2nc Prefer our Interpretation

Our interpretation is two fold

1 – Increase – there are ONLY two types of solar energy presently – SOLAR THERMAL and PHOTOVOLTAICS.  

2 – SOLAR THERMAL is NOT OCEAN THERMAL – our interpretation requires that the SUN be the immediate provider of the energy without a secondary conduit.  Solar thermal energy requires the heating of particular TUBES with ANTI-FREEZE – they might stick giant tubes in the ocean – but these tubes 

We allow for plenty of solar affs – any SOLAR aff besides there’s being run in the country is an example of a topical aff.
2nc Ground
They destroy ground in this debate:

1 – AFF advantages – they gain unique internal links that we cannot question.

2 – Energy Markets – OTEC does not have an influence on the SOLAR energy markets – nor does it utilize any of the reasons why solar is bad – silver prices or effects on the natural gas market

3 – Punish them for forcing resource trade-off – we had to spend time researching this aff – that time cannot be recovered – send a message to the team about how they should prepare for the topic.

If we lose the ground and limits debate – utilize science education as the tie-breaker – they need to understand that even if the SUN is involved in the energy production this does not mean it is solar power….
They Unlimit

Our dividing line is that the HEAT from the SUN must be directly captured by a technology and that the sun cannot merely be part of the process,  Our 1nc 

They unlimit the resolution

A) Biofuels – they justify BIOFUELS since plants are powered by the sun – this means they can pick ANY plant or crop or process – corn, pig fecies with a 
B) Methane – the sun breaks down fecies and plants this causes the release of methane – this than then be captured allowing affs that focus on trash-heaps or Pig farms
C) People power….they justify people power since we get vitamin E from the sun….the bottom line is that almost ALL LIFE GETS ENERGY FROM THE SUN
2nc Cards – OTEC not Solar
OTEC is ocean energy – distinct from solar energy in the literature

Kobayashi ‘1 (The Present Status and Features of OTEC and Recent Aspects of Thermal Energy Conversion Technologies, Hiroki KOBAYASHI Hitachi Zosen Corporation Sadayuki JITSUHARA, Dr. Xenesys Inc. Haruo UEHARA, Dr. Saga University, 2001 http://www.nmri.go.jp/main/cooperation/ujnr/24ujnr_paper_jpn/Kobayashi.pdf) The world population is 6.1 billion in 2000, and it is still growing explosively. At the same time, energy consumed by human is also increasing explosively, as shown in Fig.1. By considering future economic growth and environmental problems it is obvious that in the 21st century we cannot rely on the current mainstream resources, i.e. oil, coal, and uranium for the world energy supply. Thus, we must face the urgent and important problem of developing an alternative energy source to fossil and nuclear fuel. For the alternative energy sources we can easily consider, for example, such as wind, solar and geothermal power. However, ocean energy should become also an important potential energy source which must be obtained. Among the various forms of ocean energy, the ocean thermal energy is plentiful and very stable. During the last decade, the technology of OTEC has been made great strides. It is worthy of special mention that OTEC technology is easily applicable in many industrial fields for recovery and saving of energy in lower temperature range and small thermal head.

Any aff would include both Oceanic and Solar energy – at best they are extra topical – this is a voting issue because it proves the resolution alone is insufficient to address the problem AND Solar thermal is a SECONDARY source for OTEC – they at least include oceanic

Raju 10 (OCEAN THERMAL ENERGY CONVERSION SEMINAR REPORT Submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the award of Degree of Master of Technology in Civil Engineering (Environmental Engineering) of the University of Kerala). The results of these studies revealed that due to a small temperature difference (approximately 15–25 K) between the surface water and deep water of the ocean, the Rankine-cycle efficiency is limited to be only 3–5%. This results in a high cost of the electricity generated by an OTEC plant. In order to improve the cycle efficiency, an ammonia–water mixture as the working fluid have been developed and reported to have better thermal efficiency than the Rankine cycle at the same temperature difference. However, it is evident that increasing the temperature difference between the hot and cold heat sources is the most effective solution to improve the thermal efficiency of a thermodynamic power generation cycle. In this study, an OTEC system was described that utilizes not only ocean thermal energy but also solar-thermal energy; the latter is used as a secondary heat source. A solar collector used in a residential application is

Contextually different in the media

Merrick 11 (Calvin, “OTEC – Alternative Energy from the Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion, http://voices.yahoo.com/otec-alternative-energy-ocean-thermal-energy-9826177.html) You don't hear much about ocean thermal energy conversion in the media. One reason for this is that solar energy and bio-fuels currently hold the spotlight. Ocean thermal energy conversion (OTEC) is an alternative energy technology that uses ocean water temperature differences to produce electricity. It's a clean energy solution with excellent potential for the future. More specifically, OTEC systems use the temperature difference between warm shallow ocean waters and cooler deep running ocean waters. The heat energy from the water is then converted into electric power.

Even different for energy conferences

Carlson 11 (Doug, http://hawaiienergyoptions.blogspot.com/, Asia Pacific Energy Summit Convenes This Week as Resistance To Big Wind Builds Steam on Molokai)The third annual Asia Pacific Clean Energy Summit and Expo kicks off tomorrow, and it takes a couple minutes for the website to cycle through the photographs of more than 200 speakers. They include a governor and ex-governor, utility representatives, legislators, military officials, advocates for solar, wind, geothermal and ocean thermal energy conversion technology, landfill experts, private equity investors, lawyers and many others. There’s at least one misidentification – the current chair of the Hawaii Public Utilities Commission is still listed as a state representative – but getting everything right would be a stretch. Word comes from Molokai as the Summit gets underway that opposition to the Big Wind energy project is growing, and one wonders whether that community-based effort will be noticed by the guests.

Different by the people WHO DO IT!!!

South Pacific Applied Geoscience Commissions 01 OCEAN THERMAL ENERGY CONVERSION AND THE PACIFIC ISLANDS, March 2001 SOPAC Miscellaneous Report 417, http://www.clubdesargonautes.org/energie/sopacotec.pdf The Pacific Regional Energy Assessment (PREA) conducted in 1992 highlighted the failures in using unconventional approaches (wind power, wave power, ocean thermal energy conversion (OTEC), biogas digesters, biogas gasifiers and solar power). Further unsuccessful introduction of renewable energy technologies, except for solar photovoltaics, were highlighted in the European Community’s Lomé II Pacific Regional Energy Programme Final Report, August 1994. Both reports stressed the lack of technical, economic or financial viability of the options in the Pacific context and their unsustainable institutional support requirements. This led to the Pacific island countries remaining very much dependent on imported petroleum products to cater for their day to day energy requirements.


   2NC/ 1NR Overview
Economy is TOO LOW to stimulate investment- there is a venture capitalist CRISIS-
A) Investors LACK the financial capacity to invest- they are “starved for cash”
B) They will just go overseas over invest in America- China overwhelms the incentives of the plan
C) Investors have stopped investing in “start-up” programs – no one cares to invest- this overwhelms the “kick-start” policy of the aff
The affirmative only REMOVES RESTRICTIONS- doesn’t provide start-up capital- even if investors WANTED too- they physically do NOT have the means capable-
More warrants-
And federal cleantech fiscal cliff coming- wrecks investment uniqueness
Loki 9/19 (Reynard Loki is a Justmeans staff writer for Sustainable Finance and Corporate Social Responsibility. A co-founder of MomenTech, a New York-based experimental production studio, he writes the blog 13.7 Billion Years and is a contributing author of the forthcoming publication "Biomes and Ecosystems," a comprehensive reference encyclopedia of the Earth's key biological and geographic class..., “With Uncertain Financial Future, Cloudy Skies Ahead for American Cleantech”, http://www.justmeans.com/With-Uncertain-Financial-Future-Cloudy-Skies-Ahead-for-American-Cleantech/56050.html, September 19, 2012, LEQ)

THE WELL IS RUNNING DRY: FEDERAL CLEAN ENERGY INVESTMENT TO ENTER STEEP DECLINE The problem, however, is that federal cleantech funding, as described by The New York Times editorial board, "is about to drop off a cliff."[9] The reason for this is simple: The clean energy incentives and subsidies provided by President Obama's 2009 economic stimulus bill—amounting to $65 billion, including loan guarantees for wind and solar power—will largely be dismantled by 2014. To make matters worse, other longer-standing subsidies, like the mission-critical Production Tax Credit (PTC), are expiring.[10] For the cleantech industry, the numbers are hard to swallow. By 2014, annual federal cleantech spending is set to decline 75 percent to $11 billion (the high, in 2009, was $44.3 billion). In addition, 70 percent of all federal clean energy policies that were active in 2009 are set to expire at the end of 2014. [11] There's also the effect that the expiries will have on jobs. According to a Brookings Institute report, Obama's stimulus package was the cause of an 8.3-percent increase in jobs in the renewable energy sector, an impressive figure especially considering it happened at the height (or rather, depth) of the recession.[12] The thought of renewing such incentives is a bit pie-in-the-sky. Obama's stimulus bill was passed when Democrats controlled both houses of Congress. While the clean energy-friendly side of the aisle still controls the Senate, "the Republican wrecking crew in the House," as The New York Times notes, "remains generally hostile to programs that threaten the hegemony of the oil and gas interests."[13] DRILL, BABY, DRILL: THE GOP WILL KILL CLEAN ENERGY The House, for example, recently defeated an amendment proposed by Rep. Ed Markey (D-Mass.) to extend the wind energy PTC, mostly along party lines. Many analysts say the loss of the PTC is a significant blow to America's wind sector.[14][15] "There's such uncertainty in the market right now," said Laura Arnold, who sits on the board of directors of the Indiana Renewable Energy Association. "Uncertainty is not a positive stimulus for the growth of the industry…It's not completely over, but it's going to be on life support until we have another policy in its place to give the right inducement to the industry."[16] And if Mitt Romney wins the presidency, more dark days for the nation's cleantech sector are certain. The GOP hopeful's recently unveiled energy plan calls for opening up oil and gas development along the Atlantic Coast and—much to the chagrin of environmentalists and conservationists—the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge (ANWR), while ending much-needed subsidies for wind and solar.[17]
And they will just invest in China and India – not America – investors are abandoning America
Loki 9/19 (Reynard Loki is a Justmeans staff writer for Sustainable Finance and Corporate Social Responsibility. A co-founder of MomenTech, a New York-based experimental production studio, he writes the blog 13.7 Billion Years and is a contributing author of the forthcoming publication "Biomes and Ecosystems," a comprehensive reference encyclopedia of the Earth's key biological and geographic class..., “With Uncertain Financial Future, Cloudy Skies Ahead for American Cleantech”, http://www.justmeans.com/With-Uncertain-Financial-Future-Cloudy-Skies-Ahead-for-American-Cleantech/56050.html, September 19, 2012, LEQ)

FOR AMERICAN CLEANTECH CEOs, A ONE-WAY TICKET TO CHINA With venture capitalists largely abandoning early-stage projects and the federal government's investments set for a massive decline, America's cleantech industry is bracing for tough times in the coming years. "America's innovators will likely be forced to commercialize their technologies in other countries," warn the Beyond Boom and Bust authors, "where foreign governments offer greater policy support, putting the United States at a competitive disadvantage."[18] You can count on America's cleantech entrepreneurs to be booking tickets to Beijing, Shanghai or one of China's growing tech hubs, like Chengdu, Dalian, Hangzhou and Xian. And considering what's happening in the United States, who can blame them? China has been roundly beating America in the cleantech race. With clean energy investments hitting a remarkable $9 billion a month, the Middle Kingdom is set to be the world's leading solar and wind market by 2016.[19] In fact, the American cleantech brain drain is already underway. In November, Cleantech Group will be taking 10-15 cleantech companies—along with "a select few investors, corporate executives, and other key stakeholders"—on a whirlwind tour of cleantech hotspots in China, which includes "introductions with key leaders" in an effort to "provide the cleantech CEOs with an excellent taste of cleantech in China as it is today, as well as the opportunity to expose their companies to multiple China-based investors and partners interested in acquiring, investing in, and helping them 'go to China.'"[20] The late 20th-century Chinese philosopher and diplomat Hu Shih once observed, "India conquered and dominated China culturally for 20 centuries without ever having to send a single soldier across her border." In terms of cleantech, it looks like China will be doing something similar to the United States. But this time, there will be border crossings: American cleantech CEOs leaving U.S. shores. And unless America's lawmakers make it more lucrative—and predictable—for cleantech investors at home, those shores will be home to more dirty drilling platforms, not clean wind farms.
China just surpassed America as the number 1 attractive FDI nation
Kawa 10/16 (Friday) (Lucas Kawa, Business Insider, “China beats US as top destination for foreign investment”, http://www.globalpost.com/dispatch/news/business/121026/china-foreign-investment, October 26, 2012, LEQ)

The United Nations Conference on Trade and Development recently released a report on global foreign direct investment flows, titled “Global Investment Trends Monitor.” The report indicates that despite a 3% decline from 1H 2011, China surpassed the U.S. as the world’s largest recipient of FDI at $59.1 billion (US) through the first half of 2012. This might come as a surprise, considering that FDI to China has decreased in 10 out of the past 11 months. China’s fall in FDI reflects a global trend, as global FDI inflows declined by 8.4% in 1H 2012 from 1H 2011. The decrease was concentrated in the BRIC nations and especially the United States, where FDI plummeted from $136.6 billion (US) in the second half of 2011 to $57.4 billion (US) in 1H 2012. The global decline in FDI can be blamed on the Eurozone debt crisis and concerns of slowing growth in major economies – a metric with which FDI has a chicken-and-egg relationship.
Investors Won’t Invest
Too Risky
Harvard Political Review Online, 2-26-06, staff writer Becca Friedman, “An Alternative Source Heats Up,” __http://hprsite.squarespace. com/an-alternative-source- heats-up/__ 

According to Terry Penney, the Technology Manager at the National Renewable Energy Laboratory, the combination of cost and risk is OTEC’s main liability. “We’ve talked to inventors and other constituents over the years, and it’s still a matter of huge capital investment and a huge risk, and there are many [alternate forms of energy] that are less risky that could produce power with the same certainty,” Penney told the HPR. Moreover, OTEC is highly vulnerable to the elements in the marine environment. Big storms or a hurricane like Katrina could completely disrupt energy production by mangling the OTEC plants. Were a country completely dependent on oceanic energy, severe weather could be debilitating. In addition, there is a risk that the salt water surrounding an OTEC plant would cause the machinery to “rust or corrode” or “fill up with seaweed or mud,” according to a National Renewable Energy Laboratory spokesman. Even environmentalists have impeded OTEC’s development. According to Penney, people do not want to see OTEC plants when they look at the ocean. When they see a disruption of the pristine marine landscape, they think pollution. Given the risks, costs, and uncertain popularity of OTEC, it seems unlikely that federal support for OTEC is forthcoming. 

No investor confidence in OTEC- aff doesn’t provide capital
Cocke ’10 (Sophie Cocke, Journalist at Pacific Business News, “Alt-energy form’s high startup costs cause investors to shy away”, http://www.bizjournals.com/pacific/print-edition/2010/11/12/ocean-thermal-energy-conversion.html?page=all, November 12, 2010, LEQ)

Ocean thermal energy conversion Alt-energy form’s high startup costs cause investors to shy away The design is rather simple. Massive quantities of deep, cold seawater are drawn through a vertical pipe mixing with warmer surface water. The temperature differential drives a turbine-generator producing energy that is transported to shore through an underwater cable connected to the electric grid. The energy potential for Hawaii is vast. Ten of these systems, at 100 megawatts each, could account for all of Oahu’s electricity needs, and several more could power all of Hawaii. The floating plants would appear as dots on the horizon, several miles out to sea. And the undersea cables, about 6 inches in diameter, would be hidden from view. The systems would not compete with food, water or land resources and the power would be firm — producing an uninterrupted stream of electricity year round. But it’s not going to happen tomorrow, or next year. This look at ocean thermal energy conversion and its role in Hawaii’s push for energy independence is the fifth in an occasional series of stories analyzing the status of the state’s alternative energy options, where the best opportunities lie and what’s needed to overcome obstacles. Back in the early 1980s, OTEC had a glimmer of stardom. Hawaii was in the midst of the oil embargo that led to four-fold spikes in energy prices, panic, and hefty investments in alternative energy. The dilemma produced funding for a mini-OTEC plant off the coast of the Big Island, the result of a collaboration between Kailua-based Makai Ocean Engineering and Lockheed Martin. The pilot produced 50 kilowatts of energy — not much, but enough to charge some batteries that were handed out to politicians with some degree of fanfare. Design began on a commercial-scale 40-megawatt plant off Kahe Point on Oahu, but then the price of oil dropped. “In 1983-1984, the energy crisis went away and everyone forgot there was an energy problem,” said Joe Van Ryzin, vice president of Makai Ocean Engineering. Nearly three decades later, with volatile oil prices, renewed interest at the federal level, aggressive renewable energy mandates at the state level and a major military push for alternatives, ocean thermal energy conversion could be poised for a renaissance. Lockheed Martin and Makai Ocean Engineering recently have reunited with plans to produce a 5-megawatt to 10-megawatt pilot plant, likely off Barber’s Point, says Van Ryzin. But it comes with a steep price tag of about $200 million, according to Luis Vega, an OTEC expert and manager at the University of Hawaii’s National Marine Renewable Energy Center who is helping facilitate the project. While many in the industry feel that the technology is ready, it’s untested. There is no data on maintenance costs, possible environmental impacts on the marine environment or potential engineering problems that could arise with a full-scale model — not an enticing combination for private investment. It’s a bit of a double-edged sword. The pilot is needed to produce the information necessary to attract investment for a large-scale model, but it won’t come close to producing electricity at a competitive price with oil, which was trading at $88 a barrel earlier this week. As a result, investors will not be able to recoup costs or earn a return without government subsidies or military funding. So far, Lockheed has secured about $14.5 million from the Department of Energy and Navy for technology risk reduction and the preliminary design of the pilot. No funding for the actual project is currently available, and Lockheed’s commitment for further funding is unknown at this time. “We need to line up funding to build the pilot, which will depend on the comfort level of the Navy,” said Chris Myers, vice president of energy and government projects for Lockheed Martin. The Navy has a particular interest in OTEC as it could be deployed throughout the Pacific Rim where there are military bases. Provided that funding comes through, the pilot could be up and running in about four years, possibly paving the way for a 100-megawatt plant that, according to Vega, could produce energy at about 17 cents per kilowatt hour. Currently, the cost of petroleum-generated electricity averages about 24 cents per kilowatt hour for residential sales. Vega estimated the cost of the commercial scale plant at $750 million. Hawaii has also attracted interest from other OTEC companies, such as Sea Solar Power, based in Jacobus, Pa. The company said it also was struggling with attracting investment, but was hoping to design a pilot project in Hawaii as well. “We believe the capital costs are not sufficiently bad to discredit OTEC and we should move forward rapidly,” said James Anderson, the company’s vice president. “The question of how it is financed raises another question.”

   Oil > OTEC
Oil prices are the determining factor for investment and ZERO companies have applied for licenses 
NOAA 11 (http://coastalmanagement.noaa.gov/programs/otec.html, Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion)

NOAA's OTEC Licensing Authority In 1980, the Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion Act granted the authority for licensing OTEC facilities located within the territorial sea of the United States to the Administrator of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). At this time it was envisioned that OTEC technology would be producing 10,000 megawatts (MW) of electricity by 1999 which would power approximately ten million homes. Shortly after the OTECA Act was established, NOAA's Office of Coastal Resource Management (OCRM) established an OTECA program and in 1981, promulgated regulations. By 1996, NOAA had not received any license application for a commercial OTEC facility. During the fifteen year time period, the risks to potential investors and low oil prices have limited commercial development. NOAA disbanded the OTECA licensing program and the OTEC regulations were rescinded (click here to view the record of the OTEC regulations removed in the Code of Federal regulations). In 2008, oil prices rose again and several companies approached NOAA with questions about licensing requirements for OTEC facilities. Since then, millions of dollars have been invested by private companies in OTEC project planning and design. Applications for pilot and commercial facilities are expected in the near future. In addition, both the Navy and Department of Energy have recently made substantial grant awards for OTEC component and subsystems development. OCRM is now rebuilding its OTEC licensing capacity due to the recent interest in the technology. 

Low oil prices stop investment in OTEC

Watts 10
(Generating energy from ocean waters off Hawaii, August 4, 2010 by Anthony Watts
http://wattsupwiththat.com/2010/08/04/generating-energy-from-ocean-waters-off-hawaii/) 

Researchers at the University of Hawaii at Manoa say that the Leeward side of Hawaiian Islands may be ideal for future ocean-based renewable energy plants that would use seawater from the oceans’ depths to drive massive heat engines and produce steady amounts of renewable energy. The technology, referred to as Ocean Thermal Energy Conversion (OTEC), is described in the Journal of Renewable and Sustainable Energy, which is published by the American Institute of Physics (AIP). It involves placing a heat engine between warm water collected at the ocean’s surface and cold water pumped from the deep ocean. Like a ball rolling downhill, heat flows from the warm reservoir to the cool one. The greater the temperature difference, the stronger the flow of heat that can be used to do useful work such as spinning a turbine and generating electricity. The history of OTEC dates back more than a half century. However, the technology has never taken off — largely because of the relatively low cost of oil and other fossil fuels. But if there are any places on Earth where large OTEC facilities would be most cost competitive, it is where the ocean temperature differentials are the greatest.


2NC Overview

Group the turn debate- 

Funding for alternative energy destroys military capabilities- timeframe is the key distinction- all their evidence is indicative of LONG-TERM trends- our link turn short-circuits their link- it trades off with funding for materials and vehicles
This causes a hollow military force and jacks hegemony- massive perception link- externally causes wars to breakout
Carafano et al 7 – Deputy Director @ The Kathryn and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies and Director of the Douglas and Sarah Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies (Heritage) (James, and Baker Spring, F.M. Kirby Research Fellow in National Security Policy @ Heritage, and Mackenzie Eaglen, Research Fellow for National Security Studies @ Allison Center for Foreign Policy Studies, “Four Percent for Freedom: Maintaining Robust National Security Spending,” Heritage Foundation, 4-10, http://www.heritage.org/Research/NationalSecurity/em1023.cfm)

Avoiding a "Hollow Force." The term "hollow force" was coined in the post–Vietnam War era to describe a military force that lacks the resources to field trained and ready forces, to support ongoing operations, and to modernize. In the past, when America's military has begun to become hollow, the strain has showed first in the National Guard. The same warning signs are evident today, including an austere lack of equipment, heavy reliance on cross-leveling to fill out units preparing to deploy, and a reduction in the levels of unit readiness. However, this problem is not exclusive to the National Guard. The Army and Air Force are already showing signs of funding shortfalls for equipment modernization. Although today's military is not yet hollow, it could become [hollow] so in less than a decade if funding for military modernization is not adequate over a sustained period of time.  Moreover, underfunding defense will actually cost the U.S. more in the long run, including reducing [reduce] the defense industrial base to a dangerously low level. This leads to an undercapitalized base that is not competitive, driving up costs for the U.S. government and taxpayer. Not spending enough on defense also creates the reality and perception of American weakness, which will increase risk, hinder economic growth, and lower stability in the world. Indeed, robust defense spending saves money. President Ronald Reagan's defense buildup and steady defense funding throughout the 1980s helped to win the Cold War and enabled the U.S. to quickly defeat Saddam Hussein in the Gulf War.  Regrettably, the Administration's defense budget request and emergency supplemental spending bill come at a time when political pressure to reduce defense expenditures is growing. The perception is that the battle in Iraq constitutes the entirety of the war effort and that as this operation winds down, the American people are entitled to a new peace dividend. This notion, coupled with the imminent retirement of 78 million baby boomers, means that the danger of a hollow force is very real. Mandatory spending in the U.S. budget is projected to increase significantly in the coming years. The Congressional Budget Office projects that the share of the U.S. economy devoted to defense spending will actually decrease as a result.  Entitlement Reform as National Security Issue. The U.S. government is running a large budget deficit, and the principal reason is the growth in entitlement costs, not increased defense funding since 9/11. Since 1970, the historical ratio between defense spending and entitlement spending on Medicare, Medicaid, and Social Security has flipped. In 1970, military spending totaled 7.8 percent of GDP—almost twice the 4.1 percent of GDP spent on the big three entitlement programs. Today, defense spending has fallen to 3.9 percent of GDP while entitlement spending has more than doubled to 8.8 percent of GDP. By 2030, the big three entitlements will absorb roughly 84 percent of all federal revenues, crowding out defense and homeland security and threatening the historically low-tax, high-growth U.S. economy. Congress needs to find a solution to the entitlement spending problem quickly.  Consequently, defense is not the problem with the budget, and cutting defense is not the solution. As a nation at war, the U.S. is spending remarkably little on defense. Devoting 4 percent of GDP to defense imposes a reasonable burden on the U.S. economy and is significantly below the mean of roughly 7.5 percent of GDP that the U.S. spent on defense during the Cold War.  Spending 4 percent of GDP will not risk losing the war because of economic collapse brought on by excessive defense spending. Further, Congress needs to keep in mind the economic costs of military failure. Military power trumps economic power in the short term. Even a single successful attack on U.S. territory using an electromagnetic pulse generated by a nuclear weapon would have devastating economic consequences.  What the U.S. Should Do. Over the long term, federal spending should be reformed to provide adequate funds for current defense needs, and the shape of the U.S. military should continue to transform to reflect future threats. Rather than decrease defense spending, Congress needs to make a strong commitment to fund the nation's war requirements well into the future; indeed, the next President and future Congresses must also commit to providing for the nation's defense through increased defense budgets. Both Congress and the President should also begin the difficult task of changing public opinion, not following it, by reminding the American people that the ongoing war is not over, regardless of what happens in Iraq, and that the stakes in this war extend to their lives, liberty, and future prosperity. 

***If their internal link is not military power*** 
And our link outweighs theirs- 
Hard power is ONLY determinant of international dominance- perception is key
Kagan ’12 (Robert Kagan, Senior Fellow, Foreign Policy, Center on the United States and Europe, “The Importance of U.S. Military Might Shouldn’t Be Underestimated”, http://www.brookings.edu/opinions/2012/0202_us_military_power_kagan.aspx, February 2, 2012, LEQ)

These days “soft” power and “smart” power are in vogue (who wants to make the case for “dumb” power?) while American “hard” power is on the chopping block. This is, in part, a symbolic sacrifice to the fiscal crisis — even though the looming defense cuts are a drop in the bucket compared with the ballooning entitlement spending that is not being cut. And partly this is the Obama administration’s election-year strategy of playing to a presumably war-weary nation. But there is a theory behind all this: The United States has relied too much on hard power for too long, and to be truly effective in a complex, modern world, the United States needs to emphasize other tools. It must be an attractive power, capable of persuading rather than compelling. It must convene and corral both partners and non-partners, using economic, diplomatic and other means to “leverage” American influence. These are sensible arguments. Power takes many forms, and it’s smart to make use of all of them. But there is a danger in taking this wisdom too far and forgetting just how important U.S. military power has been in building and sustaining the present liberal international order. That order has rested significantly on the U.S. ability to provide security in parts of the world, such as Europe and Asia, that had known endless cycles of warfare before the arrival of the United States. The world’s free-trade, free-market economy has depended on America’s ability to keep trade routes open, even during times of conflict. And the remarkably wide spread of democracy around the world owes something to America’s ability to provide support to democratic forces under siege and to protect peoples from dictators such as Moammar Gaddafi and Slobodan Milosevic. Some find it absurd that the United States should have a larger military than the next 10 nations combined. But that gap in military power has probably been the greatest factor in upholding an international system that, in historical terms, is unique — and uniquely beneficial to Americans. Nor should we forget that this power is part of what makes America attractive to many other nations. The world has not always loved America. During the era of Vietnam and Watergate and the ugly last stand of segregationists, America was often hated. But nations that relied on the United States for security from threatening neighbors tended to overlook the country’s flaws. In the 1960s, millions of young Europeans took to the streets to protest American “imperialism,” while their governments worked to ensure that the alliance with the United States held firm. Soft power, meanwhile, has its limits. No U.S. president has enjoyed more international popularity than Woodrow Wilson did when he traveled to Paris to negotiate the treaty ending World War I. He was a hero to the world, but he found his ability to shape the peace, and to establish the new League of Nations, severely limited, in no small part by his countrymen’s refusal to commit U.S. military power to the defense of the peace. John F. Kennedy, another globally admired president, found his popularity of no use in his confrontations with Nikita Khrushchev, who, by Kennedy’s own admission, “beat the hell out of me” and who may have been convinced by his perception of Kennedy’s weakness that the United States would tolerate his placing Soviet missiles in Cuba. The international system is not static. It responds quickly to fluctuations in power. If the United States were to cut too deeply into its ability to project military power, other nations could be counted on to respond accordingly. Those nations whose power rises in relative terms would display expanding ambitions commensurate with their new clout in the international system. They would, as in the past, demand particular spheres of influence. Those whose power declined in relative terms, like the United States, would have little choice but to cede some influence in those areas. Thus China would lay claim to its sphere of influence in Asia, Russia in eastern Europe and the Caucasus. And, as in the past, these burgeoning great-power claims would overlap and conflict: India and China claim the same sphere in the Indian Ocean; Russia and Europe have overlapping spheres in the region between the Black Sea and the Baltic. Without the United States to suppress and contain these conflicting ambitions, there would have to be complex adjustments to establish a new balance. Some of these adjustments could be made through diplomacy, as they were sometimes in the past. Other adjustments might be made through war or the threat of war, as also happened in the past. The biggest illusion is to imagine that as American power declines, the world stays the same. What has been true since the time of Rome remains true today: There can be no world order without power to preserve it, to shape its norms, uphold its institutions, defend the sinews of its economic system and keep the peace. Military power can be abused, wielded unwisely and ineffectively. It can be deployed to answer problems that it cannot answer or that have no answer. But it is also essential. No nation or group of nations that renounced power could expect to maintain any kind of world order. If the United States begins to look like a less reliable defender of the present order, that order will begin to unravel. People might indeed find Americans very attractive in this weaker state, but if the United States cannot help them when and where they need help the most, they will make other arrangements.



Link Wall (Trade-Off)

Funding trades-off with actual hard power capabilities- quicker link
Hodge ’12 (Hope Hodge, Hope Hodge reports on national security and defense issues for Human Events. “The Green Monster”, http://www.humanevents.com/article.php?id=51594, May 19, 2012, LEQ)

Their agenda: spend millions on expensive alternative biofuels. Invest even more in undeveloped “green” technology. Prepare for the melting of the polar ice caps brought on by climate change. Some aggressive and well-funded environmentalist group? Nope. It’s the U.S. military. A few days ago, Defense Secretary Leon Panetta added fuel to the fire of an emerging controversy—just now capturing the attention of some members of Congress—by sharing his plans for the future of the military with a group of rapt environmentalists at an Environmental Defense Fund gala in his honor in Washington, D.C. “Our mission at the Department is to secure this nation against threats to our homeland and to our people,” he said. “In the 21st century, the reality is that there are environmental threats which constitute threats to our national security. For example, the area of climate change has a dramatic impact on national security: rising sea levels, to severe droughts, to the melting of the polar caps, to more frequent and devastating natural disasters all raise demand for humanitarian assistance and disaster relief.” Despite pending defense cuts that have had a dismayed Panetta pounding lecterns across the country, the Defense Secretary said DoD would be committing $2 billion in the next fiscal year alone to energy-efficient equipment and efficiency programs, and research and development for green technology. Not so fast, Secretary Panetta. Sen. James Inhofe (R-Okla.), a staunchly pro-military member of the Senate Armed Services Committee, takes the opposite view. He argues that’s money that could be used to manufacture or update a new fleet of aircraft. He now has defense leaders squarely in his crosshairs, determined to hold them to account for espousing debunked philosophies on climate change and promoting costly green initiatives while procurement needs go unmet. Following Panetta’s speech, Inhofe fired out a statement promising to provide congressional oversight and build awareness about the Defense Department’s “radical agenda.” Inhofe deconstructs Panetta Inhofe sat down with Human Events in his office last week and countered one by one each of Panetta’s climate change claims, reading from a ring-bound folder of research drawn from academic journals: there has been no statistically significant acceleration in sea level rise over the past century. The oft-cited severity of the 2011 drought, which covered 25 percent of the country, was nothing compared to one in 1984, which affected 80 percent of the land mass. Hurricanes, a common natural disaster, have been on the decline since the U.S. started keeping records of them in the 19th century. Everything Panetta said, Inhofe concluded, was a talking point cribbed from Al Gore’s 2006 global warming opus “An Inconvenient Truth,” and each, he said, has been refuted. Inhofe had a head start on the research. The minority leader of the Senate Environment and Public Works Committee, he is also the author of The Greatest Hoax, a refutation of climate change theory published earlier this year. The senator doesn’t expect Panetta to be as well-versed on climate change as he is, saying Panetta’s role is to lead the troops, not create environmental policy. Nor does Inhofe attribute all the far-left language and green initiatives to the defense secretary, who Inhofe said knows better than to spearhead such programs. “I’ve always liked Panetta; I served with him in the House and he’s always been one who has been very straightforward, very honest,” Inhofe said. “However, he has a commander in chief named Obama, so he has to say what Obama tells him to say.” Panetta has publicly and strongly defended the climate change and green energy talking points to critics, however, such as when he responded in March to criticism from Rep. Mike Conaway (R-Texas) at a House Armed Services Committee that Conaway’s premise for disagreement was “absolutely wrong” and that embracing the green agenda would make for a better military. The “Green Fleet” ready to launch While having America’s fighting forces plan for hypothetical climate change might be regarded as silly, DoD’s aggressive pursuit of biofuels as an alternative to traditional fossil fuels is a more immediate and potentially more damaging proposition. At the same gala featuring Panetta, Navy Secretary Ray Mabus told guests about plans to launch “Great Green Fleet” featuring ships and aircraft operating on a blend of traditional and biofuels. At up to $26 per gallon, biofuels can cost more than six times as much as traditional fuel sources at $3 or $4 per gallon, putting them out of the price range of many private industry maritime consumers with similar needs. Last December, in what was the largest government biofuel purchase in history, the Defense Logistics Agency procured 450,000 gallons of an advanced variety of the alternative fuel, made from both non-food waste and algae, for the relative bargain price of $12 million. Other test fuels have used the oil of the camelina mustard seed. According to a plan first made public by Mabus in 2009, the Navy expects to launch the fleet this summer for its exercises on the Pacific Rim—powered by the $12 million biofuels purchase—and to deploy it by 2016. Mabus listed his reasons for promoting the infant biofuel technology for his audience: the U.S. was too dependent on volatile areas of the world for fossil fuels, and unexpected fuel price fluctuation, as during the Libya conflict, could and did cost the DoD billions of dollars. Troops were endangered transporting traditional fuel to the battlefield. And like American steel in the 1880s, biofuel was a new technology waiting for an investor to come and purchase it at above-market prices, so eventually it could reduce its costs and become competitive. “That’s what we can do with energy,” Mabus said. “We can break the market.” The environmentalists applauded. Military inappropriate for green testing While keeping troops safe and lowering long-run costs are valuable goals for the Defense Department, biofuels won’t accomplish either, said Dr. David Kreutzer, a Research Fellow in Energy Economics and Climate Change for the Heritage Foundation. In the first case, he said, convoys would still have to transport fuel, whether “green” or petroleum, over ground to reach deployed forward operating bases. And since biofuels have a lower energy density, transport convoys would actually have to be larger to carry the supply, creating a broader target for the enemy. Second, Kreutzer said, if the technology behind alternative fuel sources was truly propitious, endorsement by the military should not be necessary to ensure its survival. “The fact that you have to get the Department of Defense to fund this to me is a sign that (biofuels are) not all that promising,” he said. Moreover, Kreutzer said, there were plenty of cheaper alternatives closer at hand. “We could drill a couple of wells in the Gulf of Mexico and get way more than we could for their biofuel initiatives,” he said. Kenneth P. Green, an energy and environment expert with the American Enterprise Institute, said the idea of energy security and independence was equally suspect. “The price shock issue is real,” he said. “But trying to decouple from the world energy economy isn’t going to fix that.” Biofuels, subject to the laws of supply and demand, would increase in cost during a fuel price spike—and if kept off the world market, the cost of keeping them off would be high. “It’s more a matter of energies-phobia,” Green said. “The idea of survival as sort of independence in everything is the sort of reflexive mindset. We don’t think about this with regard to smartphones, knapsacks... with almost everything, we understand that it’s better with world trade.” And, Green said, the military had no business choosing the winners in fuel technology, especially with untapped options such as shale gas close at hand. “You don’t economize on keeping your soldiers alive, but where possible, don’t they have an obligation to conserve costs with the public’s dollar?” Green said. “Find the cheapest fuel, not the most politically correct fuel.” Biofuels could hurt combat readiness A study released in late March by the Bipartisan Policy Center on energy innovation within the Department of Defense found that while the military had some success in piloting new efficient technologies that would keep troops safer, its size and capacity meant it was ill-equipped to become a pioneer for green energy. “DoD’s ability to house supply and demand under one roof, and to produce lasting improvements in complex systems over time, driven in part by large, sustained procurement programs, is nearly unique—and unlikely to be widely reproduced in the energy and climate context,” a summary read. “There are significant constraints upon what DoD is likely to do directly in this area; the department is unlikely to become an all-purpose engine of energy innovation.” The study concluded the military would do best if pragmatism, not politics, drives energy and environmental decisions. “We believe that DoD’s scope in this area will be significantly constrained to issues and opportunities... that will also reliably assist DoD’s ability to fulfill its core mission,” one of the study’s authors, Samuel Thernstrom of the Clean Air Task Force, told Human Events. “Where those activities do not fall squarely within DoD’s core mission, it seems less likely that those efforts will be successful.” Sen. Inhofe’s game plan On Capitol Hill, Inhofe said he was the loudest voice protesting wasteful defense energy policies, but he said there were others who agreed, including Democrats who worried that the issue would affect their re-election races. While Inhofe’s options in terms of direct political action are limited, he said, because the Republicans lack a majority in the Senate, he plans to maintain a watchdog role to keep public attention on the issue. Later this month, he will deliver an extended address on the Senate floor denouncing the military’s far-left energy policies. And Inhofe looks forward to seeing how this year’s presidential election may provide a way to walk back the liberal Defense energy policies of the last term. Panetta is a great Secretary of Defense, Inhofe said; he would just be a better one serving under someone else.
Green tech guts core funding
LibertyNews ’12 (LibertyNews.com, “Senator Jim Inhofe Cautions Against Wasting Defense Budget Funds On Obama Green Energy”, 
http://www.libertynews.com/2012/05/19/senator-jim-inhofe-cautions-against-wasting-defense-budget-funds-on-obama-green-energy/, May 19, 2012, LEQ)

At the Senate Armed Services Subcommittee hearing last week Senator Inhofe expressed his worries about “the risks of a limited defense budget that drastically reduces troop forces and delays the modernization of weapon systems.” Inhofe’s office statement about the budget states: “President Obama’s proposed FY13 budget disables our military’s ability to adequately protect our nation and allies…Severe budget reductions to the DOD dictated by the President’s proposed budget unnecessarily increases risks. As our nation faces an ever dangerous world and threats from countries like Iran and North Korea, our ability to fight simultaneous wars will be gone. Now is not the time to reduce our ground forces and prevent modernization on important weapon systems like the C-130, the F-35, nuclear weapons, and our ballistic submarines. The American people believe our men and women in combat have the very best equipment, but that simply is not the case. President Obama continues to gut our national defense while pursuing his unrealistic dream of a nuclear free world.” The statement continues by stressing Defense Secretary Leon Panetta’s announcement the week before that the Defense Department “would spend billions of American taxpayer dollars on green energy projects…[and Inhofe asked Pentagon Witnesses present at the hearing]…if global warming poses a greater threat to the United States as the threats currently posed by terrorists and countries like North Korea, Iran, and Syria. All four witnesses refused to respond…” Those witnesses reportedly included U.S. Gen. Lloyd J. Austin III, USA Vice Chief of Staff, U.S. Adm. Mark E. Ferguson III, USN Vice Chief of Naval Operations, U.S. Gen. Joseph F. Dunford Jr., USMC Assistant Commandant of the Marine Corps, and U.S. Gen. Phillip M. Breedlove, USAF Vice Chief of Staff. Fred Lucas at CNS.com reported last December on a Navy purchase of “biofuel” for $26 per gallon for Navy jets, $16 per gallon when mixed with regular fuel. That’s “…up to nine times higher than regular fuel…” says Lucas: “The Navy entered the contract with Louisiana-based Dynamic Fuels for $12 million for aviation fuel. Dynamic Fuels is a partnership of three firms, Solazyme, Syntroleum and Tyson Foods…Solazyme previously received $21.7 million from the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, better known as the stimulus, to build a “biorefinery.” T.J. Glauthier is listed on the Solazyme website as a strategic advisor for the company. Glauthier served on President Obama’s White House transition team, where he focused on energy issues for the recovery act, according to the Solazyme website…’The Department of Defense should not purchase alternative fuels that are priced 9 time higher than conventional fuels –$26.75 per gallon to approximately $2.85 per gallon — because those extra costs will further eat away at other necessary budget items such as operations, maintenance, training, and modernization,’ [Inhofe Spokesman Jared] Young continued in a written statement. ‘In addition, the alternative fuel is less available on the front lines, making its use more restrictive.’…” Inhofe’s office statement quotes the Senator: “As the former Chairman and current Ranking Member of the Senate Committee on Environment and Public Works, I found Secretary Panetta’s announcement unbelievable. As I said before, Secretary Panetta has a real war to win, and he should not be wasting time perpetrating President Obama’s global warming fantasies or his ongoing war on affordable energy. At a time when the defense budget is being significantly reduced and the Pentagon is forced to make every dollar stretch even further, it is ludicrous for the DOD to spend billions of dollars on green energy projects. Instead, they should be using those funds on people, training and equipment. The silence from today’s panel on this issue speaks volumes.” 

Amplifies budget concerns
Inhofe ’12 (Sen. James Inhofe, R-Okla, “CONGRESS SHOULD HALT THE WASTEFUL ‘GREEN ENERGY AGENDA’ FOR THE NAVY”, http://www.humanevents.com/2012/03/27/congress-should-halt-the-wasteful-green-energy-agenda-for-the-navy/, March 27, 2012)

Chairman Sanders, thank you for holding this important hearing today. I believe one of the primary reasons for this hearing is to highlight the Obama administration’s efforts to impose its green energy agenda on our military. I have long been outspoken in my opposition to the use of the military to promote a green agenda at the expense of affordable energy. Gas prices today are skyrocketing, yet here we are today talking about alternative energy agenda that will force our military to spend even more on energy resources at a time when the Obama administration is gutting our military budget. Now let me be clear: I have always supported efforts to make more efficient use of our natural resources and taxpayer dollars. For instance, EPA’s WaterSense program, a voluntary public-private partnership, is a great example of a cost-effective conservation program geared toward saving money and protecting water resources. What I don’t support, however, are policies that are designed to raise the price of traditional energy to make alternatives more competitive, especially at a time when our military and American families can least afford it. I’m glad to welcome witnesses from the Department of Defense (DoD) at the table because I will have a number of questions for you. As I pointed out last week in an Armed Services hearing, I am deeply disappointed that DoD is expending increasing amounts of its scarce resources on expensive alternative energy when your budget is being slashed by a half trillion dollars over the next ten years.  DoD is already drastically cutting its personnel, the number of brigade combat teams, tactical fighters, and airlift aircraft. It is cutting or postponing programs such as the C-27, Global Hawk Block 30, C-130 avionics modernization, the F-35, the littoral combat ship, the next generation ballistic missile submarine and the ground combat vehicles. Forcing DoD to expend more money on expensive alternative fuels further exacerbates its budget issues. For example, the Secretary of the Navy has pledged taxpayer funds of $170 million as their share of a $510 million effort to construct or retrofit biofuel refineries in order to create a commercially viable market and recently purchased $26 per gallon fuel. And as if the Services are not already stressed by serious budget cutbacks, the Secretary directed the Navy and Marine Corps to produce or consume one gigawatt of new, renewable energy to power naval installations across the country. I frankly do not believe you should be using defense funds to develop private sector alternative energy capability especially when we’re delaying and canceling the important projects mentioned above. With a range of domestic alternatives already commercially viable and in use such as CNG or LNG, taxpayer funds do not need to be used to pick winners and losers. Make no mistake, this Administration’s policies are killing jobs, undermining the economy, and threatening America’s long-term security. I don’t share the opinions of Senator Boxer and Al Gore that global warming will be the leading cause of conflict in our world over the next twenty years or that it is more of a threat than terrorism.  Forcing our military to take money away from core programs in order to invest in unproven technologies as part of a failed cap-and-trade agenda is not only wrong, its reckless. Any discussion of “EPA’s work with other federal entities to reduce pollution and improve environmental performance” must include a discussion of policies that restore balance between policies that protect the environment and those that kill jobs and weaken our national security. I hope that the Senate will soon act to restore that balance.
Direct trade-off with hard power capabilities
Snider ’12 (Annie Snider, E&E reporter, “Military's alt energy programs draw Republicans' ire”, http://www.eenews.net/public/Greenwire/2012/02/23/2, February 23, 2012)

Suspicion is growing among Republican lawmakers that the Defense Department's efforts to move to renewable energy are more about politics than they are about saving lives and boosting security, as officials claim. The Pentagon's green push -- including outfitting Marines and soldiers with solar gear, testing aircraft and ships on biofuels and building renewable power plants at bases -- won supporters from both sides of the aisle over the past year as leaders drew a clear line between the technologies and military might. Stories about how solar equipment allowed units in Afghanistan to carry fewer batteries and more ammunition helped prompt eight Republicans and 15 Democrats -- many of whom hold vastly opposing views on national energy policy -- to last summer form the Defense Energy Security Caucus, which aims to educate Congress on military energy issues, including "the strategic value of utilizing sustainable energy" (E&E Daily, July 8, 2011). And at a subcommittee hearing with the Pentagon's top energy and environment officials last spring, lawmakers were more concerned about where the solar panels being installed at military installations were made than with the policy behind the projects in the first place (E&E Daily, April 14, 2011). But as election-year politics ramp up and Republicans target the Obama administration for its clean energy programs, especially its investment in failed solar panel manufacturer Solyndra, the military's attempts to move to alternative energy are coming under new scrutiny. "Obama is hiding new renewable energy bets at the Pentagon, charging our Defense Department with major investments in 'low-emissions economic development' while cutting their budget by $5.1 billion," Catrina Rorke, director of energy policy at the center-right American Action Forum, wrote in a blog post following the Obama administration's budget release last week. "New energy spending is new energy spending, no matter where it happens." The idea that the administration is using DOD as a more politically palatable vehicle for renewable energy investments is now reverberating across Capitol Hill, even as Pentagon officials flatly deny the allegations. At a budget hearing last week, Navy Secretary Ray Mabus, the department's most high-profile alternative energy advocate, took volley after volley from Republicans on the House Armed Services Committee. They said that his priorities were misplaced, argued that spending on clean energy was taking money out of more important missions and hinted at a link between the Pentagon's green efforts and the prominence of former Silicon Valley clean-tech investors within the Obama administration. "You're not the secretary of the energy, you're the secretary of the Navy," said Rep. Randy Forbes (R-Va.), who leads the subcommittee with jurisdiction over military energy and environment issues. Prime among the lawmakers' complaints was that the military is paying a higher price for some forms of alternative energy at a time when DOD proposes cutting weapons programs and reducing forces in order to meet budget mandates. "You've bought fuel, blended [bio]fuel for the jets to fly at almost four times the cost of traditional energy," Rep. Mike Conaway (R-Texas) said to Mabus, referring to the $12 million the Navy is paying for 450,000 gallons of advanced biofuel to power a carrier strike group during exercises off the coast of Hawaii this summer (Greenwire, Dec. 5, 2011). "So in order to make up for that difference, will those planes fly a quarter of the time they would have otherwise flown as part of this exercise?" Mabus countered that the Navy's plans to transition to biofuels are aimed at reducing the military's reliance on foreign suppliers of oil and that studies predict the price will be competitive by 2020, when he aims to have half the service's energy consumption coming from alternative sources. "I think we would be irresponsible if we did not reduce our dependence on foreign oil and if we did not reduce the price shocks that come with the global oil market," Mabus told Conaway, noting that the department faced an additional $1.1 billion in fuel bills when oil prices spiked last spring.
Aff is a death-kneel for the military
Cassata ’12 (Donna Cassata, Associated Press, “Senate panel limits Pentagon investment in alternative energy sources”, http://finance.yahoo.com/news/senate-panel-reins-pentagon-clean-203525698.html, May 25, 2012, LEQ)

WASHINGTON (AP) -- The Pentagon's investment in green energy requires too much green paper for some in Congress. A sharply divided Senate Armed Services Committee voted this week to prohibit the military from spending money on alternative fuels if the cost exceeds traditional fossil fuels such as coal, natural gas and oil. The move underscores congressional concern about the greater expense of clean energy sources such as biofuels as the Pentagon wrestles with smaller budgets. The committee, in crafting a sweeping defense budget for next year, also voted to block Pentagon construction of a biofuels refinery or any other facility to refine biofuels. Both efforts passed on 13-12 votes that were disclosed Friday. "In a tough budget climate for the Defense Department, we need every dollar to protect our troops on the battlefield with energy technologies that reduce fuel demand and save lives," said Sen. John McCain of Arizona, the top Republican on the Armed Services Committee. "Spending $26 per gallon of biofuel is not consistent with that goal. The committee's action corrects this misplacement of priorities." The moves by the Senate panel follow even tougher steps in the Republican-controlled House challenging the Pentagon's investment in clean energy. That version of the defense bill would bar the military from buying alternative fuels if the cost exceeds traditional fossil fuels. The bill also exempts the Pentagon from some requirements under the Energy Independence and Security Act of 2007, which is designed to increase production of clean renewable fuels. The law stipulates that if a federal department or agency uses alternative fuels, they cannot produce more greenhouse gases than regular petroleum. In threatening to veto the House bill, the White House said it objected to provisions that would affect the Defense Department's "ability to procure alternative fuels and would further increase American reliance on fossil fuels, thereby contributing to geopolitical instability and endangering our interests aboard." The department is the nation's largest consumer of energy, spending about $15 billion last year on fuel for tanks, ships, aircraft and other operations. In Afghanistan, the military uses more than 50 million gallons of fuel each month. Defense Secretary Leon Panetta recently said higher fuel costs have hit the Pentagon hard, creating a budget shortfall of more than $3 billion. The Navy and Air Force have pushed to use more biofuels to operate its aircraft and ships, with military leaders suggesting a greater reliance on alternative sources in the next decade to ease dependence on foreign oil. The Pentagon is pushing for $1.4 billion in next year's budget for investments in clean energy, including hybrid electric drives for ships, more efficient engines, better generators and solar power. "As one of the largest landowners and energy consumers in the world, our drive is to be more efficient and environmentally sustainable," Panetta said in a speech earlier this month to the Environmental Defense Fund. "We have to be able to have the potential to transform the nation's approach to the challenges we are facing in the environment and energy security. We've got to look ahead to try to see how we can best achieve that." Panetta went as far as to suggest that environmental threats stand as threats to national security. "The area of climate change has a dramatic impact on national security: Rising sea levels, to severe droughts, to the melting of the polar caps, to more frequent and devastating natural disasters all raise demand for humanitarian assistance and disaster relief," he said. Days later, Republican Sen. Jim Inhofe challenged Panetta's comments. "Secretary Panetta has a real war to win, and he should not be wasting time perpetrating President Obama's global warming fantasies or his ongoing war on affordable energy," said the Oklahoma lawmaker. "At a time when the defense budget is being significantly reduced and the Pentagon is forced to make every dollar stretch even further, it is ludicrous for the DOD to spend billions of dollars on green energy projects. Instead, they should be using those funds on people, training and equipment." It was Inhofe and McCain, who successfully pushed for the amendments limiting Pentagon investments in clean energy.



Air Force Scenario (Addon)

Specifically it wrecks the Air Force
Ewing ’11 (Philip Ewing, Writer for DoDBuzz, “The Air Force’s future fears”, http://www.dodbuzz.com/2011/11/03/the-air-forces-future-fears/, November 3, 2011, LEQ)

Although lawmakers and defense observers continued to bang their heads on their desks this week over the Pentagon’s official messaging — bad stuff might happen someday if stuff happens but we won’t say what — there were a few telling details if you listened closely. The Air Force in particular seems to have been the most forthcoming about the specific fears it has under the DoD budget nightmare scenario. Chief of Staff Gen. Norton Schwartz told House lawmakers on Wednesday that he might be forced to eliminate “hundreds” of aircraft and “thousands” of airmen, and he and other top leaders even named a few names. The Air Force’s C-27J Spartan cargo plane, for example, is hanging in the balance. The airlifter originally was an Army program; its entire existence was an unsubtle complaint about how poorly green-suited ground-pounders felt they were being supported forward in Afghanistan by the blue suits. There was time, in fact, when ground troops were getting as much small-aircraft, rough-field support from contractors like Blackwater as from their own Air Force, which loves glamorous strategic bombers more than boring ‘ol cargo planes. OK, ancient history — that food fight over, now Schwartz told lawmakers he is worried about whether the Air Force will be able to buy the 17 additional C-27s it originally wanted. More personally, Schwartz said he worries whether he’ll be able to keep his promise to former Army Chief of Staff Gen. George Casey about taking care of this program. But Air Force officials have said aren’t even sure when they’ll use the C-27s as envisioned for forward support or whether to give that job to the C-130 Hercules — it’s all tied up in the always-pending, never-finished rolling “review” that may or may not ever appear. Another program in doubt is the Light Attack Armed Reconnaissance bird, the Air Force’s theoretical small, slow crop duster of death that was supposed to help troops on the ground in Afghanistan. Although companies are lining up to try to sell the Air Force their offerings for this — including Hawker Beechcraft’s much-discussed AT-6 and Boeing’s suggestion for a new version of the old OV-10 Bronco — top acquisitions officials told lawmakers Wednesday the program may never be. Any one of these items could be the kiss of death, but all of them taken together constitute a tough set of hurdles for any new program to clear: Congressional committees have zeroed out its funding. Maj. Gen. Jay Lindell told the House Armed Services Committee’s air power subcommittee that the aircraft’s acquisition strategy “has not been approved at this time. It is on hold.” His colleague, Lt. Gen. Herbert Carlisle, told lawmakers that “given the budget constraints we’re under, we are looking at everything, and LAAR is certainly not an exception.” It goes on: The generals confirmed the Air Force’s legendary U-2 reconnaissance aircraft will go away in 2014 or 2015, by which time they hope versions of the Global Hawk unmanned surveillance jet will be ready to take its place. And although the Air Force, Navy and Marine Corps say they’re waiting on a new integrated schedule to codify the official future of the F-35, Carlisle admitted Wednesday the Air Force already knows its date for initial operating capability will probably slip from 2016 to 2018. That means a service life extension program for newer-model F-16s, pushing them from life spans of 8,000 flight hours per jet to about 10,000 hours. Carlisle said the Air Force will SLEP between 300 and 350 of its Block 40 and Block 50 F-16s — though it has enough aircraft that it could upgrade around 600, if it ever needed to. Lindell said officials expect that to cost about $9.4 million per airplane, enabling the fighters to stay in service until around 2030. “We expect some viability out of the F-16 fleet if we’re going to spend that much money to SLEP the aircraft,” he said.

These cuts will decimate the air force- readiness is key to air force success
May ’12 (Lieutenant General Charles May, USAF (ret.) Member, JINSA Board of Advisors, “— Defense Budget Cuts — Implications for America’s War Fighting Capabilities”, http://www.jinsa.org/files/jinsa-defensebudgetcuts.pdf, February 2, 2012, LEQ)

The major concern for many is the lack of a coherent national military strategy that is responsive to real world threats. Without this foundation, it is impossible to judge whether the defense adjustments will provide the necessary security for Americans over the next two decades. Obviously there will be less capital expenditure, less budget authority to maintain current systems and programs and fewer troops to carry out the ill-defined USAF mission. We all understand that strategy should come first but it is obvious that budget changes are being made first and some public pronouncements are being made to justify these changes. But coherence is lacking, preventing a thorough and in-depth analysis of the impact. The fighter force will be the most severely affected because of the reduction in the F-35 inventory and the lack of funds to properly maintain and modernize a current force structure that is unprecedentedly old, averaging more than 40 years of service. Long-range strike modernization has been on the table for more than 20 years with no discernable progress because of inadequate technical solutions and lack of funding. So far, tanker modernization is on track but one should not hold one’s breath in spite of the vital nature of this modernization effort. Finally, quality Intelligence, Surveillance, and Reconnaissance (ISR) is vital to military operations in the 21st century. The space and UAV inventory must be maintained and improved.
That causes nuclear war throughout Asia- kills deterrence 
Khalilzad and Lesser ’98 (Zalmay and Ian, Senior Researchers – Rand, Sources of Conflict in the 21st Century, http://www.rand.org/publications/MR/MR897/MR897.chap3.pdf)

This subsection attempts to synthesize some of the key operational implications distilled from the analyses relating to the rise of Asia and the potential for conflict in each of its constituent regions. The first key implication derived from the analysis of trends in Asia suggests that American air and space power will continue to remain critical for conventional and unconventional deterrence in Asia. This argument is justified by the fact that several subregions of the continent still harbor the potential for full-scale conventional war. This potential is most conspicuous on the Korean peninsula and, to a lesser degree, in South Asia, the Persian Gulf, and the South China Sea. In some of these areas, such as Korea and the Persian Gulf, the United States has clear treaty obligations and, therefore, has preplanned the use of air power should contingencies arise. U.S. Air Force assets could also be called upon for operations in some of these other areas. In almost all these cases, U.S. air power would be at the forefront of an American politico-military response because (a) of the vast distances on the Asian continent; (b) the diverse range of operational platforms available to the U.S. Air Force, a capability unmatched by any other country or service; (c) the possible unavailability of naval assets in close proximity, particularly in the context of surprise contingencies; and (d) the heavy payload that can be carried by U.S. Air Force platforms. These platforms can exploit speed, reach, and high operating tempos to sustain continual operations until the political objectives are secured. The entire range of warfighting capability—fighters, bombers, electronic warfare (EW), suppression of enemy air defense (SEAD), combat support platforms such as AWACS and J-STARS, and tankers—are relevant in the Asia-Pacific region, because many of the regional contingencies will involve armed operations against large, fairly modern, conventional forces, most of which are built around large land armies, as is the case in Korea, China-Taiwan, India-Pakistan, and the Persian Gulf. In addition to conventional combat, the demands of unconventional deterrence will increasingly confront the U.S. Air Force in Asia. The Korean peninsula, China, and the Indian subcontinent are already arenas of WMD proliferation. While emergent nuclear capabilities continue to receive the most public attention, chemical and biological warfare threats will progressively become future problems. The delivery systems in the region are increasing in range and diversity. China already targets the continental United States with ballistic missiles. North Korea can threaten northeast Asia with existing Scud-class theater ballistic missiles. India will acquire the capability to produce ICBM-class delivery vehicles, and both China and India will acquire long-range cruise missiles during the time frames examined in this report. The second key implication derived from the analysis of trends in Asia suggests that air and space power will function as a vital rapid reaction force in a breaking crisis. Current guidance tasks the Air Force to prepare for two major regional conflicts that could break out in the Persian Gulf and on the Korean peninsula. In other areas of Asia, however, such as the Indian subcontinent, the South China Sea, Southeast Asia, and Myanmar, the United States has no treaty obligations requiring it to commit the use of its military forces. But as past experience has shown, American policymakers have regularly displayed the disconcerting habit of discovering strategic interests in parts of the world previously neglected after conflicts have already broken out. Continues… There are already some indicators to this effect. For example, constitutional and legal restraints in the form of Article 9 could prevent Japan from providing access, logistical support, and reinforcements in the context of crises in Asia. There is also relatively weak political support for all but the most narrow range of contingencies, as became evident in Japanese, Korean, and Southeast Asian reluctance to support U.S. gunboat diplomacy during the recent (1995–1996) China-Taiwan face-off. Even the Southeast states, which benefit most from U.S. presence and deterrent capabilities in the region, were conspicuously silent—and in some cases even undercut American efforts at restraining Chinese intimidation of Taiwan. Besides these growing political constraints, the fact remains that in some feasible contingencies the U.S. Air Force will have little or no access whatsoever to some regions in Asia. The absence of air bases in Southeast Asia and the northern Indian Ocean, for example, could threaten the execution of contingency plans involving either South Asia or Myanmar. The vast distances in the Asia-Pacific region could come to haunt Air Force operations, because existing facilities at Diego Garcia and in the Persian Gulf are too far away for any but the most minimal operations.

Water Wars
No water wars
Barnaby ‘9 (Wendy, editor of People & Science, the magazine published by the British Science Association, “Do nations go to war over water?,” March 19th, http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v458/n7236/full/458282a.html)

The United Nations warned as recently as last week that climate change harbours the potential for serious conflicts over water. In its World Water Development Report1 of March 2009, it quotes UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon noting the risk of water scarcity "transforming peaceful competition into violence". It is statements such as this that gave birth to popular notions of 'water wars'. It is time we dispelled this myth. Countries do not go to war over water, they solve their water shortages through trade and international agreements. Cooperation, in fact, is the dominant response to shared water resources. There are 263 cross-boundary waterways in the world. Between 1948 and 1999, cooperation over water, including the signing of treaties, far outweighed conflict over water and violent conflict in particular. Of 1,831 instances of interactions over international freshwater resources tallied over that time period (including everything from unofficial verbal exchanges to economic agreements or military action), 67% were cooperative, only 28% were conflictive, and the remaining 5% were neutral or insignificant. In those five decades, there were no formal declarations of war over water.

Their ev is bad scholarship
Barnaby ‘9 (Wendy, editor of People & Science, the magazine published by the British Science Association, “Do nations go to war over water?,” March 19th, http://www.nature.com/nature/journal/v458/n7236/full/458282a.html)

Yet the myth of water wars persists. Climate change, we are told, will cause water shortages. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change estimates that up to 2 billion people may be at risk from increasing water stress by the 2050s, and that this number could rise to 3.2 billion by the 2080s7. Water management will need to adapt. But the mechanisms of trade, international agreements and economic development that currently ease water shortages will persist. Researchers, such as Aaron Wolf at Oregon State University, Corvallis, and Nils Petter Gleditsch at the International Peace Research Institute in Oslo, point out that predictions of armed conflict come from the media and from popular, non-peer-reviewed work. There is something other than water for which shortages, or even the perceived threat of future shortages, does cause war — oil. But the strategic significance of oil is immeasurably higher than that of water. Serious interruptions of oil supplies would stop highly developed economies in their tracks. Oil is necessary for a developed economy, and a developed economy provides for all the needs of its citizens, including water. People in developed economies do not die of thirst. My encounter with Allan's work killed my book. I offered to revise its thesis, but my publishers pointed out that predicting an absence of war over water would not sell.

No water wars
Victor 7 (David G., Professor of Law – Stanford Law School and Director – Program on Energy and Sustainable Development, “What Resource Wars?”, The National Interest, 11-12, http://www.nationalinterest.org/Article.aspx?id=16020)

While there are many reasons to fear global warming, the risk that such dangers could cause violent conflict ranks extremely low on the list because it is highly unlikely to materialize. Despite decades of warnings about water wars, what is striking is that water wars don't happen-usually because countries that share water resources have a lot more at stake and armed conflict rarely fixes the problem. Some analysts have pointed to conflicts over resources, including water and valuable land, as a cause in the Rwandan genocide, for example. Recently, the UN secretary-general suggested that climate change was already exacerbating the conflicts in Sudan. But none of these supposed causal chains stay linked under close scrutiny-the conflicts over resources are usually symptomatic of deeper failures in governance and other primal forces for conflicts, such as ethnic tensions, income inequalities and other unsettled grievances. Climate is just one of many factors that contribute to tension. The same is true for scenarios of climate refugees, where the moniker "climate" conveniently obscures the deeper causal forces.
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NDAA will pass
Pogo 10/26 (POGO, “POGO's Top Picks for Defense Budget Bill”, http://pogoblog.typepad.com/pogo/2012/10/pogos-top-picks-for-defense-budget-bill.html, Oct 26, 2012)


Yesterday, the Project On Government Oversight sent a letter to Congress with our picks for the most important provisions that should be included in the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2013 (NDAA, H.R. 4310 and S. 3254). Even though election season is in full swing and Congress has passed very little legislation as of late, the NDAA has become something of a must-pass bill and is one of the few bills that’s highly likely to reach the President’s desk for signature this year. The House passed H.R. 4310 and the Senate Armed Services Committee passed S. 3254 in May. Now Hill staffers are in discussions about how to reconcile the two versions during the lame duck session.

Senate and the house are the same
Stowe ’12 (Ned Stowe, Policy Associate, Environmental and Energy Study Institute, “Will the Department of Defense Help Open the Way to Next Generation Biofuels?”, August 20, 2012)

WASHINGTON, D.C. -- The budget line item for alternative fuels development is a drop in the bucket in terms of overall military spending, but it could be transformative for reducing the military's vulnerability to rising global petroleum prices and supply disruptions. It could also be game changing for fulfilling the nation's long-term commitment to developing competitively priced, domestically produced, more sustainable, renewable advanced biofuels. Yet getting this Congress to fund this Defense Department initiative is proving to be an uphill battle. When the Senate returns in September, one of its top priorities on the crowded agenda will be to pass the annual defense authorization bill. The Senate Armed Services Committee completed its work on the bill, (The National Defense Authorization Act (NDAA) for Fiscal Year (FY) 2013, S. 3254), on May 24. In their final mark-up, two amendments that would strictly limit the Defense Department’s (DOD) role in developing commercial scale production of next generation biofuels and purchasing these fuels for use were narrowly approved, by roll call votes of 13-12. The House version of the bill (H.R. 4310) contains similar restrictions, as does the House version of the FY2013 defense appropriations bill (H.R. 5856). However, on August 2, the Senate Appropriations Committee approved funding for the DOD’s alternative fuels development in its amendment to the House Defense Appropriations bill under the existing authority of the National Defense Production Act of 1950.



	


AT: Deal Now
No deal coming
Thompson 10/2 (Mark Thompson, Time, “Countdown to Sequestration: Three Months to Go”, http://nation.time.com/2012/10/02/countdown-to-sequestration-three-months-to-go/, October 2, 2012)

The impending cut of $1.2 trillion in deficit spending has given Congress the vapors. Its members have hustled back home, seeking re-election for the great job they’ve done on behalf of their constituents. Is this a great country, or what? It’s been plain for the past several months that Congress, and President Obama, wouldn’t come up with that deficit-reduction package – spending cuts, tax increases, or some combination of both – before the election. Whether they’ll be able to it in a lame-duck session following the vote is an open question. Most Congress-watchers think, at a minimum, they’ll kick the problem down the road apiece (editor’s note: isn’t this what caused the problem in the first place?). The Pentagon and related agencies would take half the hit, or about $600 billion. That’s roughly a 10% cut in all its non-personnel accounts over what they had planned to spend over the coming decade. It would set Pentagon spending back to 2007’s level. Defense Secretary Leon Panetta is beginning to sweat, just a little. “I’ll take whatever the hell deal they can make right now to deal with sequestration,” he said Thursday. “Just the shadow of sequester being out there continually is something basically creates a problem for us as we try to plan for the future,” he groused. “We need stability. You want a strong national defense for this country? I need to have some stability. And that’s what I’m asking the Congress to do: give me some stability with regards to the funding of the Defense Department for the future.”

Sequestration inevitable- even if some averted by Congress
Singer 9/24 (Peter W. Singer, Peter W. Singer is director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative at Brookings, “Sequestration and What It Would Do to U.S. Military Power”, http://nation.time.com/2012/09/24/sequestration-and-what-it-would-do-to-u-s-military-power/, September 24, 2012)

The bad news is how politicians have dealt with this problem, almost exclusively focusing on budget cuts rather than the fundamental drivers of debt growth. First came the self-inflicted wound of Congress delaying on extending the debt ceiling in fall 2011, which prompted a downgrading of the U.S.’s bond rating. When they finally did extend it, the literally last minute deal came with conditions, what is known the Budget Control Act of 2011, that created the current sequestration predicament. This law entailed a first wave of over $400 billion in cuts to U.S. security spending and the creation of a “super-committee” of representatives from both parties in Congress that was tasked with finding a set of reforms that would reverse the debt growth. If no agreement could be reached, the mandatory cuts of sequestration would then kick in at the start of 2013, lopping off $1.2 trillion more in cuts, split between national security and domestic programs. The concept was that the threat of the mandatory cuts would force the two sides to find a way to compromise over the coming year and put together a package of both entitlement and tax reform that poll after poll has found the majority of the American people support. Unfortunately, the super-committee proved anything but, and failed to come to any agreement. Thus, with the clocking ticking away, the only thing standing between the budget and the swinging axe of sequestration is the slim chance that the rest of the Congress will show the maturity and ability to compromise that its designated representatives on the super-committee lacked. The hyper-partisan climate, the diminished power of political party leaders over their constituencies, and the context of an election year makes the challenge of Congress coming together all the more difficult. Hopefully, Congress will buck expectations and come to an agreement. Many believe that this will most likely occur during the “lame duck” session after the fall election. This is a dangerous gamble, as it sets a weighty decision for the last minute and puts the goal of reaching cooperation immediately in the wake of an uncertain election outcome. So, while sequestration is certainly not a positive outcome, it is a potential contingency whose impact should be evaluated. What many commentators ignore, however, is that the potential scenarios for the future are not either sequestration or zero additional cuts. Indeed, it is highly possible and even probable that the hoped for compromise deal that averts sequestration still will have additional defense cuts of significant scale included in them. For instance, the proposed deals that the super-committee were debating, but unable to execute on, would likely be the starting point of any “lame duck” discussions. These negotiations had additional defense cuts contemplated in the $200 to $300 billion range. The essential point here is that the U.S. defense budget is most likely headed for cuts of significant scale. This likelihood is not just a matter of sequestration, but again reflects the overall debt problem (indeed, sequestration will only reach a fraction of the debt reduction needed, another reason to avoid it, as it doesn’t solve the problem and instead would have to be returned to again and again). It also reflects the historic pattern U.S. defense budgets have followed for some 60 years.


AT: Not Enough/ X Solves
Not a question of amount but method- anything triggers
CRFB ‘12 (Committee for a Responsible Federal Budget, ThinkTank, “USA Today: Manner, Not Size, of Defense Sequester is the Concern”, http://crfb.org/blogs/usa-today-manner-not-size-defense-sequester-concern, August 3, 2012)

Committee for a responsible federal budget Lawmakers, policy experts, and affected industries are righly concerned about the sequester that will hit both defense and non-defense spending across the board on January 2. On the defense side, though, a USA Today editorial expresses concern not for the cuts themselves, but for the across-the-board manner in which they are done. Here's their take: The defense reductions would be harmful not so much for their size — about $55 billion each year for nine years — but for the way the Pentagon would be required to make them: mindlessly across the board, slashing crucial programs as well as ones that ought to be cut. The right way to make reductions this size is to phase them in, giving the Pentagon time to plan and more flexibility to choose what goes and what stays.

2NC Overview
Sequestration jacks hegemony- 

Jacks hard power- kills perception of deterrence
Singer 9/24 (Peter W. Singer, Peter W. Singer is director of the 21st Century Defense Initiative at Brookings, “Sequestration and What It Would Do to U.S. Military Power”, http://nation.time.com/2012/09/24/sequestration-and-what-it-would-do-to-u-s-military-power/, September 24, 2012)

In recent months, concerns over sequestration and its impact on the U.S. military have reached a fever pitch in Washington. Sequestration “would destroy the military” and cause an “inability to defend the nation” argued Senator John McCain, ranking member of the Senate Armed Services committee. “Cuts of this magnitude would be catastrophic to the military,” testified General Raymond Odierno, the Chief of Staff of the U.S. Army, to Congress. “From a pure national security perspective, the gap between the U.S. military and our closest rivals will collapse with sequestration,” wrote the Washington Times. And it would create a U.S. military akin to a “paper tiger…unable to keep up with potential adversaries.” said Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta. “In effect, it invites aggression.” There is no doubt that sequestration would be a terrible mistake. If Congress is unable to reach a compromise on how to solve America’s debt dilemma, almost half a trillion dollars in mandatory cuts to the defense budget over the next decade would initiate in January (meaning roughly $55 billion in the first year). It is un-strategic to hack away at the defense budget in a generalized manner, cutting the good and the bad by the same percentage, like a butcher with a piece of meat. (MORE: A Smarter Way to Trim the Pentagon Budget) Unfortunately, in the effort to fight this scenario with hyperbole, we may be doing a different kind of disservice to U.S. security. While the screams of outrage over sequestration are directed at a domestic American audience, they resonate around the world. Words do matter, especially those said in the capital of the free world about how it sees its own ability to maintain that role. We do know that America’s allies are certainly listening to these statements. For example, at an August 2012 engagement with high level South Korean defense leaders and experts, organized by Brookings and KIDA, the Korean Institute for Defense Analysis, a senior Korean leader said “We hear these statements and have deep, deep concern about what it means for us.” In turn, we don’t know how such predictions of doom and gloom by American leaders are received in capitals like Pyongyang. But one can reasonably conclude that if you don’t want to “invite aggression” then the best tactic is not to go about screaming to the world that you expect to be weak and “toothless.”

Cred is key to heg
Etzioni ‘11 – professor of international relations at George Washington University and author of Security First: For a Muscular, Moral Foreign Policy (Amitai, March/April, “The Coming Test of U.S. Credibility,” http://icps.gwu.edu/files/2011/03/credibility.pdf)

THE RELATIVE POWER of the United States is declining—both because other nations are increasing their power and because the U. S. economic challenges and taxing overseas commitments are weakening it. In this context, the credibility of U.S. commitments and the perception that the United States will back up its threats and promises with appropriate action is growing in importance. In popular terms, high credibility allows a nation to get more mileage out of a relatively small amount of power, while low credibility leads to burning up much greater amounts of power.

Sequestration jacks navy
Nelson ’12 (Maxford Nelson, Maxford Nelson is a member of the Young Leaders Program at The Heritage Foundation, “Sequestration: White House Sounds the Alarm”, http://blog.heritage.org/2012/08/09/sequestration-white-house-sounds-the-alarm/, August 9, 2012)

Administration officials recently spoke publicly for the first time about specifically how sequestration would undermine military readiness. Testifying before the House Armed Services Committee, Deputy Defense Secretary Ashton Carter and acting director of the Office of Management and Budget Jeffrey Zients argued that “sequestration would be devastating” to the Defense Department. However, Congress and the Administration have shown little initiative to fix their mistakes and avoid this self-imposed blow to national security. Passed by Congress last August, sequestration was part of a compromise to secure an increase in the debt ceiling. In practical terms, sequestration requires reductions in defense spending of over $500 billion over the next 10 years. Obama praised the compromise and dismissed concerns about irresponsible spending as simply “a manufactured crisis.” As Zients pointed out, “Sequestration, by design, is bad policy.” The cuts were simply a time-buying measure, intended to be so severe that Congress would be forced to make sound reforms down the road. Nonetheless, Zients refused to stray from the Administration’s talking points, arguing that offsetting sequestration necessitates raising taxes on wealthy Americans, even though such tax increases are unnecessary and would harm the economy. A year after Obama signed the measure into law, no alternative has been implemented, and the January deadline is looming. The Administration recently announced that military personnel accounts are exempt from the cuts, meaning that sequestration will result in 12 percent cuts in all other defense programs. In addition to reducing training for deploying units, halting construction projects, and limiting services to military families, sequestration could slow procurement of critical weapons systems. Carter estimated that, under sequestration, the Pentagon would purchase “four fewer F-35 aircraft, one less P-8 aircraft, 12 fewer Stryker vehicles, and 300 fewer Army medium and heavy tactical vehicles compared with the requests in the President’s Budget for [fiscal year] 2013.” The F-35 Joint Strike Fighter, though critical for maintaining U.S. air superiority, has already suffered significant cuts. The P-8 Poseidon, designed for maritime operations, is desperately needed to replace the Navy’s aging fleet of P-3 Orions, two-thirds of which are grounded. Carter also predicted delays for the already stretched Navy in receiving the new CVN-78 carrier, the Littoral Combat Ship, the DDG-51 destroyer, and the replacement for Ohio-class ballistic missile submarines. Maintaining a top-notch carrier force is a security necessity. U.S. law requires that the Navy maintain a fleet of at least 11 operational carriers. However, even without sequestration the Navy faces operating below strength for nearly three years until the CVN-78 comes online in 2015. Furthermore, delays in the development of a replacement for Ohio-class submarines will only weaken a critical element of America’s nuclear deterrent force. “Taken together,” Carter warned, the cuts from sequestration “would represent a major step toward the creation of an unready, hollow force.” Protecting the nation is one of foremost duties of the federal government. Congress should act quickly and responsibly to reorder its spending priorities to head off this defense disaster.
Navy key 
Friedman ‘7 (George Ph.D., is an internationally recognized expert in security and intelligence issues relating to national security, information warfare and computer security. He is founder, chairman and Chief Intelligence Officer of STRATFOR) 4/10/2007 The Limitations and Necessity of Naval Power http://www.petroleumworld.com/SunOPF07041501.htm

There are times when the Navy's use is tactical, and times when it is strategic. At this moment in U.S. history, the role of naval power is highly strategic. The domination of the world's oceans represents the foundation stone of U.S. grand strategy. It allows the United States to take risks while minimizing consequences. It facilitates risk-taking. Above all, it eliminates the threat of sustained conventional attack against the homeland. U.S. grand strategy has worked so well that this risk appears to be a phantom. The dispersal of U.S. forces around the world attests to what naval power can achieve. It is illusory to believe that this situation cannot be reversed, but it is ultimately a generational threat. Just as U.S. maritime hegemony is measured in generations, the threat to that hegemony will emerge over generations. The apparent lack of utility of naval forces in secondary campaigns, like Iraq, masks the fundamentally indispensable role the Navy plays in U.S. national security.
Budget cuts jack Aerospace- already past tipping point
Blakey ’12 (Marion Blakey, President and CEO, Aerospace Industries Association, Washington Business Journal, “Sequestration: A countdown to disaster”, http://www.bizjournals.com/washington/blog/fedbiz_daily/2012/04/sequestration-a-countdown-to-disaster.html?page=all, April 2, 2012)

The following came from Robert Stevens, chairman and CEO of Lockheed Martin during a keynote last month: “The aerospace and defense industry cannot wait until a lame duck session to deal with the consequences of sequestration. We are already taking action by not hiring and training new workers, not investing in new plants and equipment, and not investing in new R&D. An additional $53 billion a year in defense cuts starting in January 2013 would be catastrophic for our industry and our nation.” That is the reality this industry faces, even before the January 2013 cuts kick in. It comes after coverage of two staggering numbers tied to Maryland and Virginia: 63,321 and 159,000. The first number is the number of aerospace and defense jobs in these states, according to a report by Deloitte commissioned by the Aerospace Industries Association. The second figure – almost three times the first – is the number of total jobs at risk in these states if Congress doesn’t put a stop to the $1 trillion in defense cuts enacted in the budget deal last summer, according to a study led by local economist Dr. Stephen Fuller. Indeed, the damage from these cuts will reach far beyond the defense community – almost three American jobs lost for every aerospace and defense job eliminated. These are Main Street American jobs that grow from the $16 billion dollars in revenues aerospace and defense generates in Maryland and Virginia. They include small businesses, services, and spending that cut across the entire economy as Americans spend their paychecks on things like housing, food and healthcare. These are local businesses – “mom and pops” – not mega corporations. This is the danger confronting our states from the Budget Control Act of 2011, which cuts $1.2 trillion from the budget over 10 years starting Jan. 2, 2013. Nearly half of that will come from automatic defense “sequestration,” which is on top of $487 billion already being cut from defense through the appropriations currently underway. The rest will come from other discretionary – but critical – spending at such agencies as the Federal Aviation Administration and NASA. Scary figures. Even scarier is that our area is particularly vulnerable to this poison pill given the who’s-who of aerospace and defense businesses large and small that make metropolitan Washington, D.C. their home and give such a boost to the local economy. The findings in Deloitte’s study, The Aerospace and Defense Industry in the U.S.: A financial and economic impact study, are impressive: $324 billion in sales; a $42.2 billion positive trade balance – the largest of any industry. Between Virginia and Maryland, exports exceed $1.6 billion, cash income tax payments are nearly $119 billion and the average wage is $83,000 per year, almost twice the national average.
Aerospace key to heg
Snead ‘7 (Mike Sead Aerospace engineer and consultant focusing on Near-future space infrastructure development , “How America Can and Why America Must Now Become a True Spacefaring Nation,” Spacefaring America Blog, 6/3, http://spacefaringamerica.net/2007/06/03/6--why-the-next-president-should-start-america-on-the-path-to-becoming-a-true-spacefaring-nation.aspx)

Why is being a great power important to the United States? The reason is quite fundamental and clearly evident from the events of the 20th century. A nation whose citizens wish to remain free either establishes strong political and military alliances with a great power willing to protect their freedom or, absent such a protector, becomes a great power. In the Revolutionary War, Americans broke free of Great Britain by forming an alliance with France—another great power of the day that was willing to expend its treasure to help Americans gain freedom (and without requiring a formal, permanent alliance with France!). The U.S. repaid this moral debt to France in World War I and II and accepted the great power protector role with many other countries. Because there is no great power protector nation waiting in the wings to assure America's freedom, America must act to sustain its great power status. What role does becoming a true spacefaring nation play in great power status? Recall, from SA Blog 4, the Aerospace Commission's conclusion: "The Commission concludes that the nation will have to be a space-faring nation to be the global leader in the 21st century—our freedom, mobility, and quality of life will depend on it." (Note: this was the Aerospace Commission's conclusion and not from the national security-focused Space Commission.) A "global leader" is a great nation. This conclusion is an extension of the fact that many great nations have depended on their seafaring and, most recently, air-faring capabilities to sustain their great power status. In looking at Waltz's five great power criteria, seafaring/air-fairing extended territory, increased population, provided access to new and different resources, increased economic strength through trade, provided the logistics mobility to forge new political alliances, and, obviously, added military power. While seafaring and air-fairing extend, in two dimensions, a great nation's power projection capabilities beyond its contiguous land borders to enable it to access the entire planet, spacefaring will enable great nations to extend their power in three dimensions into space. Several of Waltz's great power criteria will be influenced by a great power becoming spacefaring: Territory: A spacefaring nation will in the mid-term have access to the entire Earth-Moon system followed by the entire central solar system. In the longer term, this access will grow to the entire solar system. A spacefaring great power will reach across the solar system just as today's great power's have economic, political, and security reach across the planet. Resource endowment: A spacefaring nation will have access to traditional, but extraterrestrial material resources from, in the mid-term, the Moon, asteroids, and comets. (Note: We don't think of these as traditional raw material resources today, but neither was the ocean bottom viewed as a significant source of energy resources only a century ago.) A spacefaring nation will also have access to new, non-traditional resources in space—vacuum; zero-gravity; unlimited, 24/365 solar energy; and, potentially, entirely new physics-based energy sources. Economic capability: Economic capability arises from human enterprise applied to extracting wealth (either material or intellectual) from accessing resources. A spacefaring nation will have the spacefaring logistics infrastructure to enable its citizens and private enterprises to access and make use of the resources of space. Military strength: A spacefaring nation will have the technologies and spacefaring logistics infrastructure necessary to enable its military to: (1) exploit space to better provide for national security; (2) protect and defend the spacefaring nation's space enterprises and its citizens living and working in space; (3) protect the Earth and the Moon from impact by significant asteroids and comets; (4) use its military space capabilities to support human and robotic scientific discovery and exploration; and, (5) use the development of advanced military capabilities to "prime the technology pump" for further commercial technology and capability advancements—particularly with respect to spacefaring logistics. Why is it important for the U.S., as a great power today, to become spacefaring to preserve its great power status in the 21st century? Great power status is achieved through competition between nations. This competition is often based on advancing science and technology and applying these advancements to enabling new operational capabilities. A great power that succeeds in this competition adds to its power while a great power that does not compete or does so ineffectively or by choice, becomes comparatively less powerful. Eventually, it loses the great power status and then must align itself with another great power for protection. As the pace of science and technology advancement has increased, so has the potential for the pace of change of great power status. While the U.S. "invented" powered flight in 1903, a decade later leadership in this area had shifted to Europe. Within a little more than a decade after the Wright Brothers' first flights, the great powers of Europe were introducing aeronautics into major land warfare through the creation of air forces. When the U.S. entered the war in 1917, it was forced to rely on French-built aircraft. Twenty years later, as the European great powers were on the verge of beginning another major European war, the U.S. found itself in a similar situation where its choice to diminish national investment in aeronautics during the 1920's and 1930's—you may recall that this was the era of General Billy Mitchell and his famous efforts to promote military air power—placed U.S. air forces at a significant disadvantage compared to those of Germany and Japan. This was crucial because military air power was quickly emerging as the "game changer" for conventional warfare. Land and sea forces increasingly needed capable air forces to survive and generally needed air superiority to prevail. With the great power advantages of becoming spacefaring expected to be comparable to those derived from becoming air-faring in the 1920's and 1930's, a delay by the U.S. in enhancing its great power strengths through expanded national space power may result in a reoccurrence of the rapid emergence of new or the rapid growth of current great powers to the point that they are capable of effectively challenging the U.S. Many great powers—China, India, and Russia—are already speaking of plans for developing spacefaring capabilities. Yet, today, the U.S. retains a commanding aerospace technological lead over these nations. A strong effort by the U.S. to become a true spacefaring nation, starting in 2009 with the new presidential administration, may yield a generation or longer lead in space, not just through prudent increases in military strength but also through the other areas of great power competition discussed above. This is an advantage that the next presidential administration should exercise.

Budget cuts jack nuclear arsenal
Carafano and Graham ’12 (James Carafano and Owen Graham, “Choosing Decline: The Meaning of Obama’s Defense Guidance and Budget”, http://blog.heritage.org/2012/02/17/choosing-decline-the-meaning-of-obamas-defense-guidance-and-budget/, February 17, 2012)

The Defending Defense project—a joint initiative of AEI, the Foreign Policy Initiative, and the Heritage Foundation—brought together Senators Jon Kyl (R–AZ), Kelly Ayotte (R–NH), and Lindsey Graham (R–SC) and Representatives Howard P. “Buck” McKeon (R–CA), J. Randy Forbes (R–VA), and Marsha Blackburn (R–TN) on Thursday to discuss the implications of President Obama’s new strategic defense guidance and fiscal year 2013 budget proposal for the Pentagon. Former Senator Jim Talent of The Heritage Foundation moderated the discussion, and Thomas Donnelly of AEI gave closing remarks. Senator Kyl began the event by highlighting the dangers posed to U.S. national security by “sequestration” spending cuts, which will slash an additional $500 billion from the defense budget over the next 10 years. He then discussed the Down Payment to Protect National Security Act, a bill that he and a group of Senators introduced in February 2012 to amend current law and avoid the first year of sequestration cuts. Kyl expressed disbelief that President Obama has threatened to veto any bill to stop sequestration and argued that the President’s proposed budget weakens America’s nuclear deterrent. The budget severs the commitments that the President made during the debate over the new arms control treaty with Russia to modernize the aging U.S nuclear arsenal. Kyl expressed alarm that, rather than fulfill these commitments and shore up America’s deterrent in a dangerous world, the President is reportedly instructing the Pentagon to examine just how numerically low the U.S. can go in nuclear weapons. The Senator said that, due to Russia and China vigorously modernizing their nuclear arsenals, conditions are clearly not ripe for U.S. unilateral disarmament. He warned that these policies are more likely to encourage proliferation and invite aggression.
Key to heg
Williams ‘10 (David, Jr., Major in the U.S. Air Force, October, “A Review of U.S. First-Strike Ambiguity and the Triad Nuclear Force,”, http://www.dtra.mil/dtru/documents/V1_2/US%20First%20Strike%20Ambiguity%20-%20Williams.pdf)

The Case for Continuity The case for the continuity of current U.S. nuclear policies and structure involves consideration of their benefits in terms of security, international prestige, domestic politics, and technology. 8 From a security perspective, nuclear weapons ensure security because the potential usage of nuclear weapons during a conflict raises the cost of war to an unacceptable level. 9 Scott Sagan notes that: Nuclear declaratory policy is meant to enhance deterrence of potential adversaries by providing a signal of the intentions, options and proclivities of the U.S. government in different crisis and war-time scenarios. 10 I would argue, however, that an ambiguous U.S. first use policy of nuclear weapons creates valuable uncertainty on the part of potential adversaries. This uncertainty, coupled with U.S. nuclear and conventional superiority, makes overt state aggression against the U.S. or its’ allies a very uncertain and potentially disastrous proposition, thus not likely to happen. After all, no state has started a war with the U.S. since it acquired nuclear weapons. No part of the U.S. nuclear triad can be eliminated without creating an adverse impact on deterrence. This is the case because each element of the triad fills a unique role that makes U.S. nuclear forces lethal, survivable, and visible. Submarines offer the greatest degree of survivability, but the lowest degree of accuracy and become vulnerable upon surfacing. Bombers are the most accurate and only recallable option, but they are vulnerable to defensive counter-air missions and groundbased anti-aircraft fire. ICBMs are the most reliable means of delivery and the only sovereignlaunched option, yet are all located at known, stationary sites that are easily targeted by enemy ICBM forces, special operations teams, or terrorist surrogates. One may not consider the visibility of nuclear forces to be desirable, but the visibility of bombers and ICBMs allows for clear signaling to potential adversaries about U.S. intentions during a crisis. Take the Cuban Missile Crisis for example: President Kennedy used naval and air forces in order to signal his intent toward Premier Khrushchev. This signaling ensured there were no doubts about U.S. willingness to go to war to prevent Soviet missiles from being placed in Cuba. Future conflicts may require signaling of a similar nature to prevent deadly exchanges. For example, if Kim Jong Il were notified that the U.S. was uploading nuclear-armed bombers in response to North Korean deployments of nuclear-armed missiles, he might reconsider his actions. From the perspective of international prestige, other powers are retaining and in some cases enhancing their nuclear capability, yet as Younger points out, the U.S. is not modernizing any aspect of its inventory. 11 Instead, the U.S. is relying on mathematical projections and estimations regarding the reliability of its systems and deploying them well beyond what most states would consider a reasonable service-life. Further reductions in strategic nuclear forces could be seen as evidence of retrenchment on the part of the U.S. by ambitious rising or reemerging powers, thus increasing the risk of war. The U.S. could be characterized as a declining power by rising powers who are seeking either initial or enhanced nuclear technology. Rising powers, after all, will work to realign the international balance of power in their favor: one way of doing so is through countering U.S. military capabilities. If the U.S. were to reduce its capability by eliminating portions of the triad, then it would essentially be making it easier for other powers to challenge the current U.S. position. Further, without the potential threat of a nuclear first strike, U.S. allies might feel less secure about U.S. security commitments, especially in light of current troop commitments in Iraq and Afghanistan. Such insecurity has the potential to lead these allies to pursue nuclear capabilities of their own, as well as embolden hostile states to gamble on a lack of U.S. retaliation for WMD usage or conventional aggression. For example, when the U.S. considered reducing troop levels in South Korea, the government in Seoul signaled a potential shift in policy toward a nuclear capability to protect itself from possible North Korean aggression. 12 This threat resulted in very quick U.S. reassurances about troop levels and its commitment to defending South Korea.

Budget cuts jack the Asian pivot
Eaglen and Birkey 9/8 (Mackenzie Eaglen and Doug Birkey, Mackenzie Eaglen, former congressional staffer and defense analyst at the conservative American Enterprise Institute, is a member of the AOL Defense Board of Contributors. Doug Birkey is head of government affairs for the non-partisan Air Force Association, “Air Force Cuts Mean Service Is 'Slowly Going Out of Business'”, http://defense.aol.com/2012/08/08/air-force-is-slowly-going-out-of-business-service-stands-on/?icid=apb3#page3, August 8, 2012)

Pentagon Seeks To Tread Water in Asia; Lacks Resources for Pivot When Defense Secretary Leon Panetta introduced the Pentagon's new strategic guidance this past January, he said that the country faced a "strategic turning point." Panetta highlighted that the time had come for the nation to rebalance its broader security priorities-especially those in the Asia-Pacific region. A change in strategic focus involves a new set of mission requirements and associated capabilities. The tools optimized for missions in Iraq and Afghanistan tend to be very different than those needed elsewhere. That means a meaningful Asian pivot demands investment, not just rhetoric. Unfortunately, recent defense budget decisions made by the Obama Administration and Congress illustrate that leaders are not adequately resourcing the military's new global strategy. Between the existing reduction of $487 billion and sequestration's additional half-trillion dollar cut, the Pentagon faces a very profound strategic turning point -- one entirely different than that articulated by Secretary Panetta. Instead of prudently posturing for future successes, America's armed forces are headed for a crash.
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On Thursday, President Barack Obama and his top defense advisers unveiled new strategic guidance to direct the U.S. military as it transitions from a decade of grueling ground wars to an era of new challenges, including a rising China and looming budget cuts. The administration has adopted what is best characterized as a "pivot but hedge" strategy: The United States will pivot to the Asia-Pacific but hedge against unexpected threats elsewhere, particularly in the greater Middle East. This new guidance makes good sense in today's world, but it assumes that the Pentagon will absorb only $487 billion in budget cuts over the next decade. If far deeper cuts occur, as required by sequestration, the Department of Defense will not have the resources to execute the guidance. "Pivot but hedge" will die in its crib.¶ The pivot to the Asia-Pacific is essential because the region stands poised to become the centerpiece of the 21st-century global economy. By 2015, East Asian countries are expected to surpass North America and the eurozone to become the world's largest trading bloc. Market opportunities will only increase as the region swells by an additional 175 million people by 2030. As America's economic interests in the Asia-Pacific grow, its diplomatic and military presence should grow to defend against potential threats to those interests.¶ From the perspective of the United States and its Asian allies, China and North Korea represent the most serious military threats to regional security. China's military modernization continues to progress, and its foreign policy toward its neighbors has become increasingly aggressive over the past two years. Meanwhile, the death of Kim Jong Il means that nuclear-armed North Korea has begun a leadership transition that could lead to greater military aggressiveness as his son Kim Jong Un seeks to consolidate his power and demonstrate control. In light of these potential dangers, several Asian nations have asked the United States to strengthen its diplomatic and military presence in the region so it can remain the ultimate guarantor of peace and security. A bolstered U.S. presence will reassure allies who worry about American decline by clearly conveying an unwavering commitment to Asian security.¶ But while the Asia-Pacific is becoming more important, instability across the greater Middle East -- from Tunisia to Pakistan -- still makes it the most volatile region in the world. The Arab Spring unleashed a torrent of political change that has reshaped the region in previously unfathomable ways. Iran continues to pursue nuclear weapons, and it has threatened recently to close the Strait of Hormuz. Trapped in the middle of the upheaval is Israel, a permanent ally and key pillar of America's regional security strategy. Meanwhile, U.S.-Pakistan relations continue to plunge toward a nadir, lessening American influence over a nuclear-armed and terrorist-infested state that is arguably the most dangerous country in the world.¶ Amid these dangers, U.S. interests in the greater Middle East remain largely unchanged: ensuring the free flow of petroleum from a region containing 51 percent of proven global oil reserves, halting nuclear proliferation, and guarding against the diminished but still real threat of Islamist-inspired terror attacks. Protecting these interests will unquestionably require the active involvement of the U.S. military over the next 10 years and beyond, though this certainly does not mean U.S. troops will necessarily repeat the intensive counterinsurgency campaigns of the last decade.¶ The administration's new guidance tries to balance America's rightful new focus on the Asia-Pacific with the continuing reality of deep instability in other areas of the world where U.S. interests are at stake. Yet implementing this "pivot but hedge" strategy successfully depends largely on how much Congress cuts from the Pentagon's budget, something that still remains undecided at the start of a divisive presidential election year.¶ The 2011 Budget Control Act, signed as part of last summer's negotiations over raising the U.S. debt ceiling, contains spending caps that will reduce the Department of Defense's base budget (excluding ongoing war costs in Afghanistan) by at least $487 billion over 10 years, according to Pentagon estimates. This represents a decline of about 8 percent compared to current spending levels. Administration officials have repeatedly described these cuts as painful but manageable. Indeed, Defense Secretary Leon Panetta stated Thursday that these cuts require difficult choices but ultimately involve "acceptable risk."¶ Yet deeper cuts are an entirely different story. Administration officials are extremely concerned about the Budget Control Act's automatic spending reduction process known as sequestration, which was triggered in November by the failure of the deficit reduction "super committee." According to the Congressional Budget Office, this process would roughly double the cuts to the Pentagon's base budget, resulting in nearly $900 billion in total reductions. Current law requires these cuts to take effect in January 2013 unless Congress enacts new legislation that supersedes it.¶ The new guidance says little about what cuts the Department of Defense will make when it releases its fiscal year 2013 budget request next month. But the Pentagon has made clear that its new guidance and budget request assume it will absorb only $487 billion in cuts over the next 10 years. Defense officials have acknowledged that the new guidance cannot be executed if sequestration takes place. When announcing the new strategy, for instance, Panetta warned that sequestration "would force us to shed missions, commitments, and capabilities necessary to protect core U.S. national security interests."¶ Sequestration would likely require the United States to abandon its longstanding global engagement strategy and to incur far greater risk in future military operations. If sequestration occurs, the Pentagon will likely repeat past mistakes by reducing capabilities such as ground forces that provide a hedge against unexpected threats. A pivot to the Asia-Pacific might remain an executable option under these conditions, but the U.S. ability to hedge against threats elsewhere -- particularly in the volatile Middle East -- would be diminished. This is a recipe for high risk in an uncertain and dangerous world.¶ The Pentagon's new strategic guidance presents a realistic way to maintain America's status as a global superpower in the context of shrinking defense dollars. But further cuts, especially at the level required by sequestration, would make this "pivot but hedge" strategy impossible to implement and would raise serious questions about whether the United States can continue to play the central role on the global stage.
Budget cuts jack Air Force
Eaglen and Birkey 9/8 (Mackenzie Eaglen and Doug Birkey, Mackenzie Eaglen, former congressional staffer and defense analyst at the conservative American Enterprise Institute, is a member of the AOL Defense Board of Contributors. Doug Birkey is head of government affairs for the non-partisan Air Force Association, “Air Force Cuts Mean Service Is 'Slowly Going Out of Business'”, http://defense.aol.com/2012/08/08/air-force-is-slowly-going-out-of-business-service-stands-on/?icid=apb3#page3, August 8, 2012)

A year has passed since Congress passed and President Obama signed into law the Budget Control Act-the legislation mandating sequestration. Funding cuts that once seemed politically remote now loom large for leaders increasingly anxious about the impact $1.2 trillion in automatic budget reductions will have upon their respective districts and states. An estimated two million jobs at risk is a possibility no lawmaker can ignore. Sequestration threatens the country's ability to allow those in uniform to do their jobs. To understand what it means in real terms, look at the Air Force. Over the past decade, the service has been hit with numerous cuts and now the 2013 budget risks pushing airmen over the brink. There comes a point when people simply cannot do more with less. Unless Congress passes a sustainable and viable alternative to the Budget Control Act, challenges arising in the Air Force will be mirrored throughout the Army, Navy and Marine Corps -- curtailing the number of key policy options upon which our nation's leaders depend. Pentagon Seeks To Tread Water in Asia; Lacks Resources for Pivot When Defense Secretary Leon Panetta introduced the Pentagon's new strategic guidance this past January, he said that the country faced a "strategic turning point." Panetta highlighted that the time had come for the nation to rebalance its broader security priorities-especially those in the Asia-Pacific region. A change in strategic focus involves a new set of mission requirements and associated capabilities. The tools optimized for missions in Iraq and Afghanistan tend to be very different than those needed elsewhere. That means a meaningful Asian pivot demands investment, not just rhetoric. Unfortunately, recent defense budget decisions made by the Obama Administration and Congress illustrate that leaders are not adequately resourcing the military's new global strategy. Between the existing reduction of $487 billion and sequestration's additional half-trillion dollar cut, the Pentagon faces a very profound strategic turning point -- one entirely different than that articulated by Secretary Panetta. Instead of prudently posturing for future successes, America's armed forces are headed for a crash. These pressures are perhaps best illustrated within the Air Force. The service absorbed 90 percent of the cuts levied on the Department of Defense in the 2013 budget -- $4.8 billion of $5.2 billion. The effects have been immediate and pronounced: nearly 10,000 airmen are being cut; 227 aircraft are being prematurely retired; and critical capability shortfalls are on the rise. The Air Force's planned purchase of 54 aircraft in 2013 translates into a 100-year replacement rate. That's like asking current airmen to leave their jets on the tarmac and instead fly into harm's way in one of the Wright Brothers' kite-like biplanes. One has to look back to 1916 to find a year when the Air Force purchased fewer aircraft. While DoD's new strategic guidance emphasized the need to pursue "acceptable risk," these numbers demonstrate a clear divide between the Department's rhetorical goals and budget realities. Today's Defense Builddown Is Not Like the Past These budget cuts would not present such dire effects if the Air Force had been able to use the past decade to recapitalize its fleet and overarching infrastructure. At the end of World War Two, the Korean War, Vietnam, and the Cold War, the service was able to weather post-war budget downturns precisely because it had reset the majority of its capabilities during wartime. Circumstances were different this past decade. The Air Force, already stretched thin by the 1990s procurement holiday, actually saw its percentage of the defense budget decline by one-third during the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan. The service canceled or delayed the vast majority of its modernization portfolio to sustain wartime operational demands. So 20 years of underfunding has given us an Air Force on the brink. Its aircraft average a quarter of a century in age-with many dating back to the Eisenhower Administration. The wings of Carter-era A-10 ground attack airplanes are riddled with structural cracks. Airmen learning to fly are strapping into T-38s over twice their age. B-52s, all of which pre-date the Cuban missile crisis, are spending up to a year in depot-level maintenance. In light of the F-22 shortage, the Air Force is now extending the lifespan of its 28 year-old F-15s to 18,000 hours -- more than three times their original design life. The Air Force also spent the last decade retiring nearly a quarter of its bombers, fighters, and cargo aircraft in an attempt to free up money for immediate priorities. While helpful on a budget spreadsheet in the near-term, this has stretched the remaining tails even thinner. Shrinking the fleet makes little sense when the mission demand is constant. Aircraft availability rates and maintenance statistics clearly illustrate the rising costs associated with this decision. Approaching the Point of No Return Budget pressures have also shaped the type of Air Force that now exists. Key leaders over the past decade adopted a myopic litmus test when assessing the relative value elements the U.S. military offered policymakers. Since al Qaeda did not have an air force, many firmly asserted that there was no need for an aircraft with the survivability and speed of the F-22. With regional basing and air dominance secured, many perceived there was little need to think about a next-generation of ISR platforms beyond Predator and Reaper drones. With B-52s and B-1s safely flying over Afghanistan and Iraq, virtually no thought was given to the operational challenges associated with projecting power in a denied environment. Pentagon leaders, acting upon these false perceptions, restricted the Air Force from building an air arm capable of operating in domains that differed from Iraq and Afghanistan. Numerous air leaders who challenged these notions were fired or prematurely retired. "Go along to get along" became a defining element of modern Air Force culture. Retiring Chief of Staff Gen. Norton Schwartz has indicated as much on his way out the door. In his own words, he made a "conscious choice" for the service to not promote air power and instead focus on being a supporting agent to forces in Iraq and Afghanistan. In mortgaging the long-term health of the Air Force for the present, officials took significant risks when they decided against maintaining and building a balanced force reflective of America's global interests. The Air Force now lacks the capability and capacity to project power on a sustainable basis throughout vast swaths of the globe-especially in the Pacific domain. In a region defined by vast distances and a burgeoning anti-access environment, today's Air Force simply falls short. The service has 20 long-range bombers and 185 air superiority fighters that are capable of projecting credible, survivable and sustainable power in this region. Given combat force generation needs, that equates to about four B-2s and 20 F-22s engaged at a given moment. Newly-acquired platforms like the Predator are of immense value over Kabul, but they simply lack the range and survivability to be of any use in a demanding environment like the Pacific. Airframes like the F-16, KC-135, C-17, and U-2 present immense value to a combatant commander, but they can only be employed once the threat environment is sufficiently degraded. The same holds true for a Navy carrier strike group, a Marine air-ground task force, or an Army Stryker brigade. Few Ready to Give Up Military Supremacy The military does not exist for its own benefit. They train, organize, and equip to give national leaders policy choices. For the Air Force, this translates into shaping regions, deterring potential aggressors, and reassuring allies. This could take the form of a C-17 delivering disaster relief supplies or a fighter squadron deploying abroad to help cultivate allied capacity. In wartime, this means giving leaders a global set of options to net results without projecting undue vulnerability-i.e. getting the mission accomplished without reverting to attrition warfare or occupation-based strategies. These missions include securing and maintaining air dominance; long range strike; intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance; global logistics; and much more. These are all capabilities essential to our nation's leaders, combatant commanders, the joint team, and allied partners. Today's Air Force leaders are aware of the challenges facing their service and the overwhelming need to reset the fleet. That is why the 2020s are so heavily laden with necessary and overdue acquisition programs - including the F-35, a next-generation bomber, KC-46, a new trainer, CSAR-X, and various initiatives to upgrade the legacy fleet. Modernization really must start today, but contemporary systems require several years to prep for production. The bills associated with these programs will be significant, especially in light of concurrent execution. However, after decades of underinvestment, the 2020s are a make-or-break moment for the Air Force. And the fates of those outyear budgets are largely being set now. Failing to recapitalize the fleet would yield a mix of planes that would no longer be survivable in a contested environment or would simply be grounded due to structural fatigue. This would rob the country of several irreplaceable national security options. That is why draconian budget measures like sequestration are so harmful.
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Just as the Royal Navy defended British economic strength over a century ago, so do our air forces protect our economic security. This is especially true because military strategy has evolved so dramatically over the past decade. The basic factors that shaped our geopolitical environment during the Cold War era have changed. The Soviet threat is gone, but other threats and other commitments remain. In fact, US military deployments have increased fourfold while the size of our military has shrunk by 40 percent. The character of these engagements has also altered. It is ever more essential that the United States maintain strong public support for its actions. This in turn means we must be extremely careful about both inflicting and sustaining casualties. Our military campaigns from the Persian Gulf War to Afghanistan have been marked by remarkably low losses, and the increasing use of precision weapons has limited civilian casualties and collateral damage, essential to maintaining worldwide public support. It is obvious, however, that if such sterilized warfare is our goal, then certain types of strategies, tactics, and weapons are more desirable than others. Precision or nonlethal weapons delivered by air platforms- ideally either unmanned, unseen, or flying beyond the range of enemy fire- are the instruments of choice. To be sure, the process of identifying, tracking, and destroying mobile targets- tanks, trucks, and terrorists- remains one of our most difficult challenges, but this problem is being addressed through the use of a combination of space-, air-, and land-based sensors tied to strike aircraft by satellite. It would be foolish for our leaders to think that air and space power could be effective in any crisis, but it has now become their weapon of first resort. The American people intuitively realize this: recent Gallup Polls reveal that 42 percent of those surveyed believe the Air Force is the most crucial arm of our national defense, and a like number believe it should be built up to a greater extent than the other services. Just as our commercial air fleet is the largest and most modern in the world, so too is our military airpower. Our superiority is even greater than a comparison of the number of US military aircraft to the totals of other leading countries would indicate (fig. 4). Although China has a large supply of aircraft, most are obsolescent, including over 4,500 Vietnam-era MiG-17s, -19s, and -21s. Certainly, quantity has its own quality, but most of the Chinese air force would stand little chance against a frontline adversary. Similarly, Russia’s air force has atrophied dramatically over the past decade. Once the pride of the Soviet state, much of this vaunted air force now sits unused. Examining the types of military aircraft comprising the world’s air forces is also revealing. The majority of combat aircraft worldwide consists of short-range fighter-bombers, such as the F-16, Mirage 2000, and MiG-21. The United States has nearly 4,000 such aircraft but has far more capability than that. Our airlift and aerial-tanker fleets allow us to project power anywhere in the world on short notice. The United States possesses the vast majority of the world’s large military cargo aircraft, such as the C-17 and C-5, while also having four times more tankers than the rest of the world combined. Tankers turn our tactical fighters into strategic bombers. No other nation has such an impressive capability to project power and influence. China, for example, has fewer than 50 modern cargo aircraft and virtually no aerial-refueling capability. Our dominance in space is equally compelling. At present, approximately 550 operational satellites are in orbit. Nearly half of those were launched by the United States, and approximately 100 of them have military missions. In addition, the Global Positioning System’s constellation of 28 satellites provides precise geographical data to users all over the world. In contrast, Russia now has only 90 operational spacecraft, and much of its space infrastructure- its missile-launch detection system, for example- is moribund. Although China can be expected to become a space competitor- it is currently working on an antisatellite system- it has launched an average of fewer than four satellites per year over the past decade. Within the US military services, one finds an increasing reliance and emphasis on air and space power. According to an old saying, if you want to know what’s important, follow the money. In the American military, that trail is clear. The backbone of the Navy is the aircraft carrier, which costs over $5 billion each (without its aircraft and support ships), and the Navy spends nearly as much on aircraft each year as does the Air Force. The top funding priority of the Marine Corps is the tilt-rotor V-22 cargo plane, which will cost $85 million apiece. The Army has major production and modernization programs for Comanche, Apache, and Black Hawk helicopters that will total $70 billion. Indeed, over the past decade, the Army has spent more on aircraft and missiles than it has on tracked combat vehicles. In sum, over 60 percent of the US defense budget is devoted to air and space forces. In fact, a comparison of our four air arms with those of the rest of the world shows that each individually is greater than the military air assets of most major countries (fig. 5). The qualitative superiority of American aircraft makes our air and space dominance even more profound. The reason for this emphasis on air and space power among our soldiers, sailors, and marines is their realization that military operations have little likelihood of success without it. It has become the American way of war. Indeed, the major disagreements that occur among the services today generally concern the control and purpose of air and space assets. All of them covet those assets, but their differing views on the nature of war shape how they should be employed. Thus, we have debates regarding the authority of the joint force air component commander, the role of the corps commander in the deep battle, the question of which service should command space, and the question of whether the air or ground commander should control attack helicopters. All the services trumpet the importance of joint operations, and air and space power increasingly has become our primary joint weapon. Air and space dominance also provides our civilian leadership with flexibility. Although intelligence is never perfect, our leaders now have unprecedented information regarding what military actions can or cannot accomplish and how much risk is involved in a given action. For example, our leaders understood far better than ever before how many aircraft and weapons would be needed over Serbia and Afghanistan to produce a specified military effect, weapon accuracy, collateral damage that might occur, and risk to our aircrews. This allowed our leaders to fine-tune the air campaign, providing more rapid and effective control than previously. 

Sequestration jacks tech leadership
Kenyon 10/17 (Henry Kenyon, “Congressional Gridlock, Budgets Cuts Will Hamper Transition To New Technology”, http://gov.aol.com/2012/10/17/congressional-gridlock-budgets-cuts-will-hamper-transition-to-n/?icid=related5, October 17, 2012)

Congressional Gridlock, Budgets Cuts Will Hamper Transition To New Technology UPDATED with additional data. The federal government's ongoing budget woes will result in flat-lined technology budgets over the next five years, forcing agencies to move aggressively away from outdated technologies to make the most of limited budgets, a new report by the TechAmerica Foundation predicted. Compounding the challenge for agencies is Congressional gridlock over the budget and the looming possibility of sequestration which is hitting the government in the middle of an ambitious technology transformation program, said TechAmerica analyst Robert Haas. The combination of uncertainty and lack of funds is causing agencies to reassess how they manage older systems and acquire new technologies, he said. All of that is set against a backdrop of broader uncertainty of how Congress will address the so-called fiscal cliff, involving the expiration of tax breaks and forced budget cuts due to trigger in the new year. Unless Congress takes other steps, the Budget Control Act would force automatic cuts of an estimated $1.2 trillion in federal spending spread evenly over a nine year period beginning in 2013. Many agencies, as a consequence, are pursuing a strategy of shifting existing funds into new systems and away from older systems. This leads to what Haas referred to as "creative destruction" or the withering of older systems in favor of the new. For more news and insights on innovations at work in government, please sign up for the AOL Gov newsletter. For the quickest updates, like us on Facebook. Spending in the federal IT market will remain relatively flat through 2018, Haas said. The 2013 budget allocates $73.5 billion for IT projects, with a slight rise to $77.2 billion projected for 2018. But inflation will erode the real value of that spending he said, reducing the effective value of the 2018 funding in constant dollars to about $70.2 billion. Civilian government IT spending for 2013 will be $40.8 billion and raise slightly to $43.5 billion in 2018. Because of the flat budgets, federal agencies are becoming more aggressive in shifting resources away from legacy systems to newer equipment and software, Haas said. After a series of funding cuts in recent years, the Defense Department IT budget will remain stable for the next five years, Haas said. The 2013 Defense IT budget is $32.7 billion and is predicted to remain steady at $33.7 billion in 2018. Sequestration, however, would have an overwhelming impact on defense operations, requiring $52.3 billion in DoD reductions in fiscal year 2013, affecting readiness, training, civilian personnel, military families, services and support, all of which would seriously affect DoD technology investments. Over the next five years, the DOD will focus on integrating its IT infrastructure by merging telecommunications, satellite communications, networks, wireless systems and computers into a single architecture. Part of this activity includes ongoing efforts to consolidate data centers and move to a cloud computing environment, Haas said. The Federal IT forecasts are part of new report being released at a conference Oct. 17 that provides detailed predictions of future information technology spending for all major civilian and defense agencies as well as the General Services Administration. It also provides an outlook of IDIQ contract vehicles and other acquisition trends. The report outlines five possible scenarios of how Congress might tackle the looming Budget Control Act cuts, summarized in the following slides:

Jacks heg
Martino ‘7 (Founder and chairman of the board of Cyber Technology Group, author of numerous books on finance (Rocco, A Strategy for Success: Innovation Will Renew American Leadership, http://www.fpri.org/orbis/5102/martino.innovationamericanleadership.pdf)

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. 



