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The United States federal government should fully fund the Constellation program.
Contention I – development
Obama’s new space policy canceled the Constellation program in favor of greater reliance on commercial crew development.  Commercial crew development has a history of failure and it risks the collapse of the entire space program
Young, 10 – former Director of NASA's Goddard Space Flight Center and President and Chief Operating Officer of Martin Marietta (A. Thomas, TESTIMONY TO THE COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY May 26, 2010 http://science.house.gov/sites/republicans.science.house.gov/files/documents/hearings/052610_Young.pdf
My judgment is that implementation of the proposed human spaceflight program will be devastating to NASA, human spaceflight and the U. S. space program. For five decades the U. S. robotic and human spaceflight programs have had remarkable successes that have filled our books of knowledge, explored new worlds, enhanced our international reputation and given pride and inspiration to our fellow Americans. We have also had disappointing failures.

We have developed a mission success methodology that maximizes the probability of success, a methodology that has evolved over the life of the space program and continues to improve with the experience gained with the execution of each new project. A hallmark of the methodology is the recognition that spaceflight is a "one-strike-and youare-out" business. Thousands of individuals can do everything perfectly and one human error can result in a mission catastrophe. While minimizing human errors is certainly an objective, human errors cannot be totally eliminated. The challenge is to prevent a human error from causing a mission failure. Experience has shown this is accomplished by test-as-you-fly and flying-as-you-test in combination with independent review and analysis, appropate technical and management debate and experienced leadership. For five decades we have invested billions of dollars and the expertise of our best and brightest in NASA and industry to evolve our current mission success methodology. NASA has the continuity of human spaceflight expertise that is unique in our country and competitive with the best that exists globally. Our space industry is second to none in the ability to implement complex projects. It is the marriage of NASA's continuity of expertise with the implementation capability of industry that results in our proven mission success methodology which maximizes the probability of success. Space Shuttle and International Space Station are products of this methodology. The Air Force and the Aerospace Corporation in combination with their industrial partners use this methodology to produce the highly successful EELV. NASA's Jet Propulsion Laboratory uses this methodology in implementing the challenging planetary exploration program.

A fundamental flaw in the proposed human spaceflight program is a commercial crew initiative which abandons the proven methodology I have described. NASA's role is reduced to defining safety requirements and general oversight. An argument for pursuing this new human spaceflight approach is that the proven methodology is too expensive. This same rationale caused the Air Force and NASA to try similar approaches in the 1990's.The Air force implemented a program called "Acquisition Reform." System responsibility for national security space programs was ceded to industry. Air Force and NRO project managers were told to step back, not to interfere and to let industry have total responsibility. Additionally, the Air Force and NRO essentially eliminated their systems engineering capabilities since the responsibility would reside with industry.

The results were devastating and the adverse impact is still with us today. Good project managers and project management personnel left and an exceptional systems engineering capability was eliminated. Projects were a disaster and the approach was judged by all to be a total failure.

Problems were not isolated to one project or to one company, the impact was systemic. As examples, FIA managed by Boeing was cancelled after the expenditure of about 10B$. SIBRS High, managed by Lockheed Martin, has been referred to as "a case study in how not to execute a space program." NPOESS, managed by Northrop‐Grumman, is a story that is still evolving. On average, programs implemented using this approach resulted in half the intended program for twice the cost and six were years late. NASA implemented a similar approach called 'Faster‐Better‐Cheaper." Mars '98 is the most significant example of this approach. Mars '98 was a total failure with the loss of an orbiter, lander and two probes. The orbiter managed by Lockheed Martin, under contract to JPL, failed because of confusion between metric and English units. This confusion resulted in errors large enough during Mars orbit insertion to cause the spacecraft to enter the atmosphere and be destroyed. These same errors were prevalent during midcourse corrections implemented on the trip from Earth to Mars without a cause being determined. Had the JPL institutional navigation capability been applied to understand these midcourse errors, I believe they most likely would have found the cause and implemented corrections to prevent the failure. They were excluded from the management of Mars '98 because of the "give the contractor the responsibility" concept. This is an example of how NASA's continuity of expertise could have been applied to an important and challenging project.

I cannot conceive that the U. S. will abandon a methodology developed over decades with enormous human and financial investment for a concept that when tried in the 1990's resulted in massive failure. Why would we put NASA human spaceflight at such risk by employing an unproven commercial crew concept?

Commercial crew is a risk too high, not a responsible course and should not be approved.

Continuation of the International Space Station is an area of apparent consensus. A launch vehicle and crew capsule for transportation to and from the Space Station are required. I believe the most appropriate option is Ares 1 and Orion. NASA should be directed to develop a plan for transporting humans to and from Earth orbit. The Ares 1 and Orion elements of Constellation should not be cancelled. The results of the NASA plan development may suggest changes to Constellation. A disappointing truth is the proposed NASA FY 2011 budget, in my opinion, is not adequate to support a credible, implementable Space Station Program and a credible, implementable beyond‐Earth‐orbit exploration program.

A credible Space Station program, without commercial crew, needs to be defined. An exploration program with a heavy lift launch capability, an exploration capsule, a focused technology program and an exploration concept with destinations and dates also needs to be determined. Cost estimates, with substantive independent systems engineering and independent cost assessment, need to be developed. Timely completion of these proposed actions is necessary to allow resolution of current human spaceflight uncertainties. Only then can credible decisions be made as to the future of human spaceflight.

In summary, do not approve commercial crew, continue the Ares 1 and Orion programs and do the necessary in depth analysis and study that was absent from the proposed FY 2011 budget to define the human exploration program worthy of a great nation. Only then can the value of the program be judged against credible plans and budget. Above all else, do not approve a human spaceflight program without adequate resources to assure success. We have traveled that road too many times with the same unsuccessful result.
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Low demand, high cost barriers and minimal returns mean that government incentives won’t create an effective private launch market.

Sterner, 10 – fellow at the George C. Marshall Institute, national security and aerospace consultant in Washington, DC. He has held senior Congressional staff positions as the lead Professional Staff Member for defense policy on the House Armed Services Committee (Eric, “Worthy of a Great Nation? NASA’s Change of Strategic Direction,” April,

http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/797.pdf)

NASA seems to assume that buying human spaceflight services will lead to lower prices. Typically, in a free market, price falls as the result of competition among suppliers to offer better goods and services for any given number of customers. Is that a reasonable expectation in the case of commercial human spaceflight? The short answer is no. Simply put, a competitive, free-market in commercial human spaceflight is unlikely to develop for several reasons.

1. First, developing a spacecraft capable of safely launching people into orbit, operating there, and returning them safely to the planet is extraordinarily difficult, with extremely low tolerances for risk. For comparison purposes, launching SpaceShip 1, a privately-developed and revolutionary spacecraft capable of carrying people to suborbital space, requires roughly 2% of the total energy required to take the same mass to low-earth orbit.24 Solving such complex problems is not beyond the wherewithal of the private sector. After all, the bulk of NASA’s spacecraft were developed by contractors, and the private sector developed, owns and operates much of the nation’s infrastructure. Human spaceflight to LEO is different, however, than developing or operating the complex terrestrial systems frequently created by the private sector. It requires the development of entirely new technologies and capabilities, for which there has been no private demand or commercial reward. So, there have not been sufficient incentives for the private sector to bring its otherwise healthy abilities to mobilize massive amounts of capital or solve complex problems to bear. There simply is no useful comparison between the public and private sector interests when it comes to human spaceflight. Indeed, to date, only three governments have been able to organize the financial, organizational, scientific, and technical resources to achieve this task. At the time, two of them were superpowers and the third appears to be on the verge of becoming one.

2. Second, solving those technical challenges is extraordinarily expensive, creating a high barrier to entry into the market segment by new, potential suppliers, assuming there is an expectation of an adequate payoff after such market entry. Arguably, NASA’s initial expenditures may offset this by providing “seed” money that enables private entrants to raise more private capital at a lower cost, while its demand for services theoretically creates a payoff. Still, for reasons discussed below, that “seed” money will likely be wholly inadequate. According to a study commissioned by the Commercial Spaceflight Industry, total cumulative investment committed to the commercial human spaceflight through the fall of 2009 was $1.46 billion—including government funding— of which just $838 million remained available.25 While this may seem like a significant amount of money, in aerospace development programs it is not. For comparison purposes, Boeing (a commercial company using commercial practices to develop a commercial product for mature markets and using well understood technology) pegged the cost of developing the first three Boeing 787 Dreamliners at roughly $2.5 billion.26 Meanwhile, revenue for actual commercial spaceflight services offered by the industry between 2006 and 2008 (inclusive), totaled $117.6 million. (Any revenue for an industry that cannot currently provide the services it offers reflects confidence on the part of those paying customers in the industry’s ability to do so in the future.) The industry derives significant other revenue from selling hardware, engineering services, and other non-commercial services, in which case they may differ insignificantly from aerospace firms not focused on commercial human spaceflight.

3. Third, U.S. government demand for human spaceflight services is modest. Ideally, a full crew complement aboard the International Space Station is 6-7 people, each of whom stays for roughly 6 months. Each of these individuals has to be launched to orbit and returned to earth, totaling a minimum of 1214 round trip seats to LEO. In practice, the demand for human access to LEO is higher because the ISS partners launch more astronauts to ISS than are needed to maintain a full crew complement. Of the universe of individuals launched to orbit, some become crewmembers; some pilot spacecraft back and forth; and some simply visit. In 2010 NASA will launch four shuttle missions carrying a total of 25 people to orbit, but ISS will only be crewed by 12 people, not all of whom are Americans. So, for the sake of argument, assume that the U.S. government demand for human access to space is 25 round trips to LEO per year. NASA’s recent annual cost to own and operate the space shuttle has been about $3 billion, roughly $120 million a seat.27

Additionally, two factors create downward pressure on that demand. The ISS partners can maintain the station with fewer people; it is not mandatory that six people occupy the ISS at all times or that a separate person ferry them to orbit. Moreover, several of those crew slots are controlled by other ISS partners, most notably including the Russian government, which has its own means, indeed, the only means, of reaching the ISS after 2010. Indeed, the United States’ obligations to the International Space Station partners require it to provide round trips for 8 people. Without plans for human spaceflight beyond the International Space Station, even this demand will collapse after 2020 when the International Space Station is retired.
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Maintaining a government run human space program is vital to commercial space development – it will reduce risk and catalyze the launch market 
Pace, 11 - Director of the Space Policy Institute and a Professor of Practice in International Affairs at George Washington University’s Elliott School of International Affairs, From 2005-2008, he served as the Associate Administrator for Program Analysis and Evaluation at NASA (Scott, Hearing of the House Committee on Science, Space, and Technology Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics Hearing “A Review of NASA’s Exploration Program in Transition: Issues for Congress and Industry” 3/30, http://www.gwu.edu/~spi/assets/docs/Pace_House_Testimony_033011.pdf

Major policy questions remain unanswered that complicate transition efforts. Perhaps foremost among them is whether or not there is a need for independent U.S. government human access to space, and if not, the identification of those entities upon which we are willing to depend for such access. In my view, the U.S. government should have its own means for ensuring human access to space even as it makes increasing use of commercial services or international partners. Just as a diversified portfolio needs bonds as well as stocks, a “public option” is an important and crucial part of a diversified portfolio for a strategic national capability like human space flight. Complete reliance on commercial or international services is an excessively risky approach that can deter innovation in those areas as they become “too important to be left alone.” It was the existence of Constellation that enabled prudent risk taking in commercial cargo services and contemplation of eventual procurement of commercial crew services.

A corollary question is: what is the proper role of NASA for the human expansion into space, given NASA’s disparate functions as “innovator and technology developer” vs. “designer/developer/smart buyer” of new systems, and “system operator” vs. “service customer”? The Administration’s proposals for human space flight appear to have a clear policy theme – that there is no compelling need for a U.S. government human space flight program and that all necessary objectives and risks can be meet by private contractors using government funding with reduced if not minimal oversight. The technical complexities and risks of human space flight make it an activity distinct from buying normal commercial goods and services. A policy approach that pretends or assumes that it is not distinct is unlikely to succeed – just as the unrealistic flight rates planned for the Shuttle in the 1970s or the large commercial markets for EELVs in the 1990s did not succeed.

The government has several proper roles to play in the next generation of human space exploration and those roles can and should evolve in parallel over time. It is time to push carefully for greater reliance on commercial cargo services to the International Space Station. It is subsequently possible to define a path for commercial crew services that operate in addition to, but not to the exclusion of, U.S. government capabilities. To fully rely on commercial or government approaches, to the exclusion of the other, would place all human space flight by the United States at risk, public and private.

1ac

Resource wars are inevitable and risk extinction.  Creating a viable commercial space sector changes the political calculation to go to war
Collins and Autino, 10 - * Life & Environmental Science, Azabu University AND ** Andromeda Inc., Italy (Patrick and Adriano, “What the growth of a space tourism industry could contribute to employment, economic growth, environmental protection, education, culture and world peace,” Acta Astronautica 66 (2010) 1553–1562, science direct)

The major source of social friction, including international friction, has surely always been unequal access to resources. People ﬁght to control the valuable resources on and under the land, and in and under the sea. The natural resources of Earth are limited in quantity, and economically accessible resources even more so. As the population grows, and demand grows for a higher material standard of living, industrial activity grows exponentially. The threat of resources becoming scarce has led to the concept of ‘‘Resource Wars’’. Having begun long ago with wars to control the gold and diamonds of Africa and South America, and oil in the Middle East, the current phase is at centre stage of world events today [37]. A particular danger of ‘‘resource wars’’ is that, if the general public can be persuaded to support them, they may become impossible to stop as resources become increasingly scarce. Many commentators have noted the similarity of the language of US and UK government advocates of ‘‘war on terror’’ to the language of the novel ‘‘1984’’ which describes a dystopian future of endless, fraudulent war in which citizens are reduced to slaves.

7.1. Expansion into near-Earth space is the only alternative to endless ‘‘resource wars’’

As an alternative to the ‘‘resource wars’’ already devastating many countries today, opening access to the unlimited resources of near-Earth space could clearly facilitate world peace and security. The US National Security Space Ofﬁce, at the start of its report on the potential of space-based solar power (SSP) published in early 2007, stated: ‘‘Expanding human populations and declining natural resources are potential sources of local and strategic conﬂict in the 21st Century, and many see energy as the foremost threat to national security’’ [38]. The report ended by encouraging urgent research on the feasibility of SSP: ‘‘Considering the timescales that are involved, and the exponential growth of population and resource pressures within that same strategic period, it is imperative that this work for ‘‘drilling up’’ vs. drilling down for energy security begins immediately’’ [38].

Although the use of extra-terrestrial resources on a substantial scale may still be some decades away, it is important to recognise that simply acknowledging its feasibility using known technology is the surest way of ending the threat of resource wars. That is, if it is assumed that the resources available for human use are limited to those on Earth, then it can be argued that resource wars are inescapable [22,37]. If, by contrast, it is assumed that the resources of space are economically accessible, this not only eliminates the need for resource wars, it can also preserve the beneﬁts of civilisation which are being eroded today by ‘‘resource war-mongers’’, most notably the governments of the ‘‘Anglo-Saxon’’ countries and their ‘‘neo-con’’ advisers. It is also worth noting that the $1 trillion that these have already committed to wars in the Middle-East in the 21st century is orders of magnitude more than the public investment needed to aid companies sufﬁciently to start the commercial use of space resources.

Industrial and ﬁnancial groups which proﬁt from monopolistic control of terrestrial supplies of various natural resources, like those which proﬁt from wars, have an economic interest in protecting their proﬁtable situation. However, these groups’ continuing proﬁts are justiﬁed neither by capitalism nor by democracy: they could be preserved only by maintaining the pretence that use of space resources is not feasible, and by preventing the development of low-cost space travel. Once the feasibility of low-cost space travel is understood, ‘‘resource wars’’ are clearly foolish as well as tragic. A visiting extra-terrestrial would be pityingly amused at the foolish antics of homo sapiens using longrange rockets to ﬁght each other over dwindling terrestrial resources—rather than using the same rockets to travel in space and have the use of all the resources they need!

7.2. High return in safety from extra-terrestrial settlement

Investment in low-cost orbital access and other space infrastructure will facilitate the establishment of settlements on the Moon, Mars, asteroids and in man-made space structures. In the ﬁrst phase, development of new regulatory infrastructure in various Earth orbits, including property/usufruct rights, real estate, mortgage ﬁnancing and insurance, trafﬁc management, pilotage, policing and other services will enable the population living in Earth orbits to grow very large. Such activities aimed at making near-Earth space habitable are the logical extension of humans’ historical spread over the surface of the Earth. As trade spreads through near-Earth space, settlements are likely to follow, of which the inhabitants will add to the wealth of different cultures which humans have created in the many different environments in which they live.

Success of such extra-terrestrial settlements will have the additional beneﬁt of reducing the danger of human extinction due to planet-wide or cosmic accidents [27]. These horrors include both man-made disasters such as nuclear war, plagues or growing pollution, and natural disasters such as super-volcanoes or asteroid impact.  It is hard to think of any objective that is more important than preserving peace. Weapons developed in recent decades are so destructive, and have such horriﬁc, long-term side-effects that their use should be discouraged as strongly as possible by the international community. Hence, reducing the incentive to use these weapons by rapidly developing the ability to use space-based resources on a large scale is surely equally important [11,16]. The achievement of this depends on low space travel costs which, at the present time, appear to be achievable only through the development of a vigorous space tourism industry.

8. Summary

As discussed above, if space travel services had started during the 1950s, the space industry would be enormously more developed than it is today. Hence the failure to develop passenger space travel has seriously distorted the path taken by humans’ technological and economic development since WW2, away from the path which would have been followed if capitalism and democracy operated as intended. Technological know-how which could have been used to supply services which are known to be very popular with a large proportion of the population has not been used for that purpose, while waste and suffering due to the unemployment and environmental damage caused by the resulting lack of new industrial opportunities have increased.

In response, policies should be implemented urgently to correct this error, and to catch up with the possibilities for industrial and economic growth that have been ignored for so long. This policy renewal is urgent because of the growing dangers of unemployment, economic stagnation, environmental pollution, educational and cultural decline, resource wars and loss of civil liberties which face civilisation today. In order to achieve the necessary progress there is a particular need for collaboration between those working in the two ﬁelds of civil aviation and civil space. Although the word ‘‘aerospace’’ is widely used, it is largely a misnomer since these two ﬁelds are in practice quite separate. True ‘‘aerospace’’ collaboration to realise passenger space travel will develop the wonderful profusion of possibilities outlined above.

8.1. Heaven or hell on Earth?

As discussed above, the claim that the Earth’s resources are running out is used to justify wars which may never end: present-day rhetoric about ‘‘the long war’’ or ‘‘100 years war’’ in Iraq and Afghanistan are current examples. If political leaders do not change their viewpoint, the recent aggression by the rich ‘‘Anglo-Saxon’’ countries, and their cutting back of traditional civil liberties, are ominous for the future. However, this ‘‘hellish’’ vision of endless war is based on an assumption about a single number—the future cost of travel to orbit—about which a different assumption leads to a ‘‘heavenly’’ vision of peace and ever-rising living standards for everyone. If this cost stays above 10,000 Euros/kg, where it has been unchanged for nearly 50 years, the prospects for humanity are bleak. But if humans make the necessary effort, and use the tiny amount of resources needed to develop vehicles for passenger space travel, then this cost will fall to 100 Euros/kg, the use of extra-terrestrial resources will become economic, and arguments for resource wars will evaporate entirely.  The main reason why this has not yet happened seems to be lack of understanding of the myriad opportunities by investors and policy-makers. Now that the potential to catch up half a century of delay in the growth of space travel is becoming understood, continuing to spend 20 billion Euro-equivalents/year on government space activities, while continuing to invest nothing in developing passenger space travel, would be a gross failure of economic policy, and strongly contrary to the economic and social interests of the public. Correcting this error, even after such a costly delay, will ameliorate many problems in the world today.

As this policy error is corrected, and investment in proﬁtable space projects grows rapidly in coming years, we can look forward to a growing world-wide boom. Viewed as a whole, humans’ industrial activities have been seriously underperforming for decades, due to the failure to exploit these immensely promising ﬁelds of activity. The tens of thousands of unemployed space engineers in Russia, America and Europe alone are a huge waste. The potential manpower in rapidly developing India and China is clearly vast. The hundreds of millions of disappointed young people who have been taught that they cannot travel in space are another enormous wasted resource.

We do not know for certain when the above scenario will be realised. However, it could have such enormous value that considerable expenditure is justiﬁed in order to study its feasibility in detail [5]. At the very least, vigorous investment by both private and public sectors in a range of different sub-orbital passenger vehicle projects and related businesses is highly desirable. Fortunately, the ambitious and rapid investment by the Indian and Chinese governments in growing space capabilities may ﬁnally jolt the space industries of Russia, America, Europe and Japan out of their long economic stagnation, and induce them to apply their accumulated know-how to economically valuable activities—notably supplying widely popular travel services to the general public.
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A full commitment to Constellation will create the heavy lift capabilities to go beyond Earth’s orbit – this is a vital demonstration to spur commercial space investment
Handlin, 10 - space writer and college student (Daniel, “Looking For A Silver Bullet”, The Space Review, 5/3, “The Space Review”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1619/1)

There’s the question of what the purpose is of purposely designing a “stripped-down” Orion in order to serve as a lifeboat, especially when Obama said that that vehicle (or something similar to it) will later be used for deep-space missions anyway. It seems as if Orion is being stripped-down just to prove that Constellation was “bad” and that this something different, even while we are planning to later build it back up into the vehicle that was planned to have been built in the first place. Could someone in the White House really have proposed this convoluted and wasteful idea with a straight face?

But ultimately, and most importantly, there is the question of space leadership. One thing that 2008 Obama (the one who supported Constellation) and Neil Armstrong, Jim Lovell, Gene Kranz, Eugene Cernan, and other Apollo heroes all agree on is that American leadership in space is vital to the national security and long-term economic prowess of this country, and that Constellation is key to maintaining that leadership. By sacrificing our guaranteed capability to reach space with crewed vehicles and shredding our plans for Beyond Earth Orbit (BEO) exploration, we are giving up our recognition of America’s aerospace industry as a national source of pride and technological leadership.

The key axiom that is being lost in the noise of the Obama space policy rollout is that the exploration and use of space is not done best by governments, nor is it done best by private industry. What do I mean by this? In the very long term, I think that private industry represents the true future of space exploration. But we’re not yet at that point. In today’s world, space exploration is a public good: something that, like defense, is best undertaken by government and private industry working in partnership.

Almost no one remembers the Aldridge Commission Report, released in 2004. While the report was in general too vague for specific policy recommendations, it did make one excellent point about the nature of the government-private partnership in the exploration of space. The report advocated the idea that NASA should be a nimble, focused, risk-taking, trailblazing agency that took the risks and great expense of opening up some new destination so that private industry could follow. For the Moon, for example, NASA would decide its goal was the Moon, it would develop and prove the necessary spacecraft to reach it, and set up an initial outpost. Now private industry has access to the technical lessons learned and perhaps the spacecraft designs developed by NASA, and since the risk has been reduced by NASA’s flights, it’s now possible for private industry to lay out reasonable business plans for development of the Moon as a commercial destination. NASA blazes the trail, and private industry follows and develops each place. This would allow both government and private industry to bring their strengths to bear on opening up the space frontier (in the former case, enormous resources in terms of money, talent, and an ability to take greater risk; in the latter, time and the mandate to develop profitable enterprises and long-lasting infrastructures in space).

The Obama space policy tries to mislead people into thinking it is this idea, but it is not. In the Aldridge “vision”, one has a space agency that decides it wants to reach a destination, focuses much of its energy and resources on that mission, spends enormous and money and takes great risk to develop the necessary technology, and lays the groundwork for private industry to follow. In the Obama plan, NASA funds random, haphazard technology development programs with little relation to each other in the hope that one will produce a “breakthrough” that will allow NASA to do something unspecified, while also hoping that one of about six or seven companies successfully develops a manned spacecraft so that it doesn’t have to buy more spacecraft seats from the Russians. There is no similarity between these two scenarios.
Burt Rutan, surely one of the leading figures in the private space industry, has expressed this same concern with the Obama approach. As he points out, “It is a good idea indeed for the commercial community to compete to re-supply the ISS and to bring about space access for the public to enjoy. I applaud the efforts of SpaceX, Virgin and Orbital in that regard and feel these activities should have been done at least two decades ago. However, I do not see the commercial companies taking Americans to Mars or to the moons of Saturn within my lifetime and I doubt if they will take the true Research risks (technical and financial) to fly new concepts that have low confidence of return on investment.” This is precisely the issue outlined above, and precisely why the Obama space policy fails to optimally leverage the American space industry.

The government-private partnership that is lacking in the Obama policy is what allowed a program like COTS/CRS to work well; NASA was able to fund private development of cargo spacecraft as a supplement to the guaranteed space access it was developing. In addition, it was advantageous to farm out some of the LEO resupply work since NASA was focused on a BEO destination, the Moon. Now that the partnership is effectively gone, and something like COTS/CRS will have the enormous requirements problem thrust upon it since it now must become the nation’s guaranteed access to space. While a failure to deliver on COTS/CRS was financially embarrassing before the Obama policy, it was little more than that. Now failure to follow through on such a contract, for whatever reason, becomes a national security and foreign policy concern, imperiling our ability to reach space at all while raising the prospect of sending many more hundreds of millions of dollars to Russia (or maybe China or India, one day).

At the end of the day, the Obama policy is set to repeat the mistakes of the past, both in terms of silver bullet contracting and destroying infrastructure; it makes little sense on a number of points; it fails to utilize the capabilities of America’s aerospace industrial base; and ultimately it devalues American space leadership, to say nothing of the generation of students it will fail to inspire. I cannot close this better than someone who has walked on the Moon, so to quote the Armstrong letter, “For The United States, the leading space faring nation for nearly half a century, to be… with no human exploration capability to go beyond Earth orbit for an indeterminate time into the future, destines our nation to become one of second or even third rate stature. Without the skill and experience that actual spacecraft operation provides, the USA is far too likely to be on a long downhill slide to mediocrity.” 
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Contention 2 – the industrial base
Fluctuations in the US commitment to human space exploration  will eviscerate the US industrial base – it will undermine the US ability to retain human capital that is vital to space access

Slazer, 11 – Vice President of the Space Aerospace Industries Association, also Director NASA/Civil Space at Mcdonnell Douglas Corporation (Frank, “Contributions of Space to National Imperatives”, Senate Hearing, 5/18, http://commerce.senate.gov/public/?a=Files.Serve&File_id=e26b4dcb-ee2c-4ada-95fa-b996c307692d

Space programs are essential to our national, technological and economic security. U.S.-developed space technology and its many spin-offs have fueled our economy and made us the unquestioned technological leader in the world for two generations. U.S. economic and technological leadership enabled us to prevail in the Cold War and emerge as the world leader in a new era.   

AIA was disappointed that the president’s fiscal year 2012 budget proposal underfunds NASA by nearly $800 million below its authorized level—$19.4 billion—agreed upon just last fall. Given the current fiscal environment, AIA believes that the level of funding proposed by the administration for NASA provides at least the minimum required for its important programs. It is therefore imperative that NASA receive the full amount of the president’s fiscal year 2012 budget request of $18.7 billion. When allocating this funding, AIA’s position is that funding for NASA should reflect the budget priorities as outlined in the NASA Authorization Act of 2010 as closely as possible. 

The Need for Program Stability 

Despite the clear bipartisan direction provided in the NASA Authorization Act of 2010 and in the fiscal year 2011 Continuing Resolution (CR), substantial uncertainty remains over the direction NASA will take—most specifically on the new heavy-lift space launch system. The impact of the long delayed fiscal year 2011 CR, the current budget climate and the impending gap in America’s ability to launch crews into space—after decades of ever increasing capability—are causing ripple effects throughout the space industrial base and highly trained space workforce in both private and public sectors.  

Fluctuating budgets and delayed programs take their toll on schedule, production and maintaining a skilled workforce—exacerbated by the winding down of the space shuttle program. This funding and programmatic instability may result in the permanent loss of this highly skilled, unique human capital by reducing the options for retaining this specially trained and skilled workforce. Our nation’s aerospace workforce is a perishable national treasure; experienced aerospace talent, once lost, may be unrecoverable and new workers without this critical experience may take years to train. Unfortunately, the on-again off-again plans for the Shuttle’s replacement over the past decade have led to considerable uncertainty not only at NASA—where civil service positions are protected—but across the entire industrial base where firms are faced with wrenching decisions to let highly skilled personnel go because of the lack of clear direction. 

At a time when the space shuttle is being retired and the United States is paying Russia over $60 million a seat to get crews to the International Space Station, it is critical that NASA’s new programs for exploration and crew transportation be adequately funded to remain on track. Fifty years after astronaut Alan Shepard became America’s first man in space, two generations of Americans have never known a time when we were not engaged in human space flight. But let us be clear, this is a legacy not an entitlement— without continued investment, this could become the last generation of Americans being members of a space faring society. In addition to workforce impacts, failure to stick to a space program funding plan makes it difficult to manage them effectively; sends mixed signals to an industry making long term investments; and places these programs at risk of overruns or cancelation—jeopardizing the investments already made by taxpayers. NASA’s research and development efforts have consistently produced ground-breaking technologies with benefits for nearly everyone on the planet. Investments made in NASA have produced invaluable benefits to our national security, economic prosperity and national prestige and should be pursued as sound economic stimulus. 

NASA Space Investment Benefits All Sectors, Including National Security 

The U.S. military and national security communities rely on the space industrial base to provide them with capabilities required to keep our nation secure. Our space industrial base designs, develops, produces and supports our spacecraft, satellites, launch systems and supporting infrastructure. These systems are often produced in small or even single numbers. We need to keep this base healthy to maintain our competitive edge.   

Interruptions or cancellations negatively impact large companies and can be catastrophic to smaller firms—often the only entities with the unique abilities to produce small but critical components on which huge portions of our economy, infrastructure and security depend. As an example, only one firm in the United States produces ammonium perchlorate—a chemical used in solid rocket propellants including the space shuttle solid rocket motors, other space launchers and military applications. Retiring the shuttle will impact all these other users as costs rise due to a smaller business base. 

The U.S. military and national security communities rely on the space industrial base to provide them with capabilities they require to keep our nation secure. Due to export restrictions on space technology and limited commercial markets for space systems, key elements within industry often must depend on stable government programs for survival. This two-way, symbiotic relationship means that in order to keep our overall national security strong, both sides of this relationship are critical.   

Given the lack of a large external space market, such as exists in civil aviation, if government spending pulls back from investing in the space domain—be it in NASA, the Defense Department or Intelligence Community—the industrial base will shrink accordingly. This will mean capacity loss and potentially leaves the United States incapable of building certain national security assets in the future. 

Investing in NASA Benefits STEM Education 

Developing the aerospace workforce of the future is a top issue for our industry. NASA’s space programs remain an excellent source of inspiration for our youth to study the STEM disciplines—science, technology, engineering and math—and to enter the aerospace workforce. In fact, the exciting periods of our space program history are reflected in the demographics of our industry and the influx of young workers they engendered.  
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Unfortunately, the state of education for our young people is today in peril, including poor preparation for STEM disciplines. American students today rank 25th in math and 17th in science internationally. Low graduation rates of students in those fields and an overall lack of interest in STEM education contribute to a looming shortage of workers qualified to become professionals in our high tech industries.   

A recent study, Raytheon found that most middle school students would rather do one of the following instead of their math homework: clean their room, eat their vegetables, go to the dentist or even take out the garbage. This lack of interest extends into interest 6 in aerospace. For example, in a 2009 survey 60 percent of students majoring in STEM disciplines found the aerospace and defense industry an unattractive place to work. 2

One of the reasons for the lack of interest in aerospace and defense could be the uncertainty of NASA programs. 3 Just as the recent Wall Street crisis turned young people away from financial careers, lack of job security in aerospace will hurt recruiting efforts. The video gaming industry has captured the magic to attract young people, while space—despite its history and potential—has lagged behind. In some instances, our own employees discourage their children from pursuing careers in aerospace engineering due to the uncertainty of future programs and career prospects. A commitment to a robust human spaceflight program will help attract students to STEM degree programs and help retain the current workforce—which also benefits national security space programs, many of which are not in the open. 

While AIA and NASA are vigorously engaged in the “supply” side of the equation— exciting and inspiring students to study math, science and engineering—it’s the “demand” side that needs Congressional action by providing the resources needed for visible and inspiring aerospace projects. These, in turn, provide young people with exciting programs to work on in the near future and on an ongoing basis. A robust and sustainable space exploration program is essential to building a future aerospace workforce capable of technological innovation and economic competitiveness. 

Investments in NASA Have Increased Economic Prosperity 

Since its beginnings, NASA has been at the forefront in developing new technologies to meet the challenges of space exploration and much of what has been developed has had benefits in other areas. The list of NASA-derived innovations is impressive and wide-ranging, including memory foam cushions, video image stabilization technology, cordless power tools, power sources for heart defibrillators, ventricular assist pumps for heart disease, portable breathing systems for firefighters and many others. These NASA-enabled innovations are not just old history; for example, today the International Space Station is enabling us to develop new vaccines to protect people from Salmonela and MRSA pathogens by exploiting the organism’s response to the weightless environment.  

Past NASA investments such as the Apollo moon landing program stimulated technology development like the miniaturization of electronic circuits. Electronic computers were first created during World War II, but miniaturization in the 1960’s enabled the first personal computers to be created in the late 1970’s and early 1980’s— by a generation of inventors who grew up during the Apollo era. In fact, today a number of new commercial space systems are being developed by entrepreneurs who have made their fortunes in information technology or other fields, but whose intellectual development was inspired during Apollo. 

NASA is a Source of National Pride  

And then there are space program benefits that don’t have a dollar figure attached— those unquantifiable “know it when you see it” benefits that reap long-term rewards— increasing our nation’s pride in our abilities and garnering attention from across the globe. These include the already mentioned Apollo program, the space shuttle and International Space Station, numerous planetary spacecraft which have revealed the wonders of our solar system as well as spacecraft which have helped us understand our home planet and the universe. If there is one area where the world unquestionably looks to the U.S. for leadership, it is in our space program. 

Conclusion 

The future of U.S. space investments are threatened due to our constrained fiscal environment. While cutting the federal deficit is essential to assuring our economic future, cutting back on exploration investments is a penny-wise but pound-foolish approach that will have an infinitesimal impact on the budget deficit. Cutting exploration any further threatens our economic growth potential and risks our continued national technical leadership overall—even as emerging world powers increase their  investments in this important arena. China, India, South Korea and other rapidly developing economies are investing in space technology.  

In the decade ahead, our nation’s future in space will likely see one or more commercially developed American crew vehicles supporting the International Space Station and potentially new commercial space stations, as well as a robust NASA multipurpose crew exploration vehicle and new heavy lift launch system that will be getting ready for new missions of exploration beyond Earth orbit. But this bright and inspiring future is dependent on our nation continuing to make the critical investments in programs and technologies needed to lead in space.   

In conclusion, the United States human spaceflight program is at a critical juncture. As a nation we can choose to continue our leadership in manned exploration and innovation or inevitably fall behind. 
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Aerospace industry collapse will be fast and take decades to recover from—we’ve reached the tipping point
Albaugh 4/27 -- Fellow of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics and member of the International Academy of Astronautics (4/27/2011 , Jim Albaugh, “Keeping America’s Lead in Aerospace”, Speech to the 10th Annual Aviation Summit US Chamber of Commerce, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/newsroom/speeches_testimony/ , FS)

Today we take America’s industrial base for granted, but we do so at our own peril. Think about what a strong industrial base has meant for our country.

It was the “arsenal of democracy” that equipped us to win World War II and the Cold War. It put a man on the moon. It made America the worldwide leader in space, commercial aviation, and defense.

But a strong industrial base is not a given. It’s a product of the right policies, investments and priorities – and of time. We don’t have to look far to see how an industrial base can quickly wither away. The UK was once renowned for its aerospace and defense manufacturing. Now that country is buying F-35s, C-17s, Apaches, and Chinooks from us, and of course, commercial airplanes. UK leaders realized a few years ago that they needed an industrial policy and have put one in place. But it won’t be easy for the UK to rebuild its capabilities, and that should serve as a warning to us.

When we don’t invest in new development programs and when policymakers don’t consider how procurement decisions impact the industrial base, we risk losing talent and expertise that’s taken us decades to build.

Our engineering talent is not a fixed asset. It’s made up of people who need challenging new projects. And if they don’t have them, they move into other industries or retire. Once lost, reconstituting it is very difficult and will take decades. With the F-35 in test flight, we are now at a point where there are no new military airplanes or helicopters in development by the DoD. I think that’s the first time we’ve been in that situation in probably a hundred years. We risk following the UK in dismantling our industrial base if we don’t do something about that.

You might think, “We are building aircraft for the military, so what’s the problem?”

To be a viable contractor and an integrator of very complex systems, you have to understand how to do R&D. You have to take R&D into detailed design. You have to transition detailed design into production. You have to run your production systems, and you have to have a very healthy supply chain. What we’re seeing right now with no new start in the Department of Defense is we are losing our ability to do detailed design. We are losing our capability to transition design into manufacturing. Once that’s gone, it will take a long time to reconstitute. I know this is an issue. That was one of the problems we had on the 787 program. We had not done a new development program since the 777, and we paid the price as a result.

On the space side, tens of thousands of very experienced engineers will lose their jobs in the gap between the Space Shuttle’s last mission and the start of the next program. Earlier this month, the United Space Alliance, the NASA contractor responsible for operating the space shuttles, announced it will lay off up to 50 percent of its work force or about 2,800 workers. NASA astronauts who have trained for years are wondering what they will do next.

Without clear direction and investments, we’re going to lose the intellectual capital it’s taken us 50 years to develop. Once we park the shuttle this summer, I predict that the Chinese will walk on the moon before we once again put an American into low-earth orbit in a U.S. launch vehicle. To me, that’s unconscionable.
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A strong industrial base is the linchpin of US military power, maintaining hegemony is impossible without it
National Aerospace Week 10 (September 18, “Aerospace and Defense: The Strength to Lift America,” http://www.nationalaerospaceweek.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/04/whitepaper.pdf) National Aerospace Week

 The beginning of a new decade presents the defense industry with challenges that aren’t new, but are becoming more urgent. Developing a national strategy to ensure a robust industrial base and modernizing our military hardware must become frontburner priorities. The health of the industrial base is at the heart of our ability to supply our nation with the weapons systems it requires. As we wrote in our landmark study on the industrial base in 2009: “Military technologies used to be much more closely related to civilian technologies. They even used common production processes. But because DOD is today the sole customer for industry’s most advanced capabilities, the defense industrial base is increasingly specialized and separate from the general manufacturing and technology sectors. That means even a healthy general economy will not necessarily help underwrite the industrial capabilities DOD most needs.” A huge step forward was made this year when the industrial base was included in the Quadrennial Defense Review as a factor to be considered in its long-term planning. We’re optimistic that the next step — inclusion of industrial base considerations in program plans and policy — will be executed as directed by the QDR — ensuring that it becomes incorporated into long-range defense plans. However, we remain concerned about the fragility of the supplier base. With another round of acquisitions and consolidations imminent along with a projected decline in defense spending, the supplier base remains particularly vulnerable. These small businesses are critical to the primes and to the government. They face multiple challenges overcoming barriers to federal contracting and once they leave the contracting base, they and their unique skills cannot be recovered. 2010 Aerospace Industries Association of America, Inc. 4 Along with our concern about the industrial base is the long-term issue of modernizing our military hardware. The 1980s defense build-up is now 25 years old, and systems acquired then are in need of replacement. The decade of 2010-19 is the crucial time to reset, recapitalize and modernize our military forces. Not only are many of our systems reaching the end of their designed lives, but America’s military forces are using their equipment at many times the programmed rates in the harsh conditions of combat, wearing out equipment prematurely. Delaying modernization will make it even harder to identify and effectively address global threats in the future. The requirements identified in the QDR — for the United States to overmatch potential adversaries and to execute long-duration campaigns in coming years against increasingly capable potential opponents — will require complex and expensive aerospace capabilities. This is a concern that the Defense Department recognizes. Under Secretary of Defense Ashton Carter has said that the department is looking to develop a “family of systems” for future strike options that will be supported by the “family of industry.” 9 This is welcome news. However, defense modernization is not optional. While the fiscal 2011 budget request is a reasonable target that takes into account funding needed to fight two wars, the pressure on the procurement and research and development budget is sure to increase in the future. At the same time, America must adapt its defenses to new kinds of threats. A large-scale attack on information networks could pose a serious economic threat, impeding or preventing commerce conducted electronically. This would affect not only ATM transactions, but commercial and governmental fund transfers and the just-in-time orders on which the manufacturing sector depends. It could even pose threats to American lives, interrupting the transfer of medical data, disrupting power grids, even disabling emergency communications links. In partnership with the government, our industry is on the forefront of securing these networks and combating cyber attack. The American people also demand better security for the U.S. homeland, from gaining control of our borders to more effective law enforcement and disaster response. The aerospace industry provides the tools that help different forces and jurisdictions communicate with each other; monitor critical facilities and unpatrolled borders, and give advance warning of natural disasters, among other capabilities. In many cases, government is the only market for these technologies. Therefore, sound government policy is essential not only to maintain current capabilities, but to ensure that a technology and manufacturing base exists to develop new ones.
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Loss of hegemony could result in global nuclear conflicts in every region of the world

Kagan, 7 - senior fellow at the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace (Robert, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, 7/19, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html)

This is a good thing, and it should continue to be a primary goal of American foreign policy to perpetuate this relatively benign international configuration of power. The unipolar order with the United States as the predominant power is unavoidably riddled with flaws and contradictions. It inspires fears and jealousies. The United States is not immune to error, like all other nations, and because of its size and importance in the international system those errors are magnified and take on greater significance than the errors of less powerful nations. Compared to the ideal Kantian international order, in which all the world's powers would be peace-loving equals, conducting themselves wisely, prudently, and in strict obeisance to international law, the unipolar system is both dangerous and unjust. Compared to any plausible alternative in the real world, however, it is relatively stable and less likely to produce a major war between great powers. It is also comparatively benevolent, from a liberal perspective, for it is more conducive to the principles of economic and political liberalism that Americans and many others value. American predominance does not stand in the way of progress toward a better world, therefore. It stands in the way of regression toward a more dangerous world. The choice is not between an American-dominated order and a world that looks like the European Union. The future international order will be shaped by those who have the power to shape it. The leaders of a post-American world will not meet in Brussels but in Beijing, Moscow, and Washington.

The return of great powers and great games

If the world is marked by the persistence of unipolarity, it is nevertheless also being shaped by the reemergence of competitive national ambitions of the kind that have shaped human affairs from time immemorial. During the Cold War, this historical tendency of great powers to jostle with one another for status and influence as well as for wealth and power was largely suppressed by the two superpowers and their rigid bipolar order. Since the end of the Cold War, the United States has not been powerful enough, and probably could never be powerful enough, to suppress by itself the normal ambitions of nations. This does not mean the world has returned to multipolarity, since none of the large powers is in range of competing with the superpower for global influence. Nevertheless, several large powers are now competing for regional predominance, both with the United States and with each other. National ambition drives China's foreign policy today, and although it is tempered by prudence and the desire to appear as unthreatening as possible to the rest of the world, the Chinese are powerfully motivated to return their nation to what they regard as its traditional position as the preeminent power in East Asia. They do not share a European, postmodern view that power is passé; hence their now two-decades-long military buildup and modernization. Like the Americans, they believe power, including military power, is a good thing to have and that it is better to have more of it than less. Perhaps more significant is the Chinese perception, also shared by Americans, that status and honor, and not just wealth and security, are important for a nation. Japan, meanwhile, which in the past could have been counted as an aspiring postmodern power -- with its pacifist constitution and low defense spending -- now appears embarked on a more traditional national course. Partly this is in reaction to the rising power of China and concerns about North Korea 's nuclear weapons. But it is also driven by Japan's own national ambition to be a leader in East Asia or at least not to play second fiddle or "little brother" to China. China and Japan are now in a competitive quest with each trying to augment its own status and power and to prevent the other 's rise to predominance, and this competition has a military and strategic as well as an economic and political component. Their competition is such that a nation like South Korea, with a long unhappy history as a pawn between the two powers, is once again worrying both about a "greater China" and about the return of Japanese nationalism. As Aaron Friedberg commented, the East Asian future looks more like Europe's past than its present. But it also looks like Asia's past. Russian foreign policy, too, looks more like something from the nineteenth century. It is being driven by a typical, and typically Russian, blend of national resentment and ambition. A postmodern Russia simply seeking integration into the new European order, the Russia of Andrei Kozyrev, would not be troubled by the eastward enlargement of the EU and NATO, would not insist on predominant influence over its "near abroad," and would not use its natural resources as means of gaining geopolitical leverage and enhancing Russia 's international status in an attempt to regain the lost glories of the Soviet empire and Peter the Great. But Russia, like China and Japan, is moved by more traditional great-power considerations, including the pursuit of those valuable if intangible national interests: honor and respect. Although Russian leaders complain about threats to their security from NATO and the United States, the Russian sense of insecurity has more to do with resentment and national identity than with plausible external military threats. 16 Russia's complaint today is not with this or that weapons system. It is the entire post-Cold War settlement of the 1990s that Russia resents and wants to revise. But that does not make insecurity less a factor in Russia 's relations with the world; indeed, it makes finding compromise with the Russians all the more difficult. One could add others to this list of great powers with traditional rather than postmodern aspirations. India 's regional ambitions are more muted, or are focused most intently on Pakistan, but it is clearly engaged in competition with China for dominance in the Indian Ocean and sees itself, correctly, as an emerging great power on the world scene. In the Middle East there is Iran, which mingles religious fervor with a historical sense of superiority and leadership in its region. 17 Its nuclear program is as much about the desire for regional hegemony as about defending Iranian territory from attack by the United States. Even the European Union, in its way, expresses a pan-European national ambition to play a significant role in the world, and it has become the vehicle for channeling German, French, and British ambitions in what Europeans regard as a safe supranational direction. Europeans seek honor and respect, too, but of a postmodern variety. The honor they seek is to occupy the moral high ground in the world, to exercise moral authority, to wield political and economic influence as an antidote to militarism, to be the keeper of the global conscience, and to be recognized and admired by others for playing this role. Islam is not a nation, but many Muslims express a kind of religious nationalism, and the leaders of radical Islam, including al Qaeda, do seek to establish a theocratic nation or confederation of nations that would encompass a wide swath of the Middle East and beyond. Like national movements elsewhere, Islamists have a yearning for respect, including self-respect, and a desire for honor. Their national identity has been molded in defiance against stronger and often oppressive outside powers, and also by memories of ancient superiority over those same powers. China had its "century of humiliation." Islamists have more than a century of humiliation to look back on, a humiliation of which Israel has become the living symbol, which is partly why even Muslims who are neither radical nor fundamentalist proffer their sympathy and even their support to violent extremists who can turn the tables on the dominant liberal West, and particularly on a dominant America which implanted and still feeds the Israeli cancer in their midst. Finally, there is the United States itself. As a matter of national policy stretching back across numerous administrations, Democratic and Republican, liberal and conservative, Americans have insisted on preserving regional predominance in East Asia; the Middle East; the Western Hemisphere; until recently, Europe; and now, increasingly, Central Asia. This was its goal after the Second World War, and since the end of the Cold War, beginning with the first Bush administration and continuing through the Clinton years, the United States did not retract but expanded its influence eastward across Europe and into the Middle East, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. Even as it maintains its position as the predominant global power, it is also engaged in hegemonic competitions in these regions with China in East and Central Asia, with Iran in the Middle East and Central Asia, and with Russia in Eastern Europe, Central Asia, and the Caucasus. The United States, too, is more of a traditional than a postmodern power, and though Americans are loath to acknowledge it, they generally prefer their global place as "No. 1" and are equally loath to relinquish it. Once having entered a region, whether for practical or idealistic reasons, they are remarkably slow to withdraw from it until they believe they have substantially transformed it in their own image. They profess indifference to the world and claim they just want to be left alone even as they seek daily to shape the behavior of billions of people around the globe. The jostling for status and influence among these ambitious nations and would-be nations is a second defining feature of the new post-Cold War international system. Nationalism in all its forms is back, if it ever went away, and so is international competition for power, influence, honor, and status. American predominance prevents these rivalries from intensifying -- its regional as well as its global predominance. Were the United States to diminish its influence in the regions where it is currently the strongest power, the other nations would settle disputes as great and lesser powers have done in the past: sometimes through diplomacy and accommodation but often through confrontation and wars of varying scope, intensity, and destructiveness. One novel aspect of such a multipolar world is that most of these powers would possess nuclear weapons. That could make wars between them less likely, or it could simply make them more catastrophic.
It is easy but also dangerous to underestimate the role the United States plays in providing a measure of stability in the world even as it also disrupts stability. For instance, the United States is the dominant 

naval power everywhere, such that other nations cannot compete with it even in their home waters. They either happily or grudgingly allow the United States Navy to be the guarantor of international waterways and trade routes, of international access to markets and raw materials such as oil. Even when the United States engages in a war, it is able to play its role as guardian of the waterways. In a more 
genuinely multipolar world, however, it would not. Nations would compete for naval dominance at least in their own regions and possibly beyond. Conflict between nations would involve struggles on the oceans as well as on land. Armed embargos, of the kind used in World War i and other major conflicts, would disrupt trade flows in a way that is now impossible.

Such order as exists in the world rests not merely on the goodwill of peoples but on a foundation provided by American power. Even the European Union, that great geopolitical miracle, owes its founding to American power, for without it the European nations after World War ii would never have felt secure enough to reintegrate Germany. Most Europeans recoil at the thought, but even today Europe 's stability depends on the guarantee, however distant and one hopes unnecessary, that the United States could step in to check any dangerous development on the continent. In a genuinely multipolar world, that would not be possible without renewing the danger of world war.
People who believe greater equality among nations would be preferable to the present American predominance often succumb to a basic logical fallacy. They believe the order the world enjoys today exists independently of American power. They imagine that in a world where American power was diminished, the aspects of international order that they like would remain in place. But that 's not the way it works. International order does not rest on ideas and institutions. It is shaped by configurations of power. The international order we know today reflects the distribution of power in the world since World War ii, and especially since the end of the Cold War. A different configuration of power, a multipolar world in which the poles were Russia, China, the United States, India, and Europe, would produce its own kind of order, with different rules and norms reflecting the interests of the powerful states that would have a hand in shaping it. Would that international order be an improvement? Perhaps for Beijing and Moscow it would. But it is doubtful that it would suit the tastes of enlightenment liberals in the United States and Europe.

The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States.
1ac

Continues…
Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan.

In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances.

It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground.

The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn 't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again.

The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.

Restoring Constellation is vital to revitalizing the space industrial base
Maser, 11 - Chair of the Corporate Membership Committee American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics and  President Pratt & Whitney Rocketdyne (Jim, Congressional Testimony for House Hearing,  A Review of NASA’s Exploration Program in Transition: Issues for Congress and Industry 3/30, http://www.aiaa.org/pdf/public/Maser_Congressional_Testimony_30Mar11.pdf)

It is true that we face many other significant challenges and that our country is going through a period of transition. However, we must not lose sight of the fact that the aerospace industry directly employs more than 800,000 people across the country, and supports more than two million middle class jobs and 30,000 suppliers from all 50 states, with total industry sales in 2010 exceeding $216B. 

As a result, the health of the aerospace engineering and manufacturing base in America is a crucial element of our continued economic recovery and employment growth. But in addition to that, the aerospace industry is unique in its contribution to national security, and if the highly skilled aerospace workforce in the United States is allowed to atrophy, it will have widespread consequences for our future wellbeing and success as a nation. 

The U.S. space community is at a crossroads and facing an uncertain future that is unlike any we have seen in decades. This uncertainty significantly impacts our nation’s ability to continue accessing and exploring space without being dependent on foreign providers. It also has implications for our national security and the U.S. industrial base.
Thirteen months ago, NASA administrator Charlie Bolden called me, and several other aerospace manufacturers, to tell us that the Constellation program had been cancelled. 
In the 13 months since that call, NASA has yet to identify a strategy to replace the Space Shuttle. 

In addition, there does not appear to be consensus within the Administration regarding the need for the Space Launch System (SLS) and Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle (MPCV). Further, there clearly is not consensus between Congress and the Administration on NASA’s priorities. 

This uncertainly has our industry partners and suppliers very concerned about how we can position our businesses to meet NASA’s needs, while retaining our critical engineering and manufacturing talent. It is creating a gap which our industry will not be able to fill. 

When the Apollo program ended more than three decades ago, in 1975, there was a gap of about six years prior to the first flight of the Space Shuttle program. However, the Shuttle program had been formally announced in January 1972. So, although there was a gap in U.S. human spaceflight, there was not a gap in work on the next generation system. 

Clearly this transition was difficult for industry. NASA budgets were reduced but industry adapted to this new reality.

During the Space Shuttle era, we saw NASA budgets become overall flat, declining to less than one percent of the federal budget. And although the space industry would like to have seen overall increases, we have known how to plan our business, how to invest, how to meet our customers’ needs, and how to compete. 

The situation now, however, is much worse. It poses a much greater risk to the U.S. space community, to the engineering workforce, and to U.S. leadership in space. The difference between the Apollo-Shuttle transition and the Shuttle-next generation space exploration system transition is the perilous unknown. 
We do not know what is next. Shuttle is ending and we have not defined a mission nor ensured what we are working on. 

Congress passed an authorization bill that directs NASA how to move to the next generation efforts in space 
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exploration. But NASA has said that due to Constellation contractual obligations they are limited in moving 
forward with the Authorization bill. This situation is creating a host of problems, and it urgently needs to change. Most importantly, if NASA is going to be relived of Constellation obligations, we need to know how the workforce will be transitioned and how the many financial investments will be utilized for future exploration efforts. 

Whereas the Apollo-Shuttle transition created a gap in U.S. human access to space, this next transition is creating a gap in direction, in purpose, in actual work, and in future capabilities.

In order to adequately plan for the future and intelligently deploy resources, the space community needs to have clear goals. And up until two years ago, we had a goal. We had a national space strategy and the plan to support it. Unfortunately, at this point, that plan no longer exists. 

This lack of a unified strategy, along with the uncertainty it creates and the fact that the NASA transition is being planned without any coordination with industry, makes it impossible for businesses like mine to adequately plan for the future. How can we right-size our businesses and work towards achieving greatest efficiency if we can’t define the future need? This is an impossible task. 

So, faced with this uncertainty, companies like mine continue to remain focused on fulfilling Constellation requirements pursuant to the Congressional mandate to capitalize on our investment in this program, but we are doing so at significantly reduced contractual baseline levels, forcing reductions in force at both the prime contractor and subcontractor levels. 

This reality reflects the fact that the space industrial base is not FACING a crisis; we are IN a crisis right now. 
And we are losing a national PERISHABLE product…our unique workforce.

The entire space industrial base is currently being downsized with no net gain of jobs. At the same time, however, we are totally unclear as to what might be the correct levels needed to support the government. 

Designing, developing, testing, and manufacturing the hardware and software to access and explore space requires highly skilled people with unique knowledge and technical expertise developed over decades. 

These technical experts cannot be grown overnight, and once they leave the industry, they rarely return. If the U.S. develops a tremendous vision for space exploration five years from now, but the people with these critical skills have not been preserved and developed, that vision could not be brought to life. 

We need that vision, that commitment, that certainty right now, not five or ten years from now, if we are going to have a credible chance of bringing it to fruition. 

In addition to difficulties in retaining our current workforce, the uncertainty facing the U.S. space program is already having a negative impact on our industry’s ability to attract new talent from critical science, technology, engineering and mathematics. Young graduates who may have been inspired to follow STEM education plans because of their interest in space and space exploration look at the industry now and see no clear future. This will have implications to the space industrial base for years to come.

Access to space also plays a significant part in the Department of Defense’ ability to secure our nation. The lack of a unified national strategy brings uncertainty in volume which means that fixed costs will go up in the short term across all customers until actual demand levels are understood. This means that lack of a clear space policy will have ripple effects in the defense budget and elsewhere, raising costs when it is in everyone’s interests to contain costs. 

Now, it is of course true that there are uncertainties about the best way to move forward. This was true in the early days of space exploration as well, and in the Apollo and Shuttle eras. 

Unfortunately, though, we do not have the luxury of waiting until we have all the answers. We must not “let the best be the enemy of the good.” In other words, selecting a configuration that we are absolutely certain is the optimum configuration is not as important as expeditiously selecting one of the many workable configurations, so that we can move forward. 

This industry has smart people with excellent judgment, and we will figure the details out, but not if we don’t get moving soon. NASA must initiate SLS and MPCV efforts without gapping the program efforts already in place intended to support Constellation.

time for industry and government to work together to define future space is now. We must establish an overarching policy that recognizes the synergy among all government space launch customers to determine the right sustainable industry size, and plan on funding it accordingly. 

The need to move with clear velocity is imperative if we are to sustain our endangered U.S. space industrial base, to protect our national security, and to retain our position as the world leader in human spaceflight and space exploration. I believe that if we work together we can achieve these goals, and we are ready to help in any way that we can. But the clock is ticking.
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Contention 3 – space leadership

Obama’s new space exploration strategy won’t meet any goals despite rhetorical support – it will collapse NASA as an agency 

Friedman, 11 - recently stepped down after 30 years as Executive Director of The Planetary Society. He continues as Director of the Society's LightSail Program and remains involved in space programs and policy. Before co-founding the Society with Carl Sagan and Bruce Murray, Lou was a Navigation and Mission Analysis Engineer and Manager of Advanced Projects at JPL (Lou, The Space Review, “A dark future for exploration,” 3/7, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1795/1

I closed my column last week saying, “Like the faded maritime powers of the 16th century, Russia is headed to be in space what Portugal and Holland became on the oceans: forgotten explorers. There is a lesson for the US here: Things can change quickly.” They sure do.

Eleven months ago fans of space exploration cheered as President Obama, for the first time since John Kennedy, went on the road to support a program for a new venture of human exploration: “We’ll start by sending astronauts to an asteroid for the first time in history. By the mid-2030s, I believe we can send humans to orbit Mars and return them safely to Earth. And a landing on Mars will follow.” Then Congress went to work and, today, we have no coherent human space exploration goals, objectives, or program. We instead have a weak jobs program, spending money on a cancelled project and ordering a new rocket-to-nowhere project.

In that same speech the president said, “We will ramp up robotic exploration of the solar system” and “We will increase Earth-based observation to improve our understanding of our climate and our world.” In his very next budget submission last month, with still no budget passed by Congress for the current fiscal year, he proposed elimination of robotic precursor missions, a decrease in planetary science funding, and delays of vitally needed Earth science missions (a need which just increased as a result of the loss of Glory). All of the proposed increases that were submitted to Congress last year (and which they failed to act upon) are eliminated. In addition, the budget submission ignored the James Webb Space Telescope and the future Mars program—kicking the can of their consideration down the road. NASA is now not just paralyzed, but its vital signs are weakening.

Later today the National Academy of Sciences Planetary Decadal Survey report is being released. The Survey was to evaluate a plethora of planetary exploration riches and decide priorities in order to reap rewards from a new era of exploration. International flagships would be sent to Mars and the Outer Planets while smaller ships were to continue making new discoveries throughout the solar system. Instead, as the report indicates, there will be no plethora of riches; we’ll be lucky to get a collection of rags. The Survey team accepted guidelines and constraints imposed by the agency for both cost and budget and came up with the inevitable result: we can’t continue Mars landers and we can’t have an Outer Planets Flagship. We will not search nearby worlds for signs of extraterrestrial life, and we’ll accept a new era with fewer missions and less science.

Human space exploration was torpedoed last year. This year the robots are being fired upon. It is my view that without space exploration—new adventures to new worlds and scientific discovery about our universe—there will be little reason for NASA’s existence and the space agency will wither as its public support diminishes. I am not sure about the European reaction to the diminishing of plans for the joint Mars lander program and Outer Planets Flagship, but I am not optimistic about Europe’s independent ability to take over space exploration. Interfax reported this week that Russia has developed a “space strategy” that includes the exploration and development of the moon, Mars, and beyond. (Was this a reaction to my criticism of last week? I wish I had that power.) Maybe the tide will turn again—for as I said, things change quickly. Right now it seems that America is headed for exploration oblivion.
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Abandoning Constellation sent an international signal that the US will no longer pursue space leadership – restoration is vital to forging international partnership
Newton and Griffin ’11– *director for Space Policy in the Center for System Studies at the University of Alabama in Huntsville, former strategist at NASA Marshall Space Flight Center, AND **physicist & space engineer, former Administrator of NASA, eminent scholar and professor of mechanical and aerospace engineering at the University of Alabama in Huntsville (Elizabeth and Michael, Space Policy, “United States space policy and international partnership” ScienceDirect)

3. Will the USA have more influence on the world stage?

3.1. Perceptions of style

President Obama’s 2010 policy is notable for the shift over the 2006 version, which most agree to be more a stylistic change of tone, rather than one of substance. The messages conveying the need for multilateral action are likely to be welcome to external audiences’ ears and suggest a more consultative approach. That said, the cancellation of the Constellation program was done without prior notice or consultation with international partners, and much of the debate on the subject has centered on the domestic repercussions of the decision, not the impact on the partners. There is evidently a mismatch between intent and such unilateralist actions.

3.2. Perceptions of reliability as a partner

The president’s request and congressional authorization for continued funding of the ISS’s operations delivers on commitments made to international partners beginning in the mid-1980s when the program was conceived. However, without a successor system to the Shuttle, the USA has abrogated intergovernmental agreements to provide crew and cargo transportation, and crew rescue, as partial compensation for partner investments in the ISS’s infrastructure and operations. Reliance on the Russian Soyuz for limited down-mass cargo transport seriously inhibits the value that can be realized from ISS utilization until a commercial solution is available. In addition, the USA’s unilateral abandonment of the Moon as a near-term destination shakes partners’ political support for their exploration plans, some of which were carefully premised on US intentions, and more than five years of collaborative development of lunar base plans.

3.3. Leadership

The USA is a majority funder for many space programs and is a technology leader, two features which have provided sufficient motivation for partners to accept US leadership, even when unfortunately high-handed. It is a stunning failure of political will to lack a successor system to the retiring Space Shuttle, and so the US cedes leadership in human spaceflight with its inability to access the ISS independently, for itself or for its partners, until a new commercial capability has been demonstrated. The USA further relinquishes leadership when abandoning years of work on strategic planning and guidance, the evaluation of alternatives, and orchestration of diverse but important contributions that were manifested in the Global Exploration Strategy. Sudden redirections without consultation are not hallmarks of leadership and will no doubt motivate partners to do more unilateral planning and execution, at least for a while. Finally, leadership in the future is at risk: how can the USA hope to influence outcomes and protect interests - strategic, commercial, and cultural e on the Moon if it is not present?

4. Conclusion

Is the USA better off with the new (emerging) space policy? In some areas, yes, in some, no; and in some, it is too early to tell. In human spaceflight chronic under-funding and a political failure to persist toward goals have engendered a repetitive and distasteful cycle of churn that in the long haul is more expensive than if a plan had been committed to and executed. Policy changes on some fronts will be celebrated by international partners and rued on other fronts, where continued interdependence will be approached cautiously.

We should be diligent in monitoring whether the risks and time-delays created by policy change are proven to be worth the benefits, that is, we need to create a ‘closed loop’ on the system, to gauge regularly and systematically whether we are achieving what we want. A vision of American excellence and leadership in security, political economy, and influence provides a framework for this evaluation and for the goals that we set for ourselves. While accountability and data are not beloved in the political process, we will not be able to move beyond debates that the majority of Americans view as arcane, unless we zero in on data-driven evaluations of policy’s performance. Magical thinking might make for good politics, but it makes poor policy.
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Space leadership is vital to resolve international disputes over the use of space and developing cooperation over space debris
Newton and Griffin ’11– *director for Space Policy in the Center for System Studies at the University of Alabama in Huntsville, former strategist at NASA Marshall Space Flight Center, AND **physicist & space engineer, former Administrator of NASA, eminent scholar and professor of mechanical and aerospace engineering at the University of Alabama in Huntsville (Elizabeth and Michael, Space Policy, “United States space policy and international partnership” ScienceDirect)

We are a year into the throes of a debate sparked by President Obama’s proposal to cancel NASA’s Constellation human spaceflight program, a debate which as of yet shows no sign of abating. Nevertheless, taking a step back from the details, it is imperative to ask how, in current economic and political conditions, US space policy measures up and how it affects international partnership.

What are the current conditions? From a historical point of view, the domestic and global challenges populating the US national agenda are not unique to our day: war, recession, deficits, health care, financial markets, and energy concerns have provided a backdrop to the US space program since inception. Competing concerns and cares, and the very fact that resources are never limitless, will always cast decisions to spend money on space programs in terms of opportunity costs: by spending a dollar in one area, which opportunity to spend it elsewhere do we forgo? In this regard, today’s conditions are analogous to those of earlier eras.

However, it would be naive to think that the landscape is identical to times past or that the US mindset does not need to evolve, and Deputy Secretary of Defense William Lynn has gone so far as to claim that we are at a “historical inflection point”.1 In its origins, the space program was a tool of foreign policy in the Cold War between the USA and USSR, a tool which existed only in the two superpowers’ toolbox. Today the number of countries with independent space capabilities has grown tremendously in the past ten years. Space is “congested, competitive, contested”, with over 60 nations having assets in orbit. When coupled with the globalization of capital, labor, markets, and information, it is certainly a different landscape from that 60 years ago. Further, space capabilities have become tightly integrated into the way the global economy functions, whereas in the early days it was unclear what social and economic benefits might materialize.

One can only conclude, then, that different national strategies and policies are called for in these conditions, and certainly Apollo era mindsets or expectations are demodé. There are more players, more options, more potential for unintended consequences, and higher stakes; unilateral action is more limited in its effectiveness. One would think that such conditions and global interdependence would be a boon to creating incentives for international partnership, which is built on shared interests and their stability.

So, is the USA’s current space policy optimal for these conditions? Is it the right way to go? Space policy’s performance in the national interest should be evaluated against the outcomes it is supposed to achieve under the given conditions. What might a scorecard look like, in terms that an average taxpayer would care about without having to be an aficionado of space policy’s intricacies?

Before delving into details, it is worth noting that US space policy is most accurately viewed as an aggregate of White House issuances and legislative policy making codified in law, as well as of executive branch agencies’ translation of these broad or narrowdirections into programs, operating budgets, and processes. Indeed, agencies’ deeds are more telling than any White House-level rhetoric about intent. For this reason, it may be that currently we can only judge the potential for the policy to deliver results, allowing sufficient time to see whether policy’s implementation succeeds or fails.

Evaluating whether or not the USA’s overall strategic position is improved-that is, whether its ability to influence positively the conditions of its existence and play the role it chooses is enhanced - can be distilled down to questions about security, political economy, and influence. These three dimensions are coupled, of course, but they can provide a way of disaggregating space policy for closer inspection.

1. Will the USA be more secure?

As stated in the White House’s space policy and Lynn’s preview of the National Security Space Strategy, US security hinges on fostering a cooperative, predictable space environment where countries can operate in a stable, sustainable way. Planned debris tracking standards, considerations of international ‘rules of the road’, and shared data sets for collision avoidance and debris mitigation are measures that undoubtedly will contribute to the security of space as a shared venue for national activities. The stated desire to develop a Combined Space Operations Center for coalition operations could expand access to information, awareness, and services. Leveraging partner capabilities, integrating them into system architectures, and increasing the interoperability of systems are important planned steps as well.

These new strategies do not diminish the USA’s current strengths in the national security space realm and quite likely stand to capitalize on international interest in multilateral solutions. Further information will doubtless be forthcoming in the Space Posture Review.

One might also mention, under the theme of security, the USA’s ability to access its strategic assets in space. On the civil space side, the ‘gap’ in the government’s ability to access the International Space Station (ISS), a >$70 billion asset, after the Shuttle’s retirement is certainly detrimental from a strategic point of view. The USA will be dependent on the goodwill of international partners until an as-yet-unrealized commercial capability becomes available. However even then, the policy’s lack of support for having an independent federal capability is worrying, for it is tantamount to relying on FedEx without the back-up of a US postal service; or on commercial airlines without alternative military air transport; or on commercial weather forecasting without a National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Agency (NOAA).
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Space debris will destroy early warning satellites, resulting in an accidental global nuclear war 

Lewis, 4 – postdoctoral fellow in the Advanced Metods of Cooperative Study Program; worked in the office of the Undersecretary of Defense for Policy (Jeffrey, Center for Defense Information, “What if Space were Weaponized?” July 2004, http://www.cdi.org/PDFs/scenarios.pdf) // DCM
This is the second of two scenarios that  consider how U.S. space weapons might  create incentives for America’s opponents to  behave in dangerous ways.  The previous scenario  looked at the systemic risk of accidents that could  arise from keeping nuclear weapons on high alert  to guard against a space weapons attack.  This  section focuses on the risk that a single accident  in space, such as a piece of space debris striking  a Russian early-warning satellite, might be the  catalyst for an accidental nuclear war.   

As we have noted in an earlier section, the  United States canceled its own ASAT program  in the 1980s over concerns that the deployment  of these weapons might be deeply destabiliz-  ing.  For all the talk about a “new relationship”  between the United States and Russia, both sides  retain thousands of nuclear forces on alert and  conﬁgured to ﬁght a nuclear war.  When briefed  about the size and status of U.S. nuclear forces,  President George W. Bush reportedly asked  “What do we need all these weapons for?”43  The  answer, as it was during the Cold War, is that the  forces remain on alert to conduct a number of  possible contingencies, including a nuclear strike  against Russia.  

This fact, of course, is not lost on the Rus-  sian leadership, which has been increasing its  reliance on nuclear weapons to compensate for  the country’s declining military might.  In the  mid-1990s, Russia dropped its pledge to refrain  from the “ﬁrst use” of nuclear weapons and  conducted a series of exercises in which Russian  nuclear forces prepared to use nuclear weapons  to repel a NATO invasion.  In October 2003,  Russian Defense Minister Sergei Ivanov reiter-  ated that Moscow might use nuclear weapons  “preemptively” in any number of contingencies,  including a NATO attack.44 

 So, it remains business as usual with U.S. and  Russian nuclear forces.  And business as usual  includes the occasional false alarm of a nuclear  attack.  There have been several of these incidents  over the years.  

In September 1983, as a relatively new Soviet  early-warning satellite moved into position to  monitor U.S. missile ﬁelds in North Dakota,  the sun lined up in just such a way as to fool the  Russian satellite into reporting that half a dozen  U.S. missiles had been launched at the Soviet  Union.  Perhaps mindful that a brand new satel-  lite might malfunction, the ofﬁcer in charge of  the command center that monitored data from  the early-warning satellites refused to pass the  alert to his superiors.  He reportedly explained  his caution by saying: “When people start a war,  they don’t start it with only ﬁve missiles.  You can  do little damage with just ﬁve missiles.”45  

In January 1995, Norwegian scientists launched  a sounding rocket on a trajectory similar to one  that a U.S. Trident missile might take if it were  launched to blind Russian radars with a high  altitude nuclear detonation.  The incident was  apparently serious enough that, the next day,  Russian President Boris Yeltsin stated that he had  activated his “nuclear football” – a device that  allows the Russian president to communicate with  his military advisors and review his options for  launching his arsenal.  In this case, the Russian  early-warning satellites could clearly see that  no attack was under way and the crisis passed  without incident.46  

In both cases, Russian observers were conﬁ-dent that what appeared to be a “small” attack  was not a fragmentary picture of a much larger  one.  In the case of the Norwegian sounding  rocket, space-based sensors played a crucial role  in assuring the Russian leadership that it was  not under attack.  The Russian command sys-tem, however, is no longer able to provide such  reliable, early warning.  The dissolution of the  Soviet Union cost Moscow several radar stations  in newly independent states, creating “attack cor-ridors” through which Moscow could not see an  attack launched by U.S. nuclear submarines.47   

Further, Russia’s constellation of early-warn-ing satellites has been allowed to decline – only  one or two of the six satellites remain operational,  leaving Russia with early warning for only six  hours a day.  Russia is attempting to reconstitute  its constellation of early-warning satellites, with  several launches planned in the next few years.   But Russia will still have limited warning and  will depend heavily on its space-based systems to  provide warning of an American attack.48  

As the previous section explained, the Penta-  gon is contemplating military missions in space  that will improve U.S. ability to cripple Russian  nuclear forces in a crisis before they can execute  an attack on the United States.  Anti-satellite  weapons, in this scenario, would blind Russian  reconnaissance and warning satellites and knock  out communications satellites.  Such strikes might  be the prelude to a full-scale attack, or a limited ef-  fort, as attempted in a war game at Schriever Air  Force Base, to conduct “early deterrence strikes”  to signal U.S. resolve and control escalation.49    

By 2010, the United States may, in fact, have  an arsenal of ASATs (perhaps even on orbit  24/7) ready to conduct these kinds of missions  – to coerce opponents and, if necessary, support  preemptive attacks.  Moscow would certainly  have to worry that these ASATs could be used in  conjunction with other space-enabled systems  – for example, long-range strike systems that  could attack targets in less than 90 minutes – to  disable Russia’s nuclear deterrent before the Rus-  sian leadership understood what was going on.  

What would happen if a piece of space debris  were to disable a Russian early-warning satel-lite under these conditions?  Could the Russian  military distinguish between an accident in space  and the ﬁrst phase of a U.S. attack?  Most Russian  early-warning satellites are in elliptical Molniya  orbits (a few are in GEO) and thus difﬁcult to  attack from the ground or air.  At a minimum,  Moscow would probably have some tactical warn-ing of such a suspicious launch, but given the  sorry state of Russia’s warning, optical imaging  and signals intelligence satellites there is reason  to ask the question.  Further, the advent of U.S.  on-orbit ASATs, as now envisioned50 could make  both the more difﬁcult orbital plane and any  warning systems moot.  

The unpleasant truth is that the Russians likely  would have to make a judgment call.  

No state has the ability to deﬁnitively deter-mine the cause of the satellite’s failure.  Even the  United States does not maintain (nor is it likely  to have in place by 2010) a sophisticated space  surveillance system that would allow it to distin-  guish between a satellite malfunction, a debris  strike or a deliberate attack – and Russian space  surveillance capabilities are much more limited  by comparison.  Even the risk assessments for col-lision with debris are speculative, particularly for  the unique orbits in which Russian early-warning  satellites operate.  

During peacetime, it is easy to imagine that the  Russians would conclude that the loss of a satellite  was either a malfunction or a debris strike.  But  how conﬁdent could U.S. planners be that the  Russians would be so calm if the accident in space  occurred in tandem with a second false alarm, or  occurred during the middle of a crisis?  

What might happen if the debris strike oc-curred shortly after a false alarm showing a mis-sile launch?  False alarms are appallingly common  – according to information obtained under the  Freedom of Information Act, the U.S.-Canadian  North American Aerospace Defense Command  (NORAD) experienced 1,172 “moderately seri-ous” false alarms between 1977 and 1983 – an  average of almost three false alarms per week.  Comparable information is not available about  the Russian system, but there is no reason to  believe that it is any more reliable.51  

Assessing the likelihood of these sorts of co-  incidences is difﬁcult because Russia has never  provided data about the frequency or duration of  false alarms; nor indicated how seriously early-  warning data is taken by Russian leaders.  More-  over, there is no reliable estimate of the debris risk  for Russian satellites in highly elliptical orbits.52    The important point, however, is that such a  coincidence would only appear suspicious if the  United States were in the business of disabling  satellites – in other words, there is much less risk  if Washington does not develop ASATs.  

The loss of an early-warning satellite could  look rather ominous if it occurred during a pe-  riod of major tension in the relationship.  While  NATO no longer sees Russia as much of a threat,  the same cannot be said of the converse.  Despite  the warm talk, Russian leaders remain wary of  NATO expansion, particularly the effect expan-  sion may have on the Baltic port of Kaliningrad.  Although part of Russia, Kaliningrad is separated  from the rest of Russia by Lithuania and Poland.   Russia has already complained about its decreas-  ing lack of access to the port, particularly the  uncooperative attitude of the Lithuanian govern-  ment.53  News reports suggest that an edgy Russia  may have moved tactical nuclear weapons into  the enclave.54  If the Lithuanian government were  to close access to Kaliningrad in a ﬁt of pique,  this would trigger a major crisis between NATO  and Russia.  

Under these circumstances, the loss of an  early-warning satellite would be extremely suspi-cious.  It is any military’s nature during a crisis to  interpret events in their worst-case light.  For ex-  ample, consider the coincidences that occurred in  early September 1956, during the extraordinarily  tense period in international relations marked by  the Suez Crisis and Hungarian uprising.55  On  one evening the White House received messages  indicating: 1. the Turkish Air Force had gone on  alert in response to unidentiﬁed aircraft penetrat-  ing its airspace; 2. one hundred Soviet MiG-15s  were ﬂying over Syria; 3. a British Canberra  bomber had been shot down over Syria, most  likely by a MiG; and 4. The Russian ﬂeet was  moving through the Dardanelles.  Gen. Andrew  Goodpaster was reported to have worried that  the conﬂuence of events “might trigger off … the  NATO operations plan” that called for a nuclear  strike on the Soviet Union.   

Yet, all of these reports were false.  The “jets”  over Turkey were a ﬂock of swans; the Soviet  MiGs over Syria were a smaller, routine escort  returning the president from a state visit to Mos-  cow; the bomber crashed due to mechanical  difﬁculties; and the Soviet ﬂeet was beginning  long-scheduled exercises.  In an important sense,  these were not “coincidences” but rather different  manifestations of a common failure – human er-  ror resulting from extreme tension of an interna-  tional crisis.  As one author noted, “The detection  and misinterpretation of these events, against  the context of world tensions from Hungary  and Suez, was the ﬁrst major example of how  the size and complexity of worldwide electronic  warning systems could, at certain critical times,  create momentum of its own.”  

Perhaps most worrisome, the United States  might be blithely unaware of the degree to which  the Russians were concerned about its actions  and inadvertently escalate a crisis.  During the  early 1980s, the Soviet Union suffered a major  “war scare” during which time its leadership  concluded that bilateral relations were rapidly  declining.  This war scare was driven in part  by the rhetoric of the Reagan administration,  fortiﬁed by the selective reading of intelligence.   During this period, NATO conducted a major  command post exercise, Able Archer, that caused  some elements of the Soviet military to raise their  alert status.  American ofﬁcials were stunned to  learn, after the fact, that the Kremlin had been  acutely nervous about an American ﬁrst strike  during this period.56  

All of these incidents have a common theme  – that conﬁdence is often the difference between  war and peace.  In times of crisis, false alarms  can have a momentum of their own.  As in the  second scenario in this monograph, the lesson is  that commanders rely on the steady ﬂow of reli-able information.  When that information ﬂow  is disrupted – whether by a deliberate attack or  an accident – conﬁdence collapses and the re-  sult is panic and escalation.  Introducing ASAT  weapons into this mix is all the more dangerous,  because such weapons target the elements of  the command system that keep leaders aware,  informed and in control.  As a result, the mere  presence of such weapons is corrosive to the  conﬁdence that allows national nuclear forces to  operate safely.
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Strong US space leadership is vital to space cooperation with Russia and China – it will spill over into broader areas of cooperation
Mindell et al ’08 – Director of the Space, Policy, and Society Research Group of the Massachusetts Institute of Technology (David, “The Future of Human Spaceflight” Report of the Space, Policy, and Society Research Group, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, December 2008, http://web.mit.edu/mitsps/MITFutureofHumanSpaceflight.pdf)

International partnerships in human spaceflight represent the best use of science and technology to advance broad human goals and bring nations together around common values, hence they are a primary objective. The 1975 Apollo -Soyuz Test Project, for example, showcased an international gesture of cooperation between the United States and the Soviet Union at a time of tension between the nations. Through these and similar means, human spaceflight can be an effective instrument of global diplomacy.

United States should reaffirm its long standing policy of international leadership in human spaceflight and remain committed to its existing international partners. In a significant shift from current policies, such leadership should not be defined only as “first, largest, and in charge.” Leadership should also represent foresight in building new relationships and collaborations, and in setting an example for human spaceflight as a civilian enterprise. Given the public enthusiasm for human spaceflight around the globe, a clear perception of the United States as collaborating with other countries to accomplish goals in space would have far reaching benefits.
The United States should invite international and commercial partners to participate in its new exploration initiatives to build a truly global exploration effort, with significant cost sharing.
The United States should continue to build a sustainable partnership with Russia to promote shared values, build greater credibility and confidence in the relationship, and ultimately improve U.S. national and international security. Such a partnership would support Russia’s interest in prolonging the service life of the ISS until 2020 and cooperating on transportation elements of the lunar and Mars programs. A sustainable partnership could ensure utilization of the ISS, share costs and risks, help prevent proliferation, and help turn Russian public opinion in favor of collaboration with the United States in other arenas.

As China enters the human spaceflight arena, the United States now faces the potential of international cooperation in space with the newest spacefaring nation.

Until now, China and the United States have had little cooperation in human spaceflight, indeed the United States has sought to isolate China on this issue, largely due to concerns about human rights and technology transfer. Continuing this policy could foster public perceptions, in both countries, of another race to the moon, creating political pressures on the U.S. space program and potentially bringing China additional prestige, soft power, and geopolitical influence for competing in a race that the United States won forty years ago.

By contrast, cooperation with China in space could encourage the Chinese to open their space program and help end speculation about their intentions in space. It could also provide a disincentive for China to engage in a secret competitive space program. Cooperation could also begin to create some Chinese reliance on U.S. technology. It would, by definition, improve strategic communication between U.S. and Chinese space officials, leading to better understanding of the other side’s intentions and concerns. Engaging the Chinese aerospace and defense establishment in long-term, sustainable cooperation with the U.S. would ideally make them less prone to sudden unilateral provocative actions, such as the January 2007 anti-satellite test.

Any movement on the U.S. relationship with China in human spaceflight must be nuanced by consideration of the larger relationship, particularly regarding commerce and national security. Still, by pursuing cooperation the United States could reassert its role as the leader of global human space efforts and avoid a costly lunar space race and a dangerous space arms race. China would meet its goals of displaying technological prowess and raising national prestige by engaging with the world’s greatest space power. Dispelling the notion of a new race to the moon (or other destinations) will be beneficial for both the United States and China. The United States should begin engagement with China on human spaceflight in a series of small steps, gradually building up trust and cooperation.

Despite technical and political hurdles on both sides, such efforts could yield benefits for U.S. primary objectives. All would entail radical revision of the current situation of non-cooperation between the United States and China.
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US-Russian relations are at a critical turning point and negative public sentiment risks collapse
Cohen ’11– PhD in Russian studies from Columbia University, former professor of politics and Russian studies at Princeton University, current professor at New York University, former advisor to President Bush, CBS News consultant, member of the Council on Foreign Relations, (Stephen, “Obama's Russia 'Reset': Another Lost Opportunity?”, June 10, 2011, America-Russia.net, http://www.america-russia.net/eng/face/278185917)

An enduring existential reality has been lost in Washington's post-cold war illusions and the fog of subsequent US wars: the road to American national security still runs through Moscow.

Despite the Soviet breakup twenty years ago, only Russia still possesses devices of mass destruction capable of destroying the United States and tempting international terrorists for years to come. Russia also remains the world's largest territorial country, a crucial Eurasian frontline in the conflict between Western and Islamic civilizations, with a vastly disproportionate share of the planet's essential resources including oil, natural gas, iron ore, nickel, gold, timber, fertile land and fresh water. In addition, Moscow's military and diplomatic reach can still thwart, or abet, vital US interests around the globe, from Afghanistan, Iran, China and North Korea to Europe and Latin America. In short, without an expansive cooperative relationship with Russia, there can be no real US national security.

And yet, when President Obama took office in January 2009, relations between Washington and Moscow were so bad that some close observers, myself included, characterized them as a new cold war. Almost all cooperation, even decades-long agreements regulating nuclear weapons, had been displaced by increasingly acrimonious conflicts. Indeed, the relationship had led to a military confrontation potentially as dangerous as the 1962 Cuban missile crisis. The Georgian-Russian War of August 2008 was also a proxy American-Russian war, the Georgian forces having been supplied and trained by Washington.

What happened to the 'strategic partnership and friendship' between post-Soviet Moscow and Washington promised by leaders on both sides after 1991? For more than a decade, the American political and media establishments have maintained that such a relationship was achieved by President Bill Clinton and Russian President Boris Yeltsin in the 1990s but destroyed by the 'antidemocratic and neo-imperialist agenda' of Vladimir Putin, who succeeded Yeltsin in 2000.

In reality, the historic opportunity for a post-cold war partnership was lost in Washington, not Moscow, when the Clinton administration, in the early 1990s, adopted an approach based on the false premise that Russia, having 'lost' the cold war, could be treated as a defeated nation. (The cold war actually ended through negotiations sometime between 1988 and 1990, well before the end of Soviet Russia in December 1991, as all the leading participants-Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev, President Ronald Reagan and President George H.W. Bush-agreed.)

The result was the Clinton administration's triumphalist, winner-take-all approach, including an intrusive crusade to dictate Russia's internal political and economic development; broken strategic promises, most importantly Bush's assurance to Gorbachev in 1990 that NATO would not expand eastward beyond a reunited Germany; and double-standard policies impinging on Russia (along with sermons) that presumed Moscow no longer had any legitimate security concerns abroad apart from those of the United States, even in its own neighborhood. The backlash came with Putin, but it would have come with any Kremlin leader more self-confident, more sober and less reliant on Washington than was Yeltsin.

Nor did Washington's triumphalism end with Clinton or Yeltsin. Following the events of September 11, 2001, to take the most ramifying example, Putin's Kremlin gave the George W. Bush administration more assistance in its anti-Taliban war in Afghanistan, including in intelligence and combat, than did any NATO ally. In return, Putin expected the long-denied US-Russian partnership. Instead, the Bush White House soon expanded NATO all the way to Russia's borders and withdrew unilaterally from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, which Moscow regarded as the bedrock of its nuclear security. Those 'deceptions' have not been forgotten in Moscow.

Now Russia's political class, alarmed by the deterioration of the country's essential infrastructures since 1991, is locked in a struggle over the nation's future-one with profound consequences for its foreign policies. One side, associated with Putin's handpicked successor as president, Dmitri Medvedev, is calling for a 'democratic' transformation that would rely on 'modernizing alliances with the West.' The other side, which includes ultra-nationalists and neo-Stalinists, insists that only Russia's traditional state-imposed methods, or 'modernization without Westernization,' are possible. As evidence, they point to NATO's encirclement of Russia and other US 'perfidies.'

The choice of 'modernizing alternatives' will be made in Moscow, not, as US policy-makers once thought, in Washington, but American policy will be a crucial factor. In the centuries-long struggle between reform and reaction in Russia, anti-authoritarian forces have had a political chance only when relations with the West were improving. In this regard, Washington still plays the leading Western role, for better or worse.
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US-Russian relations prevent extinction

Cohen, 2k - professor of Russian studies at New York University,  (Stephen, Failed Crusade, p. 196-205)

These assurances are manifestly untrue and, coming from U.S. officials, editorialists, an scholars, inexplica​bly myopic and irresponsible. Even leaving aside post​Soviet Russia's enormou stockpiles of chemical and biological weapons, “all of the major fault line of nuclear danger are growing," as we learn from a num​ber of largely unheeded experts, and U.S. policy "simply has not kept up with the expansion of nuclear dangers inside Russia."The truth may not be politically correct or palatable, but the breakup of the Soviet state and Russia's "transition" have made us immeasurably less safe than we have ever been. To understand how unsafe, we must explore more fully a generalization made earlier in this book: What does it mean for our security when a nuclear-laden nation state is, depending on how we choose to charac​terize Russia s condition today, disintegrating, collaps​ing, or merely "highly unstable"?40 The short answer is, no one fully knows, because it has never happened before, which itself means that compared with the rel​ative predictability of the Soviet system and the Cold War, we now live in an era of acute nuclear uncertain​ty. The longer answer is that any significant degree of disintegration, instability, or civil warfare, all of which exist in Russia today, creates not one but several unprecedented nuclear dangers. The most widely acknowledged, almost to the point of obscuring the others, is proliferation-the danger that some of Russia's vast accumulation of nuclear weapons, components, or knowledge might be acquired by non-nuclear states or terrorist groups through theft and black-market transactions, scientific brain drain, or a decision by a money-starved Moscow regime to sell them. The threat derives primarily from Russia's decade​ long economic collapse. The government has lacked suf​ficient funds to safeguard storehouses of nuclear materials properly or to pay maintenance personnel and scientists adequately, even regularly. (Nuclear workers actually went out on strike over unpaid wages several times in the 1990s and again in 2000, even though it is against Russian law.) Almost all of the existing U.S. programs to reduce nuclear threats inside Russia focus on proliferation. But even here, according to their official sponsors and other  experts, the programs are "woefully inadequate" if we are "to prevent a catastrophe." By the end of 2000, for example, barely one-sixth of Russia's weapons-usable materials will be considered secure, and the "risks of `loose nukes' are larger today" than they were when the programs began. Moreover, Moscow seems to have no full inventory 0f such materials or perhaps even of its thousands of tactical nuclear weapons, and thus no sure way of knowing whether or not something is missing.*' Proliferation is the pinup of Russia's nuclear dangers, the subject of Western novels and movies, but it may not be the most serious. If a nuclear explosion is wait​ing to happen, it is probably somewhere among Russia's scores of Soviet-era reactors at electrical power stations and on decommissioned submarines. Reactors, we are told, can be no less dangerous than nuclear weapons. And as the Senate's leading expert informed his col​leagues in 1999, Russia's "reactors suffer from defi​ciences in design, operator training, and safety procedures." Indeed, according to a Russian specialist, "none of our nuclear stations can be considered safe."42 The bell began tolling loudly on reactor catastrophes with the explosion at Chernobyl in 1986, the worst nuclear accident in history. Releasing more than a hun​dred times the radiation of the two atomic bombs dropped 0n Japan in 1945, its lethal consequences are still unfolding fourteen years later. Since the early 1990s, many reports. including one by the Russian gov​ernment itself in February 2000, have warned of the possibility of another "Chernobyl-type disaster" or, more exactly, of several accident-prone Russian power stations, even faulty research reactors.' (The world's most dangerous nuclear plants are said to be located in post-Communist Russia and other former Soviet republics.)' Scores of decommissioned but still not denuclearized Soviet-built submarines decaying in the far north great​ly worsen the odds in this new kind of Russian roulette. Here too firsthand reports of "a nuclear accident wait​ing to happen" are increasingly ominous. Ill-maintained floating reactors are highly vulnerable, and many sub​marines are already leaking or dumping radioactive materials into the seas "like little Chernobyls in slow motion. Active-duty Russian nuclear ships also pose a serious threat, their aging missiles susceptible to explosions, one likely to detonate others. If that happens Russian expert warns, "We can end up with hundreds of Chernobyls.  Why, then, all the U.S. official and unofficial assur​ances that we are "immeasurably more secure" and ca stop worrying about "worst-case scenarios"? They clear​ly derived from the single, entirely ideological assump​tion that because the Soviet Union no longer exists, the threat of a Russian nuclear attack on the United States no longer exists and we need now worry only about rogue states." In truth, the possibility of such a Russ​ian attack grew throughout the 1990s and is still growing Leave aside the warning that "a Russian version of Milosevic . . . armed with thousands of nuclear war​ warheads" - might come to power and consider the pro​gressive disintegration of the country's nuclear-defense infrastructure. Russia still has some six thousand war​heads on hair-trigger alert. They are to be launched or not launched depending on information about activity at U.S. missile sites provided by an early-warning net​work of radars, satellites, and computers that now functions  only partially and erratically. Russia's command-and-control personnel, who are hardly immune to the social hard​ships and pathologies sweeping the nation, have bare​ly a few minutes to evaluate any threatening information, which as already been false on occasion. (In 1995, a Norwegian weather rocket was briefly mistaken by Russian authorities for an incoming enemy mis​sile.) These new post-Soviet technological and human cir​cumstances of the nuclear age are, as American scien​tists have warned repeatedly, "increasing the danger of an accidental or unauthorized "attack on the United States" from Russian territory.  It is "arguably already the greatest threat to U.S. national survival. Assurances to the contrary, scientists emphasize, are "a gross mis​representation of reality."' Readers may choose to believe that intentional nuclear  war nonetheless remains unthinkable. In post- Soviet Russia, however, it has become not only increas​ingly thinkable but speakable.  The Kremlin's new security doctrine expanding conditions in which it would use such weapons may be merely semantic and nothing really new. But Russia's ferocious civil war in Chechnya, which did not end with the destruction of Grozny in 2000, is, as I have pointed out before, the first ever in a nuclear country. It has not yet included nuclear warfare, but both sides have crossed a rhetorical Rubicon. Since '999, sev​eral Russian deputies and governors, and even a lead​ing "liberal" newspaper, have proposed using nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons against Chechnya. Said one, think nuclear weapons should stop being virtual." Russian military spokesmen, we are told, "do not exclude that a nuclear attack could be carried out against the bases of international terrorists in Chechnya."49 And with that tiny republic in mind, the military has officially adopted a new concept of "limited" nuclear warfare in a single region, a threat against the Chechen resistance still being discussed in May 2000.  From the other side, there were persistent reports that terrorists serving the Chechen "holy war" might blow up Russian nuclear power plants or weapons sites. The reports were serious enough to cause Moscow to redouble security at its nuclear facilities and go percent of Russians surveyed to say they fear the possibility.' Such threats on both sides may also be merely rhetorical, but it is an exceedingly dangerous rhetoric never before heard. If nothing else, there has been more loose talk in Russia since 1999 about using nuclear weapons than measures to .prevent loose nukes. And it will likely increase if the Chechens expand their new guerrilla tactics farther into Russia itself, as they have promised to do. And so, post-Soviet Russia still matters to America in the most fateful of ways. The Clinton administration has worsened the dangers incalculably by taking step after step that pushes a Russia coming apart at the nuclear seams to rely more and more on its nuclear stockpiles and infrastructures-by making financial aid conditional on economic "reforms" that impoverished and destabilized the state; by expanding NATO's mili​tary might virtually to Russia's borders; by provocative​ly demonstrating during the bombing of Yugoslavia the overwhelming superiority of U.S. conventional weapons; and more recently by threatening to withdraw from the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty in order to build a missile defense system. Rarely, if ever, has there been such a reckless official disregard for U.S. national security or leadership failure to tell the American people about growing threats to their well-being. The Clinton administration and its many supporters in the media, think tanks, and acade​mia never seem to connect the dots between their mis​sionary zeal in Russia and the grave dangers being compounded there. In early 2000, one of the crusade's leading policymakers suddenly told us, after seven years of "happy talk," that "disasters are inescapable in the short run." He neglected to say that the disaster is unfolding in a country laden with twentieth-century devices of mass destruction and regressing toward the nineteenth century." Russia's potential for lethal catastrophies is the most important but not the only reason it still matters. Even in crises and weakness, Russia remains a great power because of its sheer size, which stretches across eleven time zones from Finland and Poland (if we consider Belarus) to China and nearby Alaska; its large portions of the world's energy and mineral reserves; its long his​tory of world-class achievements and power; its highly educated present-day citizens; and, of course, its arse​nals. All this makes Russia inherently not only a major power but a semi-global one. A "world without Russia" would therefore be globalization, to take the concept du jour, without a large part of the globe. Nor can many large international problems and con​flicts be resolved without Russia, especially in a "post-Cold War order" that has at least as much inter​national anarchy as order. From the Balkans and the Caspian to China and Iraq, from nuclear proliferation to conventional-arms transfers, from the environment and terrorism to drug trafficking and money laundering, Russia retains a capacity to affect world affairs for better or worse. On the one hand, it was Moscow's diplo​matic intervention in Yugoslavia in 1999 that enabled a desperate Clinton administration to avoid sending American ground troops to Kosovo. On the other, the 1990s also brought the passage of narcotics westward across Russian territory, a flood of illegal Russian money into U.S. banks, and growing markets for Moscow's weapons and nuclear capabilities among states that already worry Washington." And then there are the vast geopolitical ramifications of developments in what is still the world's largest ter​ritorial country. Nearly a fourth of planet Earth's pop​ulation lives on the borders of the Russian Federation, including most of its major religions and many of its ethnic identities. Many, if not all, of these nations and peoples are likely to be directly or indirectly affected by what happens in post-Communist Russia, again for bet​ter or worse-first and foremost the "near abroad," as Moscow calls the other fourteen former Soviet republics, but not them alone. Finally, there is a crucial futuristic reason why U.S. policy toward Russia must be given the highest priori​ty and changed fundamentally. Contrary to those Amer​icans who have "rushed to relegate Russia to the archives," believing it will always be enfeebled and may even break into more pieces, that longtime superpower will eventually recover from its present time of troubles, as it did after the revolution and civil war of 1917-21, indeed as it always has. But what kind of political state will rise from its knees? One that is democratic or despotic?  One open to the West and eager to play a cooperative role in world affairs--or one bent on revising an international order shaped during its weakness and at its expense? One  safeguarding and reducing its nuclear stockpiles or one multiplying and proliferating them among states that want them? The outcome will depend very significantly on how Russia is treated during its present-day agony, particularly by the United States. Whether it is treated wisely and compassionately or is bullied and humiliated, as a growing number of Russians believe they have been since the early 1990s. The next American president may make that decision, but our children and grandchildren will reap the benefits or pay the price. 
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US-China relations prevent extinction
McGiffert ‘9 - McGiffert is the VP and director of Smart Power Initiatives at CSIS. Commission co-chairs William S. Cohen Maurice R. William S. Cohen is chairman and CEO of The Cohen Group, a strategic business consulting firm based in Washington, D.C. Secretary Cohen served as U.S. secretary of defense from January 1997 to January 2001. Prior to leading the Department of Defense, he represented Maine in the U.S. Senate from 1979 to 1997 and served in the U.S. House of Representatives from 1975 to 1979. Secretary Cohen is a counselor and trustee for CSIS. Maurice R. Greenberg is chairman and CEO of C.V. Starr & Co., Inc. Mr. Greenberg retired four years ago as chairman and CEO of American International Group (AIG) after more than 40 years of leadership, creating the largest insurance company in history. “Smart Power in U.S.-China Relations” 3/2009 csis.org/files/media/.../090304_mcgiffert_uschinasmartpower_web.pdf

U.S.-Chinese ties could have a greater impact on international affairs than any other relationship. Solving the world’s most serious issues—including global financial instability, proliferation and terrorism, climate change, and energy insecurity—is difficult to envision without joint action by Beijing and Washington. In today’s globalized world, transnational challenges require transnational solutions, especially by the most important states. U.S.-China partnership is indispensable for addressing many of the main challenges of the twenty-first century.

One barrier to closer ties between China and the United States is “strategic mistrust” between their leaders. Neither government at the present time aims to harm the other, but tensions invariably arise when any powerful states—especially these two with their vastly different histories, cultures, and political systems—pursue policies that seek primarily to enhance their own security and welfare.

To reduce mutual tensions, Chinese and U.S. leaders must adopt a broader conception of their nation’s interests, one that includes advancing the global good as a joint means to realizing their country’s own national aims. China and the United States can almost always achieve their diverse economic, security, and other objectives more effectively through cooperative use of their smartpower resources—including diplomatic, economic, military, political, and cultural tools—rather than through unilateral action.

To foster a more cooperative relationship, Chinese and U.S. leaders must treat the other country with respect. Disagreements between China and the United States are unavoidable, but these should be handled diplomatically and privately. Public diplomacy should aim to enlighten the citizens of both countries about the importance of their mutual ties.
1ac
Restoring Constellation will restore US space leadership
Schmitt 9 - Former U.S. Senator, Aerospace consultant and advisor, Former Chair NASA Advisory Council (Harrison, “Liberty and Space Leadership,” http://www.spacenews.com/commentaries/liberty-and-space-leadership.html)

In spite of these difficulties, history tells us that an aggressive program to return Americans to deep space, initially the Moon and then to Mars, must form an essential component of national policy. Americans would find it unacceptable, as well as devastating to human liberty, if we abandon leadership in deep space to the Chinese, Europe or any other nation or group of nations. Potentially equally devastating would be loss of access to the energy resources of the Moon as fossil fuels diminish on Earth. In the harsh light of history, it is frightening to contemplate the long-term, totally adverse consequences to the standing of the United States in modern civilization of a decision to abandon deep space. What, then, should be the focus of national space policy in order to maintain leadership in deep space? Some propose that we concentrate only on Mars. Without the experience of returning to the Moon, however, we will not have the engineering or physiological insight for many decades to either fly to Mars or land there. Others suggest going to an asteroid. As important as asteroid diversion from a collision with the Earth someday may be, just going there is hardly a stimulating policy initiative, and it is a capability that comes automatically with a return to the Moon. Returning to the Moon and to deep space constitutes the right course for the United States. Human exploration of space embodies basic instincts — the exercise of freedom, betterment of one’s conditions and curiosity about nature. These instincts have been manifested in desires for new homelands, trade and knowledge. For Americans particularly, such instincts lie at the very core of our unique and special society of immigrants. Over the last 150,000 years or more, human exploration of Earth has yielded new homes, livelihoods, know how and resources as well as improved standards of living and increased family security. In historical times, governments have directly and indirectly played a role in encouraging exploration efforts. Private groups and individuals often have taken additional initiatives to explore newly discovered or newly accessible lands and seas. Based on their specific historical experience, Americans can expect that the benefits sought and won in the past also will flow from their return to the Moon, future exploration of Mars and the long reach beyond. To realize such benefits, however, Americans must continue as the leader of human activities in space. With a permanent resumption of the exploration of deep space, one thing is certain: Our efforts will be comparable to those of our ancestors as they migrated out of Africa and into a global habitat. Further, a permanent human presence away from Earth provides another opportunity for the expansion of free institutions, with all their attendant rewards, as humans face new situations and new individual and societal challenges. The competitve international venue remains at the Moon. Returning there now meets the requirements for a U.S. space policy that maintains deep space leadership, as well as providing major new scientific returns and opportunities. Properly conceived and implemented, however, returning to the Moon prepares the way for a new generation to go to Mars. The current Constellation Program contains most of the technical elements necessary to implement a policy of deep space leadership, particularly development of a heavy-lift launch vehicle, the Ares 5. In addition, Constellation includes a large upper stage for transfer to the Moon and other destinations, two well-conceived spacecraft for transport and landing of crews on the lunar surface, strong concepts for exploration and lunar surface systems, and enthusiastic engineers and managers to make it happen if adequately supported. The one major missing component of a coherent and sustaining architecture may be a well-developed concept for in-space refueling of spacecraft and upper rocket stages. The experience base for developing in-space refueling capabilities clearly exists based on a variety of past activities, including ISS construction. Again, if we abandon leadership in deep space to any other nation or group of nations, particularly a non-democratic regime, the ability for the United States and its allies to protect themselves and liberty for the world will be at great risk and potentially impossible. To others would accrue the benefits — psychological, political, economic and scientific — that the United States harvested as a consequence of Apollo’s success 40 years ago. This lesson has not been lost on our ideological and economic competitors. American leadership absent from space? Is this the future we wish for our progeny?

***Affirmative EXTENSIONS
Constellation Solves Space Leadership
Constellation is key to space leadership and innovation

Hatch 10 (4/22/10, Orin, US Fed News Services, “SEN. HATCH PREDICTS DIRE CONSEQUENCES IF PRESIDENT SCRAPS CONSTELLATION, ARES PROGRAMS”, ProQuest, FS)

Speaking to the Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice and Science, Hatch said studies indicate "approximately 12,000 jobs will be lost when the Space Shuttle program ends next year and at least another 12,000 will lose their jobs if Project Constellation is terminated."

"If Project Constellation is cancelled," Hatch warned, "our nation's objective of sending an astronaut to Mars will be replaced with the fleeting hope that one day, some day, we will be able to explore the cosmos again. In addition, our national security could be irretrievably harmed."
Hatch's complete remarks to members of the Senate subcommittee follow:

Chairwoman Mikulski, Senator Shelby, Senator Bennett, and Members of the Appropriations Subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies, thank you for affording me the opportunity to make these brief comments during the Subcommittee's hearing on the National Aeronautics and Space Administration's ("NASA") Fiscal Year 2011 Budget Request.

For more than 50 years, our nation has made a commitment to lead the world in space exploration. This was never more eloquently expressed then by President John F. Kennedy when he said: "... our leadership in science and industry, our hopes for peace and security, our obligations to ourselves as well as others, all require us to...become the world's leading space-faring nation." I believe NASA Administrator, Charlie Bolden, recently echoed this sentiment when he expressed his strong support for a space program that inspires the creation of the technological innovations which are essential to our nation's future prosperity.

Therefore, I am puzzled by the Administration's Fiscal Year 2011 NASA Budget Request.

This proposal calls for the termination of Project Constellation, and its associated rocket systems, the Ares I and "heavy-lift" Ares V. As a result, if ratified by Congress, our nation could capitulate its position as the world leader in space exploration as well as forgo the technological harvest which has historically accompanied such endeavors.

Let me be clear, if Project Constellation is cancelled, our nation will not, in the near- future, be able to travel beyond low-Earth orbit. This is ironic considering the President's and NASA Administrator Bolden's recent statements that the ultimate objective of our space program is Mars.

To be fair, the President has spoken of choosing a new heavy-lift system by 2015. Yet, in a time of greatly diminished financial resources, we cannot afford to throw away the $10 billion our nation has invested in Project Constellation and the Ares systems and then spend billions more to research and develop new heavy-lift technologies. This point is especially germane since the other heavy-lift technologies contemplated may or may not match the capabilities of solid rocket motors.

I believe Neil Armstrong, the first man on the moon, James Lovell, the commander of Apollo 13, and Eugene Cernan, the commander of Apollo 17, said it best. If we follow the Administration's plan "we will have lost the many years required to recreate the equivalent of what will be discarded."

Constellation Solves Space Leadership

Cancellation of Constellation wrecks US space leadership

Armstrong et al, 10 – Apollo 11 Commander, also signed by James Lovell and Eugene Cernan, other Apollo astronauts (Neil, Open letter to the Obama Administration, 4/13, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/36470363/ns/nightly_news/)

The United States entered into the challenge of space exploration under President Eisenhower’s first term, however, it was the Soviet Union who excelled in those early years.  Under the bold vision of Presidents Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon, and with the overwhelming approval of the American people, we rapidly closed the gap in the final third; of the 20th century, and became the world leader in space exploration.

America’s space accomplishments earned the respect and admiration of the world. Science probes were unlocking the secrets of the cosmos; space technology was providing instantaneous worldwide communication; orbital sentinels were helping man understand the vagaries of nature.  Above all else, the people around the world were inspired by the human exploration of space and the expanding of man’s frontier.  It suggested that what had been thought to be impossible was now within reach. Students were inspired to prepare themselves to be a part of this new age.  No government program in modern history has been so effective in motivating the young to do “what has never been done before.” 
World leadership in space was not achieved easily.  In the first half-century of the space age, our country made a significant financial investment, thousands of Americans dedicated themselves to the effort, and some gave their lives to achieve the dream of a nation.  In the latter part of the first half century of the space age, Americans and their international partners focused primarily on exploiting the near frontiers of space with the Space Shuttle and the International Space Station. 
As a result of the tragic loss of the Space Shuttle Columbia in 2003, it was concluded that our space policy required a new strategic vision. Extensive studies and analysis led to this new mandate: meet our existing commitments, return to our exploration roots, return to the moon, and prepare to venture further outward to the asteroids and to Mars.  The program was named "Constellation."  In the ensuing years, this plan was endorsed by two Presidents of different parties and approved by both Democratic and Republican congresses. 
The Columbia Accident Board had given NASA a number of recommendations fundamental to the Constellation architecture which were duly incorporated.  The Ares rocket family was patterned after the Von Braun Modular concept so essential to the success of the Saturn 1B and the Saturn 5.   A number of components in the Ares 1 rocket would become the foundation of the very large heavy lift Ares V, thus reducing the total development costs substantially.  After the Ares 1 becomes operational, the only major new components necessary for the Ares V would be the larger propellant tanks to support the heavy lift requirements. 

The design and the production of the flight components and infrastructure to implement this vision was well underway.  Detailed planning of all the major sectors of the program had begun.  Enthusiasm within NASA and throughout the country was very high. 
When President Obama recently released his budget for NASA, he proposed a slight increase in total funding, substantial research and technology development, an extension of the International Space Station operation until 2020, long range planning for a new but undefined heavy lift rocket and significant funding for the development of commercial access to low earth orbit.

Although some of these proposals have merit,  the accompanying decision to cancel the Constellation program, its Ares 1 and Ares V rockets, and the Orion spacecraft, is devastating.

America’s only path to low Earth orbit and the International Space Station will now be subject to an agreement with Russia to purchase space on their Soyuz  (at a price of over 50 million dollars per seat with significant increases expected in the near future) until we have the capacity to provide transportation for ourselves.   The availability of a commercial transport to orbit as envisioned in the President’s proposal cannot be predicted with any certainty, but is likely to take substantially longer and be more expensive than we would hope.  

It appears that we will have wasted our current $10-plus billion investment in Constellation and, equally importantly, we will have lost the many years required to recreate the equivalent of what we will have discarded. 
For The United States, the leading space faring nation for nearly half a century, to be without carriage to low Earth orbit and with no human exploration capability to go beyond Earth orbit for an indeterminate time into the future, destines our nation to become one of second or even third rate stature.  While the President's plan envisages humans traveling away from Earth and perhaps toward Mars at some time in the future, the lack of developed rockets and spacecraft will assure that ability will not be available for many years.

Without the skill and experience that actual spacecraft operation provides, the USA is far too likely to be on a long downhill slide to mediocrity.  America must decide if it wishes to remain a leader in space.  If it does, we should institute a program which will give us the very best chance of achieving that goal.

Constellation Solves Industrial Base

Consistent funding of Constellation is key to aerospace  innovation. 

Blakey 9 (Marion C., President and Chief Executive Officer of the Aerospace Industries Association. written testimony before a hearing on “Decisions on the Future Direction and Funding for Nasa: What Will They Mean for the U.S. Aerospace Workforce and Industrial Base?” by the Committee on Science and Technology, House of Representatives December 10, 2009. pgs 28-31. http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-111hhrg54449/pdf/CHRG-111hhrg54449.pdf ps)
NASA’s Constellation Program is the next chapter. NASA’s goals for the Constellation Program will again challenge all the suppliers to imagine, develop and create the next generation of space-related technologies.

The fundamental question Congress needs to address is:

Does Congress want to continue to consistently fund NASA programs such as Constellation to maintain the USA’s leadership position in aerospace technologies?

The key word in that question is ‘‘consistently’’. The relevant technologies are embodied in the engineers and technical staff who work on the NASA programs. Technologies are documented in drawings and reports. However, the application of the technical knowledge is totally dependent on the people who have developed the technology.

Without consistent funding by NASA, companies are not able to keep the engineers and technical staff employed. If funding is inconsistent, technical capabilities wither as people move on to other programs or to other companies.

One of our major concerns relative to the Constellation Program is that having already been awarded a number of contracts for the Constellation Program, we have hired a large number of engineers and technical staff to support our contractually obligated schedules set by NASA’s current schedule. If the Constellation Program’s funding is reduced and stretched out, we will have to lay-off a number of these people.

We have a core group of people who have spent the past 20 or 30 years working on space-related programs. A number of these people will be retiring in the next several years. The new people we have hired to work on the Constellation Program are the next generation who need to learn from the senior people and then become the core group to apply their skills to the next generation of commercial space, military space, and other aerospace applications.

As with our experience on previous NASA programs, we continually grow by moving into adjacent technologies to our current core capabilities. The Constellation Program has provided us the opportunity to again expand our technical capabilities.

We were surprised in several competitions that companies who had previously supplied specific technologies to NASA had either declined to bid, because they no longer have the ability to design the required components, or that they apparently submitted a weak technical proposal. This is an additional indication that consistent NASA funding is required if the USA is to maintain and advance its aerospace technology capabilities.

The Constellation Program is at a critical decision point for the country and specifically for the Congress. On one hand, you can decide to fully and consistently fund the Constellation Program and the USA can maintain its leadership position in aerospace technology. On the other hand, you can decide to select one of several seemingly lower cost options. In which case, I strongly believe the USA will rapidly lose its leadership position, most likely to the Chinese.

Thank you for this opportunity to testify.

AT: Constellation tech fails

The structure and developments of the Constellation program itself are key to success; the only barrier to its success is proper funding. 
Cernan 10 (Captain Eugene A., USN (ret.), Commander, Apollo 17, Astronaut (ret.), Testimony before the Committee on Science and Technology, United States House of Representatives, May 26, 2010. http://science.house.gov/sites/republicans.science.house.gov/files/documents/hearings/052610_Cernan.pdf)

Constellation itself is an architecture that over a five-year period has gone through several detailed reviews and has been vetted by every government agency from the OMB to the DOD, and certainly by NASA – by every agency that has an ownership interest in any technical, scientific, budget or benefit to be derived from Human Space Exploration. In addition, an arsenal of the best engineers, scientists and management experts in America’s aerospace community added their knowledge and expertise to the review of the proposed Constellation architecture before it ever became an official program worthy of consideration. Constellation follows the Von Braun model in the evolution of the Saturn V, wherein the development of the Ares I is the embryo for the development of the heavy-lift Ares V. This shared DNA, with commonality of critical components throughout, leads to greater cost effectiveness, a higher degree of confidence and safety, and provides the first elements of a heavy lift booster. It is not unlike the Boeing family of jetliners wherein the technology built into the 787 evolved from that of the original 707. 

Embedded in the Constellation architecture is the culture of a long-range building block that cannot only service the ISS, extend the life of the Hubble, meet other national priorities in LEO, but additionally can carry us back to the moon and on to Mars. In doing so, it makes use of existing hardware and facilities while developing new technologies with a purpose. Appropriately under the law, both Houses of the Congress of the United States with overwhelmingly bi-partisan support, approved and agreed that Constellation should go forward.   

In contrast to the five-year review of the overall Constellation architecture plus the carefully monitored program development, the Augustine Committee was required to provide their report in 90 days. The report contained several suggestions and alternatives to Constellation, few of which were included in the FY2011 budget, but ultimately the Committee came to the conclusion that Constellation’s architecture had been well managed and is indeed executable, providing it has the appropriate funding that had been denied for several years. Important to note is that the Committee was directed to base their conclusions and recommendations not on the FY2009 budget, but rather on the FY2010 budget from which tens of billions of dollars had already been removed between 2010 and 2020. Additionally, their conclusions were based upon a 2015, not 2020, life 5 span for the ISS and did not take into account ongoing requirements for access to LEO at other inclinations. Naturally, the Augustine Committee concluded that Constellation was not doable within the constraints of The Administration’s mandated guidelines and budget restrictions. Under these constraints, one might have expected the conclusions to be predetermined. More importantly, however, the funding proposed for FY2011, if prudently administered, is more than adequate to continue the development of Constellation. 

It is unknown how much time and thought was put into the existing budget proposal for FY2011, or by whom this proposal was generated, but it is common knowledge that few if any of those government agencies referred to above were asked to participate, nor, of significant note, was the DOD or the engineering or management expertise that exists throughout NASA today. With no transparency, one can only conclude that this proposal was most likely formulated in haste by a very few within the Offices of Management and Budget (OMB) and Science and Technology Policy (OSTP), with the alleged involvement of the NASA Deputy Administrator, and by his own admission, with little or no input from the NASA Administrator himself. Neither did NASA’s Center Directors, nor senior NASA management throughout the agency, nor program managers have any input. If that is indeed the case, the originators quite likely were promoting their own agenda rather than that of NASA and America’s commitment to Human Space Exploration as directed by Congress in the Authorization Bills of 2005 and 2008.   

Constellation is feasible
Hatch 10 (4/22/10, Orin, US Fed News Services, “SEN. HATCH PREDICTS DIRE CONSEQUENCES IF PRESIDENT SCRAPS CONSTELLATION, ARES PROGRAMS”, ProQuest,  FS)

This conclusion was echoed by the independent Aerospace Safety Advisory Panel, which in 2009 stated "to abandon Ares I as a baseline vehicle for an alternative without demonstrated capability nor proven superiority, or even equivalence, is unwise and probably not cost-effective."

In other words, an alternative to Project Constellation will take years of additional time and cost billions more.
Some opponents argue Project Constellation is a troubled endeavor. The truth is quite to the contrary. Just last fall, the world witnessed the launch of the Ares I-X rocket from the Kennedy Space Center in a stunning and successful test. In addition, the heavy-lift Ares V is designed to leverage the engineering and technologies used on Ares I. Therefore, one can surmise, in the end, there will be overall savings using this comprehensive approach versus the piecemeal approach proposed by the Administration. Together, the Ares system of rockets provides our nation and our astronauts with the most reliable, most affordable, and safest means of reaching low-Earth orbit and beyond - a fact which NASA itself has affirmed.

Let me emphasize that point. Ares is the safest system. Nothing comes close. The 2005 NASA Exploration Systems Architecture Study, of which Administrator Bolden was a member of the study's independent review team, concluded the Ares system is ten times safer than the current Space Shuttle. This was reaffirmed by the Aerospace Safety Advisory Panel which stated that "the ability of any current COTS design to close the gap or even provide an equivalent degree of safety is speculative." The Panel also concluded that "switching from a demonstrated, well-designed, safety-optimized system to one based on nothing more than unsubstantiated claims would seem a poor choice."

AT: Obama Space Leadership solves
Obama space innovation goals are lip service to space without actual commitments

Cernan 10 (Captain Eugene A., USN (ret.), Commander, Apollo 17, Astronaut (ret.), Testimony before the Committee on Science and Technology, United States House of Representatives, May 26, 2010. http://science.house.gov/sites/republicans.science.house.gov/files/documents/hearings/052610_Cernan.pdf)

We have recently heard a lot of eloquent verbage about the exploration of space – landing on an asteroid, circling Mars, and at some time in the future perhaps landing on the Red Planet. There is talk about a decision yet to come of building a large booster which might ultimately take us almost anywhere we want to go into the far reaches of the universe. There are, however, no details, no specific challenge, and no commitment as to where or specifically when this exploration might come to pass. My personal definition of space exploration, in contrast to exploitation, is “going where no man has gone before, doing what has never been done before, doing what others couldn’t do, wouldn’t do, or perhaps were afraid to do.”

And, when one examines details of the FY2011 budget proposal, nowhere is there to be found one penny allocated to support space exploration. Yes, there has been much rhetoric on transformative technology, heavy lift propulsion research, robotic precursor missions, significant investment in commercial crew and cargo capabilities, pursuit of cross-cutting space technology capabilities, climate change research, aeronautics R&D, and education initiatives, all worthwhile endeavors in their own right. Yet nowhere do we find any mention of the Human Exploration of Space and nowhere do we find a commitment in dollars to support this all important national endeavor. We (Armstrong, Lovell and I) have come to the unanimous conclusion that this budget proposal presents no challenges, has no focus, and in fact is a blueprint for a mission to “nowhere.”
Obama’s lack of specific objectives will crush political support for exploration.
Faith, independent technology consultant and Adjunct Fellow for Space Initiatives at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, 10 (April 26, G. Ryan, “President Obama’s Vision for Space Exploration (part 2)”, “The Space Review”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1616/1)

Destinations, objectives, and paths

President Obama’s April 15th statement that the establishment of a base on the Moon would no longer be considered the primary near- to medium-term objective of the American human spaceflight program has generated some controversy. Instead, President Obama has made rendezvous with and landing on an asteroid in 2025 the next major goal for NASA. From there, NASA will continue with further deep space exploration, leading to a human mission to orbit Mars in the 2035 timeframe, with a landing to follow at some point thereafter. Those who have followed the deliberations of the Augustine Committee closely should not find this surprising, as the committee exhibited a preference for what it called the “Flexible Path to inner solar system locations, such as lunar orbit, Lagrange points, near-Earth objects and the moons of Mars, followed by exploration of the lunar surface and/or Martian surface.” There has been much discussion about whether either the older or newer approach presents viable objectives for space exploration. The newer Flexible Path approach has met with some resistance, owing in part to its perceived lack of concrete details and milestones, and, as a consequence, may be more difficult to sustain politically over the longer term.

Without any immediate plans to land on major celestial bodies like the Moon or Mars, the very flexibility of the flexible path robs the approach of a certainty and concreteness that would be helpful in making a political case for exploration.

President Bush’s previous Vision for Space Exploration, as well as President Obama’s current plan for human space exploration (and the Augustine Committee report on the future of human spaceflight), designate Mars as the primary objective for human exploration during (at least the first half of) the 21st century. To get to Mars, both presidential space exploration policies envision a modular, incremental, evolutionary approach to increasing the reach and duration of human activity in space, spanning several decades. The plans also specify or imply requirements for the development of the same key technologies, including closed-loop life support and in situ resource utilization. An objective observer would probably find these similarities heartening, since they suggest assessments of the technological hurdles to be overcome and the means of addressing these obstacles have been driven by the technological concerns of the era after the Columbia Accident Investigation Board (CAIB), rather than a purely partisan agenda.

AT: Heavy lift bad

Ares V is key to shorter flight times – reducing launch costs and risks

Elliot, et. al, 09 – Jet Propulsion Laboratory/Cal Tech (January 21, Thomas Spilker, Kim Reh, Tibor Balint, David Smith, Gordon Woodcock, Acta Astronautica, Volume 66, Issues 3-4, February – March 2010, Science Direct, “Ares V: Application to solar system scientific exploration”) 

In conjunction with the ability to deliver higher mass, the performance of the Ares V can be used to significantly reduce trip times to distant destinations. The first benefit of this would come in earlier science return. This becomes a distinct advantage when considering missions to outer planets that might not be able to reach their destinations until more than a decade after launch if limited to current launch capabilities. In addition, taking advantage of shorter flight times to and from a target body could enable a whole new class of sample return missions: those that require mission durations that would be prohibitive with a less capable launch vehicle. For nearer targets the reduction in flight time can provide lower costs as well as lower risk by shortening the time spent in cruise operations. Shorter cruise durations also enable extended science mission duration once the target is reached. This feature becomes especially important when considering single missions to multiple targets.
Heavy lift program key to achieving BEO exploration.

Ellegood, Space Policy Analyst at Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University, 10 (March 29, Edward, “Looking forward to Tax Day”, “The Space Review” http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1597/1) 
2) Heavy Lift: Very few people would disagree that a heavy-lift successor to the Space Shuttle is necessary to sustain a beyond-LEO human exploration program. A near-term heavy-lift development program would help to ensure that KSC’s strategically important infrastructure and workforce are put to productive use. A Shuttle-derived heavy-lift system would make the best near-term use of these resources, and could be scalable over time to match the capability envisioned for the Ares 5. The President should announce plans to accelerate the development of a Shuttle-derived heavy-lift launch system.
Ares V can be used for any mission, including commercial space

Sumrall 09 – NASA Marshall Space Flight Center (John, January 13, Acta Astronautica, Issues 7-8, April-May 2010, Science Direct, “Update on the Ares V to support heavy lift for U.S. exploration policy”)

Budgeting and scheduling to support a late 2010 ATP, logical development, and a 2018 first flight A summary schedule of Ares V development plans leading to the first

series of launches is shown in Fig. 20. The Ares Projects are also reaching out to the academic and government community for science and military missions that may benefit from the Ares V capabilities, specifically space- based astronomy missions to the outer solar system and beyond. NASA design of the Ares V is evolving to support the evolving design of the other elements of the lunar exploration architecture, provide the Earth to orbit transportation and the trans lunar propulsion for the crewed and cargo landers loaded with habitats, vehicles, power supplies, scientific equipment, in-situ resource development hardware necessary to live, work and explore another world. It will be as technically and operationally safe, simple, and affordable as current technology can make it. NASA’s focus for Ares V is the lunar mission. But Ares V’s heavy lift capability will immediately provide a national asset that can support a number of potential government and commercial ventures. The Ares V team will continue to support evolving Constellation architecture requirements with the knowl- edge that the work today is preparing a future launch pad for unprecedented exploration of Earth’s closest neighbor and destinations beyond.
Ares V is the best option for large masses, telecommunication, and debris shielding
Stahl, et, al, 08 - NASA Marshall Space Flight Center – (December 1, H. Philip, Phil Sumrall, Randall Hopkins, Acta Astronautica, Volume 64, Issues 11-12, June-July 2009, Science Direct, “Ares V launch vehicle: An enabling capability for future space science missions”) 

Similarly, the Ares V offers significant advantages to the planetary science community. The increased payload volume enables the possibilities for large aero-shells or other structures or multiple element payloads as well as reducing complex deployments associated with expansive spacecraft appendages [15]. The increased payload mass offers many advantages. It allows missions with more extensive and more complete instrumentation; a more capable spacecraft with greater power and higher performance telecommunications, and extra radiation or debris shielding. This extra mass capability enables extended duration in-situ observing campaigns of a wide range of potential target destinations.

Plan popular

Constellation program is popular---support outweighs any opposition. 

Ellegood, Space Policy Analyst at Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University, 10 (March 29, Edward, “Looking forward to Tax Day”, “The Space Review”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1597/1) 
 The controversy surrounding President Obama’s plan for NASA is becoming toxic. Calls to resurrect Constellation and to extend the Space Shuttle are drowning out support for a plan that has substantial merit and is consistent with over a decade’s worth of thoughtful study. The most vocal proponents of saving Constellation and extending the Shuttle are mostly from states and communities with much to lose from their demise. These proponents tend to ignore the facts that Constellation would never reach its goals on time or within budget, and extending the Space Shuttle is entirely inconsistent with Constellation’s goals and budget.

That’s not to say there isn’t a pony in there somewhere. There’s much speculation about what President Obama will reveal during his April 15 visit to Florida, and plenty of people willing to offer advice on what he should say. After working closely with many of Florida’s players on these issues, I’d like to give my interpretation of what folks here hope President Obama should announce during his trip to the Space Coast.

The Constellation program is politically popular—job creation. 
Dinermam, senior editor at the Hudson Institute’s New York branch, 10, (Janury 4, Taylor, “NASA’s dangerous new year”, “The Space Review”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1538/1)
If the Constellation program is killed—and make no mistake, if Ares 1 is killed Constellation dies as well—then the result will not be a smooth transition to a new “Flexible Path” program.
The supposed White House leak last month of what was purported to be the Obama Administration’s new space policy, and the way it was quickly shot down, is a sign that there is an ongoing struggle over civil space policy within the White House. The President has not yet made up his mind on how he should respond to the Augustine committee’s report. The political dangers involved in making a change in the current policy are evident. Jobs losses in the tens of thousands in Florida, Alabama, Texas, and California are certainly a consideration when making any major changes in what the committee called the “Program of Record”, i.e., the Constellation program.
Congress will fight for the insurance of Constellation. 
Madirgal 10 (February 1, Alexis, “Obama Gives NASA More Money, Cuts Manned Trip to Moon”, Wired Science, http://www.wired.com/wiredscience/2010/02/nasa-budget/) 

  The Obama administration has officially decided to end the Constellation mission back to the moon, although the replacement plan faces a tough route through Congress.

The new plan, which had been rumored for months, was announced today with the release of the Obama administration’s NASA budget request, which despite the axing of the moon plan delivers a $6 billion funding increase over the next five years.

“NASA’s Constellation program — based largely on existing technologies — was begun to realize a vision of returning astronauts back to the Moon by 2020. However, the program was over budget, behind schedule, and lacking in innovation due to a failure to invest in critical new technologies,” the budget summary concluded. “Using a broad range of criteria, an independent review panel determined that even if fully funded, NASA’s program to repeat many of the achievements of the Apollo era, 50 years later, was the least attractive approach to space exploration as compared to potential alternatives.”

As anticipated, the independent Augustine Panel’s work was used as the basis for the new NASA direction. Though the blue-ribbon panel did not officially take a position on which future plan made the most sense for NASA, statements made by members and the tone of their report made it clear that a continuation of the Constellation mission was not the group’s favored choice.

Constellation had been heavily criticized since it was unveiled in 2005 by President George W. Bush. Even before the plan was announced, some scientists pointed out that manned exploration has drawbacks, such as high costs, extreme safety requirements, and humans’ biological sensitivity to radiation. Scientists such as Ronald Arkin of the Mobile Robot Laboratory asked whether robots could do exploration better. The high-profile success of the Mars Rovers, Cassini, and Mars Phoenix mission suggested that robotic exploration was viable, at the very least.

Even among those who supported blasting humans out of the atmosphere, the details of the Constellation program were subject to attack. Many criticized the Bush administration for not providing enough money to back its grand Vision for Space Exploration.

In commenting on the Augustine report, David Mindell, a science and technology historian at MIT, called it, approvingly, “an utter rejection of the Bush plan because it’s unfundable, unbuildable and dangerous. ”

NASA administrator Charles Bolden made measured statements, ultimately noting that regardless of Constellation’s merits, it was not going to put humans back on the moon as envisioned.

“We were not on a sustainable path back to the moon’s surface,” Bolden said.

The Obama administration’s budget also knocked the Constellation program for siphoning money “away from other NASA programs, including robotic space exploration, science, and Earth observations.”

While Bolden painted a sweeping portrait of positive change, several key congressional representatives are spoiling for a fight over the loss of programs in their districts.

Richard Shelby, a Republican from Alabama, whose district includes the Marshall Space Flight Center, lashed out against the administration plan.

“The President’s proposed NASA budget begins the death march for the future of U.S. human space flight. The cancellation of the Constellation program and the end of human space flight does represent change — but it is certainly not the change I believe in,” Shelby wrote in a statement. “Congress cannot and will not sit back and watch the reckless abandonment of sound principles, a proven track record, a steady path to success, and the destruction of our human space flight program.”

Plan popular

Congress was furious when Constellation got cancelled. 
Dinerman 10 (February 15, Taylor, “Will NASA’s embrace kill NewSpace?”, The Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1564/1)
If the Moon program could be described as belonging to the 20th century, the NewSpace industry is beginning to look as if they belong to the 18th century.

The resentment aimed at SEI is nothing compared to what the NewSpace industry now faces on Capitol Hill. The cancellation of the Constellation program proposed in the 2011 budget is facing a bipartisan firestorm in Congress. It is doubtful that the President will want to make a special effort to support the new NASA program. His threat to veto the 2010 defense budget if it included money for the alternative F-35 engine turned out to be empty. The thousands of jobs and the irreplaceable expertise that this new plan throws away are far more important to the members of Congress, especially in the current economic climate, than are the arguments and promises from the new team at NASA.

Bipartisan support---authorization votes prove. 

Morring 10 (May 11, Frank, “NASA Managers Push Plan In Congress, Academia”,  Aerospace Daily & Defense Report, Lexis)
Meanwhile, work on the Constellation Program continues with Fiscal 2010 money, including a $200 million test of the launch abort system for the Orion crew exploration vehicle and planning for more tests, according to Doug Cooke, associate administrator for exploration systems. Still unsolved is the problem of what to do with the program, which has twice won strong bipartisan support in authorization votes. «We’re working right now between the administration and Congress on what resolution is on the path forward,» says Cooke, who joined Garver on her Capitol Hill rounds last week. «That’s yet to be seen.»
Congress supports Constellation

Logsdon, 11 - Space Policy Institute, Elliott School of International Affairs, George Washington University (John, “A new US approach to human spaceﬂight?,” Space Policy, February, Science Direct)

4. Congress objects

It should have come as no surprise to advocates of the new strategy that the relevant members and committees of Congress were skeptical, if not directly hostile, to the new strategy. Even in September 2009, when Norm Augustine had testiﬁed before both the House Committee on Science and the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science, and Transportation, almost all members had pushed Augustine to explain why his committee had not recommended increasing the budget for Constellation to get the program back on schedule, or close to it, rather than suggesting alternatives to the “program of record”. Many members were more interested in making statements in support of their constituents’ interests than they were in listening to Augustine’s explanations.

So when a new strategy reﬂecting the conclusions of the Augustine Committee’s ﬁndings came before those same two committees after the release of the president’s budget, there was a great deal of hostility evident among some members, such as Senators Richard Shelby (R-AL) and David Vitter (R-LA) and Representatives Bart Gordon (D-TN), Gabrielle Giffords (D-AZ) and Ralph Hall (R-TX). Gordon was chair of the House Committee on Science and Giffords the Chair of its Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics. Senator Shelby was able to get written into law a prohibition against NASA cancelling any Constellation contracts. One sticking point among many members was that some $9 billion had already been spent on the program, and it seemed prudent not to write off that investment. Trying to ﬁnd some form of compromise between the congressional concerns and the White House proposal were Senators Bill Nelson (D-FL) and Kay Bailey Hutchinson (R-TX). They were the chairman and ranking minority member of the Senate Science and Space Subcommittee, and were looked to by other senators without direct space interests for leadership in crafting the Senate reaction to the White House.

Although many of those who had crafted the new space strategy were veterans of Washington politics, in developing the new approach there seems to have been little attention paid to its political feasibility - or at least, if political impacts were considered, they were not given much importance. Cancelling Constellation would mean terminating contracts worth billions of dollars and would inﬂuence the job prospects of thousands of NASA and contractor workers. The ﬁrms who would suffer from cancelled contracts quickly organized lobbying efforts against the president’s proposal; they found allies among senators and representatives whose constituents would be most affected by the proposed changes. They were able to convince such revered ﬁgures as Apollo astronauts Neil Armstrong, James Lovell, and Eugene Cernan to testify against the president’s proposals. Former administrator Grifﬁn spoke skeptically about the changes to Constellation. The supporters of the new strategy were handicapped by the inability, or unwillingness, of NASA leaders to provide a coherent defense of the president’s proposals and by the fact that those in the private sector who most stood to beneﬁt from the new approach were relatively uninﬂuential politically. Thus the ﬁrst round of congressional hearings on the new strategy and the NASA budget during the February-March period did not bode well for the initiative’s success.

AT: Privatization CP

The private sector can’t fill in – not enough market demand

Newton and Griffin ’11– *director for Space Policy in the Center for System Studies at the University of Alabama in Huntsville, former strategist at NASA Marshall Space Flight Center, AND **physicist & space engineer, former Administrator of NASA, eminent scholar and professor of mechanical and aerospace engineering at the University of Alabama in Huntsville (Elizabeth and Michael, Space Policy, “United States space policy and international partnership” ScienceDirect)

2.4. Market creation

The president’s new policy endeavors to jump-start a private sector-led space transportation market by canceling plans for a government transportation system to deliver cargo and crew to low-Earth orbit and redirecting the funds toward procuring a yettobe developed commercial solution which proponents purport will be more cost-efficient. This decision has its curious origins in a juncture of circumstances: first, the Office of Management and Budget’s drive to downsize the agency; second, ascendant special interests over-anxious for market conditions that do not yet exist and frustrated with a status quo manifested in a mature bureaucracy’s methodical execution. Commercial demand for cargo and crew transport to low-Earth orbit is currently non-existent, and will be so for the foreseeable future, so it is specious to characterize the government’s paying for system development to meet limited government demand as ‘market creation’. Historically, market creation has occurred when the government’s long-term needs guaranteed a predictable and relatively high-volume of purchases, or when the government served as an anchor tenant, establishing a long-term need for service, rather than serving as an ‘investor of last resort’ to underwrite the entirety of system development because private capital markets will not. Space will only truly be brought into the USA’s economic sphere when some commercially viable enterprise is invented that either serves a stable user-base in space or that uses the resources of low-Earth orbit, the lunar surface, or other destinations. It is worth noting that an international, government lunar base would have constituted one such stable market for logistics and supplies that could have spawned a commercial market. ISS utilization, in contrast, will not require a comparable magnitude or frequency of service.
Government launch programs provide political cover for private sector problems – key to commercialization
Faith, 10 - independent technology consultant and Adjunct Fellow for Space Initiatives at the Center for Strategic and International Studies,  (April 26, G. Ryan, “President Obama’s Vision for Space Exploration (part 2)”, “The Space Review”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1616/1)
For commercial crew transportation to be a strong and resilient element of the US civil space exploration, it will be important for the commercial providers themselves to diversify their income streams to move beyond reliance on NASA contracts alone. One obvious route would be for the United States to meet its crew transportation obligations to the international partners by purchasing seats on a commercial launch system. But for commercial transportation to further strengthen its political position, commercial providers must stimulate demand for transportation to LEO destinations other than the ISS. If commercial transportation services are able to respond to the inevitable questions about prices, risks, and delays by demonstrating that the prices and services being offered to the government are comparable to offers found in a free transportation market, this will provide valuable political cover. This could prove particular critical in the event of a Challenger- or Columbia-like disaster involving loss of crew and vehicle. In previous years, the response to such disasters involved extended periods of time when the transportation fleet was grounded, and the idea of continuing a human spaceflight program was called into question. In the event of such a disaster involving commercial spacecraft, if the commercial provider must rely solely on NASA contracts, being grounded for extended periods might jeopardize the existence of the company. Beyond that, since commercial providers would probably lack the political staying power of a program like the Space Shuttle or the ability to keep Congressional funds flowing while flights are halted, the odds of complete NASA withdrawal from a contract could be much higher.

AT: Privatization CP

Advocates of space commercialization significantly exaggerate the benefits and feasibility – few entrepreneurs exist

Day, 9 - space policy analyst and historian who lives in Northern Virginia (Dwayne, “Space fetishism: space activism’s obsession with technological and ideological saviors,” 12/21, The Space Review, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1534/1)

But of course the most common example of ideological fetishism is the claim that “commercial space” is a solution to various problems at NASA, most notably space station resupply and human access to low Earth orbit, but also including other areas such as suborbital research. Certainly, there’s a definitional ambiguity that has to be resolved first: how does one define “commercial”? After all, Boeing and Lockheed Martin are commercial firms. For the space activists, commercial generally refers to the method and not the entity, so that a major aerospace company could provide commercial services if they did so by procedures requiring them to compete for contracts and to assume a significant share of economic risk for failure, for instance by maintaining ownership of the vehicles themselves rather than delivering them to NASA. In space activist circles, the commercial solution is usually assumed to be inherently good based upon an ideological belief—with considerable evidence—that industry is more efficient than government at producing goods and services.

But once again the problem with this ideological fetish is that it is often applied by space activists with too broad a brush, and little understanding of specific circumstances. Perhaps the most extreme version of this was the call several years ago for the government to sell the International Space Station to private enterprise. This was a textbook example of an ideological belief—“private enterprise is inherently good”—ignoring the reality that no commercial company would ever buy the space station.

There are numerous examples where space activists, or even space entrepreneurs who are currently developing hardware, advocate their systems based upon a profound misunderstanding of what the government contractor actually does and needs. Although this might seem like a technological misunderstanding, it is often based on a degree of what might best be described as capitalist arrogance: a belief that they know better than the government what is actually needed, and a fetishizing of an ideological approach that may be better suited for some problems than for others.

The Holy Grail

It’s worth repeating, because some readers will undoubtedly not get it: this is not an argument of absolutes. Commercial spaceflight approaches can be good. ISRU could be useful. Fuel depots may provide expanded spaceflight capabilities. VASIMIR may someday revolutionize interplanetary travel. And space solar power may be worth at least some further study. The point is not that these technological and ideological fetishes are all false, but that they are applied by activist advocates with too broad a brush, based on a belief that they are so inherently good that they will work beyond their technological niche, or in areas where they are not really suited. Commercial spaceflight may be a better approach in many areas than what NASA is currently doing, but not in all of them, and overselling its virtues can actually discredit it. And unless it aligns with what the government and its agents (like the government-supported science community) actually need, then it will not be adopted. It will be a solution in search of a problem.
That hammer may be useful, that hammer may be cool, but it is certainly not the only tool with value, and pounding away with it too much may ultimately be self-destructive.

AT: Privatization CP

NASA technology development is a prerequisite for private sector acceptance of risk

Aubrecht 9 - Vice Chairman, Vice President of Strategy and Technology at Moog, Inc, former aerospace engineer for Moog, Inc (Dr. Richard,. written testimony before a hearing on “Decisions on the Future Direction and Funding for Nasa: What Will They Mean for the U.S. Aerospace Workforce and Industrial Base?” by the Committee on Science and Technology, House of Representatives December 10, 2009. pgs 37-39. http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-111hhrg54449/pdf/CHRG-111hhrg54449.pdf ps)
In addition, Moog has developed a variety of other control components and systems with NASA for other launch vehicles, and various deep space and orbiting satellites such as Mars Science Laboratory and DAWN. As with the rocket engine steering controls, these NASA programs have always been the most challenging and pushed the envelope. Moog’s NASA experience on all these applications has enabled us to also provide the world’s best technologies for similar applications on DOD and commercial launch vehicles, all types of satellites and various missile interceptors. NASA has a history of setting very ambitious goals that drive the need for new technologies, designs and capabilities that are beyond what the Commercial space projects are willing or able to undertake. Once the capability and reliability of the components are demonstrated on NASA projects, the Commercial space suppliers are then confident in using these components on their vehicles. Not only Moog’s technologies benefit from these NASA projects. Our products incorporate technologies and components from several hundred companies. While some of these components are relatively standard, our innovative solutions for NASA require the majority of our vendors to push their designs to a higher level as well. So the benefit of the NASA programs becomes very widely spread. While I do not profess to be familiar with all aspects of the NASA vehicles, I am familiar with the technologies and components adjacent to our components. I can see the companies supplying these adjacent components have also similarly benefited from their NASA work.

It is no accident that the USA aerospace prime contractors and the hundreds of subcontractors have developed leadership positions on the vast majority of the relevant technologies. The NASA programs have clearly enabled USA companies to develop and maintain these leadership positions. A leadership position can be measured as a combination of performance, reliability, weight and cost. It is also clear that the Chinese, having watched NASA’s successes, have embarked on a very ambitious manned space program. Their expectation is for their space program to provide Chinese aerospace companies with the experience to challenge the USA’s leadership in commercial space and commercial aircraft.

Regulatory overlap prevents commercial spaceflight

Sterner, 10 – fellow at the George C. Marshall Institute, national security and aerospace consultant in Washington, DC. He has held senior Congressional staff positions as the lead Professional Staff Member for defense policy on the House Armed Services Committee (Eric, “Worthy of a Great Nation? NASA’s Change of Strategic Direction,” April,

http://www.marshall.org/pdf/materials/797.pdf)

A Congressional hearing revealed an already extant conflict over responsibilities between the Federal Aviation administration, which has legal responsibility for regulating commercial human spaceflight, and NASA, which is responsible for the safety of its astronauts.32 Given the nature of bureaucratic politics, it is quite likely that both agencies will impose different sets of standards on commercial human spaceflight service providers. Those regulatory burdens may well flow down to suborbital service providers as well, since NASA has raised the possibility of using those service providers to enable government research. A mature industry with a healthy demand for its services may be able to respond to and carry such burdens. The commercial human spaceflight industry, which is still in its infancy, may be stifled by them. Of equal concern, it should be noted that the Congress imposed several non-mission related requirements on Constellation, such as maintaining the workforce and using as much shuttle-heritage hardware as possible. These kinds of requirements do not usually contribute to performance or cost-effectiveness, but serve other legitimate public policy goals. There is some indication that leading members of Congress will seek to impose them on the commercial industry if the industry becomes the primary means of carrying Americans to orbit.33

***NEGATIVE

Constellation fails

Constellation was a failure – over budget, behind schedule, and lacking in innovation

Ly 5-26 (Len, Senior staff reporter for the USC Annenberg School for Communication and Journalism Newspaper, “NASA Decides on Human Deep Space Vehicle”, http://www.neontommy.com/news/2011/05/nasa-decides-human-deep-space-vehicle)

Constellation, started under George W. Bush's presidency, was to establish a human colony on the moon by 2020 in preparation for missions to Mars. The program was developing the next generation of NASA spacecraft―Orion, the Ares 1 rocket to launch Orion and the Ares V rocket to launch cargo-- to succeed the space shuttle program. Elements of Apollo-and-shuttle-period technologies were used in Constellation. * President Barack Obama canceled Constellation last year in his fiscal 2011 budget request to Congress. Based on an independent panel's review, the program was determined “over budget, behind schedule, and lacking in innovation” and “had drawn funding away from other NASA programs.” Instead, the budget called for investments that would “significantly lower operation costs” and potentially take humans “farther and faster into space.” Central to that approach was NASA would partner with the private sector in a fundamentally new way: In the post-shuttle era, commercial vehicles would be the primary mode of crew transportation to and from the International Space Station, a laboratory in low-Earth orbit.

Constellation tech fails. 

Foust, aerospace analyst, journalist and publisher, 09 (January 12, Jeff “A final defense of Constellation”, “The Space Review”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1285/1)
Since then, NASA has made steady progress with Constellation, letting contracts for all the elements of the Ares 1 launch vehicle and Orion spacecraft, and more recently beginning the early stages of the same process with the Ares 5 heavy-lift launcher and Altair lunar lander. However, Constellation has not been without its critics. Some raise technical concerns about the current system, particularly the Ares 1, while others argue that alternative architectures would be faster, less expensive, and/or safer than the current approach (see “Staying the course in a sea of change”, The Space Review, December 22, 2008). And, if anything, this drumbeat of criticism has gotten louder, not softer, in the last year.
Accelerating Constellation is technologically impossible.

Foust, aerospace analyst, journalist and publisher, 08 (December 22, Jeff, “Staying the course in a sea of change”, “The Space Review”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1275/1)

Accelerating Constellation

Another key issue facing Constellation has been the extended gap between the shuttle’s retirement in 2010 and Constellation’s introduction into service, now planned for late 2014. How much that gap can be shortened, and at what cost, has been the subject of intense scrutiny, including at NASA.

Jeff Hanley, Constellation program manager, said in an interview with The Space Review last week that the agency had recently completed a study led by Ralph Roe, director of the NASA Engineering and Safety Center (NESC), and including the deputies for all the line organizations within Constellation, to study various options for accelerating the Ares 1/Orion initial operating capability (IOC).

The first part of the study was to look at the shortcomings in the current plan that could prevent the planned IOC of September 2014. “That will require more money to go to that more robust plan to achieve the September 2014 date, on the order of a couple of billion dollars,” Hanley said. Moving the IOC back to the previous IOC date of September 2013, he added, would not cost much additional money: about $2.5 billion over the next two years. He added, though, that the September 2013 date is “very success oriented, but not un-executable.”

A third option the study examined was to further accelerate IOC to March 2013. “Based on where we’re at today, and what it takes to develop these very complex systems—the rocket, the spacecraft, and all the ground and mission systems—that accelerating that much is just technically not possible,” Hanley said.

Constellation fails
Constellation cancellation leads NASA back to its roots of innovation 

Mervis 10 (Jeffrey, deputy news editor for Science magazine, “Science Spared From Domestic Spending Freeze—for Now”, Science AAS Journal, http://www.sciencemag.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/327/5966/628.full?maxtoshow=&HITS=10&hits=10&RESULTFORMAT=&author1=Mervis&title=Science+Spared+From+Domestic+Spending+Freeze+for+Now&andorexacttitle=or&searchid=1&FIRSTINDEX=0&volume=327&firstpage=628&resourcetype=HWCIT)

What's not to like? Despite his pledge to freeze domestic discretionary spending in an attempt to shrink a $1.6 trillion deficit, President Barack Obama has asked Congress to boost science spending next year across the federal government. The request is part of the president's $3.8 trillion budget blueprint for 2011. Although Congress is certain to revise that plan as the year unfolds, for the time being agency heads are crowing. “I have to admit that right now, I'm not feeling a lot of pain,” says Arden Bement, director of the National Science Foundation (NSF), which would receive a boost of more than 7%, to $7.42 billion. What sold especially well this year was the argument that more research and a larger scientific workforce are long-range solutions to the country's dismal 10% unemployment rate. “We're overjoyed with the budget,” says Patrick Gallagher, director of the National Institute of Standards and Technology, which is slated for a 7.5% increase, to $922 million. “It shows that science and technology are really viewed through an economic lens.” An emphasis on jobs explains in part the boost for clean energy research programs at the Department of Energy (DOE), efforts meant to move the nation toward a low-carbon economy. In step with that goal, climate change also remains a priority for the Administration, which proposed a 21% hike in global climate research across eight agencies as well as a major realignment of Earth-observing satellite programs (see sidebar). The budget also takes a new view of human space exploration. The president has proposed a major reshuffling that turns the agency away from a program launched by President George W. Bush that was to have returned humans to the moon by 2020. The new policy has an unspecified target and timetable; in the meantime, however, it slashes more than $1.2 billion from space operations. In contrast, NASA's science directorate would receive a $540 million increase in 2011. “This brings NASA back to its roots as an engine of innovation,” says Sally Ride, the first U.S. woman in space and a member of an external commission that seemed to favor such a redirection. 

Cancelling Constellation frees up money for science and new technology

Mervis 10 (Jeffrey, deputy news editor for Science magazine, “Science Spared From Domestic Spending Freeze—for Now”, Science AAS Journal, http://www.sciencemag.org.proxy.lib.umich.edu/content/327/5966/628.full?maxtoshow=&HITS=10&hits=10&RESULTFORMAT=&author1=Mervis&title=Science+Spared+From+Domestic+Spending+Freeze+for+Now&andorexacttitle=or&searchid=1&FIRSTINDEX=0&volume=327&firstpage=628&resourcetype=HWCIT
NASA: The White House has eliminated the Constellation program—a $3.5-billion-a-year initiative aimed at building rockets, spacecraft, and other systems for the moon mission. Although the moon mission would be zeroed out under the Administration's proposal, NASA's overall budget would increase by $6 billion over the next 5 years, including a $300 million rise to $19 billion in 2011. NASA officials say Constellation's end could accelerate space exploration by freeing up money for science and letting the private sector take the lead in developing new technologies. The Augustine commission found that “key milestones” of Constellation “were slipping, and that the program would not get us back to the moon in any reasonable time or within any affordable cost,” explained NASA Administrator Charles Bolden Jr. at a media briefing. 

Constellation fails

Constellation failed, it couldn’t meet the tech requirements

Spencer, 10 – spacecraft engineer (Harry, New Scientist, “NASA moon plan was an illusion, wrapped in denial,” 2/11, http://www.newscientist.com/article/dn18515-nasa-moon-plan-was-an-illusion-wrapped-in-denial.html

Exploring with robots looks cheaper only because we set our expectations so much lower. Bolder goals need humans on the scene. Nevertheless, I'm not shedding tears for Constellation. Why not? Because it wasn't going to get us there.
First, it probably wasn't going to work. Even so early in its life, the programme was already deep into a death spiral of "solving" every problem by reducing expectations of what the system would do. Actually reaching the moon would probably have required a major redesign, which wasn't going to be funded.

Second, even if all went as planned, there was a money problem. As theAugustine committee noted, Constellation was already underfunded, and couldn't ever get beyond Earth orbit without a big budget increase. Which didn't seem too likely.

Finally, and most important, even if Constellation was funded and worked ... so what? The programme was far too tightly focused on repeating Apollo, which was pointless: we already did Apollo! Early ideas of quickly establishing a permanent lunar base had already been forgotten. Constellation was going to deliver exactly what Apollo did: expensive, brief, infrequent visits to the moon. That was all it was good for.

Sure, there were hopes that Constellation's systems could later be adapted to support more ambitious goals. But Apollo had those hopes too. It didn't work in 1970, and it wasn't going to work in 2020.

The demise of Constellation is not the death of a dream. It's just the end of an illusion.

AT: Space development advantage
Commercial launch providers are creating heavy lift systems now

Stout 9 - Researcher and Analyst at the National Space Studies Center, Air University (Mark, “U.S. Space Leadership: Reverting to the Mean?”, The Wright Stuff, 10/29, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/nssc/op-ed/american_spacepower_reverting_to_the_mean.pdf)

Is there anything that can save us from reverting to the mean? In the long term--50 years or more--maybe not. However, if things are to improve in the next five years, it is almost certain to be caused by market-based competition from U.S. launch systems like SpaceX’s Falcon 9 or Orbital Sciences’ Taurus 2 launch vehicles, or OSC’s Peacekeeper ICBM-derived Minotaur 4 and 5 launch vehicles. These systems, using old-school rocketry like Falcon 9’s RP-1 (kerosene that’s been space-rated) and liquid oxygen burning engines and using similar proven concepts like recycling existing ICBM components a la the legacy Delta, Atlas, and Titan programs have an excellent chance to get our national space launch efforts back on a more affordable footing. While improvements in U.S. launch programs alone won’t preserve our space leadership, they are an essential and compelling starting point to do just that.

Commercial space development increasing now

Foust, 11 – editor of the Space Review (Jeff, “Space challenges for 2011,” The Space Review, 1/3, 
http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1752/1
Developing commercial human spaceflight

Last year was, in some respects, something of a breakthrough year for commercial human spaceflight. While there were no commercial human missions in 2010—not even a space tourist flying on a Soyuz mission to the ISS—much of the policy and technical groundwork was laid to enable such missions, most visibly with the successful flight of SpaceX’s Falcon 9 launch vehicle and Dragon spacecraft. By the end of 2010 several companies, including established firms like Boeing, Orbital Sciences, and United Launch Alliance, had formally expressed their interest in developing commercial crew transportation systems.

Like 2010, the coming year is unlikely to see commercial human missions, at least to orbit, but it will solidify the foundations upon which the efforts will be built. In the spring NASA is expected to make a new round of Commercial Crew Development (CCDev) awards to support work on various technologies and systems needed for such vehicles. SpaceX is scheduled to make its next COTS Falcon 9/Dragon launch later this year, approaching and potentially even berthing with the International Space Station, demonstrating the capabilities required to deliver cargo to the station—a key step towards human spaceflight. Orbital Sciences is also scheduled to make the inaugural launch of its Taurus 2 rocket and Cygnus cargo spacecraft this year, although it appears that effort is separate from its crew transportation proposals, which involve a lifting body vehicle launched on an EELV-class booster.

Global commercial space activity is increasing

Pulham, 11 – CEO of the Space Foundation (Elliot, US Senate Testimony, 5/18, http://commerce.senate.gov/public/?a=Files.Serve&File_id=5d3fad1f-2ed9-4b52-8bec-7ab618108605)

Additionally, more countries are becoming involved in space or are revitalizing dormant space programs, with Australia, South Africa and Iran as recent examples. In many cases, these space actors are incorporating a deliberate commercial element in their space programs that targets economic development and technology creation.

AT: Space development advantage

Commercial space innovation is driving economic growth

Pulham, 11 – CEO of the Space Foundation (Elliot, US Senate Testimony, 5/18, http://commerce.senate.gov/public/?a=Files.Serve&File_id=5d3fad1f-2ed9-4b52-8bec-7ab618108605)
Space as an Economic Engine

Space products and services are an integral part of daily life, expanding each year into new areas of human activity. In one dramatic example, space technology and expertise helped to ensure the survival and rescue of a group of Chilean miners trapped underground. This experience was but a single instance of how the knowledge gained from human activity in the challenging environment of space can be applied to life on Earth. In more commonplace situations, new space applications are helping people communicate with each other and access entertainment as they travel by ground, sea or air. Satellite-enabled Internet connections are becoming commonplace as airlines outfit their fleets with the latest equipment. Navigation applications for cell phones can combine input from built-in cameras and GPS chips, enabling users to view directions as an overlay on an image of their surroundings. GPS tracking systems installed on racecars 4 allow people playing computer games to participate in virtual competitions against professional drivers during real racing events. Whether during work or leisure hours, most people reap the benefits of space systems and technology as an integral part of their daily lives.

The commercial sector continues to incorporate space technology both in its manufacturing processes and in its products. The glass manufacturing industry is incorporating techniques used in the analysis of data from the Hubble Space Telescope and the semiconductor industry is creating more powerful microchips using technology developed for building ESA’s XMM-Newton X-ray observatory. Consumers can purchase clothing made from textiles originally developed for use by astronauts or have their hair styled with tools that smooth and soften hair using nano-ceramic technology developed by NASA. Not only does space contribute to the wealth of products available to consumers, it also enables companies to estimate consumer activity by observing the ebb and flow of customer traffic in the parking lots of retailers by means of satellite imagery.
Heavy lift launchers cost more overall because of higher development costs

Bonin, 11 – aerospace engineer and co-founder of Consortium Technologies, LLC, a Virginia-based company developing innovative technologies for both terrestrial and space-based applications (Grant, The Space Review, “Human spaceflight for less: the case for smaller launch vehicles, revisited,” 6/6, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1861/1)

Is heavy lift necessary?

I’ve presented a case against heavy-lift launch vehicles before in this publication (see “The case for smaller launch vehicles in human space exploration (part 1)” and “The case for smaller launch vehicles in human space exploration (part 2)”, The Space Review, January 3 and 9, 2006). Aside from the political benefit of a shuttle-derived HLV (where the word “benefit” is used dubiously), the typical (non-nostalgic) arguments presented in favor of heavy-lift boosters usually revolve around payload efficiency and simplicity.

Heavy-lift proponents argue that HLVs are more efficient in terms of the cost per kilogram of payload delivered to orbit (since larger launch vehicles require less mass per unit payload). In terms of the marginal cost per kilogram, this should technically be correct—but only if there are no large fixed or capital costs to amortize. Unfortunately, because larger rockets tend to require significant capital investments, they also tend to have large development costs that must be remunerated over the life of the vehicle. Heavy-lift boosters also require large assembly, integration, and launch infrastructure, as well as large full-time support staff. These represent extremely large fixed costs, which also must be amortized over the vehicle’s use. This is the key issue: because the heavy-lift rocket will typically have a low flight rate (likely on the order of once per year), the HLV will have to pass its entire operating costs into the price of a small number of launches, in addition to a large fraction of its development cost. Thus, the net cost per kilogram will tend to be quite high.

AT: Space development advantage

Economies of scale are achieved by launch rate – heavy lift requires fewer launches and therefore increases costs

Bonin, 11 – aerospace engineer and co-founder of Consortium Technologies, LLC, a Virginia-based company developing innovative technologies for both terrestrial and space-based applications (Grant, The Space Review, “Human spaceflight for less: the case for smaller launch vehicles, revisited,” 6/6, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1861/1)

Indeed, it is incorrect to apply economies of scale to the size of a rocket. Instead, economies of scale are actually realized much more powerfully by increased flight rate. A smaller launch vehicle, with lower development costs and lower recurring costs, will reliably be cheaper on a cost per kilogram basis than a heavy-lift booster delivering the same payload, because the flight rate will be higher. If a prospective HLV were to enjoy a sufficiently high flight rate that its cost/flight approaches the marginal cost of the vehicle, then efficiencies of scale could be realized; but no one can envision a time in the future where this kind of HLV demand will exist. For large capital investments, high utilization is the key to reduced cost, and is also the key to operational experience, which also reduces cost and increases reliability even further.

Large workforce demands increase heavy lift costs

Bonin, 11 – aerospace engineer and co-founder of Consortium Technologies, LLC, a Virginia-based company developing innovative technologies for both terrestrial and space-based applications (Grant, The Space Review, “Human spaceflight for less: the case for smaller launch vehicles, revisited,” 6/6, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1861/1)

The size of the workforce required to support a heavy-lift booster is problematic for other reasons. With a large launch vehicle, manufactured and assembled by a large number of people at a large number of facilities across the country, there are a lot of people involved and a lot of exchanges between them to manage. This is a bad idea if you actually care about having an efficient, cost-effective operation. Every facility-to-facility exchange, every piece of hardware shipped intra-program increases the risk of something going wrong—a risk that usually demands increased management oversight and documentation to mitigate. In the interests of designing for cost, ideally a program should minimize the size of the team doing the work, locate them as centrally as practical to expedite and maximize clear communication, and minimize the burden of managing exchanges and interfaces. This is one of the enabling philosophies of small, low cost spacecraft. This also appears similar to the philosophies of SpaceX.

Heavy lift is unnecessary for low earth and near earth orbit – current launch vehicles solve better than NASA

Bonin, 11 – aerospace engineer and co-founder of Consortium Technologies, LLC, a Virginia-based company developing innovative technologies for both terrestrial and space-based applications (Grant, The Space Review, “Human spaceflight for less: the case for smaller launch vehicles, revisited,” 6/6, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1861/1)

Heavy lift certainly isn’t necessary for delivering hardware to low-Earth orbit, and existing launch vehicles are certainly equal to the task. SpaceX has demonstrated this with their inaugural Falcon 9 and Dragon flight. Orbital will hopefully follow suit with Taurus 2, designed to provide low-cost commercial resupply of the International Space Station. United Launch Alliance (and the companies that comprise that joint venture, Boeing and Lockheed Martin) been launching EELVs for many years now, and several initiatives funded under CCDev aim to develop new low-cost commercial crew transportation systems. While none of these have yet delivered a person to orbit or cargo to the ISS, there is certainly more cause for optimism here than with heavy lift. Several of the above launch vehicles are mature and flying. NASA, in contrast, hasn’t successfully built a launch vehicle in decades, let alone with a spec written by Congress.

Even for exploration missions, such as to near Earth asteroids, the Moon, or Mars, smaller launchers are similarly equal to the task, with the proviso that at least orbital rendezvous and docking is necessary. Fortunately, NASA has been doing rendezvous and docking for decades, and at this point can comfortably consider it something they’re good at.

AT: Space development advantage

Cancellation of funding for Constellations is key for the commercial space industry
Pelton 10 – Director, Space & Advanced Communications Research Institute, George Washington University (May 2010, Science Direct, Space Policy, Volume 26, Issue 2, “A new space vision for NASA-And for space entrepreneurs too?” Pages 78-80)

Some have suggested that President Barack Obama's cancellation of the unwieldy and expensive Project Constellation to send astronauts back to the Moon for a few exploratory missions was a blow to NASA and the start of the end of the US space program. The truth is just the reverse. Project Constellation, accurately described by former NASA Administrator Michael Griffin as “Apollo on Steroids” provided little new technology or innovation and had an astronomical price tag. It was clearly too much for too little. If the opportunity costs of Project Constellation are examined (i.e. if we think what could have been done with an extra $100 billion of space funds), dumping it defies argument.

With much less invested in a questionable Project Constellation enterprise we can do much more in space astronomy. We can invest more wisely in space science to learn more about the Sun, the Earth and threats from Near Earth Objects. David Thompson, Chairman and CEO of Orbital Sciences said the following in a speech that endorsed the new commercial thrust of the NASA space policies on Nine February 2010:

“Let us, the commercial space industry, develop the space taxis we need to get our Astronauts into orbit and to ferry those wanting to go into space to get to where they want to go. We are in danger of falling behind in many critical areas of space unless we shift our priorities” [10]. With a change in priorities we can deploy far more spacecraft needed to address the problems of climate change via better Earth observation systems. We can fund competitions and challenges to spur space entrepreneurs to find cheaper and better ways to send people into space. We can also spur the development of solar power satellites to get clean energy from the sun with greater efficiency. We can deal more effectively with finding and coping with “killer” asteroids and near earth objects. We may even find truly new and visionary ways to get people into space with a minimum of pollution and promote the development of cleaner and faster hypersonic transport to cope with future transportation needs.

The real key is to unlock the potential of commercial space initiatives while giving a very middle-aged NASA a new lease on life. Here are just some of the possibilities that are on the horizon of a revitalized commercial space industry.

AT: Industrial base advantage

No permanent job loss – cancellation sets the foundation for a stronger civilian industry

Rutherford 10 (Emelie, congressional reporter at Defense Daily with a graduate degree in print journalism at Boston University, “Obama Set To Sign NASA Plan That Keeps Some Constellation Aspects”, Lexis Nexis Academic, http://dl2af5jf3e.search.serialssolutions.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/?ctx_ver=Z39.88-2004&ctx_enc=info%3Aofi%2Fenc%3AUTF-8&rfr_id=info:sid/summon.serialssolutions.com&rft_val_fmt=info:ofi/fmt:kev:mtx:journal&rft.genre=article&rft.atitle=Obama+Set+To+Sign+NASA+Plan+That+Keeps+Some+Constellation+Aspects&rft.jtitle=Space+%26+Missile+Defense+Report&rft.au=Anonymous&rft.date=2010-10-11&rft.issn=1529-7209&rft.volume=33&rft.issue=21&rft.externalDBID=SMDF&rft.externalDocID=2165780641)
Overall, the NASA authorization bill lawmakers sent to Obama moves away from Constellation, but keeps alive aspects of it, including Orion. The legislation calls on NASA Administrator Charles Bolden to "continue the development of a multi-purpose crew vehicle to be available as soon as practicable, and no later than for use with (a new) Space Launch System." It adds: "The vehicle shall continue to advance development of the human safety features, designs, and systems in the Orion project." In addition, for the new heavy-lift rocket, the bill calls for building on working done on Ares I and the space shuttles that are being retired. The measure says Bolden should use, "to the extent practicable," "Ares 1 components that use existing United States propulsion systems, including liquid fuel engines, external tank or tank-related capability, and solid rocket motor engines; and...associated testing facilities, either in being or under construction as of the date of enactment of this Act." Some lawmakers who previously pushed back on Obama's controversial plan to cancel Constellation and instead invest in private companies to send astronauts to low-Earth orbit applauded the new bill, which is a compromise hashed out with the White House. Those former critics include Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-Utah). More than 1,600 people were laid off at ATK and other solid-rocket-motor companies in Utah after Obama called in February for eliminating Constellation. The "book is not closed on northern Utah's storied solid rocket motor industry," Hatch said after the House passed the NASA bill. "Though we will have hurdles to face in the future, the House passage of the Senate bill builds a foundation for the future of the civilian solid rocket motor industry in Utah," Hatch said in a statement. The bill includes language creating payload requirements for the heavy lift space-launch system that would nearly ensure Utah-built solid-rocket motors are used in them, Hatch said. The newly passed legislation has been touted by both Bolden and the Aerospace Industries Association. Constellation contracts will continue with the new fiscal year, because the FY '11 NASA appropriations bill has not yet been passed, Garver said. Contracts from FY '10 cannot be terminated and new programs cannot start until that legislation is signed into law.

Subsidizing the aerospace industry fails

Eric R. Sterner ‘10 Eric R. Sterner is a fellow at the George C. Marshall Institute, held senior staff positions on the House Armed Services and Science committees, and served in the office of the secretary of defense and as associate deputy administrator for policy and planning at NASA. William B. Adkins is president of Adkins Strategies, held a senior staff position on the House Science Committee and served at the Naval Research Laboratory and National Reconnaissance Office. “R&D Can Revitalize the Space Industrial Base”2/22 http://www.marshall.org/article.php?id=782
Furthermore, the space industrial base, particularly the second- and third-tier suppliers, has not been immune to the steady decline in the overall U.S. manufacturing base, which has been exacerbated by the recent economic downturn. Particular attention needs to be given to these lower-tier suppliers because that is often where unique, specialized skills reside.

It is tempting to throw money at these problems, but dollars will not solve them. Resources are clearly necessary, but not sufficient, for a healthy space industrial base. Today, the United States often spreads the funding available around industry to protect as many jobs and heritage capabilities as possible, but such subsidies represent a hollow approach. “Keep alive” funding will not revitalize industry; it only promotes stagnation.
AT: Industrial base advantage

Alt causes to aerospace decline—military cuts, oil prics, and economic downturn

Investment Weekly News 6/25   (6/25/2011,  Investment Weekly News, “Aerospace and Defense; Aerospace Industry to Be 'Squeezed' by Steep Ramp-up in Commercial and Continued Cuts in Defense, According to AlixPartners Study”, p.15, ProQuest, FS)

There is significant risk, says the study, that commercial-sector suppliers will not be able to keep up with aggressive new manufacturing demands and will be challenged by: capacity constraints of their own (Tier-2 and Tier-3) suppliers that have under-invested in capability development; specialty raw-materials shortages (e.g., carbon fiber and titanium fasteners); and ongoing supply-chain delays and shortages resulting from the disaster in Japan.

"The aerospace supply chain was basically decimated by the economic downturn, as even sold orders were put on hold or otherwise put in a lumpy, stop-and-go mode," said David Wireman, director in AlixPartners' Aerospace and Defense Practice. "From all indications, that supply chain is not at all prepared for steep commercial ramp-up curve that lies ahead, and production constraints are a very real possibility." Defense Sector But while demand on the commercial-aircraft side looks strong, defense, globally, looks to be weakening. According to the study, U.S. defense spending is expected to decrease by at least 12.2% by 2013 and by 6.5% by 2016, while defense spending in Europe, already down 2.8% in 2010, is expected to continue to drop sharply in the coming years, led by the U.K.'s recent announcement of an 8% cut by 2015 and promised drops of up to 25% in smaller European nations.

As a result of these expected widespread cuts, says the study, defense priorities will shift toward extending the life of existing equipment, improving communication networks and investing more in weapons systems targeted at supporting today's more asymmetric warfare. However, says the study, the scale of these new investments will not be enough to make up for cutbacks in major-platform investments such as the F-35 fighter aircraft series built jointly by Lockheed Martin Corp., BAE Systems PLC and Northrop Grumman Corp., which has already experienced significant cuts in planned production numbers. In response to these kinds of cutbacks, the larger defense companies will need to pursue a more diverse business mix that will lead to partnerships, M&A and consolidation among smaller players as larger companies pursue new markets, the study says.

In sum, the study shows that both the commercial-aviation and defense industries face critical challenges that they will need to address. Key economic challenges will come from federal budget uncertainties, volatile fuel prices and new entrants into the few growing sectors of the industry. In particular, the recent volatility of oil prices, coupled with continued sluggish economies in the West, has made it hard to predict future industry trends. These factors are leading many aerospace and defense manufacturers, especially lower-tier suppliers, to delay investments, says the study.

"The aerospace and defense industry faces a very challenging next few years," said Fitzpatrick. "The simultaneous need for near flawless execution on the commercial side and belt-tightening on the defense side, plus the need to deal with supply-chain challenges across the board while also seizing M&A opportunities will push management capabilities to the extreme." M&A Outlook Driven by supply-chain pressures in commercial and budget cuts in defense, the pace of mergers and acquisitions in the aerospace industry is expected to rebound in the next few years. In addition, it finds, low valuations today across the industry, with multiples generally below 10 times earnings before depreciation and taxes, have made deals look far more palatable.

Multiple alt causes to aerospace decline—regulations, gridlock, international back lash

Marburger 1—director of White House Office of Science and Technology Policy, Presentation to the Commission on the Future of the United States Aerospace Industry

(11/27/01, John Marburger, “The Future Belongs to The Mobile”,  http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=7179 , FS)

Even prior to September 11th, however, the United States faced serious challenges in these areas:

•our air traffic system - based on 1960's technology and management ideas - was approaching gridlock, 

•needed, but ever tightening environmental requirements on noise and emissions were limiting world-wide flight operations and creating international conflict, 

•our aerospace market leadership was being challenged as an explicit goal of foreign competitors, 

•and our country's investments in long-term aeronautics and space research and development were shrinking rapidly, threatening a crisis in the industry's ability to attracting trained and talented human capitol. 

AT: Leadership advantage
Constellation won’t restore space leadership.

Handberg, Professor and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of Central Florida, 11 (April 25, Roger, “Post-Constellation blues”, “The Space Review”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1620/2)

Taking another pathway to the future is disturbing when you have a particular model of how to do human exploration in your head.

What is happening now is that the United States is being forced to adapt to a situation where it no longer dominates events at least until the United States returns to routine human spaceflight. The reality, not always understood, is that this situation would have arisen even if the Constellation program continued on its projected, albeit delayed, path. Regardless of President Obama’s choices, the US confronted a new situation due to the Constellation program’s failure to keep on track and on budget. Advocates ignore the reality that the bulk of Congress is not terribly driven or excited about the space program because its linkages to their constituents are not concrete and immediate. As a general proposition, most would support an American space program, but the reality is that support is not strong enough to drive them to significantly increase NASA’s budget without some greater sense of where the program is going. Prematurely killing the ISS was a perplexing decision from their perspective since NASA seemed to be throwing away a generation of its work and saying, in effect, “Let’s start over.” The Vision for Space Exploration in one sense was a clean-sheet concept despite the obvious carry forward aspects of the Apollo program, but Congress and the American people seem reluctant to start over without first exploiting what has taken several decades to build.

The lack of a cooperation plank in the plan means they are likely to inhibit cooperation.
Faith, independent technology consultant and Adjunct Fellow for Space Initiatives at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, 10 (April 26, G. Ryan, “President Obama’s Vision for Space Exploration (part 2)”,  “The Space Review”,  http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1616/1)
Further, by cooperating with the State Department, NASA could provide the United States government with a valuable and visible soft-power tool, broadening the political support for space exploration within the US. Granted, this could be rather more difficult than would be the case in something more concrete like the ISS or the establishment of a lunar base, owing to the inherent vagueness of the proposed Flexible Path architecture framework. President Obama did (and still does) have the opportunity to engage foreign leadership at the highest levels to pursue international cooperation, as President Reagan did with his Space Station Freedom project. However, having failed to include strong international language in the rollout of his proposal, and having lost the opportunity for engagement during the rollout of his policy, current trends suggest that it is unlikely that the President Obama will pursue cooperation at this level in the near future.

Obama won’t pursue international cooperation

G. Ryan Faith ’10  G. Ryan Faith is an independent technology consultant and Adjunct Fellow for Space Initiatives at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, (CSIS). “President Obama’s Vision for Space Exploration (part 2)” 4/26 http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1616/1
Essentially, President Obama’s plan resets NASA to the period immediately following the unveiling of President Bush’s Vision for Space Exploration in 2004, walking back from most of the major elements of the ESAS architecture developed by the previous NASA administrator, Michael Griffin. As stated earlier, the merit of resetting the ESAS architecture and discarding most of the Constellation program will doubtless provide the fodder for many heated space policy debates in future. Likewise, neither this nor the previous presidential plan seemed to be particularly interested in learning how to most effectively leverage international cooperation to help NASA meet its exploration objectives.

AT: Leadership advantage

Obama space policy maintains US leadership at lower cost.

Faith, independent technology consultant and Adjunct Fellow for Space Initiatives at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, 10 (April 26, G. Ryan, “President Obama’s Vision for Space Exploration (part 2)”, “The Space Review”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1616/1)

 On April 15th President Obama outlined the administration’s new plan for civil space exploration in a speech at the Kennedy Space Center. This article is part 2 of an analysis of the President’s announcement. The first part of the analysis discussed the cancellation and modification of the previous crew and cargo transportation efforts and the extent to which these changes represent a fundamental shift in the US approach to civil space exploration.

President Obama’s new policy reflects the findings of the Review of US Human Space Flight Plans Committee (also known as the Augustine Committee). The Augustine Committee found that the Constellation program was over budget and behind schedule, although the extent to which this is either a result of underfunding and the normal teething pains associated high technology procurement, or is symptomatic of poor technological decisions, is beyond the scope of this article. What is clear is that interactions among the White House, Congress, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), and NASA tightened the program’s time and cost constraints, making it ultimately unsustainable politically and programmatically. Although President Obama’s new plan represents a sharp departure from the Constellation program, begun under the previous administration, the new policy follows much of the same thinking that appears in President Bush’s 2004 Vision for Space Exploration.

President Obama’s new plan modifies President Bush’s Vision for Space Exploration (VSE) by changing the approach to crew and cargo transportation to low Earth orbit (LEO). In the previous plan, NASA was to develop its own crew transportation system, comprised of two different rockets and a crew capsule, to send astronauts to LEO, including to the International Space Station (ISS). The capsule component would be augmented over time to provide a deep space transportation capability. Simultaneously, commercial transportation capabilities would be allowed to evolve, eventually taking over responsibility for crew transportation to LEO. The plan announced by President Obama makes reliance on commercial transportation of crew to LEO the primary plan, while retaining a secondary NASA-developed crew capability by pursuing the immediate development of an “Orion-lite” lifeboat that would be launched as an unmanned vehicle but could return crew from the ISS to Earth. The Orion-lite could, in addition to being evolved for deep-space travel, also be modified to transport crew to LEO, in the event that commercial systems are not able to meet that need.

The new space exploration policy also stops development of the previously proposed heavy-lift vehicle, and delays final decisions on the design and development of a future heavy-lift vehicle until 2015. Under the previous architecture, existing equipment and designs would be evolved, leading to the development of a heavy-lift vehicle that would become operational in the latter half of this decade. In response to the growing costs and technical difficulties associated with the previous launch vehicle design, the new plan calls for several years of technology development followed by a reexamination of an exploration heavy-lift strategy. President Obama’s plan calls for the development of a number of specific space exploration technologies, in contrast to the previous approach of letting NASA’s architecture decisions drive technology development. The array of technologies mentioned in the new plan include on-orbit refueling, closed-loop life support systems, and in situ resource utilization—all of which are technologies that should, at least in the long-term, reduce the operational costs associated with maintaining a human spaceflight program.

AT: Leadership advantage

Space cooperation doesn’t spill over

Oberg, 5 - 22-year veteran of NASA mission control. He is now a writer and consultant in Houston (James, “The real lessons of international cooperation in space,” the Space Review, 7/18, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/413/1)

The future role of international partners in American projects under development is only now being assessed, and a cold-blooded assessment of costs versus benefits needs to be made, independent of feel-good boasts from space pilots. Partnerships do seem to give projects political (and budgetary) credibility within each nation, and they do force open windows of contacts so that countries don’t succumb to fearful misinterpretations of each other’s intentions and capabilities.

Teaming arrangements have given some nations critical supporting roles on the major programs in the US and Russia, and one of the best examples are the robot arms supplied to the space shuttle and to the ISS by Canada. European equipment has significantly enhanced scientific benefits from shuttle flights.

But for the biggest promises often touted for the “grand alliance” of the US and Russia, the scorecard is much less clear-cut. Having the Russians along was supposed to make the project cheaper, but it cost more to build the proper international interfaces. Launching all components into a northerly orbit accessible from Russia increased the space transportation cost by billions of dollars.

Nor did the Russian presence make the project faster, better, or safer, as it turned out. NASA was supposed to “learn from the immense body of Russian experience”, but it seems they never did—they just flew their missions and learned the necessary lessons directly. Repeated inquiries to NASA to specify things that had been learned exclusively from Russian experience have resulted in a pitiful short list of trivial “lessons”.

It can even be argued that the most important lessons learned were harmful. On Shuttle-Mir, NASA watched space crews dodge death on almost a monthly basis and may have subconsciously absorbed the lesson that since nobody had actually died, you could get sloppy with safety reviews and it wouldn’t ever bite you. They should have known better—and for most of its glorious history, NASA did know better—but the gradual degradation of NASA’s “safety culture” that led to the Columbia disaster was developing during the same years as Shuttle-Mir missions were flying. Dodge enough bullets (as the crew of Mir did in those days), they may have figured, and it proves you’re bulletproof forever.

As far as “not speaking about politics”, that may be an acceptable rule in the narrow theater of spacecraft operations, but it is not a technique that can be generalized to apply to international partnerships as a whole. There, national policy requires a relationship with moral law as well as amoral “realpolitik”. There are plenty of regimes that the US simply would not partner with in the 1980s and 1990s, and for similar reasons, will not partner with today.

Russia and the United States, and the world’s other spacefaring nations, will be conducting complex and challenging space missions in decades to come. Some efforts will be in parallel, some will be united, and some will be completely unrelated to each other. Strategists have a lot of information to base their choices on, except for one type of useless advice: they should smile when the old spacemen talk to them, and listen politely to their opinions, and applaud them, and then disregard them as soon as they’ve left the room.

Space cooperation reflects greater relations – it doesn’t cause them

Oberg, 5 - 22-year veteran of NASA mission control. He is now a writer and consultant in Houston (James, “The real lessons of international cooperation in space,” the Space Review, 7/18, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/413/1)

NASA’s chief astronaut during the Shuttle-Mir program in the mid-1990s, Charles Precourt, was even more enthusiastic about the practical benefit of space friendship. It will, he wrote for a NASA history book on the project, “provide the psychological impetus for politicians to force themselves to find an agreement to disputes that otherwise they wouldn’t.” This will happen, he believes, “because they’ll look up there and say, ‘Well, we have an investment in that, too. We have to keep this relationship going in a proper direction,’ rather than doing something rash.”

Again, this planet’s historical record is inconsistent with this interpretation, which seems to place the international space flights in the role of the cause, rather than the consequence, of improved international relations. ASTP could happen because it symbolized the success of Nixon’s policy of détente with the USSR (the policy came first). However, subsequent joint space projects were cancelled in the late 1970s by President Jimmy Carter (the man who had earlier warned about having “an inordinate fear of communism”) in response to Soviet aggression in Afghanistan and Africa.

The cooperation resumed only as the USSR was collapsing in the early 1990s. Shuttle-Mir and the critical role of Russia in the International Space Station were enabled by the rise of a freer, more democratic Russian society, not by inertia from decades-old space handshakes.

Even if Apollo-Soyuz had never happened, Shuttle-Mir (in some form) would have become possible in the political context of the early 1990s, and both countries’ space teams would have found a way to proceed to the space dockings with little additional effort, even without any historical precedents. Alternately, with Apollo-Soyuz as historical fact, a surviving Soviet regime—with its political repressions, imperialistic client states, massive nuclear and conventional strike forces, and soul-killing society of deception—would never have been given veto power over the centerpiece of Western human space flight, the space station.

So where does this leave the space handshakers? Well, like the robin who may think its song ushers in the spring, or the rooster who thinks he commands the sun to rise, a lot of spacemen in Russian and in America enjoy recalling their roles—honorable ones, to be sure—in carrying out such a mission. If they want to think their flight caused the international thaws rather than merely reflected them, they’ve earned the right to their point of view—just as sober historians, practical politicians, and sensible space buffs have the right to gently refuse to believe them.
AT: Leadership advantage
Space cooperation doesn’t affect relations and escalates costs

Oberg, 9 - 22-year veteran of NASA mission control. He is now a writer and consultant in Houston (James, “The problems with “The Future of Human Spaceflight”,” The Space Review, 1/5, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1278/1)

One significant contribution to this cosmonautical cornucopia comes from the MIT Space, Policy, and Society Research Group, titled “The Future of Human Spaceflight”. With an impressive list of contributors and coordinated by lead author David Mindell, the 15-page report is a preview of some much longer treatments to be published in coming months.

There is a lot to like in this report. It stresses the need for both basic science research in space and technology development to lay groundwork for future capabilities for more ambitious goals. Its attempt to define a logical metric of “goodness” for space policy vis-à-vis well-defined goals is a worthy effort. Both its broad perspectives and some specific recommendations are of great value.

But on the bigger policy picture, it promotes some non-historic and deeply troubling myths of space policy that have led to grief in the past and, if accepted for future decisions, could serve as a roadmap for frustration and disaster.

First, it falls for the classic wish-fulfillment fantasy that playing nice together in space—forming partnerships on significant space projects—can actually compel terrestrial nations to become more friendly to each other despite deep-seated conflicting goals. Second, the report promotes the view that the cost of large space projects can only be afforded if they are shared by an international alliance—contrary to all experience, including that of the ISS, that splitting national responsibilities for integrated projects makes them more expensive, not less. And thirdly, it promotes a dangerously diversionary and dead-ended theory for the root cause of space disasters such as the loss of the shuttle Columbia and its crew: that there was just not enough money, a factor that can easily be fixed by budgetary largesse. Using such views as foundations for policy decisions in the coming years can only result in more waste, more losses, and a lot more tears.

There are also lesser issues, which can be dealt with in a follow-on review. Fundamentally, the sense of the report remains torn between opposing goals: using space in the “best interest of the United States”, and using space in the best interests of the world as a whole. While not a zero-sum game, “space leadership” does tend to benefit those who have it over those who do not, mainly in curtailing options to the secondary players and compelling dependent status on them for important space functions (think GPS). And while selling a policy aimed at benefiting the paying country (the US) may have domestic political value, too nationalistic a sales job at home could make selling it to potential partners more awkward.

Internationalism does appear to be the report’s preference, and in particular, expanded national partnerships on joint projects. But to argue for this strategy, the report utilizes some highly questionable “history” when it asserts: “Human spaceflight is sufficiently difficult and expensive that international collaboration may be the only way to accomplish certain goals… International partnerships in human spaceflight represent the best use of science and technology to… bring nations together around common values, hence they are a primary objective.”

This statement is not a conclusion of analysis, but is a simple declarative fiat, a strategy not chosen on any rational balancing of plus and minus arguments. It represents dogma, not debate, so as a foundation for future space policy decisions, it has no more gravitas than any whim or wish of past policy proposals.

This is worrisome because the stated historical background to this view is slanted. The example given, Apollo-Soyuz, allegedly occurred “at a time of tension between the nations”, but was “an effective instrument of global diplomacy.” This interpretation is, at best, silly, and at worst, 180 degrees away from reality. The Apollo-Soyuz followed, and did not cause, a period of US-Soviet diplomatic relaxation, and even as the mission occurred in mid-1975 the world was moving into renewed tensions over Soviet military adventurism in Africa and Afghanistan. Moves that led even a president such as Jimmy Carter (who had started out warning against “an inordinate fear of communism”) ordering that ASTP follow-on missions such as a Shuttle-Salyut docking be rejected. Diplomatic tensions ultimately faded, and Russian joined the existing International Space Station partnership, not because of any symbolic space feel-goodness but only after a fundamental shift in the Moscow regime.

It’s not surprising that NASA likes to boast of how Apollo-Soyuz laid the groundwork for ending the Cold War (see “The real lessons of international cooperation in space”, The Space Review, July 18, 2005). Every rooster likes to think it brings the sun up; every robin enjoys the idea that its song brings the spring. Delusional self-aggrandizement such as these words from a NASA astronaut in 1998 after his third visit to the Mir space station typify the mindset:

So I just think that the fact that we’re cooperating with so many countries, eventually perhaps on the new Space Station, it will provide the psychological impetus for politicians to force themselves to find an agreement to disputes that otherwise they wouldn’t, because they’ll look up there and say, “Well, we have an investment in that, too. We have to keep this relationship going in a proper direction,” rather than doing something rash. So I think it’s the right way to do business.

The man was a highly competent astronaut and totally trustworthy at the controls of the space shuttle. But to allow him and those who think like him anywhere near the controls of diplomacy would be an enormous mistake.

1NC Political Capital link

Expanding Constellation is perceived as controversial new spending
Handberg, 11 - Professor and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of Central Florida (Rodger, “Small ball or home runs: the changing ethos of US human spaceflight policy,” The Space Review, 1/17, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1759/1)

The US space program remained focused, not on duplicating Apollo, but on achieving another difficult goal such as going to Mars, a logical extension truly of the Apollo effort. Twice, the presidents Bush provided the presidential rationale, if not support, for achieving great things. The Space Exploration Initiative (SEI) in 1989 and the Vision for Space Exploration (VSE) in 2004 were announced with great fanfare but neither survived the realities of congressional and presidential budgeting. The VSE appeared on paper more realistic about funding, but its choices were draconian: the ISS and space shuttle were both to be sacrificed on the altar of the new program. The earlier SEI died quickly, so hard choices were not required, while the VSE in the form of the Constellation Program lingers on although its effective demise appears certain. The Obama Administration prefers another approach while the new Congress is likely more hostile to big ticket discretionary spending. If the Tea Party faction in the Republican House caucus means what it says, the future for Constellation or any other similar program is a dim one.

The reality is that the Apollo program, the SEI, and the VSE are examples in space terms of the home run approach. Such efforts confront the cruel but obvious reality that the human spaceflight program is considered by the public and most of Congress to be a “nice to have,” but not a necessity when compared to other programs or national priorities. Congressional support is narrow and constituency-driven (i.e. protect local jobs), which means most in Congress only support the space program in the abstract. Big ticket items or programs are not a priority for most, given other priorities. What happens is what can be loosely termed normal politics: a situation where human spaceflight remains a low priority on the national agenda. Funding for bold new initiatives is going to be hard to come by even when the economy recovers and deficits are under control. The home run approach has run its course at least for a time; now the small ball approach becomes your mantra.
2NC Funding Unpopular Congress

Rhetorical support for Constellation doesn’t translate into budgetary support

Delgado, 11 - Space Policy Institute, George Washington University (Laura, “When inspiration fails to inspire: A change of strategy for the US space program,” Space Policy 27 (2011) 94e98, Science Direct)

These challenges led the Augustine Committee in 2009 to conclude that the Constellation Program, the main component of the VSE, would not meet its requirements on time without a significant boost of resources [10], a point that led the Obama administration to eventually cancel it. During the summer of 2010, when the administration’s plans were being hotly debated, inspiration was yet again touted as a key issue. The administration’s proposal – which hinged on transforming NASA into a technology development and research agency and which transferred crew and cargo transport to the ISS, the commercial sector –was criticized for killing the space program, and relinquishing US leadership. It also called for ISS continuation past 2016, which, despite being widely supported, was still found uninspiring for some.

Interestingly enough, the reaction from Congress - although aggressive in changing key policy provisions - did not add one cent to this proposed budget, and instead kept it at $19 billion.5 In the context of economic challenges, members of Congress were hard put to argue for double digit increases for a space program that was vehemently defended as a way to keep America being the best. At the end of the day, with growing unemployment, a monstrous deficit, two seemingly never-ending wars, and a myriad of issues facing the country, arguments appealing to space for discovery, leadership, and prestige alone just do not cut it.

Congress opposes funding increases despite rhetorical support for space.
Handberg, Professor and Chair of the Department of Political Science at the University of Central Florida, 11 (April 25, Roger, “Post-Constellation blues”, “The Space Review”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1620/2)

Taking another pathway to the future is disturbing when you have a particular model of how to do human exploration in your head.

What is happening now is that the United States is being forced to adapt to a situation where it no longer dominates events at least until the United States returns to routine human spaceflight. The reality, not always understood, is that this situation would have arisen even if the Constellation program continued on its projected, albeit delayed, path. Regardless of President Obama’s choices, the US confronted a new situation due to the Constellation program’s failure to keep on track and on budget. Advocates ignore the reality that the bulk of Congress is not terribly driven or excited about the space program because its linkages to their constituents are not concrete and immediate. As a general proposition, most would support an American space program, but the reality is that support is not strong enough to drive them to significantly increase NASA’s budget without some greater sense of where the program is going. Prematurely killing the ISS was a perplexing decision from their perspective since NASA seemed to be throwing away a generation of its work and saying, in effect, “Let’s start over.” The Vision for Space Exploration in one sense was a clean-sheet concept despite the obvious carry forward aspects of the Apollo program, but Congress and the American people seem reluctant to start over without first exploiting what has taken several decades to build.

Support has shifted against the Constellation program
Morring 10 (June 28, Frank, “Heavy Lift Gains Support, But CR Remains Likely”, Lexis)

«I also am exploring the idea of authorizing a mechanism to provide long-term strategic guidance on human space flight,» he wrote.

Despite the coalescing support for a compromise that would allow NASA to terminate most of the Constellation Program in Fiscal 2011, a continuing dispute between Congress and the Obama administration over what can be done to terminate the program in the current Fiscal Year makes a compromise unlikely before the midterm elections this fall.
That increases the likelihood that NASA will be funded under a continuing resolution (CR) that extends current programs and funding levels beyond the end of this fiscal year on Sept. 30. And House Democrats, with an eye on both the federal deficit and the November elections, say they won’t adopt a budget resolution until after the midterm elections this fall, and will try to tighten spending below Obama’s budget requests as a general principle.

The White House, which already has asked all federal agencies—including NASA—to identify an additional 5% in spending cuts for its Fiscal 2012 budget planning, has added to the near-term squeeze on space spending by amending its Fiscal 2011 NASA request to shift $100 million from exploration to the Commerce and Labor departments to help shuttle and Constellation workers affected by the budget request find new work.

Congress opposes the plan

Smith, 11 – Space and Technology Policy Group, LLC, Arlington, VA, USA (Marcia, “President Obama’s National Space Policy: A change in tone and a focus on space sustainability,” Space Policy 27 (2011) 20-23, science direct)
Congress has not yet provided the funds necessary to implement the 2010 NASA Authorization Act. The US Congress has a very complex system for funding agencies that involves “authorizations” and “appropriations”. Authorization acts set policy and recommend funding, but do not actually provide any money. Money is provided to agencies only through the appropriations process. Congress has not passed any of the appropriations bills for FY2011, which began on 1 October 2010 [10]. The US government is currently operating on what is called a Continuing Resolution at FY2010 funding levels until 3 December 2010 and it would not be surprising if that gets extended into 2011. The Republican Party won control of the US House of Representatives in the November 2010 elections largely on promises to cut federal spending and tame the budget deficit. All government agencies, including NASA, are likely to have difficulty convincing Congress of the need for new, expensive programs.

2NC Funding Unpopular Congress
Congress likes spending cuts on space. 
Moskowitz 11 (April 15, Clara, “NASA's 2011 Budget Should Allow Flexibility Despite Cuts”, Space, http://www.space.com/11411-nasa-2011-budget-cuts-constellation-funding.html)
 A new federal spending bill represents a cut to NASA's funding, but a lessening of restrictions on how the agency spends that money for the rest of this year.

The new measure is a political compromise between democrats and republicans, and includes significant spending cuts in the 2011 federal budget. NASA will have to make do with about $18.5 billion, putting its budget roughly $240 million below last year's funding level.

Congress won’t support increasing NASA funding.
Dinerman, senior editor at the Hudson Institute’s New York branch, 11 (April 18, Taylor, “NASA’s continuing problems”, “The Space Review”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1824/1)

Liberty is hardly the only problem NASA is facing today. The agency is lucky that the GOP-controlled House of Representatives managed to cut only $250 million from its 2011 budget. After all NASA’s leaders have done nothing to convince the Republicans—or, for that matter, many Democrats—that they can be wise stewards of taxpayer money. They killed the Constellation Moon exploration program using dubious assumptions about future funding. They show no sign of being any better at keeping the costs of major space science programs like the James Webb Space Telescope or the Mars Science Laboratory under control than previous NASA administrators.

President Obama’s new plan to freeze annual NASA spending at $18.7 billion per year for the next five years may be the agency’s best case scenario. Instead of the Bush-era Constellation Moon-Mars program, NASA now has Obama’s goal of getting to a near Earth asteroid. Yet the new NASA proposal does not include any money for this specific mission.
Congress hates the expenses of the plan. 
Chang, science reporter for The New York Times, covering chemistry, geology, solid state physics, nanotechnology, Pluto, plague, 10 (May 26, Kenneth, “NASA Finds New Criticism and Skepticism Before Congress”, New York Times, Lexis)
Representative Bart Gordon of Tennessee, the Democrat who is chairman of the House Committee on Science and Technology, said Congress had still not been told enough to make informed decisions about the president’s plan to cancel the space agency’s Constellation program that would send astronauts back to the moon and turn, instead, to private companies for transportation into orbit.
“So far we have not seen any hard analysis from the administration that would give us confidence that it can be done for the amount budgeted,” he said.

In President Obama’s budget request for the 2011 fiscal year, which begins Oct. 1, he called the Constellation program too expensive. The spending request added $6 billion over five years to NASA’s budget, but the increase was directed to other areas of NASA like aeronautics research, climate research and robotic science missions.

In a speech last month, Mr. Obama described ambitious goals for NASA: to send astronauts to an asteroid by 2025 and then to Mars a decade later.

But Mr. Gordon noted that the administration’s budget projections for what would be spent through 2025 on human spaceflight were far below what a blue-ribbon panel said last year was necessary for any program sending astronauts beyond low Earth orbit.

“It does no good to cancel a program that the administration characterizes as ‘unexecutable’ if that program is simply replaced with a new plan that can’t be executed either,” Mr. Gordon said.

Additional turmoil surrounded the Constellation program on Wednesday when its program manager, Jeffrey M. Hanley, was removed. In an e-mail message to his team, he said NASA headquarters had told him his services “are no longer required, effective immediately.”

Plan unpopular---Congress loves to cut its funding. 
Morring 10 (June 14, Frank, “Space Policy Fight May Have No Winners This Year”, Lexis)

 There’s no joy in the U.S. space industry this summer, as the Obama administration and Congress skirmish over the proposal to kill NASA’s Constellation Program and follow the space shuttle with a fleet of commercial «space taxis» to take astronauts to the International Space Station (ISS).

Constellation contractors are losing a bitter game of legal hardball over congressional appropriations requirements that stipulate no Fiscal 2010 funds be spent to kill the program. But the so-called «merchant seven»—companies that have funding to pursue the commercial route—are nervous about the near-term prospects for their funding as well.

After conceding that the $2.5 billion in the Fiscal 2011 budget request for its own Constellation termination costs is «oversubscribed,» NASA bigwigs have been warning contractors that they, too, «must abide by provisions of their contracts with respect to termination costs,» in the words of NASA Administrator Charles Bolden.

In a letter to congressional leaders of both parties, Bolden argues that NASA cannot keep Constellation going because of restrictions in the Anti-Deficiency Act that prohibit agencies from spending money Congress has not appropriated. Claiming a $991-million shortfall in the overall $4.2-billion Fiscal 2010 Constellation appropriation, Bolden says NASA will focus Constellation spending on an ISS-lifeboat version of the Orion crew exploration vehicle, and the J-2X engine that would have powered the upper stage of its Ares I launcher. Otherwise, for Ares NASA «will provide no additional funding for the first-stage contract, descope remaining contracts, and reduce support contractor levels.»

Privatization CP solvency

Private companies are superior to NASA – Constellation debacle proves

Pelton, 10 - Space & Advanced Communications Research Institute, George Washington University (Joseph, “A new space vision for NASA - And for space entrepreneurs too?,” Space Policy, May, Science Direct)

NASA - now past 50 - is well into middle age and seemingly experiencing a mid-life crisis. Any honest assessment of its performance over the past two decades leads to the inexorable conclusion that it is time for some serious reviewdand even more serious reform. National U.S. Space Study Commissions have been recommending major reform for some years and ﬁnally someone has listened. President Obama has had the political and programmatic courage to make some serious shifts in how NASA does its business. It is no longer sufﬁcient to move some boxes around and declare this is the new and improved NASA.

One of the key messages from the 2004 Aldridge Commission report, which was quickly buried by NASA, was words to this effect: “Let enterprising space entrepreneurs do what they can do better than NASA and leave a more focused NASA do what it does best - namely space science and truly long range innovation” [1]. If one goes back almost 25 years to the Rogers Commission [2] and the Paine Commission [3] one can ﬁnd deep dissatisfaction with NASA productivity, with its handling of its various space transportation systems, and with its ability to adapt to current circumstances as well as its ability to embark on truly visionary space goals for the future. Anyone who rereads the Paine Commission report today almost aches for the vision set forth as a roadmap to the future in this amazing document. True there have been outstanding scientiﬁc success stories, such as the Hubble Telescope, but these have been the exception and not the rule.

The ﬁrst step, of course, would be to retool and restructure NASA from top to bottom and not just tweak it a little around the edges. The ﬁrst step would be to explore what space activities can truly be commercialized and see where NASA could be most effective by stimulating innovation in the private sector rather than undertaking the full mission itself. XPrize Founder Peter Diamandis has noted that we don't have governments operating taxi companies, building computers, or running airlines - and this is for a very good reason. Commercial organizations are, on balance, better managed, more agile, more innovative, and more market responsive than government agencies. People as diverse as movie maker James Cameron and Peter Diamandis feel that the best way forward is to let space entrepreneurs play a greater role in space development and innovation. Cameron strongly endorsed a greater role for commercial creativity in U.S. space programs in a February 2010 Washington Post article and explained why he felt this was the best way forward in humanity's greatest adventure: “I applaud President Obama's bold decision for NASA to focus on building a space exploration program that can drive innovation and provide inspiration to the world. This is the path that can make our dreams in space a reality” [4].

One of the more eloquent yet haunting calls for change came some six years ago. The occasion was when Space X founder Elon Musk testiﬁed before the US Senate in April, 2004 at a Hearing on The Future of Launch Vehicles:

“The past few decades have been a dark age for development of a new human space transportation system. One multi-billion dollar Government program after another has failed..When America landed on the Moon, I believe that we made a promise and gave people a dream. It seemed then that.someone who was not a billionaire, not an Astronaut with the “Right Stuff”, but just a normal person, might one day see Earth from space. That dream is nothing but broken disappointment today. If we do not now take action different from the past, it will remain that way” [5].

One might think that, since Musk was seeking to develop his own launch capability, he was exaggerating; but a review of the record suggests otherwise. Today nearly 25 years after the Rogers and Paine Commission reports that followed the Challenger disaster, we ﬁnd that the recommendations for NASA to develop a reliable and costeffective vehicle to replace the Shuttle is somewhere between being a disappointment and a ﬁasco. Billions of dollars have gone into various spaceplane and reusable launch vehicle developments by NASA over the past 20 years. Spaceplane projects have been started by NASA time and again amid great fanfare and major expectations and then a few years later either cancelled in failure or closed out with a whimper. The programs that NASA has given up on now include the Delta Clipper, the HL-20, X-33, the X-34, X-37, X-38, and X-43 after billions of US funds and billions more of private money have been sacriﬁced to the cause [6].

In the ﬁeld of space research NASA has a long and distinguished career. In the area of space transportation and space station construction its record over the past 30 years has largely been a record of failure. The Space Shuttle was supposed to have been an efﬁcient space truck that would ﬂy every two weeks and bring cargo to orbit at a fraction of the cost of early space transportation systems - perhaps a few thousand dollars per pound to low-Earth orbit. In fact, the fully allocated cost of the Shuttle is over $1 billion a ﬂight and it is by far the most expensive space transportation system ever. After the Columbia accident NASA spent years and billions more dollars to correct serious safety problems with the Space Shuttle and still was never able to fulﬁll the speciﬁc recommendations of the Columbia Accident Investigation Board. Yes, that's correct. After grounding the Space Shuttle for some 2.5 years (from February 2004 to August 2006) and expending $1.75 billion dollars in the wake of the CAIB report, NASA was not able to correct the identiﬁed problems and complete the tasks asked of it. Then, after the foam insulation problem re-emerged with Discovery and STS ﬂight 114, hundreds of millions more dollars were spent to solve the problem again, bringing the grand total to over $2 billion [7].

The ﬁrst rendition of a space station was scheduled during the Reagan years to have been completed in 1991 for several billions of dollars. The projected completion date extended to 1994 when the project was redesigned and it became the International Space Station (ISS). Today the ISS is not only late, but its total cost has ballooned to over $100 billion [8].

Project Constellation, with a projected cost of over $100 billion until its recent cancellation by President Obama, seemed to loom as an eerie repetition of the ISS - another mega-project always over budget, always late, and with constantly lowered expectations. Henry Spencer, writing for the New Scientist, has characterized Project Constellation as an “Illusion, Wrapped in Denial.” His speciﬁc observations about the NASA Moon/Mars program were as follows:

First, it probably wasn't going to work. Even so early in its life, the programme was already deep into a death spiral of “solving” every problem by reducing expectation of what the systems would do. Actually reaching the moon would probably have required a major redesign, which wasn't going to be funded [9].

Any private company with NASA's record on the Space Shuttle, the ISS deployment and spaceplane development, would have gone bankrupt decades ago. In all three cases the US Congress has been told by NASA essentially what it wanted to hear rather than the grim facts as to cost, schedule and performance. I personally remember when Congress was being told quite unbelievable things about the cost and expected performance of the Space Shuttle. We at Intelsat presented testimony that strongly contradicted NASA's statements on cost and performance.

There are dozens of examples of entrepreneurial space enterprises that have generated innovative ideas that seemed to show us

how we could have gotten ourselves into space faster, cheaper and better.
- A private, Boulder, CO-based company called the External Tanks Corporation (ETC) suggested in the 1980s that we could just add a little more thrust to the External Tanks for the Space Transportation System (i.e. the Space Shuttle) and lo and behold we could put them into Low-Earth Orbit. Dr. Randolph “Stick” Ware of the ETC explained that one could then strap these tanks together and create the structure of a space station at a fraction of the cost of the ISS, and much more quickly as well.

- Bob Zubrin has for years championed the idea of sending methane generators to Mars to produce the fuel for the astronauts' return trip. The cost of a Mars mission with a refueling station on Mars would be dramatically lower.

- Burt Rutan's Scaled Composites took a few million dollars of backing from Microsoft's Paul Allen and developed the White Knight carrier craft and the SpaceShipOne spaceplane. This vehicle system, which won the X Prize, set the stage for a space adventures industry that will begin launches in 2011. When this experimental spaceplane landed at Edwards Air Force Base in 2004, a spectator's sign said it all: “SpaceShipOne - NASA Zero”.

Some have suggested that President Barack Obama's cancellation of the unwieldy and expensive Project Constellation to send astronauts back to the Moon for a few exploratory missions was a blow to NASA and the start of the end of the US space program. The truth is just the reverse. Project Constellation, accurately described by former NASA Administrator Michael Grifﬁn as “Apollo on Steroids” provided little new technology or innovation and had an astronomical price tag. It was clearly too much for too little. If the opportunity costs of Project Constellation are examined (i.e. if we think what could have been done with an extra $100 billion of space funds), dumping it deﬁes argument.

Privatization CP solvency

CP solves – it’s crucial to solve the decreasing US launch capacity

Ackerman 11 (March 2011, Robert K., Signal Magazine, Vol. 65, Iss. 7; pg. 40 , “Commercial Manned Launch Services Awaken”, Proquest,   FS)

The end of the space shuttle program is the signal for NASA to turn to the private sector for human access to orbit. The space agency that built a series of manned spacecraft to blaze a trail to the moon now is placing its bets on several commercial space technology companies to provide entry for humans into low earth orbit. This new direction for the government space agency has several goals. First, it seeks to establish a domestic manned orbital capability to reach the International Space Station. After the shuttle program ends this year, the only way for spacefarers to reach the space station for the next few years will be through Russian space agency launches. Another goal is to spur commercial development of space utilization. With two or more commercial firms offering manned orbital access, other space-based industries could begin operation in orbit, secure in the knowledge that their access is not limited to government launch vehicles and spacecraft. Several companies already are planning space-based faculties with functions ranging from research and development to tourism. With more than one company offering manned orbital access, competition would keep prices down and spur further development. Ultimately, space travel could assume the status of airline travel in the early 1930s - an industry emerging from serving only government or elite needs to become a mainstay of the public. NASA had planned to build its manned space access around the Constellation program and its Orion spacecraft, designed to be a multipurpose vehicle capable of a variety of near- and deepspace missions. However, the Obama administration called for bypassing the Orion program in favor of commercial space access. This approach builds on the recommendations of the Review of U.S. Human Space Flight Plans Committee, headed by former Lockheed Martin Chief Executive Officer and onetime Defense Science Board Chairman Norman R. Augustine. With the Orion program not likely to produce a usable spacecraft until 2015 at the earliest, the committee recommended "turning this transport service over to the commercial sector," adding the goal of "... establishing a new competition for this service in which both large and small companies could participate." Brendan Curry, vice president for Washington operations at the Space Foundation, points out that this commercial space initiative was not met by a plethora of companies routinely shuttling cargo or people into space, NASA had to do more than just issue a bid and begin flying these providers. This new initiative required many companies to enter realms in which they had no proven track record. But since its beginning, the initiative has spawned considerable activity among several companies. The space agency's role will be to establish standards and facilitate development of functioning craft.

Privatization CP solvency

CP solves – the commercial sector is key to independent American space access and overhauling the current NASA deficiencies – Constellation proves

Gingrich and Walker ‘10
Newt Gingrich is a senior fellow at AEI. Robert S. Walker was chairman of the Commission on the Future of the United States Aerospace Industry. AEI Online “Obama's Brave Reboot for NASA” 2/12 http://www.aei.org/article/101651)

Newt Gingrich and Robert S. Walker applaud the Obama Administration's 2011 spending plan for NASA, and view the White House vision for the space program as an excellent opportunity for bipartisan cooperation. The Obama plan echoes the opinion of many experts that greater commercial activity in space is the proper way forward for the United States to remain the dominant force in space exploration. For example, getting the agency out of the low-earth-orbit launch business--where the technology is developed but operational costs are still high--frees up the NASA budget so that the program can go back to its roots in advanced technology development, experimentation and exploration. Despite the shrieks you might have heard from a few special interests, the Obama administration's budget for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration deserves strong approval from Republicans. The 2011 spending plan for the space agency does what is obvious to anyone who cares about man's future in space and what presidential commissions have been recommending for nearly a decade. The Commission on the Future of the United States Aerospace Industry in 2002 suggested that greater commercial activity in space was the proper way forward. The Aldridge Commission of 2004, headed by former Secretary of the Air Force Edward C. "Pete" Aldridge, made clear that the only way NASA could achieve success with President George W. Bush's Vision for Space Exploration was to expand the space enterprise with greater use of commercial assets. Most recently, the Augustine Commission, headed by Norman R. Augustine, former chief executive of Lockheed Martin, made clear that commercial providers of space-launch services were a necessary part of maintaining space leadership for the United States. NASA consistently ignored or rejected the advice provided to it by outside experts. The internal culture within the agency was actively hostile to commercial enterprise. A belief had grown from the days when the Apollo program landed humans on the moon that only NASA could do space well and therefore only NASA projects and programs were worthy. To his credit, former NASA Administrator Michael Griffin adopted a program to begin to access commercial companies for hauling cargo to the International Space Station. That program existed alongside the much larger effort to build a new generation of space vehicles designed to take us back to the moon. It has been under constant financial pressure because of the cost overruns in the moon mission, called Constellation. With the new NASA budget, the leadership of the agency is attempting to refocus the manned space program along the lines that successive panels of experts have recommended. The space shuttle program, which was scheduled to end, largely for safety reasons, will be terminated as scheduled. The Constellation program also will be terminated, mostly because its ongoing costs cannot by absorbed within projected NASA budget limits. The International Space Station will have its life extended to at least 2020, thereby preserving a $100 billion laboratory asset that otherwise was due to be dumped in the Pacific Ocean by middecade. The budget also sets forth an aggressive program for having cargo and astronaut crews delivered to the space station by commercial providers. The use of commercial launch companies to carry cargo and crews into low earth orbit will be controversial, but it should not be. The launch-vehicle portion of the Constellation program was so far behind schedule that the United States was not going to have independent access for humans into space for at least five years after the shutdown of the shuttle. We were going to rely upon the Russians to deliver our astronaut personnel to orbit. We have long had a cooperative arrangement with the Russians for space transportation but always have possessed our own capability. The use of commercial carriers in the years ahead will preserve that kind of independent American access. Reliance on commercial launch services will provide many other benefits. It will open the doors to more people having the opportunity to go to space. It has the potential of creating thousands of new jobs, largely the kind of high-tech work to which our nation should aspire. In the same way the railroads opened the American West, commercial access can open vast new opportunities in space. All of this new activity will expand the space enterprise, and in doing so, will improve the economic competitiveness of our country.

