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The United States Federal Government should fully fund the Constellation program. 
*** SPACE LEADERSHIP ADVANTAGE
Space Leadership – 1AC
Contention 1 – Space Leadership

Cancellation of the Constellation shuttle replacement sent an international signal that the U.S. is abandoning leadership in space --- this will lock the U.S. out of cooperative ventures
Newton 11 (Elizabeth K., Professor of Physics – University of Alabama, Huntsville and Michael D. Griffin, Former Administrator – NASA and Eminent Scholar and Professor – University of Alabama, Huntsville, “United States Space Policy and International Partnership”, Space Policy, 27(1), February, p. 8-9)

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---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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Constellation’s replacements will be practically ineffective, and if not, will spark internal dissention within NASA that erodes morale necessary for its success
Dinerman 10 (Taylor, Consultant – Department of Defense and Reporter – Space Review, “The Collapse of NASA?”, Hudson New York, 6-9, http://www.hudson-ny.org/1366/the-collapse-of-nasa)
The attempt to kill George W. Bush's Constellation Program has thrown NASA and the US space industry into chaos. If the next human to set foot on the Moon is not a US astronaut, that change will be seen by the rest of the world as a major humiliation for this country. Those who say, "Been there, done that" will be answered with, "Can't go there, can't do that."
In his testimony at the May 12th hearing, former astronaut Neil Armstrong said, "If the leadership we have acquired through our investment is allowed to simply fade away, other nations will surely step in where we have faltered. I do not believe that this would be in our best interest."

Although the Constellation Program may have been modestly underfunded, it was based on technological and political reality.
The new "Obama Program," however, currently proposed as a substitute for the Constellation, recommend a "flexible path" to human space exploration, yet provides no solid goals or timelines, and only a few vague promises that, with "game changing technology," NASA will someday be able to visit an asteroid or, in the very long term, send people to the moons of Mars. It is, as Apollo Astronaut Gene Cernan before a US Senate Committee on May 12th put it, "a travesty which flows against the grain of over 200 years of our history." The proposal is also based on the idea that the US cannot be the world's leader in space technology. It must now seek to subordinate its space ambitions to the international community. Even to the extent of killing off large segments of the space industry.

The Constellation Program emerged in the aftermath of the Colombia disaster of February 2003; and was called the Vision for Space Exploration. It was at first hailed as the answer to NASA's prayers -- just the sort of clear direction that many of the agency's longstanding critics had demanded. Unlike George H.W. Bush's similar Space Exploration Initiative, which was eviscerated by Congress in 1991 and 1992, the Vision was carefully planned to be acceptable to a large bipartisan majority in Congress. To achieve that, this program, renamed Constellation, had to be technologically conservative; it also had to make full use of the existing workforce and infrastructure.

The resistance to Obama's program on Capitol Hill and elsewhere is fierce. NASA Administrator Bolden has literally had to beg his own employees for support. Meanwhile, supporters and skeptics are at each others throats. The damage this is doing to personal and professional relationships inside the space industry is real and lasting.

Ever since it was created by President Eisenhower in 1958, NASA has had a powerful grip on the American imagination. As Tom Wolfe put it: " The 'space race' became a fateful test and presage of the entire Cold War conflict between the 'superpowers' the Soviet Union and the United Startes. Surveys showed that people throughout the world looked upon the competition… as a preliminary contest proving final and irresistible power to destroy." After a rough start, the Apollo Moon landing in 1969 ended the first phase of the space race with a decisive American victory. The pictures of astronauts standing next to the flag became a permanent part of America's global image. So much so, in fact, that US enemies almost always subscribe to the belief that the Moon landings were faked.

After Apollo, it became commonplace to say that NASA lost its way. On the contrary, the agency has, with remarkable tenacity, pursued an human space exploration agenda that has provided the framework for almost everything it does. First, they pursued a low-cost, safe, reliable Earth to Orbit transportation system, The Shuttle, which was supposed to provide; but due to cost-cutting by the Nixon administration and Congressional Democrats, led by Edward Kennedy and Walter Mondale in the early 1970s, it failed to live up to its potential.

The agency also wanted a Space Station as a stepping stone to the Solar System. The existing International Space Station (ISS) may not be in the ideal orbit for interplanetary exploration, but it does exist and this alone is a tribute to NASA's powerful institutional will.

A permanent base on the Moon, and eventually a manned landing on Mars, were the ultimate goals of the US space agency. President George W. Bush's Science Advisor, John Marbuger, explained what the end result would be during a speech in March 2006: "As I see it, questions about the the (NASA) Vision boil down to whether we want to incorporate the Solar System in our economic sphere or not."

The proposal to replace the shuttle with a commercial taxi service has gotten a lot of attention. The concept is not new. During the Bush administration, NASA set up the Commercial Orbital Transportation Services (COTS) contracts, the of which were to provide cargo services to the Space Station. It was hoped that later ones would be able to carry astronauts. Sadly, the firms involved have found that they needed a lot more time and money than originally planned. Whether Bolden said it or not, there is a better than even chance that at some point they will need to be bailed out.

At one time, the US-manned space program was something that the overwhelming majority of Americans could be proud of; with a few exceptions, it enjoyed strong bipartisan and popular support. It has so much visibility that many people believe it gets as much as 20 percent of the federal budget, instead of the the real number which is a little more than one-half of one percent.

Now it is the object of a nasty political squabble -- mostly between the White House and Congress as a whole, rather than between Republicans and Democrats. While a few leaders in Washington are seeking a compromise, the fight over Constellation has been getting nasty. Senator Richard Shelby (R Al.), the most eager supporter of the Moon Mission, may attach an amendment forbidding NASA to cancel the Constellation to a "must pass" military appropriations bill. This would insure the programs survival at least until 2012.

The turmoil inside the agency is costing time and money. Worse, it is biting into the necessary trust that is essential to all involved in the program. As long as people inside both NASA and its contractors are worried about the future of their jobs, and the possibility that they may be wasting their efforts either by working on the President's program or by working on Constellation, the situation is ripe for trouble.
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Declining space launch leadership spills over, collapsing broader U.S. dominance in space
Stout 9 (Mark, Researcher and Analyst – National Space Studies Center, Air University, “U.S. Space Leadership: Reverting to the Mean?”, The Wright Stuff – Publication of Air University, 10-29, http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/nssc/op-ed/american_spacepower_reverting_to_the_mean.pdf)
For some time, U.S. space programs have been reverting towards the mean.  Ok, while there  really isn’t a real mean for space programs, the general idea is relative to the U.S., others are  catching up, and relative to these others, the United States is not nearly as dominant as it has  been.  This seems to be especially true regarding the United States as a space launching nation.   Need proof?  Let’s see--China now has a serious commercial space program and a robust  manned space flight effort as well.  When they get their heavy lift Long March 5 on line in 2014,  they’ll be capable of launching a wide variety of very heavy payloads including up to 55000  pounds to a low earth orbit, as well as to geosynchronous orbit and beyond.  Russia?  They  possess the know-how behind the amazing RD-180 engines and some exceedingly mature space  launch systems.  Besides the space shuttle, the Russian Soyuz and Proton systems provide rides  to the International Space Station.  Arianespace?  That French-led endeavor, along with its nine  other European partners, are probably pretty happy with the Ariane 5’s 32 consecutive  successful launches.  How about some other space launching nations that few seldom think of  like India, Japan, and Iran?  So far, indigenous South and North Korean space programs have  only been suborbital…so far.

Reverting to the mean for U.S. human space flight isn’t too bothersome--unless you’re NASA-- as the value of manned space flight is basically a spectacular stunt, kind of like a grizzly bear dunking a basketball.  First you say “Wow!”  Then you say “Weird.”  Next, it’s “Are you going to eat the rest of that hot dog?” Finally you say “Why is that bear dunking a basketball anyway?”   From a military perspective however, a loss of U.S. space launch leadership is more problematic: space launch is that necessary first enabler for all other operations in the space domain, such as the traditional unmanned space missions of providing ISR, communications, weather, and GPS that not only enable the U.S. military but are also thoroughly intertwined with our economy.

Just as the United States has a national security requirement to be capable of performing military missions in the air, on the ground, and on and under the sea, we similarly have a need to be able to get to space and to operate our space systems.  If we lose the ability to get to space, we put our capacity to operate in the space domain at serious risk.  Because of the decision made to get military payloads off the space shuttle following the 1986 Challenger disaster and because  we were then in the Cold War, a number of already developed space launch systems came  quickly into great prominence.  
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U.S. space leadership is on the brink --- we’ll be passed by Russia and China and locked out for decades

Wolf 10 (Frank, United States Representative and Ranking Member – House Appropriations Committee, “Don’t Forsake US Leadership in Space”, Space News, 4-25, http://spacenews.com/commentaries/100425-dont-forsake-leadership-space.html)
SPRIVATE textkern:<k0.000> pace exploration has been the guiding star of American innovation. The Mercury, Gemini, Apollo and shuttle programs have rallied generations of Americans to devote their careers to science and engineering, and NASA’s achievements in exploration and manned spaceflight have rallied our nation in a way that no other federal program — aside from our armed services — can. 

Yet today our country stands at a crossroad in the future of U.S. leadership in space. President Barack Obama’s 2011 budget proposal not only scraps the Constellation program but radically scales back U.S. ambition, access, control and exploration in space. Once we forsake these opportunities, it will be very hard to win them back. As Apollo astronauts Neil Armstrong, Jim Lovell and Gene Cernan noted on the eve of the president’s recent speech at Kennedy Space Center, Fla.: “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.” 

In terms of national security and global leadership, the White House’s budget plan all but abdicates U.S. leadership in exploration and manned spaceflight at a time when other countries, such as China and Russia, are turning to space programs to drive innovation and promote economic growth. 

Last month, China Daily reported that China is accelerating its manned spaceflight development while the U.S. cuts back. According to Bao Weimin with the Chinese Academy of Sciences, “A moon landing program is very necessary, because it could drive the country’s scientific and technological development.” 

PRIVATE track:<t-3.000> In a recent special advertising section in The Washington Post, the Russian government boasted of its renewed commitment to human spaceflight and exploration. Noting the White House’s recent budget proposal, the piece said, “NASA has long spent more money on more programs than Russia’s space agency. But President Barack Obama has slashed NASA’s dreams of going to the moon again. … At the same time, the Russian space industry is feeling the warm glow of state backing once again. There has been concerted investment in recent years, an investment that fits in well with the [Vladimir] Putin doctrine of trying to restore Russian pride through capacity.”PRIVATE track:<t-1.000> 
Manned spaceflight and exploration are one of the last remaining fields in which the United States maintains an undeniable competitive advantage over other nations. To walk away is shortsighted and irresponsible. Our global competitors have no intention of scaling back their ambitions in space. 

James A. Lewis with the Center for Strategic and International Studies recently said that the Obama administration’s proposal is “a confirmation of America’s decline.” 

The 2011 budget proposal guarantees that the United States will be grounded for the next decade while gambling all of our exploration money on unproven research-and-development experiments. Although I am an ardent supporter of federal R&D investments, I believe it is unacceptable that the administration would gamble our entire space exploration program for the next five years on research. 

The dirty little secret of this budget proposal is that it all but ensures that the United States will not have an exploration system for at least two decades. That is a fundamental abdication of U.S. leadership in space — no matter how much the administration tries to dress it up. Our international competitors are not slowing down, and neither should we. 
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Robust U.S. leadership is essential to protect and replace critical space assets --- otherwise, short-term failure is likely due to accidents, attacks, or expiring life spans

AIAA 10 (Aerospace Industries Association of America, “Aerospace and Defense: The Strength to Lift America”, April, http://www.nationalaerospaceweek.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/04/whitepaper.pdf)
Space Technology is an Investment in U.S. Global Leadership, Competitiveness and Innovation

Space systems drive our nation’s competitiveness, economic growth and innovation. U.S. soldiers in the mountains of Afghanistan, farmers, bankers and emergency responders here at home all have a common reliance on a space infrastructure in orbit above the Earth. Everyday activities, taken for granted by many Americans, are supported or even driven by space systems. These systems are hidden to us and rarely noticed unless the services they provide are interrupted. However, the lack of visibility of space systems doesn’t diminish their importance — both our nation’s economy and national security are tied directly to this critical infrastructure. Communications drive today’s commerce, and space systems are a chief global conduit of our nation’s commercial and national security communications. The Internet, e-mail and wireless devices have all become the standard for businesses and recreation. Direct-to-home television and satellite radio have become standard in many American homes and automobiles. These all depend on our satellite communications systems. Similarly, the Global Positioning System, originally designed for military use, is now relied on for banking transactions, ATMs, improved agriculture, air traffic and ground transportation systems and by emergency responders. All of these applications add up to substantial economic activity. Of $214 billion in aerospace industry sales in 2007, direct space system industry sales topped $40 billion.14 Total direct and indirect global space activity for 2008 was $257 billion.15 Even harder to quantify — but no less valuable — is the impact that technology spinoffs from space activities bring to our economy. In 2009 alone, NASA entered into more than 250 agreements with private and other external entities for development of dual-use technologies.16 Space is certainly becoming more contested, congested and competitive. More than 60 nations are engaged in space efforts and tens of thousands of man-made objects orbit the Earth. In January 2007, the Chinese used a ballistic missile to destroy an aging weather satellite. This anti-satellite test demonstrated the very real ability of a foreign power to attack and destroy space assets and resulted in a dangerous debris cloud. In addition, the February 2009 collision of a commercial U.S. satellite and Russian satellite showed that space systems not only face disruption from intentional attack, but are also at risk from unintentional events in an increasingly crowded environment. Using systems developed by America’s aerospace industry, the Defense Department currently tracks more than 21,000 man-made objects in the Earth’s orbit — many of which could threaten civil and national security space systems, as well as our nation’s efforts to increase the commercial use of space.17 In such an environment, investments in rapid reconstitution, sensors, tracking, threat assessment and other space protection and situational awareness capabilities are needed to mitigate the impacts of an unexpected catastrophic space system failure. The cost and difficulty involved in developing and deploying space systems as well as the severe consequences of their loss necessitates that our nation’s space infrastructure be adequately protected. Part of ensuring robust space capabilities means that America must routinely replace and update its space infrastructure. It is highly problematic — if not infeasible — to perform maintenance or even refuel them. Space systems have limited life spans and, at today’s pace of technology, can quickly become obsolete. Critical space systems that provide missile warning, global communications, positioning, navigation and timing and weather are in need of upgrade at a time when other nations are rapidly modernizing their own space infrastructure. The United States must remain a leader in human and robotic space — a position that is perishable if not properly supported. Research aboard the International Space Station and human and robotic exploration beyond low Earth orbit must remain national priorities. These activities demonstrate global leadership, sharpen our expertise for future long-range space travel, add to our scientific knowledge and inspire our youth to pursue engineering and science disciplines. Space systems often go unnoticed in our daily lives, but their impact is very real. It is imperative that we as a nation have the right plans, strategies and budgets in place to keep our space industry competitive and our space systems, and their supporting Earth-based infrastructure, operating when we need them. It is increasingly important that the United States develop and maintain a cohesive national approach to our efforts in space — one that crosses civil agencies, the Defense Department and the intelligence community.
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Disruption of space assets shatters the global economy

Dillow 10 (Clay, Researcher – Popular Science Magazine, “Pentagon: A Space Junk Collision Could Set Off Catastrophic Chain Reaction, Disable Earth Communications”, Popsci, 5-27, http://www.popsci.com/technology/ article/2010-05/dod-space-junk-tipping-point-collision-could-set-catastrophic-chain-reaction)
Our reliance on satellites goes beyond the obvious. We depend on them for television signals, the evening weather report, and to find our houses on Google Earth when we're bored at work. But behind the scenes, they also inform our warfighting capabilities, keep track of the global shipping networks that keep our economies humming, and help us get to the places we need to get to via GPS.

According to the DoD's interim Space Posture Review, that could all come crashing down. Literally. Our satellites are sorely outnumbered by space debris, to the tune of 370,000 pieces of junk up there versus 1,100 satellites. That junk ranges from nuts and bolts lost during spacewalks to pieces of older satellites to whole satellites that no longer function, and it's all whipping around the Earth at a rate of about 4.8 miles per second.

The fear is that with so much junk already up there, a collision is numerically probable at some point. Two large pieces of junk colliding could theoretically send thousands more potential satellite killers into orbit, and those could in turn collide with other pieces of junk or with satellites, unleashing another swarm of debris. You get the idea.

To give an idea of how quickly a chain reaction could get out hand consider this: in February of last year a defunct Russian satellite collided with a communications satellite, turning 2 orbiting craft into 1,500 pieces of junk. The Chinese missile test that obliterated a satellite in 2007 spawned 100 times more than that, scattering 150,000 pieces of debris.

If a chain reaction got out of control up there, it could very quickly sever our communications, our GPS system (upon which the U.S. military heavily relies), and cripple the global economy (not to mention destroy the $250 billion space services industry), and whole orbits could be rendered unusable, potentially making some places on Earth technological dead zones.

Economic collapse causes global nuclear war

Auslin 9 (Michael, Resident Scholar – American Enterprise Institute, and Desmond Lachman – Resident Fellow – American Enterprise Institute, “The Global Economy Unravels”, Forbes, 3-6, http://www.aei.org/article/100187)

What do these trends mean in the short and medium term? The Great Depression showed how social and global chaos followed hard on economic collapse. The mere fact that parliaments across the globe, from America to Japan, are unable to make responsible, economically sound recovery plans suggests that they do not know what to do and are simply hoping for the least disruption. Equally worrisome is the adoption of more statist economic programs around the globe, and the concurrent decline of trust in free-market systems. The threat of instability is a pressing concern. China, until last year the world's fastest growing economy, just reported that 20 million migrant laborers lost their jobs. Even in the flush times of recent years, China faced upward of 70,000 labor uprisings a year. A sustained downturn poses grave and possibly immediate threats to Chinese internal stability. The regime in Beijing may be faced with a choice of repressing its own people or diverting their energies outward, leading to conflict with China's neighbors. Russia, an oil state completely dependent on energy sales, has had to put down riots in its Far East as well as in downtown Moscow. Vladimir Putin's rule has been predicated on squeezing civil liberties while providing economic largesse. If that devil's bargain falls apart, then wide-scale repression inside Russia, along with a continuing threatening posture toward Russia's neighbors, is likely. Even apparently stable societies face increasing risk and the threat of internal or possibly external conflict. As Japan's exports have plummeted by nearly 50%, one-third of the country's prefectures have passed emergency economic stabilization plans. Hundreds of thousands of temporary employees hired during the first part of this decade are being laid off. Spain's unemployment rate is expected to climb to nearly 20% by the end of 2010; Spanish unions are already protesting the lack of jobs, and the specter of violence, as occurred in the 1980s, is haunting the country. Meanwhile, in Greece, workers have already taken to the streets. Europe as a whole will face dangerously increasing tensions between native citizens and immigrants, largely from poorer Muslim nations, who have increased the labor pool in the past several decades. Spain has absorbed five million immigrants since 1999, while nearly 9% of Germany's residents have foreign citizenship, including almost 2 million Turks. The xenophobic labor strikes in the U.K. do not bode well for the rest of Europe. A prolonged global downturn, let alone a collapse, would dramatically raise tensions inside these countries. Couple that with possible protectionist legislation in the United States, unresolved ethnic and territorial disputes in all regions of the globe and a loss of confidence that world leaders actually know what they are doing. The result may be a series of small explosions that coalesce into a big bang. 
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Restoring funding to Constellation re-establishes U.S. space leadership

Cernan 10 (Eugene A., Commander – Apollo XVII and Retired Captain – United States Navy, Testimony before the House Committee on Science and Technology, 5-26, http://www.marklarson.com/genecernan/House_Hearing_ Statement.pdf)
With the submission of FY2011 budget, The Administration and the originators of this proposal were either misinformed or showing extreme naivete, or I can only conclude,  are willing to take accountability for a calculated plan to dismantle America’s leadership in the world of Human Space Exploration resulting in NASA becoming nothing more  than a research facility.  In either case, I believe this proposal is a travesty which flows against the grain of over 200 years of our history and, today, against the will of the majority of Americans.  

The space program has never been an entitlement, it’s an investment in the future – an investment in technology, jobs, international respect and geo-political leadership, and perhaps most importantly in the inspiration and education of our youth.  Those best and brightest minds at NASA and throughout the multitudes of private contractors, large and  small, did not join the team to design windmills or redesign gas pedals, but to live their  dreams of once again taking us where no man has gone before.  If this budget proposal  becomes the law of the land, these technicians, engineers, scientists, a generation  removed from Apollo, yet re-inspired by the prospect of going back to the moon and  on to Mars, will be gone – where I don’t know – but gone. 

America’s human space flight program has for a half century risen above partisan differences from Eisenhower to Kennedy to the present day.  The challenges and accomplishments of the past were those of a nation – never of a political party or of  any individual agenda.  Those flags that fly on the moon today are neither blue flags nor are they red flags – they are American Flags.  We are at a cross road.  If we 6 abdicate our leadership in space today, not only is human spaceflight and space  exploration at risk, but I believe the future of this country and thus the future of our  children and grandchildren as well.  Now is the time for wiser heads in the Congress of the United States to prevail.  Now is the time to overrule this Administration’s pledge to mediocrity.  Now is the time to be bold, innovative and wise in how we invest in the future of America.  Now is the time to re-establish our nation’s commitment to excellence.

Space Leadership – Cooperation Internal Link

International cooperation is critical to U.S. space leadership

Newton 11 (Elizabeth K., Professor of Physics – University of Alabama, Huntsville and Michael D. Griffin, Former Administrator – NASA and Eminent Scholar and Professor – University of Alabama, Huntsville, “United States Space Policy and International Partnership”, Space Policy, 27(1), February, p. 8)

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).

Space Leadership – Capabilities Internal Link

Constellation is critical to space leadership --- cancellation has crippled U.S. capabilities

Bishop 10 (Rob, Five Term United States Representative, “Space Cuts Short-Sighted”, Deseret News, 2-25, http://www.deseretnews.com/article/700011837/Space-cuts-short-sighted.html)
Roughly 40 years later, President Barack Obama has proposed a NASA budget that would end our efforts to get back to the moon, cancel the replacement for the space shuttle, cripple our capabilities in space and hurt our national security.

This "one small budget step" would be a giant leap backward for American leadership in space and security.

For years, we've known the space shuttle would be phased out. The replacement, which has already been through extensive research, development and testing, is the Ares rocket, part of the Constellation program. The Ares, named by Time magazine as the No. 1 invention of 2009, was successfully test-launched less than four months ago. NASA itself called it a "spectacular launch." Everything seemed on-course for America to retain a safe and reliable vehicle for space travel and maintain leadership in space — until Obama released his proposed budget this month.

The Obama budget would cancel the Constellation program, cancel the Ares I rocket for manned space travel, cancel the Ares V rocket for cargo and cancel the Orion manned space capsule. The only apparent replacement for all of this is some nebulous funding for grants to commercialize our space exploration with no tested or proven alternative.

It would be one thing if gutting the space program was an attempt to save money. But it isn't. In fact, the Obama plan does not eliminate wasteful spending. It actually adds an additional $1.5 billion to the NASA budget, but spends it in the wrong places.

The president's proposals for NASA will, however, destroy U.S. leadership in space exploration. Russia and China will control space. Instead of sending 40 or so American astronauts to space each year, we will end up sending four or five. And they will essentially be trying to hitch a ride on a Russian or Chinese rocket.

The Obama plan will also destroy 20,000 private sector jobs, if not more. By my estimation, we stand to lose around 2,000 jobs right here in Utah — a complete contradiction to an administration that say jobs are the priority. And these aren't minimum wage jobs. They are high-skilled jobs in science, math and engineering. This seems hypocritical from an administration that says it wants to encourage kids to take science, math and engineering classes.
Space Leadership – Morale Internal Link
Constellation funding is critical to NASA’s morale

Armstrong 11 (Neil, First Man on the Moon and Former NASA Astronaut, Jim Lovell and Gene Cernan, Former Apollo Mission Commanders, “Is Obama Grounding JFK’s Space Legacy?”, USA Today, 5-24, http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/forum/2011-05-24-Obama-grounding-JFK-space-legacy_n.htm)
President Obama's proposed 2011 budget did not include funds for Constellation, therefore essentially canceling the program. It sent shock waves throughout NASA, the Congress and the American people. Nearly $10 billion had been invested in design and development of the program.

Many respected experts and members of Congress voiced concern about the president's proposal. Some supported the president's plan,but most were critical. The supporters' biases were often evident, particularly when there was a vested or economic interest in the outcome.

Obama's advisers, in searching for a new and different NASA strategy with which the president could be favorably identified, ignored NASA's operational mandate and strayed widely from President Kennedy's vision and the will of the American people.

"We intend to be first. In short, our leadership in science and in industry, our hopes for peace and security, our obligations to ourselves as well as others, all require us to make this effort, to solve these mysteries, to solve them for the good of all men, and to become the world's leading space-faring nation."

— President Kennedy

Congress, realizing the devastating effects to the plans, program and morale of those trying to keep America in the forefront of exploring the universe and expanding the human frontier, worked diligently to steer NASA's program back toward Kennedy's goals.

Congress passed an authorization bill directing NASA to begin development of a large rocket capable of carrying humans toward the moon and beyond and to continue development of a multipurpose spacecraft based on the configuration that was being developed in the Constellation program. However, the president's 2012 budget reduced funding significantly below the authorized amount for both the big rocket and the multipurpose crew vehicle.

On the other hand, the president's budget had significantly increased funding over the congressional direction in the area of space technology research programs and the development of rockets and spacecraft by the commercial entrepreneurs.

Congress stated that rather than depending on NASA subsidies, the development of commercial sources to supply cargo and crew to the International Space Station should be a partnership between government and industry.

Entrepreneurs in the space transportation business assert that they can offer such service at a very attractive price — conveniently not factoring in the NASA-funded development costs. These expenditures, including funds to insure safety and reliability, can be expected to be substantially larger and more time consuming than the entrepreneurs predict.

The response to Kennedy's bold challenge a half-century ago has led to America's unchallenged leadership in space. We take enormous pride in all that has been accomplished in the past 50 years. And we have the people, the skills and the wherewithal to continue to excel and reach challenging goals in space exploration.

But today, America's leadership in space is slipping. NASA's human spaceflight program is in substantial disarray with no clear-cut mission in the offing. We will have no rockets to carry humans to low-Earth orbit and beyond for an indeterminate number of years. Congress has mandated the development of rocket launchers and spacecraft to explore the near-solar system beyond Earth orbit. But NASA has not yet announced a convincing strategy for their use. After a half-century of remarkable progress, a coherent plan for maintaining America's leadership in space exploration is no longer apparent.
Space Leadership – A2: Russian Shuttles Solve

Russia will cut off U.S. access to space
Krauthammer 10 (Charles, MD and Pulitzer Prize-Winning Columnist, “Closing the New Frontier”, 2-12, http://culberson.house.gov/preserving-americas-leadership-in-space/)

The Russians may be new at capitalism, but they know how it works. When you have a monopoly, you charge monopoly prices. Within months, Russia will have a monopoly on rides into space.

By the end of this year, there will be no shuttle, no U.S. manned space program, no way for us to get into space. We’re not talking about Mars or the moon here. We’re talking about low-Earth orbit, which the United States has dominated for nearly half a century and from which it is now retiring with nary a whimper.

Our absence from low-Earth orbit was meant to last a few years, the interval between the retirement of the fatally fragile space shuttle and its replacement with the Constellation program (Ares booster, Orion capsule, Altair lunar lander) to take astronauts more cheaply and safely back to space.

But the Obama 2011 budget kills Constellation. Instead, we shall have nothing. For the first time since John Glenn flew in 1962, the United States will have no access of its own for humans into space — and no prospect of getting there in the foreseeable future.
Space Leadership – A2: Private Fill-In

Private sector launches fail --- and crush short-term space dominance

Krauthammer 10 (Charles, MD and Pulitzer Prize-Winning Columnist, “Closing the New Frontier”, 2-12, http://culberson.house.gov/preserving-americas-leadership-in-space/)

But the Obama 2011 budget kills Constellation. Instead, we shall have nothing. For the first time since John Glenn flew in 1962, the United States will have no access of its own for humans into space — and no prospect of getting there in the foreseeable future.

Of course, the administration presents the abdication as a great leap forward: Launching humans will be turned over to the private sector, while NASA’s efforts will be directed toward landing on Mars.

This is nonsense. It would be swell for private companies to take over launching astronauts. But they cannot do it. It’s too expensive. It’s too experimental. And the safety standards for getting people up and down reliably are just unreachably high.

Sure, decades from now there will be a robust private space-travel industry. But that is a long time. In the interim, space will be owned by Russia and then China. The president waxes seriously nationalist at the thought of China or India surpassing us in speculative “clean energy.” Yet he is quite prepared to gratuitously give up our spectacular lead in human space exploration.

Space Leadership – A2: Mars Replacement 
Mars isn’t a sustainable replacement --- its infeasible and will be axed in the medium-term

Krauthammer 10 (Charles, MD and Pulitzer Prize-Winning Columnist, “Closing the New Frontier”, 2-12, http://culberson.house.gov/preserving-americas-leadership-in-space/)

As for Mars, more nonsense. Mars is just too far away. And how do you get there without the stepping stones of Ares and Orion? If we can’t afford an Ares rocket to get us into orbit and to the moon, how long will it take to develop a revolutionary new propulsion system that will take us not a quarter-million miles but 35 million miles?

To say nothing of the effects of long-term weightlessness, of long-term cosmic ray exposure, and of the intolerable risk to astronaut safety involved in any Mars trip — six months of contingencies vs. three days for a moon trip.

Of course, the whole Mars project as substitute for the moon is simply a ruse. It’s like the classic bait-and-switch for high-tech military spending: Kill the doable in the name of some distant sophisticated alternative, which either never gets developed or is simply killed later in the name of yet another, even more sophisticated alternative of the further future. A classic example is the B-1 bomber, which was canceled in the 1970s in favor of the over-the-horizon B-2 stealth bomber, which was then killed in the 1990s after a production run of only 21 (instead of 132) in the name of post-Cold War obsolescence.
Space Leadership – Satellite Disruption Impact

Satellite disruption destroys the global economy

Kraig 2 (Michael, and Michael Roston, “Nuclear-Tipped Foolishness”, Foreign Policy in Focus, 5-1, http://www.fpif.org/articles/nuclear-tipped_foolishness)
Most commercial communications satellites are in low earth orbit. In their role as conduits for rapid information exchange, they form the backbone of the global economy, and their destruction would chaotically disrupt international markets. Furthermore, the diplomatic consequences of destroying all other countries' LEO satellites in such a strike (including those of our allies) would be almost unimaginable. And the effects would go well beyond economic and diplomatic. Weather prediction and monitoring satellites would also be badly degraded, undermining everything from U.S. military operations to worldwide shipping and transportation to disaster prevention. In addition, crucial military imaging systems such as the Lacrosse, KH-11, and KH-12 photo-reconnaissance satellites would eventually be disabled as well.

Space Leadership – Hegemony Impact
Space leadership is rapidly eroding --- risks collapsing warfighting and overall hegemony

Young 8 (A. Thomas, Chair – Institute for Defense Analyses Research Group, et al., “Leadership, Management, and Organization for National Security Space”, July, http://www.armyspace.army.mil/ASJ/Images/National_Security_S pace_Study_Final_Sept_16.pdf)
Today, U.S. leadership in space provides a vital national advantage across the scientific, commercial, and national security realms.  In particular, space is of critical importance to our national intelligence and warfighting capabilities.  The panel members nevertheless are unanimous in our conviction that, without significant improvements in the leadership and management of NSS programs, U.S. space preeminence will erode to the extent that space ceases to provide a competitive  national security advantage.  Space technology is rapidly proliferating across the globe, and many of  our most important capabilities and successes were developed and fielded with a government  technical workforce and a management structure that no longer exist.

[CONTINUES]

U.S. Leadership in Space is a Vital National Advantage 

Space capabilities underpin U.S. economic, scientific, and military leadership.   The space enterprise is embedded in the fabric of our nation’s economy, providing  technological leadership and sustainment of the industrial base.  To cite but one example,  the Global Positioning System (GPS) is the world standard for precision navigation and  timing.  Global awareness provided from space provides the ability to effectively plan for and respond to such critical national security requirements as intelligence on the military capabilities of potential adversaries, intelligence on Weapons of Mass Destruction  (WMD) program proliferation, homeland security, and missile warning and defense.   Military strategy, operations, and tactics are predicated upon the availability of space  capabilities.  The military use of space-based capabilities is becoming increasingly sophisticated, and their use in Operation Enduring Freedom and Operation Iraqi Freedom is pervasive.  

Global nuclear war

Arbatov 7 (Alexei, Member – Russian Academy of Sciences and Editor – Russia in Global Affairs, “Is a New Cold War Imminent?”, Russia in Global Affairs, 5(3), July / September, http://eng.globalaffairs.ru/numbers/20/1130.html)
However, the low probability of a new Cold War and the collapse of American unipolarity (as a political doctrine, if not in reality) cannot be a cause for complacency. Multipolarity, existing objectively at various levels and interdependently, holds many difficulties and threats. For example, if the Russia-NATO confrontation persists, it can do much damage to both parties and international security. Or, alternatively, if Kosovo secedes from Serbia, this may provoke similar processes in Abkhazia, South Ossetia and Transdniestria, and involve Russia in armed conflicts with Georgia and Moldova, two countries that are supported by NATO. Another flash point involves Ukraine. In the event of Kiev’s sudden admission into the North Atlantic Alliance (recently sanctioned by the U.S. Congress), such a move may divide Ukraine and provoke mass disorders there, thus making it difficult for Russia and the West to refrain from interfering. Meanwhile, U.S. plans to build a missile defense system in Central and Eastern Europe may cause Russia to withdraw from the INF Treaty and resume programs for producing intermediate-range missiles. Washington may respond by deploying similar missiles in Europe, which would dramatically increase the vulnerability of Russia’s strategic forces and their control and warning systems. This could make the stage for nuclear confrontation even tenser. Other “centers of power” would immediately derive benefit from the growing Russia-West standoff, using it in their own interests. China would receive an opportunity to occupy even more advantageous positions in its economic and political relations with Russia, the U.S. and Japan, and would consolidate its influence in Central and South Asia and the Persian Gulf region. India, Pakistan, member countries of the Association of Southeast Asian Nations and some exalted regimes in Latin America would hardly miss their chance, either. A multipolar world that is not moving toward nuclear disarmament is a world of an expanding Nuclear Club. While Russia and the West continue to argue with each other, states that are capable of developing nuclear weapons of their own will jump at the opportunity. The probability of nuclear weapons being used in a regional conflict will increase significantly. International Islamic extremism and terrorism will increase dramatically; this threat represents the reverse side of globalization. The situation in Afghanistan, Central Asia, the Middle East, and North and East Africa will further destabilize. The wave of militant separatism, trans-border crime and terrorism will also infiltrate Western Europe, Russia, the U.S., and other countries. The surviving disarmament treaties (the Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Conventional Armed Forces in Europe Treaty, and the Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban Treaty) will collapse. In a worst-case scenario, there is the chance that an adventuresome regime will initiate a missile launch against territories or space satellites of one or several great powers with a view to triggering an exchange of nuclear strikes between them. Another high probability is the threat of a terrorist act with the use of a nuclear device in one or several major capitals of the world.  
Space Leadership – Hegemony Impact

Space leadership is critical to all areas of effective warfighting --- multiple examples prove

Schaefer 2 (Larry J., Lieutenant Colonel – United States Air Force, “Sustained Space Superiority: A National Strategy for the United States”, Air War College Occasional Paper No. 30, August)

Importance of Space Superiority

The United States is very dependent on space for multiple aspects of its national security.  The following section addresses how the United States depends on space for commerce and military activities.  It describes how the dependence on space is growing at an extraordinary rate, which is likely to continue for many years.  During the 1990s, the United States and the world gravitated towards an interconnected global economy.  This condition was termed globalization and is described by Thomas Friedman in his book, The Lexus and the Olive Tree.  The significant increases in communication capabilities and the proliferation of computer power changed the face of the world.  The Tofflers identified this era as a new wave in the way commerce is conducted and wealth created.  Tremendous changes have occurred in the past decade and the United States is trying to adjust to and leverage these changes.  

Military Pressures

Military pressures to move away from the space as sanctuary mindset are likely to mount as U.S. national security is reshaped to fit a newly globalized world.  The Bush and Clinton administrations adopted policies that made computer and communication capabilities available to the American population.  These administrations also included the need to leverage information technologies in their National Security Strategies.  Since the U.S. National Security Strategy depends on worldwide knowledge and access, the United States relies heavily on commercial and military space systems.

The United States Department of Defense addressed its strategy for supporting these elements in Joint Vision 2020 and the National Military Strategy, both of which depend on information dominance and knowledge management to improve U.S. decision-making capabilities in war.  To achieve this, the U.S. military will require robust sensors that can generate and process enormous amounts of data as well as communication capabilities for getting that data to processing centers where it can be transformed into militarily useful information and knowledge.  Since we do not know when or where the next conflict will occur, sensors will require immediate access to all parts of the world, and similarly, global communications systems will be required to support these sensors.  For these reasons, placing sensors and communications systems on satellites clearly supports these requirements.  Just as the military will rely on space for these capabilities, the same will be true for commerce.  Accordingly, the United States will need to protect its space platforms that support commerce and national security.  There are many recent examples that demonstrate the growing U.S. dependence on space assets, including the Persian Gulf War and the use of space assets in the Balkans and Kosovo.

The Persian Gulf War was the first space and information war in terms of the U.S. reliance on space assets and information technology for reconnaissance, weather, communications, and precision navigation.  In fact, the U.S. Air Force continues to update its doctrine and theory of air power based on these efforts and military operations conducted in Kosovo.  While NATO efforts in Kosovo were limited to air power, the emphasis on air power highlighted the advantages associated with space capabilities and that space was critical to NATO and U.S. efforts.

The demand for near real time information puts pressure on the United States to shift from the space as sanctuary mindset to one of sustained space superiority.  The pressures of a globalized world will increase the dependence of theater combatant commanders on information and communications to support military operations.  Since U.S. national strategy depends on space systems, the United States is likely to need space control if it is to protect critical information and deny that information to adversaries.

Other states have noted that the U.S. dependence on space systems is increasing.  For example, Chinese officials have described space as a critical U.S. vulnerability and have identified striking at space systems as being a preferred approach for countries that cannot defeat the United States with conventional weapons.  A paper supporting the Commission to Assess United States National Security Space Management documents additional threats that are forcing the United States to shift from a space sanctuary mindset.

Commercial Pressures

While the military's dependence on space is growing, the commercial sector is increasing so rapidly that there will be additional pressures to move toward space superiority.  For example, the International Space Business Council identifies the space industry as a $96 billion business that could grow to roughly $170 billion by 2005. In addition, a number of U.S. companies achieved more than 100 percent growth in stock price during 1999 when the Iridium satellite communication system declared bankruptcy and was rejuvenated as a commercial venture.  The first company to orbit a one-meter resolution imaging satellite was Space Imaging on September 24, 1999.  It plans to 
Space Leadership – Hegemony Impact
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capture thirty to forty percent of the commercial imagery market, which is estimated to be more than $6 billion per year by 2007 and growing at an annual rate of thirty-four percent.  Recent decisions by the U.S. government to allow commercial firms to sell one-half meter resolution satellite imagery are generating a commercial sector that has extraordinary potential for growth.  The International Space Station creates possibilities for other potential revenue producing space applications, such as medicine and biological processing.

However, the growing dependence on space for commerce and national security means that the United States should prepare soon to protect its assets in space.  For example, communications satellites have already been deliberately disrupted--Tongasat was jammed because of disagreements over possession of a geosynchronous orbit slot. Germany and China have developed "inspector" satellites.  Germany developed its satellite in a partnership with Russia to inspect the MIR space station for damage.  While the satellite failed to complete its mission, most of the technology necessary for performing operations near other satellites was demonstrated, and these same technologies can now be used to disrupt U.S. satellites.

One satellite constellation that is susceptible to disruption is the Global Positioning System (GPS), which provides precise time and location information for global commercial, civil, and military users.  For the military, these satellites supported precision bombing and navigation in the Persian Gulf War and Kosovo.  The civilian community is highly dependent on GPS signals for aircraft and maritime navigation, and commercial applications range from navigation for recreational boating to electronic map functions in rental cars to establishing the timing signal that is necessary for worldwide telephone networks.  The combined revenue for these commercial applications was estimated at $7.3 billion in the year 2000, and is expected to exceed $16 billion per year by 2005.  In view of the importance of GPS satellites to U.S. national security, and the fact that that satellite signals are susceptible to jamming explains, in part, the U.S. Air Force's GPS modernization program that seeks to reduce the vulnerability to jamming.

For these reasons, the GPS system is an important example of the difficulties associated with shifting from the ‘space is a sanctuary’ mindset.  The GPS program is moving into the commercial sector, as a result of President Clinton's decision to provide the more precise military GPS signal to all users, which was motivated by commercial and civil pressures. At the same time, there have been discussions about shifting the management of GPS from the U.S. Air Force to the civil sector.  Thus, the pressures of globalization are changing the relevance of the space as sanctuary mindset that dominates U.S. policy.  The following section examines a framework for evolving a national strategy for space superiority.
Space Leadership – Economic Competitiveness Impact

Space leadership is slipping --- risks undercutting key drivers of U.S. economic competitiveness
Stevens 11 (J.P., Vice President for Space Systems – Aerospace Industries Association, “Maintain U.S. Global Leadership in Space”, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/issues_policies/space/maintain/)
U.S. space efforts — civil, commercial and national security — drive our nation’s competitiveness, economic growth and innovation. To maintain U.S. preeminence in this sector and to allow space to act as a technological driver for current and future industries, our leadership must recognize space as a national priority and robustly fund its programs.
Space technologies and applications are essential in our everyday lives. Banking transactions, business and personal communications as well as emergency responders, airliners and automobiles depend on communications and GPS satellites. Weather and remote sensing satellites provide lifesaving warnings and recurring global measurements of our changing Earth. National security and military operations are deeply dependent upon space assets.

The key to continuing U.S. preeminence is a cohesive coordination body and a national space strategy. Absent this, the myriad government agencies overseeing these critical systems may make decisions based upon narrow agency requirements.

The U.S. space industrial base consists of unique workforce skills and production techniques. The ability of industry to meet the needs of U.S. space programs depends on a healthy industrial base.

U.S. leadership in space cannot be taken for granted. Other nations are learning the value of space systems; the arena is increasingly contested, congested and competitive. Strong government leadership at the highest level is critical to maintaining our lead in space and must be supported by a healthy and innovative industrial sector.
Space Leadership – Economy Impact – Royal 10

Economic decline causes global war 

Royal 10 (Jedediah, Director of Cooperative Threat Reduction – U.S. Department of Defense, “Economic Integration, Economic Signaling and the Problem of Economic Crises”, Economics of War and Peace: Economic, Legal and Political Perspectives, Ed. Goldsmith and Brauer, p. 213-215)
Less intuitive is how periods of economic decline may increase the likelihood of external conflict. Political science literature has contributed a moderate degree of attention to the impact of economic decline and the security and defence behaviour of interdependent states. Research in this vein has been considered at systemic, dyadic and national levels. Several notable contributions follow. First, on the systemic level, Pollins (2008) advances Modelski and Thompson's (1996) work on leadership cycle theory, finding that rhythms in the global economy are associated with the rise and fall of a pre-eminent power and the often bloody transition from one pre-eminent leader to the next. As such, exogenous shocks such as economic crises could usher in a redistribution of relative power (see also Gilpin. 1981) that leads to uncertainty about power balances, increasing the risk of miscalculation (Feaver, 1995). Alternatively, even a relatively certain redistribution of power could lead to a permissive environment for conflict as a rising power may seek to challenge a declining power (Werner. 1999). Separately, Pollins (1996) also shows that global economic cycles combined with parallel leadership cycles impact the likelihood of conflict among major, medium and small powers, although he suggests that the causes and connections between global economic conditions and security conditions remain unknown. Second, on a dyadic level, Copeland's (1996, 2000) theory of trade expectations suggests that 'future expectation of trade' is a significant variable in understanding economic conditions and security behaviour of states. He argues that interdependent states are likely to gain pacific benefits from trade so long as they have an optimistic view of future trade relations. However, if the expectations of future trade decline, particularly for difficult to replace items such as energy resources, the likelihood for conflict increases, as states will be inclined to use force to gain access to those resources. Crises could potentially be the trigger for decreased trade expectations either on its own or because it triggers protectionist moves by interdependent states.4 Third, others have considered the link between economic decline and external armed conflict at a national level. Blomberg and Hess (2002) find a strong correlation between internal conflict and external conflict, particularly during periods of economic downturn. They write: The linkages between internal and external conflict and prosperity are strong and mutually reinforcing. Economic conflict tends to spawn internal conflict, which in turn returns the favour. Moreover, the presence of a recession tends to amplify the extent to which international and external conflicts self-reinforce each other. (Blomberg & Hess, 2002. p. 89) Economic decline has also been linked with an increase in the likelihood of terrorism (Blomberg, Hess, & Weerapana, 2004), which has the capacity to spill across borders and lead to external tensions. Furthermore, crises generally reduce the popularity of a sitting government. "Diversionary theory" suggests that, when facing unpopularity arising from economic decline, sitting governments have increased incentives to fabricate external military conflicts to create a 'rally around the flag' effect. Wang (1996), DeRouen (1995). and Blomberg, Hess, and Thacker (2006) find supporting evidence showing that economic decline and use of force are at least indirectly correlated. Gelpi (1997), Miller (1999), and Kisangani and Pickering (2009) suggest that the tendency towards diversionary tactics are greater for democratic states than autocratic states, due to the fact that democratic leaders are generally more susceptible to being removed from office due to lack of domestic support. DeRouen (2000) has provided evidence showing that periods of weak economic performance in the United States, and thus weak Presidential popularity, are statistically linked to an increase in the use of force. In summary, recent economic scholarship positively correlates economic integration with an increase in the frequency of economic crises, whereas political science scholarship links economic decline with external conflict at systemic, dyadic and national levels.5 This implied connection between integration, crises and armed conflict has not featured prominently in the economic-security debate and deserves more attention. 

Space Leadership – Economy Impact – Mead 9
Depression causes global nuclear war

Mead 9 (Walter Russell, Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy – Council on Foreign Relations, “Only Makes You Stronger”, The New Republic, 2-4, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2)

The greatest danger both to U.S.-China relations and to American power itself is probably not that China will rise too far, too fast; it is that the current crisis might end China's growth miracle. In the worst-case scenario, the turmoil in the international economy will plunge China into a major economic downturn. The Chinese financial system will implode as loans to both state and private enterprises go bad. Millions or even tens of millions of Chinese will be unemployed in a country without an effective social safety net. The collapse of asset bubbles in the stock and property markets will wipe out the savings of a generation of the Chinese middle class. The political consequences could include dangerous unrest--and a bitter climate of anti-foreign feeling that blames others for China's woes. (Think of Weimar Germany, when both Nazi and communist politicians blamed the West for Germany's economic travails.) Worse, instability could lead to a vicious cycle, as nervous investors moved their money out of the country, further slowing growth and, in turn, fomenting ever-greater bitterness. Thanks to a generation of rapid economic growth, China has so far been able to manage the stresses and conflicts of modernization and change; nobody knows what will happen if the growth stops. India's future is also a question. Support for global integration is a fairly recent development in India, and many serious Indians remain skeptical of it. While India's 60-year-old democratic system has resisted many shocks, a deep economic recession in a country where mass poverty and even hunger are still major concerns could undermine political order, long-term growth, and India's attitude toward the United States and global economic integration. The violent Naxalite insurrection plaguing a significant swath of the country could get worse; religious extremism among both Hindus and Muslims could further polarize Indian politics; and India's economic miracle could be nipped in the bud. If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush. It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy. All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength. Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences. This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong. But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives. So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.

*** INDUSTRIAL BASE ADVANTAGE
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Contention 2 – Industrial Base

Cancelling Constellation has a negative impact across the domestic industrial base --- interlinked supply means NASA’s decision will turn aerospace workers away from the DoD
Hillhouse 10 (Jim, Former Space Shuttle Technician and Columnist – AmericaSpace, “Obamas Move To End Constellation Prompts Industrial Base Questions”, AmericaSpace, 2-14, http://www.americaspace.org/?p=1034)
According to the article, people from Rep. Bob Bishop, whose Utah Congressional district includes ATK, the maker of the Constellation first stage, to Marion Blakey of the Aerospace Industries Association, have expressed concerns that canceling Constellation could have a long-term, negative impact on the nation’s ability in solid motors, launch and range infrastructure, and aerospace workers.

Once [lost aerospace workers are] out the door and in the unemployment lines, they’re not coming back.

Representative Bishop stated in the interview with Space News that, It’s not a spigot you can turn on and off, Bishop said in a Feb. 9 interview. Once they’re out the door and in the unemployment lines, they’re not coming back.

Aerospace Industries Association president Blakey, in a February 3rd statement, Although investment in commercial space will create new opportunities, we are concerned that the cancellation of the Constellation program may have a lasting impact on our workforce and the unique skills they bring to our industrial base.

According to Gary Payton, a retired military astronaut and currently DoD’s Undersecretary for Space Programs, We share an industrial base with NASA — on solids, liquids, range infrastructure and a work force, he said during a media roundtable here organized by the Space Foundation. So, with the cancellation of the Constellation program … we have got a lot of work to do with NASA to figure out how to maintain a minimum industrial base on liquid-rocket engines and solid-rocket motors.

Of some interest is the statement on February 12 by NASA senior management that Administrator Charles Bolden consulted senior Pentagon officials, including Deputy Defense Secretary William Lynn and Pentagon acquisition chief Ashton Carter, about the industrial base ramifications of canceling Constellation. According to NASA’s Deputy Administrator Garver, Very senior discussions were held over the last six months between NASA and [the Defense Department] on this topic, so it is not something that was not discussed.

I feel industrial base issues are completely legitimate because having the best defense industrial and technology base in the world is not a birthright.

Last year, Undersecretary Carter stated that industrial base issues need to have a higher priority in future decisions by those in government when making decisions about whether or not to cancel advanced technology programs. Carter said on September 9, 2009, I feel industrial base issues are completely legitimate because having the best defense industrial and technology base in the world is not a birthright.

Industrial Base – 1AC
Uncertain space policy causes short-term price spikes that ripple through the defense budget
Maser 11 (Jim, Chair of the Corporate Membership Committee – American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics and President – Pratt & Whitney Rocketdyne, “A Review of NASA’s Exploration Program in Transition: Issues for Congress and Industry”, U.S. House Science, Space, and Technology Committee Hearing, 3-30, http://www.prattwhitney.com/media_center/executive_speeches/jim_maser_03-30-2011.asp) 
Access to space plays a significant part in the Department of Defense’s ability to secure our nation. The lack of a unified national strategy brings uncertainty in volume, meaning that fixed costs will go up in the short term across all customers until actual demand levels are understood. Furthermore, the lack of 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 and in the Apollo and Shuttle eras.
Unfortunately, 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.
The time for industry and government to work together to define future space policy 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.
We are ready to help in any way that we can. But the clock is ticking.
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The plan’s key to send a signal that reassures business and allows clear planning --- averts high costs and workforce shortages that will collapse aerospace
Maser 11 (Jim, Chair of the Corporate Membership Committee – American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics and President – Pratt & Whitney Rocketdyne, “A Review of NASA’s Exploration Program in Transition: Issues for Congress and Industry”, U.S. House Science, Space, and Technology Committee Hearing, 3-30, http://www.prattwhitney.com/media_center/executive_speeches/jim_maser_03-30-2011.asp) 
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 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, as well as 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. 
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), and clearly there is not a 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 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 the industry adapted to this new reality.
During the Space Shuttle era, we saw NASA budgets flattening, declining to less than one percent of the federal budget. And although the space industry would have liked to have seen overall increases, we knew how to plan our business, how to invest, how to meet our customers’ needs, and how to compete.
But the situation now 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 simply do not know what is next.
Congress passed an authorization bill that directs NASA how to move to the next generation program. But NASA has said that due to the 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.
If NASA is going to be relieved 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, purpose, and in future capabilities.
In order to adequately plan for the future and intelligently deploy resources, the space community needs to have clear goals.
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 coupled with the fact that the NASA transition is being planned without any coordination with industry leaders, 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 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.
And we are losing a National Perishable Asset ... our unique workforce.
The entire space industrial base is currently being downsized with no net gain of jobs. At the same time we are 
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[MASER CONTINUES – NO TEXT REMOVED]
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 explore space requires highly skilled people with unique knowledge and technical expertise which takes decades to develop.
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 will disappear.
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 on the space industrial base for years to come.

Aerospace decline spills over, collapsing U.S. air power

Thompson 9 (David, President – American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, “The Aerospace Workforce”, Federal News Service, 12-10, Lexis)

Aerospace systems are of considerable importance to U.S. national security, economic prosperity, technological vitality, and global leadership. Aeronautical and space systems protect our citizens, armed forces, and allies abroad. They connect the farthest corners of the world with safe and efficient air transportation and satellite communications, and they monitor the Earth, explore the solar system, and study the wider universe. The U.S. aerospace sector also contributes in major ways to America's economic output and high- technology employment. Aerospace research and development and manufacturing companies generated approximately $240 billion in sales in 2008, or nearly 1.75 percent of our country's gross national product.  They currently employ about 650,000 people throughout our country. U.S. government agencies and departments engaged in aerospace research and operations add another 125,000 employees to the sector's workforce, bringing the total to over 775,000 people. Included in this number are more than 200,000 engineers and scientists -- one of the largest concentrations of technical brainpower on Earth. However, the U.S. aerospace workforce is now facing the most serious demographic challenge in his 100-year history. Simply put, today, many more older, experienced professionals are retiring from or otherwise leaving our industrial and governmental aerospace workforce than early career professionals are entering it.  This imbalance is expected to become even more severe over the next five years as the final members of the Apollo-era generation of engineers and scientists complete 40- or 45-year careers and transition to well-deserved retirements. In fact, around 50 percent of the current aerospace workforce will be eligible for retirement within just the next five years. Meanwhile, the supply of younger aerospace engineers and scientists entering the industry is woefully insufficient to replace the mounting wave of retirements and other departures that we see in the near future. In part, this is the result of broader technical career trends as engineering and science graduates from our country's universities continue a multi-decade decline, even as the demand for their knowledge and skills in aerospace and other industries keeps increasing.  Today, only about 15 percent of U.S. students earn their first college degree in engineering or science, well behind the 40 or 50 percent levels seen in many European and Asian countries. Due to the dual-use nature of aerospace technology and the limited supply of visas available to highly-qualified non-U.S. citizens, our industry's ability to hire the best and brightest graduates from overseas is also severely constrained. As a result, unless effective action is taken to reverse current trends, the U.S. aerospace sector is expected to experience a dramatic decrease in its technical workforce over the next decade.  Your second question concerns the implications of a cutback in human spaceflight programs. AIAA's view on this is as follows. While U.S. human spaceflight programs directly employ somewhat less than 10 percent of our country's aerospace workers, its influence on attracting and motivating tomorrow's aerospace professionals is much greater than its immediate employment contribution. For nearly 50 years the excitement and challenge of human spaceflight have been tremendously important factors in the decisions of generations of young people to prepare for and to pursue careers in the aerospace sector.  This remains true today, as indicated by hundreds of testimonies AIAA members have recorded over the past two years, a few of which I'll show in brief video interviews at the end of my statement. Further evidence of the catalytic role of human space missions is found in a recent study conducted earlier this year by MIT which found that 40 percent of current aerospace engineering undergraduates cited human space programs as the main reason they chose this field of study.  Therefore, I think it can be predicted with high confidence that a major cutback in U.S. human space programs would be substantially detrimental to the future of the aerospace workforce. Such a cutback would put even greater stress on an already weakened strategic sector of our domestic high-technology workforce. Your final question centers on other issues that should be considered as decisions are made on the funding and direction for NASA, particularly in the human spaceflight area. In conclusion, AIAA offers the following suggestions in this regard.  Beyond the previously noted critical influence on the future supply of aerospace professionals, administration and congressional leaders should also consider the collateral damage to the space industrial base if human space programs were substantially curtailed. Due to low annual production rates and highly-specialized product requirements, the domestic supply chain for space systems is relatively fragile. Many second- and third-tier suppliers in particular operate at marginal volumes today, so even a small reduction in their business could force some critical suppliers to exit this sector.  Human space programs represent around 20 percent of the $47 billion in total U.S. space and missile systems sales from 2008. Accordingly, a major cutback in human space spending could have large and highly adverse ripple effects throughout commercial, defense, and scientific space programs as well, potentially triggering a series of disruptive changes in the common industrial supply base that our entire space sector relies on.
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That sparks global WMD conflict
Tellis 98 (Ashley, Senior Political Scientist – RAND, “Sources of Conflict in the 21st Century”, http://www.rand. org/publications/MR/MR897/MR897.chap3.pdf)

This subsection attempts to synthesize some of the key operational implications distilled from the analyses relating to the rise of Asia and the potential for conflict in each of its constituent regions. The first key implication derived from the analysis of trends in Asia suggests that American air and space power will continue to remain critical for conventional and unconventional deterrence in Asia. This argument is justified by the fact that several subregions of the continent still harbor the potential for full-scale conventional war. This potential is most conspicuous on the Korean peninsula and, to a lesser degree, in South Asia, the Persian Gulf, and the South China Sea. In some of these areas, such as Korea and the Persian Gulf, the United States has clear treaty obligations and, therefore, has preplanned the use of air power should contingencies arise. U.S. Air Force assets could also be called upon for operations in some of these other areas. In almost all these cases, U.S. air power would be at the forefront of an American politico-military response because (a) of the vast distances on the Asian continent; (b) the diverse range of operational platforms available to the U.S. Air Force, a capability unmatched by any other country or service; (c) the possible unavailability of naval assets in close proximity, particularly in the context of surprise contingencies; and (d) the heavy payload that can be carried by U.S. Air Force platforms. These platforms can exploit speed, reach, and high operating tempos to sustain continual operations until the political objectives are secured. The entire range of warfighting capability—fighters, bombers, electronic warfare (EW), suppression of enemy air defense (SEAD), combat support platforms such as AWACS and J-STARS, and tankers—are relevant in the Asia-Pacific region, because many of the regional contingencies will involve armed operations against large, fairly modern, conventional forces, most of which are built around large land armies, as is the case in Korea, China-Taiwan, India-Pakistan, and the Persian Gulf. In addition to conventional combat, the demands of unconventional deterrence will increasingly confront the U.S. Air Force in Asia. The Korean peninsula, China, and the Indian subcontinent are already arenas of WMD proliferation. While emergent nuclear capabilities continue to receive the most public attention, chemical and biological warfare threats will progressively become future problems. The delivery systems in the region are increasing in range and diversity. China already targets the continental United States with ballistic missiles. North Korea can threaten northeast Asia with existing Scud-class theater ballistic missiles. India will acquire the capability to produce ICBM-class delivery vehicles, and both China and India will acquire long-range cruise missiles during the time frames examined in this report. 

Industrial Base – Missile Defense Module – 1AC
Funding Constellation is critical to successful missile defense --- cuts will wipe out shared equipment and workforce and leave the U.S. vulnerable to attacks by North Korea and Iran
Bishop 10 (Rob, Five Term United States Representative, “Space Cuts Short-Sighted”, Deseret News, 2-25, http://www.deseretnews.com/article/700011837/Space-cuts-short-sighted.html?pg=2)
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, canceling the Constellation program and the Ares rocket will harm U.S. missile defense efforts and our national security. The same kinds of jobs and technology needed to send men to the moon are the same set of skills needed to build defensive missiles. Whether it's lifting man or missiles into space, the skilled work force and solid rocket motors come from the same industrial base. When you cut one, you hurt the other.
Last year, the administration cut our U.S. missile defense system and some jobs were lost. The cancellation of Constellation would essentially wipe out the rest. This would destroy the U.S. industrial base and make us militarily vulnerable to countries like North Korea and Iran.

A report to Congress last year pointed out that delays in the NASA Ares program could have "significant negative impact" on the industrial base for missile production. If delays are "significant" an outright cancellation would be overwhelming. We will lose not just our capabilities for space exploration, but our capability to protect our homeland. Our nation will be less secure.

Maintaining leadership in space and creating jobs is important, but fulfilling our constitutional duty to provide for the common defense is an absolute must.
North Korea will use bioweapons --- including smallpox

Jung 9 (Sung-Ki, “N. Korea Has 13 Types of Biological Weapons”, Korea Times, 10-5, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/nation/2009/10/113_52961.html)

North Korea is believed to possess 13 types of viruses and germs that it can readily use in the event of a conflict, a ruling party lawmaker said Monday, citing a defense ministry report. The North is believed to be one of the world's largest possessors of chemical and biological weapons. South Korea suspects the communist neighbor has up to 5,000 tons of chemical agents. During a National Assembly audit of the Ministry of National Defense, Rep. Kim Ock-lee of the Grand National Party said diseases that could be caused by North Korean biological weapons include cholera, pest, yellow fever, smallpox, eruptive typhus, typhoid fever and dysentery.

Extinction

Singer 1 (Clifford E., Professor of Nuclear Engineering and Director of the Program in Arms Control, Disarmament, and International Security – University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, “Will Mankind Survive the Millennium?”, http://www.acdis.uiuc.edu/research/S&Ps/2001-Sp/S&P_XIII/Singer.htm)

There are, however, two technologies currently under development that may pose a more serious threat to human survival. The first and most immediate is biological warfare combined with genetic engineering. Smallpox is the most fearsome of natural biological warfare agents in existence. By the end of the next decade, global immunity to smallpox will likely be at a low unprecedented since the emergence of this disease in the distant past, while the opportunity for it to spread rapidly across the globe will be at an all time high. In the absence of other complications such as nuclear war near the peak of an epidemic, developed countries may respond with quarantine and vaccination to limit the damage. Otherwise mortality there may match the rate of 30 percent or more expected in unprepared developing countries. With respect to genetic engineering using currently available knowledge and technology, the simple expedient of spreading an ample mixture of coat protein variants could render a vaccination response largely ineffective, but this would otherwise not be expected to substantially increase overall mortality rates. With development of new biological technology, however, there is a possibility that a variety of infectious agents may be engineered for combinations of greater than natural virulence and mortality, rather than just to overwhelm currently available antibiotics or vaccines. There is no a priori known upper limit to the power of this type of technology base, and thus the survival of a globally connected human family may be in question when and if this is achieved.
Industrial Base – U – Yes Erosion (General)
Defense industrial base is being eroded --- there are already shortfalls

Capozzola 11 (Steven, Media Director – Alliance for American Manufacturing, “What Remains of the U.S. Defense Industrial Base?”, American Manufacturing Blog, 4-14, http://www.americanmanufacturing.org/blog/what-remains-us-defense-industrial-base)
A new report commissioned by the AFL-CIO Industrial Union Council and authored by Dr. Joel Yudken finds that the ongoing erosion of the U.S. manufacturing base has left critical holes in the America's national security. 

Yudken's report, Manufacturing Insecurity, reports that "there are advanced technologies critical to military systems—armor plate steel, defense-specific integrated circuits, night vision goggles—for which domestic sources are inadequate."

Yudken says that significant numbers of items once supplied by U.S. manufacturers are now obtained from foreign suppliers because they are "not readily available from U.S. producers."  He cites Col. Michael Cole, of the U.S. Joint Forces Command, who observes:

the problem is not just a matter of a handful of highly specialized items designed to meet narrow defense requirements, but the “eradication of U.S. industry capability.” He also warns that current strategies to deal with an industrial base that increasingly is unable to supply the military with manufactured parts and electronic components are not working.

Manufacturing Insecurity examines how much of U.S. industrial defense capability has been eroded and looks at the potential weakening of America’s defense industrial base in the coming decades.
Industrial Base – U – Yes Erosion (Aerospace)

Aerospace sector is weak

Goold 10 (Ian, Staff – Aviation News, “Turbulent ride awaits aerospace and defense, says business study”, AIN Online, 7-25, http://www.ainonline.com/news/single-news-page/article/turbulent-ride-awaits-aerospace-and-defense-says-business-study-25609/)

Economic Forecast for Aerospace: Headwinds Ahead
AlixPartners’ 2010 Global Aerospace & Defense Review cites several factors that could cause the economic recovery to be slow over the next two years:
* Global aircraft deliveries were down 9 percent in January-March 2010, while aircraft orders (which dropped 70 percent in 2009) have only partially recovered.
* Airline passenger traffic was down 7.5 percent and cargo down 22 percent in the 12 months prior to April 2010.
* Signs point to big cuts in defense spending ahead, as the U.S. and other countries’ defense departments face fallout from the world financial crisis.
*Continued weak demand for business jets will continue, due to still fragile corporate profits and a “politically incorrect” image.
* Consumer disposable income will be cut further by government deficit-reduction efforts, as reinforced in recent G20 meetings.

Industrial Base – U – No Air Power
Air power is declining --- boosting the industrial base is critical to reverse the trend
Hughes 11 (Kent, Director – Program on America and the Global Economy, “The Defense Industrial Base at Risk”, America and the Global Economy, 1-4, http://americaandtheglobaleconomy.wordpress.com/2011/01/04/the-defense-industrial-base-at-risk/)

For decades America has remained at the forefront of both industrial innovation and national defense. These twin pillars of American strength now exist in a challenging climate beset by uncertain economic and political realities. On December 6th, the Reserve Officers Association and the Woodrow Wilson Center’s Program on America and the Global Economy hosted a half day event that included Members of Congress and policy and industry experts to discuss these and other issues as they relate to the state of America’s defense industrial base. The speakers provided a number of unique perspectives and touched on a number of key elements affecting the defense industrial base that ranged from the defense budget and the push to reduce the country’s fiscal deficit to technological developments and the future U.S. international power.

Following welcoming remarks by Bob Feidler of the Reserve Officers Association, Lt. Gen. Michael Dunn (Ret.), President of the Air Force Association, provided a war-fighter’s perspective on the declining defense industrial base. “The bottom line,” he began, “is yes, the industrial base is in trouble.” Emphasizing the preeminent supremacy of American airpower throughout his speech, he noted the antiquated state of the air fleet today, citing a number of planes that are aging. Dunn argued that while the U.S. Air Force has long been America’s “asymmetric advantage,” the balance is no longer as one sided as it has been in the past as nations like Russia and China continue to build up their respective air fleets. Dunn reiterated the drastic need for greater plane procurement, insisting that the U.S. is not buying enough planes to sustain its military strength.

Industrial Base – A2: DoD Demand Solves

Key aerospace suppliers are extremely marginal --- NASA-driven demand is critical to prevent catastrophic closures that erode military access to technology

AFA 10 (Air Force Association, “Cancellation of NASA’s Constellation Program”, http://www.afa.org/edop/2010/nasas_constellation_program.asp)
There is no question that the cancellation of the Constellation program will result in the elimination of tens of thousands of jobs around the country. Not only will major suppliers feel the impact, but so will second and third tier suppliers, not to mention other collateral business fallout. The magnitude of the job loss is catastrophic enough, particularly when the nation is experiencing an unemployment rate of nearly 10%, but compounding the effect is the fact that jobs being lost are exactly the types we would like to retain if we are serious about remaining in a position of world leadership…highly technical design, engineering, and manufacturing jobs, most of which are fairly high paying. There is also a significant negative impact on the United States aerospace industrial base. As an example, we currently have but one or two companies in this country that can reliably produce large scale solid rocket boosters. The elimination of Constellation eliminates the need to produce those boosters, and as a result, the capability to do so will likely wither away. There is money in the NASA budget for research on large rockets, but there is a huge difference between R&D capability and production capability. Let us also not forget that our Armed Forces depend on these same companies to produce large missiles and boosters for our national defense. The DOD is not currently procuring enough large missile or booster systems to keep these companies afloat, either. In fact, it was the combination of military and NASA business that enabled a booster production capability to be maintained in this country. Since the NASA aerospace industrial base and the DOD aerospace industrial base are inherently intertwined, a significant negative impact on one has the same impact on the other.
Industrial Base – A2: Resiliency
Industrial base is dynamic and prone to rapid collapse --- strong demand is critical to build-in resilience

Melnyk 11 (Steven A., Ph.D., Professor of Operations and Supply Chain Management – Michigan State University, et al., “Recovering the Domestic Aerospace and Defense Industrial Base”, April, http://www.ndia.org/Divisions/ Divisions/Manufacturing/Documents/White%20Papers%202011/NDIA%20White%20Paper-Recovering%20A-D%20Industrial%20Base_FINAL.pdf)
The supply chain and its associated supplier base significantly influence the ability of the firm or industry to achieve the desired outcomes of cost, quality, responsiveness, resilience, security, sustainability, and innovation (Melnyk, Davis, Spekman, & Sandor, 2010b). With this recognition  of the importance of the supply chain also comes the awareness that, for the supply chain and  the supplier base to support and meet the objectives and needs of its customer, the supply chain should be healthy, dynamic, and vibrant (Melnyk, Cooper, Griffis, Macdonald & Phillips,  2010a).   

Key to this requirement is the ability of the industry to be able to attract and retain qualified suppliers at all tiers—first, second, third and beyond.  This ability is critical because supply chains are inherently dynamic, with existing suppliers leaving for such reasons as bankruptcy, acquisition, or changes in strategic direction.  The domestic suppliers who have left the A&D industry must be replaced by new suppliers who can quickly fill in the gap. Attracting and retaining the “right” qualified suppliers is not an easy task.  It involves more than simply discovering these suppliers (Melnyk et al., 2010a); it involves the challenge of “attractiveness.”  For the A&D industry, this means assessing how attractive this industry is to these potential suppliers.  This is especially critical when dealing with domestic SMEs.  In today’s environment, it is important to remember that the A&D industry is not the only industry seeking out qualified SMEs; this industry is in competition with other industries (e.g.,  medical, energy, automotive) for the same firms. 

The NDIA survey yields significant implications of the lack of attractiveness of the A&D industry and its inability to attract and retain qualified domestic suppliers.  These results are best understood in the context of today’s A&D supply chains.  Of particular note is the growing importance of small- to medium-sized manufacturers in the supply chain as the large “primes” and first-tier suppliers shift more to being integrators.

Industrial Base – Air Power Impacts – Hegemony
Air power sustains U.S. leadership and makes power projection credible

Hazdra 1(Richard, Major – USAF, Air Mobility: The Key to United States National Security Strategy, Fairchild Paper, August, http://aupress.au.af.mil/fairchild_papers/Hazdra/Hazdra.pdf)

In shaping the international environment, the United States must possess a credible military force where military activities include overseas presence and peacetime engagement and the will to use military force.2 According to the NDP, overseas presence is the key to a stable international environment.3 Peacetime engagement includes rotational deployments that help sustain regional stability by deterring aggression and exercises with foreign nations that solidify relations with those nations.4 Deployments and exercises both require air mobility in the form of both airlift and air refueling in order to transport the necessary troops and equipment. Peacetime engagement also includes other programs such as the Nunn–Lugar Cooperative Threat Reduction Program where the United States assists members of the Commonwealth of Independent States in dismantling and storing WMD.5 Here, air mobility is the lead component by transporting nuclear weapons to the United States from compliant nations. Airlift also plays a crucial role in responding to threats and crises by enhancing our war-fighting capability.6 The United States may move some forces nearer to a theater in crisis and rapidly deploy other forces into that theater. Depending on the crisis, forces from the Army, Navy, Air Force, Marines, or any combination of military personnel and equipment could comprise the force structure required. Consequently, the United States must airlift these forces along with the needed logistics support. In addition, the focused logistics concept of Joint Vision 2010 requires the transportation of supplies and materials to support these forces within hours or days rather than weeks, a mission solely suited to air mobility. In responding to crises, forces may deploy in support of smaller-scale contingencies which include humanitarian assistance, peace operations, enforcing NFZs, evacuating US citizens, reinforcing key allies, limited strikes, and interventions. 7 Today, US forces find themselves globally engaged in responding to these contingencies more frequently and maintain longer-term commitments to support these contingencies. In these situations, many deployments occur in the absence of forward basing.8 The loss of forward basing has reduced AMC’s worldwide infrastructure from 39 locations in 1992 to 12 in 1999.9 Thus, the United States must again use air mobility to deploy forces overseas in a minimum amount of time for an operation to be successful.

Industrial Base – Air Power Impacts – Terrorism
Air power is critical to an effective war on terrorism

RAND 3 (Project Air Force Annual Report, http://www.rand.org/pubs/annual_reports/2005/AR7089.pdf)
Counterterrorism Will Require a Mix of Air Force Capabilities and Long-Term, Sustained Effort  The war on terrorism is more likely to be a long-term effort in which the use of force, at least by U.S. military personnel, is only sporadic and successful military operations will resemble counterinsurgency operations. The primary role of U.S. military forces will often be indirect and supportive. U.S. forces will be called upon to train, equip, advise, and assist host-country forces in rooting out terrorist groups; forge strong relationships with host-country personnel; show great discretion in their conduct of operations; and maintain a low profile in the host country. They will be able to react swiftly and effectively when promising targets arise. The Air Force, then, should expect sustained heavy demand to provide important capabilities, assets, and skill sets to support counterterrorism operations abroad. Chief contributions will include surveillance platforms, operators, and analysts; language-qualified personnel to help train and advise host-country forces and to analyze human intelligence; security police and other force protection assets; base operating support personnel and equipment to provide communications, housing, and transportation; heliborne insertion and extraction capabilities; and humanitarian relief assets. In some cases, U.S. airpower may be called upon to strike terrorists in base camps, hideouts, vehicles, and other locations.

Extinction

Alexander 3 (Yonah, Prof, Dir – Inter-University for Terrorism Studies, Washington Times, 8-28, Lexis)
Unlike their historical counterparts, contemporary terrorists have introduced a new scale of violence in terms of conventional and unconventional threats and impact. The internationalization and brutalization of current and future terrorism make it clear we have entered an Age of Super Terrorism [e.g. biological, chemical, radiological, nuclear and cyber] with its serious implications concerning national, regional and global security concerns. Two myths in particular must be debunked immediately if an effective counterterrorism "best practices" strategy can be developed [e.g., strengthening international cooperation]. The first illusion is that terrorism can be greatly reduced, if not eliminated completely, provided the root causes of conflicts - political, social and economic - are addressed. The conventional illusion is that terrorism must be justified by oppressed people seeking to achieve their goals and consequently the argument advanced by "freedom fighters" anywhere, "give me liberty and I will give you death," should be tolerated if not glorified. This traditional rationalization of "sacred" violence often conceals that the real purpose of terrorist groups is to gain political power through the barrel of the gun, in violation of fundamental human rights of the noncombatant segment of societies. For instance, Palestinians religious movements [e.g., Hamas, Islamic Jihad] and secular entities [such as Fatah's Tanzim and Aqsa Martyr Brigades]] wish not only to resolve national grievances [such as Jewish settlements, right of return, Jerusalem] but primarily to destroy the Jewish state. Similarly, Osama bin Laden's international network not only opposes the presence of American military in the Arabian Peninsula and Iraq, but its stated objective is to "unite all Muslims and establish a government that follows the rule of the Caliphs." The second myth is that strong action against terrorist infrastructure [leaders, recruitment, funding, propaganda, training, weapons, operational command and control] will only increase terrorism. The argument here is that law-enforcement efforts and military retaliation inevitably will fuel more brutal acts of violent revenge. Clearly, if this perception continues to prevail, particularly in democratic societies, there is the danger it will paralyze governments and thereby encourage further terrorist attacks. In sum, past experience provides useful lessons for a realistic future strategy. The prudent application of force has been demonstrated to be an effective tool for short- and long-term deterrence of terrorism. For example, Israel's targeted killing of Mohammed Sider, the Hebron commander of the Islamic Jihad, defused a "ticking bomb." The assassination of Ismail Abu Shanab - a top Hamas leader in the Gaza Strip who was directly responsible for several suicide bombings including the latest bus attack in Jerusalem - disrupted potential terrorist operations. Similarly, the U.S. military operation in Iraq eliminated Saddam Hussein's regime as a state sponsor of terror. Thus, it behooves those countries victimized by terrorism to understand a cardinal message communicated by Winston Churchill to the House of Commons on May 13, 1940: "Victory at all costs, victory in spite of terror, victory however long and hard the road may be: For without victory, there is no survival."
Industrial Base – Impact – Heg/Economy
Strong defense base is key to U.S. leadership and economic growth

Velázquez 3

(Nydia M., Ranking Member – House Small Business Committee, 10-16 http://www.house.gov/smbiz/democrats/Statements/st101603.htm)

However, from January 2002 to December 2002, nearly half a million jobs were lost in the technology sector. One critical concern for our nation's small tech firms is that the environment must be conducive to foster a strong domestic defense industry base. Readiness and access to cutting-edge technology are necessities in regard to the U.S. defense industry and our national security. As we recently found in the war with Iraq, many times Americans do have to turn to foreign countries for assistance. And as we experienced with France, it is not always easy. That is why the U.S. should not have to depend on countries overseas for military assistance - we need to have a secure base right here. A strong defense base is crucial for U.S. economic and military security, yet we are hearing contradictory statements about its viability. During a hearing this summer, the Department of Defense (DOD) stated that its current policies do not have a negative effect on our economy or threaten our national security. However, a recent report by the DOD Advisory Group on Electron Devices (AGED) found the opposite. They reported that the outsourcing of the U.S. technology sector has had a negative impact on our ability to research and produce the best products for our nation. The report said that DOD now has to obtain a majority of cutting-edge technologies from overseas - giving those countries a political and military advantage. The AGED report also claims that the Department of Defense must take immediate action to preserve our position as a leader in technological advancement, and to counter the decline of the U.S. electronics and technology sector. To compliment the AGED report, the President's Council of Advisors on Science and Technology (PCAST) Subcommittee on Information Technology Manufacturing and Competitiveness recently warned that by outsourcing the tech sector abroad, our country would risk losing its innovation strength for design, research, development and creation of new products. Much of this outsourcing has been in the semiconductor industry. This industry is key to the U.S. manufacturing sector's vitality and strength. In 1999, it posted $102 billion in sales, and accounted for half of the world market. In addition, it is the cornerstone of the $425 billion U.S. electronics sector.  Continued outsourcing and decline in the semiconductor industry would create a ripple effect. It would eventually leave small high-tech firms struggling for business and our nation's domestic defense base weak. By shifting semiconductor manufacturing overseas, we are hindering our nation's role as a leader in technological research and development.  Today's hearing will allow us to examine how outsourcing these vital sectors are affecting U.S. competitiveness. The weakening of our technology industry can have detrimental effects on both national and economic security. Policies need to be in place that will allow not only the manufacturing and technology sector to flourish, but also our nation's small high-tech firms, so that we can remain a leader in the world market.
Industrial Base – Impact – Heg/Economy

Industrial base is eroding --- will collapse heg and the economy

Ronis 3 (Sheila, Ph.D. and President – University Group, Inc., “Erosion of U.S. Industrial Base is Troubling; Growing Dependence on Foreign Suppliers Should Concern Policy Makers”, National Defense, 8-1, Lexis)

The U.S. industrial base is eroding, and this situation has enormous national security implications. It has made the United States so dependent on foreign countries for critical components and systems that it may have lost its ability to control its supply chains.
The United States is becoming dependent on countries such as China, India, Russia, France and Germany for critical weapons technology. It's conceivable that one of these governments could tell its local suppliers not to sell critical components to the United States because they do not agree with U.S. foreign policy.
The federal government, and in particular, the Department of Defense, does not manage the country's industrial base as a "system."
U.S. government agencies are fiefdoms that rarely compare notes tosee how their collective policies might affect a company or an industry. Interagency cooperation is an essential element of what needs tochange in the future.
A Defense Department report entitled "Transforming the Defense Industrial Base: A Roadmap," recommended the department consider "viewing the industrial base as being composed of operational effects-based sectors that support transformational war-fighting. ... Organizing its decision processes to optimize operational effects--not programs, platforms or weapons systems."
This report makes sensible arguments, but more needs to be done.
U.S. corporations increasingly act as large social systems with a global focus. But ask the CEOs of the Fortune 500 to describe the issues on their minds and, more than likely, national security or the disintegration of the U.S. industrial base would not be among them. Many global corporations do not believe they owe allegiance to any stakeholder except their stockholders, and sometimes, their customers.
This attitude has not changed since the end of the Cold War--not even since 9/11. A new vision of national security is needed that includes cooperation between government and industry.
National security requires a healthy market-based economy, with a strong industrial base of globally competitive industries continuously improving quality and productivity.
The United States cannot sustain the kind of growth it has enjoyed for the last several decades if the industrial base steadily erodes. Increasingly, a number of U.S. companies in specific industries find it impossible to compete in world markets. This is of particular concern for the industrial base that supplies the U.S. military.

Supply disruptions are likely --- cuts the U.S. off from equipment crucial to maintain military capabilities

Ronis 3 (Sheila, Ph.D. and President – University Group, Inc., “Erosion of U.S. Industrial Base is Troubling; Growing Dependence on Foreign Suppliers Should Concern Policy Makers”, National Defense, 8-1, Lexis)

In many cases, the United States is unable to manufacture critical military equipment. This situation is not officially documented and monitored, but it needs to be.
The United States does not have control over foreign shipping. Enemies can easily disrupt the economy just by sinking ships that feed the industrial base and consumer culture. The United States is vulnerable because of its dependence on foreign parts, services and fuel to maintain economic growth, not to mention military capability.
Global purchasing organizations in industry and the military are not sufficiently looking at the risks of potential disruption of supply lines. They tend to be rewarded for getting commodities less expensively, and nothing else.
*** EXPLORATION ADVANTAGE

Moon Good – REE Impact

Lunar mining is key to access rare earth elements --- prevents Chinese cut-off
David 10 (Leonard, Space Insider Columnist – Space.com, “Is Mining Rare Minerals on the Moon Vital to National Security?”, NASA Lunar Science Institute, 10-4, http://lunarscience.arc.nasa.gov/articles/is-mining-rare-minerals-on-the-moon-vital-to-national-security)
The seemingly barren moon may actually be a treasure-trove of priceless resources: a potentially bountiful, mineral-rich – yet untapped – cosmic quarry. Still, few see the moon as an alluring mining site, ripe for the picking of rare elements of strategic and national security importance.

Here on Earth, China recently blocked the export of rare earth elements to Japan for use in an array of products; from wind turbines and glass for solar panels to use in hybrid cars, and even guided missiles and other defense-oriented creations.

China is increasingly putting the pinch on quotas of such elements out of their country. And as the scarcity of these valuable minerals grows, so too does the concern in other nations regarding the availability of this limited resource.

For instance, a recent report from the Congressional Research Service – a study arm of the U.S. Congress – reviewed the worldly use of rare earth elements for national defense.

The report looked at the production of elements such as europium and tantalum, among others, outside the United States and flagged the important issue of supply vulnerability.

The study pointed out that rare earth elements are used for new energy technologies and national security applications and asked: Is the United States vulnerable to supply disruptions of these elements? Are they essential to U.S. national security and economic well-being?

Among the policy options flagged in the Congressional Research Service assessment is establishing a government-run economic stockpile and/or private-sector stockpiles. Doing so “may be a prudent investment,” the study noted, and would contain supplies of specific rare earth elements broadly needed for “green initiatives” and defense applications.

Local concentrations

Given all the mineral mischief here on Earth, the moon could become a wellspring of essential resources – but at what quality, quantity and outlay to extract?

Chinese cut-off collapses civilization

Adams 10 (Mike, Editor – NaturalNews, “Global Supply of Rare Earth Elements Could Be Wiped Out by 2012”, 1-26, http://www.naturalnews.com/028028_rare_earth_elements_mining.html)
It's the bubble you've probably never heard of: The rare earth bubble. And it's due to pop in 2012, potentially devastating the industries of western nations that depend on these rare elements.  What industries are those? The automobile industry uses tens of thousands of tons of rare earth elements each year, and advanced military technology depends on these elements, too. Lots of "green" technologies depend on them, including wind turbines, low-energy light bulbs and hybrid car batteries. In fact, much of western civilization depends on rare earth elements such as terbium, lanthanum and neodymium.  So what's the problem with these rare elements? 97 percent of the world's supply comes from mines in China, and China is prepared to simply stop exporting these strategic elements to the rest of the world by 2012.  If that happens, the western world will be crippled by the collapse of available rare earth elements. Manufacturing of everything from computers and electronics to farm machinery will grind to a halt. Electronics will disappear from the shelves and prices for manufactured goods that depend on these rare elements will skyrocket.  These 17 rare earth elements (REE) -- all of which are metals -- are strategic resources upon which entire nations are built. In many ways, they are similar to rubber -- a resource so valuable and important to the world that many experts call it the "fourth most important natural resource in the world," right after water, steel and oil. Without rubber, you couldn't drive your car to work or water your lawn. Many medical technologies would cease to work and virtually all commercial construction would grind to a halt.  Many of the strategic battles fought in World War II were fought, in fact, over control of rubber, most of which now comes through Singapore and its surrounding regions (Malaysia and Indonesia). Global shortage of Rare Earth Elements coming... Now, by threatening to cut off the world's supply of rare earth elements, China appears to be attempting to monopolize this extremely important strategic resource. According to information received by The Independent, by 2012 China may cease all exports of rare earth elements, reserving them for its own economic expansion.  An article in that paper quotes REE expert Jack Lifton as saying, "A real crunch is coming. In America, Britain and elsewhere we have not yet woken up to the fact that there is an urgent need to secure the supply of rare earths from sources outside China."  And yet virtually no one has heard of this problem! People are familiar with peak oil, global warming, ocean acidification, the national debt and the depletion of fossil water, but very few are aware of the looming crisis in rare metals... upon which much of western civilization rests.
*** ANSWERS TO OFF-CASE ARGUMENTS
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Funding Constellation has broad Congressional support
Armstrong 11 (Neil, First Man on the Moon and Former NASA Astronaut, Jim Lovell and Gene Cernan, Former Apollo Mission Commanders, “Is Obama Grounding JFK’s Space Legacy?”, USA Today, 5-24, http://www.usatoday.com/news/opinion/forum/2011-05-24-Obama-grounding-JFK-space-legacy_n.htm)
By 2005, in keeping with President Kennedy's intent and America's resolve, NASA was developing the Constellation program, focusing on a return to the moon while simultaneously developing the plans and techniques to venture beyond, and eventually to Mars.

The program enjoyed near-unanimous support, being approved and endorsed by the Bush administration and by both Democratic and Republican Congresses. However, due to its congressionally authorized funding falling victim to Office of Management and Budget cuts, earmarks and other unexpected financial diversions, Constellation fell behind schedule. An administration-appointed review committee concluded the Constellation program was "not viable" due to inadequate funding.
Plan’s massively popular --- all of Congress supports it
Dinerman 10 (Taylor, Consultant – Department of Defense and Reporter – Space Review, “The Collapse of NASA?”, Hudson New York, 6-9, http://www.hudson-ny.org/1366/the-collapse-of-nasa)
The resistance to Obama's program on Capitol Hill and elsewhere is fierce. NASA Administrator Bolden has literally had to beg his own employees for support. Meanwhile, supporters and skeptics are at each others throats. The damage this is doing to personal and professional relationships inside the space industry is real and lasting.

Ever since it was created by President Eisenhower in 1958, NASA has had a powerful grip on the American imagination. As Tom Wolfe put it: " The 'space race' became a fateful test and presage of the entire Cold War conflict between the 'superpowers' the Soviet Union and the United Startes. Surveys showed that people throughout the world looked upon the competition… as a preliminary contest proving final and irresistible power to destroy." After a rough start, the Apollo Moon landing in 1969 ended the first phase of the space race with a decisive American victory. The pictures of astronauts standing next to the flag became a permanent part of America's global image. So much so, in fact, that US enemies almost always subscribe to the belief that the Moon landings were faked.

After Apollo, it became commonplace to say that NASA lost its way. On the contrary, the agency has, with remarkable tenacity, pursued an human space exploration agenda that has provided the framework for almost everything it does. First, they pursued a low-cost, safe,reliable Earth to Orbit transportation system, The Shuttle, which was supposed to provide; but due to cost-cutting by the Nixon administration and Congressional Democrats, led by Edward Kennedy and Walter Mondale in the early 1970s, it failed to live up to its potential.

The agency also wanted a Space Station as a stepping stone to the Solar System. The existing International Space Station (ISS) may not be in the ideal orbit for interplanetary exploration, but it does exist and this alone is a tribute to NASA's powerful institutional will.

A permanent base on the Moon, and eventually a manned landing on Mars, were the ultimate goals of the US space agency. President George W. Bush's Science Advisor, John Marbuger, explained what the end result would be during a speech in March 2006: "As I see it, questions about the the (NASA) Vision boil down to whether we want to incorporate the Solar System in our economic sphere or not."

The proposal to replace the shuttle with a commercial taxi service has gotten a lot of attention. The concept is not new. During the Bush administration, NASA set up the Commercial Orbital Transportation Services (COTS) contracts, the of which were to provide cargo services to the Space Station. It was hoped that later ones would be able to carry astronauts. Sadly, the firms involved have found that they needed a lot more time and money than originally planned. Whether Bolden said it or not, there is a better than even chance that at some point they will need to be bailed out.

At one time, the US-manned space program was something that the overwhelming majority of Americans could be proud of; with a few exceptions, it enjoyed strong bipartisan and popular support. It has so much visibility that many people believe it gets as much as 20 percent of the federal budget, instead of the the real number which is a little more than one-half of one percent.

Now it is the object of a nasty political squabble -- mostly between the White House and Congress as a whole, rather than between Republicans and Democrats. While a few leaders in Washington are seeking a compromise, the fight over Constellation has been getting nasty. Senator Richard Shelby (R Al.), the most eager supporter of the Moon Mission, may attach an amendment forbidding NASA to cancel the Constellation to a "must pass" military appropriations bill. This would insure the programs survival at least until 2012.
Politics Answers

Broad, bipartisan support exists for funding Constellation

Dinerman 10 (Taylor, Consultant – Department of Defense and Reporter – Space Review, “Will NASA’s Embrace Kill NewSpace?”, Space Review, 2-15, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1564/1)
Whatever her motives were, when Senator Barbara Mikulski (D-MD) destroyed the George H.W. Bush Space Exploration Initiative in 1992, she demonstrated how a single powerful senator could wreck any president’s proposals, especially on a seemingly marginal issue like civil space policy. She went through the NASA budget and zeroed out anything that even remotely resembled funding for SEI. It took NASA many years to recover from those drastic cuts to the human space exploration technology program.

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.

In spite of its flaws—and if anyone says there is such a thing as a flawless government program ask them what they’ve been smoking—Constellation balanced the technological, political, and legal realities of today’s government environment. The new program is the product of a philosophy that, while it may be promising in the very long term, is simply not ready for prime time.

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. Like French courtiers wandering the halls of Versailles looking for a favor from the King, individuals who used to be regarded as brave entrepreneurs will now haunt the corridors of power looking for a subsidy or an earmark. They will prove their technical expertise by writing proposals that are perfectly adapted to the prevailing bureaucratic winds. It may be good business, but it does not have much to do with 21st century market capitalism.

Now that the NewSpace industry is in a direct fight with the powerful members of Congress they may find that in spite of support from NASA’s leadership, they lack the political strength overcome the opposition. If the men and women who sit on the appropriations committees feel their interests and even their political survival are threatened, they will strike back, and strike back hard. Some firms that have no government contracts will be immune to this backlash, but others, particularly the small and medium-sized ones that depend on SBIRs, will be vulnerable to the appropriators’ scalpel.

The poster child for NewSpace, SpaceX, which once had a number of military launch deals, may find them harder to come by at least in the near future. Since the USAF switched the TacSat missions away from the Hawthorne, California, firm, probably due to the delay’s involved with Falcon, it is hard to see them giving the company more business until it has a much better track record than it does now. It will also be fairly easy to paint NewSpace CEOs as “rent seekers”. Elon Musk’s ability at another company, Tesla, to collect government subsidies for selling very expensive luxury cars to millionaires should raise more than a few eyebrows.

The claim that one type of government contractor represents “free enterprise” and another group somehow represents “big government” is ludicrous. It’s all taxpayers money; the only difference is that the big aerospace firms long ago paid back (or lost) the money their founders invested in them. The Obama Administration’s attempt to buy off the opposition by spreading around $50 million in contracts under the Commercial Crew Development (CCDev) program is as transparent as their effort to defuse opposition to their health care bill by offering goodies to the insurance and pharmaceutical industries. Giving a few million to everyone from the giant ULA to the tiny Sierra Nevada may seem like a smart move, but it will do nothing to stop the broad public recognition that abandoning the Moon mission is a humiliating national defeat.

The president’s political foes will not let this pass. The bitterness and anger that so many Americans feel over the end (or the proposed end) of Moon program will only grow. This fall, as the final shuttle flights take place and the mid-term elections loom, they will pull out all the stops. In some places the rhetoric will get white hot. Constellation was an all-too-rare US Government program with deep bipartisan support. Throwing it on the ash heap is a sign of just how little this administration really values the idea of working across party lines.
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Constellation has tons of Congressional support --- especially with Hutchison

Pasztor 10 (Andy, Staff – Wall Street Journal, “NASA Chief Threatens Funding Halt for Constellation Project”, Wall Street Journal, 6-11, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704312104575299340629024382.html)
After promising for months to continue the current U.S. manned space exploration program while Congress debates its fate, NASA chief Charles Bolden now says he is putting a "low priority" on funding such hardware.

The move is bound to anger many in Congress, where there is broad bipartisan support for maintaining NASA's existing Constellation project.

NASA's abrupt policy shift -- disclosed Thursday by Republican Senator Kay Bailey Hutchison of Texas -- already has prompted the veteran lawmaker to complain that NASA's leadership wants to "willfully subvert the repeatedly expressed will of Congress" to continue work on Constellation. NASA's move also could make it more difficult for the Obama Administration to reach a compromise with congressional foes when it comes to NASA's priorities.

Constellation is a multi-billion dollar program intended to develop, test, build and deploy a new generation of heavy-lift rockets and space capsules to take astronauts into orbit, back to the moon and eventually deeper into the solar system. In February, President Barack Obama proposed to cancel Constellation and outsource to private companies manned missions to the international space station through the end of the decade. The private companies stand to get as much as $5 billion in financial support over the next few years.

But recently, Congress passed language reiterating that NASA is BARRED from cancelling Constellation or starting up any new programs unless Congress first gives its express approval.

Politics Answers

Winners win

Halloran 10 (Liz, Reporter – NPR, “For Obama, What A Difference A Week Made”, National Public Radio, 4-6, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=125594396)

Amazing what a win in a major legislative battle will do for a president's spirit. (Turmoil over spending and leadership at the Republican National Committee over the past week, and the release Tuesday of a major new and largely sympathetic book about the president by New Yorker editor David Remnick, also haven't hurt White House efforts to drive its own, new narrative.)  Obama's Story Though the president's national job approval ratings failed to get a boost by the passage of the health care overhaul — his numbers have remained steady this year at just under 50 percent — he has earned grudging respect even from those who don't agree with his policies. "He's achieved something that virtually everyone in Washington thought he couldn't," says Henry Olsen, vice president and director of the business-oriented American Enterprise Institute's National Research Initiative. "And that's given him confidence."  The protracted health care battle looks to have taught the White House something about power, says presidential historian Gil Troy — a lesson that will inform Obama's pursuit of his initiatives going forward. "I think that Obama realizes that presidential power is a muscle, and the more you exercise it, the stronger it gets," Troy says. "He exercised that power and had a success with health care passage, and now he wants to make sure people realize it's not just a blip on the map." The White House now has an opportunity, he says, to change the narrative that had been looming — that the Democrats would lose big in the fall midterm elections, and that Obama was looking more like one-term President Jimmy Carter than two-termer Ronald Reagan, who also managed a difficult first-term legislative win and survived his party's bad showing in the midterms.  Approval Ratings Obama is exuding confidence since the health care bill passed, but his approval ratings as of April 1 remain unchanged from the beginning of the year, according to Pollster.com. What's more, just as many people disapprove of Obama's health care policy now as did so at the beginning of the year. According to the most recent numbers: Forty-eight percent of all Americans approve of Obama, and 47 disapprove. Fifty-two percent disapprove of Obama's health care policy, compared with 43 percent who approve. Stepping Back From A Precipice Those watching the re-emergent president in recent days say it's difficult to imagine that it was only weeks ago that Obama's domestic agenda had been given last rites, and pundits were preparing their pieces on a failed presidency.  Obama himself had framed the health care debate as a referendum on his presidency. A loss would have "ruined the rest of his presidential term," says Darrell West, director of governance studies at the liberal-leaning Brookings Institution. "It would have made it difficult to address other issues and emboldened his critics to claim he was a failed president."  The conventional wisdom in Washington after the Democrats lost their supermajority in the U.S. Senate when Republican Scott Brown won the Massachusetts seat long held by the late Sen. Edward Kennedy was that Obama would scale back his health care ambitions to get something passed. "I thought he was going to do what most presidents would have done — take two-thirds of a loaf and declare victory," says the AEI's Olsen. "But he doubled down and made it a vote of confidence on his presidency, parliamentary-style."  "You've got to be impressed with an achievement like that," Olsen says. But Olsen is among those who argue that, long-term, Obama and his party would have been better served politically by an incremental approach to reworking the nation's health care system, something that may have been more palatable to independent voters Democrats will need in the fall.  "He would have been able to show he was listening more, that he heard their concerns about the size and scope of this," Olsen says.  Muscling out a win on a sweeping health care package may have invigorated the president and provided evidence of leadership, but, his critics say, it remains to be seen whether Obama and his party can reverse what the polls now suggest is a losing issue for them. 
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Capital isn’t key

Dickinson 9 (Matthew, Professor of Political Science – Middlebury College and Former Professor – Harvard University, “Sotomayor, Obama, and Presidential Power”, Presidential Power: A NonPartisan Analysis of Presidential Politics, 5-26, http://blogs.middlebury.edu/presidentialpower/2009/05/26/sotamayor-obama-and-presidential-power/

As for Sotomayor, from here the path toward almost certain confirmation goes as follows: the Senate Judiciary Committee is slated to hold hearings sometime this summer (this involves both written depositions and of course open hearings), which should lead to formal Senate approval before Congress adjourns for its summer recess in early August.  So Sotomayor will likely take her seat in time for the start of the new Court session on October 5.  (I talk briefly about the likely politics of the nomination process below). What is of more interest to me, however, is what her selection reveals about the basis of presidential power.  Political scientists, like baseball writers evaluating hitters, have devised numerous means of measuring a president’s influence in Congress.  I will devote a separate post to discussing these, but in brief, they often center on the creation of legislative “box scores” designed to measure how many times a president’s preferred piece of legislation, or nominee to the executive branch or the courts, is approved by Congress.  That is, how many pieces of legislation that the president supports actually pass Congress? How often do members of Congress vote with the president’s preferences?  How often is a president’s policy position supported by roll call outcomes?  These measures, however, are a misleading gauge of presidential power – they are a better indicator of congressional power.  This is because how members of Congress vote on a nominee or legislative item is rarely influenced by anything a president does.  Although journalists (and political scientists) often focus on the legislative “endgame” to gauge presidential influence – will the President swing enough votes to get his preferred legislation enacted? – this mistakes an outcome with actual evidence of presidential influence.  Once we control for other factors – a member of Congress’ ideological and partisan leanings, the political leanings of her constituency, whether she’s up for reelection or not – we can usually predict how she will vote without needing to know much of anything about what the president wants.  (I am ignoring the importance of a president’s veto power for the moment.) Despite the much publicized and celebrated instances of presidential arm-twisting during the legislative endgame, then, most legislative outcomes don’t depend on presidential lobbying.  But this is not to say that presidents lack influence.  Instead, the primary means by which presidents influence what Congress does is through their ability to determine the alternatives from which Congress must choose.  That is, presidential power is largely an exercise in agenda-setting – not arm-twisting.   And we see this in the Sotomayer nomination.  Barring a major scandal, she will almost certainly be confirmed to the Supreme Court whether Obama spends the confirmation hearings calling every Senator or instead spends the next few weeks ignoring the Senate debate in order to play Halo III on his Xbox.  That is, how senators decide to vote on Sotomayor will have almost nothing to do with Obama’s lobbying from here on in (or lack thereof).  His real influence has already occurred, in the decision to present Sotomayor as his nominee.
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Spending cuts now --- already disrupting environmental monitoring
Morello 11 (Lauren, “Climate Satellite Programs Scarred in Budget Fight”, New York Times, 5-4, http://www.nytimes.com/cwire/2011/05/04/04climatewire-climate-satellite-programs-scarred-in-budget-76532.html)

The protracted fight over this year's federal budget has left its mark on the nation's climate and weather satellites, experts said yesterday at a conference organized by defense trade publisher IHS Jane's.

Scientists have warned for years that successive rounds of spending cuts have taken their toll on the nation's constellation of Earth-observing satellites. The National Academy of Sciences warned in 2007 that the United States' ability to monitor Earth from space was "at great risk" as the current stable of satellites aged and their replacements were delayed or shelved.

The spending deal hammered out earlier this month by House Republicans, Senate Democrats and the White House adds to that pain.

This year's budget chopped the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration's purse to $4.6 billion for fiscal 2011, $140 million less than the agency received in the 2010 budget cycle.

That has forced the agency to delay the launch of Jason-3, a joint mission with the European Organisation for the Exploitation of Meteorological Satellites to monitor sea level rise, by one year.

"It is impacted by the FY '11 budget decision," said Mary Kicza, NOAA's assistant administrator for satellite and information services. "The launch has slipped to 2014."

The spending cuts have also scrambled launch plans for the agency's Joint Polar Satellite System, a series of probes that will supply information for weather and climate forecasts. The launch of the program's first satellite, JPSS-1, will be delayed by at least 18 months beyond the original 2016 target.

Creating gaps in weather and climate records

That will leave a gap in some weather and climate records, creating more difficulties for environmental forecasts, severe storm warnings and search-and-rescue operations.

Future cuts are coming

Morello 11 (Lauren, “Climate Satellite Programs Scarred in Budget Fight”, New York Times, 5-4, http://www.nytimes.com/cwire/2011/05/04/04climatewire-climate-satellite-programs-scarred-in-budget-76532.html)

"Right now, we have satellites in orbit," Kicza said. "They are producing important measurements that our modelers are using to provide two-to-five-day weather forecasts and long-term climate forecasts. On the face of things, things don't look broken. But it takes many years to field these systems -- for a complex satellite, on average, it's six to eight years. So you need to make investments now to ensure you don't have a gap in the future."

Satellites have also taken a hit at NASA. The space agency largely evaded lawmakers' budget ax this year, but with another spending fight looming for 2012, the Obama administration did some trimming of its own. The president's fiscal 2012 budget request shelved two climate satellite missions.
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EPA and private sector satellites fill in
Hudgins 97 (Edward L., Director of Regulatory Studies – Cato Institute, “NASA and Mission to Planet Earth”, Testimony before the House Committee on Science, 3-19, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=12406)

NASA in recent years has seen environmental projects as potential cash cows. Mission to Planet Earth is the epitome of such an enterprise. NASA in the late 1980s had to fight turf battles with other agencies for jurisdiction over satellites to monitor the environment. After all, if the Environmental Protection Agency needs data to fulfill its mission, that should be none of NASA's business. NASA in effect muscled in on the territory of EPA and other government agencies. The mindset at NASA still seems to be that any activities that take place in space should be under its jurisdiction and supervision.

Typical of NASA's political tactics, in February, 1992 it made screaming headlines with its announcement that a huge ozone hole could be in the process of opening over the Northern hemisphere. In fine print the data were skimpy at best. Still, the agency got the politically correct headlines as its funding was being debated. There were few headlines months later when no ozone hole developed.

A second reason for not reauthorizing Mission to Planet Earth is that this program continues to cement NASA and the government in exactly the mode of operation that discourages private sector development of space infrastructure, and that in part accounts for the fact that we do not have space stations and Moon bases at this time. If a government agency, say, EPA, needs data, it should purchase the data, not the hardware, from the private sector. Government agencies should not be in the business of launching remote sensing satellites into space nor owning those satellites. There are private sector providers that could collect the data, based on bids submitted to the agency wishing the information. This approach would help in the development of for profit, private sector alternatives to government functions.

Satellites fail --- the cook the books to show dangerous environmental trends

Hudgins 97 (Edward L., Director of Regulatory Studies – Cato Institute, “NASA and Mission to Planet Earth”, Testimony before the House Committee on Science, 3-19, http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=12406)

The third reason for not reauthorizing Mission to Planet Earth is that its mission itself is of questionable value, based on political considerations rather than real science. It seems aimed more at selectively acquiring data to push politically correct agendas than to collect information that is urgently needed by policymakers but cannot be acquired by other, less costly means.

Fear of global warming was the major impetus behind Mission to Planet Earth. But each year reveals exactly what junk science this mission is based on. Rather than rehearse in detail the reasons why the global warming ideology is highly suspect and certainly does not deserve its own multi-billion dollar federal program, I will call your attention to the work and statements by Prof. Patrick J Michaels of the University of Virginia who has testified before this body on this issue at various times.

I would note that the computer models used in the mid-1980s to make the original global warming predictions also would have predicted, based on the data, that the atmosphere should have warmed up by 2.0° over the past 100 years. In fact, the real amount of warming seems to be about half a degree.

I also note that using ground-based data we find that much of this warming took place before World War II. Yet only about one-third of the greenhouse gas enhancement that supposedly causes global warming took place before the War. Two-thirds occurred after. You cannot have an effect, the warming, before the cause.

I note in addition that an article in the New York Times of March 18, 1997 on the influence of ocean currents on global climate suggests that oscillating temperatures are not due to manmade greenhouse gases.

NASA and the contractors working on Mission to Planet Earth want to keep the project going. This is hardly surprising. But thisu program is another example of the federal government's misplaced priorities, an example of a program that never should have been started but possibly will continue on, sucking up taxpayers' dollars. I hope you use this opportunity to reevaluate the mission before it becomes yet another unneeded government activity that policymakers are unable to kill because of the industrial and ideological clients it supports and who, in turn, support the policymakers.
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Environment is resilient

Easterbrook 95 (Gregg, Distinguished Fellow – Fullbright Foundation, A Moment on Earth, p. 25)

In the aftermath of events such as Love Canal or the Exxon Valdez oil spill, every reference to the environment is prefaced with the adjective "fragile." "Fragile environment" has become a welded phrase of the modern lexicon, like "aging hippie" or "fugitive financier." But the notion of a fragile environment is profoundly wrong. Individual animals, plants, and people are distressingly fragile. The environment that contains them is close to indestructible.   The living environment of Earth has survived ice ages; bombardments of cosmic radiation more deadly than atomic fallout; solar radiation more powerful than the worst-case projection for ozone depletion; thousand-year periods of intense volcanism releasing global air pollution far worse than that made by any factory; reversals of the planet's magnetic poles; the rearrangement of continents; transformation of plains into mountain ranges and of seas into plains; fluctuations of ocean currents and the jet stream; 300-foot vacillations in sea levels; shortening and lengthening of the seasons caused by shifts in the planetary axis; collisions of asteroids and comets bearing far more force than man's nuclear arsenals; and the years without summer that followed these impacts.   Yet hearts beat on, and petals unfold still. Were the environment fragile it would have expired many eons before the advent of the industrial affronts of the dreaming ape. Human assaults on the environment, though mischievous, are pinpricks compared to forces of the magnitude nature is accustomed to resisting. 

No impact to species loss

Sagoff 97 (Mark, Senior Research Scholar – Maryland School of Public Policy, Pew Scholar in Conservation and the Environment, “Do We Consume Too Much?”, Atlantic Monthly, June, 

http://www.chem.brown.edu/chem12/readings/atlantic/consume.html)
There is no credible argument, moreover, that all or even most of the species we are concerned to protect are essential to the functioning of the ecological systems on which we depend. (If whales went extinct, for example, the seas would not fill up with krill.) David Ehrenfeld, a biologist at Rutgers University, makes this point in relation to the vast ecological changes we have already survived. “Even a mighty dominant like the American chestnut,” Ehrenfeld has written, “extending over half a continent, all but disappeared without bringing the eastern deciduous forest down with it.” Ehrenfeld points out that the species most likely to be endangered are those the biosphere is least likely to miss. “Many of these species were never common or ecologically influential; by no stretch of the imagination can we make them out to be vital cogs in the ecological machine.”
Warming’s inevitable

Stern 7 (Nicholas, Head of the British Government Economic Service and I.G. Patel Chair – London School of Economics, The Economics of Climate Change: The Stern Review, p. 11-13)

Additional warming is already in the pipeline due to past and present emissions. The full warming effect of past emissions is yet to be realised. Observations show that the oceans have taken up around 84% of the total heating of the Earth’s system over the last 40 years36. If global emissions were stopped today, some of this heat would be exchanged with the atmosphere as the system came back into equilibrium, causing an additional warming. Climate models project that the world is committed to a further warming of 0.5° - 1 °C over several decades due to past emissions 37. This warming is smaller than the warming expected if concentrations were stabilised at 430 ppm CO2e, because atmospheric aerosols mask a proportion of the current warming effect of greenhouse gases. Aerosols remain in the atmosphere for only a few weeks and are not expected to be present in significant levels at stabilisation38. If annual emissions continued at today’s levels, greenhouse gas levels would be close to double pre-industrial levels by the middle of the century. If this concentration were sustained, temperatures are projected to eventually rise by 2 – 5ºC or even higher. Projections of future warming depend on projections of global emissions (discussed in chapter 7). If annual emissions were to remain at today’s levels, greenhouse gas levels would reach close to 550 ppm CO2e by 2050.39 Using the lower and upper 90% confidence bounds based on the IPCC TAR range and recent research from the Hadley Centre, this would commit the world to a warming of around 2 – 5°C (Table 1.1). As demonstrated in Box 1.2, these two climate sensitivity distributions lie close to the centre of recent projections and are used throughout this Review to give illustrative temperature projections. Positive feedbacks, such as methane emissions from permafrost, could drive temperatures even higher. Near the middle of this range of warming (around 2 – 3°C above today, the Earth would reach a temperature not seen since the middle Pliocene around 3 million years ago . This level of warming on a global scale is far outside the experience of human civilisation. However, these are conservative estimates of the expected warming, because in the absence of an effective climate policy, changes in land use and the growth in population and energy consumption around the world will drive greenhouse gas emissions far higher than today. This would lead greenhouse gas levels to attain higher levels than suggested above. The IPCC projects that without intervention greenhouse gas levels will rise to 550 – 700 ppm CO2e by 2050 and 650 – 1200 ppm CO2e by 210041. These projections and others are discussed in Chapter 7, which concludes that, without mitigation, greenhouse gas levels are likely to be towards the upper end of these ranges. If greenhouse gas levels were to reach 1000 ppm, more than treble pre-industrial levels, the Earth would be committed to around a 3 – 10°C of warming or more, even without considering the risk of positive feedbacks (Table 1.1).
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Doesn’t solve --- visas are only a short-term solution --- future shortages are inevitable
Hegland 7 (Corine, Staff Writer – National  Journal, “The Skilled-Worker Problem,” National Journal, 6-2, Lexis)

But the devil, as always, is in the details. The current immigration morass comes from a mismatch between supply and demand. More people want to enter the country, and qualify to do so, than the U.S. government allows by way of annual visa quotas. As a result, applications take years. Some workers, many of whom are already here on the six-year limited H-1B , have been waiting five years for their green cards ; some petitioners have been waiting to join families here for more than 20 years. The new system would sweep away the backlogs by temporarily injecting new visas into the system. After eight years, though, the supply and demand mismatch comes roaring back. The number of green cards would stabilize around the current level of about 1 million per year, but the number of people eligible for those green cards would skyrocket in the interim. Foreigners without job offers and undocumented workers already in the country will join the current pool of employer-sponsored workers to compete for limited slots.

Foreign workers are terrible --- visas won’t boost aerospace

Matloff 8 (Norm, Professor of Computer Science – UC Davis, “H-1Bs: Still Not the Best and the Brightest,” Center for Immigration Studies, May, http://www.cis.org/articles/2008/back508.html)
In pressuring Congress to expand the H-1B work visa and employment-based green card programs, industry lobbyists have recently adopted a new tack. Seeing that their past cries of a tech labor shortage are contradicted by stagnant or declining wages, their new buzzword is innovation. Building on their perennial assertion that the foreign workers are “the best and the brightest,” they now say that continued U.S. leadership in science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) hinges on our ability to import the world’s best engineers and scientists. Yet, this Backgrounder will present new data analysis showing that the vast majority of the foreign workers — including those at most major tech firms — are people of just ordinary talent, doing ordinary work. They are not the innovators the industry lobbyists portray them to be.  I presented some initial analyses along these lines in an earlier Backgrounder,1 showing for instance that STEM foreign students at U.S. universities tend to be at the less-selective universities. Here I present a much more direct analysis, making use of a simple but powerful idea: If the foreign workers are indeed outstanding talents, they would be paid accordingly. We can thus easily determine whether a foreign worker is among “the best and the brightest” by computing the ratio of his salary to the prevailing wage figure stated by the employer. Let’s call this the Talent Measure (TM). Keep in mind that a TM value of 1.0 means that the worker is merely average, not of outstanding talent.  I computed median TM values for various subgroups of interest. A summary of the results is:      * The median TM value over all foreign workers studied was just a hair over 1.0.      * The median TM value was also essentially 1.0 in each of the tech professions studied.      * Median TM was near 1.0 for almost all prominent tech firms that were analyzed.      * Contrary to the constant hyperbole in the press that American (and Western European) kids are weak at math in comparison with their counterparts in Asia, TM values for guest workers from Western European countries tend to be higher than those of the Asians.  Again noting that a TM value of 1.0 means just average, the data show dramatically that most foreign workers, the vast majority of whom are from Asia, are in fact not “the best and the brightest.”  Note that the statutory definition of prevailing wage takes into account experience levels. In other words, the TM value for a worker compares him to workers of the same level of experience, not to the workforce as a whole. Thus the modest TM values found here for the guest workers cannot be dismissed by pointing to the fact that many of the guest workers are younger.  This article also presents further data showing an equally important point:      * Most foreign workers work at or near entry level, described by the Department of Labor in terms akin to apprenticeship. This counters the industry’s claim that they hire the workers as key innovators, and again we will see a stark difference between the Asians and Europeans. 
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High skilled immigrants suppress high skilled wages
Globe and Mail 7 (Immigrants and wages, 5-28, Lexis)
Few Canadians would be surprised to learn that immigrants pull down the wages of the domestic workers whom they challenge for jobs. That has been the law of supply and demand since humans first scrabbled to make a living. What is surprising, as a new Statistics Canada study makes clear, is that immigrants to Canada have narrowed the gap between the country's highest-paid workers and lowest-paid workers, reducing income inequality. In the United States, it's the opposite: The presence of immigrants increases the gap between the rich and the poor. The contrast underlines the differences between the U.S. and Canadian approaches to immigrant selection. The study found that a 10-per-cent change in labour supply from international migration is associated with a 3-to-4-per-cent change in weekly earnings in the opposite direction. It does not draw the inevitable conclusion that Canadian policy, which favours more highly skilled immi- grants, is better for social peace and general prosperity than U.S. policy, even if it unfortunately leads to lower wages for more educated workers. To catalogue the workers and their wages, a Statscan researcher and a Harvard University economics professor scrutinized census data for male labour-market participants over several decades in the U.S., Mexico and Canada. Since the 1960s, American immigration policy has emphasized family reunification, which has led to the entry of a high proportion of low-skilled workers. In 2001, only 20 per cent of U.S. immigrants had more than an undergraduate university degree compared with roughly 40 per cent of Canadian immigrants. Although neither nation's immigration policy is a resounding success, their different approaches to immigrant selection have affected different income groups. In Canada, the study says, immigration "played a role" in the 7-per-cent drop in real weekly wages between 1980 and 2000 for workers with more than a university undergraduate degree. However, largely because Canada did not import huge numbers of low-skilled immigrants, the wages of low-skilled workers rose. As a result, immigration has moderated the growing gap between the wages of low-skilled and high-skilled workers. In contrast, U.S. immigrants have depressed the wages of all low-skilled workers while barely affecting the wages of more highly skilled workers. Real weekly wages for more highly skilled U.S. workers grew by 20 per cent between 1980 and 2000. In effect, immigration magnified the wage inequality. Good immigration policies should not foster the creation of large pools of low-skilled workers who compete ferociously with each other and drive down wages. Immigrants in that U.S. underclass have far less hope of improving their fortunes than well-educated Canadian immigrants - even those who may be struggling to get their credentials recognized. Canada's immigration policy, while imperfect, correctly gives preference to the highly qualified.
Wage deflation collapses the economy 
Scoffield 9 (Heather, Economics Reporter, Globe and Mail, The painful ripple effect of pay cuts; 

Fears grow that consumers will save instead of spend, threatening recovery, 7-20, Lexis)
Pay increases in Canada and the United States are stalling, in yet another threat to a recovery that already promises to be hard and slow. The stagnation in wage growth over the past few months is heightening fears over the strength and mindset of consumers as employees accept pay freezes in many industries and outright cuts in others. The concern is that industries slashing wages will set a trend that becomes contagious. While cutting costs makes sense at a company level, it's dangerous for the economy as a whole. For employees, repairing balance sheets is more difficult with a wage cut. And consumer spending, which needs to revive for recovery to take hold, could take a further hit. "Wage deflation is the real issue," a recent report from London-based Capital Economics stated, highlighting a troubling disconnect between policy-makers' focus on exit strategies, and their fear of inflation after the recession, and the reality facing companies and their work forces now. Anxiety among consumers over wage deflation has a ripple effect: As unemployment mounts, employers gain an upper hand in a slack job market and tend to salvage what they can of profits by slicing salaries. Workers, who have to pay the monthly bills and already have seen their net worth erode, build up their savings. The deflationary spiral that could be set off by wage cuts risks driving recessionary economies further into a funk. "The creation of new money by central banks is a sideshow compared to the disinflationary pressures still building in the real world," Capital Economics said. "In particular, the risk that falling wages will trigger a deflationary spiral is far greater than the inflationary threat from the monetary side."
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Immigration reform links to politics

Völkel 10 (Christian, Reporter – Global Insight, “State Law Raises Stakes in U.S. Immigration Reform Debate”, Global Insight, 4-26, Lexis)

The measure triggered a storm of protest, notably from human rights lobbies but also from U.S. president Barack Obama, who slammed the law as "misguided". It also prompted Democrat lawmakers to pledge renewed efforts to forge ahead with a comprehensive immigration reform. Senate majority leader Harry Reid promised on Friday that he will make immigration reform a priority once the upper house has finished working on its financial sector reform bill. But with crucial mid-term elections coming up in November prospects that such efforts will yield any tangible results remain subdued. Republicans are wary that Democrats are pushing immigration reform in an effort to shore up support among the increasingly important Latino population, which, in the 2008 presidential election, had voted for President Obama by a margin of more than two-to-one. With no plausible prospects for bipartisan collaboration, substantial progress on immigration reform is unlikely to come over the coming months and the new row over immigration could also affect the wider legislative agenda. Reacting to Reid's move, Senator Lindsay Graham, a Republican from South Carolina, announced that he would withdraw his support from a bipartisan effort to draft a pivotal energy bill.
Immigration burns capital --- it’s a tough fight --- GOP opposes and it splits the Democrats

Martin 9 (Gary, Reporter – SA News, “Immigration Reform in For a Tough Fight”, San Antonio Express-News, 12-28, http://www.mysanantonio.com/news/Immigration_reform_in_for_a_tough_fight.html?showFullArticle=y)
President Barack Obama's campaign promise to overhaul immigration laws next year faces an uphill battle in Congress, and it could hurt Democrats in the 2010 midterm elections whether it succeeds or fails.  Division among Democrats and solid Republican opposition to key provisions of any sweeping reform bill will be major hurdles. Democrats facing tough re-election battles will be hard-pressed to vote to legalize the status of unauthorized immigrants during an economic downturn. But inaction on the issue could alienate crucial Hispanic voters who helped deliver the White House to Democrats last year. “After being on our national agenda for a decade, comprehensive immigration reform's time has come,” said Thomas Saenz, president of the Mexican American Legal Defense and Educational Fund. Perhaps. But the House Democratic leadership is so skittish about the issue that it wants the Senate to go first. “I think it's a bad environment for much to get done,” said Gary Segura, a Stanford University political science professor. Administration officials are laying the groundwork to begin the push for a reform bill next year that includes citizenship for 12 million unauthorized immigrants. Homeland Security Secretary Janet Napolitano, the White House point person on immigration reform, told the Senate it must “seize the moment” to change the current system. And Citizenship and Immigration Services is gearing up to process an estimated 12 million unauthorized immigrants if a law granting a path to citizenship is passed. “We will be prepared,” said Alejandro Mayorkas, the agency's director. But enormous pools of quicksand await immigration reform in Congress, where separate bills are being written in the House and Senate. Sen. Charles Schumer, D-N.Y., chairman of the Senate Judiciary subcommittee on immigration, is expected to unveil his bill early next month. A House bill with 87 co-sponsors was filed two weeks ago by Rep. Luis Gutierrez, D-Ill., who heads the immigration task force for the Congressional Hispanic Caucus. As Gutierrez filed his bill, House Speaker Nancy Pelosi, D-Calif., reiterated her pledge to wait for the Senate to move first, essentially protecting vulnerable Democratic colleagues from having to vote on the emotionally charged issue if it dies in the other chamber. Rep. Chris Van Hollen, chairman of the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee, which is helping Democrats with tough GOP challenges, said House leaders want to be sure the Senate can “get something done.” “That's where the immigration reform debate broke down last time, and that's where it should begin this time,” said Van Hollen, D-Md. Senate Republicans blocked a bipartisan reform bill in 2007. For Democrats, even with a majority, it is uncertain whether they can muster the votes to pass another. Senate Majority Leader Harry Reid, D-Nev., said he will bring the issue to the floor next year, but he has yet to lay out a timetable for addressing it. The Senate bill is expected to contain citizenship measures that many Republicans criticize as an amnesty program. The House bill would grant permanent resident status to unauthorized immigrants who, after paying a $500 fine, learning English and passing background checks, could gain citizenship. Democrats concede such proposals could be difficult to pass when U.S. unemployment hovers at 10 percent. “How can they allow 12 million illegal immigrants to take jobs that should go to citizens and legal immigrants?” asked Rep. Lamar Smith, R-San Antonio. In the Senate, the legislative calendar for next year includes health care reform, an overhaul of financial regulations and energy legislation.
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Clear signal of U.S. commitment to space is necessary to mobilize international cooperation
Zak 10 (Anatoly, Space Reporter – BBC and IEEE Spectrum and Contributing Editor – Astronomy and Cosmonautics, “End of Constellation: It is Not All Doom and Gloom”, Russian Space Web, 2-4, http://www.russianspaceweb.com/sei_end.html)
However all of this is in the future, while now, the US government has to quickly draft a new strategy for this decade. Due to the enormous influence NASA activities exert on other space agencies, first of all on Roskosmos and ESA, it would be critically important for Washington to demonstrate that the US is still committed to a robust manned space program. Well defined deadlines and budgets should demonstrate to contractors and international partners alike that they have little time to spare in preparing for the next page in the history of the manned space program. To ensure it is happening, Russia, China and India will provide an additional incentive. 

