three times the size of China’s and the per capita income of China is only about 10% of that of the US. Additionally, the US generates more output in one year than Japan, China, and Germany (the next three largest economies) combined, while only constituting a little under 5% of the world’s population. A second reason that the US remains a strong contender is because it's the top exporter in the world. Granted, there's still a massive import/export imbalance in the US, but the nation still exports nearly 10% of global exports. Thirdly, the US continues to remain a favorite for foreign direct investment. When compared to China, the US has witnessed nearly three times as much foreign direct investment thoan China over the past nine years. To put it into perspective, America’s global share of foreign direct investment was 16% over the last nine years as compared to 6% for China. Another reason that the US remains attractive is its safe-haven appeal. According to the International Monetary Fund, 62% of allocated global reserves of central banks in the last quarter of 2009 were held in dollars. As the debt crisis unfolded in Europe and tensions between North Korea and South Korea continue to loom, investors are getting wary of a sustainable global economic recovery and are turning to the dollar as a safety net. The dollar is gaining ground on nearly all currencies and is especially witnessing strength over currencies of countries that are big commodity exporters, nations that are highly sensitive to economic growth. Lastly, the US remains one of the world’s leaders in innovation, which will likely be a driver of economic success in the near future. After all, the US is home to Apple (AAPL) -- one of the world’s most innovative companies. Additionally, US companies continue to place a significant emphasis on research and development, and the US remains a global leader in frontier technologies such as bio and nanotechnology.


Uniqueness – Hegemony High / Sustainable

The US dominates all indicators

G. John Ikenberry, Michael Mastanduno and William C. Wohlforth, professor of politics and international affairs at Princeton University, professor of government and associate dean for social sciences at Dartmouth College, and professor of government at Dartmouth College, 2009, World Politics, “Unipolarity, State Behavior, and Systemic Consequences,” accessed via Project MUSE 
American primacy in the global distribution of capabilities is one of the most salient features of the contemporary international system. The end of the cold war did not return the world to multipolarity. Instead the United States—already materially preeminent—became more so. We currently live in a one superpower world, a circumstance unprecedented in the modern era. No other great power has enjoyed such advantages in material capabilities—military, economic, technological, and geographical. Other states rival the United States in one area or another, but the multifaceted character of American power places it in a category of its own. The sudden collapse of the Soviet Union and its empire, slower economic growth in Japan and Western Europe during the 1990s, and America’s outsized military spending have all enhanced these disparities. While in most historical eras the distribution of capabilities among major states has tended to be multipolar or bipolar—with several major states of roughly equal size and capability—the United States emerged from the 1990s as an unrivaled global power. It became a “unipolar” state.

Uniqueness – Hegemony High / Sustainable

Statistics prove—the US leads in all indicators

G. John Ikenberry, Michael Mastanduno and William C. Wohlforth, professor of politics and international affairs at Princeton University, professor of government and associate dean for social sciences at Dartmouth College, and professor of government at Dartmouth College, 2009, World Politics, “Unipolarity, State Behavior, and Systemic Consequences,” accessed via Project MUSE 
There will doubtless be times in which polarity cannot be determined, but now does not appear to be one of them. Scholars largely agree that there were four or more states that qualified as poles before 1945; that by 1950 or so only two measured up; and that by the 1990s one of these two poles was gone. They largely agree, further, that no other power—not Japan, China, India, or Russia, not any European country and not the EU—has increased its overall portfolio of capabilities sufficiently to transform its standing.11 This leaves a single pole. There is widespread agreement, moreover, that any plausible index aggregating the relevant dimensions of state capabilities would place the United States in a separate class by a large margin.12 The most widely used measures of capability are gdp and military spending. As of 2006 the United States accounted for roughly one-quarter of global gdp and nearly 50 percent of gdp among the conventionally defined great powers (see Table 1). This surpasses the relative economic size of any leading state in modern history, with the sole exception of the United States itself in the early cold war years, when World War II had temporarily depressed every other major economy. By virtue of the size and wealth of the United States economy, its massive military capabilities represented only about 4 percent of its gdp in 2006 (Table 2), compared with the nearly 10 percent it averaged over the peak years of the cold war—1950–70—as well as with the burdens borne by most of the major powers of the past.13 The United States now likely spends more on defense than the rest of the world combined (Table 2). Military research and development (R&D) may best capture the scale of the long-term investments that now give the United States its dramatic qualitative edge over other states. As Table 2 shows, in 2004 U.S. military expenditures on R&D were more than six times greater than those of Germany, Japan, France, and Britain combined. By some estimates over half of the military R&D expenditures in the world are American, a disparity that has been sustained for decades: over the past thirty years, for example, the United States invested more than three times what the EU countries combined invested in military R&D. Hence, on any composite index featuring these two indicators the United States obviously looks like a unipole. That perception is reinforced by a snapshot of science and technology indicators for the major powers (see Table 3). These vast commitments do not make the United States omnipotent, but they do facilitate a preeminence in military capabilities vis-à-vis all other major powers that is unique in the post-seventeenth-century experience. While other powers can contest U.S. forces operating in or very near their homelands, especially over issues that involve credible nuclear deterrence, the United States is and will long remain the only state capable of projecting major military power globally.14 This dominant position is enabled by what Barry Posen calls “command of the commons”—that is, unassailable military dominance over the sea, air, and space. The result is an international system that contains only one state with the capability to organize major politico-military action anywhere in the system.15 No other state or even combination of states is capable of mounting and deploying a major expeditionary force outside its own region, except with the assistance of the United States. Conventional measures thus suggest that the concentration of military and overall economic potential in the United States distinguishes the current international system from its predecessors over the past four centuries (see Figure 1). As historian Paul Kennedy observed: “Nothing has ever existed like this disparity of power; nothing, . . . I have returned to all of the comparative defense spending and military personnel statistics over the past 500 years that I compiled in The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers, and no other nation comes close.”16 The bottom line is that if we adopt conventional definitions of polarity and standard measures of capabilities, then the current international system is as unambiguously unipolar as past systems were multipolar and bipolar.

Uniqueness – Hegemony High / Sustainable

US has massive demographic advantages—other countries have aging populations

Fareed Zakaria, Ph.D. from Harvard University, honorary degrees from Brown, the University of Miami, and Oberlin College, Trustee of Yale University, 2008, Foreign Affairs, “The Future of American Power: How America Can Survive the Rise of the Rest,” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/63394/fareed-zakaria/the-future-of-american-power?page=show 

But Europe has one crucial disadvantage. Or, to put it more accurately, the United States has one crucial advantage over Europe and most of the developed world. The United States is demographically vibrant. Nicholas Eberstadt, a scholar at the American Enterprise Institute, estimates that the U.S. population will increase by 65 million by 2030, whereas Europe's population will remain "virtually stagnant." Europe, Eberstadt notes, "will by that time have more than twice as many seniors older than 65 than children under 15, with drastic implications for future aging. (Fewer children now means fewer workers later.) In the United States, by contrast, children will continue to outnumber the elderly. The United Nations Population Division estimates that the ratio of working-age people to senior citizens in western Europe will drop from 3.8:1 today to just 2.4:1 in 2030. In the U.S., the figure will fall from 5.4:1 to 3.1:1." The only real way to avert this demographic decline is for Europe to take in more immigrants. Native Europeans actually stopped replacing themselves as early as 2007, and so even maintaining the current population will require modest immigration. Growth will require much more. But European societies do not seem able to take in and assimilate people from strange and unfamiliar cultures, especially from rural and backward regions in the world of Islam. The question of who is at fault here -- the immigrant or the society -- is irrelevant. The reality is that Europe is moving toward taking in fewer immigrants at a time when its economic future rides on its ability to take in many more. The United States, on the other hand, is creating the first universal nation, made up of all colors, races, and creeds, living and working together in considerable harmony. Consider the current presidential election, in which the contestants have included a black man, a woman, a Mormon, a Hispanic, and an Italian American. Surprisingly, many Asian countries (with India an exception) are in demographic situations similar to or even worse than Europe's. The fertility rates in China, Japan, South Korea, and Taiwan are well below the replacement level of 2.1 births per woman, and estimates indicate that the major East Asian nations will face a sizable reduction in their working-age populations over the next half century. The working-age population in Japan has already peaked; by 2010, Japan will have three million fewer workers than it did in 2005. The worker populations in China and South Korea are also likely to peak within the next decade. Goldman Sachs predicts that China's median age will rise from 33 in 2005 to 45 in 2050, a remarkable graying of the population. And Asian countries have as much trouble with immigrants as European countries do. Japan faces a large prospective worker shortage because it can neither take in enough immigrants nor allow its women to fully participate in the labor force. The effects of an aging population are considerable. First, there is the pension burden -- fewer workers supporting more gray-haired elders. Second, as the economist Benjamin Jones has shown, most innovative inventors -- and the overwhelming majority of Nobel laureates -- do their most important work between the ages of 30 and 44. A smaller working-age population, in other words, means fewer technological, scientific, and managerial advances. Third, as workers age, they go from being net savers to being net spenders, with dire ramifications for national savings and investment rates. For advanced industrialized countries, bad demographics are a killer disease.

Uniqueness – Hegemony High / Sustainable

Even if some indicators are declining, the US is still a hegemon

Lehmann ’11 (By JEAN-PIERRE LEHMANN, professor of international political economy at IMD, a global business school in Switzerland, and founding director of The Evian Group, 7/14/11, NYT, “Counterpoint: Don’t Write Off the U.S.”, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/07/15/opinion/15iht-edlehmann15.html)
In the IHT Global Agenda magazine (June 24), three experts on geopolitics — Joseph Nye, Dambisa Moyo and Kishore Mahbubani — debated whether global power was shifting away from the United States, and indeed what defined power in the 21st century. Jean-Pierre Lehmann, professor of international political economy at IMD, a global business school in Switzerland, and founding director of The Evian Group, joins the debate.  The shift of power from West to East has become a common theme, especially since the onset of the 2008 financial crisis. We need some perspective.  It is an incontrovertible fact that over the last couple of decades parts of Asia have experienced high growth and considerable economic and social transformations, including significant reductions in poverty, increasing competitiveness, the rise of a middle class and massive urbanization.  But a number of Asian countries remain mired in poverty and some in turmoil, like Afghanistan, Myanmar, Laos and North Korea. And even among the “successful” Asian economies, great pockets of poverty, illiteracy and misery remain.  It is also an incontrovertible fact that the West is in decline. The term “the West,” however, is as misleading as “Asia” in making generalizations.  The differences between the United States and Europe are great and growing. Think demographics: The United States has a young and vibrant population, while Europe’s is aging and declining. Furthermore, since the end of the Cold War the ties of the trans-Atlantic alliance have badly deteriorated, as the former U.S. defense secretary, Robert Gates, recently proclaimed.  Having said that, diminishing American power is also an incontrovertible fact. The quagmires in Afghanistan and Iraq, Guantánamo Bay, Abu Ghraib, the collapse of Lehman Brothers, massive indebtedness, among other developments, have greatly undermined U.S. power and prestige.  In the global economy, America’s position as number one is increasingly challenged by China: The International Monetary Fund expects it will overtake the United States before the end of this decade. China has already overtaken the United States as the world’s biggest manufacturing and trading power. It is also the world’s banker: Its $3 trillion in foreign-exchange reserves gives Beijing enormous financial clout, especially vis-à-vis Washington.  Nevertheless, America’s global leadership position — and especially its soft power — while weakened, remain paramount.  Asia is a geopolitical tinderbox. In one of the great ironies of history, Vietnam is seeking support from the United States in Hanoi’s escalating confrontation with Beijing in the South China Sea. All is far from quiet on Asian geopolitical fronts as many countries in the region, for example India, look for American protection.  The United States remains the magnet of the global brain drain, giving the United States a capacity to renew itself. Thanks to this constant new blood, the United States will not soon be dislodged as the global fountain of innovation and creativity. American universities and American firms, especially in high-tech, are places graduates from the entire planet aspire to join. It will take decades before Asia or any other part of the world can rival the enormous scientific space created by institutions such as M.I.T., Harvard, Yale and many others.  The United States remains the world’s beacon. Anti-Americanism notwithstanding, American shores keep beckoning. This is not due to any particular ideology. As the late historian Richard Hofstadter noted: “It has been our fate as a nation not to have ideologies but to be one.” Contrast that pithy statement with the convolutions in which the Chinese Communist Party found itself as it just marked its 90th anniversary.  While prospects for the United States in its wars in Afghanistan, Iraq and possibly Libya may be bleak, one can be reasonably certain that ultimately, even if America loses the wars, as was the case with Vietnam, it will win the peace. As that helicopter took off from the roof of the C.I.A. housing complex in Saigon on April 29, 1975, vividly marking the U.S. defeat, who would have believed that three decades later Vietnam would be a member of the World Trade Organization, a thriving market economy and a close trading partner and ally of the United States, and that the “boat people” would be welcomed back with open arms?  America’s biggest threat to the world is not imperialism — even if it can sometimes, as currently in Central Asia, cause havoc; the greatest threat now, as in the past (the 1930s), is American isolationism. As the American economy flounders and unemployment rises, an anti-immigration, xenophobic streak is emerging. The U.S. failure to lead to a successful conclusion of the W.T.O. Doha agenda and other actions and statements in America give rise to justified fears of rising American protectionism.  Having been the world’s leader in globalization, the greatest calamity, for the United States, and the rest of the planet, would be if the U.S. now led the world into de-globalization. Asia is rising, Latin America may be rising; one hopes that Africa and the Middle East will rise. Ultimately, however, the successful and sustained rise of any and all of these regions requires that the United States continues to be open and global.  While it may be unfashionable to say so, the United States remains in the eyes of much of the world the indispensable and irreplaceable country. 


Uniqueness – Hegemony High / Sustainable

No decline of heg – its been the same doomsday prophecy for 30 years

(David H. Levey recently retired after 19 years as Managing Director of Moody's Sovereign Ratings Service. And Stuart S. Brown is Professor of Economics and International Relations in the Moynihan Institute of Global Affairs at Syracuse University's Maxwell School of Citizenship and Public Affairs. 2005 “The Overstretch Myth” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/60615/david-h-levey-and-stuart-s-brown/the-overstretch-myth)
Would-be Cassandras have been predicting the imminent downfall of the American imperium ever since its inception. First came Sputnik and "the missile gap," followed by Vietnam, Soviet nuclear parity, and the Japanese economic challenge--a cascade of decline encapsulated by Yale historian Paul Kennedy's 1987 "overstretch" thesis. The resurgence of U.S. economic and political power in the 1990s momentarily put such fears to rest. But recently, a new threat to the sustainability of U.S. hegemony has emerged: excessive dependence on foreign capital and growing foreign debt. As former Treasury Secretary Lawrence Summers has said, "there is something odd about the world's greatest power being the world's greatest debtor." The U.S. economy, according to doubters, rests on an unsustainable accumulation of foreign debt. Fueled by government profligacy and low private savings rates, the current account deficit--the difference between what U.S. residents spend abroad and what they earn abroad in a year--now stands at almost six percent of GDP; total net foreign liabilities are approaching a quarter of GDP. Sudden unwillingness by investors abroad to continue adding to their already large dollar assets, in this scenario, would set off a panic, causing the dollar to tank, interest rates to skyrocket, and the U.S. economy to descend into crisis, dragging the rest of the world down with it. Despite the persistence and pervasiveness of this doomsday prophecy, U.S. hegemony is in reality solidly grounded: it rests on an economy that is continually extending its lead in the innovation and application of new technology, ensuring its continued appeal for foreign central banks and private investors. The dollar's role as the global monetary standard is not threatened, and the risk to U.S. financial stability posed by large foreign liabilities has been exaggerated. To be sure, the economy will at some point have to adjust to a decline in the dollar and a rise in interest rates. But these trends will at worst slow the growth of U.S. consumers' standard of living, not undermine the United States' role as global pacesetter. If anything, the world's appetite for U.S. assets bolsters U.S. predominance rather than undermines it.


Heg Sustainable – AT: East Asia

Asian countries pose no threat- US will always remain ahead

JEAN-PIERRE LEHMANN, professor of international political economy at IMD, a global business school in Switzerland, and founding director of The Evian Group, 7/14, 2011, Counterpoint: Don’t Write Off the U.S., New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/07/15/opinion/15iht-edlehmann15.html 
The shift of power from West to East has become a common theme, especially since the onset of the 2008 financial crisis. We need some perspective. It is an incontrovertible fact that over the last couple of decades parts of Asia have experienced high growth and considerable economic and social transformations, including significant reductions in poverty, increasing competitiveness, the rise of a middle class and massive urbanization. But a number of Asian countries remain mired in poverty and some in turmoil, like Afghanistan, Myanmar, Laos and North Korea. And even among the “successful” Asian economies, great pockets of poverty, illiteracy and misery remain. It is also an incontrovertible fact that the West is in decline. The term “the West,” however, is as misleading as “Asia” in making generalizations. The differences between the United States and Europe are great and growing. Think demographics: The United States has a young and vibrant population, while Europe’s is aging and declining. Furthermore, since the end of the Cold War the ties of the trans-Atlantic alliance have badly deteriorated, as the former U.S. defense secretary, Robert Gates, recently proclaimed. Having said that, diminishing American power is also an incontrovertible fact. The quagmires in Afghanistan and Iraq, Guantánamo Bay, Abu Ghraib, the collapse of Lehman Brothers, massive indebtedness, among other developments, have greatly undermined U.S. power and prestige. In the global economy, America’s position as number one is increasingly challenged by China: The International Monetary Fund expects it will overtake the United States before the end of this decade. China has already overtaken the United States as the world’s biggest manufacturing and trading power. It is also the world’s banker: Its $3 trillion in foreign-exchange reserves gives Beijing enormous financial clout, especially vis-à-vis Washington. Nevertheless, America’s global leadership position — and especially its soft power — while weakened, remain paramount. Asia is a geopolitical tinderbox. In one of the great ironies of history, Vietnam is seeking support from the United States in Hanoi’s escalating confrontation with Beijing in the South China Sea. All is far from quiet on Asian geopolitical fronts as many countries in the region, for example India, look for American protection. The United States remains the magnet of the global brain drain, giving the United States a capacity to renew itself. Thanks to this constant new blood, the United States will not soon be dislodged as the global fountain of innovation and creativity. American universities and American firms, especially in high-tech, are places graduates from the entire planet aspire to join. It will take decades before Asia or any other part of the world can rival the enormous scientific space created by institutions such as M.I.T., Harvard, Yale and many others. The United States remains the world’s beacon. Anti-Americanism notwithstanding, American shores keep beckoning. This is not due to any particular ideology. As the late historian Richard Hofstadter noted: “It has been our fate as a nation not to have ideologies but to be one.” Contrast that pithy statement with the convolutions in which the Chinese Communist Party found itself as it just marked its 90th anniversary. While prospects for the United States in its wars in Afghanistan, Iraq and possibly Libya may be bleak, one can be reasonably certain that ultimately, even if America loses the wars, as was the case with Vietnam, it will win the peace. As that helicopter took off from the roof of the C.I.A. housing complex in Saigon on April 29, 1975, vividly marking the U.S. defeat, who would have believed that three decades later Vietnam would be a member of the World Trade Organization, a thriving market economy and a close trading partner and ally of the United States, and that the “boat people” would be welcomed back with open arms? America’s biggest threat to the world is not imperialism — even if it can sometimes, as currently in Central Asia, cause havoc; the greatest threat now, as in the past (the 1930s), is American isolationism. As the American economy flounders and unemployment rises, an anti-immigration, xenophobic streak is emerging. The U.S. failure to lead to a successful conclusion of the W.T.O. Doha agenda and other actions and statements in America give rise to justified fears of rising American protectionism. Having been the world’s leader in globalization, the greatest calamity, for the United States, and the rest of the planet, would be if the U.S. now led the world into de-globalization. Asia is rising, Latin America may be rising; one hopes that Africa and the Middle East will rise. Ultimately, however, the successful and sustained rise of any and all of these regions requires that the United States continues to be open and global.  While it may be unfashionable to say so, the United States remains in the eyes of much of the world the indispensable and irreplaceable country.

STEM Strong Now

Excess of STEM graduates now

Walt Gardner, AJC, 11/9/2009, “Tech firms invent shortage panic,” http://www.ajc.com/opinion/tech-firms-invent-shortage-190632.html
It’s become the mantra of critics that public schools are not turning out enough qualified math and science graduates to meet the needs of companies in this country.  We’ve all read the stories and seen the news reports that China and India are graduating four times as many engineers as the United States and that shortage is growing dire.  But repeating something often enough does not make it true.  This year, nearly six months after the government began accepting applications for what has always been the coveted H-1B visa for qualified high-tech workers, only 46,700 petitions have been filed.  This compares with the 65,000 visas that were snapped up in just one day last year when the window opened.  The H-1B is a visa that enables employers to employ foreign workers for stipulated periods of time in speciality occupations, such as math and science.  The shrinkage is partly the result of the recession, but it’s also due to the stimulus package that requires all companies receiving bailout funds to show they are not displacing an American worker for a foreigner with an H-1B visa.  But what’s overlooked is that regardless of economic conditions, companies continue to insist they need to recruit abroad because of the shortage of science, technology, engineering and math graduates produced by schools here.  Their claim doesn’t stand up to scrutiny.  The latest evidence comes from a study released last month titled “Steady as She Goes? Three Generations of Students Through the Science and Engineering Pipeline.” Investigators B. Lindsay Lowell of Georgetown University and Harold Salzman of Rutgers University found that the flow of math and science students is strong — except among high achievers, who are defecting to other majors and fields.  In 2007, the same researchers reported in “Into the Eye of the Storm” that about three STEM graduates exist for every new STEM position, not counting openings caused by retirements.  They also found that two years after graduation, 20 percent of STEM bachelor degree holders were still in school — but not in STEM fields.  Moreover, 45 percent of STEM graduates who were in the workplace were not in STEM jobs.  They concluded that the educational system is producing a supply of qualified STEM graduates far in excess of demand.  Two years ago this month, several experts testified before the House Subcommittee on Technology and Innovation to support this view.  Michael Teitelbaum, vice president of the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation, which has long devoted substantial funding to improving science, engineering and economic performance, presented data that refuted the bleak outlook.  He cited several RAND Corp. studies that found an overall surplus — not shortage.  “These findings of no general shortage are entirely consistent with isolated shortages of skilled people in narrow fields or in specific technologies that are quite new or growing explosively,” he said.  In his testimony, Teitelbaum charged that the conventional portrait of STEM shortages was “simply the expressions of interests by interest groups and their lobbyists.”  If this data were not enough to contradict the assertions made by high tech companies, the Wall Street Journal published a series of letters last year from experienced STEM professionals in New York, Colorado and Florida who were unable to find work in their field at wages commensurate with their backgrounds.  All called into question the need for H-1B visas in light of the reality of the market for their services.  Their plight was echoed by their counterparts in Philadelphia, Seattle, Boston and San Jose’s Silicon Valley.  Against this backdrop, it’s hard to believe the alarmist claims made by high-tech companies about STEM workers.  What is more likely is that their complaints reveal their desire to pay H-1B workers below-market wages, which in turn drags down wages for their American counterparts.  That’s why companies clamor for the issuance of more H-1B visas under the guise of not being able to find sufficient qualified STEM employees.  Government data show that Indian outsourcing companies, for example, account for nearly 80 percent of the visa petitions approved last year for the top 10 participants in the program.  These companies allow low-level tech workers from other countries to train in the United States for salaries far below what Americans with similar backgrounds can live on, and then return home.  It’s time to acknowledge that careers in STEM have acquired a cachet in the minds of the American public that doesn’t jibe with reality.  When compensation in these fields is declining, along with benefits and security, bright students understandably look elsewhere for their future.  Companies then use the predictable data to create a doomsday scenario to justify expanding the number of H-1B visas.  It’s a vicious circle.  Portraying the issue anyway else is a red herring.
AT: not spending enough on education

Galama and Hosek 08, Titus Galama is a management scientist at the RAND Corporation, James Hosek, directs the Forces and Resources Policy Center of the National Defense Research Institute at RAND and is an expert on defense policy, 2008, “U.S. Competitiveness in Science and Technology,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2008/RAND_MG674.pdf

How Does U.S. Spending on Education Compare with Other Nations? U.S. expenditures per student on elementary and secondary education (Figure 3.7) are higher than the industrialized OECD nations in the sample, except for Switzerland, but commensurate with the high U.S. per capita GDP (compared with the trend line). In postsecondary education, the United States spends nearly twice the industrialized OECD nations’ average per student and more than the OECD countries in the sample (well above the trend line), except again for Switzerland. But, are the higher expenditures reflected in superior student performance? 


STEM Strong Now

Higher graduation rates
Galama and Hosek 08, Titus Galama is a management scientist at the RAND Corporation, James Hosek, directs the Forces and Resources Policy Center of the National Defense Research Institute at RAND and is an expert on defense policy, 2008, “U.S. Competitiveness in Science and Technology,” http://www.rand.org/pubs/monographs/2008/RAND_MG674.pdf
What Is the Past, Present, and Future Education Attainment of the U.S. Population? The educational attainment of the U.S. population continues to increase. High school completion rates have increased from 83 percent in 1972 to 87 percent in 2004 (see Figure 3.10). While Blacks and Hispanics continue to lag Whites, who had completion rates of 92 percent in 2004, both of the former two groups have made great improvements in high school completion rates: Black completion rates increased from 72 percent in 1972 to 83 percent in 2004, and Hispanic rates increased from 56 percent in 1972 to 70 percent in 2004.11 U.S. levels of high school attainment are considerably higher than the OECD average. The percentage of the U.S. population (ages 25–64) that has at least attained upper secondary education is 88 percent, compared with an OECD average of 67 percent, and the United States ranks 3rd (ages 25–64) and 11th (ages 25–34), respectively, out of 34 countries (30 OECD countries and 4 partner countries; OECD, 2006a, Table A1.2a). The increased uptake of S&E-related courses by high school students between 1982 and 2000 seems promising (see Figure 3.11) and likely reflects the impact of stricter high school graduation requirements by an increasing number of states in mathematics and science (National Science Board, 2006a) and, possibly, stricter requirements for college enrollment. This will not necessarily translate into more students choosing mathematics and science majors in college, although it should tend to increase the mathematics and science literacy of the students. An increasing percentage of those that complete high school continue their education. Figure 3.12 (left-hand side) shows the total college enrollment rate—the percentage of high school graduates,12 ages 16–24, enrolling in college the year following high school graduation. The college enrollment rate grew from about 49 percent in 1972 to around 67 percent in 2004, indicating that the accessibility of and the value placed on college education continues to increase. 

Excess of s+e graduates

Lowell and Salzman 07, B. Lindsay Lowell, Institute for the Study of International Migration at Georgetown University, Hal Salzman, Prof. of Public Policy @ Rutgers, October 2007, “Into the Eye of the Storm: Assessing the Evidence on Science and Engineering Education, Quality, and Workforce Demand,” http://www.urban.org/UploadedPDF/411562_Salzman_Science.pdf
However, our review of the data fails to find support for those presumptions. Rather, the available data indicate increases in the absolute numbers of secondary school graduates and increases in their math and science performance levels. Domestic and international trends suggest that that U.S. schools show steady improvement in math and science, the U.S. is not at any particular disadvantage compared with most nations, and the supply of S&E-qualified graduates is large and ranks among the best internationally. Further, the number of undergraduates completing S&E studies has grown, and the number of S&E graduates remains high by historical standards. Why, then, is there a purported failure to meet the demand for S&E college students and S&E workers? Analysis of the flow of students up through the S&E pipeline, when it reaches the labor market, suggests the education system produces qualified graduates far in excess of demand: S&E occupations make up only about one-twentieth of all workers, and each year there are more than three times as many S&E four-year college graduates as S&E job openings. So it is not clear, even if there were deficiencies in students’ average S&E performance, that such deficiencies would necessarily be insufficient to meet the requisite S&E demand. While improving average math and science education at the K–12 level may be warranted for other reasons, such a strategy may not be the most efficient means of supplying the S&E workforce. Workforce development and education policy requires a more thorough analysis than appears to be guiding current policy reports. The available evidence points, first, to a need for targeted education policy, to focus on the populations in the lower portion of the performance distribution. Second, the seemingly more-than-adequate supply of qualified college graduates suggests a need for better understanding why the “demand side” fails to induce more graduates into the S&E workforce. Third, public and private investment should be balanced between domestic development of S&E workforce supply and global collaboration as a longer-term goal. Policy approaches to human capital development and employment from prior eras do not address the current workforce or economic policy needs. 

Link Turn 

No solvency and turn- increasing supply of scientists and engineers will cause destructive career effects over the medium term

Michael Teitelbaum, Ph.D. in demographics, educated at Reed College & Oxford University, former Rhodes Scholar, Program Director at the Alfred P. Sloan Foundation – a philanthropic foundation that has long devoted substantial funding to improving the health of U.S. science, engineering, and economic performance & former Staff Director of the Select Committee on Population in the House of Representatives, 11-6-7, “Workforce Implications of Globalized Research & Development,” before the Committee on House Science and Technology Subcommittee on Technology and Innovation, CQ Congressional Testimony)

What should NOT be done is to take actions that will increase the supply of scientists and engineers that are not intimately coupled with serious measures to ensure that comparable increases occur in the demand for scientists and engineers. A supply-side-only focus---various advocates are lobbying for sharply increased research funding, more incentives for science and engineering students, more temporary or permanent visas for scientists and engineers, etc.---might satisfy the demands of influential interest groups over the short term. But if the overall structure currently in place is not modified, one can reasonably anticipate that the positive feedback loops in the current system will produce destructive effects over the medium term --- deteriorating grant success rates, and declining interest in science and engineering studies and careers among domestic students.

Turn- Plan increases drop-outs

Jessica McKinney, Master of Public Policy candidate at the Trachtenberg School, Spring 2009 “K–12 Education in the United States: Should We Implement National Standards and Assessments?,” Policy Perspectives, Volume 16, http://www.policy-perspectives.org/article/viewFile/4242/10.4079pp.v16i1.4242

A potential unintended consequence of national K–12 standards and assessment may be increased drop-out rates. If students felt labeled or demoralized by poor scores, or became bored by repetitive testing, the students might choose to leave school, thereby reducing the overall level of preparedness in the workforce.  New York faces unusually low graduation rates due to requirements mandating that students pass rigorous state exams (NYC Coalition for Educational Justice 2009). Uniform standards and national assessments, however, do not include graduation requirements—only testing requirements. It is hard to say whether NCLB causes or even correlates with decreased high school graduation rates because states have widely varying ways of calculating graduation rates. Although the Department of Education recently issued non-regulatory guidance on reporting graduation rates uniformly (U.S. Dept. of Ed. 2008), disparate methods and incomplete data still plague the field, which confounds conclusions (IES 2006). Comparative graduation rates would be more valid in the future if states comply with uniform graduation reporting. However, uniform data is not available for the period before NCLB. The risk of increased drop-out rates is difficult to quantify in a data-poor environment and the link between high-stakes tests and drop-out rates (and international competition, because students lacking at least a high school background would be even less competitive than under the status quo) is challenging to evaluate.


No Impact – Doesn’t Help Econ

STEM doesn’t increase economy

Education portal 10, August 2010 “STEM Education Not Necessarily Linked to Economic Growth”, http://education-portal.com/articles/STEM_Education_Not_Necessarily_Linked_to_Economic_Growth.html
In England, some people are questioning the accuracy of this perception. In July, the British education journal Times Higher Education (THE) spoke with Howard Davies, director of the London School of Economics. He argued that the focus on STEM subjects is 'economically irrational' when the current labor market is demanding graduates in fields like finance, media and law.  But it's these very fields that are being sacrificed in order to promote STEM subjects., at least in the U.K. The Higher Education Council for England is offering universities funding to move places away from lower price-band subjects and into STEM and modern languages. THE analyzed funding requests under the program and discovered that business, law, sociology, English and history were the subjects most commonly being reduced to make room for more STEM students.  This month, Paul Whiteley, a politics professor at the University of Essex, has also come out in criticism of the STEM-above-all mentality - and he has data to back up his claims. Professor Whiteley's research shows that while educational attainment in general is clearly linked to economic growth on a national level, there's no clear correlation for any specific field, including the STEM subjects.  Professor Whiteley compared two sets of data: Information on economic growth from 2000-2007 for 30 OECD (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development) countries from the Penn Database and UNESCO statistics on the number of students studying different types of subjects for the same time period. He analyzed the two data sets to determine if there is a relationship between the number of students studying STEM - or any other - subjects and the rate of economic growth. Contrary to the claims made by many STEM advocates, there was no statistically significant relationship between economic growth and the percentage of students enrolled in any particular discipline. The percentage of graduates in science showed only a 0.23 correlation to economic growth (see above), and the link was even weaker (0.11) for engineering graduates and economic growth. 

No Impact – Heg Decline Inevitable

Heg declining

Karaganov, Sergei, (head of Council of Foreign and Defense Policy) 'Russia's Choice', Survival, 52:1, 5 – 10 February 2010
Today, the Euro-Atlantic world seems far less victorious than it did in the 1990s. China and other Asian countries look like the true winners of the Cold War. It seems that China and Southeast Asia are destined to enjoy economic and political success for at least one more decade - much to the displeasure of their competitors and the ideological advocates of political liberalism. China's rise is based on the country's readiness to undertake economic and social experiments and the ability of its efficient authoritarian government to harness the benefits of these experiments. Meanwhile, revolutionary changes in the international political and military spheres, coupled with the unprecedented openness of the information age, have denied the 'Old West' the ability to impose its political and economic rules on others by force, as it used to do in the past. Today, neither nuclear superiority nor even conventional superiority is as important as it once was. Against this backdrop, America's geopolitical position and claims to sole world leadership have sharply deteriorated, particularly in light of conflicts in Iraq, Pakistan and Afghanistan, and the economic crisis. It is clear that the United States will never completely regain its former status.

US hegemony is declining

David P. Calleo, professor at Johns Hopkins University, 7/21/2010, Survival (American Decline revisited, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~content=a924622589~db=all~jumptype=rss)
America’s less developed rivals-countries such as China, India, or Brazil-may have better prospects. They may continue to enjoy their substantial real growth vis-à-vis the United States and Europe indefinitely. China, in particular, may be able to continue channeling its once-frozen savings into its own domestic development. If so, China may emerge as one of the great winners of the new era. After two centuries of humiliation, China may regain some of its historical prosperity. Of course, no one can really say where the new century will take us. The trends of recent decades do, nevertheless, suggest a more plural world, with no single global hegemon. The future may well see a variety of great powers, probably with strong regional systems built around them.  If so, the vision of a closely integrated world, led by the United States as a unipolar hegemon, seems a dangerously dysfunctional guide for American national policy. Indeed, the persistence of this uniopolar fantasy in a plural world system is probably the most reliable guarantee of morbid American decline. Since the Obama administration took office, it has grown increasingly fashionable to say this-not surprising, given a budget deficit approaching a trillion and a half dollars. But whether the president’s heightened concerns end up merely as adroit adjustments of rhetoric rather than resolute changes in the nation’s foreign and economic policy remains to be seen. 

US overreach is already crushng the US both in the military and economy

David P. Calleo, professor at Johns Hopkins University, 7/21/2010, Survival (American Decline revisited, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~content=a924622589~db=all~jumptype=rss)
The history of the past two decases suggests that adjusting to a plural world is not easy for the United States. As its economic strength is increasingly challenged by relative decline, it clings all the more to its peerless military prowess. As the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan have shown, that overwhelming military power, evolved over the Cold War, is less and less effective. In many respects, America’s geopolitical imagination seems frozen in the posture of the Cold War. The lingering pretention to be the dominant power everywhere has encouraged the United States to hazard two unpromising land wars, plus a diffuse and interminable struggle against ‘terrorism’. Praying for these wars and the pretensions behind them confirms the United States in a new version of Cold War finance. Once more, unmanageable fiscal problems poison the currency, an old pathology that firmly reinstates the nation on its path to decline. It was the hegemonic Cold War role, after all, that put the United States so out of balance with the rest of the world economy. In its hegemonic Cold War position, the United Sates found it necessary to run very large deficits and was able to finance them simply by creating and exporting more and more dollars. The consequence is today’s restless mass of accumulated global money. Hence, whereas the value of all global financial assets in 1980 was just over 100% of global output, by 2008, even after the worst of the financial implosion, that figure had exploded to just under 300%. Much of this is no doubt tied up in the massive but relatively inert holding of the Chinese and Japanese. But thanks to today’s instantaneous electronic transfers, huge sums can be marshaled and deployed on very short notice. It is this excess of volatile money that arguably fuels the world’s great recurring bubbles. It can create the semblance of vast real wealth for a time, but can also (with little notice) sow chaos in markets, wipe out savings and dry up credit for real investment. What constitutes a morbid overstretch in the American political economy thus end up as a threat to the world economy in general. 

No Impact – Heg Decline Inevitable

The current addiction to hegemony assures that America will never regain its world power status
David P. Calleo, professor at Johns Hopkins University, 7/21/2010, Survival (American Decline revisited, http://www.informaworld.com/smpp/content~content=a924622589~db=all~jumptype=rss)
Thus, while the financial crisis has certainly made Americans fear for their economic future, it does not yet seem to have resulted in a more modest view of the country’s place in the world or a more prudent approach to military spending. Instead, an addiction to hegemonic status continues to blight the prospects for sound fiscal policy. Financing the inevitable deficits inexorably turns the dollar into an imperial instrument that threatens the world with inflation. It might perhaps be expected that Obama’s own unusual life experience would make him both willing and able to lead the country to embrace a more plural world. His eloquent speeches often suggest that he is ready to pronounce a more genuinely pluralist vision, one that permits the United State to follow a less economically extravagant foreign and security policy. The Pentagon’s recent National Security Strategy, for example, finds the president himself trying to lay out a more balanced view. But despite rhetorical bursts of presidential wisdom, the president has substantially increased America’s commitments in Afghanistan and a relentless worldwide expansion of American military engagement continues apace. Seen from the Pentagon, the globe is six military districts, each with its American commander and a massive pool of resources. In short, the unipolar vision is poisoned legacy passed on all too firmly to new generation of American leaders. Not only does it repeatedly entrap the nation in unworthy adventures, but it makes America’s morbid decline much more probable than it ought to be. 

U.S. Hegemony is unsustainable

Christopher Layne (Professor in Intelligence and National Security, at Texas A&M) Summer 2009 “ The Waning of U.S. Hegemony—Myth or Reality? A Review Essay” International security Volume 34 No 1 Muse

The warning signs with respect to U.S. decline are a looming fiscal crisis and doubts about the future of the dollar as the reserve currency, both of which are linked to the fear that after recovery, the United States will face a serious inflationary threat.77 Optimists contend that once the United States recovers, [End Page 167] fears of a fiscal crisis will fade: the country faced a larger debt to GDP ratio after World War II, and yet embarked on a sustained era of growth. The postwar era, however, was a golden age of U.S. industrial and financial dominance, trade surpluses, and sustained high growth rates. The United States of 2009 is far different from the United States of 1945, however, which is why many economists believe that even in the best case, it will emerge from the current crisis with serious macroeconomic handicaps.78 Chief among these handicaps are the increase in the money supply (caused by the massive amount of dollars the Federal Reserve and Treasury have pumped into circulation to rescue the economy), and the $1 trillion plus budget deficits that the Brookings Institution and the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) project the United States will incur for at least a decade.79 When the projected deficits are bundled with the persistent U.S. current account deficit, the entitlements overhang, and the cost of two ongoing wars, there is reason to worry about the United States’ long-term fiscal stability.80 The CBO states, “Even if the recovery occurs as projected and the stimulus bill is allowed to expire, the country will face the highest debt/GDP ratio in 50 years and an increasingly urgent and unsustainable fiscal problem.”81 If the Congressional Budget Office is right, it spells trouble ahead for the dollar. As Jonathan Kirshner noted on the eve of the meltdown, the dollar’s vulnerability “presents potentially significant and underappreciated restraints upon contemporary American political and military predominance.”82 The dollar’s loss of reserve currency status would undermine U.S. dominance, and recent events have magnified concerns that predated the financial and economic crisis.83 First, the other big players in the international economy now are either [End Page 168] military rivals (China) or ambiguous “allies” (Europe) that have their own ambitions and no longer require U.S. protection from the Soviet threat. Second, the dollar faces an uncertain future because of concerns that its value will diminish over time. Because of these two factors, as Eric Helleiner notes, if the dollar experiences dramatic depreciation in the future, there is a “risk of defections generating a herd-like momentum” away from it.84 To defend the dollar, in coming years the United States will be under increasing pressure to prevent runaway inflation through some combination of budget cuts, tax increases, and interest-rate hikes.85 Given that the last two options could choke off renewed growth, there is likely to be strong pressure to slash the federal budget. For several reasons, it will be almost impossible to make meaningful cuts in federal spending without deep reductions in defense expenditures. First, discretionary nondefense spending accounts for only about 20 percent of annual federal outlays.86 Second, there are obvious “guns or butter” choices. As Kirshner points out, with U.S. defense spending at such high absolute levels, domestic political pressure to make steep cuts in defense spending is likely to increase greatly.87 If this analysis is correct, the United States may be compelled to retract its overseas military commitments.88 


No Impact – Heg Decline Inevitable

Econ Crisis causes U.S. to forgo military dominance.

Friedberg, 2010(Aaron, July 21st, professor of politics at Princeton University, Implications of a Financial Crisis for U.S. – China Rivalry, Survival, 52: 4, 36)  
This transition is symbolic; higher debt payments do not necessarily have to mean downward pressure on defence spending. For a variety of reasons, however, this is likely to be the case. The combination of rising interest costs, slower growth and the long-awaited explosion in entitlement programmes due to population aging will tend to squeeze all forms of ‘discretionary spending’.21 Of these, the defence budget is the biggest and, in political terms, it may turn out to be the most vulnerable. As the United States disentangles itself from Iraq and Afghanistan, there will be calls to pocket the resulting ‘peace dividend’ and to direct more resources to urgent domestic needs. Instead of being freed to spend more on systems relevant to a possible long-term competition with China, the Defense Department is likely over the coming decade to face the necessity of making cuts in R&D and procurement.22
U.S. more interested in domestic politics than world hegemony
Friedberg, 2010(Aaron, July 21st, professor of politics at Princeton University, Implications of a Financial Crisis for U.S. – China Rivalry, Survival, 52: 4, 37) 
These sentiments no doubt reflect the nation’s unhappy experiences over the last eight years with terrorism and insurgency, but they are also clearly a product of the recent economic downturn. Since the start of the crisis the number of Americans who see their country as the world’s leading economic power has fallen sharply (from 41% in February 2008 to 27% in November 2009), even as those who see China in this role have grown more numerous (from 30% to 44%). While ordinary citizens remain wary of China, they show little sign of wanting to compete with it for influence. To the contrary, the American people at present seem far more inclined to want to tend to their own problems than to go out into the world looking for trouble.23 What remains to be seen is whether and if so how China will try to exploit an interval of American introspection.

Domestic and international pressures make US decline inevitable

Alan Cafruny is Henry Bristol Professor of International Affairs at Hamilton College, ""The 'Imperial Turn' and the Future of US Hegemony: 'Terminal Decline" or Retrenchment?"", 3/26/08, http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p_mla_apa_research_citation/2/5/2/1/0/p252105_index.html
The first decade of the 21st century has not been kind to the American superpower. The meltdown in U.S. credit markets resulting from the bursting of the housing bubble has laid the global financial system “wide open to catastrophic failure” (Financial Times, 2008: p. 10). A disastrous military campaign in Iraq, a bloody and inconclusive holding action in Afghanistan, and growing threats to the super-currency status of the dollar have raised the specter of U.S. “terminal decline” (Arrighi, 2005), a European counterhegemonic project in defense of the European social model (Judt, 2005; Haseler, 2004; Leonard, 2005; Kupchan, 2003; Derrida and Habermas, 2003; Reid, 2004; McCormick, 2007), and rapid Chinese ascent. The “project for a new American century” seems to have ended almost before it was supposed to have begun.

No Impact – Competitiveness
Competitiveness not zero-sum

Krugman, Prof. of Economics @ MIT, 94, Paul, March/April, Competitiveness: A Dangerous Obsession, Foreign Affairs, Vol.73, Issue 2

Moreover, countries do not compete with each other the way corporations do. Coke and Pepsi are almost purely rivals; only a neg¬ligible fraction of Coca-Colas sales go to Pepsi workers., only a negli¬gible fraction of the goods Coca-Cola workers buy are Pepsi products. So if Pepsi is successful, it tends to be at Coke s expense. But the major industrial countries, while they sell products that compete with each other, are also each other's main export markets and each other's main suppliers of useful imports. It the European economy does well, it need not be at U.S. expense; indeed, if anything a successful Euro¬pean economy is likely to help the U.S. economy by providing it with larger markets and selling it goods of superior quality at lower prices. International trade, then, is not a zero-sum game. When produc¬tivity rises in Japan, the main result is a rise in Japanese real wages; American or European wages are in principle at least as likely to rise as to fall, and in practice seem to be virtually unaffected. International trade, then, is not a zero-sum game. When produc-tivity rises in Japan, the main result is a rise in Japanese real wages; American or European wages are in principle at least as likely to rise as to fall, and in practice seem to he virtually unaffected.


STEM Advantage CP

The usfg should increase funding for research in engineering and physical science to levels sufficient to support the nation’s most urgent priorities(?)
National Academies 2005 (Engineering Research and America's Future: Meeting the Challenges of a Global Economy, National Academies Press, http://www.nap.edu/openbook.php?record_id=11393&page=R2)
Federal Research and Development Budget  RECOMMENDATION 1. The committee strongly recommends that the federal R&D portfolio be rebalanced by increasing funding for research in engineering and physical science to levels sufficient to support the nation’s most urgent priorities, such as national defense, homeland security, health care, energy security, and economic competitiveness. Allocations of federal funds should be determined by a strategic analysis to identify areas of research in engineering and science that support these priorities. The analysis should explicitly include interdependencies among engineering and scientific disciplines to ensure that important advances are supported by advances in complementary fields to accelerate technology transfer and innovation. Long-Term Research and Industry  RECOMMENDATION 2. Long-term basic engineering research should be reestablished as a priority for American industry. The federal government should design and implement tax incentives and other policies to stimulate industry investment in long-term engineering research (e.g., tax credits to support private-sector investment in university-industry collaborative research). Engineering Research Infrastructure  RECOMMENDATION 3. Federal and state governments and industry should invest in upgrading and expanding laboratories, equipment, and information technologies and meeting other infrastructural needs of research universities and schools of engineering to ensure that the national capacity to conduct world-class engineering research is sufficient to address the technical challenges that lie ahead. Quality of the Technical Workforce  RECOMMENDATION 4. Considering the importance of technological innovation to the nation, a major effort should be made to increase the participation of American students in engineering. To this end, the committee endorses the findings and recommendations of a 2005 National Academy of Engineering report, Educating the Engineer of 2020: Adapting Engineering Education to the New Century, which calls for system-wide efforts by professional societies, industry, federal agencies, and educators at the higher education and K–12 levels to align the engineering curriculum and engineering profession with the needs of a global,

STEM CP Solves Space

STEM k2 space
RedOrbit ‘8 (Online News site, 2008, “Aerospace Industry Faces Coming Worker Shortage”,  http://www.redorbit.com/news/space/1281235/aerospace_industry_faces_coming_worker_shortage/index.html)

As the large baby boom generation retires over the next decade, the aerospace and defense industries will be particularly hard hit, and industry officials worry there are not enough qualified young Americans to take the place of these retiring Cold War scientists and engineers. As of last year, nearly 60 percent of U.S. aerospace workers were 45 or older, according to an Associated Press report. The problem could carry national security implications, and significantly reduce the number of commercial product developments that begin with military technology.   Although there are two-and-a-half times the number of engineering, math and computer science graduates as there were 40 years ago, there is also more competition for these graduates. Defense companies must now compete with leading technology companies such as Google, Microsoft and Verizon. "It's about choices," said Rich Hartnett, director of global staffing at Boeing Co., in an Associated Press interview. "There are so many more options today with a proliferation in the kinds of degrees and career paths that people can follow." But despite the industry’s efforts to emphasize the appeal and growing importance of careers involved in national defense, Aerospace Industries Association Chief Executive Marion Blakey is concerned the U.S. could be facing a "wake-up call," similar to the 1957 Soviet launch of Sputnik, the world's first satellite.  Blakey said China's recent success in shooting down one of its own satellites last year, combined with the upcoming retirement of the U.S. space shuttle fleet, demonstrate that the U.S. can no longer afford to take its technological and military superiority for granted.  Blakey formerly served as head of the Federal Aviation Administration. In addition to fierce competition for a limited number of technical experts from all corners of corporate America, contractors working on classified government projects are further held back due to restrictions on hiring foreigners or off-shoring work to other countries. "The ability to attract and retain individuals with technical skills is a lifeblood issue for us," said Ian Ziskin, corporate vice president and chief human resources and administrative officer for Los Angeles-based Northrop Grumman Corp. Ziskin told AP that he estimates roughly half of Northrop Grumman's 122,000 workers will be eligible to retire in the next five to 10 years.  Similar trends exist at Lockheed Martin Corp., of Bethesda, Md., which could lose up to half of its 140,000 workers to retirement over the next decade. At Boeing, roughly 15 percent of the company's engineers are 55 or older and currently eligible for retirement. The Soviet Union’s launch of Sputnik in 1957 set off panic that the U.S. was falling behind in the space race. It quickly expanded the ranks of aerospace and defense workers as a wave of Americans began careers in the aerospace industry to help the U.S. regain military superiority. However, industry executives now worry there won't be enough new defense sector workers to replace those employees as they retire.
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US needs a strong and unrestrained space program now to revitalize science diplomacy

Zewail ’11 (Ahmed H Zewail, Linus Pauling Chair professor chemistry and physics at Caltech, March 28, 11. Dreaming of the Future in Chemical and Engineering News, Volume 89, Number 13, p. 21)

I would like to end by stressing the virtues of dreaming the future. Dreams evolve dynamically through space and time. Being in the right place at the right time can be a matter of luck, but dreamers must also actively seek out opportunity. Dreamers must be willing, and allowed, to take risks. In our profession of scientific exploration, as in the arts, the most creative work will materialize when intellectual curiosity is unhindered by the forces of bureaucracy and weighty management. As Louis Pasteur said, “Chance favors the prepared mind,” but without the appropriate milieu, a dream cannot materialize. This country was established as a dream, explored outer space propelled by a vision, and pursued a dream of a science policy—the “endless frontier” in the words of Vannevar Bush, after World War II. Despite current problems, the U.S. continues to lead the world through the power of knowledge. In the 21st century, America must return to its guiding principles and defining characteristics. I am hopeful that we will chart a new policy for innovation that is inclusive of international science diplomacy for partnerships in development. Some may argue that it is naïve to think of such idealistic values in our imperfect world, but the influence of science diplomacy is in the best interest of the U.S. Through the power of knowledge and curiosity, we can efface ignorance and shape a future that binds cultures and civilizations. 
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Space can be an area for international cooperation

Peter ’06 (Nicolas Peter, George Washington University, 4/24/06, Space Policy Volume 22, Issue 2, May 2006, Pages 100-109, “The changing geopolitics of space activities”,  http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964606000245#SECX16) 

6. Main domains of international cooperation  A direct consequence of the aforementioned internationalization and globalization of space actors in the past decade is the multiplication of overall agreements in the past six years. The main areas of cooperation among civilian space agencies are in the domain of space applications (excluding space-based telecommunications) and in space sciences. 6.1. Space sciences as a traditional area of cooperation  Space science has, from its very early days, demonstrated the possibility of fruitful and peaceful international cooperation (i.e. International Geophysical Year, 1957–1958). Space science cooperation often takes the form of placing foreign instruments on board national spacecraft, the launch of a scientific platform or the exchange of scientific data. This type of cooperation therefore mainly involves spacefaring countries with mature technical capability.  As illustrated by Fig. 3, NASA is the leading agency in number of agreements signed or in negotiation in space sciences for the period 1992–2004, with a strong axis of cooperation with Japan and Europe.3 It is also interesting to note that, besides the traditional partnerships between Europe and Japan in Asia, there is the development of a new axis of cooperation between Europe and China (as illustrated by the Double Star program) and between Europe and India. But several new axes of cooperation are also emerging between non-traditional partners in space, such as India and Israel.  6.2. The growing importance of cooperation in space applications  A more recent area of cooperation in space activities is in the domain of space applications, especially Earth observations and space-based navigation. In comparison with cooperation in space science programs cooperation in space applications does not only involve spacefaring countries, but also countries with more modest technical capabilities.  Following the launch of the first civilian Earth observation system in 1972, and from 1978 onwards, there has been a steadily growing number of Earth observation systems on orbit. Some 66 civil imaging satellites are currently in orbit or planned to be on orbit by the end of the decade. Three of these systems will be jointly operated (China–Brazil Earth Resources Satellite series) and 23 countries will own a dedicated Earth observation system (including ESA), with Asia having the most diverse representation: India, China, Malaysia, Thailand, Singapore, Vietnam, Taiwan, South Korea and Japan all have their own national systems.  The development of technology transfer programs, like that led by Surrey Satellite Technology Limited (SSTL), but also the multiplication of affordable microsatellites, and COTS technology and a reduced cost of access to space, have allowed new actors in space to acquire and operate Earth observation systems with descent technological capabilities for a moderate investment compared with the early systems of the 1970s and 1980s.  The internationalization of Earth observation systems is particularly important for optical systems (58 satellites) whereas radar systems are more limited in numbers (8 satellites) and restricted to spacefaring countries because of the higher technical requirements and characteristics of these systems. The main area of cooperation in Earth observation is, however, the exchange of raw of space-based remote sensing data.  As illustrated by Fig. 4, there is historically a strong transatlantic relationship in Earth observation (among others TOPEX-Poseidon, Jason, Calypso, Grace). But Europe has also developed an important axis of cooperation with South America through national initiatives, and is increasingly cooperating in Asia with Japan, India and China and also in the Middle East with Israel, as illustrated by the 2005 agreement signed between France and Israel to collaborate on an Earth observation and technology development program called VENμS. The consolidation of the South–South axis of cooperation between China and Brazil with the planned launches of China–Brazil Earth Resources Satellite (CBERS) 2b, 3 and 4 in 2006, 2008 and 2010, respectively, is also of particular interest.  Another domain of space applications of increasing internationalization and cooperation is space-based navigation. The multiplication of on-orbit or planned regional navigation systems such as Beidou in China and the Quasi-Zenith Satellite System (QZSS) in Japan, but also Satellite-Based Augmentation Systems (SBAS) such as the European Geostationary Navigation Overlay Service (EGNOS) in Europe or GAGAN in India, which aims to increase the integrity, accuracy and usefulness of current global navigation satellite systems (GNSS), i.e. the US GPS and the Russian Glonass, are a key feature of this development. Whereas these latter two systems are purely national thanks to their military origin and main purpose, Europe, through the development of the first civilian GNSS, Galileo, is reversing this long-standing situation. International cooperation is an integral part of this system, since such cooperation is considered ultimately to promote the widespread use of this technology, and is in line with the objectives of the EU with respect to foreign policy. In this context, the talks and negotiations held with the USA on frequency issues were only part of the international outreach effort; the EU has entered into cooperation agreements and negotiations with, among others, China, Israel, Canada, Ukraine, the Russian Federation, India, Brazil, Australia, South Korea, Japan, Argentina, Chile and Morocco, making Galileo therefore the first civilian but also the first international GNSS. 7. What's next?  In recent years major space exploration initiatives have been proposed by Europe and the USA, each having international cooperation as a non-negligible element of their strategy [1]. Therefore, 
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space exploration might be the next area offering great potential for international cooperation.4  While international commitment to the European program or the US initiative is most likely to take place among the countries with an extensive history of cooperation in space exploration and on large space projects like the International Space Station [1], non-traditional actors in space exploration ventures are also starting their own missions. For instance, India is now cooperating with the USA and Europe on its first exploration mission (Chandrayan-1), demonstrating its increasing technical capabilities. This new South–North cooperation initiative illustrates the changing paradigm in international cooperation, where new actors provide new alternatives for cooperation beyond the traditional space actors. Nevertheless, despite the fact that the new directions in space of the main spacefaring agencies towards developing exploration plans may provide new possibilities for cooperation, this may unfortunately only include a limited number of space newcomers because of their often limited technical and financial resources, but also due to their short-term differing interests geared more towards an “utilitarian” approach of space activities such as Earth observation.

Space is a key area for diplomacy

Rhian ’11 (Jason Rhian, NASA Examiner, 1/12/11, Examiner, China has potential as space partner”, http://www.examiner.com/nasa-in-national/china-has-potential-as-space-partner)

It has often been called a ‘100 billion boondoggle’ - yet it is also unquestionably one of the most successful international programs in human history. The International Space Station (ISS) is just now starting to produce some of the valuable science that was the station’s selling point from the beginning. However, this delay can be attributed to the numerous tragedies, economic woes and other issues that have arisen on a global scale through the course of the station’s construction.   The one thing that the world learned early on from the ISS experience is that space is a great forum for diplomacy. One time arch-rivals now work side by side on a daily basis.   With much of the nations of the world talking about stepped-up manned exploration efforts it would seem only natural that the successful model used on the space station be incorporated into the highly-expensive business of manned space exploration. If so, then one crucial player is being given a hard look to see if they should be included – China.   “International partnership in space exploration has proven its worth over the last decade. It would be a positive step if the other space-faring nation of the world, China, were to join the assembled space explorers of humankind as we march outward into the solar system,” said former NASA Space Shuttle Program Manager Wayne Hale who writes a popular blog about space matters.   China is only the third nation (behind Russia and the United States) to have a successful manned space program, having launched its first successful manned space flight in 2003. This first mission only had a single person onboard, and gave the world a new word – ‘taikonaut’ (taikong is the Chinese word for space). The country’s next mission contained two of these taikonauts and took place in 2005. The third and most current manned mission that China has launched was launched in 2008 and held a crew of three.   China has steadily, but surely, built and tested capabilities essential for a robust manned space program. Considering that China very ambitious goals for space this would seem a prudent course of action. China has stated publically that they want to launch a space station and send their taikonauts to the moon – neither of which are small feats.  Advertisement  China currently utilizes its Shenzhou spacecraft atop the Long March 2F booster from their Jiuquan facility. However, if China wants to accomplish these goals, they will need a more powerful booster. This has been part of the reason that the U.S. has been hesitant to include China due to concerns about the use of what are known as dual-use technologies (rockets that can launch astronauts can also launch nuclear weapons).   Some have raised concerns about the nation’s human rights track record. It should be noted however that Russia had similar issues before being included in the International Space Station program.   "In the early 1990's, some at NASA thought having Russian cosmonauts on the Space Shuttle would mean giving away trade secrets to the competition," said Pat Duggins, author of the book Trailblazing Mars. "It turned out Russian crew capsules saved the International Space Station when the Shuttles were grounded after the Columbia accident in 2003. So, never say never on China, I guess."   Not everyone is completely convinced that China will be as valuable an asset as the Russians have proven themselves to be however.   “It is an interesting scenario with respect to the Chinese participation in an international effort in space. The U.S. has made some tremendous strides in terms of historical efforts to bridge the gap with the Russians and the results have been superb,” said Robert Springer a two-time space shuttle veteran. “The work that has resulted in the successful completion of the International Space Station is an outstanding testimony to what can be done when political differences are set aside in the interest of International cooperation. So, there is a good model of how to proceed, driven somewhat by economic realities as well as politics. I am not convinced that the economic and political scenario bodes well for similar results with the Chinese. It is a worthwhile goal to pursue, but I am personally not convinced that a similar outcome will be the result, at least not in the current environment.” 
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Space key to science diplomacy

Lijesevic ’10 (Jasmina Lijesevic, PhD Candidate in Politics at Swansea University. She is conducting her doctoral research on the political rationale for US-Russian cooperation on the Shuttle-Mir programme. She holds a BA from the University of Salford, an MSc from Cranfield University, and has previously worked for EADS, the Labour Party, and United Airlines, 4/1/10, e-IR, “Science Diplomacy at the heart of international relations”, http://www.e-ir.info/?p=3704)

Often maligned as being merely an expensive exercise in national prestige, space policy – and the competitive/cooperative relationship between the US and USSR/Russia – has also often proved to be a good case study for science diplomacy. NASA, an organisation originally set up during the Cold War, which competed with the USSR in the Space Race to the moon and for dominance in orbit, had its roots directly linked to enhancing national security. Since the early 1990s, the agency was placed at the forefront of cooperation with Russia on space programmes with the continual aim of aiding US national security interests. Via cooperation with the Russian space agency, and in a similar vein to the Baker-Genscher initiative, the US helped provide continued employment to former Soviet scientists who might otherwise have plied their trade in Iran or North Korea, and aided the ailing Russian economy. When Russia sought to sell cryogenic rocket engines to India, the US was concerned the dual-use technology could be applied to ballistic missile development despite the two parties insistence that technology transfers were purely intended to aid India’s indigenous satellite launching program; investment by the US and cooperation with Russia eventually ended the sale. However, this was another stepping stone to what had come before: cooperation between the two nations during the height of the Cold War under the auspices of scientific bodies and national academies when formal political relations were strained, or even directly between the two governments on the high profile Apollo-Soyuz Test Project (ASTP) during the 1970s when the political climate of détente allowed for increased collaboration.  It can certainly be argued that by examining the pattern of previous scientific cooperation between the two nations, there is evidence to suggest that what Cohen describes is a logical and expedient continuation and expansion in policy and development between the US and Russia, and that this will no doubt continue while it still serves both their mutual interests. Although referring specifically to space policy, the broader aspects of the geopolitics of science that Nicholas Peter discusses in his 2006 paper certainly apply. [12] During the Cold War “intrabloc” cooperation was the norm; however, “interbloc” cooperation also took place on a more limited set of occasions.  This pattern has evolved since the end of the Cold War, leading to science and technology increasingly shaping foreign policy and diplomacy. Therefore, it can be expected that activities will also influence the future geopolitical context as governments initiate or participate in collaborative projects for a number of scientific reasons, but also for broader domestic and foreign policy reasons.  Science should ideally provide the basis of non-ideological environments for the participation and free exchange of ideas. However, science has been, and will no doubt at times continue to be, used for political gain with the express aim of furthering a particular ideology and proving its superiority. Despite the negatives surrounding it as a policy tool, science diplomacy has been effective for many years and led to coalition building and conflict resolution, and as the expansion of new technology continues it seems that politicians are seeing even further value to exploring science as a method of foreign policy.


Science Diplomacy Good – Conflict

Science Diplomacy solves a litany of impacts and overcomes negative opinions of the US

Partnership for a Secure America 10 [Bipartisan Foreign Policy Think Tank, “Science Diplomacy is Crucial to US Foreign Policy”, February 19, 2010]

The United States is and must remain the global leader in science, technology, higher education and innovation. Respect for American science and technology is evident even in regions where there are strong negative views of U.S. foreign policies - students from around the world still flock to attend our colleges and universities. As we seek to promote our national security interests overseas, we should turn this strength into an effective tool for U.S. diplomacy. 
Many of our most pressing foreign policy challenges – energy, climate change, disease, desperate poverty and underdevelopment, and WMD proliferation – demand both technological and policy solutions. In these and other areas, U.S. national security depends on our willingness to share the costs and benefits of scientific progress with other nations. 
Enhanced international scientific cooperation can also lead to greater economic prosperity at home. The U.S. needs new technologies and markets to create jobs, grow new industries and rebuild consumer and investor confidence. Sustainable international partnerships allow us to leverage limited resources and give American companies access to cutting edge research and expertise around the world. 
We, the undersigned Democrats and Republicans, believe President Obama, the Administration, and Congress should elevate the role of Science Diplomacy in U.S. national security and foreign policy, and should work to: Strengthen links between U.S. and foreign scientific communities as a key part of U.S. diplomacy; Offer scientific cooperation and technological assistance as a bridge to opening broader dialogue with former adversaries and as an incentive to prevent conflict; Bring the world’s top scientists and engineers together to tackle pressing global challenges like energy security, climate change, poverty, disease, and WMD proliferation; and Provide funding for exchange programs, collaborative research, technical assistance and capacity building to fully qualified U.S. governmental and non-governmental organizations. Now is the time to draw upon every tool of U.S. power to promote our interests in the world. We should make maximum use of a core strength of this country - Science Diplomacy.  

Science Diplomacy Good – Conflict

Peaceful solutions to conflicts

Himelfarb ’11 (Sheldon Himelfarb, Director, Center of Innovation: Media, Conflict, and Peacebuilding / Director, Center of Innovation: Science, Technology and Peacebuilding, 1/20/11, United States Institute of Peace, “On the Issues: Science Diplomacy”, http://www.usip.org/publications/the-issues-science-diplomacy)

Science diplomacy is one of the most promising areas of innovation for how to deal with the great transnational challenges of this century, including nuclear disarmament, climate change, food security, disease, and many other aspects of international peacebuilding. On January 19th and 20th, 2011, USIP co-hosted a major program with the National Academy of Science's Committee on International Security and Arms Control entitled "Reykjavik to New START: Science Diplomacy for Nuclear Security in the 21st Century."  USIP's Sheldon Himelfarb talks about the issue.      * Tell us more about this unique program on January 19-20, 2011, and what issues you are tackling?     * Where do you see science diplomacy going in the new year?  Tell us more about this unique program on January 19-20, 2011, and what issues you are tackling?  This was an exciting meeting for a couple of reasons.  First, we brought together distinguished members of the American and the Russian Academies of Science, along with other prominent experts in the field, to reflect on the role that collaboration between scientists played in nuclear security across the 80's and 90's, and distilled insights from their collaboration that might be of value going forward.  New START was a great way to signal a new era of cooperation; we'll use this meeting with some of the most experienced people in this field to look for the specific "success factors" in what occurred before, as well as mistakes to avoid going forward.  On a more specific level, there was a good deal of discussion on monitoring and verification measures, because they were areas where scientists were instrumental in figuring out ways to enhance communication and confidence-building - which will remain one of the persistent challenges in the 21st century. But again, here too, we will look at a very perplexing issue not merely as a technical issue but one where using the lens of "science diplomacy" might produce better results. For example, how can scientists from different nations, working together despite adversarial political contexts, make progress? Issues of verification, fissile materials security, more proliferation-resistant forms of nuclear energy, and more will be on the table.  Scientists, particularly those with specific experience in nuclear-related science diplomacy, represent a relatively small community that does not frequently meet to discuss these issues. This conference sought to develop updated and new modes of cooperation between American and Russian nuclear scientists, and then expand the boundaries to address the nuclear issues of the present and future, including India-Pakistan, Iran, North Korea, and others.  Back to Top  Where do you see science diplomacy going in the new year?  These are exciting times for those of us working at the nexus of science diplomacy and peacebuilding. Rarely have we seen such high profile expressions of hope and support for science diplomacy as a tool of conflict management, as we have from this administration - starting with President Barack Obama's Cairo speech in 2009, where he gave science diplomacy a special role in helping to set our relationship with the Middle East and the Muslim world at large on better footing. And then, Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton appointed three scientific luminaries as "science envoys" to engage more extensively with the Muslim world in scientific and technical collaborations. More recently, the administration followed through by requesting new funding for global engagement programs like this - and appointed a new class of science envoys to spearhead outreach to other countries outside of the Middle East - including in South and Southeast Asia, Africa and Central Asia/Caucuses.  So clearly our political leaders have great hopes that science diplomacy will help to ease tensions around the world, and we share this optimism in the year ahead. It won't be easy; we need to learn a lot more about why some scientific and technical collaborations morph into powerful peacebuilding initiatives and why others do not, for example. And how can we leverage these scientific and technical collaborations before conflict has become intractable. These are tough questions, but the good news is that we see more and more people starting to ask them as we go into the new year. We certainly will continue to work on them with partners such as the National Academy of Sciences and the National Academy of Engineers throughout the new year and with our networks in other countries.  Furthermore, the upcoming Seoul Nuclear Summit, continuing concerns about Iran and North Korea, ongoing India-Pakistan challenges will inevitably spotlight what scientific cooperation can contribute to non-proliferation in the years ahead. But just as the issues are too big an issue for one country to solve on its own, so too scientific cooperation needs the wisdom of many.

Science Diplomacy Good – Conflict

Science Diplomacy is effective, it ensures global cooperation

Turekian and Wang No Date Cited [Vaughan Turekian, Chief International Officer of the American Association for the Advancement of Science and Tom Wang, Director of International Cooperatoin for the American Association for the Advancement of Science, “Building an International Network of Knowledge”]
In the decades since the depths of the Cold War, scientists and engineers in the United States and Russia have built a special bond. As relations between their governments have shifted from acute tension to the thaw of détente to friendship and back to mutual wariness, our researchers have worked side-by-side on a range of successful projects.   This cooperation has been critical in building and enhancing relationships that, while outside of the political realm, have helped to promote understanding and trust among the our people. And the relationships produced important science in fields ranging from physics, health, and space exploration to the development of Internet-based information-sharing networks and the control of nuclear proliferation.  Today, the world is a vastly different place than it was 40 years ago, or even 10 years ago. Though tensions remain among countries, we no longer struggle with the strong polarization of national philosophies that characterized the Cold War. At the same time, common issues confront us on a global scale. The current financial crisis, international terrorism, the changing climate, and competition over energy supplies all show how interrelated we are.   National leaders are ever more aware of the reality that solving these and other challenges will require the innovative power of science, engineering and technology. Russia’s leaders understand that, and U.S. President Barack Obama does, too. These developments suggest that science diplomacy is entering an important new era, and that, if it is employed to help nations share knowledge and seek common solutions, it can be a powerful force of prosperity and peace.   Science diplomacy is not a new concept between Russia and the United States. During the Cold War, despite the geopolitical deadlock between the Soviet Union and the United States, the two powers used scientific exchanges to initiate a thaw. The relationships that grew from those first tentative agreements have since produced vast knowledge, billions of dollars in economic activity and real improvement in human well-being.  At a time of financial crisis and renewed geopolitical tension, there is an inclination to pull back from such cooperation. Indeed, there is an unspoken sense among some U.S. policymakers that science cooperation is a one-way street, a form of aid dispensed or withheld to achieve our own national ends. But this view is short-sighted.  Two years ago, the United States and Russia renewed an ambitious science-cooperation agreement; the U.S. Department of State cited a range of valuable accomplishments by the nations’ researchers. A 2002 RAND report prepared for the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy concluded that the joint efforts provided great benefits to the United States.   U.S. scientists cite many cases in which Russian colleagues have shared valuable knowledge: Treating radioactive coolants; Using soil and climate data to understand climate change; Developing new treatments for bone cancer.   These past examples show the potential of continuing cooperation. We have broad areas of common interest: Fundamental research in nuclear physics; fusion energy research; counter-terrorism; nanotechnology; the control of infectious disease; arctic science; and development of clean energy sources.   The Russia-U.S. relationship has tended to be bilateral, but as the world grows more interconnected, this will have to evolve. Nations on every continent are investing in science and research capacity: South Korea and China have been transformed, seemingly overnight, by investing in innovation. Cuba has become a world leader in biomedical research. Rwanda is wiring itself for the Internet, and has begun to distribute thousands of computers to its young students. Argentina, as it develops its capacity in biotechnology and nanotechnology, is building cooperative science relationships not just in Latin America, but with Europe, Africa and the Arab world.   However different these nations are, each recognizes that science and technology will be the currency of the future; investments today will pay off in economic growth and societal development tomorrow.   It is in this context that international science cooperation provides the opportunity to build bridges between countries, both through governments and through civil society relationships. To be most effective, such an approach needs commitment from all interested parties—not just scientists and engineers, but policy-makers, the foreign policy community, educators and the public.   This emerging reality inspired the American Association for the Advancement of Science to establish a Center for Science Diplomacy earlier this year. In October, the Center convened intensive meetings with top U.S. leaders from foreign policy, business, education and science to discuss the best ways to pursue international partnerships, even with nations such as North Korea and Cuba, where governmental relationships have been profoundly strained.  Still, an overarching challenge confronts us now: At a time of financial crisis, we must work together to address world problems in a way that contributes to sustainable, long-term economic growth. Governments play an important role in such partnerships, but they cannot succeed without the commitment of individual researchers in Russia, the United States, and many other countries. If scientists and engineers take leadership, we can pursue new discoveries and solutions to shared problems even as we build understanding and trust between our nations.   

Science Diplomacy Good - Warming

Science diplomacy solves the internal link to every major impact– resolves issues related to warming, resource shortages, economies and public health

Federoff ‘8 (Nina Federoff, Penn State professor and Obama secretary of state science and technology adviser, April 2 8. “TESTIMONY BEFORE THE HOUSE SCIENCE SUBCOMMITTEE ON RESEARCH AND SCIENCE EDUCATION” http://gop.science.house.gov/Media/Hearings/research08/April2/fedoroff.pdf)

The welfare and stability of countries and regions in many parts of the globe require a concerted effort by the developed world to address the causal factors that render countries fragile and cause states to fail. Countries that are unable to defend their people against starvation, or fail to provide economic opportunity, are susceptible to extremist ideologies, autocratic rule, and abuses of human rights. As well, the world faces common threats, among them climate change, energy and water shortages, public health emergencies, environmental degradation, poverty, food insecurity, and religious extremism. These threats can undermine the national security of the United States, both directly and indirectly. Many are blind to political boundaries, becoming regional or global threats. The United States has no monopoly on knowledge in a globalizing world and the scientific challenges facing humankind are enormous. Addressing these common challenges demands common solutions and necessitates scientific cooperation, common standards, and common goals. We must increasingly harness the power of American ingenuity in science and technology through strong partnerships with the science community in both academia and the private sector, in the U.S. and abroad among our allies, to advance U.S. interests in foreign policy. There are also important challenges to the ability of states to supply their populations with sufficient food. The still-growing human population, rising affluence in emerging economies, and other factors have combined to create unprecedented pressures on global prices of staples such as edible oils and grains. Encouraging and promoting the use of contemporary molecular techniques in crop improvement is an essential goal for US science diplomacy.

Global warming causes extinction

Cummins and Allen ‘10 (Ronnie, Int’l. Dir. – Organic Consumers Association, and Will, Policy Advisor – Organic Consumers Association, “Climate Catastrophe: Surviving the 21st Century”, 2-14, http://www.commondreams.org/view/2010/02/14-6)

The hour is late. Leading climate scientists such as James Hansen are literally shouting at the top of their lungs that the world needs to reduce emissions by 20-40% as soon as possible, and 80-90% by the year 2050, if we are to avoid climate chaos, crop failures, endless wars, melting of the polar icecaps, and a disastrous rise in ocean levels. Either we radically reduce CO2 and carbon dioxide equivalent (CO2e, which includes all GHGs, not just CO2) pollutants (currently at 390 parts per million and rising 2 ppm per year) to 350 ppm, including agriculture-derived methane and nitrous oxide pollution, or else survival for the present and future generations is in jeopardy. As scientists warned at Copenhagen, business as usual and a corresponding 7-8.6 degree Fahrenheit rise in global temperatures means that the carrying capacity of the Earth in 2100 will be reduced to one billion people. Under this hellish scenario, billions will die of thirst, cold, heat, disease, war, and starvation. If the U.S. significantly reduces greenhouse gas emissions, other countries will follow. One hopeful sign is the recent EPA announcement that it intends to regulate greenhouse gases as pollutants under the Clean Air Act. Unfortunately we are going to have to put tremendous pressure on elected public officials to force the EPA to crack down on GHG polluters (including industrial farms and food processors). Public pressure is especially critical since "just say no" Congressmen-both Democrats and Republicans-along with agribusiness, real estate developers, the construction industry, and the fossil fuel lobby appear determined to maintain "business as usual."


Science Diplomacy Good – Relations

Circumvents low relations

Hsu ’11 (Jeremy Hsu, InnovationNewsDaily Senior Writer, 4/8/11, InnovationNews, “Backdoor Diplomacy: How U.S. Scientists Reach Out to Frenemies” http://www.innovationnewsdaily.com/science-diplomacy-soft-power-1882/)

Near the end of World War II, U.S. nuclear physicists asked a Japanese colleague if he could persuade Japan's leadership to surrender. Their message was parachuted in a capsule just before a U.S. bomber released the "Fat Man" atomic bomb over Nagasaki, and it ended up in the Japanese physicist's hands one month later.  Today U.S. science representatives reach out to fellow scientists in nuclear power-hungry North Korea and Iran as a way of breaking the ice and creating backdoor channels for talks. They also build closer cooperation with rising powers such as China and India and serve as U.S. envoys on behalf of President Barack Obama's scientific outreach to Muslim countries.  Few people know science diplomacy as well as Norman Neureiter, a senior adviser for the American Association for the Advancement of Science (AAAS). A chemist in a past life, Neureiter headed the first U.S.-Japan science committee and became the first U.S. science attaché in Eastern Europe. He advised on scientific elements of historic agreements with the Soviet Union and China while serving in President Richard Nixon's Office of Science and Technology.  Neureiter also served as science adviser to two U.S. secretaries of state, Madeleine Albright and Colin Powell. He joined the AAAS Center for Science, Technology and Security Policy in 2004.  Here are edited highlights of an InnovationNewsDaily phone interview with Neureiter.  InnovationNewsDaily: Many people talk about science diplomacy but they use different definitions. What's your definition?  Norman Neureiter: It does mean different things to different people. It's often equated with science cooperation, but I've been focusing on countries where relations with the U.S. are really bad. Science diplomacy is an intentional effort to engage with other countries where the relationship is not good otherwise. The science allows you to deal with non-sensitive issues that both sides can work on together for the good for all.  InnovationNewsDaily: President Obama proposed scientific partnerships with Muslim countries during a visit to Cairo in 2009. Has that worked out as a good example of science diplomacy?  Neureiter: President Obama made a pretty vigorous speech that really stirred up a tremendous positive response. U.S. envoys went around the world to listen to the interests and needs, came back and made recommendations. It was stated there would be three centers of excellence built or created: one focused on science policy, one on climate, one on water.  But the impression [among Muslim countries] is that things are moving too slowly and nothing much is happening because of funding problems. I was recently in Pakistan, and I heard from people in Egypt. A lot of their enthusiasm was giving way to an air of disappointment.  There is still a tremendous desire on the part of these countries to work with us. Science is an active way of reaching out to the Muslim world in an area where we know they admire us. There were polls done throughout the Muslim world in the early 2000s. Invariably, we ranked pretty high in terms of science and technology.  Even in Iran, 90 percent or so admired the U.S. for its science and technology. I was at U.S. State Department [at the time], and I wrote a memo saying, "Gee, what an opportunity." I think President Obama did a commendable thing in recommending scientific partnerships with Muslim countries.  InnovationNewsDaily: Iran has a pretty bad relationship with the U.S. these days. How has science diplomacy worked there?  Neureiter: If you look at Muslim countries today, Iran is second only to Turkey in the number of scientific publications. It seems appropriate if you believe in scientific engagement to try and engage with Iran. There is actually an agreement among the [U.S. and Iranian] science academies that began around 2000.  I got involved when [the U.S. National Academy of Sciences] asked me if I would like to be on a science policy delegation in 2004. My wife and I went around to [Iranian] universities and gave talks. We also visited science parks where young aspiring engineers or scientists who wanted to be entrepreneurs could try to develop their ideas as inventions.  There have been at least 20 workshops with Iran over the last decade on food-borne disease, earthquakes, solar energy and urban transportation.  Despite the serious disagreements over the nuclear issue and despite the sanctions, both the U.S. and Iranian [science communities] have maintained their relationships. There is enough solid science on both sides so that this engagement is really of mutual benefit.  InnovationNewsDaily: Speaking of mutual benefit, China and the U.S. have a long history of science and technology cooperation. Do you think that will change with the growing sense of competition?  Neureiter: Two years ago, we had the big anniversary for the U.S.-China Science and Technology Agreement that was signed on January 31, 1979. Today the combined science cooperation among Chinese and U.S. institutions, plus the number of Chinese students studying in the U.S., is greater than that of any other country partnership. We've trained 1 million Chinese students, including two thirds in science and technology.  Now you hear people starting to worry as China has advanced scientifically and technologically. There are a lot of articles about China taking over. I personally feel that there's no alternative in the long term except for more cooperation with China, so that we can tackle some of the grand challenges facing the world. Energy, climate change, food security – these are all big issues that we can certainly work on together. When we have 9 billion people on the planet, if we don't cooperate we're going to kill each other.  Despite people saying, "You're a fool about China, they're trying to take us over," I feel very strongly about cooperation. If you do cooperate, you have to be very realistic. Each country should act in its own interests, but it should also find areas where cooperation is possible. I think we should seize every opportunity for constructive, mutually beneficial science cooperation with whomever.
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Overcomes low relations

Djerejian et al ’11 (By EDWARD P. DJEREJIAN, NEAL F. LANE and KIRSTIN R.W. MATTHEWS, Djerejian, the founding director of the James A. Baker III Institute for Public Policy at Rice University, is a former U.S. ambassador to Syria and to Israel; Lane is a senior fellow in science and technology policy at the Baker Institute as well as the Malcolm Gillis University Professor and a professor of physics and astronomy at Rice University; Matthews is a fellow in science and technology policy at the Baker Institute and a lecturer for the Wiess School of Natural Sciences at Rice University, 3/20/11, Houston Chronicle, “Science, diplomacy and

international collaboration”, http://bakerinstitute.org/publications/ST-pub-ChronScienceDiplomacy-032011.pdf)

THE recent dramatic events taking place in the broader Middle East pose major challenges for the United States, making it all the more important that the Obama administration craft policies that respond to the dynamics of change in the region. One often-neglected but powerful diplomatic tool is known as “science diplomacy,” the sharing of scientific information and establishing scientific collaborations with nations in which the United States has limited political relations. Polls show that American scientific research is widely respected throughout the world, even in nations whose citizens do not, overall, have a positive opinion of the United States. For instance, a 2004 Zogby poll showed that only 11 percent of Moroccans have a positive view of the United States, but 90 percent had a favorable view of U.S. science. Of 43 countries surveyed, U.S. science exceeded the general favorability of the United States by an average of 23 points. For this reason, it is often possible to establish constructive discussions and cooperative scientific efforts, especially ones that relate to food, water, health, energy and other human needs, when other channels of communication are closed. The very nature of scientific investigation encourages interactions between without quality early care and education, our children fail to enter school ready to learn. We need child-care centers to step up for children. Yes, training is an expense in a low-wage profession. But incremental change can be managed and absorbed as part of the cost of doing business as it is in many others, such as restaurants or retail. Online training can help reduce training costs. And, where resources permit, programs like College Bound or others that bolster quality early care can play an important role in making sure that caregivers arewell-trained. Another way to help level the playing field would be to ensure that Texas uses its child care subsidy dollars to support quality child care programs. Right now, the subsidy has become so low that many child-care centers have simply opted out, just as doctors leave the Medicaid program when rates are low. By offering the incentive of higher provider rates for quality programs, some of these centers may find it feasible to again offer child care in the subsidy program. These reforms are of intense concern to child-care professionals and those in the child-care industry. To succeed, the early care and education agenda needs to be of intense concern to everyone — from educators to engineers, from business executives to brain surgeons, from homemakers to home builders. If the flare of interest in child care extends only as long as it takes to bring Jessica Rene Tata back to Texas, we have missed an opportunity to focus on the awareness that many children in child care deserve a system with higher standards. Out in Sunnyside, there’s a child care director with fire in her belly to do a better job. And she needs our support. Austin, a retired pediatrician, is a board member of Collaborative for Children and founder of Project Medical Home, Texas Children’s Hospital. researchers, regardless of where they happen to live and work; hence, research collaborations spontaneously arise regardless of the political climate between host countries. These one-on-one or small group contacts are sometimes one of the few avenues for communication between the United States and a particular country and can provide a platform for industrial partnerships, educational outreach and global community development. At its best, science diplomacy isameans to create opportunities for civic engagement in difficult political environments. Science diplomacy, even if not widely recognized as such, has been an effective diplomatic tool since World War II. U.S. scientists engaged Soviet scientists throughout the Cold War even when relations between the two governments were severely strained. During President Richard Nixon’s visit to China in 1972, the two countries identified science as an area of cooperation. Now, President Barack Obama is engaging Muslim-majority nations by sending prominent scientists as science envoys to talk with scientists, students and policymakers in the broader Middle East as well as Southeast Asia. Their mission is to explore opportunities for collaboration as well as encourage scientific research and science, engineering and technology education to engage countries in a dialogue as well as find new opportunities for scientific partnerships. As the international community faces extraordinary global challenges, such as accessing affordable health care, clean water and carbon-free energy, combating infectious diseases and mitigating and adapting to climate change as well as a host of related sustainability and security issues, tensions across borders will only increase. New information and communication technologies are providing borderless tools of unprecedented power (at an ever accelerating pace) that will continue to allow people with similar interests to form connections regardless of where they live. Many U.S. scientists are eager to work with their counterparts in other countries, but significant barriers to international collaborations remain in place, especially U.S. policies on visas and export controls. Foreign students and visiting scientists continue to have trouble obtaining visas to study or attend conferences in the United States. In addition, the State Department’s handling of export controls limits interactions between scientists and in some cases inhibits U.S. industry development. By deeming a large and overly broad list of scientific areas as military-sensitive (including computer software and hardware, 
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biological materials and space technology, much of which is available from foreign companies) the federal government has created an environment where collaboration is unnecessarily difficult and sometimes impossible. Although the Obama administration has been working to improve how the federal government handles export controls as well as visas, there is still much to be done. As science diplomacy begins to be recognized around the world as a powerful diplomatic tool, the barriers to international scientific collaboration may be reduced or removed, which could lead to the lowering of barriers between nations on other pressing issues. On Wednesday, the Baker Institute will host a discussion with Norman Neureiter, former science adviser to Secretaries of State Madeleine Albright and Colin Powell, and Ambassador James Glassman, undersecretary of state for public diplomacy and public affairs from 2008-2009. The event will highlight the ability of scientists to improve diplomatic relations by doing what they do best — talking about their work and collaborating with others. More information can be found on the Baker Institute website www. bakerinstitute.org. 
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Solves us-saudi relations

CNN World ’11 (CNN World, 7/15/11, “Listen up, America! U.S.-Saudi relations need science diplomacy”, http://globalpublicsquare.blogs.cnn.com/2011/07/15/listen-up-america-science-diplomacy-for-the-u-s-and-saudi-arabia/)

Saudi Arabia—“Science diplomacy” is a key to strengthening U.S.-Saudi relations writes the U.S. Ambassador to Saudi Arabia in the Arab News.  “The exchange of ideas and expansion of collaboration between peoples and countries break down barriers to the spread of knowledge and correct misconceptions. Science diplomacy provides a practical avenue for forming partnerships and forging the international cooperation that facilitates exchanges of ideas.”


Science Diplomacy Good – North Korea

Science diplomacy solves conflict with North Korea - uniquely spills over to relations 

Thorson and Seo, 09 (Dr. Stuart Thorson is with the Maxwell School, SyracuseUniversity; Hyunjin Seo is with the S. I. Newhouse School ofPublic Communications, Syracuse University, Academic Science Engagement with North Korea, April 2009 • Volume 4 • Number 4)
Science diplomacy refers to international scientific cooperation aimed simultaneously at advancing scientific knowledge and improving and strengthening broader relations between participating countries and groups. Science diplomacy has proved to be especially helpful in engaging countries where traditional diplomatic relations have been problematic. Successful science depends on the trusted application of shared protocols and thus encourages the development of trust among participants. In this paper we present evidence from a long-term academic science engagement between the United States and North Korea (DPRK; the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea) that (1) sustained science engagement provides a valuable context for developing trust between individuals from countries with strong political differences, and (2) this trust can spill over into more traditional diplomatic engagements. We describe an academic engagement in the area of information science between Syracuse University (SU) in the United States and Kim Chaek University of Technology (KUT) in North Korea. This engagement has been carried out in close cooperation with the Korea Society, a nongovernmental organization (NGO) located in New York City. The science engagement was initiated in 2001 and has to date resulted in 13 exchanges of scientifi c personnel and in the construction and implementation of the first digital library in North Korea. The trust-centric nature of collaborative science is especially relevant in engaging North Korea because, as with some other Northeast Asian countries, trust flows more from relationships than from quid pro quo contracts. Thus, we argue, science engagement provides a useful context for developing the relationships ultimately required for more broad-gauged cooperation. We then discuss several follow-on science collaborations, including the four-nation Regional Scholars and Leaders Seminar Program for Chinese, North Korean, South Korean, and U.S. information scientists and linguists; the first-ever participation by North Korean undergraduate students in the Association for Computing Machinery’s International Collegiate Programming Contest; and the U.S.-DPRK Scientific Engagement Consortium based in Washington, D.C. The paper concludes with a discussion of lessons learned regarding the role academic scientists, acting both as educators and researchers, can play in helping to create the conditions for more familiar forms of diplomacy. This is of particular relevance in the United States, where academic institutions have an enhanced (though nonetheless constrained) legal capability to deal with academics in countries such as North Korea where many other modes of cooperation might be nearly impossible. When properly administered, science diplomacy can leverage the global credibility of U.S. science to provide an important mechanism for supporting more traditional diplomatic relationships. Science and Diplomacy  There are many, often incompatible, definitions of diplomacy and related terms such as cultural diplomacy, science diplomacy, and public diplomacy. Although these definitional differences are interesting and have scholarly consequence, a systematic treatment of them is beyond the scope of this paper. For our present purpose, diplomacy can be understood as engagements that include, but need not be limited to, the intent to enhance cooperative relations between the participating parties. In this paper we are interested in a particular kind of diplomacy—that which involves the building of robust trusted engagement between science entities in countries where there are minimal offi cial diplomatic relations. Prior to getting to the case, however, we want to make a few more general points regarding science diplomacy and how it relates to more traditional forms of diplomacy. In its strictest sense, international diplomacy refers to negotiations among offi cial representatives of nations. However, the science and technology of a nation are an important factor that can influence foreign publics’ views on the nation. For example, the Pew Global Attitudes Project showed in 2002 that people around the world have high admiration for U.S. science and technology despite their rejection of “Americanism,” such as the diffusion of U.S. ideas and customs.1 Historically, science engagement helped countries with minimal official diplomatic relations build mutual trust. Examples include U.S. civilian scientifi c exchanges with the Soviet Union during the Cold War, U.S.-Japan science and technology cooperation in the 1960s, and the U.S.-China Agreement on Cooperation in Science and Technology in 1979.2 However, the issues can become especially complex in this case. 
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Even minor conflict would cause nuclear exchange

Landay 2k [Jonathan S., national security and intelligence correspondent, March 10, 2k, Knight Ridder/Tribune News Service, Lexis]

The 3,700-mile arc that begins at the heavily fortified border between North and South Korea and ends on the glacier where Indian and Pakistani troops skirmish almost every day has earned the dubious title of most dangerous part of the world.  Few if any experts think China and Taiwan, North Korea and South Korea, or India and Pakistan are spoiling to fight. But even a minor miscalculation by any of them could destabilize Asia, jolt the global economy and even start a nuclear war. India, Pakistan and China all have nuclear weapons, and North Korea may have a few, too. Asia lacks the kinds of organizations, negotiations and diplomatic relationships that helped keep an uneasy peace for five decades in Cold War Europe. "Nowhere else on Earth are the stakes as high and relationships so fragile," said Bates Gill, director of northeast Asian policy studies at the Brookings Institution, a Washington think tank. "We see the convergence of great power interest overlaid with lingering confrontations with no institutionalized security mechanism in place. There are elements for potential disaster."  In an effort to cool the region's tempers, President Clinton, Defense Secretary William S. Cohen and National Security Adviser Samuel R. Berger all will hopscotch Asia's capitals this month.  For America, the stakes could hardly be higher.  There are 100,000 U.S. troops in Asia committed to defending Taiwan, Japan and South Korea, and the United States would instantly become embroiled if Beijing moved against Taiwan or North Korea attacked South Korea. While Washington has no defense commitments to either India or Pakistan, a conflict between the two could end the global taboo against using nuclear weapons and demolish the already shaky international nonproliferation regime.



***NEG***

Uniqueness – Sci Diplo High

Science diplomacy is strong now – science envoys and centers of excellence

Koenig ’09 (Robert Koenig, Science staff writer, 6/5/2009, "Fuzzy Spots in Obama's Science Diplomacy," http://blogs.sciencemag.org/scienceinsider/2009/06/fuzzy-spots-in.html]

Administration officials are scrambling to add substance to President Barack Obama’s new Middle Eastern science diplomacy initiatives, mentioned Thursday in his speech in Cairo. The President promised new “science envoys,” centers of excellence, and a “technological development” fund for the Middle East, North Africa, and Southeast Asia. The State Department and White House Office of Science and Technology Policy (OSTP) were working today to bring those words into focus. “Details of these initiatives will be crafted in discussion with officials in the nations where they will be based,” said OSTP spokesman Rick Weiss. Nina V. Fedoroff, science adviser to the Secretary of State and the Agency for International Development, said that proposals for centers of excellence “have been bubbling up from several different directions” with emphasis on issues such as agriculture and public health. A State Department fact sheet explained that the United States “will work with educational institutions, NGOs and foreign governments” to decide the focus and location of such centers. The new “science envoys” program could follow the lines of a bill sponsored by Sen. Lugar (R–IN) and approved by the Senate Foreign Relations Committee that would deploy prominent scientists on missions of goodwill and collaboration. Fedoroff said such efforts would dovetail with evolving State Department science diplomacy programs. Obama also announced a new regional fund to support technological development in Muslim-majority countries. The fact sheet said the fund would help pay for “S&T collaboration, capacity development” and innovations with commercial potential.


No Link – Space Doesn’t Solve

Science diplomacy over space results from already-existing trends
Oberg 06 (By James E. Oberg, writer and consultant in Houston. A 22-year veteran of NASA mission control, he is the author of numerous books on space, 6/27/06, Presentation at the Workshop on Space, Strategy, and China’s Future Air War College Center for Asian Strategic “The U.S. and China: What ‘Common Ground’ in Outer Space?”, Marshall Policy Outlook, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/443.pdf)
Rocketry Realism But a more cold-blooded assessment suggests that Precourt and others are just responding to the truism that “there is no up or down in space,” and they actually are standing on their heads. Their views have treated space cooperation and international relations in a precisely inverse, 180 degrees off, alignment. They have confused cause and effect, and reversed their roles. Handshakes in orbit do not lead to unclenched fists on Earth, neither in 1975 (with Apollo-Soyuz) nor in 1995 (with Shuttle-Mir), nor will they when and if a Chinese spaceship visits the international space station. The robin does not bring the spring, the cock does not bring the sunrise (although their bird brains may think so). And the astronauts, however skilled and courageous their performances, did not overthrow the old tensions of world diplomacy. No, space cooperation is a consequence of improved ground-based relations. It is used by national governments as a display of trends already decided upon. The diplomatic improvement comes first, and space activities reflect it, never the other way around. Yet that’s not the viewpoint most widely expressed. Instead, we get assertions such as this from Sabathier and Faith’s essay: “Much as Russian participation in the international space station was preceded by the famous Apollo-Soyuz mission during the Cold War, Chinese participation in the international space station can be a precursor for cooperation in decades to come.”16 We need to say this again. The birds do not bring either the spring or the sunrise, no matter what THEY think. And hugging astronauts and cosmonauts, despite their equally misplaced confidence in their own significance and importance, do not bring peace and security, neither in the past nor in the future. 
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Coop doesn’t solve
Oberg 06 (By James E. Oberg, writer and consultant in Houston. A 22-year veteran of NASA mission control, he is the author of numerous books on space, 6/27/06, Presentation at the Workshop on Space, Strategy, and China’s Future Air War College Center for Asian Strategic “The U.S. and China: What ‘Common Ground’ in Outer Space?”, Marshall Policy Outlook, http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/443.pdf)
Contemporary thinking on this theme Realism is a more challenging task than first it seems. A good example of modern mythology is a newspaper essay1 published last April 18 by Vincent Sabathier and G. Ryan Faith, space policy wonks at the Center for Strategic and International Studies in Washington, D.C. Engaging in a new “moon race” with China, they wrote, “can cause more harm than good— and putting national competition at the center of a return to the moon can repeat the errors of Apollo—the errors that ultimately resulted in a 35-year-long retreat from the lunar surface.” Essentially the authors are rewriting space history to argue that had the Apollo program been a genuine U.S.-Soviet cooperative venture, human lunar exploration would have continued unbroken for decades. The gap, in this view, was only caused by the “space race” attitude. But this is anti-historical, even fantastical. Apollo was funded at appropriate levels not because of Congressional curiosity about moon rocks, but out of a broad consensus that the superiority of U.S. advanced technology needed to be reasserted in the face of a Soviet challenge.2 The payoffs of Apollo’s success in doing exactly this goal (while revolutionizing planetary science on the side3) resonated to America’s benefit for decades by giving credibility to American know-how across-theboard— scientific, commercial, AND military. Some have argued that it was this Apollosprung credibility that made Reagan’s SDI the back-breaking, unavoidable challenge to the very existence of the Soviet state.4 The authors5 argue a second “lesson of the post-Apollo era,” to wit, “that international cooperation is essential to maintaining a spaceexploration program.” Experts may debate this point, but its relevance to a proposed partnership with China is obscure because, as is well known, the U.S. is already intimately involved in international partnerships with the space station. If China remains outside this team, it—not the rest of the current team members such as most of Europe including Russia, Japan, and Canada—would seem to be most vulnerable. Yet their main thesis is a classic non sequitur (an assertion that does not follow from previous arguments): “If the United States is serious about leadership in space exploration, inviting the Chinese Shenzhou to dock at the international space station is an excellent first step on this journey.”6 But the U.S. has already made steps, many steps in fact, in this direction, as the historical record shows, with mixed results. Other specialists bring up the perpetual promise of cost savings by sharing the load. John Logsdon, director of the Space Policy Institute of Washington University recently told newsmen that the “high cost of space exploration creates potential opportunities for cooperation among states.”7 But Logsdon, a genuine expert, knows better. The historical record shows that despite promises that mostly appeal to congressmen, major international joint programs almost invariably wind up costing more, taking longer, and delivering less than an alternative well-managed single-leader program. When faced with the same argument as support for inviting the Russians into the U.S.- led ‘Freedom’ space station project in 1993, experienced observers at the time were skeptical. “I have yet to see a joint international program that saves any money,” noted aerospace industry leader Norman Augustine.8 By June 1994, the Government Accounting Office had written: “Most of the savings from Russian participation comes from an optimistic schedule that may not hold up. If the schedule slips, any savings will quickly evaporate.”9 As time would tell, this outside advice was right on target, but at the time NASA and the Clinton White House refused to consider it—and now, a decade later, many want to rewrite history to show that such time and money savings actually occurred.10 Russian-provided hardware was years late in delivery, driving NASA’s own costs sky high while integration redesigns wasted billions in earlier design work. To reach the northerly orbit required for Russian access, the Space Shuttle was both overstressed (subjected to a significantly higher aerodynamic load during launch) and off-loaded (a performance penalty of about one third was made up for through flying dozens more shuttle missions, each costing half a billion dollars). For 5% of the monetary contribution, Russia wound up being granted 40% of the station’s facility services, while making billions of dollars in foreign sales of their space hardware and services.11 The Russian partnership did allow the ISS to remain manned during the years that the surviving shuttle fleet was grounded, but the actual benefit of this accomplishment, of keeping a skeleton crew (with few scientific tasks) on board a largely unfinished orbital outpost, is debatable. They mostly repaired equipment that their own presence was wearing out, while restocking supplies that their own presence was using up. Without the Russian partnership and the Soyuz transportation system, a shuttle disaster would have led NASA to evacuate the station (using an emergency capsule that was designed prior to the Russian arrival, but later cancelled), leaving it safely on autopilot until shuttle flights could have resumed.
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Science Diplomacy isn’t possible, there aren’t enough scientists

Lord et al. 09 [Kristin M. Lord, vice president at the Center for a New American Security “The Science of Diplomacy”, May 5, 2009] 
Facing a complex set of foreign-policy challenges, the United States can no longer afford to overlook such a useful instrument of statecraft. Regrettably, the U.S. government is not well organized to take advantage of science diplomacy. The National Science Foundation and technical departments (Energy, Agriculture, Health and Human Services, and Defense) apply their resources to science -- but not to its diplomatic use. Thus, the Obama administration should appoint a senior-level ambassador for science and technology cooperation in the State Department. He or she could convene an interagency group coordinating the strategic use of science diplomacy.

Science diplomacy fails- science and government control are incompatible

COSEPUP and PGA 5 (Committee on Science, Engineering and Public Policy, and Policy and Global Affairs, http://www.nap.edu/catalog.php?record_id=11289#orgs, 7/9/11)

An aspect of S&E strength deserving brief mention is the challenge in integrating scientific research and educational policies with foreign policy. A familiar, if only occasional, overlap between scientific and foreign policy has been seen in the realm of “big science” such as the multinational particle accelerators and detectors at CERN, large telescopes, and international ocean and geophysical projects. Negotiating big science is seldom easy, partly because of the obvious differences between the realms of science and large-scale political structures. Among the most obvious is that many intergovernment research activities are “top-down,” established and monitored by government officials, whereas most research collaborations are “bottom-up,” with scientists choosing partners and applying to government for research support. Traditional research linkages create what were long ago called “invisible colleges”97 of practitioners, below the radar of policymakers. As the globalization of S&E progresses, a better understanding of how to integrate top-down and bottom-up cooperation is needed if nations are to maximize the benefits of their investments in S&E.98 Scientists and engineers trained to work between cultures may be increasingly important as these negotiations proceed, and US students may benefit from overseas postgraduate training and research experience.

Science diplomacy doesn’t solve their impacts

Dickson 10 (David, director of SciDev, June 28 http://scidevnet.wordpress.com/category/science-diplomacy-conference-2010/ 7/9/11) 

There’s a general consensus in both the scientific and political worlds that the principle of science diplomacy, at least in the somewhat restricted sense of the need to get more and better science into international negotiations, is a desirable objective. There is less agreement, however, on how far the concept can – or indeed should – be extended to embrace broader goals and objectives, in particular attempts to use science to achieve political or diplomatic goals at the international level. Science, despite its international characteristics, is no substitute for effective diplomacy. Any more than diplomatic initiatives necessarily lead to good science. These seem to have been the broad conclusions to emerge from a three-day meeting at Wilton Park in Sussex, UK, organised by the British Foreign Office and the Royal Society, and attended by scientists, government officials and politicians from 17 countries around the world. The definition of science diplomacy varied widely among participants. Some saw it as a subcategory of “public diplomacy”, or what US diplomats have recently been promoting as “soft power” (“the carrot rather than the stick approach”, as a participant described it). Others preferred to see it as a core element of the broader concept of “innovation diplomacy”, covering the politics of engagement in the familiar fields of international scientific exchange and technology transfer, but raising these to a higher level as a diplomatic objective. Whatever definition is used, three particular aspects of the debate became the focus of attention during the Wilton Park meeting: how science can inform the diplomatic process; how diplomacy can assist science in achieving its objectives; and, finally, how science can provide a channel for quasi-diplomatic exchanges by forming an apparently neutral bridge between countries. There was little disagreement on the first of these. Indeed for many, given the increasing number of international issues with a scientific dimension that politicians have to deal with, this is essentially what the core of science diplomacy should be about. Chris Whitty, for example, chief scientist at the UK’s Department for International Development, described how knowledge about the threat raised by the spread of the highly damaging plant disease stem rust had been an important input by researchers into discussions by politicians and diplomats over strategies for persuading Afghan farmers to shift from the production of opium to wheat. Others pointed out that the scientific community had played a major role in drawing attention to issues such as the links between chlorofluorocarbons in the atmosphere and the growth of the ozone hole, or between carbon dioxide emissions and climate change. Each has made 
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essential contributions to policy decisions. Acknowledging this role for science has some important implications. No-one dissented when Rohinton Medhora, from Canada’s International Development Research Centre, complained of the lack of adequate scientific expertise in the embassies of many countries of the developed and developing world alike. Nor – perhaps predictably – was there any major disagreement that diplomatic initiatives can both help and occasionally hinder the process of science. On the positive side, such diplomacy can play a significant role in facilitating science exchange and the launch of international science projects, both essential for the development of modern science. Europe’s framework programme of research programmes was quoted as a successful advantage of the first of these. Examples of the second range from the establishment of the European Organisation of Nuclear Research (usually known as CERN) in Switzerland after the Second World War, to current efforts to build a large new nuclear fusion facility (ITER). Less positively, increasing restrictions on entry to certain countries, and in particular the United States after the 9/11 attacks in New York and elsewhere, have significantly impeded scientific exchange programmes. Here the challenge for diplomats was seen as helping to find ways to ease the burdens of such restrictions. The broadest gaps in understanding the potential of scientific diplomacy lay in the third category, namely the use of science as a channel of international diplomacy, either as a way of helping to forge consensus on contentious issues, or as a catalyst for peace in situations of conflict. On the first of these, some pointed to recent climate change negotiations, and in particular the work of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, as a good example, of the way that the scientific community can provide a strong rationale for joint international action. But others referred to the failure of the Copenhagen climate summit last December to come up with a meaningful agreement on action as a demonstration of the limitations of this way of thinking. It was argued that this failure had been partly due to a misplaced belief that scientific consensus would be sufficient to generate a commitment to collective action, without taking into account the political impact that scientific ideas would have. Another example that received considerable attention was the current construction of a synchrotron facility SESAME in Jordan, a project that is already is bringing together researchers in a range of scientific disciplines from various countries in the Middle East (including Israel, Egypt and Palestine, as well as both Greece and Turkey). The promoters of SESAME hope that – as with the building of CERN 60 years ago, and its operation as a research centre involving, for example, physicists from both Russia and the United States – SESAME will become a symbol of what regional collaboration can achieve. In that sense, it would become what one participant described as a “beacon of hope” for the region. But others cautioned that, however successful SESAME may turn out to be in purely scientific terms, its potential impact on the Middle East peace process should not be exaggerated.  Political conflicts have deep roots that cannot easily be papered over, however open-minded scientists may be to professional colleagues coming from other political contexts. Indeed, there was even a warning that in the developing world, high profile scientific projects, particular those with explicit political backing, could end up doing damage by inadvertently favouring one social group over another. Scientists should be wary of having their prestige used in this way; those who did so could come over as patronising, appearing unaware of political realities. Similarly, those who hold science in esteem as a practice committed to promoting the causes of peace and development were reminded of the need to take into account how advances in science – whether nuclear physics or genetic technology – have also led to new types of weaponry. Nor did science automatically lead to the reduction of global inequalities. “Science for diplomacy” therefore ended up with a highly mixed review. The consensus seemed to be that science can prepare the ground for diplomatic initiatives – and benefit from diplomatic agreements – but cannot provide the solutions to either.
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Science diplomacy fails – political motivates corrupt its effectiveness.

Dickson 09 [David Dickson, director of SciDev.net, “The Limits of Science Diplomacy”, June 4, 2009, http://www.scidev.net/en/editorials/the-limits-of-science-diplomacy.html  ]

But — as emerged from a meeting entitled New Frontiers in Science Diplomacy, held in London this week (1–2 June) — using science for diplomatic purposes is not as straightforward as it seems. Some scientific collaboration clearly demonstrates what countries can achieve by working together. For example, a new synchrotron under construction in Jordan is rapidly becoming a symbol of the potential for teamwork in the Middle East. But whether scientific cooperation can become a precursor for political collaboration is less evident. For example, despite hopes that the Middle East synchrotron would help bring peace to the region, several countries have been reluctant to support it until the Palestine problem is resolved. Indeed, one speaker at the London meeting (organised by the UK's Royal Society and the American Association for the Advancement of Science) even suggested that the changes scientific innovations bring inevitably lead to turbulence and upheaval. In such a context, viewing science as a driver for peace may be wishful thinking. Conflicting ethos Perhaps the most contentious area discussed at the meeting was how science diplomacy can frame developed countries' efforts to help build scientific capacity in the developing world. There is little to quarrel with in collaborative efforts that are put forward with a genuine desire for partnership. Indeed, partnership — whether between individuals, institutions or countries — is the new buzzword in the "science for development" community. But true partnership requires transparent relations between partners who are prepared to meet as equals. And that goes against diplomats' implicit role: to promote and defend their own countries' interests. John Beddington, the British government's chief scientific adviser, may have been a bit harsh when he told the meeting that a diplomat is someone who is "sent abroad to lie for his country". But he touched a raw nerve. Worlds apart yet co-dependent The truth is that science and politics make an uneasy alliance. Both need the other. Politicians need science to achieve their goals, whether social, economic or — unfortunately — military; scientists need political support to fund their research. But they also occupy different universes. Politics is, at root, about exercising power by one means or another. Science is — or should be — about pursuing robust knowledge that can be put to useful purposes. A strategy for promoting science diplomacy that respects these differences deserves support. Particularly so if it focuses on ways to leverage political and financial backing for science's more humanitarian goals, such as tackling climate change or reducing world poverty. But a commitment to science diplomacy that ignores the differences — acting for example as if science can substitute politics (or perhaps more worryingly, vice versa), is dangerous. 

Science diplomacy has limited effectiveness-the Middle East proves

Dickson 09 [David Dickson, director of SciDev.net, “The Limits of Science Diplomacy”, June 4, 2009]
Only so much science can do
Recently, the Obama administration has given this field a new push, in its desire to pursue "soft diplomacy" in regions such as the Middle East. Scientific agreements have been at the forefront of the administration's activities in countries such as Iraq and Pakistan.
But — as emerged from a meeting entitled New Frontiers in Science Diplomacy, held in London this week (1–2 June) — using science for diplomatic purposes is not as straightforward as it seems.
Some scientific collaboration clearly demonstrates what countries can achieve by working together. For example, a new synchrotron under construction in Jordan is rapidly becoming a symbol of the potential for teamwork in the Middle East.
But whether scientific cooperation can become a precursor for political collaboration is less evident. For example, despite hopes that the Middle East synchrotron would help bring peace to the region, several countries have been reluctant to support it until the Palestine problem is resolved.
Indeed, one speaker at the London meeting (organised by the UK's Royal Society and the American Association for the Advancement of Science) even suggested that the changes scientific innovations bring inevitably lead to turbulence and upheaval. In such a context, viewing science as a driver for peace may be wishful thinking. 


*****Space Dominance / Air Power Advantage*****

***AFF***

Uniqueness – Space Dominance Low

Space Dominance ended after Atlantis Mission
Mosk 5/16/11( Matthew, staff writer for ABC News) http://abcnews.go.com/Blotter/nasa-shuttle-launch-us-space-dominance-end/story?id=13612739

The shuttle Atlantis has touched down at the Kennedy Space Centre in Florida for the last time, lowering the curtain on one of the most eventful eras in America's long history of human spaceflight.

The craft's pre-dawn landing at the remote airstrip in the north of the space centre was a timid affair compared with the grand spectacle of its final launch 13 days ago, which attracted 1m visitors eager to witness a piece of history. But wheels-stop on the 135th and final mission of the 30-year space shuttle programme was no less significant, nor emotional as scores of Nasa employees turned out in the darkness to welcome the spaceship home for the last time – and mourn the end of a half-century of US dominance in space Atlantis and its crew of four touched down at 5.56am (10.56am BST) on Thursday after a 5 million-mile mission to resupply the International Space Station, which must now be serviced by Russian spacecraft after the retirement of the three-strong shuttle fleet. "Having fired the imagination of a generation, a ship like no other, its place in history secured, the space shuttle pulls into port for the last time, its voyage at an end," announced Rob Navias, the voice of mission control. Chris Ferguson, the last astronaut to command Atlantis, was also emotional. "Houston, Mission Complete. After serving the world for 30 years the space shuttle has earned its place in history and it's come to a final stop," he said. Before the landing, he also had warm words for the space centre workers, up to 10,000 of whom received redundancy notices coinciding with the end of the shuttle era. "We've had great teams all taking care of the shuttle programme for goodness knows how many years. We appreciate every one of their efforts, and they're all with us in spirit today," he said in a farewell message from space. "It's been an incredible ride. We're going go beyond again someday, hopefully in the not too distant future. We're going to go back to the moon and to Mars, and the future is very bright. But for now it's a little sad because we're saying goodbye to an old friend." Nasa's retired shuttles are to go on public display. Atlantis, which travelled almost 126m miles in its 33 flights since its first launch in October 1985, will be relocated to Kennedy Space Centre's visitor centre after a lengthy decommissioning process. Endeavour, which completed its final flight on 1 June, is heading for the California Science Museum in Los Angeles and Discovery, last flown in March, will replace the non-orbiting shuttle prototype Enterprise at the National Air and Space Museum in Washington DC. Nasa's two other shuttles, Challenger and Columbia, were destroyed in-flight during missions in 1986 and 2003 respectively, each disaster costing seven astronauts their lives. The retirement of the shuttles leaves Nasa with no human launch capability of its own for the first time in the agency's 53-year history. President Obama cancelled the planned next-generation Constellation programme of spacecraft and rockets on cost grounds, leaving American astronauts to buy seats to the International Space Station, at up to $63m (£40m) a time, on ageing Soviet-era Soyuz spacecraft. Private companies including SpaceX, Lockheed Martin and Sierra Nevada have won Nasa contracts to develop spacecraft to compete for such lower Earth orbit duties while the agency is charged with designing, but not yet building, a new heavy-lift rocket that might eventually take astronauts back to the moon for the first time since 1972. But critics fear that the end of the shuttle era, coupled with plans announced in the US Congress this month to slash Nasa's budget by $1.9bn, and delays by the Obama administration in approving plans to build the rocket, the so-called Space Launch System (SLS), leaves the US looking backwards. "In my opinion, Nasa's SLS programme is stalled because the White House doesn't really want to do it," Mike Griffin, a former administrator of the space agency, told the Huntsville Times, where Nasa rockets are built at the Marshall Space Flight Centre."They will do everything possible to prevent it from occurring."
U.S. Space dominance good as gone.

Steinbruner 08 (John D., Professor of Public Policy at the University of Maryland and Director of the Center for International and Security Studies at Maryland (CISSM). http://www.spacedebate.org/argument/1467#3404
The longer the United States rebuffs international pressure to restore strategic restraint, the further other countries are likely to go in their efforts to emulate or offset U.S. military space activities, making space a much more expensive and dangerous place to operate than it currently is. The United States could probably sustain its technological lead and budgetary advantage for decades, but the U.S. military space acquisition program appears to have passed the point of diminishing returns, whereas other countries could still make significant advances in their military space capabilities for some fraction of what the United States is spending. The number of satellites needing protection keeps increasing, but offensive and dual-use space technologies are advancing and spreading faster than purely defensive ones are. Thus, if U.S. space dominance is defined in relative rather than absolute terms and likely counter reactions are considered, even the less ambitious form of the SPACECOM vision appears increasingly unattractive.


Uniqueness – Space Dominance Low

U.S. is lagging in space militarization

Logsdon and Adams 3 (John and Gordon – researchers for: Space Policy Institute Security Policy Studies Program at Elliott School of International Affairs The George Washington University. October 2003 “Space Weapons” p 117-118, editing center for defense information writer Theresa hitchens)

“I believe that weapons will go into space. It’s a question of time. And we need to be at the forefront of that,” Pete Teets, undersecretary of the Air Force and director of the National Reconnaissance Office, told a March 6, 2002 conference in Washington.2 While Teets, who is now the Pentagon’s lead official for procurement and management of space programs, was careful to say that no policy decision to put weapons in space has yet been made, his views reflect a consensus among top Air Force leaders – and indeed, among military officials across the board. The prevailing wisdom in all branches of the services is that “conflict in space is inevitable.”3 This conclusion that warfare is going into orbit has not come out of nowhere. While there has been little public or policy-level discussion, the Air Force in particular has been seriously wrestling with the question for at least a decade (and even longer, if one counts early discussions in the post-Sputnik era). In fact, the debate continuing today had already reached national policy levels during the Clinton administration, up to and immediately after, the release of the National Space Policy in 1996. What is new is Theresa Hitchens 118 the Bush administration’s seemingly wholehearted embrace of the need for spacebased weapons – vice the Clinton administration’s much more qualified stance – and the military’s increasingly open advocacy


Uniqueness – Air Power Low Now

Air force is weak now

Alan F. Estevez (Nominee, Assistant Secretary, Logistics and Materiel Readiness Department of Defense Committee on Armed Services) 6/19/2011 “DEFENSE DEPARTMENT NOMINATIONS;  COMMITTEE: SENATE ARMED SERVICES” CQ Congressional Testimony Lexis. 

Air Force and Navy Maintenance Funding In recent years, the Navy and Air Force appear to have significantly underfunded readiness accounts for maintenance and repair of ships and aircraft and relied upon Congress to provide additional funding in response to unfunded requirements lists. As the country faces an increasingly difficult budget situation, it is likely to become increasingly difficult for Congress to address these unfunded requirements. Do you believe that maintenance and repair of ships and aircraft has received an appropriate level of priority in the budget processes of the Navy and the Air Force? The Navy and Air Force continue to plan for and request sufficient funding to manage the maintenance and repair of ships and aircraft. However, reset and reconstitution of both Navy and Air Force equipment is dependent upon Overseas Contingency Operations or Supplemental funding, as baseline budgets are insufficient to cover these costs. If confirmed, what steps, if any, would you take to address this issue? If confirmed, I would work to ensure we request adequate resources to allow us to maximize readiness. I would make certain that we strive to reduce logistics operating costs, reduce total maintenance and supply chain cycle times, and increase the effectiveness of all of our programs.  
Air force low now and won’t improve. Budget requests will be cut short

Marina Malenic (reporter @ Defense Daily) 3/23/2011 “Budget Impasse Foils Air Force F-16 Tests, Reaper Buys” Vol. 249 No. 55
The Air Force is further delaying the start of durability testing on its aging fighter aircraft fleet and buying fewer surveillance drones than it needs to increase delivery for troops in Afghanistan because Congress has not yet passed a fiscal 2011 budget bill, top Air Force officials said yesterday.  Congress has failed to take up President Barack Obama's fiscal 2011 budget request, sent to Capitol Hill in February, and instead continues to fund the federal government at fiscal 2010 levels through continuing resolutions (CR). Under the CR, new-start programs and increased quantity purchases of existing programs are not allowed.  Examples of programs adversely affected by the logjam include the Air Force's planned purchase of 48 MQ-9 Reaper unmanned aircraft and structural testing of the its aging F-16 fleet, Jamie Morin, the assistant Air Force secretary for financial management, told Defense Daily in an interview at the Pentagon yesterday.  Under 2010 funding levels maintained by the CR, the Air Force was only able to ink a deal for 24 Reapers with prime contractor General Atomics Aeronautical Systems. An additional 24 aircraft are needed this year to meet the Pentagon's goal of establishing 65 combat air patrols per day by 2013 for troops in Afghanistan.  U.S. Central Command chief Army Gen. David Petraeus and other top commanders "have made it clear that rapid fielding of [intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance] assets is a high priority due to the insatiable demand for more battlefield intelligence," said Morin.  Also, full-scale durability tests of key F-16s cannot begin as planned this month, according to Maj. Gen. Alfred Flowers, deputy assistant Air Force secretary for budget. Top Air Force brass have said these tests will determine which aircraft are eligible for a service-life extension, made necessary due to the later-than-expected delivery of the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter (Defense Daily, June 22, 2010).  "We can't start [durability] testing at all" under the CR, Flowers told Defense Daily.  In total, the Air Force is staring down an approximately $4 billion gap in spending needs due to being held to 2010 funding levels. In order to mitigate the shortfall, the service has requested reprogramming actions for three major acquisition programs since last fall--$63 million for a C-5 Galaxy modernization effort; $80 million for Global Positioning System modernization, or GPS III; and $90 million for the Joint Air-to-Surface Missile, which includes money for continued developed of an extended-range version of the projectile.  Under a reprogramming action, agency officials request permission from Congress to move money from one program to another.  According to Morin, additional Air Force reprogramming requests are likely unless a budget bill is passed in short order. He added, however, that service officials are rapidly exhausting sources for such funding transfers. To date, he said, the congressional defense committees whose approval of transfers is needed have been sympathetic to the requests because the Air Force was able to provide "a very clear explanation of impact." But, going forward, moving money "will really start cutting into capability."  "We are right now heavily dependent on [contractors'] good will" in maintaining price levels despite the inability to renew or initiate contracts, he said. And while the military has enjoyed "generally good support from industry," according to Morin, he admitted that that good will has not been universal.  "Bottom line, this is a very tough management situation," he added. "The third time you go into the couch cushions looking for change, you start coming up with pennies." 

Uniqueness – Air Power Low Now

US not using airpower now – congress is letting NATO fill in the holes

Trevor Royle 7/21/11 (broadcaster and author specializing in the history of war and empire ) "Conflict in Libya is real enough, but where will it end?". Sunday Herald, The. FindArticles.com. 21 Jul, 2011. http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qn4156/is_20110703/ai_n57779019/
When is a war not a war? As the no-fly operation in Libya passes its first 100 days, thereby becoming Nato's longest air power operation since the alliance intervened in Kosovo in 1999, it is a question worth pondering. On the ground the conflict is real enough, with rebels involved in a see-saw battle with the forces loyal to President Muammar Gaddafi. There has also been a series of spectacular air strikes courtesy of Nato fast jets, but these have been balanced with the all too predictable own goals of civilian deaths.  So the conflict is real enough, as are the casualties on both sides, but what of the aims? Last week, the US Congress weighed in with its own response when the House voted overwhelmingly to deny further powers to President Barack Obama to wage war against Libya. While the politicians fell short of actually debarring him from supporting the Nato no-fly operation, it was still a pretty stunning rebuke.  At heart there is a real fear in Washington that the US might be in danger of being sucked into an open-ended commitment which could deteriorate into a fully blown civil war between Gaddafi and the rebels. With war-weariness already evident in the ongoing operations in Iraq and Afghanistan, the last thing the House wanted was a new military black hole in north Africa.  The law also intruded on the decision. Politicians on both sides were none too impressed by the fact that Obama had paid no heed to the terms of the War Powers Resolution of 1973, which insists that the President must seek the authority of Congress within 60 days of any operation being initiated. Usually honoured only in the breach, the resolution was dusted down to remind the White House that Americans have grown tired of foreign adventuring, especially in areas where no specific US interest is concerned. 


Uniqueness – China = Threat

China budget increasing now – threatens India/China war

Minnie Chan South China Morning Post 3/5/11 “PLA budget back to double-digit growth, at 12.7pc” Lexis
China's defence budget will return to double-digit growth - 12.7 per cent this year - after increasing just 7.5 per cent last year.  The draft defence budget was announced yesterday by Li Zhaoxing, the spokesman for the annual meeting of the National People's Congress, which will open today.  "This will not pose a threat to any country, " Li said during a nationally broadcast news conference.  "The government has always tried to limit military spending and it has set the defence spending at a reasonable level to ensure there is a balance between national defence and economic development."  The increase to about 601 billion yuan (HK$711.3 billion), accounting for about 6 per cent of the central government budget, would go to "appropriate" hardware spending, training and salary increases for the 2.3 million people in the People's Liberation Army, the world's biggest army, he said.  Defending the rise, which is closely watched by China's wary neighbours, Li said the defence budget is just 1.4 per cent of its GDP this year, while India was planning to spend more than 2 per cent of its GDP on defence this year.  Experts said the PLA needs to upgrade its facilities for the navy and air force, which will take on more non-traditional missions such as peacekeeping, anti-piracy and evacuations during overseas crises. The PLA also recently announced a pay rise for its rank and file of up to 40 per cent.  China announced a single-digit military budget growth last year as the country was weathering the global financial crisis. Its military budget has grown by 10 per cent or more for almost two decades.  As in past years, Li reiterated that the budget was "transparent" and there was no "so-called hidden military expenditure" in it.  But experts on the PLA believe actual military spending is much higher as many items are not recorded in the main budget.  "China has used a 'stealth budget' to make stealth fighters and other sophisticated weapons as well as other projects," Andrei Chang, editor-in-chief of the Canadian-based Kanwa Asian Defence Monthly, said.  He believes the PLA's real budget growth should be more than 25 per cent, double the official figure.  He said the 601 billion yuan, which would be spent on the PLA's land, navy, air forces and the strategic missile force, was allocated by the PLA's General Logistic Department, Headquarters of General Staff and the General Equipment Department.  "But the military budget failed to include two key items - the defence scientific research budget and the special programmes budget. Both are directly allocated by the Ministry of Finance to different institutes for R&D purposes."  The defence scientific research budget covers research and development projects such as the indigenous stealth fighter jet, the J20, China's first aircraft carriers and anti-carrier ballistic missile. "Special programmes" refers to purchases of key arms equipment from overseas, he said.  All these state-of-the-art additions to the military only add to US and its neighbours' unease that a more assertive China is emerging.  Antony Wong Dong, president of the International Military Association in Macau, said Li's reference of Indian military spending in the press conference was noteworthy. He believes China has intentionally tried not to unnerve its neighbours, particularly India, with its official military budget growth.  Last year, the Indian army absorbed an 8.3 per cent budget increase, compared with China's 7.5 per cent. Earlier this week, New Delhi announced an 11.6 per cent increase, which is also very close to Beijing's 12.7 per cent.  "Military tension between Beijing and New Delhi has risen since last year after India increased troops at its border with China in the southern Tibet," he said.  "China wants to focus on economic development; it is trying to prevent Sino-India conflicts from escalating."  Taiwanese military expert Arthur Ding Shu-fan, secretary general of the Chinese Council of Advance Policy Study in Taipei, said the lack of transparency remains the main source of distrust about China's military build-up.  "They always give us a total number of military spending, but never tell us how much they will spend on their four forces individually, and how much they would use to purchase weapons," Ding said.  "In the US, the government also failed to give details of the R&D funding for nuclear weapons, but the spending would be announced by the Ministry of Energy. However, there is no channel on the mainland for us to check anything about the PLA's R&D budget."  But Beijing-based military commentator Song Xiaojun said the criticism was unfair, as the US and other western countries also do not disclose R&D spending for the military.  Stealth budget  If the PLA's full R&D expenses are counted, the defence budget growth is double the official number, or: 25% 

Uniqueness – China = Threat

China air force budget rising now – threatens Taiwan war

South China Morning Post  July 20, 2011  “P.L.A. threat to Taiwan 'bigger than ever'; No peace dividend for Taipei, with defence white paper saying mainland navy and air force is already strong enough to impose a blockade on the island” Lexis

The mainland's military threat to Taiwan was bigger than ever, the island's military said yesterday, despite efforts by the island's leader to engage Beijing.  In its 2011 defence white paper, the Taiwanese military said the island needed to beef up its defensive capabilities to deal with the latest situation.  It said the navy and air force of the People's Liberation Army were already strong enough to impose a blockade on Taiwan.  "Such a blockade can reach as far as the first island chain," the 232-page report said, referring to a cluster of Japanese and Philippine islands near Taiwan.  "They are also capable enough to occupy our offshore islands, including the Pescadores, and even, to a certain extent, attack Taiwan proper."  The report, which summarises various combat techniques and strategies that the PLA could use to attack Taiwan, warns that once the PLA is fully equipped with landing craft and other facilities, it could send forces to occupy Taiwan in the event of cross-strait conflict.  The report compares the number of troops and the military budgets of the two sides.  "The communist forces, including the Second Artillery Corps [the mainland's strategic missile forces], have combined troops of about 2.3 million, almost 10 times more than the 270,000 troops we have," the report, published every other year, noted.  In terms of budget, the US$77 billion listed by the PLA last year was about nine times more than the US$9 billion listed by Taiwan. "If hidden expenses were released, it would be even 21 times more than ours," the report said.  The PLA has a budget of US$93 million this year, up 12.7 per cent.  The report said the PLA had started producing a limited number of Dong-Feng-21 D medium-range missiles, which could be used to attack aircraft carriers should the US send battle groups to intervene in the event of cross-strait conflict.  The report also noted that with its modern arms, including more than 1,400 missiles deployed along the southeast mainland coast targeting the island, the PLA's army, navy and air force were already far superior to Taiwan's, indicating that the "military balance has gradually tilted towards the communists".  Deputy Defence Minister Dr Andrew Yang Nien-dzu said: "We are in a very challenging situation. Although there has been some improvement in cross-strait relations in the past several years, in line with the government's policy, we should never loosen up in boosting our defensive capability and security."  Taiwanese President Ma Ying-jeou adopted a policy of engaging Beijing when he won office in 2008, which has resulted in warmer cross-strait relations.  The report drew mixed reactions from lawmakers of the ruling Kuomintang and the pro-independence Democratic Progressive Party. KMT legislators said it was meant to remind people of the latent military threat from the mainland despite warming cross-strait ties, but the DPP lashed out at Ma for failing to increase the island's military budget, which they said had shrunk for three years. 

Uniqueness – China = Threat

China is increasing aerospace technology, this emboldens a strong military via air power which threatens China-Taiwan war. 
Erickson 4 – PhD Candidate @ Princeton, Andrew, “Seizing the Highest Ground”, East-West Institute, http://www.eastwestcenter.org/fileadmin/stored/pdfs/IGSCwp003.pdf

China’s rapid aerospace development excites Beijing’s leadership and concerns U.S.  policymakers. By contributing to China’s overall military development, aerospace  increases China’s capacity to threaten Taiwan’s democracy—and hence to challenge  American influence in strategic East Asia. Through aerospace technology sales to Iran  and Pakistan, China allegedly has violated the Missile Technology Control Regime  (MTCR), a key U.S.-led anti-proliferation initiative.3  These events should not be viewed in isolation, but rather as elements of China’s overall  aerospace development—a potent driver of its national modernization. Aerospace  development represents a critical means of increasing a nation’s comprehensive  national strength. Aspiring great powers therefore compete for mastery of this ‘highest  high ground,’ forging alliances and fomenting challenges in the process. While  Washington may object to some of Beijing’s methods, it must nevertheless recognize  that Beijing is rationally pursuing core national interests through aerospace  development, the ultimate arena of great power competition.  Understanding Beijing’s aerospace goals and capabilities will elucidate its geopolitical  ambitions and ability to realize them. I define aerospace development as the production,  integration, and utilization of military and civilian devices both for aviation and for  spaceflight. The Chinese equivalent of “aerospace”, háng k_ng háng ti_n, literally “aviation space flight”, clearly expresses this dual meaning. Comprehensive aerospace  capability entails mastery of both.      But China’s aerospace performance has thus far been lopsided. Satellite launch  capabilities, a spin-off from Chinese intercontinental ballistic missile (ICBM)  development, have indeed captured 10% of the global market share. Missile sales have  been similarly successful. China’s high demand for all types of aircraft offers  opportunities to begin indigenous production at relatively low level of experience and  expertise. Yet despite possessing a quarter of the world’s commercial airline fleet and  the third largest civilian aircraft market, normally self-reliant China has failed in its two  half-hearted attempts to enter its own domestic passenger aircraft market: (1) to build a  large jet airliner between 1970 and 1985, and (2) to build a regional jet in the late 1990s.  Why the drive, and why the difference?  I conclude that Beijing’s political goals support a program of technological development  based on grand strategic, not on short-term economic, needs. Comprehensive  aerospace capability is desired but has not yet been achieved. Aircraft manufacturing  has taken a back seat to the more pressing priority of missile development, and thus has  received inadequate resources. Not fully tested, aircraft development may yet  succeed—given appropriate reforms. Achievement of high-level aircraft manufacturing  capacity would solidify China’s full-spectrum aerospace capabilities and would thus  provide a potent foundation for its development as a great economic and military power.  Failure to achieve such capacity—perhaps because of inefficiencies inherent in China’s  current system—could delay or even undermine its rise.  


AT: China Not Threat

Don’t evealuate their claims, current Chinese  policies postpone competition but build the infrastructure for future options.
Erickson 4 – PhD Candidate @ Princeton, Andrew, “Seizing the Highest Ground”, East-West Institute, http://www.eastwestcenter.org/fileadmin/stored/pdfs/IGSCwp003.pdf

Chinese space projects enjoy continued priority because they address key national  interests: (1) military modernization; (2) economic/technological/communications  infrastructure development; (3) environmental/resource management; and (4)  international status. “The Chinese government has all along regarded the space industry  as an integral part of the state’s comprehensive development strategy,” explains China’s  Space Activities White Paper. “The aims of China’s space activities are… to meet the  growing demands of economic construction, national security, science and technology  development and social progress, protect China’s national interests and build up  [China’s] comprehensive national strength.”6 China’s aerospace capability is thus a  critical leading indicator. According to Aviation Week & Space Technology Senior Editor  Craig Covault, China’s “space program initiatives coupled with its young engineers will  really pay off in 10-20 years, giving them a powerful space program with international  clout.”7  Beijing hopes to postpone major geopolitical competition for several decades while it  focuses on internal—particularly economic—development. During that time, China’s  aerospace development will foreshadow later military and geostrategic capabilities and  intentions. Having recognized “that space control provides the key to military victories in  modern warfare,”8 Chinese defense analysts will focus on developing improved methods  for “entering space, using space, and controlling space….”9  


Link – Commercial Space => Military

Military requirements drive space R&D
Sargent 3/11, Anne Wainscott-Sargent, Communications Director at International Association of Business Communicators, Atlanta Chapter, Rutgers University, major in Communications Management, March 3, 2011.
http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=2&ved=0CB4QFjAB&url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.satellitetoday.com%2Fvia%2Ffeatures%2FSatellite-R-and-D-Landscape-Rich-with-Promise-NASA-Space-Technology-Focus-Military-Requirements-Driving-Future-Innovations_36181_p4.html&ei=ZoUpTpDbA9KtgQfP7qCJCw&usg=AFQjCNHxHto97LY8HisQEizHw2YOcLRtLQ

Northrop Grumman is tackling another R&D challenge — low-power precision navigation in GPS-denied or GPS-challenged locations. The prime contractor is in phase four of a four-phase project for DARPA to further enhance the performance of a demonstration miniature navigation-grade gyro unit for DARPA. Once fully tested and fielded, it would give ground troops, vehicles and aircraft the ability to maintain precision navigation in urban or indoor environments. “Navigating very accurately and knowing your precise location is very important as we progress into the future. That’s not only true for satellite applications but also for soldier-borne applications,” says Doug Meyer, director, advanced sensor development, at Northrop Grumman’s Navigation Systems Division. Since October 2005, Northrop Grumman has been working on the DARPA NGIMG (Navigation Integrated Microgyro) program. The technology, which is based on atom physics, has been around since the late 1960s when first pioneered by scientists at Litton Industries (now part of Northrop Grumman). The breakthrough today is containing the atoms in a “very small gas cell” and using lasers to shrink the electronics dramatically, says Meyer. “It’s enabled us to take something that was for a single-gyro axis the size of two Coca-Cola cans stacked on top of one another to roughly the size of two sugar cubes stacked on top of one another.” Meyer estimates that it will be 2015 to 2016 before the gyro is in the hands of soldiers, and he also sees application for the technology with first responders such as firefighters who would be able to navigate in a GPS-denied environment such as a burning building. At the Georgia Institute of Technology in Atlanta, John Cressler envisions NASA’s future space missions using next-generation electronics that can operate in the cold expanse of space without the need to be heated or shielded from radiation.

Commercial space capabilities like satellites help the military

Ball 2/10, Diana Ball, Space and Intelligence Systems, February 10, 2011. “Boeing to study commercial space capabilities for military use”

http://www.google.com/url?sa=t&source=web&cd=3&ved=0CCUQFjAC&url=http%3A%2F%2Fboeing.mediaroom.com%2Findex.php%3Fs%3D43%26item%3D1615&ei=-JUpTq7GH8TAgQfs2-T3Cg&usg=AFQjCNGMuIiImihnOIHbhZyEa9L7oOAO3Q
Boeing [NYSE: BA] has received a $900,000 study contract from the Military Satellite Communications (MILSATCOM) Systems Directorate of the U.S. Air Force Space and Missile Systems Center. Under the agreement, Boeing will explore ways to modify existing commercial satellite capabilities to meet MILSATCOM needs. Boeing will focus on communications-on-the-move missions as well as connectivity for low-altitude airborne intelligence, surveillance and reconnaissance (AISR) platforms operating on Ka-band frequencies. Boeing also will make recommendations about innovative and feasible acquisition alternatives, which will include ways to apply commercial satellite procurement practices to the military acquisition process. The study recommendations are scheduled to be delivered to the Air Force in July. "Boeing's vision for the future MILSATCOM architecture is one that includes core owned assets such as Wideband Global SATCOM, plus complementary hosted or free-flier payloads," said Craig Cooning, vice president and general manager of Boeing Space & Intelligence Systems. "We expect to play a large role in increasing the United States' MILSATCOM assets." Hosted payloads are one of Boeing’s key recommendations for MILSATCOM augmentation. They are additional payloads added to a commercial satellite for the purpose of being leased to a government user. One of the primary benefits of a hosted payload is the speed of delivery -- a commercial satellite carrying a hosted payload can generally be delivered in less than three years. "Boeing received orders for five hosted payloads in the past 18 months," Cooning said. "These are a win-win for the military, which needs the bandwidth, and the commercial SATCOM service providers, which benefit from a secondary revenue stream. Our partnership with commercial satellite industry and our legacy of government support will result in many creative approaches to assisting this country's men and women in uniform." Boeing's history of hosted payloads dates back to 1993, when the company helped the U.S. Navy upgrade its ultra-high frequency (UHF) satellite communications system by augmenting several vehicles to host an extremely high frequency (EHF) payload as well as the first military Ka-band payload, which has provided Global Broadcast Service capabilities since 1998.

Link – Commercial Space => Military

Space R&D has military applications—specific examples

A) Techniques for healing injuries
Spinoff Magazine 11, Spinoff Magazine, NASA's annual premier publication featuring successfully commercialized NASA technology, 2011.
http://ipp.nasa.gov/pdf/spinoff_top_20a.pdf
Tiny light-emitting diode (LED) chips used to grow plants on the space shuttle and the International Space Station are lighting the way for wound healing and chronic pain alleviation on Earth. Developed with Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) support from Marshall Space Flight Center, the LED chips have made their way into a non-invasive, handheld, portable medical device called WARP-10. This device is intended for the temporary relief of minor muscle and joint pain, arthritis, stiffness, and muscle spasms, and was initially designed to provide armed forces personnel with immediate first aid care for minor injuries and pain. A consumer version sharing the same power and properties of the military model is also available, from Quantum Devices Inc., of Barneveld, Wisconsin.
B) Mineral identification tool
Same cite, Spinoff Magazine, NASA's annual premier publication featuring successfully commercialized NASA technology, 2011.
http://ipp.nasa.gov/pdf/spinoff_top_20a.pdf
A mineral identification tool that was developed under a Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) grant for NASA’s Mars Rover Technology Development program is now serving as a powerful tool for U.S. law enforcement agencies and military personnel to identify suspicious liquid and solid substances. The tool can measure unknown substances through glass and plastic packaging materials. The device, a portable Raman spectrometer and fiber-optic probe that could be used on a Mars exploration rover, was designed by EIC Laboratories Inc. in collaboration with NASA’s Jet Propulsion Laboratory. The commercial product, the InPhotote, is manufactured and distributed by InPhotonics Inc., a spinoff company of EIC Laboratories, co-located in Norwood, Massachusetts.


Link – Commercial Space => Military

Military use of commercial assets set to expand
Kurtin’9, Owen D. Kurtin, September 1, 2009. “Military Use of Commercial Assets Set to Expand”
http://www.satellitetoday.com/via/dollarsandsense/Military-Use-of-Commercial-Assets-Set-to-Expand_31801.html

In a few of the past columns, we discussed the expanding role of commercial satellite capacity and network services for military and other government use, the role of integrators or aggregators serving as intermediaries between fleet operators and the Pentagon in commercial service provision, and what military needs the commercial fleet can serve best. The Defense Information Systems Network Satellite Transmission Services-Global (DSTS-G) regime, under which the Pentagon procures commercial satellite service, is due to expire in 2011 and must be replaced. The Pentagon also is in the midst of its 2010 Quadrennial Defense Review process. Both of these events will influence military use of commercial satellite service going forward. What is the future likely to look like? The Pentagon has used the spot market for commercial satellite service extensively and used long-term contracts only on an infrequent basis, driven principally by end user profiles and requirements. Military and government use of the spot market tends to benefit the integrators/aggregators and arguably acts to the detriment of fleet operators, which, as we have noted, argue that long-term contracts and direct relationships with the military and government are necessary for their own satellite procurement and capacity forecasting. The Pentagon is used to long-term development and procurement contracts for equipment like airplanes and ships, says Denis Curtin, COO of X-band satellite operator Xtar, and a high percentage of its satellite capacity and service requirements are predictable year-on-year. The Pentagon, therefore, should be willing to de-emphasize the spot market for long-term capacity contracts. Curtin further sees Pentagon acceptance of procurement by commercial operators of military X-band (roughly 7.2-8.4 GHz) downlink/uplink frequencies like Xtar to meet the Pentagon’s continuing bandwidth demands. While excess bandwidth capacity exists to be sold, the spot market gives maximum flexibility to the Pentagon. It also is the case that the comparison between long-term contracts for equipment like planes and ships and for services is a limited one. The military approaches the purchase of commercial fiber-optic capacity much as it does satellite capacity and as a supplemental budget procurement item. The Navy is the only service that has a specific line item in its budget for commercial satellite use. Curtin also sees a Congress-driven push away from supplemental budget procurement and towards Navy-style line-item budgeting for commercial satellite capacity by the other services, a trend that would favor long-term contracts. He anticipates that Pentagon replacement of the DSTSG contract will use multiple contracts, maintaining the integrators’ ability to give the operators continued competition. While the Pentagon once viewed commercial satellite service as a supplement to its own fleet, it now considers commercial service a necessity, says Rebecca Cowen-Hirsch, president of Inmarsat Government Services. This shift is driven by requirements for bandwidth-intensive applications and supported by the commercial fleet’s comparable reliability to the military fleet as well as the fact that the applications for which the military employs commercial service do not require the military fleet’s anti-nuclear hardening and other levels of security. Nevertheless, Cowen-Hirsch notes that operators increasingly are investing in security technologies driven by military use but which also provide added value for commercial customers. For Inmarsat, this includes National Security Agency Type 1 encryption command link functionality, preventing any unauthorized party from commanding the enabled satellites. She adds that while there is a place for direct relationships between operators and the Pentagon, integrators do provide clear added value in turnkey network solutions. These industry insiders point to a future of continued expansion of military use of commercial service, a continued place at the table for integrators/aggregators, and a post-DSTS-G future of multiple contracts to maintain competition among operators and providers and to continued use of the spot market by the military to preserve flexibility. The pending Quadrennial Defense Review should provide some additional predictability as to Pentagon excess capacity needs and might support greater willingness to enter into long-term contracts. 

Link – Commercial Space => Military

Space exploration is key to technology, 

Garud 09 (Sachin, Wing Commander, US Air Force, CHINESE ANTI SATELLITE TEST : A PERSPECTIVE, TRISHUL - AUTUMN 2009) 
The understanding of a powerful military nation has been transformed over the years. In the early military campaigns capture of land was a measure of success and power. So Alexander the Great fought wars to capture and control land to assert his super power status. The British proved that a nation controlling the seas would be considered a super power. Their sea power enabled them to project their power status around the globe. The British Empire was able to establish colonies around the globe as they had a strong shipping capability, whether it was for trade or for military purpose. Air as medium of asserting military power flowed from the concept of ‘capturing’ or ‘keeping’ the high ground in military campaigns. Hot air balloons were used by Napoleon and during the American Civil War to observe troop movements. Initially, aircraft was perceived to be for high-level reconnaissance. This resulted in concepts to deny the same. Thus, control of the environment was and will be of paramount importance. Aircraft revolutionalised warfare during the 20th century, leading to “command of the air” as a key strategic concept.1 Thus, the quest for safer observation went further up into space. The same principal of denial led to initial struggles for control of the environment of space with both the US and USSR conducting exercises for controlling the realm of space with nuclear and conventional anti-satellite devices. Thus, the militarisation of space started in 1960s. 


Link – Commercial Space = Space Power

Space Key to analogous leadership- Asian countries pose threat

Trevor Brown, (BA, Indiana University; MSc, S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University [Singapore]) is a new author interested in political, economic, and military strategy for the medium of space. 5/09 soft power and space weaponization, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/brown.html
The United States would do well to keep a low profile for its military space program and burnish its technological image by showcasing its commercial and scientific space programs. Doing so would enable it to accumulate rather than hemorrhage soft power. Such a rationale is not lost on the Chinese, who certainly have had their successes in recent years in building soft power and using it to extend their influence around the globe. According to National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) administrator Michael Griffin, the Chinese have a carefully thought-out human-spaceflight program that will take them up to parity with the United States and Russia. They’re investing to make China a strategic world power second to none in order to reap the deals and advantages that flow to world leaders. Analysts believe that the United States’ determination to maintain dominance in military space has caused it to lose ground in commercial space and space exploration. They maintain that the United States is giving up its civilian space leadership—an action that will have huge strategic implications. Although the US public may be indifferent to space commerce or scientific activities, technological feats in space remain something of a marvel to the broader world. In 1969 the world was captivated by man’s first walk on the moon. The Apollo program paid huge dividends in soft power at a time when the United States found itself dueling with the Soviets to attract other nations into its ideological camp. Unless the United States has a strong presence on the moon at the time of China’s manned lunar landing, scheduled for 2017, much of the world will have the impression that China has approached the United States in terms of technological sophistication and comprehensive national power. If recent trends hold, this is likely to come at a time when the new and emerging ideological confrontation between Beijing and Washington will have intensified considerably. The most recent space race reflects the changing dynamics of global power. “Technonationalism” remains the impetus for many nations’ space programs, particularly in Asia: “In contrast to the Cold War space race between the United States and the former Soviet Union, the global competition today is being driven by national pride, newly earned wealth, a growing cadre of highly educated men and women, and the confidence that achievements in space will bring substantial soft power as well as military benefits. The planet-wide eagerness to join the space-faring club is palpable.” India and Japan are also aggressively developing their own space programs.


Link – Space Control => Air Power

Space control is vital to U.S. air power

The Economist 08 (1/19/08, “Disharmony in the spheres - The militarisation of space”, http://www.economist.com/node/10533205)

These days America fights not in a fog of war but, as one senior air force officer puts it, in a "huge cloud of electrons". Large amounts of information, particularly surveillance videos, can be beamed to soldiers on the ground or leaders in America. The officer says this kind of "network-centric" warfare is "as revolutionary as when the air force went from open cockpits to jet aeroplanes." If Napoleon's armies marched on their stomachs, American ones march on bandwidth. Smaller Western allies struggle to keep up. Much of this electronic data is transmitted by satellites, most of them unprotected commercial systems. The revolution in military technology is, at heart, a revolution in the use of space. UAmerica's supremacy in the air is made possible by its mastery of space. During the cold war space was largely thought of as part of the rarefied but terrifying domain of nuclear warfare. Satellites were used principally to monitor nuclear-missile facilities, provide early warning should they be fired and maintain secure communications between commanders and nuclear-strike forces. Now, by contrast, the use of space assets is ubiquitous; even the lowliest platoon makes use of satellites, if only to know its position. Space wizardry has made possible unprecedented accuracy. As recently as the Vietnam war, destroying a bridge or building could take dozens if not hundreds of bombing runs. These days a plane with "smart" bombs can blast several targets in a single sortie, day or night, in good weather or bad. Needless to say, precise intelligence and sound judgment are as important to military success as fancy kit. But might this growing reliance on space and cyberspace become a dangerous dependence, a fatal weakness? Air force officers talk of space being America's Achilles Heel. Satellites move in predictable orbits and anybody who can reach space can in theory destroy a satellite, even if only by releasing a cloud of "dumb" pellets in its path—using a shotgun rather than a hunter's rifle to kill the orbiting "bird". The Taliban or al-Qaeda can do little about America's space power except hide themselves from its intelligence-gathering satellites. But the Pentagon worries about what would happen if America came up against a major power, a "near-peer" rival (as it calls China and Russia), able to intercept space assets with missiles and "space mines", or to disable them with lasers and electronic jammers. "There are a lot of vulnerabilities," admits an American general, "There are backups, but our space architecture is very fragile." 
a. Space development key to military might and intelligence communications 

Scott Lowery (contributor and fellow at the CPWR, Colorado Program for Writing and Rhetoric, ) 2007 “Why the Weaponization of Space Should Not Be Pursued” http://74.125.127.132/scholar?q=cache:sx4eXq4J67QJ:scholar.google.com/+%22satellites+provide+intelligence%22&hl=en&as_sdt=0,30

The military might of the United States lies not in overwhelming numbers but in  the ability to rapidly project force anywhere on the globe. Central to this power is space  technology. Satellites provide intelligence, carry communications, and guide bombs.  Space power is thus integral to the success and safety of the modern war fighter.  Currently, no other nation enjoys the same level of sophistication. The United States  Space Command’s vision for 2020 aims to further this advantage through the complete  exploitation of space, resulting in the ability to counter any threat on the globe (United  States). Such an unparalleled ability would be quite comforting, but space power does not  end there. Space is also the key to many civilian technologies, and plays a large role in  the economies of not only the US, but also the entire western world.  
b. Intelligence key to airpower

Benjamin S. Lambeth (B.A. in political science, University of North Carolina; M.A. in government, Georgetown University; Ph.D. in political science, Harvard University) 2000 “THE ROLE OF AIR POWER GOING INTO THE 21ST CENTURY” RAND Institute 
Second, air power is functionally inseparable from battlespace in-  formation and intelligence.  Thanks to the dramatic growth in the  lethality and combat effectiveness of air power since the late 1980s, it  has become both correct and fashionable to speak increasingly not of  numbers of sorties per target killed, but rather of number of kills per  combat sortie.  Yet air power involves more than merely attacking  and destroying enemy targets.  It also involves knowing what to hit  and where to find it.  It is now almost a cliche that air power can kill  anything it can see, identify, and engage.  It is less widely appreciated  that it can kill only what it can see, identify, and engage.  Air power  and intelligence are thus opposite sides of the same coin.  If the latter  fails, the former is likely to fail also.  For that reason, accurate, timely,  and comprehensive information about an enemy and his military as-  sets is not only a crucial enabler for allowing air power to produce  pivotal results in joint warfare; it is an indispensable precondition for  ensuring such results.  This means that tomorrow’s air campaign  planners will have an ever more powerful need for accurate and reli-  able real-time intelligence as a precondition for making good on  their most far-reaching promises.  


Link – Space Control => Air Power

Space power is key to air power

Benjamin S. Lambeth (B.A. in political science, University of North Carolina; M.A. in government, Georgetown University; Ph.D. in political science, Harvard University) 2000 “THE ROLE OF AIR POWER GOING INTO THE 21ST CENTURY” RAND Institute 
Since then, a high-stakes controversy has emerged in major capitals  around the world centering on how best to apportion operational  roles and budget shares among the services at a time of uncertain  challenges and near-unprecedented fiscal constraints.  Naturally,  given the predominant role played by the allied air campaign in  Desert Storm and the far-reaching claims made on behalf of air  power as a result of its performance, the roles and resources contro-  versy has gravitated toward air power as the principal lightning rod  for debate.  At its core, this debate has come to concern the extent to  which the developed nations can now rely on air-delivered precision  standoff attack weapons in lieu of ground forces to achieve battle-  field objectives and minimize the incidence of friendly casualties.  Against that background, this chapter seeks to offer a perspective on  the nature and meaning of the qualitative improvements that have  taken place in air power since the mid-1980s, with a view toward of-  fering a measured portrait of air power’s newly acquired strengths  and continued limitations.  The chapter concentrates on air power’s  capability in the context of large-scale theater war, as opposed to  smaller-scale operations or irregular conflicts, such as urban combat,  that may not involve organized or mechanized forces on the enemy  side.4  Its goal is to provide a basis for better understanding what has  increasingly become a central issue in defense planning, namely, the  implications of recent and impending improvements in capabilities  to acquire, process, and transmit information about an enemy’s  forces and to attack those forces with precision air-delivered  weapons.  Three bounding rules need stipulating at the outset to clarify what is  meant here by air power, which is really a shorthand way of saying  air and space power.  First, air power does not refer merely to combat  aircraft (the glamorous “shooters” that performed so unexpectedly  well in Desert Storm) or to the combined hardware assets of an air  arm, even though these may seem at times to be the predominant  images of it held by both laymen and professionals alike.  Rather, in  its totality, air power is a complex amalgam of hardware equities and  less tangible but equally important ingredients bearing on its effec-  tiveness, such as employment doctrine, concepts of operations,  training, tactics, proficiency, leadership, adaptability, and practical  experience.  These and related “soft” factors vary enormously among  air arms around the world operating superficially similar kinds, and  often even identical types, of equipment.  Yet more often than not,  they are given little heed in what typically passes for “air capability”  analysis.  Only through their combined effects, however, can one ul-  timately determine the extent to which raw hardware will succeed in  producing desired combat results.  


Link – Nanotech

Space dominance leads to improved technology 

Hoey 08 ( Hoey, Matthew Hoey is a former senior research associate at the Institute for Defense and Disarmament Studies, where he researched and forecasted missile defense and space weaponization technologies. In 2009, he will launch the Boston-based Military Space Transparency Project.) http://www.thespacereview.com/article/563/1
For its part, the United States continues to strive for technologies that will keep its soldiers safe, support bloodless wars, and allow war to be waged from air-conditioned control rooms--all of which can be achieved only if Washington has a dominant role in the development of advanced technologies that allow for the evolution of current space capabilities. Technologies such as nanotechnology, robotics, and artificial intelligence are seen as the leading candidates for facilitating such an evolution. A new U.S. Air Force television ad campaign that shows young men and women combating cyber warfare from the comfort of a computer terminal makes this evident. Such images serve as a tool to win over public opinion, enabling national consensus in favor of the weaponization of space.

Nanotechnology carries a wide range of military application 

Hay-Edie 07 (Hay-Edie David, IPB Consultant, speaking on lectur by Dr Jurgen Altmann, professor of Experimental Physics, University of Dortmund, Germany)   http://www.ipb.org/newsletters/docs/MilApplicat%20NanoTech.pdf

Dr Altmann stressed that there are a variety of positive potential benefits from nanotechnology outside the military sphere. The most obvious is medical, in microsurgery and in fighting against diseases such as cancer. Some of the benefits will be to improve human physical performance. Much of this will come from microrobots – microscopic machines which will be placed in the bloodstream. These “micro-robots” are also one of the main potential military developments.  Dr Altmann described a wide variety of military applications. Amongst those he cited were:  microscopic “self-destruct” robots that, inserted into enemy weapons or information technology, could neutralize or destroy them; miniature missiles about 30 

cm long that could be carried in women’s handbags; tiny self-replicating destructive machines; microscopic agents for insertion into “enemy” bodies and brains that would turn those persons, eg soldiers, into robots controllable for military 

purposes; miniature lasers capable of destroying satellites; and miniature military satellites. The potential for terrorist, as well as conventional military, application is obvious.
Nanotechnology improvements strengthen the military.
Dux 7  (Stephanie Dux, Department of Mechanical and Aerospace Engineering
Case Western Reserve University) http://nanopedia.case.edu/NWPage.php?page=nw.sjd21.005
The improvements that nanotechnology can offer different materials and technologies are limited only by one’s imagination. It can create materials many times stronger and lighter than steel, stain and wrinkle resistant clothes, and extremely fast and precise medical diagnostic tools. Nanotechnology can improve a wide scope of applications and this is the key reason that the US Military is very interested and invested in researching and utilizing nanotechnology into every aspect of its system. Incorporating nanotechnology into all parts of the military will produce stronger, lighter, and better vehicles, uniforms, weapons, sensors, and medical tools. By using the improvements nanotechnology  offers, the US Military will become a more powerful entity.

AT: Funding Trade-off Link Turn

Prices go down

Benjamin S. Lambeth, Senior Research Associate at the RAND Corporation, August 2003, “Footing the Bill for Military Space,” Aurforce Magazine, http://www.airforce-magazine.com/MagazineArchive/Pages/2003/August%202003/0803milspace.aspx //vkoneru
One mitigating factor is miniaturization. It has slowly but inexorably increased the functionality of each payload pound on orbit, making possible the development and launching of smaller satellites. A decade ago, military satellites typically weighed between 5,000 and 20,000 pounds. Now those going to LEO usually weigh between 500 and 2,000 pounds. This means that the cost-per-pound issue may turn out to be less pressing in the future.


Space Power Good – Conflict

Space power is critical to global stability and conflict resolution - provides transparency to reduce miscalculation, strengthens dissuasion power, and deters conflict

M.V. Smith, Colonel, PhD in Politics and IR @ University of Reading, 2011 “Chapter 17: Security and Spacepower, Part of “Toward a Theory of Spacepower,” Edited by Charles Lutes and Peter Hays, National Defense University Press, http://www.ndu.edu/press/lib/pdf/spacepower/spacepower.pdf

Spacepower provides different ways to manage security concerns. Because of its matchless ability to gain global access and achieve global presence while delivering nearly ubiquitous capabilities, spacepower is playing an increasing security role in war and peace around the globe on a perpetual basis. This chapter examines the opportunities spacepower provides to secure the peace and to fight wars. Space power and War Prevention Spacepower is ideally suited for war prevention—securing the peace—as a matter of day today statecraft. To put this in clearer terms, "the primary value of spacepower is not support to warfighters, rather it is that space capabilities are the primary means of war prevention."1 Spacepower can provide both indirect and direct methods to achieve war prevention. Indirect methods involve cooperative interstate behavior to reduce security concerns without the use or threat of force. Direct methods involve the use of force or threats of force. For now, spacepower lends itself more toward indirect methods such as providing global and cislunar transparency and expanding broad international partnerships. Direct methods are more hard-power–centric and include those capabilities that deliver assurance, dissuasive, and deterrent effects, matched with careful diplomacy, in a cost/benefit calculus. As space weapons proliferate, space power will offer effective direct methods of preventing war. Each indirect and direct method is discussed below. Indirect Methods Transparency. Space-based reconnaissance and surveillance platforms, because of their global nature, contribute directly to reducing security concerns by providing insight into observable human activities around the globe and in the cislunar region. Insight into human activity in space, manned or unmanned, is every bit as important as observations of terrestrial activities. When considered together, such insights can alleviate unfounded fears and prevent miscalculations, as well as deliver warnings and indications of activities of genuine concern. This was obvious right from the start of the space age during the Cold War when the first successful American reconnaissance satellite, called Corona XIV, returned more imagery of Soviet nuclear forces from deep inside the Soviet Union than did all of the prior U–2 missions combined.2 This new satellite-derived information caused a sharp downward revision in the estimate of Soviet intercontinental ballistic missile launchers from 140–200 to between 10 and 25.3 Later, only six of the sites were determined to be operational.4 This application of spacepower helped reduce the American security concern and allowed the Eisenhower and subsequent administrations to right-size their nuclear deterrent force against a much smaller threat than suggested by estimates formulated without satellite data. Space was no longer merely a science project, but a real instrument of policy. True spacepower had arrived. As the example above illustrates, spacepower provides transparency that reduces the fog during peacetime, increases the certainty of information, and allows contemplation of matters with a better approximation of the facts.5 While this is entirely beneficial to the actor who possesses such information, the value of transparency has its limits. Some states feel increased security concerns if satellite-derived information about their observable affairs is distributed widely. China voiced this complaint shortly after the release of Google Earth, but accommodations were made to degrade the quality of images of areas sensitive to the Chinese government.6 Such concerns must be addressed and dealt with directly, but accommodations can be made. Many states undoubtedly will change their conduct of military and other affairs to ways that are not observable by satellites. India, for example, avoided detection of its efforts to develop and test a nuclear device in 1998 by conducting activities when U.S. imagery satellites were not passing overhead and during times when sandstorms and intense heat could disrupt surveillance sensors.7 Such nefarious workarounds can be eliminated by fielding a large constellation of several dozen reconnaissance and surveillance satellites owned and operated by suprastate or trans-state actors using multispectral technology. The point is that every inch of the Earth could be imaged several times a day using various techniques that can counter various many concealment efforts. Global transparency efforts are large and expensive and by their very nature will require a high degree of international partnering. Partnering. Another opportunity that spacepower provides for managing security concerns is capitalizing on collaborative international security space arrangements to provide global transparency, space situational awareness, and space traffic management, to name just a few. Such partnerships need not be limited to security-related functions, but must cross into civil and commercial endeavors as well, such as space-based solar power, human missions to the Moon and Mars, space stations, space-based astronomy, and so forth. The goal is not only to accomplish something meaningful in space, but also to build mutual understanding and rapport among the participating states. The American and Soviet joint venture on the Apollo-Soyuz mission in the mid-1970s is one such example. Although the tangible scientific benefits of the exercise are debatable, it demonstrated to both parties and to the international community that cooperation on a very challenging task is possible, even between the two Cold War antagonists with their widely divergent strategic 


Space Power Good – Conflict

cultures. This civil spacepower effort became a point of departure for other confidence-building gestures between the two and certainly eased tensions in the homelands and among the rest of the world as well, thereby reducing security concerns. Partnering on spacefaring projects brings together more brilliant minds and resources to solve problems and to advance the art. It not only heightens the likelihood of success of those programs, but over time it also reduces the friction during peacetime between states, decreases the potential for cultural misunderstandings, increases the opportunities for alliance, integrates aspects of each state's economic and industrial base, and fosters working relationships between governments.8 Partnering is not always easy, as the members of the International Space Station or the mostly European states belonging to the Galileo Consortium will attest. In fact, it can be frustrating and even maddening. Disparate economic strengths, distribution of resources, and talent give each state a different value as a potential partner. States that are rich in some areas will be highly sought after as partners. Poorer states will not. However, from a partnership perspective, all are valuable as prospective partners as part of a collaborative international security arrangement. The opportunities that spacepower offers spacefaring and non-spacefaring states alike in the forms of global transparency and international partnering in order to prevent wars are entirely different from opportunities provided by operations in any other media. The strategic cultures of most states—especially weaker or developing ones that are not yet spacefaring—will find the indirect methods highly attractive and engender soft power to the leaders of such efforts.9 These approaches may be sufficient for most states' spacerelated security needs while reducing their security concerns inside the terrestrial confines. Direct Methods Many states will not feel comfortable having their security rest on such idealistic constructs as the indirect methods alone. Some states, especially those with more militaristic strategic cultures, will likely seek space weaponry (overtly or covertly) in the form of defensive systems to protect their space assets from attack and offensive systems to prevent foes from exploiting space to gain a military advantage. The focus here is on hard power and space weapons—weapons that create their effects in space against the space segment, regardless of where the weapons themselves are based. We will not be looking at spacepower's longstanding support to terrestrial forces that are continuously engaged in dissuasion and deterrence strategies. This is particularly the case with nuclear forces but is increasingly so with conventional forces as well. Many factors contribute to space-related security concerns faced by states and directly correlate to their likely drive for space weaponry. Each state will perform its own threatrisk calculus and respond accordingly. There are some elements of the threat-risk calculus that must be kept in mind. For example, more advanced spacefaring states have the most at risk in space and therefore have greater incentives to field defensive weaponry. Less advanced states may build offensive weapons as an asymmetric means of countering the power of a space-reliant potential adversary. The proliferation of space weapons will drive the need for greater space defenses. The lack of sufficient space situational awareness for threat and damage assessment and attribution increases the sense of risk by all. Finally, every state, whether it is directly spacefaring or not, is a user of space services, and therefore all states are space actors and must consider their space threat-risk calculus. Acquiring weapons is not a sufficient precursor to war, as the peaceful conclusion of the Cold War illustrates. In fact, the possession of hard power capabilities managed in a responsible and constrained manner enables the war preventive strategies of assurance, dissuasion, and deterrence, as were used to avert hostilities during the Cold War and beyond. There is an important point that must be made here. States can only practice assurance, dissuasion, and deterrence if they openly possess a credible force of space weapons.10 There is no war prevention benefit gained by keeping space weapons a secret, other than avoiding a space arms race. A potential adversary must clearly perceive a credible space weapons capability for these strategies to work. There are no agreed definitions for these terms, so care will be given to explain exactly what is meant. Assurances. The concept of assurances is borrowed directly from nuclear-related literature. It involves stronger and weaker states making guarantees (assurances) for the purpose of preventing proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and war. There are negative and positive security assurances. These concepts can be related to space weapons and warfare. Negative assurances would be guarantees by space weapons states not to use or threaten the use of such weapons against states that have formally renounced space weapons. Positive assurances would be the agreement between a space weapons state and a non–space weapons state that the latter would receive assistance if it is attacked or threatened by a state that uses space weapons against them. Presently, there are no known assurances between space weapons states and non–space weapons states in the international community beyond those in the Outer Space Treaty. This is a wide open area waiting for diplomatic engagement. Presumably, the threat posed by space weapons has not yet raised the level of security concerns among the international community to stimulate assurance-making among states. As we have seen in the nuclear community, some states will give public assurances not to proliferate, only to work to acquire weapons covertly. There is always the risk of being hoodwinked, which highlights the need for greater transparency and other soft power– related means of securing the aims of policy. In addition, no state has yet come forward and declared itself a "space weapons state," even though we see evidence of testing and actual employment of such weapons with increasing frequency. The utility of space weapons–related assurances are questionable until it is clear who has space weapons and who does not. Dissuasion. Dissuasion, like soft power, rests on the ability to shape the preferences of others so they behave in a certain desired manner.12 But unlike soft power, where others choose a course of action you would like them to pursue simply because they find it attractive, dissuasion is really about persuading them not to do something that you would not like them to do. Dissuasion is a negotiation of sorts, where one party "talks" the other out of doing something by demonstrating to them that the costs outweigh the benefits, because the competition is so far ahead that it becomes either impossible or simply impractical to catch up. Dissuasion is a method attempted by powerful, long-established nuclear states to persuade nonnuclear states from proliferating. They approach states before they proliferate and directly or tacitly attempt to dissuade them from proceeding with their program by convincing them that the cost of competing with the powerful established proliferator in the nuclear arena is just too great. The hope is for the state to decide on its own that joining in the nuclear competition is not in its interest. As applied to spacepower, a state that demonstrates a robust defensive and offensive capability may tacitly dissuade others from attempting to compete against that state in space.13 Conversely, if a state's overall power, especially military power, appears directly tied to its space-based assets—a center of gravity—but it has no visible means for defending them or denying other states from exploiting space for military gain, it almost baits potential adversaries into fielding space weaponry. The evidence shows mixed results with dissuasion with regard to nuclear proliferation. Since the mid-1990s, India, Pakistan, and North Korea have acquired nuclear devices, and Iran may be well on its way. Libya may be a success story. Its leadership seems to have made a cost-benefit analysis that resulted in the shutdown of its nuclear program. Other states may have been dissuaded, but the evidence is not clear. There is an important note to add regarding spacepower. A state that has overwhelming spacepower may successfully dissuade another actor from competing militarily in the space arena, but that actor might choose to pursue asymmetric and potentially more violent means of achieving its aims as a result. Deterrence. When soft power, assurances, and dissuasion fail, spacepower plays a central role in deterrent strategies that may prevent wars. Deterrence is the prevention of war based on coercion by threat of damage.14 It must be a credible threat of inflicting unacceptable damage on an opponent. This was the case during the Cold War standoff between the United States and Soviet Union. During the arms race of the Cold War, U.S. and Soviet space systems became thoroughly integrated into their states' nuclear attack warning, command and control, assessment, targeting, planning, and most every aspect of finding, targeting, and potentially destroying each other. The end of the Cold War and the commensurate reduction of security concerns that followed allowed the focus of space systems to evolve rapidly away from purely support to nuclear forces toward support to all warfighting activities, conventional, covert, and otherwise. It remains clear, however, that spacepower assets, as deeply integrated as they are in all aspects of military operations among advanced spacefaring states, will continue to be the interconnecting glue making terrestrial deterrence more effective.

Space Power Good – Hegemony

Leadership in deploying and developing space technology is key to heg

Griffin’5, Michael Griffin, previous NASA Administrator, December 2, 2005. Leadership in Space: Selected Speeches of Nasa Administrator Michael Griffin, May 2005-October 2008, print.

For many years, our country has been rightly recognized as the world leader in the exploration and use of space, and in developing and deploying the technologies that make space leadership possible. Our determination to be first on the moon and preeminent in other space activities resulted in some of the iconic movements of the 20th century and helped solidify American leadership in the generation after World War II. But, as they say, that was then and this is now. We cannot rest on, nor be satisfied with, past accomplishments. The true space age, in which humans will explore the worlds beyond our own, is just getting underway. Leadership in establishing a human presence in the solar system will, in my judgment, be a key factor in defining world leadership on earth for generations to come.

Space Technology key to combat operations by allowing navigation and communication intelligence. 

Everett Dolman 3, Dr. Everett Carl Dolman is Professor of Comparative Military Studies at the US Air Force?s School of Advanced Air and Space Studies (SAASS) and is an intelligence analyst for the National Security Agency, and moved to the United States Space Command in 1986,  SPACE WEAPONS Are They Needed?, October 2003, AC

Arthur C. Clarke called the 1991 Persian Gulf War ‘the world’s first satellite war.’10 The critical roles of outer space assets were featured throughout that conflict, and with its successful performance, space warfare has emerged from its embryonic stage and is now fully in its infancy. From early warning and detection of missile and force movements to target planning and battle damage assessment, space-based intelligence gathering assets proved themselves to be legitimate combat force multipliers. The most surprising and enduring contributions evident in the expanded military role of outer space technology, however, may have come from the previously under-appreciated value of navigation, communications, and weather prediction satellites. In the post-Cold War era, downsizing of traditional military forces continues, access to customary forward basing is increasingly withdrawn, high-technology Command, Control, Communications, and Intelligence (C3I) and mission support is integrated into routine operating procedures, and reliance on intelligence forecasting for optimal troop deployments is emphasized. In this transitional environment, employment of space systems for all levels of inter-state conflict is likely to increase significantly. The United States’ reliance on military space support is greater than that for any other nation. Should it be denied access to space, the United States would be unable to conduct coordinated, large-scale offensive military operations abroad, and the security and economic well-being of the United States and its allies would be directly threatened.12 And the United States is vulnerable to a wide array of anti-space hostilities. These include anti-satellite attack, physical destruction of space support centers, electromagnetic attack (jamming) and information attack (hacking). So potentially vulnerable are its space systems that the authors of the Space Commission Report suggest a ‘Pearl Harbor’ in space scenario is possible in the near future.13 This vulnerability has prompted several analysts to decry any attempt at weaponizing space.14 Doing so would signal weakness to potential enemies, and would encourage them to build anti-space capabilities.15 Restraint, they assert, would signal that no need to build such capabilities exists. 

Failure to further explore space destroys military communications

The Heritage Foundation 4/5 (A Strong National Defense: The Armed Forces America Needs and What They Will Cost, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2011/04/A-Strong-National-Defense-The-Armed-Forces-America-Needs-and-What-They-Will-Cost) 

Space assets and access to those assets are essential components of military power and are vital to the prosperity of the American people. The military depends on space systems for a variety of functions, including communications, early warning of attack, battle damage assessment, intelligence, navigation, and weather forecasting. Control of space is necessary to defend the people, territory, institutions, and infrastructure of the U.S. against ballistic missile attacks, including an EMP attack. The American economy depends on satellites for communication, financial transactions, navigation, and logistical support among other priorities to sustain the American way of life. The economy would be far less efficient and competitive if these satellite systems were degraded or lost. Accordingly, preserving freedom of access to space is a vital interest. U.S. satellites are vulnerable to attack, and the Earth satellite orbits are becoming increasingly congested and contested. Even nations such as Iran and North Korea are pursuing space systems. In 2007, China successfully tested its direct-ascent anti-satellite (ASAT) weapon. Russia also has ASAT capabilities. Losing access to space systems and satellites because of disruption or destruction would deprive the U.S. military of one of its most important and valuable “force multipliers.” Its loss would eliminate a major portion of the U.S. military’s technological edge over potential enemies. Economically, the loss of access to or destruction of space systems would inhibit economic growth and could push America into economic decline.


Space Power Good – Hegemony

Space is the key to US leadership

Brookes 05, Peter: Senior Fellow: Asian Studies Center, Joint Chiefs of Staff service badge, and 3 Navy Commendation Medal – [“Militarizing Space,” The Heritage Foundation, June 7, 2005, http://www.heritage.org/Press/Commentary/ed060705a.cfm?RenderforPrint=1]
Space is the ultimate military high ground - and critical to maintaining the supremacy (in communications, reconnaissance and so much else) of our GIs. It doesn't take a rocket scientist to figure out that whoever holds the upper hand there will hold the upper hand on Earth. If we don't maintain our space superiority, others, such as the Chinese and the Russians, will gladly replace us - guaranteed.


AT: Space Dependence Bad – N/U

Military is increasingly dependent on space
David O. Meteyer, Post doctorate student at the Naval Postgraduate School, June 2005, “THE ART OF PEACE: DISSUADING CHINA FROM DEVELOPING COUNTER SPACE WEAPONS,” http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA435590&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf //vkoneru

A number of data points underscore U.S. dependency on space as well as its integration into operations across the entire spectrum of U.S. forces. The GPS precision guided munitions (PGM) used in both Desert Strom and Iraqi Freedom demonstrates this point. In Desert Strom 8% of munitions were PGM6 , as compared to 68% in Iraqi freedom. 7 In addition to supporting PGM, GPS also aides in the prevention of fratricide, enhances close air support (CAS) employment, and fosters economy of force through successful blue force tracking (BFT) capabilities among other benefits.8 Satellite communications (SATCOM) usage levels also emphasizes the significant U.S. dependence on Space operations. U.S. reliance on satellite communications during Desert Strom was paltry: one Mbps per every 5,000 troops deployed. For Iraqi Freedom that number swelled to 51.1 Mbps. 9 The massive SATCOM bandwidth requirement supported such activities as Iraqi target imagery dissemination, Combined and Joint C2, Predator UAV data feeds, and Combatant Commander video-teleconferences.  


Air Power Good – Warfighting

Air power key to winning war

Benjamin S. Lambeth (B.A. in political science, University of North Carolina; M.A. in government, Georgetown University; Ph.D. in political science, Harvard University) 2000 “THE ROLE OF AIR POWER GOING INTO THE 21ST CENTURY” RAND Institute 
There is nothing, of course, new about this in and of itself.  In a  sense, “information warfare” has been practiced by belligerents ever  since the days of sticks and stones.  The difference today, however, is  that commanders and planners are now at the threshold of under-  standing its importance and mastering it.  Indeed, the broad area of  sensor fusion is arguably more pivotal than any other single area of  technology development, because it is the sine qua non for extract-  ing the fullest value from the new imposition options that are now  becoming available.  Thanks to the enhanced awareness picture it  now promises, this synergistic fusion of information and precision  attack capability will strengthen the hands of warfighters up and  down the chain of command, from the highest level to individual  shooters working within tactical confines.  A second payoff area worth emphasizing is the broadened ability of  air power to do things it could not do before, as well as to accomplish  more with less for a joint force commander.  On the first count, it has  shown the ability to maintain air dominance over the heart of an en-  emy’s territory, enforce no-fly and no-drive zones, and engage en-  emy armies effectively from relatively safe standoff ranges.  On the  second count, increased information availability and directability  has enabled reduced cycle time, yet another force multiplier which  creates a larger apparent force from smaller numbers by permitting a  higher operations tempo.  Relatedly, the current generation of com-  bat aircraft embodies significant improvements in reliability, main-  tainability, and sustainability, making possible greater leverage from  fewer numbers.  Such enhancements now allow both greater  concentration of force and a reduction in the amount of time it takes  to perform an operational task.  A third major payoff afforded by recent improvements in air power is  situation control from the outset of combat, such that the first blow  can decide the subsequent course and outcome of a war.  Air power  now permits the attainment of strategic goals through simultaneity  rather than through the classic sequence of methodical plodding  from tactical through operational-level to strategic goals at an  exorbitant cost in lives, forces, and national treasure.  Yet its  principal objectives are no longer the familiar ones of leadership,  infrastructure, economic potential, and so on invoked by past  “strategic bombardment” proponents.  Instead, they embrace key  assets that make up an enemy’s fielded forces and capacity for  organized action.  Before long, the initial attack may even be  surreptitious—for example, into computer systems, to pave the way  for fire and steel to follow.  Finally, the maturation of air power has enabled the maintenance of  constant pressure on an enemy from a safe distance, increased kills  per sortie, selective targeting with near-zero unintended damage,  substantially reduced reaction time, and, at least potentially, the  complete shutdown of an enemy’s ability to control his forces.13  These and other payoffs in no way add up to all-purpose substitutes  for ground forces.  However, they now permit joint force comman-  ders to rely on air power to conduct deep battle for the greater extent  of a joint campaign, foreshadowing an end to any need for friendly  armies to plan on conducting early close-maneuver combat as a  standard practice.  As Desert Storm showed, the ability of indepen-  dently applied air power to own the air and shape the battlefield  eliminated any urgent need for the coalition’s commanders to  commit allied ground troops to battle.  The only factor driving a need  to wrap things up quickly was the certainty of approaching summer  heat, which would have made operations for all forces much more  difficult.  

Air Power Good – Warfighting

Air power is the nexus of winning war – Desert Storm proves

Benjamin S. Lambeth (B.A. in political science, University of North Carolina; M.A. in government, Georgetown University; Ph.D. in political science, Harvard University) 2000 “THE ROLE OF AIR POWER GOING INTO THE 21ST CENTURY” RAND Institute 
INTRODUCTION  Air power took a quantum leap in credibility and perceived  importance after the opening days of Operation Desert Storm in  1991.  The convergence of high technology with intensive training  and determined strategy that was attested by the allied coalition’s  successful air campaign against Saddam Hussein’s Iraq bespoke a  breakthrough in the strategic effectiveness of the air weapon after a  promising start in World War II and more than three years of misuse  in the Rolling Thunder bombing campaign against North Vietnam  from 1965 to 1968.  Indeed, the speedy attainment of allied air con-  trol over Iraq and what that allowed allied air and space assets to ac-  complish afterwards by way of enabling the prompt achievement of  the coalition’s military objectives on the ground marked, in the view  of many, the final coming of age of air power.  There was no denying the effect that initial air operations had in  shaping the subsequent course of the war.  The opening coalition at-  tacks against Iraq’s command and control facilities and integrated air  defenses proved uniformly successful, with some 800 combat sorties  launched in the blackness of night in radio silence against Iraq’s  most militarily critical targets and only one coalition aircraft lost—a  U.S. Navy F/A-18, presumably to a lucky infrared missile shot from  an Iraqi MiG-25.  Over the next three days, the air campaign struck at  the entire spectrum of Iraq’s strategic and operational-level assets,  gaining unchallenged control of the air and the freedom to operate  with impunity against Iraq’s airfields, fielded ground forces, and  other targets of military interest.  In the aftermath of the war, the predominant tendency, not just  among airmen, was to credit coalition air power with the bulk of re-  sponsibility for having produced such a lopsided win.  Senator Sam  Nunn, initially a doubter about the wisdom of the Bush  Administration’s going to war for the liberation of Kuwait, hailed the  result as attesting to the advent of a “new era of warfare.”2  Three  years later, Eliot Cohen of the Johns Hopkins University’s School of  Advanced International Studies observed that “although ground ac-  tion necessarily consummated the final victory for coalition forces,  air power had made the final assault as effortless as a wartime opera-  tion can be.”3  Cohen, who earlier had led the U.S. Air Force’s Gulf  War Air Power Survey, went on to note that air power had all but  taken on a mystique in the public mind as a result of its success in  the Persian Gulf.  


Air Power Good – Warfighting

Air power is the best scenario for forward deployment and de-escalation of conflict – nothing else comes close to matching it

Maj. Gen. Carpenter 9, Commander of 8th Air Force, June 3, 2009, Dept of the Air Force presentation to the Senate Armed Services Committee, Subject: Air Force Strategic Programs, http://armed-services.senate.gov/statemnt/2009/June/Carpenter%2006-03-09.pdf
Unquestionably, there are a myriad of applications for the use of bombers.  These include  but are not limited to: 1) the demonstration of  national resolve through force generation and  arming with either conventional or nuclear weapons; 2) upon order, covert or overt dispersal within the US or deployment to forward locations;  3) strike operations from single-aircraft to  multi-aircraft conventional and/or nuclear packages, which, most importantly, can be executed,  retargeted, or recalled; and 4) employment of  a vast array of weapons to include conventional  unguided general purpose bombs, cluster munitions, precision guided munitions, hard target  penetrators, nuclear gravity weapons, and conventional or nuclear cruise missiles.  Further,  bombers have a unique ability to communicate de-escalation through visible down-loading and  removal from alert status and/or redeployment to home stations.  Overall, and possibly most  notable, bombers are differentiable from other strategic nuclear weapon systems—there-by not  forcing an enemy into assuming a worst case nuclear scenario.    In the new Strategic Triad, it is the bomber that provides the most flexibility to US  command authorities, with this flexibility being multifaceted and unique among the triad  components.  Air Force bombers are recallable, scalable, directional and visible and provide our  President and Secretary of Defense with both assurance and deterrence at the same time.  This  deterrence flows not only from the bombers’ nuclear strike capability but also from the robust  demonstrated conventional capability that can hold any target on the planet at risk.  Another  unique feature of our bomber force is the ability to deter even while strike operations are being  executed.  Simply put, deterrence from bombers can continue despite shots being fired.    Furthermore, by enabling the effectiveness of other US and partner instruments of power,  bomber conventional capability can provide alternatives for deterrence beyond the obvious threat  of annihilation.   The most illustrative example is US bombers operating in conjunction with  indigenous ground forces in Serbia, which ultimately helped facilitate enemy capitulation  without large scale NATO ground force insertion.  To be sure, all components of the Strategic Triad are critical to our National Security  Strategy but the bomber force has and will continue to be unique in its ability to assure allies,  shape environment, dissuade potential adversaries, complicate adversary planning, provide  escalation control, and offer alternatives to our combatant commanders and the President and  Secretary of Defense.  Bombers are the only platform in the Strategic Triad which can be  employed in either conventional or nuclear roles.   As our forces continue to redeploy from forward bases around the world, long-range  strike aviation will remain one of our nation’s key power projection capabilities in the  foreseeable future.  This long-range strike capability provides the nation the most powerful  means to rapidly respond or attack around the globe and offers our nation’s leaders freedom of  choices and freedom of action in the new world environment.  Our national security will  increasingly depend on strategic bombers to meet the demands of responding rapidly and  decisively to security threats.   Thank you for this opportunity.  I look forward to your questions. 

Airpower is the crux of military operations

Benjamin S. Lambeth (B.A. in political science, University of North Carolina; M.A. in government, Georgetown University; Ph.D. in political science, Harvard University) 2000 “THE ROLE OF AIR POWER GOING INTO THE 21ST CENTURY” RAND Institute 
Third, air power, properly understood, knows no color of uniform.  It  embraces not only Air Force aircraft, munitions, sensors, and other  capabilities, but also naval aviation and the attack helicopters and  battlefield missiles of land forces.  In this regard, it is worth highlight-  ing that the first allied weapon impact in Operation Desert Storm  was not a laser-guided bomb delivered by an F-117 stealth fighter,  but a Hellfire missile launched against an Iraqi forward air defense  warning site by a U.S. Army AH-64 Apache attack helicopter.  As was  well borne out by that example, air power entails a creative harness-  ing of all combat and combat support elements, including space and  information warfare adjuncts, that exploit the medium of air and  space to visit fire and steel on enemy targets.  Recognition and  acceptance of the fact that air warfare is an activity in which all  services have important roles to play is a necessary first step toward a  proper understanding and assimilation of air power’s changing role  in joint warfare.  


Air Power Good – Heg

Air power key to heg, shapes the environment for international interactions – solves prolif, violence, wmd and cultural clash

Maj. Gen. Carpenter 9, Commander of 8th Air Force, June 3, 2009, Dept of the Air Force presentation to the Senate Armed Services Committee, Subject: Air Force Strategic Programs, http://armed-services.senate.gov/statemnt/2009/June/Carpenter%2006-03-09.pdf 
Chairman Nelson, Ranking Member Vitter, and distinguished Members of the  Subcommittee, thank you for this opportunity to represent the men and women of the Eighth Air  Force and to answer your questions regarding the use of bomber aircraft in the United States Air  Force.  A key component in our nation’s ability to conduct long-range strike missions is found  within our Air Force bombers.  This unique capability is not possessed by any other branch of  our armed services or by any other nation.  Globally, the distance of our potential adversaries and  lack of basing options hampers our ability to perform in a variety of theaters and scenarios.   Long-range strike aviation is one of the few hedges our nation maintains to mitigate these  fundamental challenges.  Air Force strategic bombers are a critical element of our National  Security Strategy and National Military Strategy, providing unique capabilities to fulfill  combatant commanders’ mission objectives from shaping and deterring to large scale  conventional operations and even nuclear scenarios.    Despite the age of our nation’s three bombers, the Air Force long-range bomber force is  unmatched in its ability to provide conventional power for initial response to regional crises  within hours.  Additionally, our bombers can provide sustained operations in any region of the  world employing either conventional or nuclear options.  As we move away from forward  overseas basing, the speed, range and payload of today’s manned bombers allow for a US  presence anywhere on the globe within 24 hours.  The end of the Cold War brought about a false feeling of global security, especially  surrounding the long feared use of nuclear weapons between the Cold War superpowers.  Shortly  after the end of the Cold War we saw the world in its new form—violent and unstable.  Different  from the last century, non-state actors, specifically radical fundamentalists, moved to the forefront of the international stage.  Our national security debates centered on not only how to  counter this threat, but whether insurgent radical fundamentalism is the likely dominant form of  warfare for the 21st century.  These are critically important questions when deciding the best  national military force structure size and composition.  But in an effort to “tailor” our force  structure we would be remiss if we were to assume this type of warfare will totally dominate the  global security horizon for the foreseeable future.  For at least the first 25 years of the 21st  century, instability, violence, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, and cultural/religious  clashes will be center stage on the global arena.  However, we must guard against absolute  predictions of what forms of warfare may occur in the future.  As we moved into the 21 century, the 2002 Nuclear Posture Review revealed that the  Cold War’s Triad was limited in scope and in need of an update.  Our deterrence foundation still  relies on our strike capability composed of a formidable balance of Intercontinental Ballistic  Missiles (ICBM), Submarine Launched Ballistic Missiles (SLBM) and manned recallable and re-  targetable bombers.  In today’s threat environment where non-state actors and counter  insurgency operations are center stage, the importance of our bomber force to deterrence is often  overlooked and little understood.  The strategic bomber is unique in its ability to assure allies,  shape the environment, dissuade potential adversaries, complicate adversary strategy, provide the  President and Secretary of Defense escalation control options, and ultimately offer alternatives to  the insertion of precious ground forces on foreign soil.      
Air power key to maintain US military superiority
General Ronald R. Fogleman, (USAF (Ret.)  Former Chief of Staff, USAF) 2000 “AIR POWER: THE 21ST CENTURY CATALYST FOR  PROGRESS, CHANGE, AND PROSPERITY” RAND Institute

Just as the impetus and challenge of World War II brought air power  to the forefront of military operations,  a series of events in the last  decade of the 20th century has come together to once again change  not only the nature of warfare but also the nature of economic inter-  course between nations of the world. This movement is sometimes  called a Revolution in Military Affairs (RMA). It encompasses the fol-  lowing: an explosion of computer power, with capacity doubling every eighteen months and becoming ever cheaper, giving the world  unheard of processing capability for a variety of applications. At the  same time the miniaturization of digital electronics combined with  other revolutions in information technology when integrated with  traditional characteristics of air and space power; speed, range, flexibility, and presence will once again fundamentally change the  nature of warfare in the opening decades of the 21st century. The  ability to find, fix, track, target, and engage with precision anything of  consequence anywhere on the globe in near real time will change the  nature of warfare. As we have seen in the nineties, air power has  already become the first to fight among the arsenal of land, sea, and  air forces. It will come to dominate warfare in the 21st century as the  phalanxes and legions did in the Ancient World, as naval power did  during the Age of Discovery and the dawning of the Industrial  Revolution. Land and sea forces will still be important, but their  structures will have to be dramatically altered to remain relevant and  effective. Nowhere is this any more important than in Northeast Asia. 


Air Power Good – Deterrence

US airpower key to conventional deterrence but shift in balance threatens loss

Rebecca Grant 9, Ph.D., a senior fellow of the Lexington Institute, “U.S. air superiority faces new challenges”, March 17, http://www.upi.com/Security_Industry/2009/03/17/US-air-superiority-faces-new-challenges/UPI-53251237298018/
In the last two decades, the United States has used airstrikes to contain dictators, punish aggression, turn around international violations of sovereignty and stop regime-inflicted humanitarian disasters. No-fly zones squelched Iraqi military activity for a decade.  There's no reason to think the United States and its armed forces will depend less on airpower for conventional deterrence in the future. It remains just the type of flexible, proportionate tool essential to credible, conventional deterrence. U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates explained the need for options well. "A conventional strike force means that more targets are vulnerable without our having to resort to nuclear weapons," he said in an Oct. 28 speech to the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Washington. It is therefore reasonable to ask: Is the United States keeping far enough ahead to make its conventional deterrence effective? The answer depends, in part, on U.S. airpower in general and the Lockheed Martin/Boeing F-22 Raptor in particular.  There is an exceptionally vital aspect of conventional deterrence: how to assure that the United States can open up the airspace and execute a conventional strike. Trends now suggest that the U.S. armed forces can't take that advantage for granted or rely on airpower's conventional deterrence for much longer. Potential adversaries are moving way too fast on aircraft, weapons and tactics, and the gap is narrowing. Instead of nuclear-warhead throw weight and survivable second strike, the technical details of the balance for conventional deterrence in the 21st century may come down to stealth and supersonic speed without afterburner.  The tactics necessary to exert conventional deterrence are changing. America's defense officials once followed the relative standings of conventional forces very closely.  Conventional deterrence came into vogue in the 1980s when Cold War tensions with the Soviet Union revived interest in strong conventional forces as deterrents in their own right. Back then, scholars researched case studies on historical and regional conflicts and re-examined how military might on each side influenced the causes of wars. Keen interest developed in whether the U.S.-led North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the Soviet-led Warsaw Pact could restrain themselves and fight a conventional war in Europe without resorting to nuclear weapons -- and if so, who would prevail. Major improvements in air and land forces followed. All that preparation for Europe turned out to be unnecessary -- but highly useful elsewhere. No challengers arose to test the ability of the United States to employ airpower as it chose.  However, there are very clear indications that the military balance may be shifting again.   

Now Key – Deterrence

Current deterrence policies fail – now is the key time for action 

Michael G. Mullen 8, Admiral, U.S. Navy, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, “From the chairman: it's time for a new deterrence model”, Joint Force Quarterly, Oct 2008
It is way past time to reexamine our strategic thinking about deterrence. General Vessey's belief in "cleaning clocks," characteristically blunt though it was, summed up nicely the urgency and the intent of our Cold War mentality. Unfortunately, that is just about where we left it--back in the Cold War, strewn among the rubble of the Berlin Wall. Deterrence today is tougher and more complex; more than one nation can now reach out and touch us with nuclear missiles. Americans are potential targets of terrorism wherever they travel, and regional instability in several places around the globe could easily erupt into large-scale conflict. Even before Russia's move against Georgia over South Ossetia and Abkhazia in August, U.S. allies were revisiting longstanding assumptions about America's protective security umbrella. The United States may not face a nation-state enemy right now, but as many writers in this issue of Joint Force Quarterly point out, the threats we do face are just as treacherous, just as deadly, and even more difficult to discern. Yet we have done precious little spadework to advance the theory of deterrence. Many, if not most, of the individuals who worked deterrence in the 1970s and 1980s--the real experts at this discipline--are not doing it anymore. And we have not even tried to find their replacements. It is as if we all breathed a collective sigh of relief when the Soviet Union collapsed and said to ourselves, "Well, I guess we don't need to worry about that anymore." But worry we must. And act quickly we should. Terrorists are trying to obtain weapons of mass destruction. Some states, against international pressure, are trying to build and/or improve their own nuclear weapons. The specter of state-on-state conflict, though diminished, has not disappeared. We need a new model for deterrence theory, and we need it now. Time is not on our side. 

Air Power Good – Korea

Air power solves Korean War

Benjamin S. Lambeth (B.A. in political science, University of North Carolina; M.A. in government, Georgetown University; Ph.D. in political science, Harvard University) 2000 “THE ROLE OF AIR POWER GOING INTO THE 21ST CENTURY” RAND Institute 
True enough, air power would quickly establish combined-forces  ownership of the skies over North Korea following any outbreak of a  full-fledged war on the peninsula.  It also would help to reduce the  incidence of friendly combat fatalities by blunting an armored attack,  drawing down enemy theater missiles and artillery, and gaining sit-  uational control by forcing the enemy to remain underground.  It  could further engage in systematic “bunker plinking,” although  many of North Korea’s underground facilities are sufficiently secure  from air attack that it would require allied ground forces to go in and  dig them out.  But without question, air power would not be able to  halt a North Korean armored and mechanized infantry invasion  alone.  It would not just beat up on enemy ground troops for forty  days as it did in Desert Storm while the other side did nothing.  On  the contrary, there would be plenty of fight for all allied force ele-  ments in any such war.  Finally, strategic air attack cannot be expected to break an enemy’s  will or bring down a political regime.  Yet those need no longer be the  goals of air power when “strategic attack” can now strike directly at  an enemy’s instruments of military power and, in effect, deny him  the ability to do anything of operational consequence, irrespective of  his will.  The increased effectiveness of air power against those in-  struments means that a joint force commander may no longer need  to crush an enemy in every case, but merely to disrupt his capacity  for collective action in the pursuit of declared goals.  There may also  be no need in all cases to obliterate a target or target system, but  merely to render it ineffective by destroying its ability to function.  With all due acknowledgment of air power’s continued limitations,  what benefits does the air weapon now offer its ultimate consumer,  the joint force commander in chief, whose use for it will be directly  proportional to its ability to answer his bottom-line operational  needs?  The first, and by far most important, payoff of air power’s  transformation in capability since the mid-1980s entails increasing  the situational awareness of friendly forces while denying it to the  enemy.  Air- and space-based intelligence, surveillance, and recon-  naissance (ISR) capabilities now offer greatly improved knowledge of  a battlespace situation for all command echelons in a joint opera-  tion.  They cannot, at least yet, address the legitimate concern voiced  by such land combatants as retired U.S. Marine Lieutenant General  Paul Van Riper over finding and identifying a notional “enemy com-  pany in the basement of [a] built-up area” or “the 12 terrorists mixed with that crowd in the village market.”12  However, they are more  than adequate for supporting informed and confident force commit-  tal decisions by a joint force commander against large enemy ar-  mored formations on the move in the open.  For all its continued  limitations, such an information advantage entails a major break-  through in targeting capability and one which, in conjunction with  precision attack systems, has made for a uniquely powerful force  multiplier.  

AT: Kills Diplomacy


Aff key – air power is only bad diplomacy when it’s not used to its best potential – Bosnia proves

Rick Atkinson, (Washington Post Foreign Service) May 28, 1995 The Washington Post “Use of Limited Airstrikes Seen as Ineffective”
The use of air power as a tool of coercive diplomacy -- seen this week in NATO's attempt to bomb Bosnian Serb forces into submission -- is unlikely to be effective unless applied with much greater vigor, according to military analysts and planners.  Even the unrestrained pummeling of an adversary from the air is a risky strategy, which historically has brought checkered results -- often hardening an enemy's resolve or triggering a backlash of public opinion, experts cautioned. But the sort of limited airstrikes NATO has employed in Bosnia pose all of the risks of unbridled attack and are expected to yield none of the benefits.  "If you're using air power, it's like having a water hose in your garden: You don't flick it around and lightly water the grass. You hold it steady and saturate the area you want to wet," said Ken Petrie, a retired British air force pilot who is now an analyst for the International Institute for Strategic Studies.   "In Bosnia we're seeing air power being used as a tool of diplomacy rather than in a situation where one would use it vigorously and effectively to inhibit the enemy's ability to maneuver and wage war," Petrie said in a telephone interview from London. "We're not at war, so we're not using air power in the classic way."  A senior U.S. Air Force planner added, "What you're seeing demonstrated here really isn't air power. It's a very political use of a very limited aspect of air power. And that's why it's so frustrating for airmen." 


AT: Soft Power

Plane key to soft power – it’s impossible without strong military power

Josef Joffe, German journalist, Conversations with History, “Power and Culture in International Affairs,” January 20 and March 23, 2000, http://globetrotter.berkeley.edu/people/Joffe/joffe-con4.html, accessed 10/15/02

I think power has to be seen like a bundle of currencies. Traditionally the most important currency of power was military power, strategic power. Machiavelli said it's easier to get gold with good soldiers than to get good soldiers with gold. So on top, the most fungible of all currency is strategic. Then you can go down to all kinds of other "currencies": economic power, the attraction of your political and social system, even of your movies and your TV, your diplomatic skills. Or the power radiating from ideas: part of the great power that the Soviet Union had for a while was that this idea of socialism was a very powerful, attractive idea which inspired the entire Third World after decolonization. Everybody wanted a kind a Marxist-Soviet model of economic development and one-party states. So in the Berlin-Berkeley Belt, where the strategic issue for the time being does not arise, those who have the most soft power sources will do very well, such as Germany. But also the United States. Yes. But the most important thing is, the best deal you can get is when hard power and soft power come together. The Vatican has a lot of soft power but it has no hard power and so that means the influence of the Vatican is limited. Switzerland has a lot of soft power but nothing in the hard power field. So if you really want to sit pretty today you have to be like the United States, because the United States has all of these resources in spades. It's the mightiest military power in the world, it is the mightiest economy. 


AT: On the Ground Troops Key

Air power revolutionizes war – new tech, immediate results, and better “on the ground” strategies

Benjamin S. Lambeth (B.A. in political science, University of North Carolina; M.A. in government, Georgetown University; Ph.D. in political science, Harvard University) 2000 “THE ROLE OF AIR POWER GOING INTO THE 21ST CENTURY” RAND Institute 
THE CHANGED ESSENCE OF AIR POWER  As the relatively swift success of Operation Desert Storm amply bore  out, the decade preceding it saw a wide-ranging growth in the effi-  cacy and lethality of the air weapon.  Those improvements, mostly  evolutionary but some entailing true breakthroughs in performance,  accounted for much of the seeming ease of the allied joint force vic-  tory against Iraq.  The effective role played by air power stemmed  from a combination of technology advance, increased intensity and  realism of training, and a steadily mounting leadership focus on the  operational level of war.  As a result of these three developments, air power has now arrived at  a point where it has become truly strategic in its potential effects.  That was not the case before the advent of stealth, highly accurate  target engagement capability, and substantially improved battlefield  information availability.  Earlier air campaigns were of limited effec-  tiveness at the operational and strategic levels because it simply took  too many aircraft and too high a loss rate to achieve too few results.  Today, in contrast, air power can make its presence felt quickly and  can impose effects on an enemy from the outset of combat that can  have a governing influence on the subsequent course and outcome  of a joint campaign.  To begin with, there is no longer a need to amass force as there was  even in the recent past.   Such advances as low observability to en-  emy radars and the ability to destroy or neutralize both fixed and  moving targets with a single munition have obviated the need for the  sort of cumbersome formations of strike and support aircraft that  were typically required in Vietnam.  The large force packages that the  U.S. Air Force and U.S. Navy routinely employed during the air war  over North Vietnam offered the only way of ensuring that enough  aircraft would make it to their assigned targets to deliver the number  of bombs needed to achieve the desired result.  Today, improved  battlespace awareness, heightened aircraft survivability, and in-  creased weapons accuracy have made possible the effects of massing  without having to mass.  Thanks to this, air power can now produce  effects that were previously unattainable.  The only question remain-  ing, unlike in earlier eras of strategic bombing, is when, not whether,  those effects will be registered.  Indeed, the ability to achieve the effects of mass without having to  mass is a big part of the essence of air power’s new leverage.  This  means that the day of the classic “gorilla” force package of strike and  supporting aircraft has now largely passed, at least in those phases of  a conflict following the initial neutralization of an enemy’s integrated  air defenses.  Now that accuracy improvements have opened up the  possibility, at least in principle, that nearly every weapon release can  be mission-effective, knowing how and where best to commit air  power can reduce the number of needed sorties for a given task. In light of this confluence of developments, retired RAF Air Vice  Marshal Tony Mason has proposed that air power may yet succeed in  meeting the goal of its early visionaries and obviate altogether any  need for surface engagements in many circumstances.  However,  Mason suggests that a more seemly goal of air power modernization  should be to produce situations “which can subsequently be ex-  ploited by ground forces in greatly reduced numbers, with greatly  reduced casualties, and greatly reduced costs.”9  By building on the  results gained by surprise and producing the sort of paralysis by  intimidation that was inflicted on Iraq’s IADS and army units by the  allied air campaign in Desert Storm, air power can neutralize an  opponent’s ability to pursue his objectives by means of force or  reduce it to a point where the opponent cannot resist a  counteroffensive by friendly surface forces.  Already, this newly-  acquired leverage of air power has unburdened ground commanders  of any need to undertake a frontal assault in direct contact with  enemy forces until the costs of such an assault can be made  tolerable.  

AT: Ground Troops Good – N/U

Causality aversion and no ground troops now

UPI, 5/26/2011, “House bars ground troops in Libya,” http://www.upi.com/Top_News/US/2011/05/26/House-bars-ground-troops-in-Libya/UPI-92371306408338/ //vkoneru

WASHINGTON, May 26 (UPI) -- The U.S. House voted 416-5 Thursday to bar the Obama administration from placing ground troops in Libya. The vote was the latest indication of congressional concern the administration might be thinking about expanding the role of the U.S. military in North Africa, The Hill newspaper reported. The amendment to the National Defense Authorization Act was sponsored by Rep. John Conyers, D-Mich., and followed a Wednesday voice vote to accept an amendment from Rep. Scott Garrett, R-N.J., saying the NDAA does not authorize further military action in Libya. Congressional critics complain the administration has yet to seek congressional authorization to use force in Libya, which under the War Powers Act must come within 60 days after the start of hostilities. The Hill said President Barack Obama repeatedly has ruled out the use of ground troops in Libya. Wednesday, Obama said the lack of ground troops would limit airstrike operations.


AT: Overreliance DA – Non-Unique

Libya proves air power overdependence now

NYT, ERIC SCHMITT, staff writer, 3/28/2011, “U.S. Gives Its Air Power Expansive Role in Libya,” http://www.nytimes.com/2011/03/29/us/29military.html //vkoneru

WASHINGTON — Even as President Obama on Monday described a narrower role for the United States in a NATO-led operation in Libya, the American military has been carrying out an expansive and increasingly potent air campaign to compel the Libyan Army to turn against Col. Muammar el-Qaddafi.  When the mission was launched, it was largely seen as having a limited, humanitarian agenda: to keep Colonel Qaddafi from attacking his own people. But the White House, the Pentagon and their European allies have given it the most expansive possible interpretation, amounting to an all-out assault on Libya’s military. A growing armada of coalition warplanes, armed with more precise information about the location and abilities of Libyan Army units than was known a week ago, have effectively provided the air cover the ragtag opposition has needed to stave off certain defeat in its de facto eastern capital, Benghazi. Allied aircraft are not only dropping 500-pound bombs on Libyan troops, they are also using psychological operations to try to break their will to fight, broadcasting messages in Arabic and English, telling Libyan soldiers and sailors to abandon their posts and go back to their homes and families, and to defy Colonel Qaddafi’s orders. The Obama administration has been reluctant to call the operation an actual war, and it has sought to emphasize the involvement of a dozen other countries, particularly Italy, Britain and France. In his speech on Monday night, Mr. Obama, as he has in the past, portrayed the mission as a limited one, and described the United States’ role as “supporting.” But interviews in recent days offer a fuller picture of American involvement, and show that it is far deeper than discussed in public and more instrumental to the fight than was previously known. From the air, the United States is supplying much more firepower than any other country. The allies have fired nearly 200 Tomahawk cruise missiles since the campaign started on March 19, all but 7 from the United States. The United States has flown about 370 attack missions, and its allied partners have flown a similar number, but the Americans have dropped 455 precision-guided munitions compared with 147 from other coalition members.

Overreliance on Air power now

Damian Kemp (Aviation Editor for Jane's Defence Weekly) 10/24/07 “LACK OF GROUND FORCES THREATENS TO UNDERMINE AFGHANISTAN MISSION” Lexis
Shortage of NATO ground forces in Afghanistan is causing over-reliance on air power, leading to civilian casualties and higher-than-necessary collateral damage; risks undermining mission; collateral effects are causing NATO countries to reconsider committing forces, thus leading to even greater reliance on air power (M)



***NEG***

Uniqueness – Space Dominance Now

Space Dominance now

Pike 02 (John E.,national security analyst and director and founder of GlobalSecurity.org. An easily accessible pundit, he was active in opposing the Strategic Defense Initive, and International Traffic in Arms Regulations, and consulting on Near-Earth objects that are potential threats to the Earth. He attended Vanderbilt University as an undergraduate, where he studied technology and public policy) http://www.sipri.org/yearbook/2002/files/SIPRIYB0211.pdf
At the risk of over-simplification, it can be said that both proponents and critics of US space power would probably agree on a few core propositions. The USA enjoys a global preponderance of conventional military power that is unrivalled in human history. Its power-projection capabilities are uniquely enabled by military space systems. The Bush Administration is committed to ensuring this dominance for the USA and denying it to other countries. Ballistic missile defense, much of it based in space or dependent on space systems, is a critical element of ‘full-spectrum dominance’ to the extent that it denies adversaries the opportunity  to offset US conventional supremacy through the resort to weapons of mass destruction. Of course, proponents and critics may differ as to the possibility and desirability of the realization of this vision.

Uniqueness – AT: China = Air Power Challenger

No China challenge – lack air power

Robert Karniol, (Defence Writer) 7/18/11 The Straits Times Singapore “China not yet a formidable air power; Inability to build a top jet engine weak spot in military aviation sector” Lexis.

CHINA can send a man into space and a rocket into lunar orbit but, paradoxically, its defence industry cannot build a top-end aircraft engine. Or an engine sophisticated enough to power advanced surface ships and armoured vehicles.  But this broad statement requires a caveat: China's defence industry can indeed design, develop and produce propulsion systems for relatively simple military platforms - certain transport aircraft, patrol boats, some types of main battle tanks and armoured personnel carriers. But high-performance combat aircraft, destroyers and similarly demanding platforms are another matter.  Only submarines appear an exception to this general rule. Most new types are fitted with locally developed propulsion systems, although the technology's origins are not known.  This technical shortcoming was most recently highlighted in a report in the Russian newspaper Vedomosti stating that Beijing last month bought 123 AL-31FN turbofan engines from Russian manufacturer NPO Saturn. These cost over US$500 million (S$609 million). The order follows earlier tranches that since 2001 have totalled 930 engines.  The AL-31FN currently powers China's J-10 multi-role fighter and J-11A/B air superiority fighter, as well as the J-15 carrier-based fighter which is under development. Russia's Klimov RD-93 engine is fitted on the Chinese JF-17 multi-role fighter and FC-1 attack fighter. A French engine drives the Z-11 helicopter and an American one powers the civilian ARJ-21 jet airliner.  Indicative of this trend elsewhere in the People's Liberation Army, the navy's Song-class submarine has MTU diesel engines from Germany while the Luhai-class destroyer has Ukrainian gas turbines and German diesels. Among ground forces, the ZBL-09 8x8 infantry combat vehicle is fitted with a Deutz engine from Germany and the Type 99 main battle tank has a locally produced power plant derived from German technology.  Just a handful of companies worldwide have truly mastered the engineering challenge of developing high-performance engines, and China's dependence on foreign suppliers is deeply problematic for Beijing. But a new report concludes that change may be imminent.  Mr Gabe Collins and Associate Professor Andrew Erickson, in a comprehensive study published recently by specialist website China SignPost, focus on military jet power plants.  'The Chinese aerospace industry is driven by four strategic imperatives as it pursues the ability to manufacture large volumes of high-performance aircraft engines - parts dependence avoidance, Russian supply unwillingness, aircraft sales autonomy and poor Russian after-sales service,' the authors state.  They say that quality control remains spotty, resulting in problems with reliability, and key weak points include turbine blade production and process standardisation. Beyond these issues, '(China) appears to remain limited with respect to components and systems design, integration and management... and to making logistical and operational plans at the force level based on reliable estimates thereof'.  Progress is uneven but, the authors add, China's dominant aerospace conglomerate - the Aviation Industry Corporation of China (Avic), with 10 subsidiaries and 400,000 employees - has now placed a high priority on engine development and plans over the next five years to invest 10 billion yuan (S$1.89 billion) in jet engine research and development.  This is particularly significant because Russia looks to be an increasingly reluctant supplier, partly because of production pressures due to heightened domestic requirements, but also because of China's rising international sales competitiveness. Such reticence could seriously impede Beijing's push to upgrade its air force with J-10, J-11, J-15 and J-20 fighters - the last of these a fifth-generation fighter under development, with Moscow seemingly hesitant to provide the 117S engine it needs for sufficient power.  'We estimate that, based on current knowledge and assuming no major setbacks or loss of mission focus, China will need two to three years before it achieves comprehensive capabilities commensurate with the aggregate inputs in the jet engine sector and five to 10 years before it is able to consistently mass produce top-notch turbofan engines for a fifth-generation type fighter,' said the study.  'If China's engine-makers can attain the technical capability level that United States manufacturers had 20 years ago, it will be able to power its fourth-generation and fifth-generation aircraft with domestically made engines. These developments would be vital in cementing China as a formidable regional air power and deserve close attention from policymakers.'  Mr Collins and Prof Erickson characterise China's inability to domestically mass produce advanced jet engines of consistent quality as an enduring Achilles' heel in its military aerospace sector. And there are important strategic and commercial implications inherent in overcoming this problem.  Presumably, if more priorities arise, doing so through Avic's new initiative may also provide lessons that could be applied to ground and naval platforms. 


Link Turn – Air Force Funding Trade-off

Kills airforce’s budget

Benjamin S. Lambeth, Senior Research Associate at the RAND Corporation, August 2003, “Footing the Bill for Military Space,” Aurforce Magazine, http://www.airforce-magazine.com/MagazineArchive/Pages/2003/August%202003/0803milspace.aspx //vkoneru
How can the Air Force keep funding two major mission areas—air and space? Of all the uncertainties that currently affect the Air Force’s prospects for realizing the near-term promise of military space, none is more crucial than the basic question of how—and at what opportunity cost—those prospects will be financed. Under current arrangements, USAF has increasingly come to shoulder the burden of funding what are, in effect, two major military mission areas—air and space—with an annual budget share intended for only one. Although all of the services benefit from the space product ultimately provided, military space funding comes almost entirely out of the Air Force’s budget. One reason the other services have so readily acquiesced in the Air Force’s long-standing dominance of military space is that USAF’s provision of virtually the entire military space product essentially has allowed them a free ride. It should scarcely be surprising that the other services would have such voracious appetites for space support when they do not have to pay for such costly benefits themselves. For its part, however, the Air Force has become increasingly hard pressed to uphold both air and space responsibilities with a constant one-third share of overall annual US defense spending. Meanwhile, demands for space support and space force enhancement by all services have grown steadily since military space first came of age during Operation Desert Storm.

Need for space infrastructure update magnifies the link

Benjamin S. Lambeth, Senior Research Associate at the RAND Corporation, August 2003, “Footing the Bill for Military Space,” Aurforce Magazine, http://www.airforce-magazine.com/MagazineArchive/Pages/2003/August%202003/0803milspace.aspx //vkoneru
Further compounding the continued high cost of space launch is another factor. The Air Force is facing an acquisition challenge of the first order due to the block obsolescence of many on-orbit systems now in service and the emergence of a new generation of replacements. Virtually every major US military space system is due for an upgrade or replacement over the coming decade, at an estimated cost of some $60 billion. These include the Global Positioning System satellites, all military communications satellites, and the Defense Support Program constellation of missile-launch sensors. There also is the looming prospect of space capabilities coming within the grasp of adversaries who would threaten some US satellite functions. That stimulates a need for expenditures on defensive and counteroffensive space control measures. The potential of new capabilities such as space based radar, laser communications, and hyperspectral sensing, all of which can significantly enhance overall terrestrial force effectiveness, also compound the funding problem. These technology opportunities have arisen at a time when the Air Force is facing an unprecedentedly costly task of replenishing its deployed air assets, including not only new fighters such as the F/A-22 and F-35 but also new tankers, airlifters, and intelligence-surveillance-reconnaissance platforms. All of these procurement needs are competing for shares of the Air Force budget.


Link Turn – Air Force Funding Trade-off

Space development directly trades off with airforce missions
Benjamin S. Lambeth, Senior Research Associate at the RAND Corporation, August 2003, “Footing the Bill for Military Space,” Aurforce Magazine, http://www.airforce-magazine.com/MagazineArchive/Pages/2003/August%202003/0803milspace.aspx //vkoneru
Zero-Sum Game? Clearly, the Air Force can never make good on its obligations to exploit military space unless it begins sinking more money into that effort. Yet the nation’s space priorities must not blot out equally vital air-related mission needs. Not even the service’s most senior space leaders would argue that the Air Force can afford to abandon its existing core air mission responsibilities simply to free up more money for space. At present, there is a zero-sum competition going on between military space priorities and other USAF spending requirements, including its force-projection needs. Should the Department of Defense continue its current resource apportionment practices with respect to space, the Air Force will, in the words of one former senior space officer, find itself faced with “the untenable option of capitalizing space with its increasingly limited resources.” As one serving space officer declared, “Today’s zero-sum budget environment does not provide enough money for organizations to support both their core competencies and other essential, though ancillary, functions. ... Under today’s configuration, the Air Force is expected to equally prioritize funding opportunities for its own direct warfighting capabilities as well as its own and its customers’ [space] support needs.” She added, “These space services represent non-core, non-warfighting services that carry some of our nation’s largest must-pay bills.” Needed: New Mechanism To address this challenge, the Space Commission proposed a new approach—creation of a new DOD major force program (MFP) budget category for space. It would cut across service lines with a view to providing a single budget mechanism for space. It would foster greater transparency in the tracking and management of multiservice space procurement programs. One advantage of such a budget solution is centralization, which would bring clarity, for the first time, to overall US military space spending. The current method obscures the way the nation’s military space money is reported. As long as US military space funds are provided as they are now—almost entirely within the Air Force’s R&D and procurement budgets—officials in the Office of Management and Budget and in Congress will be inclined to continue their familiar and historic “service budget balancing” practices, and the other services will be more than content to go along. As matters stand, space will only get well at the expense of air programs, unless the overall DOD funding topline for military space is increased or alternate funding arrangements across service lines are implemented.


AT: Space Prices Go Down

No they don’t!

Benjamin S. Lambeth, Senior Research Associate at the RAND Corporation, August 2003, “Footing the Bill for Military Space,” Aurforce Magazine, http://www.airforce-magazine.com/MagazineArchive/Pages/2003/August%202003/0803milspace.aspx //vkoneru
An aggravating factor is that space applications have become increasingly expensive as the US defense establishment has become increasingly dependent on them. One seemingly intractable cause has been the high cost of space launch, which has imposed a limit on the rate at which the US can expand its military assets on orbit. The constant-dollar price of getting a satellite to low Earth orbit has not changed much over the past two decades. The cost per pound to LEO for most commercial satellites now on orbit ranges between $3,600 and $4,900, depending on the altitude and character of the orbit. The cost per pound for getting a payload all the way out to geostationary Earth orbit is considerably higher—$9,200 to $11,200. Furthermore, the prospect for any substantial diminution in launch costs over the next 10 to 15 years remains dim because of the unalterable physics of chemically fueled, rocket-based launch. There is little near-term technology offering any promise of circumventing this problem.


No Link – Space Doesn’t Solve

Aff isn’t enough – we need more than just space power to spur air dominance

Chung-in Moon, Natalie W. Crawford, Yŏnse Taehakkyo, (Project Air Force (U.S.), Unite) “Emerging threats, force structures, and the role of air power in Korea” p.133-134
Accordingly, if the promise of air and space power is to be realized, merely the strength of a compelling idea will not be enough to bring it about.  As Thomas Keaney and Eliot Cohen pointed out in their summary report of the U.S. Air Force’s Gulf War Air Power Survey, “the ingredients of a transformation of war may well have been visi- ble in the Gulf war, but if a revolution is to occur, someone will have to make it.”21  That being so, the first challenge for those air power proponents who purport to be the keepers of the new paradigm is to engage their counterparts in other combat arms in candid awareness of what air power can not do and with candid respect for the intellec- tual and historical origins of the differing views held by their fellow professionals in the surface forces.  Equally important, it behooves airmen to acknowledge what their surface-warrior brethren continue to offer the joint force commander by way of needed combat capa- bility, even in the face of the quantum improvements that have re- cently occurred in the instruments of air warfare. More to the point, airmen must argue convincingly to those of the putative “old school” that there not only is a better way through air and space power, but one that promises to underwrite the mission needs of surface warriors no less than those who fly.  Toward that end, they could benefit enormously by heeding the observation of Harvard political scientist Richard Neustadt years ago that the essence of influence lies in persuading those of different opinions that one’s own version of what needs to be done by them “is what their own appraisal of their own responsibilities requires them to do in their own interests.”22 U.S. Air Force General John Jumper was plainly acting in the spirit of that injunction when he commented that “in the end, all airmen want to do is make the ground guy’s job easier.  We’re trying to save some lives here, and we truly think that in this era, as in Desert Storm, if we can get in, and while the ground force is building up . . . we think that by the time that decisive ground engagement is necessary, we may not have to do it, or if we have to do it, it may look very much like the 100-hr campaign they had on the ground in Desert Storm.”23  Although skeptics in green might be forgiven, at least for a time, for doubting the underlying sincerity of such a statement, it nonetheless represents the tone that needs pressing the hardest by airmen in their dealings with surface warfare professionals on the roles and missions front. 


Impact Turn – Space Dominance Bad

U.S. Space dominance bad

Steinbruner 08 (John D., Professor of Public Policy at the University of Maryland and Director of the Center for International and Security Studies at Maryland (CISSM). http://www.spacedebate.org/argument/1467#3404
Ineffectual pursuit of military space dominance carries high opportunity costs. At the most basic level, the U.S. attitude has hindered efforts to develop strong international rules to minimize space debris, manage space traffic, and allocate orbital slots in GEO. The U.S. attitude has been a major obstacle to the most efficient and equitable approach to space-based navigation services—a single system operated as a global public utility with decision- making control shared among international partners. The U.S. position currently also precludes any realistic strategy for truly transformational uses of space. A system of remote sensing satellites that could provide comprehensive, detailed, and continuous coverage of the Earth could be immensely valuable for information-based strategies to address emerging global security problems, including the possibility of catastrophic climate disruption. Owens and Nye observed a decade ago that the uncontested acquisition of this type of capability required a strategic purpose with widespread legitimacy. Given a better understanding that the number and cost of the necessary satellites are beyond the reach of even the richest individual country and that the global commercial space industry will not spontaneously produce this type of capability any time soon, the only way to achieve a qualitative change in space-based information will be through close and committed cooperation with other space-faring countries.

No Impact – Air Power Doesn’t Solve

Air force not key – we need joint force operations

Chung-in Moon, Natalie W. Crawford, Yŏnse Taehakkyo, (Project Air Force (U.S.), Unite) “Emerging threats, force structures, and the role of air power in Korea” p.133-134
Second, airmen must own up to the fact that achieving and  maintaining air superiority is only a part of the air power story, a  necessary but insufficient condition for air power to lay convincing  claim to having become the predominant force.  Because airmen  have dwelled so vocally and for so long on the themes of air  superiority and “strategic bombing,” successive generations of army  leaders, in a major misperception of air force motives, have come to  view their air force counterparts as focused almost exclusively on  wanting to go out and defeat an enemy’s air force and then to  continue deep to bomb his heartland, in effect fighting their own  private war and, in the process, hoarding sorties for their own ends  rather than providing needed support to ground commanders.  Part and parcel of any such acknowledgment that air superiority is  only a buy-in condition for air power to exercise its combat function  that matters most in joint warfare, namely, attacking an enemy’s  war-waging capacity, must be for airmen to repudiate, once and for  all, Douhet’s signature axiom that “to have command of the air is to  have victory.”24  That statement was false when it was first made in  1921, and it is no less false today.  Although control of the air is an  indispensable precondition for joint-force victory on the ground, air  power must also be able to perform the job on the ground faster, bet-  ter, and less costly in terms of friendly casualties than ground forces  if its proponents are to justify their claim to its being the force of first  choice.  What has lately come to be called “air dominance” will al-  ways be important to the success of joint force campaigns.  However,  it is not now and never was air power’s principal stock in trade. 



***NEG – Air Power Bad***

Uniq – No AF Overdependence Now

Role of air power declining now

National Defense Magazine, Sandra Erwin, staff writer, 9/30/2010, “Air Power Blues: Changing Roles for U.S. Air Force Spark Emotional Debate,” http://www.nationaldefensemagazine.org/blog/lists/posts/post.aspx?ID=209 //koneru

Advocates of “air power” who long for a return to the days when the U.S. Air Force dominated the nation’s war planning and operations must be sorely disappointed these days. The rhetoric from blue-suit leaders as of late paints a picture of an Air Force that is becoming more accepting of being a “support” player in current wars and is in no hurry to start building the next whiz bang generation of aerial superiority weapons. The mood was captured in a speech that Chief of Staff Gen. Norton Schwartz delivered to the Air Force Association’s annual convention earlier this month. In an effort to cheer up the troops, Schwartz suggested that the Air Force should by no means feel “threatened” because ground warfare has garnered the spotlight and greater political clout within the Pentagon. The Air Force, he said, “Remains an essential element [of U.S. national security] and will find itself in an increasingly significant role in the 21st Century, although we perhaps are not currently cast in the marquee roles that we fulfilled in previous decades.”

Size of the air force is decreasing and will continue—prefer our predictive evidence

Isaiah Wilson III, Lieutenant Colonel, U.S. Army, former planner with the 101st Airborne in Iraq and a war historian, 2007, “What Weapons Do We Have and What Can They Do?,” PS: Political Science & Politics (2007), 40: 473-478, Cambridge Journals //vkoneru

Over the past two decades we have so outstripped the airpower of any potential adversary that it is unlikely any nation could afford to build a capability to stalemate U.S. airpower. 12 The question is when is enough enough? Given the high price ~an estimated $10.91 billion total program cost—$9.55 billion for the airframes and $1.36 billion for engines! of our most technologically elegant aircraft, the F-22 Raptor, DOD budget requests call for careful examination. Do we have the right weapons for our current needs? Do we have weapons we do NOT need? Figure 1 (from a “futures” piece) represents a possible fighter force of only 450 by the year 2025. 13 It is likely that today’s fighter force will be retired by 2018, that the F-22 Raptor will begin entering retirement in 2025, and that there will be further reductions in the bomber fleet. These actions could result in a 2025 triad of conventional aerospace strike forces one fourth of the size of the 1996 force and one half of today’s force. 14 With the notable exception of the Reagan Defense Bubble (surge) of the 1980s, we have witnessed a steady decline in the size of the U.S. fighter aircraft fleet with a continued decrease projected out to the year 2022. Such projections gain validity from the exponential growth in the cost of production and lifecycle support costs of state-of-the-art fighter aircraft and from an anticipated decline in defense procurement budgets. An emphasis on protracted land-based operations of an unconventional and irregular sort does not necessarily mean a end of history for airpower. It will continue in its traditional support roles (i.e., ground attack, close air support, fighter, bomber) and some new already emerging roles (i.e., expeditionary operations, unmanned aerial operations).

Spending is the best indication of military strategy

Benjamin H. Friedman, research fellow in defense and homeland security studies, expert in counter-terrorism, homeland security and defense politics, graduate of Dartmouth College, Ph.D. candidate in Political Science, affiliate of the Security Studies Program at MIT, and Christopher Preble, vice president for defense and foreign policy studies at the Cato Institute, Ph.D. in history from Temple University, November 2010, “Refocusing U.S. Defense Strategy,” CATO Institute, http://www.downsizinggovernment.org/defense/refocusing_strategy //vkoneru

Arguments about defense spending are arguments about defense strategy. What you spend depends on what you want to do militarily, which depends in turn on theories about what creates security. A more modest strategy of restraint starts with the observation that power tempts the United States to meddle in foreign troubles that we should avoid.2 Restraint means fighting that temptation. It would husband American power rather than dissipate it by spreading promises and forces hither and yon.


Uniq – No AF Space Dependence Now

Air force is sifting away from space dependence
AirForce Times, Michael Hoffman, Staff writer, 1/23/2010, “Schwartz warns against dependence on GPS,” http://www.airforcetimes.com/news/2010/01/airforce_schwartz_012310/ //vkoneru

The Air Force’s top uniformed leader thinks the military is too dependent on global positioning and must develop an alternative to the navigation system to reduce its vulnerability to enemies. Chief of Staff Gen. Norton Schwartz delivered his warning about the government’s satellite constellation Jan. 20 at a national security conference in Washington but also assured his fellow defense leaders that Air Force scientists are working to develop other navigational technologies. “Global positioning has transformed an entire universe of war-fighting capability. Our dependence on precision navigation in time will continue to grow,” Schwartz said in the opening address to the conference, sponsored by the Institute of Foreign Policy and Tufts University’s Fletcher School. “It seemed critical to me that the joint force reduce its dependence on GPS aid.” In the last eight years that the U.S. has been at war in Iraq and Afghanistan, troops from all the services have come to rely on GPS to locate both each other and hostile targets. Airmen who are combat controllers, for example, carry receivers to call in close-air support. Schwartz told the audience he fears reliance on GPS could paralyze operations if an enemy blocked the GPS datalink or — even worse — programmed U.S. satellites to send the wrong coordinates. “Our operations cannot grind to a halt for a degraded or denied system,” he said. “Our reliance on information technologies, for example, is very well known.” Besides GPS, Schwartz said, the Air Force has come to rely on other information operations provided by space-based capabilities, such as imagery and communications satellites, as well as those from single-purpose aircraft. For the space-based technologies, Schwartz wants the Air Force to do more than simply harden satellites from attack. “We must … proceed to build more resilient systems, including next-generation protected space communications and air-breathing or terrestrial alternatives and complements for a variety of space-based capabilities,” he said. A terrestrial alternative for a communication datalink, for example, would be an airship, which the Air Force is developing. The airship also serves as an example of the multirole aircraft that Schwartz and his boss, Defense Secretary Robert Gates, want the service to invest in.

Airforce shifting away from space

D.J Hopson, Popular Mechanics, staff writer, 3/4/2010, “Addicted to Satellites? Air Force Searches For Alternatives to GPS,” http://www.popularmechanics.com/technology/military/satellites/4343983 //vkoneru
The Air Force is now researching ways to install navigation equipment closer to Earth than orbiting satellites. Aircraft, blimps and temporary ground stations can be used to provide navigation beacons. Researchers call these "pseudolites" for psuedo satellites. The Air Force is also looking at new technology to serve as a backup, including inertial navigation systems that have sensors that track movement and use that data to plot a position. When combined with laser radar, which flickers across the terrain to recognize familiar landmarks, these systems can guide aircraft or missiles to the right place. Unmanned aerial vehicles have inertial navigation backup systems in case they lose contact with ground controllers. 

Air force diversifying from space dependence

D.J Hopson, Popular Mechanics, staff writer, 3/4/2010, “Addicted to Satellites? Air Force Searches For Alternatives to GPS,” http://www.popularmechanics.com/technology/military/satellites/4343983 //vkoneru

Last week, the Air Force's Chief of Staff, Gen. Norton Schwartz, gave voice to a chink in the U.S. military's armor, one that many know about but few like to discuss in public: Without satellites, modern militaries lose most of their edge. "It seemed critical to me that the joint force reduce its dependence on GPS (Global Positioning System)," he told attendees at a national security conference in Washington. There are two main reasons why a GPS system might fail: spoofing and jamming. Spoofing can trick the GPS system into showing a false location. This is especially dangerous with bombs, unmanned aircraft and missiles that use GPS for guidance. Enemies on the ground can also jam signals from the satellite, while more technologically-advanced foes can fire kamikaze space vehicles that could disable a satellite at a critical moment. Schwartz assured the audience that Air Force researchers are busy designing backups to GPS. "The Air Force wants a system that will still be up when, or if, the current system is attacked in some way," says Leemon Baird, a senior research scientist at the Academy Center for Cyber Space Research (ACCSR). "If you have multiple systems it is harder to attack them all." 


Uniq – Ground Troop Focus Now

Benjamin H. Friedman, research fellow in defense and homeland security studies, expert in counter-terrorism, homeland security and defense politics, graduate of Dartmouth College, Ph.D. candidate in Political Science, affiliate of the Security Studies Program at MIT, 7/25/2007, “Fewer Missions, Not More Troops,” http://www.alternet.org/world/57531/ //vkoneru

Under pressure from army generals and Democratic senators like Carl Levin and Jack Reed, President Bush last January proposed adding 27,000 marines and 65,000 soldiers to our military personnel over five years. The proposal would boost the army from 482,400 to 547,000 and create six new brigade combat teams, for a total of 48. The Marine Corps will expand from 175,000 to 202,000 and add several battalions to existing regiments. An additional 9,200 troops will be added to the 555,000 troops in Army Reserve and National Guard.
Ground forces vital to defense strategy

Andrew F. Krepinevich, President of Center for Strategic and Budgetary Assessments, 3/26/2009, “The Future of U.S. Ground Forces,” Testimony Before the U.S. Senate Armed Services Committee, Airland Subcommittee, http://armed-services.senate.gov/statemnt/2009/March/Krepinevich%2003-26-09.pdf 

Given the advent of an era of persistent irregular conflict, with its emphasis on manpower-intensive operations on land, the Army is destined to play a central role in U.S. defense strategy. The Service will need to build on its hard-won expertise in conducting these kinds of operations, whether they go by the name of stability operatio
ns; foreign internal defense; internal defense and development; stability, security, transition and reconstruction operations; counterinsurgency; or irregular warfare. 4 At the same time, the Army must also hedge against a resurrection of rivals who look to challenge its dominance in more traditional, or conventional, forms of warfare. 
Ground forces key to defense strategy

CBO, Congressional Budget Office, April 1997, “AN ANALYSIS OF THE ARMY'S FORCE STRUCTURE: SUMMARY,” http://www.cbo.gov/doc.cfm?index=4305&type=0 

The U.S. Army provides the bulk of the ground forces needed to carry out the nation's defense strategy. That strategy has changed dramatically over the past 10 years--from the Cold War mission of deterring or defeating the forces of the Soviet Union and its allies, to a strategy that emphasizes being able to fight and win major regional conflicts, take part in peacekeeping and humanitarian relief efforts, and help maintain domestic tranquility and civil order. To play its role in carrying out those missions, the Army maintains three separate organizations: the active Army, the Army National Guard, and the Army Reserve.

Link – Space Power = Air Power Overreliance

Developing space tech causes over-reliance on air power

Michael L. Howard, ASJ Editor-In-Chief, Summer 2010, “Looking in on Military Space POWER,” Army Space Journal, http://www.armyspace.army.mil/Pic_Archive/ASJ_PDFs/ASJ_VOL_9_NO_2_009.pdf //vkoneru
Inherently Offensive — “Air power is inherently offensive: The bomber will always get through.”78 Again, the basic premise possesses some truth for both domains. “There is no  doubt that air power was a significant contributor, but it didn’t win the war all by itself.”79 Contrary to the original idea in the assumption, air power did not bring the war to an early end.80 This is equally true for the possibilities of space power. Imaging satellites extend strategic depth for commanders beyond what they have ever seen before and, by so doing, they give an offensive advantage to those with the capability. This does not necessarily translate to making war easier or less bloody.81 As for the bomber-can-get-through mentality, this is seen today in an over reliance on satellite-acquired intelligence data and other space services.

Causes over-reliance

Michael L. Howard, ASJ Editor-In-Chief, Summer 2010, “Looking in on Military Space POWER,” Army Space Journal, http://www.armyspace.army.mil/Pic_Archive/ASJ_PDFs/ASJ_VOL_9_NO_2_009.pdf //vkoneru

Economy of Force — “Air power could defend the continental United States more economically than the Navy, and the latter’s form of warfare is obsolescent.” 87 Again, the premise in this assumption is wrong in suggesting that any new geographic power domain could eliminate another. There will always be a need for land forces, sea forces, and air forces. 88 However, improvements in accuracy and overall delivery systems – precision munitions enabled by space data, over-thehorizon communications, overhead intelligence – have increased effectiveness. 89 They have become a significant contributor to economy of force at the operational level of war – primarily by providing information an adversary cannot acquire. Improvements in space-enabled munitions accuracy and overall delivery systems have increased the effectiveness and economy of force that come from air power.

Space dominance embodies a desire for global reach – actualized with air power dependence

Roger G. Harrison et. Al., Department of Chemistry and Biochemistry, Brigham Young University, Deron R. Jackson, ASSISTANT PROFESSOR DEPUTY DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR SPACE AND DEFENSE STUDIES EDUCATION, MA, Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, and Collins G. Shackelford, Jr., an assistant professor at the U.S. Air Force Academy, Summer 2009, “Space and Defense,” Scholarly Journal of the United States Air Force Academy, Eisenhower Center for Space and Defense Studies, Volume Three, Number One, http://web.mac.com/rharrison5/Eisenhower_Center_for_Space_and_Defense_Studies/Space_Deterrence_files/Space_and_Defense_3_1%20Space%20Deterrence.pdf //vkoneru

Some believe that this gap will narrow of itself as the militaries of potential adversaries modernized and become more dependent on satellites. 21 It is just as likely, in our judgment, that other space-faring nations will see our example as one to avoid rather than emulate. They may be alert to the distinction between reliance and over-reliance on space, and less certain of the value added space provides in the sort of wars they are likely to fight. They may take advantage of emerging technologies to deploy space assets in inherently more defensible modes – rather than committing to vulnerable satellites that will still be operating two decades and more from now. Our reliance on space is fueled in part by our desire for global reach. Our most likely competitors are – at least for the moment – geographically less ambitious and therefore less in need of space assets to enable far distant military campaigns. Nor can we rely on them to follow our example of net centric war. Who else, for example, is likely to devote assets to creating a global communication grid? Even if potential adversaries mirror our military space strategies, they are unlikely to become as dependent on space as we are, and the vulnerability gap is therefore unlikely to narrow significantly. Nor are we likely to achieve the sort of “space control” that would give us assured superiority in every circumstance.

Link – Space Power => Causality Aversion

Space power is correlated with casualty aversion

Jeffrey Record, Professor of International Security Studies at the Air War College and former professional staff member of the Senate Armed Services Committee, Ph.D. from the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, senior fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Hudson Institute, and the BDM International Corporation, 2k, “FAILED STATES AND CASUALTY PHOBIA,” http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cst/occppr18.htm 
The displacement of large-scale inter-state conventional warfare by smaller, largely intra-state warfare argues strongly for abandonment of the two-major-theater-wars planning construct and greater investment in forces more suitable for the kinds of small wars and peace-enforcement enterprises that have come to dominate the Pentagon’s operational agenda since the end of the Cold War. Excessive casualty aversion argues equally strongly for increased investment in air power, stand-off precision-guided munitions, and space power.


Link – Strong Air Power = Overdependence

New tech causes overdependence on air power

Andy Butfoy, senior lecturer in international relations specialising in international security issues, June 1999, “KOSOVO AND WESTERN STRATEGIC HUBRIS: NATO's slide into war was based on stupid triumphalism,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_hb6469/is_1999_June/ai_n28733801/ 

NATO'S SLIDE INTO WAR WAS BASED ON STUPID TRIUMPHALISM. The Kosovo disaster should make some leading Western strategic gurus pause for thought. In particular, they should ponder how the availability of sophisticated military hardware can cloud good judgement and foster a militarisation of diplomacy. And the lessons are not there just for NATO--Australia also needs to take heed. Signals coming out of Canberra over the last few years indicate that some Australian defence thinkers, like some of their US counterparts, might be over-emphasising the degree to which security issues can be managed by military technology. The context here is dominated by the so-called `revolution in military affairs'--known as the RMA in strategy-speak. The RMA describes a situation in which stealth technology, satellites, and computer power have been fully harnessed to the demands of war. This development has magnified data processing capabilities for intelligence analysts and combat commanders, radically improved weapons accuracy, and promised minimal unintended casualties. The RMA has also widened the gap between the strategic `haves' (the United States and some of its richer allies) and the `have nots'. Last year Canberra hosted a conference on the RMA. Most of the participants were military officers or defence bureaucrats, some of them very senior. Many were from overseas, especially the United States. Most of the papers presented were marked by great confidence in the West's ability to exploit its technological edge in the military realm. Some speakers, especially those associated with the US Airforce, seemed to believe that there was nothing they could not cope with. This confidence was understandable. For a start, there was the success of American arms during the 1991 Gulf War. This advertised just how potent US technological superiority could be. Four years later, the point was reinforced by NATO's apparent ability to bomb the Bosnian Serbs into the Dayton Agreement. NATO's belief in its ability to dominate the strategic environment facilitated its slide down the slope from self-defence to self-appointed continental sheriff. At the bottom of this slope NATO found itself mired in one of the biggest strategic and humanitarian stuff-ups in Europe since the Second World War. One remarkable piece of evidence of Western overconfidence in its weaponry was the fact that when NATO started bombing Serbia, it had no `Plan B'. This was Western strategic presumption on a grand scale. Some reports suggested that the air campaign might do the trick after four days, others that it might take two weeks. But, as we all know, NATO's initial strategy of relying exclusively on air power failed. The primary objectives of the intervention (preventing ethnic war, maintaining regional stability, enhancing NATO credibility) lay in tatters. At the time of writing, after five weeks of bombing, NATO action seemed to undermine regional stability, weaken NATO's credibility and, above all else, exacerbate rather than ameliorate the underlying humanitarian problem. The very developments that NATO wanted to prevent in Kosovo have occurred. The odd thing was that NATO kept saying the bombing was working -- which was a bit like a doctor saying that the treatment was appropriate although the patient died.

Air power causes over-reliance on air strategy—can’t solve regional conflicts

USAF Captain David Willard PARSONS, teaches strategy at the Air War College, 1997 “British Air Control:  a Model for the Application of Air Power in Low-Intensity Conflict?” Sept 15, http://stinet.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA329097&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
The doctrinal inertia resulting from 40 years of preparing for war with the Soviet Union, combined with several "lessons learned" from the air campaign in Operation Desert Storm, has led some air power advocates to overstate the role of air power in future military contests. Belief in the "primacy of air power" creates an intellectual environment in which an air doctrine similar to that employed by the British to administer its colonies during the interwar years (1918-39) might prove appealing as a means to solve future conflicts, especially those categorized as low-intensity conflict (LlC). However similar the domestic and geostrategic positions of a post-World War I Britain and a post-cold war United States, the military objectives of British colonial rule were much different from those appropriate for the successful resolution of modern low-intensity conflicts. Employing air power in a manner similar to how it was used in British colonies and mandates, known as air control, is unsuitable as a means to bring about lasting solutions in today's low-intensity environment because this method ignores the sociopolitical nature of LlC.

Air Power Bad – Conflict Aversion 1NC

Airpower creates a mentality of casualty aversion that increases intervention—this destroys U.S. credibility
Lieutenant Colonel Richard A. Lacquement, Jr., U.S. Army, Director of Military Strategy at the U.S. Army War College, professor of strategy and policy on the faculty of the Naval War College, M.A. in National Security and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College, M.A. in Strategic Studies from the U.S. Army War College, M.P.A., Ph.D. in International Relations from Princeton University, strategist in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 2004, “THE CASUALTY-AVERSION MYTH,” Naval War College Review, Winter 2004, Vol. LVII, No. 1, http://www.usnwc.edu/getattachment/82192134-8122-404a-a139-2fcc2de2fe38/Casualty-Aversion-Myth,-The---Lacquement,-Richard- //vkoneru
Evocations of the casualty-aversion assertion by national leaders can, as we have seen, cause serious problems. They can embolden adversaries and cause themto overestimate the strategic value of inflicting casualties. They can undermine the deterrent effect of American threats that otherwise might have averted the use of force. Casualty aversion can also give the impression that the United States is trying to shift to allies casualty risks that it is unwilling to accept itself. Technology has significant drawbacks here; the technology/casualty trade-off debate has been a long one.Again, it is perfectly laudable to pursue methods that minimize casualties; arguing the converse would be ludicrous.More important, however, are the strategic effectiveness and opportunity costs that accrue from the use of various military instruments in singular, sequential or synchronized ways. The casualty-aversion issue can become a surrogate for decades-old interservice arguments between airpower and ground-power advocates. Such often-misdirected disputes focus on the special interests and constituencies of particular means at the expense of national strategic ends. That an option is ostensibly cheaper should not relieve it from the ultimate tests of military effectiveness in achieving national ends. The conviction that technology can ormust substitute for risk to human life has a pernicious tendency to distort the consideration of risks and rewards. Cheaper, less risky means may also make more likely the use of force in situations of marginal importance—in which the prestige and effectiveness of the United States and its allies may require escalation to achieve success.50
That causes aggression and kills diplomacy

Lieutenant Colonel Richard A. Lacquement, Jr., U.S. Army, Director of Military Strategy at the U.S. Army War College, professor of strategy and policy on the faculty of the Naval War College, M.A. in National Security and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College, M.A. in Strategic Studies from the U.S. Army War College, M.P.A., Ph.D. in International Relations from Princeton University, strategist in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 2004, “THE CASUALTY-AVERSION MYTH,” Naval War College Review, Winter 2004, Vol. LVII, No. 1, http://www.usnwc.edu/getattachment/82192134-8122-404a-a139-2fcc2de2fe38/Casualty-Aversion-Myth,-The---Lacquement,-Richard- //vkoneru
Another negative effect of embracing the unsupported conventional wisdomon casualty aversion is that it needlessly encourages American adversaries. With respect to the 1999 war in Kosovo, the NATO commander, General Wesley Clark, observed, There was continuous commentary on the fear of NATO to accept military casualties. This, unfortunately, is unlikely to be unique to this operation. Of course, using friendly personnel on the ground risks friendly casualties. Neither political nor military leaders will want to take these risks. But our adversaries will exploit our reluctance by facing us with the dilemma of either inflicting accidental injuries to civilians or risking our own people on their territory.31 There are numerous examples of the perception by foreigners that the United States is unwilling to risk casualties.32 This perception has been a factor in the considerations of the nation’s enemies. Saddam Hussein before the 1991 Gulf War, SlobodanMilosevic before the KosovoWar in 1999, and Osama Bin Laden and al-Qa‘ida generally in 2001 all appear to have had great confidence that the United States lacked the moral courage to face a deadly military confrontation. This assurance made them less susceptible to diplomatic maneuvers or military threats. They seem to have considered the prospect of U.S. military action, particularly the use of ground troops, a bluff.


Conflict Aversion – Link Ext

Air power sustains casualty aversion

Lieutenant Colonel Richard A. Lacquement, Jr., U.S. Army, Director of Military Strategy at the U.S. Army War College, professor of strategy and policy on the faculty of the Naval War College, M.A. in National Security and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College, M.A. in Strategic Studies from the U.S. Army War College, M.P.A., Ph.D. in International Relations from Princeton University, strategist in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 2004, “THE CASUALTY-AVERSION MYTH,” Naval War College Review, Winter 2004, Vol. LVII, No. 1, http://www.usnwc.edu/getattachment/82192134-8122-404a-a139-2fcc2de2fe38/Casualty-Aversion-Myth,-The---Lacquement,-Richard- //vkoneru
The American way of war has long been characterized by a search for ways to substitute firepower for manpower.39 In its most recent manifestation, this laudable quest has emphasized the utility of airpower, applied at stand-off range, to accomplish coercive aims. Airpower has been a valuable force multiplier for the United States and is regularly advocated in terms not only of effectiveness but of the higher casualties that ground operations would likely produce. Stating the argument directly, Edward Luttwak has suggested that the United States focus more on the development of long-range attack forces, particularly aviation, as an alternative to ground forces, which he asserts are less usable in practice because of casualty aversion on the part of the American public.40


Causality Aversion – Turns Tech Development

Turns case—casualty aversion turns tech development

Lieutenant Colonel Richard A. Lacquement, Jr., U.S. Army, Director of Military Strategy at the U.S. Army War College, professor of strategy and policy on the faculty of the Naval War College, M.A. in National Security and Strategic Studies from the Naval War College, M.A. in Strategic Studies from the U.S. Army War College, M.P.A., Ph.D. in International Relations from Princeton University, strategist in the Office of the Secretary of Defense, 2004, “THE CASUALTY-AVERSION MYTH,” Naval War College Review, Winter 2004, Vol. LVII, No. 1, http://www.usnwc.edu/getattachment/82192134-8122-404a-a139-2fcc2de2fe38/Casualty-Aversion-Myth,-The---Lacquement,-Richard- //vkoneru
Another example was opposition to STREETFIGHTER, a prospective naval weapon system, on the premise that it posed a casualty risk. The concept was to complement the small number of high-cost large warships that currently dominate the Navy force structure with more numerous, smaller ships. Like the PT boats of World War II, these boats would provide flexibility and a capability to attack close to shore. Larger numbers and smaller crews make individual STREETFIGHTER ships less indispensable to the overall force.Unlike the PT boats ofWorldWar II, however, they would not be expendable—because of the potential effect of the loss of even their small crews.43 Exaggerated concern about casualties can inhibit the selection and development of new systems that can add important capabilities and improve the effectiveness of the armed forces. It may also impede the progress of transformational tactics and approaches—swarming, dispersed operations, network-centric warfare—that by their nature would not provide the degree of force protection afforded by large platforms and massed formations.

Causality Aversion – Kills Heg

Impact calc—increases risk of war

Jeffrey Record, Professor of International Security Studies at the Air War College and former professional staff member of the Senate Armed Services Committee, Ph.D. from the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, senior fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Hudson Institute, and the BDM International Corporation, 2k, “FAILED STATES AND CASUALTY PHOBIA,” http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cst/occppr18.htm 
If small wars within failing or failed states have dominated demands on U.S. military power since the Cold War’s demise, a mounting aversion to incurring American casualties—and to inflicting enemy civilian and even military casualties—has come to dominate use-of-force decision-making in the United States. This aversion has been especially pronounced with respect to intervention in small wars, because such wars rarely involve direct threats to manifestly vital U.S. interests. Intervention is usually conducted in the general interest of global order and stability and often involves politically messy military enforcement of "peace" on those who have no vested interest in it. As such, public tolerance for such interventions and their potential for casualties is dramatically lower—or at least believed to be so by political and military elites—than for war on behalf of "real" interests. Even those committed to the use of force on behalf of promoting American values as opposed to protecting U.S. strategic interests take the pessimistic view that the American people are unwilling to accept significant casualties on behalf of toppling dictators, terminating genocide, and restoring civil order. This pessimism in turn has bred an American military timidity traditionally uncharacteristic of great power behavior and ultimately injurious to protection of U.S. strategic interests.


Air Power Bad – Interventionism

Causes increased interventionism and war

Jeffrey Record, Professor of International Security Studies at the Air War College and former professional staff member of the Senate Armed Services Committee, Ph.D. from the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, senior fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Hudson Institute, and the BDM International Corporation, 2002, “Collapsed Countries, Casualty Dread, and the New American Way of War,” http://www.carlisle.army.mil/USAWC/parameters/Articles/02summer/record.htm //vkoneru

An airpower-dominant way of war in which US ground forces—and small ones at that—are ancillary, functioning mainly as target spotters and liaisons to indigenous proxies, is an inherently attractive way of war, especially for a 19/20 society that values the individual as highly as America’s does. It also permits a casualty-phobic political and military leadership to wage war effectively—i.e., to achieve decisive strategic effects without the paying the blood price traditionally associated with attainment of those effects. But the very technology that makes “bloodless” war possible may also serve to encourage the use of force in circumstances where perceptions of stakes and risks might otherwise counsel restraint. Is the United States in fact transforming war into essentially a riskless enterprise—i.e., one in which the level of risk is dwarfed by the magnitude and high probability of strategic payoff? If so, then what is to keep future Presidents from taking a casual approach to military intervention? Should the United States really look forward to creating a capacity to wage “painless” war, war without American death, war dangerous and hurtful only to the other side? Would not the prospect of casualty-free combat invite the use of force over even trivial stakes? After the virtually bloodless US victory over Serbia, Michael Ignatieff warned, New weaponry may force us to reassess an essential assumption about democracies: that they go to war less frequently than authoritarian regimes, and that they rarely, if ever, go to war against fellow democracies. Democracies may well remain peace loving only so long as the risks of war remain real to their citizens. If war becomes virtual—and without risk—democratic electorates may be more willing to fight, especially if the cause is justified in the language of human rights and even democracy itself.56


Air Power Bad – Prevents Diplomacy

Air power directly trades off with diplomatic solutions to regional conflicts

USAF Captain David Willard PARSONS, teaches strategy at the Air War College, 1997 “British Air Control:  a Model for the Application of Air Power in Low-Intensity Conflict?” Sept 15, http://stinet.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA329097&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
The most important characteristic of L1C, which is generally overlooked by policymakers and military planners, is that the conflict cannot be resolved solely with military power. As Sam Sarkesian asserts, The center of gravity of such conflicts is not on the battlefield per se, but in the political-social system of the indigenous state. Thus, the main battle lines are political and psychological rather than between opposing armed units.46 The concept of air control as conceived and employed by the British (and mirrored by the Clinton administration) ignores this basic tenet of LlC. In each case where Britain employed air control, overwhelming firepower did nothing more than temporarily suppress the overt manifestations of some underlying sociopolitical conflict. However, since this limited goal was sufficient for Britain's colonial needs, air control was heralded as a broad success. In 1920 Somalia, the RAF did not succeed in resolving Britain's dispute with Sayyid Muhammad; it merely drove him into a neighboring country. The resentment of British intrusion into the lives of Somali natives, which Sayyid Muhammad had embodied, remained. In Iraq, the colonial government could not comprehend that what they considered as just a matter of "law and order" involved significant political issues for native tribes. In Aden, discontent sown by the Imam Yahya and his successor-son Imam Ahmed, could be subdued by RAF bombers, but it merely lay dormant until the territory gained independence and became the source of a strong nationalist movement in the 1950s and 1960s. Peter Slugett, a British historian of Iraq, summed up the posture that air control eventuated: The most serious long-term consequence of the ready availability of air control was that it developed into a substitute for administration .... The speed and simplicity of air attack was preferred to the more timeconsuming and painstaking investigation of grievances and disputes. (Emphasis added)47 This same posture threatens to subsume the American application of air power, especially with respect to the complex situations that are indicative of the low-intensity environment.


Air Power Bad – Relations

Air power causes tech obsession—kills relations with china and Russia

Thomas H. Henriksen, associate director and senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, 2k, “Stanford Institute Says Covert Operations Needed,” Orbis
Lord Acton's famous maxim about the corruptive influence of power is just as true with regard to "absolute" military force as it is with regard to power in the domestic political realm. He might even have added that command of un-matched technological prowess can blind policymakers to lower-profile, lower-cost ways to achieve their nation's goals. Some security problems can be solved with a sledgehammer or only with a sledgehammer. But far more common are those foreign policy challenges that can be solved—or prevented altogether—by measures short of violent conflict, even where routine diplomatic instruments prove ineffective. As the reigning superpower, the United States must not eschew forceful diplomacy or violence in extremis when its strategic interests are at stake. But Washington's current overreliance on aerial bombardment as the weapon of second (if not first) resort diminishes America's prestige, sullies its espousal of a liberal-democratic new world order, and endangers its strategic relations with other major powers. Less-confrontational options can achieve U.S. goals without the harmful side effects that include a strained Western alliance and strained relations with China and Russia, not to mention civilian deaths and material destruction. That less-confrontational option is covert or indirect action abroad, and it offers today, no less than during the Cold War, an effective alternative to the unacceptable risks and costs of military operations.

Air Power Bad – Political Backlash

Air power causes political backlash that prevents solutions to low intensity conflict

USAF Captain David Willard PARSONS, teaches strategy at the Air War College, 1997 “British Air Control:  a Model for the Application of Air Power in Low-Intensity Conflict?” Sept 15, http://stinet.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA329097&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
Air strikes in Bosnia may indeed bring the situation on the ground to a standstill, but what will this really accomplish? Like the application of air control in the British colonies, air power may bring about an immediate "peace" on our terms. This would allow American policymakers to declare that they had somehow contributed to stability in the area. This "solution" would also satisfy American legislators if it could be accomplished with little cost in American dollars and lives. However, past efforts to employ offensive air operations, within the low-intensity environment, to provide a temporary cessation of the conflict so that long-term efforts could be made to win the "hearts and minds of the people" have proven counterproductive. 48 The use of military firepower to quell disturbances associated with low-intensity threats consistently generates a political backlash that does nothing but further inflame the conflict. 49 The adoption of an air control strategy in Bosnia would be a mistake because foreign military intervention aimed at changing the behavior of "unruly natives" would at best impose a short break in the fighting and would ultimately aggravate the situation by generating resentment on all sides. The nature of the conflict in Bosnia is such that it cannot be solved in a few days, weeks, or even months. It will take years to heal the sociopolitical ills that exist in the Balkans.50 Furthermore, resolution of this conflict will prove impossible without the use of ground forces.51 The lesson to be learned from the British experience of air control is not that it is a model for the application of air power in the modern low-intensity arena, but quite the opposite-any application of military power in LlC that ignores the underlying sociopolitical nature of the conflict is, in the long run, a waste of time, lives, and resources. Low-intensity conflict, by its very nature, demands patience and durability, neither of which is characteristic of the concept of air control.

Air Power Bad – Collateral Damage

Reliance on air power causes collateral damage and political backlash

Charles Peña, senior fellow at the Independent Institute, a senior fellow with the Coalition for a Realistic Foreign Policy, a senior fellow with the George Washington University Homeland Security Policy Institute, an adviser to the Straus Military Reform Project, 4/25/2006, “Cycle of Violence,” http://antiwar.com/pena/?articleid=9035

On late Sunday and early Monday, U.S. air strikes in the Kandahar province in Afghanistan killed 20-80 suspected Taliban militants (a coalition statement confirmed 20 Taliban killed, while other sources reported as many as 60 more unconfirmed killed). The targets were a religious school and mud brick homes in the village of Azizi, where the suspected Taliban were taking refuge. According to Afghan officials, 17 civilians were also killed in the attacks. A large part of U.S. military superiority can be attributed to air power and precision weapons, which was first demonstrated in the 1991 Gulf War and subsequently in Operation Iraqi Freedom. But while air power may be the decisive advantage in defeating a military adversary on the open battlefield, it is less useful against insurgent and guerrilla forces such as the Taliban. In fact, it may be counterproductive. According to a U.S. military spokesman, "We targeted a Taliban compound, and we're certain we hit the right target." But the real issue is not whether it was the right physical target – the question is whether the people targeted and killed were the correct targets. More to the point, were any of them actual threats to U.S. security that warranted the use of American military forces? Even if we are willing to believe that all those killed were indeed Taliban members, does that automatically make them mortal U.S. enemies? To be sure, the Taliban under Mullah Mohammed Omar that previously ruled Afghanistan were complicit with Osama bin Laden and al-Qaeda. But it may be a mistake to simply equate the Taliban with al-Qaeda. It is important to remember that the larger Taliban movement – derived largely from Afghanistan's Pashtun population – is about instituting a very strict version of Islamic Shari'ah law. As such they may be more of a threat to the Karzai government and the administration's vision of democracy in Afghanistan than a terrorist threat to the United States. Moreover, the national security of the United States does not require a stable, democratic, multiethnic, representative government in Afghanistan. Even if Afghanistan reverted to its traditional form of governance – a decentralized system with a nominal national government but with most power held by regional leaders – U.S. security interests demand only that whatever government is in power not provide haven and support for al-Qaeda terrorists. However, even if the compound in Azizi was a legitimate target and all those within the compound real threats, 17 civilians were also reportedly killed. This inevitable collateral damage creates spillover effects that result in creating more new terrorists – much like the cycle of violence the Israelis experience in the West Bank. For example, the suicide bomber responsible for killing 19 Israelis in Haifa at the beginning of October 2003 was a 29-year-old apprentice lawyer, Hanadi Jaradat – an educated woman with a good, well-paying job who would not ordinarily fit a terrorist profile. According to John Burns of the New York Times, Jaradat's parents "had no indication that their daughter had any contacts with Islamic militants – no sense, they said, that she had any ambition but to establish her career as a lawyer, marry, and have children." But she had motivation: an Israeli crackdown that resulted in the shooting death of her brother, Fadi, 23, and her cousin Saleh, 31. The Jordanian daily al-Arab al-Yum reported that Jaradat vowed revenge standing over her brother's grave: "Your blood will not have been shed in vain. … The murderer will yet pay the price, and we will not be the only ones who are crying." And after the Haifa bombing, family members said, "She carried out the attack in revenge for the killing of her brother and her cousin by the Israeli security forces." This potential cycle of violence is not limited to Afghanistan. U.S. military action in Iraq could have the same effect. For example, in mid-November 2003, the U.S. military commenced Operation Iron Hammer against Iraqi insurgents in the Sunni Triangle. According to one U.S. officer: "Part of warfare is coercion and affecting the hearts and minds of the enemy and certainly a show of force is a tool that can be used by a commander." One such "show of force" was U.S. F-16 fighter jets dropping several 500-pound bombs in Fallujah, but it may have had more of an effect on Iraqis previously sympathetic to the United States than on the enemy. According to one resident in the area where the bombs exploded, "We used to have hopes of the Americans after they removed Saddam. We had liked them until this weekend. Why did they drop bombs near us and hurt and terrify my children like this?" Chalk one up in the "L" column in the winning-hearts-and-minds campaign. An important part of the war on terrorism is to not create new terrorists. Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld recognized this in his now famous October 2003 leaked memo: "Are we capturing, killing, or deterring and dissuading more terrorists every day than the madrassas and the radical clerics are recruiting, training, and deploying against us?" One of Newton's laws of physics is that for every action there is an equal and opposite reaction. We need to learn from, not copy, Israeli tactics and recognize that the inevitable unintended consequences of military actions like the air strikes in Azizi can do more to create anti-American sentiment that is the first step toward becoming a terrorist. The Israelis justify their actions because they feel they must confront a direct and imminent mortal threat to the survival of their country. But U.S. actions in both Afghanistan and Iraq are more connected to the survival of U.S.-created governments and not the United States itself. Unfortunately, if the Israeli experience is any indication, the likely result will be a cycle of violence that will play into the hands of Osama bin Laden and al-Qaeda and create terrorist threats that did not previously exist.

AT: Precision Strikes

Air power increases civilian casualties—greater precision doesn’t matter because troops will ignore rules of engagement

William Arkin, Senior Military Adviser, 2002, Human Rights Watch, NPR, July 24
Mr. ARKIN: In some ways, you could say that the precision air war really doesn't go back 25 years, but just goes back 12 years. It's in its infancy in some ways. It's juvenile. We are just getting used to the fact that weapons can hit their targets. And in the Gulf War, of 225,000 weapons which were dropped by US and coalition aircraft, only 10 percent of those weapons were precision guided. That percentage was improved to 35 percent in Yugoslavia in 1999. And by the time we fought through Afghanistan, basically through the Operation Anaconda, which took place in March, the US was dropping--about 60 percent of the weapons were precision guided. And plus new weapons had been introduced, weapons that were guided by satellite as opposed to by laser. And the end result of that was that they were impervious to problems with weather or day or night. And so I think the efficiency of precision-guided weapons also increased enormously. You know, having said all of that, one would expect to see a clear drop in the number of civilian casualties. And certainly that was the case between Iraq and Yugoslavia. About 3,200 civilians died in the Gulf War as a result of coalition bombing. And about 500 civilians died in Yugoslavia as a result of NATO bombing in 1999. So one would have expected, given the level of effort in Afghanistan has been far less than either of those two conflicts and given that the percentage of precision-guided weapons being used has been significantly higher, double the number in Afghanistan, six times the number than in the Gulf War, that the number of civilian casualties would have equally been reduced. But, in fact, the number of civilians who have died in Afghanistan is far greater than in Yugoslavia. I'm not finished with my study of this subject yet, but I would venture to guess that it's somewhere in the thousand range, if not more. And I think that this really then calls into question Secretary Rumsfeld's assertions and General Franks' assertions, the commander of US Central Command, that this is the least bloody conflict in history and that this is the most precise. Now there may be a lot of explanations as to why that is the case, Neal. It may be that this was such an unusual enemy fighting in such unusual terrain with infrastructure that was quite different than distinct military infrastructure, which was mostly the case in Iraq and Yugoslavia, and so, therefore, there was by necessity a greater risk being taken on the part of the civilian population. I think there are additional factors, an over-reliance perhaps on Special Operations and a belief that because special operators, Green Berets or Navy SEALS, on the ground were actually there, that somehow they had a better understanding of a target and, therefore, the rules of engagement could be somewhat looser when they were directing strikes. But it seems now fairly clear that in the wedding party incident in early July and in many of the other large-scale incidents in which large numbers of civilians have died, that Special Operations, and Special Operations gunships in particular, are responsible for the largest number of deaths. And that this may point to a fact that air power, conventional air power has really resolved many of the problems of minimizing civilian harm on attacks on fixed targets, but when it comes to attacking fleeting targets or time-sensitive targets, the reality is that the rules of engagement are quite different, the identification of the target is much more problematic and that civilians are placed at risk in much greater numbers, particularly when you're fighting against an opponent who is using villages and using civilians as shields or does not take into consideration that civilians are in harm's way as they conduct their operations in the countryside.


Air Power Bad – Terrorism

Air power causes terrorism

Jeffrey Record, Professor of International Security Studies at the Air War College and former professional staff member of the Senate Armed Services Committee, Ph.D. from the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, senior fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Hudson Institute, and the BDM International Corporation, 2002, “Collapsed Countries, Casualty Dread, and the New American Way of War,” http://www.carlisle.army.mil/USAWC/parameters/Articles/02summer/record.htm //vkoneru

The strategic consequences of elite casualty phobia as well as its implications for the military ethic have been treated elsewhere.33 Suffice it to say here that the consequences include: political vacillation in war-threatening crises, degraded military effectiveness, discouraged friends and allies, and emboldened enemies. A perceived American reputation of casualty dread fostered by defeat in Vietnam and humiliation in Lebanon encouraged Saddam Hussein to invade Kuwait and to resist all American efforts to expel him. Saddam believed he could inflict more casualties on US forces than the domestic American political traffic would bear.34 Osama bin Laden also believed, at least before the US military reaction to the 11 September attacks, that the Americans could not stand the sight of their own blood. He interpreted the US withdrawal from Somalia as proof that, as in Afghanistan, it was possible to expel a superpower from a Muslim country. Indeed, he told correspondent Robert Fisk in 1997 that “our battle against America 13/14 is much simpler than the war against the Soviet Union, because some of our mujahideen who fought here in Afghanistan also participated in operations against the Americans in Somalia—and they were surprised at the collapse of American morale. This convinced us that the Americans are a paper tiger.”35

Air power fuels terrorism - Al Quaeda proves 

William Arkin, Senior Military Adviser, 2002, Human Rights Watch, NPR, July 24
However, here's the other side of this coin. Why are people so uncomfortable with air warfare sometimes? Why are they uncomfortable with this remote mode of warfare in which it appears as if the United States does not take the risks in order to achieve its military and political objectives? And I think the answer is September 11, that the very fact that al-Qaeda and Osama bin Laden attacked the United States in this asymmetric way, not attacking our military military-to-military, but attacking the civilian population, I think derives, to some degree, from this sense that exists in many parts of the world that the United States has this vast military capability and is unapproachable militarily, and therefore, the only way that you can attack is is by attacking its civilian population. Now I'm not for one minute suggesting, therefore, that we should somehow put our boys at risk on the ground in order to remedy this, but I think we should recognize and understand that the cost that we pay additionally for the exclusive use of air- and missile power in the conduct of warfare is that we provide sort of fodder, if you will, confirmation on the part of those who believe that the United States is conducting military operations and being an imperial superpower without ever putting itself at risk. And so, therefore, there is a greater desire to conduct terrorism and to conduct strikes against the United States. And that's just the world we live in. Again, I think this would be an important factor then to take into consideration. For instance, in a war against Iraq, if you were going to try to think through what you want the endgame to be, beyond just the toppling of Saddam Hussein, how would you want a war in Iraq to be seen in the Arab world? And so, therefore, you might actually decide to fight a certain type of war with a certain type of strategy merely because you want the political outcome to be a certain thing, and it might not necessarily be the most efficient military strategy. It might be something that fulfills your larger political aims.

Air power hurts fighting terrorism- counterinsurgency specialist 

San Francisco Chronicle, Matthew B. Stannard, Chronicle Staff Writer, 8/1/2006, “Military superiority shows its weakness,” http://articles.sfgate.com/2006-08-01/news/17306623_1_air-power-hezbollah-lebanon/2 //vkoneru
"Israel succumbed to the exact same fallacy that the U.S. forces succumbed to under (Defense Secretary Donald) Rumsfeld," Hughes said. "At the end of the day, you still have to send guys down the hole and have the really nasty hand-to-hand-style fighting." Kalev Sepp, a counterinsurgency specialist at the Naval Postgraduate School in Monterey, said over-reliance on air power can make it impossible to achieve equally important political goals -- such as weaning the civilian population away from groups like Hezbollah. "If military objectives come to dominate decision-making," said Sepp, "then you lose your way, as the Israelis seem to have with the indiscriminate use of firepower."


Air Power Bad – Deterrence

Air power collapses deterrence
Jeffrey Record, Professor of International Security Studies at the Air War College and former professional staff member of the Senate Armed Services Committee, Ph.D. from the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, senior fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Hudson Institute, and the BDM International Corporation, 2k, “FAILED STATES AND CASUALTY PHOBIA,” http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cst/occppr18.htm 
The strategic consequences of elite casualty phobia as well as its implications for the military ethic have been treated elsewhere. Suffice to say here that they are averse and include: political vacillation in war-threatening crises, degraded military effectiveness, lowered deterrence, discouraged friends and allies, and a morally compromised professional military ethos—and above all politically inconclusive uses of force. In the short run it is always less risky to treat the symptoms of aggression rather than its political sources. Yet casualty phobia encourages strategically indecisive, even half-baked, uses of force. A refusal to take advantage of the opportunity of war to use the force necessary to topple the regimes of Saddam Hussein and Slobodan Milosevic, both of whom senior American policy makers publicly compared to Adolph Hitler, simply invited more war later. To be sure, in both the Gulf War and the War Over Kosovo, U.S. political objectives were limited, and did not include enemy regime overthrow. Yet, surely, the exclusion of regime change was driven mainly by fear of the anticipated risks and costs involved.


Air Power Bad – Ground Troops Trade-off

Air power trades off with ground power

Jeffrey Record, Professor of International Security Studies at the Air War College and former professional staff member of the Senate Armed Services Committee, Ph.D. from the Johns Hopkins School of Advanced International Studies, senior fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, Hudson Institute, and the BDM International Corporation, 2k, “FAILED STATES AND CASUALTY PHOBIA,” http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/cst/occppr18.htm
The argument here is not that the United States can or should rely from now on primarily, even exclusively, upon air power to do its military business; rather it is that the political attractiveness of air power to a casualty-phobic national leadership is likely to reduce National Command Authority consideration of ground combat options in a crisis. This will be true especially in small-war circumstances, which rarely include the presence of first-order strategic interests. Admittedly, an air-option-only approach to dealing with small wars would be a mistake. Aside from conveying reluctance of political will to adversaries and allies alike, the military effectiveness of such an approach would be inherently circumscribed by air power’s own limitations. Air power’s record as a tool of political coercion is not impressive in the absence of other factors at play, including the presence of ground forces. And as the war against Serbia demonstrated, air power can influence but not control events on the ground. Withholding ground forces simply because of fear of casualties renders the United States a one-armed superpower. It also reduces air power’s potential effectiveness because the very presence of U.S. ground forces, even if not actually committed to combat, forces the enemy to concentrate his ground forces, thereby increasing their vulnerability to air attack.
Airpower renders ground forces obsolete- Gulf War proves 

Daryl Press, Assistant Professor in the Government Department and a Research Fellow at the Rockefeller Center at Dartmouth College, Fall 2001, International Security, http://mitpress.mit.edu/journals/pdf/isec_26_02_5_0.pdf
What does the Gulf War tell us about U.S. foreign policy and procurement priorities? The conventional interpretation of the war has been used to support the view that there has been a fundamental shift in the relative decisiveness of air and ground forces in modern combat. Modern air power, it is now widely believed, has rendered heavy ground forces obsolete. The United States -- with its large, advanced air force -- should have little difficulty in defeating potential opponents, as long as America commits the full weight of its air power to the fight. This interpretation also suggests that the United States should cut heavy divisions in favor of lighter ground forces, tactical aircraft, long-range bombers, and cruise missiles. My interpretation of the Gulf War, in contrast, paints a more complicated picture of the emerging relationship between air and ground forces. Air power failed to neutralize the Iraqi ground forces because destroying a largely static, defensive force from the air is inherently difficult, even in the era of information-age intelligence and precision-strike weapons. The lesson of the Gulf War is not that air power is a weak instrument of national military power, but that the capabilities of air power against mechanized ground forces on the offensive are substantially greater than air power's capabilities against defensive forces. The implication of my analysis for U.S. foreign policy is that air power may play a decisive role in future U.S. operations to halt an enemy's mechanized assault on a U.S. ally. It will not likely be decisive, however, if the United States or its allies need to conduct an offensive to take enemy-controlled territory. For example, if North Korea attacks South Korea, or if Iraq invades Kuwait and Saudi Arabia, U.S. air assets may play a leading role in the destruction of the invading forces. But if the U.S. objective in these contingencies is to launch a counteroffensive into North Korea, or to once again evict Iraq from Kuwait, air power will be far less effective against defensively oriented North Korean, or Iraqi, forces. The force structure implications of this analysis are straightforward: If the United States envisions launching offensive operations to defeat its enemies, it will still require a balanced military that includes substantial heavy ground forces. Overemphasizing air assets may prove very costly.n9 n9. Maintaining an exaggerated view of the lethality of air power may impose two types of cost on the United States and its allies. First, undue hopes for a cheap victory from the air may encourage the United States to become involved in conflicts, only to be surprised when air power is not decisive. At this point the United States may be forced to choose between accepting defeat or escalating to include ground operations, both of which may be less attractive than staying out in the first place. Second, if the United States and its allies believe that air power is more lethal than it really is, they may unbalance their military forces and eliminate (or substantially reduce) heavy ground forces in favor of air assets and light ground forces. If a war occurs, they may pay a cost in higher casualties if they have too few heavy ground forces.


Air Power Bad – Ground Troops Trade-off

Air power trades off with ground troop deployment

Thomas H. Henriksen, associate director and senior fellow at the Hoover Institution, 2k, “Stanford Institute Says Covert Operations Needed,” Orbis

All war is hell. But is subversive warfare worse than the collateral damage done to hospitals, schools, and houses by aerial bombardments? America's newfound reliance on the "immaculate coercion" of dropping bombs from jets flying three miles over Iraq or Yugoslavia to attain our policy objectives has led us not only to eschew the deployment of land forces but also to downplay indirect antiregime ventures. In the case of Iraq, the Clinton team initially dismissed every anti-Saddam group as ineffective or antagonistic, rather than working to coordinate their movements. Likewise, when consideration of assistance to the Kosovo Liberation Army was publicly aired, opponents called attention to the divisions within the KLA and contended that helping it would set a precedent for other ethnic groups bent on separation. But just as the Allies in World War II dropped weapons, radios, and other supplies to Tito's communist partisans, NATO could not pick and choose what partisans existed on the ground. In fact, a lengthy Western tutelage of the KLA or guerrilla groups elsewhere holds out the prospect of professionalizing a movement, purging it of corrupt fighters, and influencing it along democratic lines. This has happened to the bulk of Latin American trainees, whom the United States instructed at length in democratic civil-military relations. Revolutionaries hunger for the legitimacy provided by a major patron. It is far easier to affect a nationalist movement while it is in the malleable stage than once it comes to power.


Ground Troops Key

Ground forces key to heg
John J. Mearsheimer, Prof at U of Chicago, 2001, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, p. 85

For more than a century strategists have debated which form of military power dominates the outcome of war.  U.S. admiral Alfred Thayer Mahan famously proclaimed the supreme importance of independent sea power in The Influence of Sea Power upon History, 1660-1783 and his other writings.  General Giuldo Douhet of Italy later made the case for the primacy of strategic airpower in his 1921 classic, The Command of the Air.  Their works are still widely read at staff colleges around the world.  I argue that both are wrong: land power is the decisive military instrument.  Wars are won by big battalions, not by armadas in the air or sea.  The strongest power is the state with the strongest army. One might argue that nuclear weapons greatly diminish the importance of land power, either by rendering great-power war obsolete or by making the nuclear balance the essential component of military power in a competitive world.  There is no question that great-power war is less likely in a nuclear world, but great powers still compete for security even under the nuclear shadow, sometimes intensely, and war between them remains a real possibility.  The United States and Soviet Union, for example, waged an unremitting security competition for forty-five years, despite the presence of nuclear weapons on both sides.  Moreover, save for the unlikely scenario in which one great power achieves nuclear superiority, the nuclear balance matters little for determining relative power.  Even in a nuclear world, armies and the air and naval forces that support them are the core ingredient of military power.

Perception that US lacks boots on the ground prompts aggression—turns case

Hans Binnendijk, Vice President for Research of the National Defense University and Theodore Roosevelt Chair in National Security Policy, and Stuart Johnson, senior consultant at the Center for Technology and National Security, National Defense University, 11/12/2003, “Transforming for Stabilization and Reconstruction Operations,”

Understanding this aspect of stabilization and reconstruction operations is important; some of America’s adversaries in the non-globalized world may conclude that it is possible to sap America to the point where it allows the world to be changed for the worse.11 That is certainly the goal of the smartest of these adversaries. Sadly, America’s ignominious withdrawal from Somalia confirmed them in their judgment of American weakness. Thus, military power is crucial to the maintenance of American selfconfidence in conflict and post-conflict operations. If conflict and post-conflict operations look hard, America may deter itself from taking action in its own interest. Indeed, self-deterrence is one of the greatest dangers America faces today. Deciding whether to take military action that includes post-conflict security and reconstruction operations should be based not on whether the operations look easy or hard, but on whether they are essential to the security interests of the United States and its allies.

Ground troops key to heg
Dennis Lewis, UPI military consultant, retired colonel who served 27 1/2 years in the Army, including command through the brigade level in the 18th Airborne Corps, served on the Joint Staff operations directorate, coordinating military operations in the Western Hemisphere, including military support to domestic authorities, served as an Army legislative liaison to Congress, works as a military consultant to a defense contractor in the Washington area, 1/18/2002, “'Peacekeeping' Saps Military,” http://archive.newsmax.com/archives/articles/2002/1/17/165732.shtml
Some argue that technology will mitigate the need for large numbers of soldiers. Though technology is a great enabler that can help set the conditions for success, it alone has never been able to finish a conflict or establish the peace. Vietnam, Desert One, Panama, Iraq, Haiti, Somalia, Kosovo, Bosnia and Afghanistan bear this out. Boots on the ground, eyeball to eyeball, are the final word and the only sure testimony of U.S. resolve.  Just ask the Afghans and al-Qaeda. It takes ground forces and lots of them. The world war on terrorism, its long-term duration, and the growing requirements for homeland defense will require prioritizing the services operational missions. Something will have to give. So, we have a choice. Pay and play, or decide where in the world we don't want to be.


Ground Troops Key

Land power is key to hegemony–no other capability can replace it

Ausa Land Warfare Institute, Association for the United States Army, 2002, “A First Look at President Bush’s June 2002 West Point Speech,” June, http://www.ausa.org/ilw

Second, the President’s demand that the United States not leave the safety of America and the world in the hands of a few “mad terrorists and tyrants” will clearly, at times, require the projection of land combat power and subsequent occupation of the territory of enemy nations or uncontrolled areas where terrorist organizations flourish.  While in some instances surrogate land forces may be available, the United States cannot be dependent upon local groups with their own political agendas.* Taking and holding terrain, controlling resources that our enemies find valuable and intend to use to strike America, and removing hostile regimes from power will require the continued existence and maintenance of powerful land combat forces.  American aerospace and naval power will also play a crucial role in such preemptive actions, but maintaining the capability to strike at enemies in all terrain, weather and political circumstances will require potent and effective land combat forces.

Ground forces are key—even with effective air power lack of adequate ground forces creates a signal of weakness and causes aggression

PERRY AND FLOURNOY 2006 (William, professor of management science and engineering at Stanford University, was U.S. secretary of defense from 1994 to 1997, Michele, senior advisor at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, was principal deputy assistant secretary of defense for strategy and threat reduction, National Defense, May)

As stated rather blandly in one Defense Department presentation, the Army "continues to accept risk" in its ability to respond to crises on the Korean Peninsula and elsewhere. The absence of a credible, sizable strategic reserve increases the risk that potential adversaries will be tempted to challenge the United States. Although the United States can still deploy air, naval, and other more specialized assets to deter or respond to aggression, the visible overextension of our ground forces could weaken our ability to deter aggression.


Overreliance Bad – Ineffective

Over-reliance on air power makes it ineffective

Lt. Col. Bradley J Smith, United States Air Force, commander, Phillips Research Site and Materiel Wing Director, Space Vehicles Directorate, Air Force Research Laboratory, Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico, EDUCATION: 1986 Bachelor of Science, Computer Engineering, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, 1989 Masters in Business Administration, St. Mary's University, 1991 Draper Fellow at Massachusetts Institute of Technology's Draper Laboratories (former MIT Instrumentation lab), 1993 Master of Science in Computer Engineering, Boston University, 1997 Doctor of Philosophy, Computer Engineering, University of New Mexico, 1998 Air Command and Staff College, Montgomery, Ala., 2002 Masters in Strategic Studies, US Army War College, Carlisle, Pa., 2006 Executive Program Manager Course, Defense System Management College, 2007 Joint Forces Staff College, Joint and Combined Warfighting School, Norfolk, Va, 09 April 2002, “On Politics and Airpower,” USAWC STRATEGY RESEARCH PROJECT, U.S. Army War College, http://www.iwar.org.uk/military/resources/airpower/Smith_B_J_02.pdf //vkoneru

THE TRUE MEASURE OF AIRPOWER Airpower is only effective if it supports the political objectives of the state. As Clausewitz says “… it is clear that war should never be thought of as something autonomous but always as an instrument of policy; otherwise the entire history of war would contradict us.” 16 Airpower as a means cannot therefore be separated from its object. Alternatively, as Clodfelter puts it, “… the supreme test of bombing’s efficacy is its contribution to the nation’s war aims.” 17 The effectiveness of airpower is therefore not measured in numbers of targets, tanks or buildings destroyed. Even the Air Force’s concept of “Effects Based Operations” may miss the mark if the effects produced are not related to the object of bending enemy will. Creating “Strategic Paralysis” and getting inside the enemy’s OODA loop may be insufficient if it does not compel an enemy to do our will. An air operation, whether done jointly or alone, can only be measured in terms of its contribution to the overall objective. Airpower must be directed at the enemy’s will. Its effectiveness can only be evaluated by assessing airpower’s contribution to achieving that objective. This is the political value of airpower that will form the basis for the analysis that follows. In the same passage as the quote above, Clausewitz introduces a second and critical point: “The first, the supreme, the most far-reaching act of judgment that a statesman and commander have to make is to establish by that test the kind of war on which they are embarking; neither mistaking it for, nor trying to turn it into, something that is alien to its nature.” 18 This concept will become central to the political analysis that follows. We will find that airpower most often reaches its limit as a means when it is applied to a type of war for which it is ill suited. Airpower is capable of many things, but airpower alone is no panacea. Just as individual instruments of power each have limits on the grand strategic level, airpower too has its limit at the strategic level. Airpower alone cannot achieve even many military objectives 11much less all political objectives. Airpower must be employed on the grand strategic level in combination with other forms of military, diplomatic and economic power.


Overreliance Bad – Ineffective 

Airpower alone doenst solve anything

Lt. Col. Bradley J Smith, United States Air Force, commander, Phillips Research Site and Materiel Wing Director, Space Vehicles Directorate, Air Force Research Laboratory, Kirtland Air Force Base, New Mexico, EDUCATION: 1986 Bachelor of Science, Computer Engineering, Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute, 1989 Masters in Business Administration, St. Mary's University, 1991 Draper Fellow at Massachusetts Institute of Technology's Draper Laboratories (former MIT Instrumentation lab), 1993 Master of Science in Computer Engineering, Boston University, 1997 Doctor of Philosophy, Computer Engineering, University of New Mexico, 1998 Air Command and Staff College, Montgomery, Ala., 2002 Masters in Strategic Studies, US Army War College, Carlisle, Pa., 2006 Executive Program Manager Course, Defense System Management College, 2007 Joint Forces Staff College, Joint and Combined Warfighting School, Norfolk, Va, 09 April 2002, “On Politics and Airpower,” USAWC STRATEGY RESEARCH PROJECT, U.S. Army War College, http://www.iwar.org.uk/military/resources/airpower/Smith_B_J_02.pdf //vkoneru

Airpower alone cannot achieve all objectives. Carl Builder in his book The Icarus Syndrome introduces a simple but valuable concept of airpower’s limitations. He states concisely “Airpower can be employed decisively in war when an enemy’s essential means for waging war are vulnerable to attack from the air.” 24 His analysis is part of his chapter examining airpower’s failure in Vietnam, but the axiom is universally applicable. Airpower is an industrial age weapon. Strategic airpower originally was focused on the vulnerable industry and cities created by the industrial revolution. As Builder points out, Air theory had its infancy in the post World War I era where theorists were searching for an alternative from the devastating trench warfare. Entering World War II, US air theorists focused on transportation and industrial targets precisely because these were perceived as vulnerable and supplied the nation’s means for war. 13Several corollaries follow from this vulnerability theory. Industrialization, how easy it is to target the enemy, and terrain all play a significant role in the effectiveness of airpower as a means. The centralization of resources, population and industry make an industrial state much more vulnerable than an agrarian state. A state such as Germany in World War II is therefore much more vulnerable to air attack than an agrarian enemy such as Korea or North Vietnam. The ease of target identification from the air is also critical for airpower. A conventional mechanized army is much more vulnerable to air attack than an unconventional guerilla army. Vulnerability also plays a key role when we consider terrain. A dispersed enemy in difficult terrain may be nearly impossible to target solely from the air, while on open terrain he may be extremely vulnerable. The corollaries that can be derived from Builder’s vulnerability theory are nearly endless, but they all focus on two key capabilities required for airpower: first, the ability or airpower identify a target and second the ability of airpower to destroy it. If both cannot be done reliably, then airpower cannot be effectively employed. Applying this vulnerability theory to the failure of Vietnam, one readily arrives at the second major conclusion regarding Rolling Thunder. As introduced at the beginning of this section, Clausewitz says that the most far-reaching judgment to be made at the outset of a conflict is the nature of the war to be fought. In the Rolling Thunder period of 1965-1968, US forces were engaged primarily in a guerilla war against a limited number of Vietcong supported by North Vietnam. Not until the later Tet offensive did the nature of the war change to a more traditional conflict involving conventional North Vietnamese forces. Despite the fact that the Vietcong required meager supplies and had multiple routes to conduct their guerilla war, airpower was used in a tactical and interdiction role to attempt to intercept these supplies and bomb guerilla forces. A conventional air strategy was adopted against an agrarian and unconventional enemy. The enemy proved largely invulnerable to either strategy. It was not possible to interdict the small amount of ammunition and supplies that sustained the Vietcong. Since the Vietcong were indistinguishable from the local population and engaged in hit and run tactics, it was also very difficult to effectively apply tactical airpower in all but the most limited of circumstances. In short, the enemy and his supply lines could not be reliably located or targeted, so airpower was an inappropriate means for this stage of the war. The apparent invulnerability of certain targets to airpower continues to plague airpower application to this day. Mobile targets pose a particularly vexing problem. For example in Desert Storm, the negative political objective of keeping Israel out of the war drove what became “the great scud hunt,” consuming 1,460 strikes and a large percentage of the precious F-15E night sorties as well as a number of Special Operations teams. Nevertheless, a post war 14survey by American intelligence concluded that there is no proof “that CENTCOM succeeded in destroying a single SCUD.” 25 Similar failures occurred when we attempted to use airpower alone to stop the ethnic cleansing in Kosovo. Despite the bulk of the air effort originally concentrated on Serbian forces deployed in Kosovo, the US was unable to stop mobile Serbian forces armed with small weapons from evicting and burning the houses of ethnic Kosovars. From high altitude it was impossible to accurately identify and target mobile infantry forces acting unopposed against unarmed civilians. This process, called Time Sensitive Targeting, has improved in the air operations over Afghanistan, but only with the presence of ground forces to confirm and mark targets.  

Air Power Fails – Insurgency Wars

Air power reliance makes effective irregular warfare impossible – undermines missions like Iraq and Afghanistan 

Wheeler et al 8 – Winslow Wheeler, director of the Straus Military Reform Project of the Center for Defense Information, previously worked for four U.S. senators from both political parties and the Government Accountability Office on national security issues, et al., February 19, 2008, “F-22 Analysis: The Good, the Mad and the Surly,” online: http://www.cdi.org/friendlyversion/printversion.cfm?documentID=4212

The Air Force is quite right to keep the F-22 far away from those conflicts. The airplane is irrelevant to both, since its primary mission - to shoot down enemy aircraft - is useless against our opponents - al Qaeda, the Taliban, and other insurgents - who have no air force and don't want one. Worse, if the F-22 were it to appear in those theaters, it would almost certainly harm our war efforts. It is not just that its huge logistics tail would strain our already overstretched support forces in both theaters. But also, the F-22 has operating limitations. While it can carry two medium sized bombs to attack ground targets, it is a capability so modest our opponents in Iraq and Afghanistan might not even notice. It would also be ungracious to compare the F-22 to the ridiculously cheap, simple A-10 close air support aircraft that is built specifically for the ground support role and that has been indispensable for supporting soldiers in combat in both wars. It would be even more bad-mannered to point out that each A-10 can deliver per day eight times, or more, the payload that an F-22 can. More to the point, the F-22 would be counter-productive. Data from Afghanistan indicate that U.S. and allied forces may have killed more innocent civilians than the enemy has in the past year, and from Iraq we read report after report of civilians killed as a result of US action. A major part of those "collateral" civilian casualties come from aircraft flying too fast and too high to positively identify exactly what they are guiding their munitions to. As such, the F-22 is too "thin-skinned" to endure ground fire, even from assault rifles, and it is too expensive to risk flying close enough to the ground to identify targets. In a form of conflict where winning over the civilian population is key to success, F-22 participation - along with that of other high flying, high speed aircraft - may help the enemy more than us. By keeping the F-22 at its US bases, the Air Force is doing our forces in Iraq and Afghanistan a great favor. 


AT: Air Power Solves Conflict

Air power doesn’t solve stability- no empirics 

John J. Mearsheimer, Prof at U of Chicago, 2001, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, p. 108

Strategic bombing is unlikely to work for the same reasons that blockades usually fail to coerce an opponent: civilian populations can absorb tremendous pain and deprivation without rising up against their govern-ment. Political scientist Robert Pape succinctly summarizes the historical evidence regarding aerial punishment and popular revolt: "Over more than seventy-five years, the record of air power is replete with efforts to alter the behavior of states by attacking or threatening to attack large numbers of civilians. The incontrovertible conclusion from these cam-paigns is that air attack does not cause citizens to turn against their government. . . . In fact, in the more than thirty major strategic air campaigns that have thus far been waged, air power has never driven the masses into the streets to demand anything."" Furthermore, modern industrial economies are not fragile structures that can be easily destroyed, even by massive bombing attacks. To paraphrase Adam Smith, there is a lot of room for ruin in a great power's economy. This targeting strategy makes even less sense against minor powers, because they invariably have small industrial bases.  

Air power fails—even with perfect technology lack of information will hinder operations

William Arkin, Senior Military Adviser, 2002, Human Rights Watch, NPR, July 24

Mr. ARKIN: Well, I think it's really fruitless at this point to argue about whether weapons do or do not work. They do work. Does every weapon work perfectly? No. But just as much as you expect to go to the office every day these days, turn on your computer and have it work and have it crash less often than it used to, and be able to buy cheaper and cheaper and more and more reliable electronics, that same revolution has been captured in weaponry. And we see that in spades in the Joint Direct Attack Munition, the satellite-guided bomb, which was first used in Yugoslavia and has now been used, over four and a half thousand of them, in Afghanistan. So I think that really focusing on whether weapons do or do not work is really missing the point. It's where those weapons are used and where they're applied, how the targets are selected, what the rules of engagement are, whether or not we're confident about the intelligence. And to some degree, while I agree with earlier comments that intelligence may be a bigger problem than air power is, the reality is that air power strategy is derived from our confidence in our intelligence. And if we don't have good enough intelligence to support the military strategies that we choose to undertake, then we're going to find ourselves in dragged-out conflicts in which we really don't have the adequate intelligence information in order to implement our own strategies.


AT: ME Proves Air Power Works

ME model is inaccurate—conditions were unique 
USAF Captain David Willard PARSONS, teaches strategy at the Air War College, 1997 “British Air Control:  a Model for the Application of Air Power in Low-Intensity Conflict?” Sept 15, http://stinet.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA329097&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf
Indeed, air power played a major role during the Gulf War; however, the remarkable success of air power may have had more to do with the unique characteristics of the conflict than the "maturation" of air power doctrine. Iraq and 13 Kuwait are desert countries where air power is more decisive against enemy forces due to lack of adequate cover. Additionally, the static nature of Iraqi operations allowed coalition air forces to suppress any credible air defense threat and to continually pound stationary enemy targets.


AT: Air Power Solves Lybia

No it doesn’t

USA Today, Jim Michaels, staff writer, 3/30/2011, “Air power won't seal win for Libyan rebels,” http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/2011-03-29-libya_N.htm //vkoneru

Libyan rebel forces backed by U.S.-led airstrikes were fighting their way toward Tripoli on Tuesday but air power alone will not topple the stronghold of Libyan leader Moammar Gadhafi, military experts said. Experts said the untrained and poorly equipped rebels will need arms, training and air attacks to oust Gadhafi militarily. "Air power in and of itself will not be decisive," said Peter Mansoor, a military history professor at Ohio State University who served as a brigade commander in Iraq. "It can prevent the rebels from losing," he said. "It won't necessarily allow them to win." Warplanes of the United States, France and Britain have been striking Libyan tanks and some bases in the open desert to prevent the rebel-held cities from being overrun. The pounding forced government troops to pull back from some cities, a retreat that was followed by rebel forces chasing them westward toward Tripoli. On Tuesday, Libyan government tanks and rockets pounded rebel forces into a panicked retreat outside Sirte on the coastal road to Tripoli. Gadhafi's forces are dug in with heavy weaponry at Sirte that the rebels lack, and Tripoli likely will have even more formidable defenses. Ousting Gadhafi and taking control of Tripoli requires a more organized and better-equipped rebel force, military analysts said. "To finish this conflict, at some point the rebels have to establish a ground capability," Mansoor said. "Given that they're starting from a very amateurish level, it's going to take some time to build up their capabilities." A key question, military analysts said, is whether the coalition will maintain the air campaign long enough for rebels to build their forces to the strength needed to oust Gadhafi. Ken Pollack of the Saban Center for Middle East Policy at the Brookings Institution asked, "If it takes two years to build up a capable opposition, are the French and Brits going to be willing to provide" continued air coverage during that time? How quickly the rebels build capabilities will depend on whether they can get outside help and supplies, experts said. The White House has said no U.S. ground troops will participate in the mission. Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton said Tuesday that the allies have not decided whether to arm the rebels, but have discussed providing non-military assistance. The rebels are not facing a formidable force, military analysts said, but the forces are better organized than the rebels and have artillery, rockets and tanks.



*****Soft Power Advantage*****

***AFF – Int’l Cooperation***

UQ – Int’l Backlash Now

Soft power low- more cooperative space policy key to reverse 

Trevor Brown, (BA, Indiana University; MSc, S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University [Singapore]) is a new author interested in political, economic, and military strategy for the medium of space. 5/09 soft power and space weaponization, http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/brown.html
The problem for the United States is that other nations believe it seeks to monopolize space in order to further its hegemonic dominance. In recent years, a growing number of nations have vocally objected to this perceived agenda. Poor US diplomacy on the issue of space weaponization contributes to increased geopolitical backlashes of the sort leading to the recent decline in US soft power—the ability to attract others by the legitimacy of policies and the values that underlie them—which, in turn, has restrained overall US national power despite any gains in hard power (i.e., the ability to coerce). The United States should not take its soft power lightly since decreases in that attribute over the past decade have led to increases in global influence for strategic competitors, particularly Russia and China. The ramifications have included a gradual political, economic, and social realignment, otherwise known as “multipolarism” and translated as waning US power and influence. “Soft power, therefore, is not just a matter of ephemeral popularity; it is a means of obtaining outcomes the United States wants. . . . When the United States becomes so unpopular that being pro-American is a kiss of death in other countries’ domestic politics, foreign political leaders are unlikely to make helpful concessions. . . . And when U.S. policies lose their legitimacy in the eyes of others, distrust grows, reducing U.S. leverage in international affairs.” Due to US losses of soft power, the international community now views with suspicion any legitimate concerns that the United States may have about protecting critical assets in space, making it far more difficult politically for the Air Force to make plans to offer such protection.

The US is forfeiting considerable ground for soft power by expanding military space dominance; the US must nurture space leadership internationally to restore credibility

Eve Lichtgarn, Attorney practicing in the Los Angeles area, July 23, 2007  “Review: Space as a Strategic Asset”, Book Review of Space as a Strategic Asset by Joan Johnson-Freese, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/913/1

The core problem with US space policy, she emphasizes, is America’s unrelenting militarization and weaponization of space. “While the rest of the world seeks to increase its ability to use space assets for information linkages required for economic growth in a globalized world, the United State sees much of the technology they are seeking as militarily sensitive and, consequently, is trying to stop its spread. That initial clash of ambitions is further exacerbated by the parallel emphasis the United States places on expanding its space superiority to space dominance.” Fear and national security issues have made the US inherently nervous about “dual-use” technology such as satellites, lasers, and GPS, which have military and civilian applications. Johnson-Freese points out that, initially, the US deliberately inserted timing errors into transmissions to downgrade the accuracy of nonmilitary GPS receivers with the intent of discouraging foreign military exploitation of the technology. However, the unintended result was to motivate foreign entities to develop their own GPS systems. She makes a compelling argument that “through clumsy rather than intentionally nefarious use of its considerable power, the U.S. is perceived as a rogue nation in its own right. Other nations regard the U.S. as skirting international law in its treatment of war prisoners, lack of support for international treaties, and proclivity toward preemption and unilateralism. In the space arena, movement toward space weapons further reinforces this perception. The commitment of the U.S. to a regime in space based on legal premises and parameters would demonstrate its commitment to the rule of law at a time when that commitment is doubted, and when it is dearly needed to support U.S. efforts to spread democracy and principles of good governance.” Johnson-Freese believes a robust manned space program is necessary for nurturing soft power internationally. “As long as the U.S. manned space vision is purely about exploration, its future is uncertain. As long as its future is uncertain, so too is American leadership in manned space. It is ours to lose. Other countries, particularly Russia and China, have manned space capabilities, and China offers another option to countries that already have experienced partnerships with the U.S. Letting go of its leadership in manned space might be tolerable under some circumstances, but not now. Currently, the U.S. is considering forfeiting an area that has long yielded soft power when soft power is most needed.” At the root of the dilemma is funding. We need only look back to our Moon project to see this. Johnson-Freese says clearly, “The lesson of Apollo is simple: without a strategic purpose, manned space flight is not deemed sufficiently important to warrant the kind of government resource investment necessary for success.” If a strategic purpose is a prerequisite, the resource investment is daunting. “The rule of thumb in calculating the cost of developing space technology—and this should be remembered later, when estimated costs for developing a new crew exploration vehicle (CEV) or missile defense are cited—is to take the high estimate, and double it.”


UQ – Int’l Backlash Now

The United States is losing measures of space cooperation by adopting a strategy of military space dominance; denying other countries their space assets crushes international legitimacy

Marc Kaufman, reporter for the Washington Post, 7/9/08, “US Finds It’s Getting Crowded Out There: Dominance in Space Slips as Other Nations Step Up Efforts”, http://www.globalpolicy.org/empire/challenges/competitors/2008/0709space.htm

The study by Futron, which consults for public clients such as NASA and the Defense Department, as well as the private space industry, also reported that the United States is losing its dominance in orbital launches and satellites built. In 2007, 53 American-built satellites were launched -- about 50 percent of the total. In 1998, 121 new U.S. satellites went into orbit. In two areas, the space prowess of the United States still dominates. Its private space industry earned 75 percent of the worldwide corporate space revenue, and the U.S. military has as many satellites as all other nations combined. But that, too, is changing. Russia has increased its military space spending considerably since the collapse of the Soviet Union. In May, Japan's parliament authorized the use of outer space for defense purposes, signaling increased spending on rockets and spy satellites. And China's military is building a wide range of capabilities in space, a commander of U.S. space forces said last month. Last year, China tested its ground-based anti-satellite technology by destroying an orbiting weather satellite -- a feat that left behind a cloud of dangerous space debris and considerable ill will. Ironically, efforts to deny space technology to potential enemies have hampered American cooperation with other nations and have limited sales of U.S.-made hardware. Concerned about Chinese use of space technology for military purposes, Congress ramped up restrictions on rocket and satellite sales, and placed them under the cumbersome International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR). In addition, sales of potentially "dual use" technology have to be approved the State Department rather than the Commerce Department. The result has been a surge of rocket and satellite production abroad and the creation of foreign-made satellites that use only homegrown components to avoid complex U.S. restrictions under ITAR and the Iran Nonproliferation Act. That law, passed in 2000, tightened a ban on direct or indirect sales of advanced technology to Iran (especially by Russia). As a result, a number of foreign governments are buying European satellites and paying the Chinese, Indian and other space programs to launch them. "Some of these companies moved ahead in some areas where, I'm sorry to say, we are no longer the world leaders," Griffin said. Joan Johnson-Freese, a space and national security expert at the Naval War College in Rhode Island, said the United States has been so determined to maintain military space dominance that it is losing ground in commercial space uses and space exploration. "We're giving up our civilian space leadership, which many of us think will have huge strategic implications," she said. "Other nations are falling over each other to work together in space; they want to share the costs and the risks," she added. "Because of the dual-use issue, we really don't want to globalize."

UQ – Soft Power Low – Obama

Conn Carroll, Heritage Expert, 3/16/11, Morning Bell: Obama Dithers While American Credibility Burns, http://blog.heritage.org/2011/03/16/morning-bell-obama-dithers-while-american-credibility-burns/
President Barack Obama invited ESPN into the White House yesterday so that The Worldwide Leader In Sports could tape his picks for the 2011 NCAA basketball tournament. The President picked all frontrunners. Good for him. Meanwhile, 5,000 miles away, a Libyan rebel defending the town of Ajdabiya from Muammar Qadhafi loyalists told The Washington Post: “These politicians are liars. They just talk and talk, but they do nothing.” One hundred miles north, in the rebel stronghold of Benghazi, rebel spokeswoman Iman Bugaighis told The New York Times that Western nations had “lost any credibility.” President Obama cannot be blamed for the failure of the rebels to hold off advances by Qadhafi’s army. But he can be blamed for raising expectations for U.S. military action beyond what he was prepared to commit. On March 3, President Obama said: “With respect to our willingness to engage militarily, … I’ve instructed the Department of Defense … to examine a full range of options. I don’t want us hamstrung. … Going forward, we will continue to send a clear message: The violence must stop. Muammar Gaddafi has lost legitimacy to lead, and he must leave.” Heritage Vice President for Foreign and Defense Policy Studies Kim Holmes writes: “This is the worst of all worlds. People in the Middle East (not to mention Americans) are rightly confused by the mismatch between the Administration’s rhetoric and actions.” The tragedy unfolding in Libya is just another example of why the Obama Doctrine was destined to fail. The Obama Doctrine is ill-suited to dealing with the world as it is. It assumes that big problems can be solved with big words while the messy details take care of themselves. It places far too much confidence in international entities, disregards for the importance of American independence, and fails to emphasize American exceptionalism. Diplomacy is fundamental to the conduct of American foreign policy. That is why the Founders removed the conduct of diplomacy from the states of the Union and placed its practice under the President of the United States. But the Obama Doctrine misunderstands how diplomacy ought to be practiced. Heritage Senior Research Fellow Ted Bromund explains: The purpose of American diplomacy never changes: It is to secure the national interests of the United States. … Irresponsible diplomacy comes in many forms. Diplomacy without strength does not even merit the name of diplomacy.  Treaties that fail to respect President Ronald Reagan’s dictum of ‘trust, but verify’ are reckless. Treaties that are negotiated merely to encourage foreigners to think better of the United States are unwise. Far too often, President Obama has hoped that fancy words, grand apologies, and supplicant treaties would strengthen our security by making the world think better of us. They do not. This does not mean that the Obama Administration should do something rash, like implement a no-fly zone in Libya, just so it looks like it is doing something. It does mean that to save his presidency and protect the interests of the nation, business as usual in the White House has got to stop. 

UQ – Soft Power Low – Obama

Obama credibility low

The Worden Report ,7/19/11,Presiding over a Debt Precipice, http://thewordenreport.blogspot.com/2011/07/presiding-over-debt-precipice.html
In the context of a rapidly approaching deadline on increasing the ceiling on U.S. Government debt, Barak Obama found himself rebuffing pressure from anti-tax “Tea Party” Republicans in the U.S. House while needing enough non-partisan credibility for his warning of an impending economic catastrophe to be believed by the citizenry and Congress. That is to say, Obama’s failure to stand back as the Democrats and Republicans in Congress duked it out on spending cuts and tax increases mitigated his stature or credibility as Presider in Chief. To preside is to be oriented to the viability of the whole. This means stepping in when the system itself is at risk. Partisan involvement compromises the ability to function in a failsafe capacity.  Concretely, as the deadline on raising the debt-ceiling approached, someone with credibility was needed to stand up and get the attention of the partisans to say: We are running out of time. You need to come to an agreement. Taking and advancing one of the sides of the dispute detracted from Barak Obama’s ability to act as the party oriented to the deadline itself. It left the deadline itself vulnerable because the role designed to protect it was also interested in advancing a certain agreement (and killing another). I contend, therefore, that Obama’s priorities were at odds with that of how his office is designed to function in the system. The system itself is left vulnerable.  By analogy, a fire inspector is hired to sit in a crowded theatre to keep an eye on the building in case one of the special effects of the play causes a fire. Keeping an eye on the theatre itself, including backstage and the balcony, is less interesting than watching the plot unfold on stage. Taking the side of the protagonist, the inspector is diverted from noticing the smoke at the back of the balcony. The theatre, and its occupants, are at risk because the inspector does not reach the stage in time. To be sure, watching a play is more interesting, but the inspector role is designed to look out for the people as a whole—indeed, the theatre itself. Now, say the theatre is host to a debate, and that the inspector steps on stage to take part in it. Not only is he or she distracted from keeping an eye out for sabotage, people in the audience favoring the other side on the debate might not believe the inspector’s eventual announcement that they must leave the building.  In 2010, Barak Obama remarked to the press after a partisan meeting with Congressional leaders, “Being bipartisan cannot mean that Democrats give up everything they believe in, find the handful of things that Republicans have been advocating for, and we do those things, and then we have bipartisanship.” Even as his statement sounds fair, to make it from a partisan position from the presidential podium undercuts the presiding nature of the Presidency. How might Republicans have reacted to the President had he then announced an emergency and indicated what needed to be done to avert disaster? While his detractors would probably not doubt his veracity, in the face of an impending disaster every bit of credibility that the Presidency itself is capable of is necessary.  In the context of the debt-ceiling showdown in July 2011, the president’s pushback against the House Republicans compromised his warning that “we are now in the eleventh hour; we don’t have time for smoke and mirrors.” Whereas the warning is oriented to the deadline, the pushback was partisan in nature. What would prevent Republicans from assuming that the “smoke and mirrors” comment was just as partisan (and thus could be safely relegated or dismissed)? The president would have been better advised to let the Democrats in the U.S. Senate fight the partisan battle with the Republicans in the House while he, the presider in chief, saved his political and reputational capital to act as an alarm clock, for there is no other than the president. In effect, wanting it both ways (pushing one of two sides and sounding the alarm) is like putting a pillow over the clock. In the case of the debt ceiling, America could not afford sleeping in. In allowing our presidents to be so partisan, We the People rack up tremendous systemic risk without realizing it. It is as though we have forgotten the old question, Who is watching the store? We simply assume the status quo, wherein the store's very existence is not in question. 

UQ – Soft Power Low – Terrorism

Joseph S. Nye, Jr.. Foreign Affairs. New York: May/Jun 2004. The Decline of America's Soft Power Vol. 83, Iss. 3; p17-18
With the end of the Cold War, soft power seemed expendable, and Americans became more interested in saving money than in investing in soft power. Between 1989 and 1999, the budget of the United States Information Agency (usia) decreased ten percent; resources for its mission in Indonesia, the world's largest Muslim nation, were cut in half. By the time it was taken over by the State Department at the end of the decade, usia had only 6,715 employees (compared to 12,000 at its peak in the mid-1960s). During the Cold War, radio broadcasts funded by Washington reached half the Soviet population and 70 to 80 percent of the population in Eastern Europe every week; on the eve of the September 11 attacks, a mere two percent of Arabs listened to the Voice of America (voa). The annual number of academic and cultural exchanges, meanwhile, dropped from 45,000 in 1995 to 29,000 in 2001. Soft power had become so identified with fighting the Cold War that few Americans noticed that, with the advent of the information revolution, soft power was becoming more important, not less. It took the September 11 attacks to remind the United States of this fact. But although Washington has rediscovered the need for public diplomacy, it has failed to master the complexities of wielding soft power in an information age. Some people in government now concede that the abolition of usia was a mistake, but there is no consensus on whether to recreate it or to reorganize its functions, which were dispersed within the State Department after the Clinton administration gave in to the demands of Senator Jesse Helms (R-N.C.). The board that oversees the voa, along with a number of specialized radio stations, has taken some useful steps -- such as the establishment of Radio Sawa to broadcast in Arabic, Radio Farda to broadcast in Farsi, and the Arabic-language TV station Al Hurra. The White House has created its own Office of Global Communications. But much more is needed, especially in the Middle East. Autocratic regimes in the Middle East have eradicated their liberal opposition, and radical Islamists are in most cases the only dissenters left. They feed on anger toward corrupt regimes, opposition to U.S. policies, and popular fears of modernization. Liberal democracy, as they portray it, is full of corruption, sex, and violence -- an impression reinforced by American movies and television and often exacerbated by the extreme statements of some especially virulent Christian preachers in the United States. Nonetheless, the situation is not hopeless. Although modernization and American values can be disruptive, they also bring education, jobs, better health care, and a range of new opportunities. Indeed, polls show that much of the Middle East craves the benefits of trade, globalization, and improved communications. American technology is widely admired, and American culture is often more attractive than U.S. policies. Given such widespread (albeit ambivalent) moderate views, there is still a chance of isolating the extremists. Democracy, however, cannot be imposed by force. The outcome in Iraq will be of crucial importance, but success will also depend on policies that open regional economies, reduce bureaucratic controls, speed economic growth, improve educational systems, and encourage the types of gradual political changes currently taking place in small countries such as Bahrain, Oman, Kuwait, and Morocco. The development of intellectuals, social groups, and, eventually, countries that show that liberal democracy is not inconsistent with Muslim culture will have a beneficial effect like that of Japan and South Korea, which showed that democracy could coexist with indigenous Asian values. But this demonstration effect will take time -- and the skillful deployment of soft-power resources b by the United States in concert with other democracies, nongovernmental organizations, and the United Nations.

UQ – Soft Power Low – China

Paul G. Pickowicz, distinguished professor of history and Chinese studies at the University of California, San Diego and the inaugural holder of the U.C. San Diego Modern Chinese History Endowed Chair, 2009 volume 16 number 4, China's Soft Power: The Case for a Critical and Multidimensional Approach, http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/china_review_international/v016/16.4.pickowicz.html
Is Chinese "soft power" really transforming the world? Joshua Kurlantzick and Yale University Press provide us with a neat, definitive answer: yes. In 2007, Kurlantzick published a book entitled Charm Offensive: How China's Soft Power is Transforming [End Page 439] the World. Looking closely at the period from approximately 1999 to 2006 (virtually all his sources were published during those years), Kurlantzick makes the following case. The prestige of the United States and its relations with China were not going well. There was the terrorist attack of September 11, 2001, followed by an unpopular war in Iraq launched by an increasingly unpopular U.S. president (George Bush). The glory days of the Clinton presidency were over. With respect to Sino-American bilateral relations, there was the U.S. missile strike on the Chinese embassy in Belgrade in 1999 and then the nasty spy plane incident off the coast of Hainan in 2001. At approximately the same time, China was becoming an extremely important world economic force. For the first time in its modern history, China was a major actor in international relations and had plenty of money to spend on upgrading its global prestige and influence. "Since most economists," Kurlantzick asserted, "project that China's economy will continue to expand between 7 and 10 percent per year, Beijing can continue its rapid growth in trade" (p. 94). "Emerging from a shell of defensive diplomacy dating back decades," Kirlantzick argues, "China [starting in 2001] was suddenly engaging with the world, wooing friends with a subtle, softer approach, and using its popularity to make gains" (p. ix). China wanted to "rebrand." Until that time, "China either paid no attention to public diplomacy or, when it did, made clumsy attempts that bordered on pure propaganda" (p. 61). Soon, however, China moved rapidly toward a "more nuanced public relations, even changing the name of the Party's Propaganda Department to the Publicity Department" (p. 62). "In a short period of time," he explains, "China appears to have created a systematic, coherent soft power strategy, and a set of soft power tools to implement that strategy" (p. xi). Charm Offensive conveys a sense of emergency, even panic. "[F]ew had anticipated this more nuanced and effective Chinese diplomacy" (p. ix). Thus, there was an urgent need to "consider how China's softer forms of influence might change countries' views of China" (p. x). China's soft power strategy, he predicts, will "transform international relations" and thus transform the world (p. xi). "In the worst-case scenario," Kurlantzick concludes, "China eventually will use soft power to push countries to choose between closer ties with Washington and closer ties to Beijing" (p. xii). "In a short period of time, Beijing has proven that it can shift its foreign policy quickly and woo the world, often focusing on countries America has alienated," he argues. "China has drastically changed its image in many parts of the world from dangerous to benign" (p. 226), and has done so by upgrading its public diplomacy, increasing cultural exchanges, hosting overseas scholars, expanding the international reach of its media, projecting a desirable image of the Chinese state, and cultivating public opinion in other nations.

Vincent Wei-cheng Wang, Associate Professor and Chair Department of Political Science University of Richmond, 2011, Project Muse, Toward a U.S.-China Comparative Critique: Indigenous Rights and National Expansion in Alex Kuo's Panda Diaries, p 46-48

Since September 11 the United States has focused strategic policy on the Middle East. Seven years and two wars (Afghanistan and Iraq) later, Washington’s preoccupation with the war on terrorism and the Bush administration’s unilateralist style have seriously eroded America’s international prestige and “soft power.” Meanwhile, an overextended and distracted United States fails to appreciate the seismic strategic shift in the Asia-Pacific caused by the rise of China as an economic, military, and diplomatic power. If the current strategic priority of the United States is to defeat jihadist extremists, the long-term challenge is to cope with a powerful China exhibiting rapidly expanding capabilities but uncertain intentions. During the election, both Democrats and Republicans articulated optimistic expectations for U.S.-China relations. “We will encourage China to play a responsible role as a growing power—to help lead in addressing the common problems of the 21st century,” vowed the Democrats. “We will welcome the emergence of a peaceful and prosperous China, and we will welcome even more the development of a democratic China,” proclaimed the GOP. But what if actual trajectories differ from these scenarios? During the campaigning, both Barack Obama and John McCain apparently accepted certain truisms of the mainstream view on China policy since 1972: (1) comprehensive engagement with China is better than confrontational alternatives (although China’s human rights record remains poor), (2) facilitating China’s integration into the global community gives China incentives to act as a “responsible stakeholder” (a term coined by Robert Zoellick, former deputy secretary of state), and (3) a “one China” policy under which the United States maintains official ties with the mainland and unofficial relations with Taiwan serves U.S. national interests (notwithstanding the reality that this outdated policy is unfair and demeaning to democratic Taiwan). In previous elections, China policy often became a campaign issue, with challengers often attacking the China policy of the incumbent. In 1980 Ronald Reagan criticized President Carter’s derecognition of Taiwan and vowed to reestablish official ties with Taiwan. In 1992 Bill Clinton chastised “tyrants from Baghdad to Beijing” and vowed to link China’s then annual renewal of MFN (most favored nation) status with improvement in human rights. In 2000 George W. Bush criticized Clinton’s pursuit of a “strategic partnership” with China and called China a “strategic competitor.” Pundits point out, however, that once these candidates were in power, they all reverted to mainstream policy. This must mean that mainstream policy has stood the test of time. Some might even 


UQ – Soft Power Low – China

argue that the absence of debates over China in this election suggests that all is well. Yet complacency is perilous. First, owing to annual growth rates of 10% over the past three decades, China now has the resources to compete with the United States. If current trends in growth differentials continue (China’s economic growth rate in 2007 was 11.9%, and the U.S. rate was 2%), China’s economy is projected to overtake the U.S. economy by 2023 (in official exchange rates terms) or 2015 (in purchasing power parity terms). China has now amassed the world’s largest foreign exchange reserves ($1.809 trillion in June 2008), enabling the PRC to modernize its military, bankroll U.S. debt, compete for oil and resources, and buy diplomatic recognition (e.g., from Costa Rica). With the world’s second largest military expenditure (growing by double-digits for each of the past eighteen years by official figures, though the real figures may be two or three times higher), China is improving its military capabilities for offshore naval and ballistic missile operations aimed at preparing a military solution to the Taiwan “problem” and denying possible U.S. intervention. Since 1898, U.S. strategy in Asia has been to keep the Asian region from being dominated by a hostile power. That China is entering the maritime sphere traditionally overseen by both the United States and its allies is beginning to upset the balance of power between continental and maritime powers that has so far kept the peace. Second, while most Asian countries still want the United States to remain in Asia, China has so charmed its neighbors that the United States’ Asian allies now tell Washington that they prefer not to choose between China and the United States. As of 2006 China has overtaken the United States as top trading partner of Japan, South Korea, Taiwan, and several Southeast Asian nations. China avidly promotes Asian regionalism (e.g., the East Asia Summit, the Shanghai Cooperation Organisation, and both ASEAN +1 and ASEAN +3) that excludes the United States. In the developing world, the “Beijing Consensus” (or developmental authoritarianism) is emerging as an attractive alternative to the Washington Consensus (neo-liberal reform). While China has professed a policy of “peaceful rise,” its ultimate intention after the country ascends remains unclear. Consequently, the U.S. administration should focus on the strategic implications of a rising China, adopt a hedging strategy, rejuvenate the U.S. economy, and revitalize the Asian alliance. Although some fear that the new president might challenge China on its currency and thereby trigger a trade war, the strategic challenge of China’s economic rise is what the administration should focus on. Soft power, like so much else in relations between the People’s Republic of China and Taiwan, is asymmetrical and freighted with implications for U.S. policy and U.S.-China relations. For China, soft power largely serves—or strives—to reduce alarm (or at least reaction) among other states concerned about China’s new-found hard power or, perhaps more realistically, the hard power that China’s economic rise can underwrite. Much of the value for Beijing of soft power is—and is likely to remain for quite some time— its potential contribution to reducing the likelihood that other states will react to China’s rising hard power in ways that could threaten China’s interests. China’s accretion and use of soft power can be a palliative, genuinely allaying other states’ worries about a ‘‘China threat.’’ Short of that, soft power can divert other states’ foreign policymaking from assessments based solely on China’s growing capabilities into more complex ones focusing on intent as well, giving Beijing a second front or a second chance to dissuade balancing or containment-oriented responses. Or, more modestly still, China’s soft power assets and initiatives can provide arguments (or at least cover) for those in policy circles abroad who oppose stronger reactions to China’s rise, whether rooted in calculations of national or narrower parochial interest, political preference, expectations of opportunities to free ride on U.S.-provided international security public goods, or other reasons. As China’s hard power resources continue to rise and Beijing undertakes efforts to cultivate and employ greater soft power, the PRC may turn to relying on soft power to pursue more assertive and potentially status quo-altering ends, but it has not done so yet. Taiwan is a major element in China’s soft power agenda, and one toward which China’s aims have long been less than fully pro-status quo. Taiwan is both the immediate target of some PRC uses of soft power and the indirect object of others, primarily those seeking to undermine other states’  support for conferral of state-like status on the Republic of China (ROC)/Taiwan. For Taiwan, soft power matters a great deal. Soft power offers Taiwan a vital if uncertain substitute for hard power resources that it otherwise lacks. It provides an indispensible means for seeking support from the United States and others in the international community and for parrying China’s efforts to use soft power to its advantage in pursuing its Taiwan policy. The current version of cross-Strait soft power competition is the latest installment in a decades-old and long-evolving contest that predates widespread use of the term ‘‘soft power.’’ The contest takes place on many fronts. It surely will continue to change with the ongoing growth of China’s power (whether hard or soft) and ambition and developments in cross-Strait and U.S.-China-Taiwan relations. 

UQ – Soft Power Low

US soft power declining- rapidly deflating bubble

Kishore Mahbubani , former Singapore diplomat and now dean of the Lee Kuan Yew School of Public Policy at the National University of Singapore, 20 July 2011, Dalai Lama meeting damages US status as world power, http://www.tibetsun.com/elsewhere/2011/07/20/dalai-lama-meeting-damages-us-status-as-world-power/
Mahbubani : Let me put across a very different point of view from what Joe said about the United States. Again, I always emphasize that America has done more good than harm to the world. But at the same time it’s important to recognize that American soft power is the fastest deflating bubble that we have seen in the world today. It was part of the artificial moment of history of Western domination of the world, but that soft power is dissipating rapidly. If you look in terms of what America has stood for on human rights, you’ve gone from the Soviet Union producing the Gulag of the day to America producing the Guantánamo of the day. You’ve seen America remain silent on the horrible things happening in Gaza. When Vice President Gore tells everyone, “Be careful of CO2 emissions,” he can educate the world, but cannot educate his own population. When the dust settles, and when China is the No. 1 economy and India is the No. 2 economy, they’re not going to just sit back and passively accept every rule that America has written for the world. The rest of the world, paradoxically, is more ready than Americans for a globalization that Americans themselves are creating. 

Link – Exploration Solves Soft Power

Military space focus kills soft power—Space exploration is key

Trevor Brown, BA, Indiana University; MSc, S. Rajaratnam School of International Studies, Nanyang Technological University, 1 March 2009, Air & Space Power Journal - Spring 2009, “Soft Power and Space Weaponization,” http://www.airpower.au.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/brown.html
Analysts believe that the United States’ determination to maintain dominance in military space has caused it to lose ground in commercial space and space exploration. They maintain that the United States is giving up its civilian space leadership—an action that will have huge strategic implications.31 Although the US public may be indifferent to space commerce or scientific activities, technological feats in space remain something of a marvel to the broader world. In 1969 the world was captivated by man’s first walk on the moon. The Apollo program paid huge dividends in soft power at a time when the United States found itself dueling with the Soviets to attract other nations into its ideological camp. Unless the United States has a strong presence on the moon at the time of China’s manned lunar landing, scheduled for 2017, much of the world will have the impression that China has approached the United States in terms of technological sophistication and comprehensive national power.32 If recent trends hold, this is likely to come at a time when the new and emerging ideological confrontation between Beijing and Washington will have intensified considerably.33

Link – SPS = Int’l Coop

The US can exercise and promote the peaceful utilization of space via SPS development, spurring international cooperation 

NSSO, National Security Space Office, Report to the Director, October 10, 2007, “Space-Based Solar Power As an Opportunity for Strategic Security; Phase 0 Architecture Feasibility Study”, http://www.nss.org/settlement/ssp/library/final-sbsp-interim-assessment-release-01.pdf

FINDING:  The SBSP Study Group found that no outright policy or legal showstoppers exist to prevent the development of SBSP.  Full-scale SBSP, however, will require a permissive international regime, and construction of this new regime is in every way a challenge nearly equal to the construction of the satellite itself. The interim review did not uncover any hard show-stoppers in the international legal or regulatory regime.  Many nations are actively studying Space-Based Solar Power.  Canada, the UK, France, the European Space Agency, Japan, Russia, India, and China, as well as several equatorial nations have all expressed past or present interest in SBSP.  International conferences such as the United Nations -- connected UNISPACE III are continually held on the subject and there is even a UN-affiliated non-governmental organization, the Sunsat Energy Council, that is dedicated to promoting the study and development of SBSP.    The International Union of Radio Science (URSI) has published at least one document supporting the concept, and a study of the subject by the International Telecommunications Union (ITU) is presently ongoing. There seems to be significant global interest in promoting the peaceful use of space, sustainable development, and carbon neutral energy sources, indicating that perhaps an open avenue exists for the United States to exercise “soft power” via the development of SBSP. That there are no show-stoppers should in no way imply that an adequate or supportive regime is in place.  Such a regime must address liability, indemnity, licensing, tech transfer, frequency allocations, orbital slot assignment, assembly and parking orbits, and transit corridors.    These will likely involve significant increases in Space Situational Awareness, data-sharing, Space Traffic Control, and might include some significant similarities to the International Civil Aviation Organization’s (ICAO) role for facilitating safe international air travel.  Very likely the construction of a truly adequate regime will take as long as the satellite technology development itself, and so consideration must be given to beginning work on the construction of such a framework immediately.


IL – Transparency

Only a policy of space transparency can sustain US international cooperation and promote peaceful uses of space

Maj. Patrick A. Brown, Space Protection Program (Integration), November 2008, USAF Headquarters Air Force Space Command/National, Reconnaissance Office, Peterson AFB, Colorado, “Promoting the Safe and Responsible Use of Space: Toward a 21st Century Transparency Framework”, High Frontier: The Journal for Space & Missile Professionals, Volume 5, Number 1.

Since the dawn of the Space Age, the United States has consistently expressed its commitment to the basic principles first advanced by the US, and its support for the Outer Space Treaty and other elements of international law. The most fundamental principle is the safe and responsible use of space. With public and congressional opinion keenly focused on the need to protect US economic and national security space interests, and the need to preclude any misunderstanding of intentions in space, this article proposes a conception of ways and means that approaches space protection through increased transparency with the objective to promote global prosperity. The current environment of relatively stable relations between space-faring nations allows for the international community to evolve, increase and delineate transparency efforts before sterner tests of resolve, patience and commitment can occur. As a leading proponent of international cooperation to ensure safe and responsible use of space through measures such as mitigation of orbital debris and collision avoidance warning, there is significant value of increased voluntary transparency measures. A renewed effort toward a transparency framework consistent with US National Space Policy and enabling international cooperation has the potential to enhance satellite safety and reduce uncertainty in an evolving space security environment. Shared knowledge through space situational awareness will be the key factor for this effort.

A model of space transparency promotes effective international engagement

Maj. Patrick A. Brown, Space Protection Program (Integration), November 2008, USAF Headquarters Air Force Space Command/National, Reconnaissance Office, Peterson AFB, Colorado, “Promoting the Safe and Responsible Use of Space: Toward a 21st Century Transparency Framework”, High Frontier: The Journal for Space & Missile Professionals, Volume 5, Number 1.

This investment of time and funds to support engagement will prove invaluable over time and is essential to strengthening relationships prior to any adverse changes in the current the geopolitical environment. The international community must be prepared for rogue nations or irrational actors to conduct actions in or through space contrary to the purpose of this article. Acceleration of efforts toward these ends now while the space environment is relatively stable and resources are primed, ensure a sustained focus envisaged to reap mutual benefits and preserve the peaceful use of the space domain for the global commons. Historically, the US has rested on the assumption of the US as an “indispensable nation.”7 The National Defense Strategy on some level supports this comment: “The security of the United States is tightly bound up with the security of the broader international system.”8 With respect to space, despite the abundance of US capability to provide situational awareness, the proliferation of space assets and services, the global dependence on those services, and the ever increasing pressures to promote ideals without an overt use of power, soft or hard, will encourage the international community to readjust to a new reality of increased and sustained transparency geared toward promoting global prosperity. The National Defense Strategy goes on to say, “… our strategy seeks to build the capacity of fragile or vulnerable partners to withstand internal threats and external aggression while improving the capacity of the international system itself to withstand the challenge posed by rogue states and would-be hegemons.”9


IL – Legitimacy Key to Soft Power

Robert Cooper, 2004, HARD POWER, SOFT POWER AND THE GOALS OF DIPLOMACY, In: David Held/Mathias Koenig-Archibugi (eds), American Power in the, 21st Century, pp. 167-180
NATO was a success for soft power. It was cheaper for the USA to secure cooperation from West European allies by being friendly and giving them some say in the system than it would have been if it had tried to operate like the Soviet Union. It is also questionable whether the American people would have permitted that. The USA may not have chosen soft power consciously nor did the USSR choose hard power consciously: that is just the way that they were. Within the Soviet Union Stalin’s terror came close to achieving the ultimate horror of a pure hard power system – where people were disoriented and even normal social ceased to function. Earlier, however, it had seemed that the Soviet Union had quite a lot of soft power at its disposal. For a period it seemed to represent some attractive ideals, to be a force for modernisation (“I have seen the future and it works” – a sentence that has outlived the memory of its author Lincoln Steffens) and in the 1930s Communists seemed to be the only people who were resisting Hitler. But in fact it didn't work and just as tanks can break down and aeroplanes can crash if the hardware fails, so states can break down if the software is badly designed. What looked attractive turned out to be a failure. 

When you have succeeded with hard power the normal thing to do is to try and turn it to soft power. Endless coercion provokes resistance and is too costly. All conquerors try to set up a new order, following Rousseau’s advice: “The strongest is never strong enough always to be master unless he transforms strength into right and obedience into duty” –hard power into soft power he might have said today (with rather less force). The Soviet Union made a mess of the transformation. Hitler's New Order was so unattractive that it could not function without coercion. The order that America set up after the war including both NATO and the European Union, the OECD, the WTO and much else was it simply a more competent job. Perhaps the most competent job anyone has ever done. But this New Order was still based on hard power. The Marshall Plan was important but the American security guarantees were the critical factor. They were vital not just in persuading European countries to take the American side against the Soviet Union but also in enabling them to organise their own relations with each other better. Without American guarantees there would have been a large German army to deal with the Soviet threat and a large French army to deal with the German threat. So the soft power of the European Union is a remarkable success; but ultimately this order was based on hard power. 

This case – and there are many others – demonstrates that soft power can play a crucial role in international relations as well as in a domestic order. In both cases it is about establishing legitimacy. Whereas in domestic situations our ideas of legitimacy are well explored and, in the West at least, well established, in the international sphere the position is less clear. There are many sources of legitimacy and so also of soft power. 


Soft Power Good – Hegemony

Legitimacy is central to securing foreign cooperation and maintaining American leadership 

G. John Ikenberry, Professor of Global Justice and Geopolitics, Georgetown University, and Charles A. Kupchan, Professor of International Relations, Georgetown University, Fall 2004, “Liberal Realism: The Foundations of a Democratic Foreign Policy” – The National Interest,  lexis

The Bush Administration's disregard for legitimacy has had devastating consequences for America's standing in the world, particularly among Europeans. The country that for decades was seen to be at the forefront of progressive change is now regarded as a threat to the international system. During the heyday of American legitimacy amid the Cold War, it would have been unthinkable for a German chancellor to rescue his bid for re-election by insisting that Berlin stand up to Washington. Not only did Gerhard Schroder do so in 2002, but candidates in other countries--Spain, Brazil and South Korea--have thrived by distancing themselves from the United States. In a world of degraded American legitimacy, other countries are more reluctant to cooperate with the United States. Over the longer term--and in a thousand different ways--countries will take steps to separate themselves from the United States, to resist its leadership and to organize their regions of the world in opposition to Washington. From the perspective of liberal realism, legitimacy is an intrinsic aspect of power. To care about legitimacy is not to cede American power to the UN or any other party. Instead, it is to exercise American power in a manner that continues to attract the support of others.
The US must regain international legitimacy to shape coalitions and leadership for a sustainable global nonproliferation regime

Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, George Perkovich vice president for studies at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Jessica T. Mathews president of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace , Joseph Cirincione senior fellow and director for nuclear policy at the Center for American Progress and formerly director for nonproliferation at the Carnegie Endowment, Rose Gottemoeller Director of Carnegie Moscow Center and previous deputy undersecretary for defense nuclear nonproliferation in the U.S, Jon B. Wolfsthal a senior fellow with the Center for Strategic and International Studies’ International Security Program and formerly deputy director for nonproliferation at the Carnegie Endowment, June 2007, “Universal Compliance A Strategy for Nuclear Security”, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/univ_comp_rpt07_final1.pdf

The United States cannot defeat the nuclear threat alone, or even with small coalitions of the willing. It needs sustained cooperation from dozens of diverse nations—including China, Russia, France, the United Kingdom, and leading states that have forsworn nuclear weapons, such as Argentina, Brazil, Germany, Japan, South Africa, and Sweden—in order to broaden, toughen, and stringently enforce nonproliferation rules. In exchange, many states, especially those that have given up nuclear weapons, will want to know that burdensome new rules and costly enforcement will ultimately enhance their security. Put differently, the nuclear weapon states must show that tougher nonproliferation rules not only benefit the powerful but constrain them as well. Nonproliferation is a set of bargains whose fairness must be self-evident if the majority of countries is to support their enforcement. Success will depend on the United States’ ability to marshal legitimate authority that motivates others to follow. As Francis Fukuyama notes, “Legitimacy is important not simply because we want to feel good about ourselves, but because it’s useful. Other people will follow the American lead if they believe it is legitimate; if they do not, they will resist, complain, obstruct, or actively oppose what we do. In this respect, it matters not what we believe to be legitimate, but rather what other people believe is legitimate.”9 Recent events, most dramatically the war in Iraq, have undermined that legitimacy. Many feel that the United States has not followed Thomas Jefferson’s admonition to have a “decent respect to the opinions of mankind,” preferring the unilateral exercise of power to the often-cumbersome operation of rule-based international institutions. With societies bristling at U.S. government rhetoric and action, elected leaders in key countries such as Brazil, Germany, France, India, South Africa, South Korea, and Turkey, and elsewhere, distance themselves from U.S. initiatives. This challenged legitimacy is one reason why few states have welcomed President Bush’s February 11, 2004, nonproliferation initiatives and have resisted the U.S. push to isolate Iran. Even when others share U.S. views of the nuclear threat, they may balk at following U.S. policies because they do not see Washington acting on their priorities, be those the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, the International Criminal Court, actions to minimize climate change, or other measures affecting global security. The United States naturally and wisely will use its power to induce others to accept and follow nonproliferation rules it values, but success also depends on its willingness to give greater weight to the views and interests of others. In Robert Kagan’s words, “The United States can neither appear to be acting only in its self-interest, nor can it in fact act as if its own national interest were all that mattered.”10 The new proliferation challenges make it clear beyond denial that “racing from threat to threat” does not suffice. The present nonproliferation regime needs fixing. Nor can the United States prevent and resolve proliferation crises without greater international support. This is a time that demands systemic change: a new strategy to defeat old and new threats before they become catastrophes. Nuclear threats lie along four axes, though development along one axis often influences developments along the others. The four categories of threat are nuclear terrorism, new nuclear weapon states and regional conflict, existing nuclear arsenals, and regime collapse. The greatest concerns are outlined here.

Soft Power Good – Hegemony

The collapse of US legitimacy will shatter global cooperation, resulting in US isolationism

Lex Reiffel, Visiting Fellow at the Global Economy and Development Center of the Brookings Institution , 12-27-2005, “Reaching Out: Americans Serving Overseas,” www.brookings.edu/views/papers/20051207rieffel.pdf

I. Introduction: Overseas Service as a Soft Instrument of Power The United States is struggling to define a new role for itself in the post-Cold War world that protects its vital self interests without making the rest of the world uncomfortable. In retrospect, the decade of the 1990s was a cakewalk. Together with its Cold War allies Americans focused on helping the transition countries in Eastern and Central Europe and the former Soviet Union build functioning democratic political systems and growing market economies. The USA met this immense challenge successfully, by and large, and it gained friends in the process. By contrast, the first five years of the new millennium have been mostly downhill for the USA. The terrorist attacks on 9/11/01 changed the national mood in a matter of hours from gloating to a level of fear unknown since the Depression of the 1930s. They also pushed sympathy for the USA among people in the rest of the world to new heights. However, the feeling of global solidarity quickly dissipated after the military intervention in Iraq by a narrow US-led coalition. A major poll measuring the attitudes of foreigners toward the USA found a sharp shift in opinion in the negative direction between 2002 and 2003, which has only partially recovered since then.1 The devastation of New Orleans by Hurricane Katrina at the end of August 2005 was another blow to American self-confidence as well as to its image in the rest of the world. It cracked the veneer of the society reflected in the American movies and TV programs that flood the world. It exposed weaknesses in government institutions that had been promoted for decades as models for other countries. Internal pressure to turn America’s back on the rest of the world is likely to intensify as the country focuses attention on domestic problems such as the growing number of Americans without health insurance, educational performance that is declining relative to other countries, deteriorating infrastructure, and increased dependence on foreign supplies of oil and gas. A more isolationist sentiment would reduce the ability of the USA to use its overwhelming military power to promote peaceful change in the developing countries that hold two-thirds of the world’s population and pose the gravest threats to global stability. Isolationism might heighten the sense of security in the short run, but it would put the USA at the mercy of external forces in the long run. Accordingly, one of the great challenges for the USA today is to build a broad coalition of like-minded nations and a set of international institutions capable of maintaining order and addressing global problems such as nuclear proliferation, epidemics like HIV/AIDS and avian flu, failed states like Somalia and Myanmar, and environmental degradation. The costs of acting alone or in small coalitions are now more clearly seen to be unsustainable. The limitations of “hard” instruments of foreign policy have been amply demonstrated in Iraq. Military power can dislodge a tyrant with great efficiency but cannot build stable and prosperous nations. Appropriately, the appointment of Karen Hughes as Under Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs suggests that the Bush Administration is gearing up to rely more on “soft” instruments.2

Soft Power Good – Hegemony

Robert Cooper, 2004, HARD POWER, SOFT POWER AND THE GOALS OF DIPLOMACY, In: David Held/Mathias Koenig-Archibugi (eds), American Power in the, 21st Century, pp. 167-180
The greatest historical example of soft power must be the Catholic Church. Indeed the distinction between spiritual and temporal power may be more or less the same as that between hard and soft power. Stalin (who was something of an enthusiast for hard power) was right that the Pope did not have very many divisions - though there were times when, apart from owning gigantic areas of land, the Church could always enlist one or other of the Lords Temporal fight for it. What the Pope did have was perhaps the greatest organization the world has ever known. And he had potentially at least the obedience of a large part of the population In fact the Pope was the source of legitimacy in its most literal sense through his power to pronounce marriages legal or illegal – and so their offspring legitimate or illegitimate. This was a critical capability in a world linked by a network of obligations based on kinship. He was in some sense the source of all soft power in the feudal world. Kings went to him to have their cause pronounced just or their marriage invalid. (On the importance of kinship see the way in which Shakespeare’s Henry V seeks to legitimate his claim to the French throne – Act I scene 2 lines 33 onwards). 

Eventually this formidable collection of soft power was pushed into the background not so much by the accumulating hard power of the European Nation States as by the weakening of its own monopoly on legitimacy through the split in Christendom. Then came an alternative source of legitimacy offered by the State first through its capacity to protect and organise people and later through its ability to represent them. 

A second example, less impressive and more short-lived, but closer to our experience is the British Empire. The tiny quantities of military force used to control the lives of millions of imperial subjects are in retrospect astonishing. It is true that a certain amount of hard power was also available to sustain the Empire when needed; but in every case when the Empire had to be defended with hard power it was the beginning of the end. The survival of the Empire depended first and last on prestige: the prestige of technology and organisation, perhaps even of a certain kind of justice, but also the prestige supplied by myths of racial superiority. When these were punctured by people who did not believe in white superiority such as the Japanese and Mahatma Ghandi there was nothing for the British to do but to get out.

 These two examples concern soft power in its hardest form: when it represents real power, even power over life and death rather than a general good feeling about a country or organisation. Strikingly they are both examples of semi-domestic situations. At the core of soft power is legitimacy. Armies obey civilian governments, junior gangsters obey their bosses and children obey parents because they accept some rules or some authority. The most developed version of soft power is the legal and constitutional order by which most states are governed. It is true that behind this power remains the possibility of using force but for the most part obedience is obtained without this being mentioned or even thought of. People obey the state because that is what you do with a legitimately constituted state. Most power in a domestic context is soft power: authority without force. And if soft power sometimes seems to be a complicated, many-sided and elusive concept that may be because legitimacy, which lies at its heart, is also a complex and elusive concept. 


Soft Power Good – Alliances

Perceptions of military over-reliance destroys US alliances key to solve terror, prolif and conflict

The Hon. Lee H. Hamilton,  11/2/02, Claremont College, “Major U.S. foreign policy challenges” www.wilsoncenter.org

The second cause of global resentment is the extent and use of American military power. Since 9/11, the U.S. has aggressively projected its military power abroad – invading Afghanistan, constructing new bases in Central Asia, operating in numerous countries, and threatening regime-change in Iraq. Some are concerned that the U.S. is embarking on a new age of imperialism and military adventurism. Many of our friends and allies feel that the best hope for peace is to bind the world together through international law and international institutions. They prefer diplomacy to force, engagement to isolation, and are uncomfortable with America’s military posture.  What are the consequences of global resentment: The U.S. should not dismiss this growing resentment to its hegemony and the way it uses power. While it may do little to constrain immediate U.S. policy objectives, this developing form of anti-Americanism is a serious threat to long-term American interests for several reasons: -- 1) Global resentment hinders our ability to obtain support on international security issues. The extended debate about a UN resolution on Iraq indicated the growing international distrust of the United States. Eventually we obtained a resolution, but if the current pattern continues, it will become even harder for the U.S. to gain international support for its initiatives. This could lead to a weakening of international support for the war on terrorism, which depends on international cooperation.  -- 2) Global resentment makes it harder to get cooperation on global issues. Most of the key issues of the twenty-first century will be global in nature – environmental degradation, global warming, migration, the drug trade, epidemic diseases. If we alienate our friends and allies, we will be less effective in addressing these problems.  -- 3) Global resentment could eventually produce a coalition to balance or challenge American power. Those of you who study history know that nations and empires rarely maintain the dominance that the U.S. currently enjoys for extended periods of time. So far, no coalition has emerged to balance U.S. power because other nations believe that the U.S. by and large represents their interests. Growing global resentment could change that, and encourage nations to coalesce against the U.S. 
 What are the challenges to the U.S.? This complicated international environment – one that is characterized by American power and opposition to that power – presents several key challenges for the United States.  Terrorism: The first and most immediate challenge to the U.S. is posed by international terrorism. September 11 made it clear to everyone how dangerous the post-Cold War world can be – terrorists achieved what no empire or state had achieved in centuries: a catastrophic strike on America’s continental homeland. We now live in an era when small groups of people scattered around the world can do great harm to us. The proliferation of conventional weapons and terrifying technology raises this threat to almost unimaginable heights – the worst-case scenario, of course, is that terrorist steal or acquire weapons of mass destruction to use against us. We are now engaged in a global campaign against terrorists and those who support them. Fighting terrorism includes diplomatic, economic, legal, and law enforcement action, as well as military action. To meet these challenges we will need strong American leadership, but we also need the close cooperation of our friends and allies. Terrorism is a tactic, not a clearly defined enemy. Because we are combating a tactic, our campaign against terrorism will not have a clear end. There will be no V-E Day or V-J Day, no triumphant occupation of an enemy’s capital, no unconditional surrender, no grand moment of victory. But pursuing the terrorists and those who support them, and eliminating the causes of terrorism, will remain the primary challenge for American policymakers in the years to come – the safety and security of the American people depends upon it.  Proliferation of WMD: A second key challenge facing the U.S. is the proliferation of nuclear, chemical and biological weapons, or weapons of mass destruction. In the last year we have watched a tense nuclear standoff between India and Pakistan in Kashmir, and were recently faced with the troubling revelation that the dangerous and unpredictable regime in North Korea has a nuclear weapons capability. Countries like Iran, Syria and Libya have or have tried to produce weapons of mass destruction, and the U.S. is prepared to go to war to stop Saddam Hussein from arming himself with the world’s deadliest weapons in Iraq. Terrorist groups such as al Qaeda have also made clear their determination to build or acquire weapons of mass destruction. The U.S. must provide leadership in combating the proliferation of these terrible weapons. With the end of the Cold War, the threat of total nuclear annihilation may be lifted, but the chance of an isolated horrific attack may be even higher. We must remain committed to helping Russia secure and cut back its own arsenal, which is in the hands of a sometimes disgruntled and disorganized military. We must also continue to make clear our determination to prevent the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction through diplomatic and, if need be, military action. As with the war on terrorism, this effort must be sustained, and depends upon the cooperation of friends and allies around the world.  Conflict Resolution: A third challenge for the U.S. is the persistence of deadly and intractable conflict around the world. Sadly, the world is plagued by unremitting ethnic, religious and territorial conflicts. These conflicts have the potential to claim countless lives while provoking larger wars. The Israeli-Palestinian conflict continues to bring misery and suffering to many people, destabilizes the Middle East, and could lead into a wider war involving Syria and other Arab countries. This conflict is also a source of Islamic terrorism. The conflict between India and Pakistan over Kashmir is the world’s most dangerous nuclear flashpoint. Hundreds of thousands of troops face each other on the border, cross-border terrorism continues, and both sides have nuclear weapons.  The Korean peninsula remains a dangerous flashpoint – the border between North and South Korea is still heavily militarized, 30,000 U.S. troops are in South Korea, and North Korea has admitted to having an advanced weapons of mass destruction program.  The U.S. cannot turn a blind eye to the world’s most troubled places – the difficulty of the task must not dissuade us. We must work to resolve these disputes and prevent what could be tomorrow’s catastrophic disasters. 


Soft Power Good – Terrorism

Joseph S. Nye, Jr.. Foreign Affairs. New York: May/Jun 2004. The Decline of America's Soft Power Vol. 83, Iss. 3; p16-17
Anti-Americanism has increased in recent years, and the United States' soft power -- its ability to attract others by the legitimacy of U.S. policies and the values that underlie them -- is in decline as a result. According to Gallup International polls, pluralities in 29 countries say that Washington's policies have had a negative effect on their view of the United States. A Eurobarometer poll found that a majority of Europeans believes that Washington has hindered efforts to fight global poverty, protect the environment, and maintain peace. Such attitudes undercut soft power, reducing the ability of the United States to achieve its goals without resorting to coercion or payment. Skeptics of soft power (Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld professes not even to understand the term) claim that popularity is ephemeral and should not guide foreign policy. The United States, they assert, is strong enough to do as it wishes with or without the world's approval and should simply accept that others will envy and resent it. The world's only superpower does not need permanent allies; the issues should determine the coalitions, not vice-versa, according to Rumsfeld. But the recent decline in U.S. attractiveness should not be so lightly dismissed. It is true that the United States has recovered from unpopular policies in the past (such as those regarding the Vietnam War), but that was often during the Cold War, when other countries still feared the Soviet Union as the greater evil. It is also true that the United States' sheer size and association with disruptive modernity make some resentment unavoidable today. But wise policies can reduce the antagonisms that these realities engender. Indeed, that is what Washington achieved after World War II: it used soft-power resources to draw others into a system of alliances and institutions that has lasted for 60 years. The Cold War was won with a strategy of containment that used soft power along with hard power. The United States cannot confront the new threat of terrorism without the cooperation of other countries. Of course, other governments will often cooperate out of self-interest. But the extent of their cooperation often depends on the attractiveness of the United States. Soft power, therefore, is not just a matter of ephemeral popularity; it is a means of obtaining outcomes the United States wants. When Washington discounts the importance of its attractiveness abroad, it pays a steep price. When the United States becomes so unpopular that being pro-American is a kiss of death in other countries' domestic politics, foreign political leaders are unlikely to make helpful concessions (witness the defiance of Chile, Mexico, and Turkey in March 2003). And when U.S. policies lose their legitimacy in the eyes of others, distrust grows, reducing U.S. leverage in international affairs. Some hard-line skeptics might counter that, whatever its merits, soft power has little importance in the current war against terrorism; after all, Osama bin Laden and his followers are repelled, not attracted, by American culture and values. But this claim ignores the real metric of success in the current war, articulated in Rumsfeld's now-famous memo that was leaked in February 2003: "Are we capturing, killing or deterring and dissuading more terrorists every day than the madrassas and the radical clerics are recruiting, training and deploying against us?" The current struggle against Islamist terrorism is not a clash of civilizations; it is a contest closely tied to the civil war raging within Islamic civilization between moderates and extremists. The United States and its allies will win only if they adopt policies that appeal to those moderates and use public diplomacy effectively to communicate that appeal. Yet the world's only superpower, and the leader in the information revolution, spends as little on public diplomacy as does France or the United Kingdom -- and is all too often outgunned in the propaganda war by fundamentalists hiding in caves.




***AFF – Morale***

Uniqueness – Morale Low
 Hiram ’11 (writer @ The Site Ground “US troop morale at record low: Report”) http://siteground243.com/~hiram155/2011/05/11/us-troop-morale-at-record-low-report/
A US military report suggests that American troops fighting in Afghanistan suffer growing psychological problems as depression and mental stress are major symptoms reported by the troops.  The report, published by the major daily USA TODAY, highlights that the morale of American forces are currently at the lowest in five years, compared to a similar study conducted in 2005, and that those who have had three or more deployments bear more severe mental stress symptoms, a Press TV correspondent reported Monday.  The Pentagon study is based on a 2010 survey of ordinary soldiers and the Marines, as the US military approaches the tenth year of its Afghan war, the longest one in US history.  According to the study, soldiers suffer trauma from killing, seeing their comrades killed or just the environment of being on constant alert.  Nearly 47 percent of troops reported medium, high or very high morale, compared with about 66 percent that responded similarly in 2005. Comparatively, close to one in seven soldiers and one in five Marines reported high or very high morale this year.  “The volunteer military was never expected to fight a long, sustained conflict,” said military analyst Larry Korb of the Center for American Progress.  Despite the discouraging report, Korb says the US military has improved in trying to provide counseling services but still has ways to go.  “You come home, you are at home for almost a year and what happens is you don’t have time to decompress, because as soon as you get home you start training to go back,” Korb added.  However, the report indicates that soldiers may be too busy fighting wars to seek the help that they need.  The United States currently has about 100,000 and 50,000 troops in Afghanistan and Iraq, respectively.


Uniqueness – Nationalism Low

Michael Medved ’11 (author of Right Turns, studied colonial history at Yale and hosts a daily syndicated radio talk show. He is a member of the USA TODAY's board of contributors. http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/editorials/2006-07-23-faith-edit_x.htm
He also declared: "It ought to be commemorated as the day of deliverance, by solemn acts of devotion to God Almighty."  When the Continental Army fought to defend the new nation's independence, it chose as its favorite marching song an adapted hymn, Chester, by the Boston church composer William Billings:  Let tyrants shake their iron rods  And slavery clank her galling chains,  We fear them not, we trust in God,  New England's God forever reigns.  It would be hard to suggest that patriots who marched to battle singing these words intended to risk death for the sake of "separation of church and state."  Our divine mission  Years later, Alexis de Tocqueville traveled Jacksonian America and commented on the unique American tendency to fuse religious enthusiasm with nationalistic pride.  Many Americans might feel uncomfortable with our long history of entangling our sense of national identity with claims of divine mission, our consistent and nearly universal assumption that the Almighty had selected this nation for His purposes.  Defenders of secularism might argue that we will enjoy a brighter, better future by severing the associations between faith and nationalism, but they shouldn't attempt to mischaracterize the past — or to suggest that they're returning us to an era of absolute church-state separation that never existed.  If they do intend to shape a new, unprecedented sense of American identity stripped of its religious and specifically Christian trappings, they must also get to work in composing a fresh array of dramatically different patriotic songs.  Michael Medved, author ofRight Turns, studied colonial history at Yale and hosts a daily syndicated radio talk show. He is a member of the USA TODAY's board of contributors. 

Link – Morale Key to Heg*

US soft power invaluable- Must set new space course to remain ahead
The China Post, 7/13/11,End of space shuttle era is turning point for US' future, 

http://www.chinapost.com.tw/editorial/world-issues/2011/07/13/309677/End-of.htm
America was nostalgic even before the space shuttle Atlantis took off at Kennedy Space Center last week, concluding the three-decade history of the world's only reusable space craft. A New York Times story for this final mission began with the sentence “There was a time, some of us remember, when a countdown at Canaveral stopped the world in its tracks.”  A story on the CNN website about Titusville, Florida, a town of 43,000 that had attracted millions of visitors over the last 30 years as the best place to view a launch by National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), read like an eulogy on a General Motors town not uncommon a few years back when the America carmaker was on the verge of bankruptcy. When Atlantis returns to Earth next week, the U.S. government will experience its first gap in manned space travel in nearly half a century. For at least the next few years, U.S. astronauts will have to hitch rides on Russian rockets or private spacecraft, the latter of which have yet to prove their ability to carry people safely. Indeed, if for any reason Atlantis is deemed unable to re-enter Earth, the four astronauts will have to wait inside the International Space Station to be rescued by Russia. While the U.S. can argue the economic merits of shutting down the shuttle program without a concrete follow-up, the hiatus in the U.S. government-backed space flights will no doubt read to many as yet another sign of the U.S.' decline. The shuttle program is far from perfect. The project to build a reusable spacecraft came with the promise of cheap and reliable access to space. Yet the program ends with a total bill of nearly US$196 billion, more than double the original NASA estimate of US$90 billion. On average, each launch costs about US$1.5 billion, which is about ten times the cost of a single launch of the much older Russian Proton expendable rockets. The disasters suffered by Challenger in 1986 and Columbia in 2003 also seriously discredited the shuttle's safety. In short, the soon to be former reusable spacecraft program was underperforming, accident-prone and hugely over budget. However, the space shuttle has had a more profound influence that could justify its existence. Since it served its purpose as a peaceful component of the arms race during the Cold War, the space program has largely become an expensive science project. A commentator from the Financial Times described the shuttle program as the U.S. government's “consolation prize” to NASA after President Richard Nixon ended the Apollo moon flight program and thereby the more ambitious race to Mars. Facing a dim prospect for its economy in the near future, the U.S. has found even the consolation prize too expensive. In terms of soft power, however, the U.S. space program is invaluable. The red-and-blue NASA logo and the white-black-and-orange space shuttles have for the last three decades been two of the greatest brands the U.S. possesses, not only to impress the world but more importantly to inspire its young citizens. Being an astronaut used to be one of the top aspirations for children around the world and the idea of having a real shot of riding a spacecraft may certainly have been a strong motivator for U.S. students. The innovation, the meticulous work, the ingenuity, the daring, the can-do spirit that encompass the space program help win hearts and minds far better than any PR campaign. Emerging nations know as much. Asian giants such as mainland China and India are engaging in a new space race, in part to shore up support from their people. The Communist government paraded the first Chinese spaceman Yang Liwei as a national hero. For now the U.S. is still far ahead in terms of space travel, but others are catching up fast. The superpower must set a bold and steady course for its space program in the near future or the final landing of Atlantis will be remembered as more than the end of a shuttle program.

Link – Morale Key to Heg*

Space development directly correlates with a nations strength and international hegemony

Erickson 4 – PhD Candidate @ Princeton, Andrew, “Seizing the Highest Ground”, East-West Institute, http://www.eastwestcenter.org/fileadmin/stored/pdfs/IGSCwp003.pdf

Conventional wisdom declares aerospace a ‘prestige’ sector, implying symbol over  substance. For manned spaceflight, this argument has merit. But why is aerospace  achievement so prestigious?  Precisely because it is an important leading indicator—and  even a driver—of comprehensive national strength. In this sense, prestige  represents—albeit with some lag effect—an exhaustible reservoir of national credibility.  With the partial exception of telecommunications, aerospace represents not only a key  economic driver but also the cutting edge in systems design. Because of intense  international competition and inherently high performance demands, aerospace requires  some of the most advanced technological and engineering work. For China (like any  aerospace power), the June 2000 issue of Xiandai Bingqi (Modern Weapons) magazine  emphasizes,  “‘developing and testing a manned spacecraft… will raise levels in such areas as computers, space materials, manufacturing technology, electronic equipment,  systems integration, and testing as well as being beneficial in the acquisition of  experience in developing… important subsystems, all of which are vitally necessary to  dual-use military/civilian projects.’”30 Therefore, Jane’s explains, “[t]he establishment of a  modern, export-oriented, aerospace industry is an important indicator of the  developmental level of a nation’s science, technology, economic, and national defence  capabilities.”31  If aerospace prestige did not reflect larger material reality, states would use far cheaper,  simpler, more reliable and populist means to achieve political gains. “One thing is  certain,” explains Aerospace America’s Ben Iannotta: “most analysts agree that China is  not spending $2 billion a year on its space program just for bragging rights….”32 As  China’s Commission of Technology and Industry for National Defense (COSTIND)  Minister Liu Jibin emphasizes, “Space development is a reflection of comprehensive  national strength.”33 Particularly attuned to this technonationalist measuring stick, Beijing  regards aerospace as its most effective overall technology driver and diffusion  mechanism.34 Rather than seeking mere space spectaculars, in recent years Beijing has  developed aerospace capability methodically, without overemphasizing manned  spaceflight.  Even the most propagandist communist technocracies cannot render the aerospace  indicator meaningless by simply ‘purchasing’ aerospace success. While command  economies can achieve some breakthroughs via extensive development, centralization  has inherent limitations. The critical test involves the Space Race. While the USSR  initially achieved aerospace superiority in some areas, socialist centralism ultimately  proved no match for America’s more flexible, innovative capitalist democracy. Even  during the Cold War (when capability was far easier to feign than in today’s global  economy) Washington and Moscow developed technology very differently. Their  ideologies and production processes affected not only immediate aerospace product  quality but also cost—and hence sustainability of future development.35  The lessons of the Space Race extend far beyond the Cold War. The Space Race  provides an excellent example of how modern great powers naturally seek security  through aerospace development, giving historical perspective to the initiatives of today’s  developing aerospace powers, such as China. It was no coincidence that Moscow faced  a challenger determined to overturn its dominant aerospace status and reveal its  weakness. Any two superpowers would have struggled to demonstrate superior  comprehensive national strength by virtue of aerospace achievement. Indeed—while  China is far from superpower status—many analysts argue that Beijing’s recent  aerospace progress forced President Bush to respond in his 2004 State of the Union  Address with a bold initiative to send U.S. astronauts back to the moon and eventually to  Mars.36  


Link – Morale Key to Heg*

Space exploration key to hegemony—ensures competitiveness and prestige

Bell 7/12, Larry Bell, professor of space architecture at the University of Houston, July 12, 2011.
http://blogs.forbes.com/larrybell/2011/07/12/does-the-united-states-still-care-about-space-leadership/
Yes, space exploration programs produce technological innovations, but even more, don’t they produce inspiration for our children, grandchildren and other generations who follow to realize that the sky is literally no limit to what can be achieved with ambitious goals, solid educational foundations and disciplined commitment? They will be the ones that advance future innovation and progress in all fields. Contributions to encourage vision, leadership and competence are vital products that will drive our nation’s future – and theirs as well. Then there’s the matter of national security and prestige reflected by technological superiority. After all, that priority really got our space program off the ground from its inception. Despite diminished superpower competition that attended the Soviet Union’s implosion, it’s hard to dismiss some lingering concerns that validate needs for continuing progress in these areas as well.  Of course, we could rely on a military space program for much of that, and forget about winning approval for appearing to be nice. But again, doesn’t our national security most fundamentally depend upon the continued vitality of our economy…our ability, among other things, to stay ahead of the technology curve? Here, space exploration has served to stimulate interests of young people in science – and engineering – based studies, providing lessons and problem-solving challenges that apply at all levels of learning. Sadly, however, many of the technical programs in top-ranked U.S. universities are now dominated by students from Asia and India. In China, strong math and science backgrounds are prerequisites for admittance to the best universities or to be hired by foreign corporations operating there. The Microsoft research center in Beijing is one of the most sought-after places there, and the competition is fierce. There is a popular saying: “If you are one in a million, there are 1,300 people just like you.” It’s difficult to ignore the symbolic and real benefits of international cooperation and national prestige gained through space exploration developments.  But I submit that there is something else that our programs represent of equal or even greater value.

Link – Space Boosts Nationalism

Josh Schwartz 2006 (journalist @The New York Times, “Shuttle's success gives NASA a morale boost - Americas - International Herald Tribune” http://www.nytimes.com/2006/07/18/world/americas/18iht-shuttle.2229267.html)

CAPE CANAVERAL, Florida — The U.S. space shuttle Discovery's successful return to Earth, complete with its distinctive double sonic boom and a whooshing glide to the runway, ended a nearly flawless 13-day mission.  It also marked the beginning of the end of the shuttle program, which President George W. Bush has ordered to be shut down by 2010.  Meantime, NASA is to perform 16 more shuttle missions to complete the International Space Station, the half- built orbiting laboratory that was the Discovery's destination in this flight, and will then embark on the president's stated goal of returning to the moon in a new generation of space vehicles.  The morale boost of a successful flight, after the loss of the shuttle Columbia in 2003 and a frustrating first test flight last year, was evident on Monday in the beaming smiles of the crew and NASA officials - even Michael Griffin, the self-described emotionless engineer who is the space agency's administrator.  Still, questions remain about whether the program has solved the safety problems that have plagued it over the years.  NASA managers said that the success of this mission reinforced their view that they could step up the tempo of launchings, with Atlantis returning to space as early as Aug. 28 and the mission after that beginning in mid-December.  Griffin cautioned at a news conference at the Kennedy Space Center, "We're not going to get overconfident." 

Space exploration key to nationalism

The Economist 2009 http://www.economist.com/node/14678539
Just as President Kennedy aimed for the moon to boost American morale in a struggle for supremacy with the Soviet Union, Chinese officials now see a Chinese moon landing as a way to bolster patriotism (although no formal target date has been declared yet). On the streets of Wenchang, whose sole (non-astronautical) claim to fame at the moment is a form of boiled chicken, the authorities are already trying to get the public in the mood. “Building a Space Centre, Take-Off for Wenchang’s Economy”, says one slogan against a background of waves crashing on the town’s sun-soaked shore. In China money talks just as loudly as appeals to nationalist pride, despite Wenchang’s languid air.  China already has three space centres: Taiyuan in the north, Xichang in the south-west and Jiuquan in the north-west. Jiuquan earned a name for itself by launching China’s first man into orbit in 2003, followed in 2005 by a two-man crew and last year by a three-man mission, including China’s first spacewalk. But these three facilities are in remote locations deep inland, reflecting China’s secretive approach to space flight, a venture under the control of the armed forces. The Wenchang centre will have a space theme park and beach resorts right next to it. 


IL – Morale Solves Isolationism

Morale solves Isolationism

James M. McCormick 1998 , professor of Political Science @ The Hutingdon College, “, American Foreign Policy”

http://fs.huntingdon.edu/jlewis/syl/IRcomp/303McCormick1-3notes.htm
There were also some practical reasons to the isolationism including the distance between the US and Europe and the facts that the US was a young, weak country with a small army and a large land mass. Also, there was not a sense of domestic unity (nationalism) as of yet. George Washington, in his Farewell Address, warned the nation about international entanglements (forming close, permanent ties with other countries), although economic and amicable diplomatic ties were good and would facilitate and enhance commerce. (However, according to the Monroe Doctrine, the American political isolationism did not really apply to the Western Hemisphere.) Because of the isolationism, in the 1800's there was a severe restriction on treaty commitments that would bind the US politically to other states. The treaties that were made served primarily to facilitate amicable trade relations with other states.  Only when moral principle justified interventionist policy into European affairs (as the case of WWI) was isolationism abandoned temporarily. After the war, the culture hadn't changed, as shown in the American rejection of membership in the League of Nations and its attempt to outlaw international war with the signing of the Kellogg-Briand Pact.  On the other hand, isolationism did not guide the US in Latin America at that same time. The Roosevelt Corollary extended the meaning of the Monroe Doctrine (whose purpose was to prevent intervention from abroad) to include US intervention to protect Central and South America. Even in recent decades, the imperative to keep the Western Hemisphere free of outside powers and to keep the Monroe Doctrine alive continues largely unabated ( as seen in Guatemala, Cuba, Nicaragua, Panama, Grenada and Haiti, among others).  The initial period of America's active entry into global affairs was between 1947 and 1960. After the 2nd world war, at least 15% of the multilateral pacts were defense commitments.  The US has a reliance on moral principle as a guide to world affairs. The policy of political noninvolvement generated a distinct approach to the world when the country occasionally did become involved in international politics. The role of moral values, as opposed to political interests, became an important feature of American policy making. Americans think that if the cause is sufficiently important in the first place, the effort taken should be complete and total. Intermediate conditions in which limited force or a mixture of military might and diplomacy is used are not wholly understandable or tolerable to many Americans. If the country has to get into war, an all-out effort should be made to win the war. When force and diplomacy are combined, it appears to compromise the country's moral position.  Prior to 1947, when the US finally committed itself to global involvement, US engagement in global affairs was generally tied to explicit violations of international ethical standards by other states (England in War of 1812, Spain in Spanish-American War, Germany in WWI, and Japan in WWII). After the first three international involvements, the US moved back to its favored position of isolationism. None of the wars brought about a basic change in American foreign policy orientation. Only after WWII did the US reject noninvolvement in global affairs. 


Impact – Nationalism = Troop Recruitment

Jeremy Hubble ‘97 (“Contemporary Civil-Military Relations in Romania: From World War II to the Revolution of 1989” http://www.reocities.com/Athens/6378/pols422d.html) 

Nationalism is very strong in Romania.  Even though the Dacian race has virtually been a non-entity since the 11th century, Romanians take great pride in their Dacian-routes.[8]  Romania has been conquered and integrated with many of the neighboring Slavic countries during the past two millennia.  However, in spite of this combined heritage, Romania still view outsiders as inferior to the Romanians.  This is seen primarily in the treatment of the minorities found in Romania.  Hungarians, Jews, Germans, and Gypsies are all despised.  Gypsies are especially hated by Romanians, due not only to their heritage but also due to their poor reputation.  The patterns of recruitment logically follow the nationalistic stance of race relations.  Since other minorities are looked upon as inferior their service is not desired in the military force.  The officers are primarily those of Romanian decent who hold strong Dacian ties.  Military service however is obligatory for all citizens.  Thus Romanians of other national origins (such as those of Hungarian decent) are required to serve in the armed forces for a period of enlisted duty.  However, the officer corps is dominated by the pure Dacian Romanians.  Through this method of recruitment, the nationalist Romanians can further solidify their control of others.  The high leadership of Romania has also invoked the name of Romanian nationalism in attempts to help strengthen their position among the people and military bodies of Romania. 


Impact – Troop Recruitment Key to Readiness
DOD ’95 http://www.dod.gov/execsec/adr95/read_.html
Sustaining United States forces in the medium-term involves a focus on the most essential portion of the force -- the people. No weapon system is better than the people who operate and maintain it. Therefore, recruiting and retaining quality people significantly affect readiness. In recruiting, the Department is meeting its recruiting goals, posting the third-best recruiting year ever. In keeping people, DoD currently enjoys high retention rates among service members. Moreover, the Department has taken several steps to improve quality of life (QOL) in the medium-term so that the Services can continue these positive trends.  QOL programs support readiness in three ways. First, they help to retain the best people -- well-trained people, people who are competent in their skills, and people who have high morale. Second, QOL programs enable people to go on deployment with the assurance that their families will be taken care of -- a particularly important factor with a more mature and family-oriented All-Volunteer Force. Third, quality of life helps the Department recruit good people. Addressing these important goals is reflected in the Secretary of Defense's initiative to add $2.7 billion over six years to directly improve the quality of life for its servicemembers. The $2.7 billion for these initiatives, which is in addition to money initially programmed in the budget, will improve compensation, living accommodations, and family and community support. The following Quality of Life chapter specifically details these enhancements.


***NEG***

UQ – Soft Power High

Soft Power High- US remains most powerful

Joseph Nye,  professor and former dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard, 6/23, 2011, The Seesaw of Power,  New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/06/24/opinion/global/24iht-june24-ihtmag-nye-36.html?_r=1&ref=ihtGlobalAgendaSummer2011
Joseph Nye : There are two great power shifts going on in this century that I describe in my book. One is West to East, on which I agree with Kishore. Before the industrial revolution, Asia was more than half the world’s population and more than half the world’s product, and by the middle of the 21st century Asia will return to what you might call normal proportions.  But the second shift is quite different, and I don’t think we’ve wrapped our minds around it enough, and that is the shift away from governments, East or West, to nongovernmental actors, which is powered by the information revolution. When I think about the distribution of power in the world, I think of a three-dimensional chess board. The top board is military power: I think the Americans are the only global superpower, and I think it’ll stay that way for a couple of decades. If you go to the second board, of economic power among states, the world is multipolar. If you go to the bottom board — transnational relations, things outside the control of governments — power is chaotically distributed, and this is where the diffusion of power comes in. You have flows of financial reserves and resources that are larger than the budgets of most countries. You have not only terrorists, but you have cyberterrorists who stay at home and send electrons across borders, and you don’t have any idea where they came from. You have climate change. You have pandemics.  In these areas, it’s not a question of East vs. West. Unless East and West — and South — cooperate, you can’t deal with these issues. You have to use soft and hard power to create networks and institutions, and if you ask what country is best placed to create them, I think it’ll remain the United States. So I think the Americans will remain the most powerful, but it’ll be a different sort of power.


Soft Power High – AT: China

US Soft Power High- No China threat 

Joseph Nye, professor and former dean of the Kennedy School of Government at Harvard  6/23, 2011, The Seesaw of Power,  New York Times, http://www.nytimes.com/2011/06/24/opinion/global/24iht-june24-ihtmag-nye-36.html?_r=1&ref=ihtGlobalAgendaSummer2011
Nye: While Kishore and I are good friends, I happen to disagree with him. We agree on some trends, but I think he greatly exaggerates about American soft power being in decline. The facts show quite the opposite. Look at the recent BBC poll on the attractiveness of different countries, and you will find that the United States is ranked well ahead of China. Hu Jintao told the 17th Party Congress in China in 2007 that China needed to invest more in its soft power, and they’ve invested billions in Confucius Institutes and in creating a “Chinese Al Jazeera” and so forth. But the problem for China is that much of a country’s soft power comes from its civil society, not from its government, and China can’t unleash its civil society. Why is it that India’s Bollywood sells so many films overseas and China doesn’t? It’s not because Indian actors and directors are better; it’s because China has censors. China has a magnificent Expo at Shanghai, which I went to and loved, and then it goes and locks up Liu Xiaobo, and it undercuts its own soft power. If you look at the polls done by the Chicago Council on Global Affairs or the BBC poll I mentioned, Chinese soft power has not increased and U.S. soft power has. So I just think the facts are not consistent with Kishore’s grand sort of sweeping generalizations. One point where we do agree is that Americans have to adapt their attitudes on climate change. But ice caps don’t melt just because of what happened 100 years ago. They melt because of what’s put into the atmosphere now, and here China has passed the U.S. We — meaning China, the U.S., India, others — have got to reduce the carbon intensity of our growth, and that’s an area where we can work cooperatively, not competitively. Let me tell you: If the Himalayan glacier system melts and Chinese rivers stop flowing, this is going to be extraordinarily damaging, both for China and India, regardless of what the U.S. does.


No Impact – Soft Power Irrelevant

Soft Power Irrelevant
Taylor Dinerman, - author/journalist New York City- 3/2/2009 Space weapons: soft power versus soft politics, The Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1317/1 
Trevor Brown believes that “The United States would do well to keep a low profile for its military space program and burnish its technological image by showcasing its commercial and scientific space programs. Doing so would enable it to accumulate rather than hemorrhage soft power.” To a very limited extent this is useful advice, but in fact there is little, short of censorship, the US can do to keep its military space operations under wraps. The debates over space power and space weaponization are going to continue under the new administration, and perhaps even gain in public prominence. Civil space programs are indeed useful tools for enhancing international cooperation, but they cannot in the short term build soft power. Scientific joint ventures, even with states that may not be friends or allies, are not to be sneered at. Commercial space ventures are notoriously difficult to disentangle from their half-hidden military motives. The mess the US has created for itself thanks to the International Trade in Arms Regulations (ITAR) is evidence of this. Brown quite rightly points out that in a dangerous world “There is, therefore, no question of whether to proceed with space weapons—only a question of how to do so with the requisite political skill in order to retain soft power while expanding hard power.” The problem is not with the goal but rather with the nature of soft power. If it is essentially political, then perhaps clever diplomacy can help reconcile places like Europe to the reality of American space weapons. On the other hand, if this is a cultural concept then the tools of politics and diplomacy are almost entirely useless. Impressive acts of scientific and technical prowess, such as the 1969 Apollo 11 mission, do contribute to America’s soft power. This is why so many people who, for one reason or another despise the US, claim that the Moon landing never happened. However the impact from that event was never translated into political success. No nation changed its policy on America’s effort to save South Vietnam because of Apollo. At roughly the same time as Apollo, America led an effort called the “Green Revolution” that radically increased food production in many parts of the world and has made mass starvation from natural causes more or less a thing of the past. This should have generated a huge soft power dividend. Yet millions of people whose lives were improved or even saved by this effort detest the nation that filled their bellies. One must conclude that soft power does not grow out of good or impressive deeds. Space activities do indeed contribute to American soft power, but they do so slowly and in unpredictable ways. Apollo, for example, showed the Russians what the US could do if it was motivated. This convinced them that they could not afford to ignore Ronald Reagan’s 1983 call for missile defenses. Another example of this is way the environmental movement’s iconic images of Earth came from US sources, and influenced power relationships inside that community. (Though in fact the first picture of an Earthrise was Russian.) The fact that these images were American helped give American environmentalists a strong claim to the global leadership of the movement, for good or ill. In the near future, support for the US space program may be motivated, in part, by the desire for soft power. It would be wise to acknowledge that while this aspect of NASA’s and NOAA’s activities may be useful, it is impossible to measure and will be hard to describe in any rational way. The basic justifications for space exploration have little to do with soft power and everything to do with the need to expand humanity’s field of activities.  

UQ – Space Leadership High*

US Leadership will continue post space shuttle program end

Donna Leinwand Leger ,7/1/11, USA TODAY, Space exploration priority, NASA chief says,

http://www.usatoday.com/tech/science/space/2011-07-01-NASA-shuttle-space_n.htm
WASHINGTON — The United States will continue to lead in space exploration despite the end of the space shuttle program, NASA Administrator Charles Bolden said Friday during an appearance at the National Press Club.  The space shuttle Atlantis is scheduled to launch for the last time July 8. After that U.S. astronauts will ride to and from the International Space Station in the Russian's Soyuz capsule. Commercial space companies will deliver supplies to the space station on unmanned rockets.  The United States needs to cede its low-earth orbit missions, such as the space shuttle, to the private sector so it can free up resources to explore deep space, Bolden said. President Obama has directed NASA to work toward sending manned spacecraft to an asteroid and to Mars.  "American leadership in space will continue for at least the next half-century because we have laid the foundation for success," Bolden said. "We are not ending human spaceflight. We are recommitting ourselves to it and taking the necessary and difficult steps today to ensure America's pre-eminence in human spaceflight for years to come."  For the next decade, as new programs come on line, the space station will serve as a "centerpiece" for scientific research and as a base to explore deep space, he said. "It's really an exciting time for science on the space station," said astronaut Mark Kelly, who commanded the Endeavour mission to the space station in May and joined Bolden for the speech. He helped install a spectrometer he says will "revolutionize particle physics."  Kelly is the husband of Rep. Gabrielle Giffords, D-Ariz., who was shot in the head in January and recently released from a Houston rehab hospital. He participated in four space shuttle missions since joining the astronaut corps 15 years ago. He retired last month. Since then, rumors have swirled that he might run for political office. "I'll go into more detail next week when I visit Iowa and New Hampshire," Kelly joked. Kelly said his main focus "for the foreseeable future" is aiding Giffords' recovery and spending more time with his kids. "She's the politician," Kelly said. "I'm just the space guy." He said Giffords is "doing very well." Kelly said he'll miss the shuttle. "We can all be a little sad for a little while, but also know that NASA will open a new chapter," he said.


UQ – Morale High

BEN WRIGHT ’11 (writer @ The Ledger-enquirer “Morale high among deployed Fort Benning troops” http://www.ledger-enquirer.com/2011/03/19/1504305/morale-high-among-deployed-benning.html)

“Yes, we have been able to do our job, but you have to understand they have holidays that Americans have to respect,” said Walker, with 19 years of service. “There are times you can’t go out and do the things you need to do.” Walker describes the deployment as a success because the soldiers were in Iraq when the combat operations ended. “I would have to say with the CSSB, we not only had a successful deployment, but we also have made history,” Walker said. Morale has been high among the battalion over the last 11 months. “I would say morale over here has been high due to the fact that soldiers are proud of the things they have done here, representing the unit and the country itself,” Walker said. For Martin, her first deployment as a supply specialist has been easier than she anticipated. Her unit was working 12-hour days when she arrived but now it’s down to eight hours. Martin, 21, stays busy taking control of equipment such as radios, computers or trucks. “It gets turned in and shipped to Kuwait, distributed out from there to wherever it needs to be,” she said. In Kuwait, the equipment is repaired if it’s broken or disposed of. “It’s a jumping off point,” she said. A native of Titusville, Fla., Martin said she misses her family while deployed but stays close to the soldiers in Iraq. “When we are out here, you kind of make your own family,” she said. “You don’t know what’s going on in the States. You stay busy so you don’t miss home as much.” Throughout their deployment, Walker said the soldiers are proud of their accomplishments. “We are proud to not only represent Fort Benning, but the whole Columbus and Phenix City community,” Walker said. 


No Link – Space Irrelevant to Nationalism

John Rex 2011 (Centre for Research in Ethnic Relations, University of Warwick http://sociologyindex.com/nationalism.htm) 

The concept of nationalism like the concept of nation has two quite distinct meanings. Common to both definitions is the idea that it is the nation which provides people with their primary form of belonging and that these nations should be self-governing. People of the world are thus located within nations, identify with these nation states and political activity is organized around these nation states. Michael Ignatieff distinguishes two forms of nationalism.  First, ‘civic nationalism’, meaning that all citizens within a nation state are treated as equal and share political values. Within this sense of nationalism one would find pluralistic communities acting as one and treating citizens with equality. It is this sense of nationalism which many thought was emerging after narrow religious and ethnic struggles of the 19th and early 20th century.  The second sense of nationalism revolves around the equation of ‘people’ with the nation state. In this formulation the nation or the people exists prior to the state and in a sense creates the state. In these communities then the nation and sense of national identification flows from a common characteristic (usually ethnic heritage) and thus excludes others. This form of nationalism may be less tolerant of difference and can be found in the German nation state where citizenship continues to be defined in terms of ethnicity.  The concern that nation states and thus nationalism are increasingly being organized around ethnic (or other) characteristics are frequently described as the tribalization of the modern world. Tension between the two meanings of nationalism can be found in discussions around Quebec's right to self-determination; is civic nationalism at work or is it ‘people’ nationalism?


No Impact – Isolationism Not So Bad

Merinews ’11 http://www.merinews.com/article/is-isolationism-good-for-america/136207.shtml
America had no excuse to interfere in Germany’s internal affairs, and aside from frequent protests over the treatment of Jews and dissidents, there was no machinery in place for America to do anything else.  Actually, America’s isolationism served as a handy cloaking device. Yes, the isolationist made a lot of noise and kicked up a lot of protests but this had the effect of making Hitler think that he had lots of influential friends in America. Despite all the noise and bluster, the isolationists were unable to keep the American industry from tooling up for war, and when war was ’inevitable’, America was more than ready and the majority of isolationists shut up and shuffled away to a quiet corner until it was safe to rear their heads (or take their heads out of their rears).  At best, it could be argued that if America had been able to declare war in 1939, in sympathy with Britain and France over the ’plight’ of Poland, then American troops would have died in 1940 in France when Germany rushed over the border because at that stage, in the game, the British and French would have insisted on commanding American troops. As it was by letting fate do its thing, America entered the war in strength and America dictated / negotiated where and when her soldiers sailors airmen/women were to serve.  This was especially true in Asia and Latin America. Japan, China, the Philippines...America had her finger in every pie. Concern over finding export markets in those places for surplus goods was a strong one back in the nineteenth century. America was a strong imperial power in both regions. Just look at how it manhandled Japan and took colonies in Philippines. Japan was subjected to fierce pressure by the country in the 1920s, 30s, and 40s, and that was a huge factor in their decision to attack. Japanese leaders felt they had no other choice. So it’s the other way around. In the Pacific, American expansionism partly caused WW II.
  The only way in which it makes sense to say that American isolationism helped cause WW II would be that by refusing to join the League of Nations (effectively killing it), they undermined any possibility of solving these disputes through international cooperation. But even that is a stretch. Events in Europe might have been fuelled to some degree by international concerns (spheres of influence, military treaties, a general sense of strategic competition), but there were strong factors internal to Europe that were just as important.  America did try to stay out of European affairs to a large degree, and that’s what people remember. But if you take a long look at international relations during the first half of the century, it’s hard to support that conclusion.  Also, note that despite isolationism, weapons and equipment was sent to Britain. Even isolationists could not argue about factory workers working, though many isolationists wanted to supply arms to Germany as well.   So dismiss the myth that American isolationism was a partial cause for World War II. The cause was Hitler’s madness, his obsession with war. 
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Nationalism Bad

Meteor Blades July 4, 2011 ( reporter @ The Daily Kos, “Pretend patriots now, as ever, eager to stifle dissent” http://www.dailykos.com/story/2011/07/04/991089/-Pretend-patriots-now,-as-ever,-eager-to-stifle-dissent-) 

They deplore us who acknowledge with condemnation that a jingoistic, exclusionary, authoritarian patriotism was in large part what helped make the United States “great” in the worst sense of the word. We who object to the idolatrous intermingling of militaristic nationalism with patriotism might as well be terrorists in their view.  In the words of George Washington, those who practice the “impostures of pretend patriotism” try at every opportunity to stifle dissent and fill the silence with propaganda. It’s the Fourth of July! How dare I disrespect patriotism on the very anniversary of the day 56 men signed what could have been their death warrant, the Declaration of Independence. Can’t there be just one day when we critics shut up, stand up and salute? Thus do pretend patriots do as they have done throughout American history—confuse dissent with disrespect, critics with renegades, patriotism with obedience.  All too many know-nothings scarf up the red-white-and blue propaganda turds of Glenn Beck as if they slide directly off the parchment signed by the Founders. But he is hardly alone. Our nation is awash in purveyors of what makes a true patriot and what does not in terms Il Duce would have loved. They equate aggressive nationalism with patriotism, dissidence with treason, love of country with love of leaders. Such upsidedownism is a hallmark of right-think. For two and a half years, Beck and a boatload of like-minded others have been fabulously well-paid to spread their poison about liberals, in general, and Barack Obama, in particular. Unlike the purveyors of Manifest Destiny who had no need to hide their desires for a white man's America, today's pretend patriots, all too many of them grifters, wink, nod and dog-whistle their way through the script.  Three years ago, Larisa Alexandrovna pointed out how one of these right-wing "intellectuals," Jonah Goldberg, demanded adherence from us all to Big Brother’s brand of patriotism, complete with a polished version of the Two Minutes Hate:  Make no mistake, this is a coordinated effort to deliberately replace substance with its symbol, meaning with an emblem, and essentially strip language down to nothing but trinkets. ... For a people to be controlled, they must first be robbed of honest discourse and open debate. Distorting language and stripping it of real and honest meaning is the first tool and the best mechanism for transforming a democracy into an authoritarian state. An informed populace is a dangerous populace.  Symbols, however, and false-definitions can provide the appearance of information without the truth of it. Ideas, substance and meaning—all things for which a symbol is simply a representation and a word simply a type of symbol—are far more difficult to control. There is nuance in individual ideas. There are shades of agreement and disagreement and a whole spectrum of understanding and believing. Such a complex system cannot be controlled, and therefore, must be reduced to only its symbol and then distorted.  Symbols and words-as-slogans can be mass produced, mass delivered, and altered from their original meaning, until the symbol becomes its own thing and the substance on which it is based is entirely lost. ...  Patriotism is the word that authoritarians most like to distort ...  Nothing has changed in that regard. Oh, sure, we've seen the Tea Partiers prance around with their Don't Tread on Me banners. And with the Civil War sesquicentennial, we've got the spectacle of a Southern governor hinting at a new secession and neo-Confederates celebrating the slave states' sedition as if it deserves the same respect as "all men are created equal."  I’ll admit that calling oneself a patriot is damned hard for someone whose Seminole ancestors were killed in three wars by soldiers flying the Stars and Stripes, with amends and apologies yet to be made. But I call myself a patriot because patriots are rebels. That is not a cry for overthrow and the guillotine. It is an optimism that patriots can and must remake the United States, just as in the past it was repeatedly remade by dissidents who rejected slavery, women’s second-class status, workers’ impotence, racism’s reign.  There is, it goes without saying, much left to achieve. And these days, much to re-achieve, as the oligarchy tightens its noose around the necks of the working classes and its puppets in Congress continue their assigned task of dismantling the legacy of the New Deal and Great Society.  Nothing, of course, offends right-wingers more, seems more disrespectful and disloyal, than when we dissenters, our criticisms barely escaped from our lips, claim ourselves to be patriots. They go apoplectic when we say it’s not patriotism that we  disrespect but rather the pretenders who have made a fetish of it, twisted it and commodified it. These idolaters love the idea of dissent, the iconography of it, but jeer its reality. To them, patriots must be bootlickers. In extreme cases, jackboots. Proof, if more were needed, that even the word itself, "patriot," must be recaptured from those who have hijacked it.  Sixty-six years ago, George Orwell taught us how words are transformed to con the citizenry into accepting definitions which often are the opposite of their real meanings. In Notes on Nationalism, written in May 1945, he said that patriotism is “devotion to a particular place and a particular way of life, which one believes to be the best in the world but has no wish to force upon other people.”  Nationalism, however, is something else, he said, presciently zeroing on the pretend patriots of then and our own time:  All nationalists have the power of not seeing resemblances between similar sets of facts. ... Actions are held to be good or bad, not on their own merits, but according to who does them, and there is almost no kind of outrage—torture, the use of hostages, forced labour, mass deportations, imprisonment without trial, forgery, assassination, the bombing of civilians—which does not change its moral colour when it is committed by “our” side. ...  The nationalist not only does not disapprove of atrocities committed by his own side, but he has a remarkable capacity for not even hearing about them. ...  In nationalist thought there are facts which are both true and untrue, known and unknown. A known fact may be so unbearable that it is habitually pushed aside and not allowed to enter into logical processes, or on the other hand it may enter into 
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every calculation and yet never be admitted as a fact, even in one's own mind.  A patriot will defend what s/he loves without hatred or any notion of superiority. But nationalism demands a belief that others are inferior, which makes it aggressive by nature, the enemy of peace, and thus the enemy of patriotism. Nationalism frames everything in "us" vs. "them" terms.  U.S. nationalism pretending to be patriotism has led to imperialist wars, the slaughter of indigenous peoples, the repeated suppression of dissent. In times of global tension, nationalism masquerading as patriotism demolishes the capacity of people to assess the reality of threats as well as to object if they find those threats wanting.  Fighting for a better country is what patriotic dissidents have done from the beginning of the United States. Arrayed against them and their high principles in every case were the pretend patriots, those for whom dissent was anathema, who saw attempts to expand the nation’s democracy as a violation of their rights, who labeled opposition to expansionism and imperialist war outright treason.  Despite the pretenders who engaged in naked aggression against abolitionists, suffragists, trade unionists, civil rights workers and others, these dissidents made America better. They remade America. In our time, they are lauded, but in their own, they were vilified, assaulted and even, sometimes, murdered for their audacity, for their patriotism, for their belief that the ideals in the Declaration were not pretend. We owe them. Not least to imitate their example and remake America once again. 

Nationalism Bad

Andrew Kohut and Bruce Stokes May 9, 2006 (researhers @ At The Pew Research Centers “The Problem of American Exceptionalism” http://pewresearch.org/pubs/23/the-problem-of-american-exceptionalism)

Why is anti-Americanism on the rise? In their new book, America Against the World, Pew Research Center President Andrew Kohut and journalist Bruce Stokes explore findings from the Pew Global Attitudes Project's series of international surveys that highlight the role American values play in the worldwide rise in anti-Americanism in the 21st century. In the following excerpt, the authors examine the major factors, real and imagined, that contribute to this growing alienation between America and other countries, both friends and foes, around the globe.  Differences in American values and attitudes, modest as many may be, do matter in the daily relations between nations because of the status of the United States as an unprecedented superpower and the driving influence of American business and culture. While other publics hold exceptional views, Argentine, Czech, and Japanese exceptionalism do not face such resistance because Argentina, the Czech Republic, and Japan do not dominate the globe the way that the United States does. Americans' exceptionalism is America's problem, not so much because Americans are that different from others, but because any dissimilarity in attitudes or values is magnified by the United States' place in the world, and others often resent those differences.  In pursuing these differences, it is helpful to differentiate between three types of American exceptionalism that shape both the ways that U.S. citizens look at the world and the ways that the world looks at them:  Misunderstood exceptionalism -- American values and attitudes that many in the United States as well as abroad regard as part of the problem, though there is little evidence to support this contention. Conditional exceptionalism -- Aspects of the American character that are distinctive, but not so much that they are destined to consistently divide the American people from the rest of the world. These include values and attitudes that are products of the times or subject to the course of events and the influence of American leadership. Problematic exceptionalism -- How Americans view themselves, their country, and the world in ways that reflect potentially unbridgeable, persistent gaps in opinions on important issues. Not all characteristics that distinguish Americans fall neatly into one or another of these categories, of course. And it is important to emphasize that we use the term exceptionalism without the normative judgments -- specifically, the implication of superiority--often associated with it. Whether the special qualities of American attitudes and values have encouraged a sense of American superiority is an issue to be explored.  Misunderstood  Two aspects of the American character -- nationalism and religiosity -- are assumed to significantly influence the way the United States conducts itself in the world. As Minxin Pei of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace has put it, "Today's strident anti-Americanism represents much more than a wimpy reaction to U.S. resolve or generic fears of a hegemon running amok. Rather, the growing unease with the United States should be seen as a powerful global backlash against the spirit of American nationalism that shapes and animates U.S. foreign policy."1  Reflecting the world's worries at the time of the run-up to the war in Iraq, the editors of The Economist opined that, "only one thing unsettles George Bush's critics more than the possibility that his foreign policy is secretly driven by greed. That is the possibility that it is secretly driven by God….War for oil would merely be bad. War for God would be catastrophic."2  Such punditry makes convincing reading because it reinforces longstanding prejudices. And certainly, long-term U.S. support for Israel, and, more recently, strong support among Christian evangelicals for the repossession by the Jewish people of the land promised in the Bible, have heightened concern in predominately Muslim countries -- as well as in Europe -- that America is on a religious crusade. But little hard data support the idea that either religiosity or nationalism plays a significant role in Americans' actual opinions about how the United States should relate to the world.  The City on a Hill Syndrome  Nothing is more vexing to foreigners than Americans' belief that America is a shining city on a hill -- a place apart where a better way of life exists, one to which all other peoples should aspire. And, compared with Western Europeans, average Americans are more likely to express their pride and patriotism. In 1999, when Americans were asked to account for their country's success in the 20th century, they credited the "American system." Many among the public may have been frustrated by how the system operated, but they liked the design.  At the same time, Americans also hold a number of other attitudes that mitigate their nationalism. Most important, contrary to widespread misconceptions, Americans' pride in their country is not evangelistic. The American people, as opposed to some of their leaders, seek no converts to their ideology. A Gallup poll taken in February 2005, just days after President George W. Bush's State of the Union address in which he made far reaching and eloquent calls for increased democracy in the Middle East, found that only 31 percent of the U.S. public thought that building democracy should be a very important goal of U.S. foreign policy. Their real priorities were preventing the spread of weapons of mass destruction and maintaining U.S. military power, not planting the flag of American-style democracy in far-away places. A subsequent poll for the Chicago Council on Foreign Relations, conducted in September 2005, found only 27 percent of the public strongly committed to spreading democracy.3  Similarly, while U.S. citizens are alone in thinking it is a "good thing" that American customs are spreading all around the world, they see people from other countries benefiting more from such Americanization than themselves. Americans are accused of believing "Aren't we great? Do as we do!" In reality, they are far more likely to say, "We think the American way is great; we assume you want to be like us, but, if you don't, that's really not our concern."  The ordinary American's modest appetite for spreading U.S. ideals goes hand in hand with the public's lack of imperial aspirations. Consider the American reaction to the collapse of the Soviet Union. While pundits and politicians made much of the vindication of democracy and capitalism, ordinary Americans barely paid attention--less than half the public very closely followed news about the fall of the Berlin Wall in 1989, according to Times Mirror Center for the People & the Press surveys at the time. Far from a mood of triumph or hunger for world domination, the American public became even more indifferent to international affairs than it had been, while the size of the isolationist minority in the United States rose to a 40-year high.  Today, in a more dangerous and contentious time, even American elites -- academics, journalists, business leaders and so forth -- show few aspirations for empire and little appetite for proselytizing. While two out of three American opinion leaders believe that the United States should play a strong leadership role in the world (twice the proportion of the public at large), fewer than 10 percent think the United States should be the single world leader-- a consistent finding in surveys throughout the 1990s and into 2001. Further, American elites have not given the spread of democracy around the world much greater priority than has the average citizen.4 It is true that the idea that the United States should play the evangelist because its values are the "right" ones has in recent years echoed in speeches by America's leaders and in commentaries by political analysts. Writing in the Weekly Standard, Robert Kagan and William Kristol asserted in 2002 that "September 11 really did change everything…. George W. Bush is now a man with a mission. As it happens, it is America's historic mission."5 But while Bush administration officials and many neo-conservatives have given the impression that U.S. nationalism is proactive and evangelistic, their views do not reflect general public opinion.  The case that Americans are dangerously nationalistic is further undermined by Americans' refreshing penchant for self-criticism. Pew's 2005 global survey asked people in 16 countries and the United States what words or phrases they associated with the American people. Fully 70 percent of Americans described their fellow countrymen as greedy, a harsher criticism than that leveled by any non-Americans in the survey. About half of Americans, 49 percent, saw themselves as violent, a self-criticism with which majorities agreed in 13 of the 16 other countries surveyed. These significant reservations about their own character suggest a healthy self-doubt that tempers any tendencies toward imperial hubris.  America, the Blessed Nation  American religiosity is also a growing concern to many foreigners. This is especially the case among America's traditional European allies, who are among the most secular people in the world. However, American religious fervor also influences the views of people in some Muslim societies.   The United States has a long tradition of separating church from state -- but an equally powerful inclination to mix religion with politics. Throughout the nation's history, great political and social movements -- from abolition to women's suffrage to civil rights to today's struggles over abortion and gay marriage -- have drawn upon religious institutions for moral authority, inspirational leadership, and organizational muscle. But for the past generation, religion has come to be woven more deeply into the fabric of partisan politics than ever before.  Within the United States, there is little question that religious views have a decided impact on many social issues such as abortion, end-of-life decisions, stem cell research and homosexuality. In fact, whether a person regularly attends church or synagogue or mosque was more important in determining his or her vote for president in 2004 than such demographic characteristics as gender, age, income, and region; and it was just as important as race.  Little wonder then that a solid majority of European respondents in Pew's 2005 poll described the American people as "too religious." It is also not surprising that critics of President Bush would see his religious and moralistic rhetoric -- especially in his use of the phrase, "axis of evil" -- as just the kind of American religious fervor that they fear in U.S. foreign policy. Upon hearing that Christian fundamentalists in the United States link their support for Israel to their own apocalyptic vision of history, it is understandable that Muslims might fear that religious conservatives are driving U.S. Middle-East policy. Yet there is little evidence that Americans make their judgments about world affairs based on their religious beliefs. For nearly a decade, Pew has asked national samples of the U.S. public how they feel about a range of concerns to discover what factors were most influential in shaping their opinions. On personal issues, such as gay marriage, euthanasia, and cloning, those who take conservative stances do largely credit their religious beliefs. But this link between religion and policy did not exist when it came to the use force in the Balkans and Iraq, or even in preventing genocide. Only when people were asked about their basic sympathies in the Israeli-Palestinian dispute did religion emerge as a significant factor and even then, Americans cited media coverage as a stronger influence on their support for Israel.  Thus, while Americans are clearly nationalistic and quite religious, there is little evidence that either their patriotism or their faith drives public support for the more activist and unilateralist U.S. foreign policy that has fueled anti-Americanism in recent years.  It All Depends  The world's biggest complaint about the United States is that Washington too often acts 
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unilaterally, without concern for the interests of others. Certainly the American public is ambivalent about multilateralism, running hot and cold on whether the United States should cooperate with allies or adopt a go-it-alone approach.  This conflict in public thinking was clearly illustrated in an August 2004 Pew and Council on Foreign Relations poll that found two-thirds of the U.S. public saying that the United States was less respected globally than in the past and by roughly a two-to-one margin viewing this loss as a major problem for the nation.6 But in the same poll Americans ranked improving relations with allies only ninth out of 19 international objectives. Further Pew polls that year found that Americans, unlike Europeans, felt that their country did not need to seek UN approval in order to take preventive military action to protect itself and that the United States ensure that the country remains the sole global military superpower. Three months after the August 2004 survey, voters re-elected George W. Bush, and they did so mostly because they liked the president's leadership style and stewardship of the war on terrorism.  While we have no public opinion data dating back to the early days of the republic, it is fair to say that unilateralism and hegemony (at least with regard to the Western Hemisphere) have been accepted by the American people for most of their history. In the view of Yale University historian John Gaddis, it was not until the mid-1930s that the United States began to pursue a more multilateralist course in foreign affairs. And even then, Franklin Delano Roosevelt had to convince voters that working closely with others was the best way to preserve U.S. resources and to get the allies "to do most of the fighting."7 This shift in Americans' views about their relations with the rest of the world defined American foreign policy for the remainder of the 20th century. But the September 11 attacks have rekindled Americans' support for unilateralism. That stance has clearly divided the U.S. public from its traditional allies.  Most Americans are oblivious to this alienation. 


*****Russia DA*****

***NEG***

Uniqueness – Russian Aerospace Strong Now

UAC gaining market share, government funds

Oleg Panteleev, Chief Editor of Aviaport, interview with RussianAvia.net, 9/23/2010, http://www.russianavia.net/index.php#state=InterviewDetail&id=61) AH

Currently, Russian aircraft plants are too small to fulfill major contracts. To deal with this situation, the government has decided to establish the United Aircraft Corporation to oversee production of all civilian aircraft and military planes in the country. The corporation’s ambitious objectives include gaining control of 12 percent of the global market and becoming one of the world’s three largest aircraft manufacturers. In effect, its enterprises will produce at least 300 civilian aircraft and the same number of warplanes per year. Civilian aircraft production, a high-priority goal, is expected to increase tenfold by 2015.  Under the new draft federal program for expanding the civilian air fleet, the Russian aircraft industry will receive 400 percent more budgetary appropriations. The program will focus on the production of Il-96, Tu-214 and Tu-204-100/120/300 jetliners, as well as the Russian Regional Jet and a new helicopter series starting in 2008. 

Uniqueness – No Brain Drain

Russia stopping brain drain now- business schools, Medvedev timetable prove

Julian Evans, staff writer for the Wall Street Journal, Why are they Leaving?, 6/16/2011,  http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704816604576333030245934982.html AH

 The Kremlin, however, is aware of many of the problems that are encouraging the country's educated young elite to abandon ship. Some reformers appear to be trying to create a less state-controlled and more entrepreneurial economy. Mr. Medvedev has tried to position himself as the representative of the educated middle-classes, and made a speech in April that outlined a bold course for modernizing the economy and reducing the role of the state within it. "What was interesting is that the program had a timetable," says Marcus Svedberg, chief economist at East Capital, the oldest and most successful fund manager investing in Russia. "He said he wanted to cut down the number of state bureaucrats on the board of state companies, and within a few days, Igor Sechin, one of the most powerful of the Siloviki [members of the security services] had stepped down from the board of Rosneft. Things change slowly in Russia, but I think they are changing."  The government also launched a high profile business school and deregulated economic zone, called Skolkovo, to raise new entrepreneurs and attract back those who have already left the country. "I understand that the main aim of Skolkovo is to persuade entrepreneurs and IT specialists not to leave Russia," says Mr. Gaaze. 

Russian standard of living high- no brain drain now

Tsvetelina Miteva, staff writer for Ria Novosti, Russia’s IT Brain Drain over-expert, 9/2/2010, http://en.rian.ru/russia/20100902/160441955.html AH 

 Russian IT specialists no longer want to work in Europe and the United States, as they now have good prospects at home, a leading recruitment figure told RIA Novosti.  Since Soviet times, Russian top professionals and scientists have been emigrating abroad or abandoned scientific work in favor of higher incomes in commerce or other spheres. Independent reports estimate at least 80,000 emigrated in the early 1990s. The situation in the IT sphere is now likely to change dramatically.  "Russia now has a variety of good jobs for IT specialists. Many leading IT companies, including Oracle and Microsoft, have opened branches in Russia over the last 10 years," Tatyana Dolyakova, head of the Penny Lane Personnel recruiting company said.  The standard of living for IT specialists in Russia is comparable to that they could enjoy in Europe and the United States. In 2010, salaries in the IT sphere were among the highest in Russia, along with the banking sector, she added.  Russian specialists from the banking and the investment sectors are often employed in the West. However, on the whole, Western companies are not eager to employ Russians, Dolyakova said.  "The issue is mostly about top management - mid-range mangers almost do not leave Russia for Western countries," Dolyakova said. "There are approximately 10 Russians, two of them from the IT sphere, who head large Western companies," she added.  But companies dealing with Russia sometimes employ Russians, she said.  "Italy with its robust fashion industry, half aimed at Russia, is good example. Italian fashion companies eagerly hire Russians," Dolyakova said.  Young graduates make up another group of Russians who try to get jobs in the West.  "Even if they are not very well paid, these people understand that they will strengthen their skills and become very experienced while working abroad," she added.  The harsh economic downturn in Europe and the United States forced some Russian professionals working abroad to find jobs at home, Dolyakova said.  "However, the level of unemployment in Russia was high and they had little chance," she added.  


Uniqueness – Russian Economy

Russian economy growing now

The Voice of Russia, Russian economy to grow in 2011 – Feb. 4, 2011, date, http://english.ruvr.ru/2011/02/04/42836311.html
The Russian economy will preserve its growth trend, forecasts the World Bank’s Lead Economist for Russia Zeljko Bogetic.  He noted that the Russian economy expanded by 4 percent in 2010, which is quite a good result in the current conditions.  Bogetic expects to see a further 4.2 percent growth this year.  The World Bank expert believes that the Russian government learnt the lessons of the 1998 crisis and introduced a conservative fiscal policy, which allowed Russia to fare better than other countries. 

Russian economy high now-ruble strength proves

Reuters, A strong ruble good for Russian economy-Kremlin aid, April 22, 2011, http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/04/22/russia-rouble-idUSLDE73L07O20110422, AH
(Reuters) - A strong rouble is good for the Russian economy, Kremlin's top economic adviser said on Friday, a day after Prime Minister Vladimir Putin ordered monetary officials to review the currency's exchange rate.  "A strong rouble -- this is good -- the currency should be solid, it's good for any economy," Arkady Dvorkovich said, adding that in his opinion, the central bank's forex policy has been balanced.  On Thursday, Putin asked the Finance Ministry and the central bank to talk to the business community about the rouble's optimal exchange rate, after Russia's oligarchs complained to him that the currency's strength was hurting their businesses. [ID:nLDE73K1IP]  The rouble has firmed by almost 10 percent against the dollar since the start of the year, boosted by rallying oil prices [O/R]. (Reporting by Katya Golubkova; Writing by Lidia Kelly; Editing by Maria Kiselyova) 

Russian economy high-WTO, currency, GDP, ag markets

RT news, Economic outlook for 2011, 1/10/2011, http://rt.com/business/news/russia-economy-outlook-2011/, AH

Deutsche Bank Russia Chief Economist Yaroslav Lissovolik says that for him a key for the coming year is Russia’s imminent accession to the World Trade Organization, which he says will open up investment for the Russian economy. He says this will help underpin the Russian rouble, on the back of increased investment flows, with Real Estate having the biggest growth potential in the coming year.  “My major expectations for 2011 are mainly connected with Russia finally joining WTO, which I take as generally positive for our economy. This will open more investment opportunities for Russia, improve its exports and help increase the number of alliances with foreign partners. Strengthening rouble will make investors come back to Russia and Russia’s economic growth will be a bit up, from 4% GDP growth this year to about 5% in 2011. Talking longer term, I expect Russia to come back to pre- crisis levels in 2013, when investment into fixed capital have developed, and which I take as the main condition for a sound and stable economy.”  Otkritie chief economist Vladimir Tikhomirov also believes the economy will continue to grow at about the same 4% rate it has done in 2010.He too is expecting a rebound in housing, with agriculture coming back after taking a drought induced hammering in 2010. 


Link – Contracts Competition

US and Russia need the same contracts

Eugene Kogan, Defense analyst with PhD from University of Warwick, The State of the Russian Aviation Industry and Export Opportunities, Conflict Studies Research Centre, 2006.  kms1.isn.ethz.ch/serviceengine/Files/ISN/94457/...52cc.../06_Mar.pdf AH

As far back as May 2002 it was reported that US Congressional analysis suggested that the American and Russian military aviation industries shared similar pressures; among them the need for continuing consolidation and the drive to sell more aircraft overseas. Non-Russian research contracts in 2002 made up 32 per cent of the work of TsAGI, which is the major Russian aviation research facility. Only 10 per cent comes from Russian aviation companies.16 It can be said that in the early 1990s the engine industry lost people and capability. For instance, up to 1999 the number of workers employed in the enterprises and the design bureaus decreased yearly by 10 per cent, then from 2000 the number of workers increased annually by about 2 to 7 per cent.17 As a result, the industry has not fully recovered from the losses of the early 1990s. In addition, several design bureaus in the engine sector have ceased to exist. As a result, organisations such as the Moscow-based Salyut Machine-Building Production Organisation and/or Association (also known as MMPP Salyut and/or Salyut) and the Ufa Machine-Building Production Organisation (also known as UMPO) took over and/or set up their own design bureaus. According to Valery Bezverkhnyy, `Much of the real manufacturing capability has already been lost. Today the capacity is really very small´.18 How small remains unknown. It also needs to be stressed that a large number of domestic suppliers and manufacturing facilities ceased to exist because of a lack of domestic orders. In order to understand fully what constitutes the current aviation industry sector, we will now examine the company profiles. 

Competition forces a zero sum capital market

Charles W. Wessner, National Research Council (U.S.). Board on Science, Technology, and Economic development,  

Trends and challenges in aerospace offsets: proceedings and papers, 1999, http://books.google.com/books?id=mKjhF5fYbo4C&printsec=frontcover#v=onepage&q&f=false, AH

Notwithstanding the technological and export success of U.S. aerospace companies, Johnson joins several of the analysts here in recognizing the growing challenge posed to U.S. industry by Airbus and its would-be imitators on the commercial side and the increasingly stark competition for military markets. He sees the existing zero sum competition between U.S., European and Russian producers as being exacerbated by the desire of industrializing countries to capture a share of international military sales for their national economies. 

Link – Worker Competition

Zero-sum industry causes worker flight to US

Charles W. Wessner, National Research Council (U.S.). Board on Science, Technology, and Economic development,  

Trends and challenges in aerospace offsets: proceedings and papers, 1999, http://books.google.com/books?id=mKjhF5fYbo4C&printsec=frontcover#v=onepage&q&f=false, AH
The incident served as a strong reminder of the importance of the aerospace industry to both the United States and Europe. Based on recent experience, Dr. Robyn said that she finds it difficult to believe that the United States and Europe could come to an agreement to restrict the use of offsets. While it is an interesting intellectual suggestion that we are in a “prisoners’ dilemma,” with both sides increasing their use of offsets, it’s hard to see how an agreement can be reached. Boeing and Airbus are now in direct competition, with Airbus taking market share directly away from Boeing rather than from McDonnell Douglas, as it has in the past. Nor is the playing field level. Airbus continues to develop new planes with government assistance, as allowed under the 1992 agreement. Given this high-stakes, zero-sum competition, it is hard to see how strategic outsourcing will not he seen as a critical competitive weapon by both parties. 

US aerospace takes Russian jobs- zero sum 

Roald Sagdeev, Professor of Physics University of Maryland, Changes in Science: East & West, September 1993, http://lss.fnal.gov/conf/C9309091 , AH

Some of them have simply changed names. Medium Machine Building is now Ministry of Atomic Energy. Another is called the Russian Space Agency, and will probably be involved as an important partner if Congress supports the Space Station, almost an equal partner with NASA. In talking to legislators, I have a feeling that they approach the issue of the Super Collider and the Space Station in a very peculiar way. They believe that somehow they have been given a hunting license for one of two animals, resulting in a zero-sum game. Everything will be decided on the basis of political arguments, lobbying, and so on. I think the US aerospace industries and NASA have a much stronger infrastructure of grass root organizations and lobbyists than high-energy physics can claim. In the eyes of taxpayers the space program is not as attractive as it was in the past, but it is still sexier than high-energy physics.

Link – Worker Competition

Aerospace industry zero-sum game

J. David Patterson, Patterson is the Executive Director, National Defense Business Institute in the College of Business Administration at the University of Tennessee, Lost: America's Industrial Base, 07/24/2009 http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=3284, AH 

When the industrial base is defined -- more accurately -- it is 1) formed and experienced developmental engineering design teams, 2) highly skilled and experienced aerospace touch labor and 3) the financial capability to compete in future weapons programs, it is clearly worse than anemic.  Since about 1986, there has been a steady decline in the number of aerospace research and development scientists and engineers the U.S. has had available to ensure the nation’s ability to build the necessary weapons,.  From a high of about 145,000 in 1986, the number of aerospace research and development scientists and engineers in the U.S. had diminished to around 38,000 in 2007 according to the 56th Edition of Aerospace Facts and Figures.    It’s not that the United States is losing research and development engineers in all industries.  In fact, during the same period the number of research and development scientists and engineers in all industries has increased from around 670,000 to over one million.  But, in the aerospace sector the number of aerospace research and development scientists and engineers as a percentage of the total in all industries has plummeted from a high of about 22 percent in 1986 to just over 3 percent in 2007.  The real challenge in retaining engineering talent is with the part of the definition offered here as “formed and experienced.”  In their report the Aerospace Industries Association noted that once lost, “Reconstituting lost production, design and engineering capabilities could take many years.”  The picture for highly skilled aerospace touch labor doesn’t look much better.  From 1993 to 2007 the number of aerospace production workers declined by nearly 8 percent from 390 thousand to 360 thousand.   Often there is a mistaken notion that because in the build up of wartime manufacturing during World War II “Rosy the Riveter,” with little training abandoned the ironing board to take up the soldering iron.  Consequently, the idea that rebuilding lost aerospace production skills today is very wrong-headed.   The training and experience necessary for an apprentice electrician or machinist to become fully qualified in the aerospace industry takes between three to five years.  Modern fighter aircraft use composites and exotic metals that take significant training and experience to manipulate.  Politicians are fond of saying that putting a new defense program in their district or state will create so many thousands of new highly paid, highly skilled jobs.  The facts are that new defense programs won because some other company lost.  Since the numbers of production workers and engineers are declining, winning a contract means that jobs are migrated and not created.  Because the jobs are high paying as well, a certain amount of wealth migrates with the jobs.  But, for the country and the industrial base as a whole, new defense programs are essentially a zero sum game.  It is a very expensive proposition to compete for major aerospace and defense weapons and equipment programs.  General Dynamics, Boeing, Lockheed Martin, Raytheon, Northrop Grumman and BAE SYSTEMS with its recent U.S. aerospace and defense company acquisitions, are the six remaining aerospace companies.  Down from over 50 aerospace companies capable of competing for large programs before the spate of mergers.  Ok, you say.   


IL – Capital Key

Capital key to industry development

Eugene Kogan, Defense analyst with PhD from University of Warwick, The State of the Russian Aviation Industry and Export Opportunities, Conflict Studies Research Centre, 2006.  kms1.isn.ethz.ch/serviceengine/Files/ISN/94457/...52cc.../06_Mar.pdf AH

According to the US-based Teal Group forecast, up to 2012 Russia’s share of the global fighter market will be kept at about 11 per cent. However, by about 2015 the Russian fourth-generation aircraft will be pushed to the side by either the F-35 or F/A-18. The forecast for the Russian-built fifth-generation aircraft has been gloomy.203 Data from CAST suggests that between 200 and 300 new Su-27 and Su-30 fighters could be exported in the next ten to fifteen years, bringing in between $US5 billion to $US9 billion.204 Experts of the US-based company Forecast International estimate Sukhoi’s share of the current world market of manufacturers of military fighters at about 14 per cent. In 2015 this share is to increase to 16 per cent. Sukhoi’s export share on the aviation world market including co-production and production under licence is currently 25 per cent.205 It can also be suggested that RAC MIG export aviation’s share in the years to come is likely to increase. Earlier obituaries have been premature. RAC MIG’s venture into the commercial craft sector has taught the management a very valuable lesson, namely that the development and manufacture of passenger aircraft is not the company’s forte. Instead RAC MIG needs to concentrate on design, development, manufacture and sales of military craft and the associated simulator systems. Not least important will be the increasing share of Mil helicopter producers. It is also evident that the Russian aviation companies will need to invest heavily in maintaining their infrastructure and keeping up an increased level of research and development. The government will not support them financially. 

Russia needs capital to remain competitive
U.S. International Trade Commission, The Changing Structure of the Global Large Civil Aircraft Industry and Market: Implications for the Competitiveness of the U.S. Industry, 1998. papers.ssrn.com/sol3/Delivery.../SSRN_ID1452731_code1052262.pdf AH  
New competition for Boeing and Airbus may come from Russia and/or Asia. While the Russian LCA industry has a long history of aeronautical design and manufacturing for its own and former Soviet bloc markets, capital constraints have caused significant delays in bringing its new designs to market. The industry has nearly collapsed since the breakup of the Soviet Union; industry consolidation and corporate restructuring are essential to the industry’s survival. While the current economic crisis in Asia has curtailed the availability of capital, Asian countries remain resolute in their desire to manufacture LCA. Asia’s high passenger traffic growth rates are an incentive for Western producers’ participation in offset agreements, which would further Asian understanding of aircraft and parts manufacturing processes. 

Competitiveness hinges on capital, workers

U.S. International Trade Commission, The Changing Structure of the Global Large Civil Aircraft Industry and Market: Implications for the Competitiveness of the U.S. Industry, 1998. papers.ssrn.com/sol3/Delivery.../SSRN_ID1452731_code1052262.pdf AH  

 The question of Russia’s competitive potential is difficult to answer in light of the fact that its new generation aircraft with Western engines and avionics--the Il-96M/T and the Tu-204-120 series-- have not yet been flown by commercial airlines. The first delivery of the Il-96T is expected in January 1999,264 and the first delivery of the Il-96M a year later.265 The first delivery of the Tu- 204-120 was scheduled for May 1998, but Russian tariffs on the aircraft’s foreign content and VAT tax on the entire aircraft made it too expensive for the Russian airline that was scheduled to take delivery.266 The first two Tu-204-120s--one passenger aircraft and one freighter--were delivered to Air Cairo (Egypt) in fall 1998. The airline plans to begin charter service with these aircraft before the end of 1998.267 With this background in mind, the competitive potential of the Russian LCA industry will be assessed based on four distinct determinants of competitiveness: availability of capital, industrial and demographic characteristics, corporate characteristics, and program characteristics.  


IL – Capital Key

Capital k2 competitiveness- multiple warrants

U.S. International Trade Commission, The Changing Structure of the Global Large Civil Aircraft Industry and Market: Implications for the Competitiveness of the U.S. Industry, 1998. papers.ssrn.com/sol3/Delivery.../SSRN_ID1452731_code1052262.pdf AH  

The ability to raise capital is the single largest obstacle facing the Russian LCA industry today. As described in Chapter 2, large sums of capital are required to introduce new programs, conduct research and development, expand production facilities, procure inputs, certificate aircraft, and establish a global after-sales support network. Capital is also critical for getting products to market rapidly once the design is final and first orders are taken.268 Capital deficiencies in the Russian LCA industry are of such a magnitude that LCA companies cannot meet even their most basic needs, such as worker salaries. Financing for LCA production in Russia faces obstacles that may not be overcome without the creation of a legal framework and the reform of tax structures. 


IL – Avoiding Brain Drain Key

Russian aviation requires investment/people now

Oleg Panteleev, Chief Editor of Aviaport, interview with RussianAvia.net, 9/23/2010, http://www.russianavia.net/index.php#state=InterviewDetail&id=61) AH

Competitiveness of Russian aviation equipment will depend on whether it will be possible to concentrate on the chosen segments and projects. As a matter of fact, up to now the federal budget has been the most important but limited source of financing for all the developments. Vertically integrated structures covering the whole production cycle have been created in the industry in Russia to increase its competitiveness and, to some extent, stop the internal competition… However, it is still too early to discuss elimination of internal competition and concentration on the priority spheres.    Today the largest problems of the Russian aviation are a long period of stagnation, low financing and disintegration; the main challenge in future will be the absence of unique breakthrough products that could overcome the foreign samples in terms of integral efficiency, although Russia has not yet lost the necessary production potential. 

Human training program on the brink

Oleg Panteleev, Chief Editor of Aviaport, interview with RussianAvia.net, 9/23/2010, http://www.russianavia.net/index.php#state=InterviewDetail&id=61) AH

One of the key conditions of winning the competition is to consolidate the available construction and technological resources. But it’s not the only condition.   It is possible to retain the position of one of the world aviation leaders given there is a solution of some structural questions. The first is the question of human resources. The state should have a leading role in training future specialists and providing conditions for their stable work at aviation enterprises. It is necessary to rebuild the training program for both workers and scientists. The time gap between the older and the younger generation is close to a critical point when the know-how and priceless experience of Soviet designers and engineers can be lost irrecoverably. The costs of rebuilding HR potential in aviation are enormous but they are much lower than the potential damage of completely losing the old designer schools. It is more reasonable to think about the future than try to support inefficient structures and projects.   Besides, aviation industry is very much centered in Moscow and, given potential competition among the aviation sectors for qualified human resources and Moscow’s business structures overtaking the best people, creation of regional R&D clusters might be the only way out.    In the sphere of technologies - namely, instrument making and engine construction - it is necessary to introduce a limited number of projects and aim at unifying them. As for on-board electronics, Russia has good chances of winning a solid position in software development. 


Impact – Aerospace Key to Russian Economy

Russian aerospace bedrock of economy

Detelin S. Elenkov, Elenkov is a professor at the School of Management and Business and director of the Center for Eastern European Business and Economic Research (CEEBER) at Adelphi University, “Russian Aerospace MNCs in Global Competition,” Columbia Journal of World Business, Summer 1995. Ebscohost Business Source Complete. A
These companies appear to have developed some distinct core competencies, such as full-scale manufacturing of new aircraft models, capacity to produce high-performance systems at relatively low costs, highly skilled work force and pragmatic management. Russian aerospace enterprises also pursue strategies that utilize an array of forms of multinational operations including wholly-owned subsidiaries, joint ventures, joint R&D agreements, co-production agreements, co-marketing alliances and cross-licensing agreements. It is worth noting that these enterprises are some of the first multinational corporations (MNCs) based in Russia.   
Aerospace K2 Russian economy

Detelin S. Elenkov, Elenkov is a professor at the School of Management and Business and director of the Center for Eastern European Business and Economic Research (CEEBER) at Adelphi University, “Russian Aerospace MNCs in Global Competition,” Columbia Journal of World Business, Summer 1995. Ebscohost Business Source Complete. AH

The aerospace/military sector was given high priority in the former Soviet Union. Targeted federal programs were designed by the communist authorities to channel funds into branches of science, technology and production that were essential to the development of that sector. The amount of support for those initiatives was significant. In fact, some Western estimates placed aerospace/military spending in the former Soviet Union at 25% of gross national product. Besides, the funding for military-oriented projects was flexible and project-oriented. The Academy of Sciences institutes, employing the highest qualified Soviet scientists and engineers, were actively involved in those projects. Military R&D and related sectors of the Academy were the strongest segments of Soviet science and technology. In the aerospace/military sector, a number of ministries also had their own R&D labs. Eor example, the Ministry of Aviation Industry maintained six principal R&D institutes, respectively, for aerodynamics, engines, materials, equipment, production technology and flight performance. 

Other sectors (oil) fail-corruption, bureaucracy, funding prove

Detelin S. Elenkov, Elenkov is a professor at the School of Management and Business and director of the Center for Eastern European Business and Economic Research (CEEBER) at Adelphi University, “Russian Aerospace MNCs in Global Competition,” Columbia Journal of World Business, Summer 1995. Ebscohost Business Source Complete. AH

In contrast, the non-military sector was largely neglected by the state institutions in the former Soviet Union. Irrational bureaucracy, corruption and inefficiency were wide-spread throughout that sector. Eor example, over 300,000 Soviet construction workers used to undergo work stoppages daily because of the absence of materials at the workplace. A bureaucratic system of financing organizations rather than projects was characteristic of the Soviet civilian sector. That practice created a tendency of budget allocation according to the size of organizations. Technological feasibility and potential economic results of individual projects were of secondary importance. The non-military sector was also technologically obsolete, due to the lack of strong technical staff, close linkages with advanced R&D institutes and modern equipment. As a result, the technical units under industrial ministries worked, at best, only on shortterm trouble shooting and incremental improvements. 


Russian Econ Imapct – Nuclear War

Econ collapse leads to loose nukes, war with China and spillover to other hotspots

Steven David, is a Professor of Political Science at Johns Hopkins, Saving America from the Coming Civil Wars, Jan/Feb 1999, http://www.jstor.org/stable/20020242 AH

If internal war does strike Russia, economic deterioration will be a prime cause. From 1989 to the present, the gdp has fallen by 50 percent. In a society where, ten years ago, unemployment scarcely existed, it reached 9.5 percent in 1997 with many economists declaring the true figure to be much higher. Twenty-two percent of Russians live below the official poverty line (earning less than $70 a month). Modern Russia can neither collect taxes (it gathers only half the revenue it is due) nor significantly cut spending. Reformers tout privatization as the country's cure-all, but in a land without well-defined property rights or contract law and where subsidies remain a way of life, the prospects for transition to an American-style capitalist economy look remote at best. As the massive devaluation of the ruble and the current political crisis show, Russia's condition is even worse than most analysts feared. If conditions get worse, even the stoic Russian people will soon run out of patience. A future conflict would quickly draw in Russia's military. In the Soviet days civilian rule kept the powerful armed forces in check. But with the Communist Party out of office, what little civilian control remains relies on an exceedingly fragile foundation of personal friendships between government leaders and military commanders. Meanwhile, the morale of Russian soldiers has fallen to a dangerous low. Drastic cuts in spending mean inadequate pay, housing, and medical care. A new emphasis on domestic missions has created an ideological split between the old and new guard in the military leadership, increasing the risk that disgruntled generals may enter the political fray and feeding the resentment of soldiers who dislike being used as a national police force. Newly enhanced ties between military units and local authorities pose another danger. Soldiers grow ever more dependent on local governments for housing, food, and wages. Draftees serve closer to home, and new laws have increased local control over the armed forces. Were a conflict to emerge between a regional power and Moscow, it is not at all clear which side the military would support. Divining the military's allegiance is crucial, however, since the structure of the Russian Federation makes it virtually certain that regional conflicts will continue to erupt. Russia's 89 republics, krais, and oblasts grow ever more independent in a system that does little to keep them together. As the central government finds itself unable to force its will beyond Moscow (if even that far), power devolves to the periphery. With the economy collapsing, republics feel less and less incentive to pay taxes to Moscow when they receive so little in return. Three-quarters of them already have their own constitutions, nearly all of which make some claim to sovereignty. Strong ethnic bonds promoted by shortsighted Soviet policies may motivate non-Russians to secede from the Federation. Chechnya's successful revolt against Russian control inspired sim ilar movements for autonomy and independence throughout the country. If these rebellions spread and Moscow responds with force, civil war is likely.  Should Russia succumb to internal war, the consequences for the United States and Europe will be severe. A major power like Russia, even though in decline, does not suffer civil war quietly or alone. An embattled Russian Federation might provoke opportunistic attacks from enemies such as China. Massive flows of refugees would pour into central and western Europe. Armed struggles in Russia could easily spill into its neighbors. Damage from the fighting, particularly attacks on nuclear plants, would poison the environment of much of Europe and Asia. Within Russia, the consequences would be even worse. Just as the sheer brutality of the last Russian civil war laid the basis for the privations of Soviet communism, a second civil war might produce another horrific regime. Most alarming is the real possibility that the violent disintegration of Russia could lead to loss of control over its nuclear arsenal. No nuclear state has ever fallen victim to civil war, but even without a clear precedent the grim consequences can be foreseen. Russia retains some 20,000 nuclear weapons and the raw material for tens of thousands more, in scores of sites scattered throughout the country. So far, the government has managed to prevent the loss of any weapons or much materiel. If war erupts, however, Moscow's already weak grip on nuclear sites will slacken, making weapons and sup plies available to a wide range of anti-American groups and states. Such dispersal of nuclear weapons represents the greatest physical threat America now faces. And it is hard to think of anything that would increase this threat more than the chaos that would follow a Russian civil war. 


Russian Econ Imapct – Nuclear War

Russia will blame US for economic collapse—causes nuclear war

Ruddy 99, Christopher, newsmax Russia expert, march 12, 2009. “Russia May Launch a Surprise Attack Against US”
 http://www.newsmax.com/articles/?a=1999/3/12/53227
Since 1917, "capitalist warmongers" in the US and Europe have been the principal targets of hatred by Russians and the Chinese. Following the fall of the Berlin Wall, those campaigns of hate subsided briefly, and authoritarian communists stepped out of the spotlight. Today, with Russia reported in desperate economic straits, the Russian people are again being told, "it's the fault of America and Europe." Brutal communist leaders are again publicly talking, dissent is again being banned, and hatred against the West is soaring.  During the past year, my concerns about Russia have been greatly increased as a result of an interview I conducted with Jeffrey Nyquist -- an independent researcher on Russia and author of The Origins of the Fourth World War.  Nyquist believes Russia has been planning a surprise nuclear attack against the United States, and that this attack will come sooner rather than later -- quite possibly within the next year if the US continues on its present reckless course. I would have scoffed at such suggestions had Nyquist not made such a convincing case and demonstrated such a powerful intellect.  During our conversations, Nyquist listed signs that would indicate a Russian attack was being planned.  In early 1998, Nyquist predicted that authorities in Russia would deliberately implode their own economy to advance their political and military agendas. There were several reasons. First, that would divert attention from the theft of billions of dollars by government officials from "privatized" companies, and provide a convenient explanation why none of them were making any money. Second, by engendering Russia's economic collapse and blaming the West, the necessary psychological atmosphere for war against the US would be created.  Another outcome of Russia's economic collapse, Nyquist said, would be the emergence of a series of progressively stronger and more militarist Russian leaders. Primakov -- Yeltsin's Prime Minister -- perfectly fits Nyquist's prediction. He's a former hard-line, anti-American KGB general.  Nyquist also predicted that Russia would ally with China. That, too, has now taken place, as you'll see below.  Finally, Nyquist predicted that Russia would stockpile huge quantities of food and other supplies for war, and begin moving their nuclear weapons on to their naval ships where they are much more difficult to monitor and deter. All of this has occurred.  Nyquist is not the only astute observer of Russia who believes Russia may be preparing for war against the US. Stanislav Lunev -- the highest-ranking GRU (Russian military intelligence) officer ever to defect from Russia -- also warns that Russia is preparing for war against the United States.  Lunev's book Through the Eyes of the Enemy (published last summer by Regnery) states categorically that the Cold War is not over and that Russia continues to plan for a nuclear war. "Russia remains terrified of the power of America, and Russian military intelligence does everything it can prepare for a war that it considers inevitable," he wrote. This war, Lunev details, would employ nuclear, biological and chemical weapons against America.


Russian Econ Imapct – Nuclear War

Russian economic decline causes nuclear war 

Sheldon Filger, Huffington Post, 2009, “Russian Economy Faces Disastrous Free Fall Contraction” globaleconomiccrisis.com/blog/archives/356

In Russia historically, economic health and political stability are intertwined to a degree that is rarely encountered in other major industrialized economies. It was the economic stagnation of the former Soviet Union that led to its political downfall. Similarly, Medvedev and Putin, both intimately acquainted with their nation’s history, are unquestionably alarmed at the prospect that Russia’s economic crisis will endanger the nation’s political stability, achieved at great cost after years of chaos following the demise of the Soviet Union. Already, strikes and protests are occurring among rank and file workers facing unemployment or non-payment of their salaries. Recent polling demonstrates that the once supreme popularity ratings of Putin and Medvedev are eroding rapidly. Beyond the political elites are the financial oligarchs, who have been forced to deleverage, even unloading their yachts and executive jets in a desperate attempt to raise cash. Should the Russian economy deteriorate to the point where economic collapse is not out of the question, the impact will go far beyond the obvious accelerant such an outcome would be for the Global Economic Crisis. There is a geopolitical dimension that is even more relevant then the economic context. Despite its economic vulnerabilities and perceived decline from superpower status, Russia remains one of only two nations on earth with a nuclear arsenal of sufficient scope and capability to destroy the world as we know it. For that reason, it is not only President Medvedev and Prime Minister Putin who will be lying awake at nights over the prospect that a national economic crisis can transform itself into a virulent and destabilizing social and political upheaval. It just may be possible that U.S. President Barack Obama’s national security team has already briefed him about the consequences of a major economic meltdown in Russia for the peace of the world. After all, the most recent national intelligence estimates put out by the U.S. intelligence community have already concluded that the Global Economic Crisis represents the greatest national security threat to the United States, due to its facilitating political instability in the world. During the years Boris Yeltsin ruled Russia, security forces responsible for guarding the nation’s nuclear arsenal went without pay for months at a time, leading to fears that desperate personnel would illicitly sell nuclear weapons to terrorist organizations. If the current economic crisis in Russia were to deteriorate much further, how secure would the Russian nuclear arsenal remain? It may be that the financial impact of the Global Economic Crisis is its least dangerous consequence.

Impact Calc – Probability

High probability- Russia faces pressure to ‘use or lose’ its nuclear arsenal

Ruddy 99, Christopher, newsmax Russia expert, march 12, 2009. “Russia May Launch a Surprise Attack Against US”
 http://www.newsmax.com/articles/?a=1999/3/12/53227
Like America's nuclear arsenal, Russia's is degrading as it gets older and requires expensive, periodical servicing.  The Russian government is well aware of this problem. In a recent report to the Duma (Russia's Congress), First Deputy Prime Minister Yuri Masluyokov (a former Soviet military-industrial planner) states that because of obsolescence, Russia's nuclear arsenal will decline quickly, and Russia may "be able to field only 800 to 900 nuclear warheads seven years from now."  Because of Russia's economic problems, Russia may never again enjoy the huge strategic advantage it now has over its old enemies in the West. For die-hard communists, the huge, but temporary, military advantage may represent an irresistible opportunity to "use them before we lose them." Indeed, Bruce Blair, a well-known liberal from the Brookings Institution, stated last summer in The National Interest, "Russia's conventional forces have declined ... and into this vacuum has rushed a growing reliance on nuclear weapons -- including their first use in any serious conventional conflict."  Recognizing the limited shelf-life of Russia's nuclear arsenal, Blair adds, "The nuclear forces themselves have become vulnerable.... Consequently Russia today faces far stronger pressures to ‘use or lose' its nuclear arsenal than at any time since the early 1960s."

Russian economic collapse heightens war risk
Ruddy 99, Christopher, newsmax Russia expert, march 12, 2009. “Russia May Launch a Surprise Attack Against US”
 http://www.newsmax.com/articles/?a=1999/3/12/53227
The collapse of Russia's economy greatly increased the chances of war with the West. With 29 times Finland's population, Russia's budget barely matches theirs. According to news reports, millions of ordinary Russians are now struggling just to stay alive, selling family heirlooms and chopping up their furniture for kindling.  Russia's political leaders and economic czars, of course, will never admit that they and their failed totalitarian system are responsible for this widespread misery, and increasingly the West is being blamed.  This is particularly dangerous, because despite economic desperation, Russia continues is still a nuclear superpower. Victor Olove, director of Moscow's Center for Policy Studies, told the Los Angeles Times, "People who have nuclear warheads in their hands have not gotten their salaries for three or four months and are literally hungry."  Some press reports show how close to war we have already come. Britain's Panorama news program reported that in 1995 the Yeltsin government came within minutes of a full nuclear attack on the United States after Russian defense systems failed.

Russian Econ Impact – Prolif 

Russian economic collapse spillsover globally and causes nuclear proliferation
Filger 9, Sheldon Filger, author and blogger for the Huffington Post, previously Vice President for Resource Development at United Way, May 10, 2009. “Russian Economy Faces Disastrous Free Fall Contraction” 

http://www.globaleconomiccrisis.com/blog/archives/356
A major goal of Moscow’s economic technocrats has been to stabilize the country’s banking system, and for the time being a degree of success has been achieved through government provision of liquidity to financial institutions. However, this complex geopolitical space that is Russia is now facing a vast array of complex challenges that other members of the G8 are spared, despite the destructive impact of the global synchronized recession facing all major industrialized countries. In Russia historically, economic health and political stability are intertwined to a degree that is rarely encountered in other major industrialized economies. It was the economic stagnation of the former Soviet Union that led to its political downfall. Similarly, Medvedev and Putin, both intimately acquainted with their nation’s history, are unquestionably alarmed at the prospect that Russia’s economic crisis will endanger the nation’s political stability, achieved at great cost after years of chaos following the demise of the Soviet Union. Already, strikes and protests are occurring among rank and file workers facing unemployment or non-payment of their salaries. Recent polling demonstrates that the once supreme popularity ratings of Putin and Medvedev are eroding rapidly. Beyond the political elites are the financial oligarchs, who have been forced to deleverage, even unloading their yachts and executive jets in a desperate attempt to raise cash. Should the Russian economy deteriorate to the point where economic collapse is not out of the question, the impact will go far beyond the obvious accelerant such an outcome would be for the Global Economic Crisis. There is a geopolitical dimension that is even more relevant then the economic context. Despite its economic vulnerabilities and perceived decline from superpower status, Russia remains one of only two nations on earth with a nuclear arsenal of sufficient scope and capability to destroy the world as we know it. For that reason, it is not only President Medvedev and Prime Minister Putin who will be lying awake at nights over the prospect that a national economic crisis can transform itself into a virulent and destabilizing social and political upheaval. It just may be possible that U.S. President Barack Obama’s national security team has already briefed him about the consequences of a major economic meltdown in Russia for the peace of the world. After all, the most recent national intelligence estimates put out by the U.S. intelligence community have already concluded that the Global Economic Crisis represents the greatest national security threat to the United States, due to its facilitating political instability in the world. During the years Boris Yeltsin ruled Russia, security forces responsible for guarding the nation’s nuclear arsenal went without pay for months at a time, leading to fears that desperate personnel would illicitly sell nuclear weapons to terrorist organizations. If the current economic crisis in Russia were to deteriorate much further, how secure would the Russian nuclear arsenal remain? It may be that the financial impact of the Global Economic Crisis is its least dangerous consequence. 

Proliferation leads to extinction

Utgoff 2 (Victor A., Deputy Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources Division, “Survival”, p.87-90) 
In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed towards a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear “six shooters” on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather together on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.

Russian Econ Imapct – TB

Russian economic collapse leads to spread of MDR-TB

Science Daily 98, Statement by Doctors without Borders, the Medical Emergency Relief Network International (MERLIN) and The Public Health Research Institute, 9/16/1998. “Multi Drug Resistant-TB: Russian Economic Collapse Will Lead To Global Spread Of "Ebola With Wings"; http://www.sciencedaily.com/releases/1998/09/980916074355.htm

The Public Health Research Institute, Doctors Without Borders (Medecins sans Frontiers) and the Medical Emergency Relief Network International (MERLIN) have issued a joint statement about the need for international attention and support to combat the epidemic of drug-resistant tuberculosis (MDR-TB) in Russia, which is threatening to become a global problem.  Referring to the disease as "Ebola with Wings," the organizations released their plea after members of the PHRI/Soros TB Advisory Committee toured prisons in Tomsk and Kemerovo the week Sept. 7. PHRI has begun pilot programs in prisons in Tomsk, Ivanovo and Marii El as part of a $12.3 million project funded by philanthropist George Soros to combat TB in Russia. Before their tour, PHRI and the Russian Ministry of Health hosted the International Workshop on TB in Russia on Monday, Sept. 7, 1998 to address the serious public health problem.  Following is the statement from three organizations. Statement by  Doctors Without Borders (Medecins sans Frontiers), the Medical Emergency Relief Network International (MERLIN) and The Public Health Research Institute  Multi Drug Resistant-TB: Russian Economic Collapse will Lead to Global Spread of "Ebola with Wings"  Foreign Funds are Needed to Prevent Epidemic  Our three nongovernmental organizations are calling for an urgent worldwide campaign to raise the $100 million needed to prevent the imminent epidemic of multidrug resistant tuberculosis (MDR-TB) in Russia. In our view, this local humanitarian disaster is already a direct global public health threat.  Drug-senstive TB is curable through proper drug therapy. MDR-TB is potentially much more dangerous, especially because TB spreads through the air and can move from patient to patient in its deadly drug-resistant form. MDR-TB has been dubbed "Ebola with wings."  Current levels of MDR-TB in Russia are alarming. The looming economic crisis will exacerbate the problem. It is only a matter of time before MDR-TB of Russian origin becomes a daily reality in other countries worldwide.  The current Russian economic crisis will further deplete already strained resources of public medicine. The resulting shortage of anti-TB drugs will inevitably lead to the massive practice of substandard antibiotic treatment of patients with TB, which is the principal cause of MDR-TB. Standard treatment of regular TB consists of a daily regimen of four different antibiotics for six months. When this treatment is incomplete or interrupted, a patient can easily develop MDR-TB and then spread this potentially lethal form of TB to other people.  We are particularly concerned about the dire situation in Russian prisons, where systematic underfunding combined with epidemic-prone conditions already has resulted in the generation of nearly 20,000 MDR-TB cases. The number of cases is expected to rise because, under the current conditions, about 100,000 inmates with regular TB are subjected to inappropriate, MDR-causing treatment protocols.  Among the civilian population, TB patients undergoing treatment often are required to pay for their own drugs, even in state run hospitals. In the worsening economic situation, this burden on patients will translate into inadequate treatment and, consequently, thousands of new MDR-TB cases because most people will discontinue prescribed treatment as soon as symptoms subside. 
Russian TB is more deadly than AIDS

Stanford Report 6, 8/9/2006. “Drug-resistant strains of tuberculosis are more virulent than experts assumed”

http://news.stanford.edu/news/2006/august9/tbstudy-080906.html
The emergence of drug-resistant strains of tuberculosis throughout the world is a far greater risk to human health than medical experts had assumed, according to Stanford University scientists. This finding is based on a Stanford-led study of patients infected with mutant strains of the bacterium that causes tuberculosis. The results of the study, published in the journal Science, challenge a fundamental principle of evolutionary medicine and may lead epidemiologists to rethink their strategy for preventing the global spread of this highly contagious respiratory disease, researchers say. "Until this study, medical dogma had been that when a bacterium develops resistance to a drug, it becomes weaker as a human pathogen," said Stanford epidemiologist Gary K. Schoolnik, co-author of the June 30 Science study. "According to that very rosy scenario, drug-resistant strains should eventually extinguish themselves in the environment, because they can't compete with the original, drug-susceptible organism. But we found the opposite to be true, and that has very ominous implications for the spread of tuberculosis throughout the world." Tuberculosis is caused by a species of bacteria called Mycobacterium tuberculosis, which can be transmitted through the air when an infected patient coughs or sneezes. If not controlled, the bacterium may attack and destroy the lungs and other parts of the body. The World Health Organization (WHO) estimates that 2 billion people are infected with latent M. tuberculosis, which usually remains dormant but may begin actively multiplying, especially if the person's immune system weakens. Approximately 15 million people—primarily in Africa, Asia and Eastern Europe—have active tuberculosis disease, including about 14,000 in the United States. "Worldwide there are roughly 12 million new active cases annually, and of those about 2 million will die every year," said Schoolnik, professor of medicine and of microbiology and immunology at Stanford. "As a global health threat, tuberculosis assumes a significance that is only equaled by two other infectious diseases—malaria and HIV/AIDS." 


Russian Econ Impact – US Econ

Russia econ collapse causes US econ collapse

William H. Cooper, is a Specialist in International Trade and Finance, Congressional Research Service Specialist in International Trade and Finance Foreign Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division, “Russia’s Economic Performance and Policies and Their Implications for the United States,” May 30, 2008, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL34512.pdf, AH

The greater importance of Russia’s economic policies and prospects to the United States lie in their indirect effect on the overall economic and political environment in which the United States and Russia operate. From this perspective, Russia’s continuing economic stability and growth can be considered positive for the United States. Because financial markets are interrelated, chaos in even some of the smaller economies can cause uncertainty throughout the rest of the world. Such was the case during Russia’s financial meltdown in 1998 and more recently with the 2008-2009 crisis. Promotion of economic stability in Russia has been a basis for U.S. support for Russia’s membership in international economic organizations, including the IMF, the World Bank, and the WTO. As a major oil producer and exporter, Russia influences world oil prices that affect U.S. consumers. 

Russian economy is key to the global economy

Australian Financial Review 2k, January 8, 2000. afr.com

As a big debtor nation, Russia’s ability to meet its financial obligations also matters to world markets – as the Russian rouble’s collapse and accompanying loan default in August 1998 starkly revealed. The crisis raised fears of a domino effect across emerging markets that could ultimately push the global economy into recession. That, in the end, didn’t occur. But an economist specializing in Russia at the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, Ivan Szegvari, says the confidence of international investors in emerging markets, and transitional economies as a whole, is affected by what happens in Russia. In addition, Russia remains one of the most important clients of international financial institutions such as the International Monetary Fund.

Russia’s economy promotes world growth

Gilman 8, Martin Gilman, Former senior representative of the IMF in Russia and professor at the Higher School of Economics in Moscow, 1/16/2008. “Well-Placed to Weather an Economic Storm,” Moscow Times, http://www.moscowtimes.ru/stories/2008/01/16/008.html.
Faced with this gloomy global outlook, Russia is well placed to weather the storm. In fact, not only is the Russian economy likely to decouple largely from a sagging United States and even Europe, but its continuing boom -- mostly but not solely fueled by high energy revenues -- is sucking in both consumer and investment goods, and so acting as a motor of world growth. And the planned $1 trillion public investment program over the next decade should ensure that the country remains decoupled for years to come.
Russia’s position in the global economy is steadily increasing

Ministry of economic development of Russian Federation 8, 2008. “Positive and stable economic situation”

http://invest.gov.ru/en/why/reasons/economic/

In the last few years, Russia has been counted itself among countries developing more rapidly than the global economy. Since 1999, the average growth domestic product (GDP) growth rate has been approximately 6.95% per year in real terms. This is much higher that the average growth rate of world economy, which was growing at 4.7% at that time. In 1999-2007, the average GDP growth in dollar terms was 26% per year: GDP increased from US$179 billion in 1999 to US$1,343 billion in 2007. In 2008, Russia's GDP will grow by 7.8%, exceeding US$2 trillion (by purchasing power parity) which will make Russia sixth in the world by this indicator. Annual growth of real income has been in the double digits. GDP per capita has risen from less than US$2,000 in 1998 to US$9,000 today at current rates of exchange.    The Russian economy will very likely continue to develop in the foreseeable future, although somewhat more slowly than in recent years. An obstacle in this respect is the expected fall in the growth rates of the world economy, which some believe is entering a recession.  On the whole, the economic situation remains favorable. In 2009 and until 2010, GDP is expected to grow by 6.6% and 6.2%, and investment in fixed assets by 14.5% and 13.3%, respectively. Russia's share in the world economy will steadily increase.   

Russian Econ Impact – Laundry List

Russian economic collapse leads to accidents, prolif, terrorism
Oliker and Paley 2, Olga Oliker and Tanya Charlick-Paley, RAND Corporation Project Air Force, “Assessing Russia’s Decline,” www.rand.org/pubs/monograph_reports/MR1442/
Continuing trends toward military, political, economic, and social decline in Russia threaten the interests of the United States and its allies. Moscow's capacity to govern is called into question by increasing crime and corruption (and by political and economic regionalization). Both the military nuclear arsenal and the civilian nuclear power sector present risks of materials theft or diversion, as well as of tragic accident. An increasingly aging and ailing population bodes ill for Russia's future. Reversing the country's economic decline and rebuilding an effective military have proven difficult for the financially strapped government. While improvements, especially in the economic realm, are now evident, their sustainability is far from certain. The future development of these trends is critical to U.S. interests. Nuclear material from Russia could fall into the hands of terrorists-organized crime in Russia is part of a multinational network with links to global and local terror. Russia is a major oil and gas producer and transit state, and the U.S. government has identified energy interests as key to national security. A humanitarian crisis in Russia could threaten U.S. allies with refugee flows, environmental crisis, or conflict spillover. In many scenarios, it seems likely that the United States would respond. If so, the U.S. Air Force is certain to be called upon for transportation and perhaps military missions in a very demanding environment.


***AFF***

Uniqueness – Brain Drain Now

Russian gov. causes brain drain-despite standard of living increases and opportunities

Julian Evans, staff writer for the Wall Street Journal, Why are they Leaving?, 6/16/2011,  http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704816604576333030245934982.html AH

What is disturbing, according to Mr. Oreshkin, is that it is the "strongest and most gifted people" who are leaving Russia, because they feel they have no place in the state capitalist model constructed by prime minister Vladimir Putin over the last decade. In an online poll of 7,237 Novaya Gazeta readers, 62.5% said they were considering leaving because of discontent with the economic and political regime.  Surveys by the Levada Center, an independent research institute in Moscow, find a similar broad trend. The percentage of respondents who were thinking about living abroad rose from 42% at the beginning of Mr. Putin's presidency to 44% in 2009, despite the rise in living standards during that period.  The vast majority of those who admitted wanting to leave were under 35 years old, lived in a major city, and spoke a foreign language. While only making up a small percentage of Russia's total population, this demographic also represents the country's economic, political and cultural future.  "Emigration is growing," says Gleb Kuznetsov, a 33-year-old political analyst and former campaign manager for ruling party United Russia. "The reason for it is open borders and psychological fatigue caused by the state, which is expressed in disbelief that the system is able to change and become more human. No one believes in the 'bright future' anymore, not the opposition, or even people working for the state."  Mr. Kuznetsov says that it is widely believed, among Russia's young middle-class, that it is easier to establish a business and realize their ambitions abroad. "My friend, a young businessman, sold his business in the Russian Far East and moved to Venezuela. In his opinion, there are more opportunities to develop there, and the system, although no less corrupt, is more predictable and open than in his motherland." 


Uniqueness – No Workers Now

Industry on the brink- one launch pushes Russia over the edge

Vladimir Isachenkov, The Associated Press.  Medvedev: Space will remain a key Russian priority. April 12, 2011. http://news.ca.msn.com/world/medvedev-space-will-remain-a-key-russian-priority. AH

Russia has used the Soyuz and Progress spacecraft, whose designs date back to the 1960s, to send an increasing number of crew and cargo to the International Space Station. Russia's importance will grow even more after the U.S. space shuttle Atlantis closes out the U.S. program this summer, leaving the Russian spacecraft as the only link to the station.  But Savitskaya and some other cosmonauts have warned that Russia has done little to build a replacement to the Soyuz and could quickly fall behind America after it builds a new-generation spaceship.  Boris Chertok, the former deputy to Sergei Korolyov, the father of the Soviet space program, says it has become increasingly difficult for Russia's space industries to hire new personnel.  "Salaries in space industries are much lower than average salaries in banks and commercial companies," Chertok, 99, told reporters last week. "We need (more) people of Korolyov's calibre."  Korolyov, a visionary scientist as well as a tough manager, led the team that put the world's first manmade satellite in orbit on October 4, 1957. He then spearheaded a massive effort to score another first with Gagarin's mission.  "Our competition with America was spurring us to move faster to make the first human spaceflight," Valery Kubasov, a member of Korolyov's design team who later became a cosmonaut, told The Associated Press.


No Link – No Personel Trade-off

US jobs don’t cause tradeoff

Julian Evans, staff writer for the Wall Street Journal, Why are they Leaving?, 6/16/2011,  http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704816604576333030245934982.html AH

Konstantin Gaaze is a bright young Russian. The 30-year-old is the political editor of Moskovskie Novosti, a leading daily newspaper, and was previously an adviser to the minister of health. He is a political insider who should have a bright future ahead of him in Russia's booming economy. Instead, Mr. Gaaze is preparing to leave. Journal Report  "I'm thinking about moving to Israel," he says. "It's a question of economic opportunities. The system of state capitalism that has grown up here exterminates the social elevator for young educated people."  Unfortunately, Mr. Gaaze's story is far from unique. More and more young, educated Russians are talking about leaving Russia, to live in the U.S., Europe, Israel, Asia, or Latin America. The reasons are myriad: Whether it is the difficulty of setting up a business in Russia, the dearth of political freedoms, poor education or simply better jobs abroad, Russia's talent exodus is gaining momentum.  "We're expected to work 10 to 20 years to buy a flat, or five years to buy a car," says Mr. Gaaze. "There are no chances for promotion. It's very hard to set up your own business. Loans cost 20% to 30% a year, and the system is very regulated. The most secure job is to work for the government. But I've done that, and don't want to do it anymore."  The political analyst Dmitry Oreshkin caught the mood among the middle classes with a widely-quoted story in independent newspaper Novaya Gazeta in April. He claimed Russia was in the middle of another wave of emigration to rival that which occurred after the Bolsheviks came to power in 1917. 


No Link – No Capital / Tech Competition

Russian investment proves no tradeoff- patent sharing

Detelin S. Elenkov, Elenkov is a professor at the School of Management and Business and director of the Center for Eastern European Business and Economic Research (CEEBER) at Adelphi University, “Russian Aerospace MNCs in Global Competition,” Columbia Journal of World Business, Summer 1995. Ebscohost Business Source Complete. AH

Much of FDI is also a result of firms seeking unique and valuable resources such as specialized knowledge. In this respect, companies may attempt to invest in firms in other countries for the technical and competitive skills that they may possess. Alternatively, companies may locate in and around centers of industrial enterprise unique to their specific industry. For example. both NIIGrafit and VIAM of Moscow have recently made direct investments in San Leandro, California, a region famous for its concentration of aerospace, electronic and other hightechnology companies. The main goal of the new affiliates, named respectively Kaiser NIIGrafit and Kaiser VIAM, is to exchange patents and know-how with U.S. companies. In particular, Kaiser Aerospace and Electronics Corporation of San Leandro has agreed to cooperate witb the Russians, as well as to promote tbe sale of specialty carbon, graphitebased and advanced composite materials produced by NIIGrafit and VIAM in Russia. For many companies, the FDI decision is, at least initially, considered m the context of 100% ownership. The reason may have an ethnocentric basis, that is, management may feel that no outside entity should bave an impact on corporate decision making. In order to make a rational decision about the extent of ownership, managers of Russian aerospace companies have been found to carefully evaluate the extent to which total control is important to the success of their international business activities. Often full ownership has been considered to be a desirable, but not a necessary, prerequisite for international success. 

No IL – Oil Key

No IL – economy depends on oil

Gawdat Bahgat, is a Professor of Political Science at the National Defense University, OPEC Review, 2004, econpapers.repec.org/article/blaopecrv/default30.htm, AH

Russia’s oil production has experienced a steady resurgence. By the early 2000s, Moscow had regained its status as a major oil producer and exporter and a crucial player in global energy markets. Prior to the break up of the Soviet Union, oil production peaked at 12.6 million barrels per day in 1987.1 Such high production levels stemmed largely from the exploitation of large new petroleum reserves discovered in Western Siberia. The political turmoil that accompanied the collapse of the Soviet Union was a major factor in the decline of production in the following decade. As the political situation normalised, the oil industry stabilised and, gradually, production started to grow substantially, rising from 6.1 mb/d in 1996 to 7.7 mb/d in 2002.2 In addition to the increasing stability of the Russian political system, the introduction of economic reform and the privatisation of the oil sector have contributed to this dramatic turnaround. It is projected by many analysts that Russian oil production will continue its impressive rise for the next few years. According to a recent study by the United States Department of Energy’s Energy Information Administration, Russian oil production is projected to reach 10.9 mb/d in 2025, 43 per cent above 2002 levels.3 Since the collapse of the Soviet Union, the Russian economy has been in a state of transition, from a state-run economy to a free-market one. A delicate process of restructuring and diversification is underway. Still, the Russian economy is heavily dependent on oil revenue. This revenue represents a substantial proportion of the country’s gross domestic product export earnings; in 2002, energy accounted for almost 20 per cent of Russia’s GDP and 55 per cent of export revenue. These figures indicate that Russia’s economy is extremely sensitive to global energy price fluctuations. This sensitivity implies that a one dollar rise (drop) in the price of a barrel of Russia’s Urals Blend benchmark leads to an increase (decline) in real GDP growth of about 0.5 percentage points and contributes to an estimated US $1 billion in extra earnings (losses). The relatively high and stable oil prices since 1999 brought a windfall in oil export revenue to the Russian economy, spurred strong growth in GDP and contributed to the overall economic recovery.
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