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Text: The United States federal government should lift the International Traffic in Arms Regulations restrictions.

The ITAR severely inhibits US leadership and aerospace capabilities

Mike Gold Director of Bigelow Aerospace’s Washington, D.C 09
Cleveland Law Review, “THOMAS JEFFERSON, WE HAVE A PROBLEM: THE UNCONSTITUTIONAL NATURE OF THE U.S.’S AEROSPACE EXPORT CONTROL REGIME AS SUPPORTED BY BERNSTEIN V. U.S. DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE” http://www.clevelandstatelawreview.org/57/issue3/Gold.pdf [Lockwood]

In regard to economics, America was once the world’s only commercial space launch provider. However, over the span of several decades, America has gone from being number one to conducting only one commercial space launch in 2006. 18  Domestic launch companies have become so lazy and bloated that only the U.S. government can afford their services. If the government were to stop purchasing U.S. rockets, or open their contracts up to foreign competition, the American launch industry as we know it would most likely cease to exist. 19 In stark contrast, the foreign aerospace sector is booming. For example, Russian rockets accounted for twelve commercial launches in 2007, more than half of all commercial launches in the year, and double that of their closest competitor, the European Ariane system, which was responsible for six commercial launches in 2007. 20   How much America’s backward export control regime has influenced the U.S.’s downward spiral in commercial space launch is arguable, although it would be impossible to contend that it has not been a contributing factor to today’s dismal situation. 21  However, where the harm done by ITAR is probably most keenly felt is in the U.S. satellite manufacturing industry. Since all space hardware was moved to ITAR/the USML in 1999, the once dominant American commsat manufacturing sector has seen its share of the global market drop from a strong 83% to a soft 50%. 22  European competitors such as Alcatel Alenia (which explicitly advertises an ‘ITARFree’ satellite) have doubled their market share 23 while U.S. entities, particularly small and medium sized businesses, are withdrawing from international contracts. 24  In the meantime, China, one of the primary countries that ITAR was intended to keep advanced space technology away from, has of course continued to purchase state-of-the art hardware from European, Russian, and Israeli suppliers, costing U.S. companies as much as $6 billion since 1999 in Chinese-related business alone. 25 Under both the Bush and Clinton Administrations, over 700,000 scientific and technical aerospace jobs have been lost. 26  By further aggravating an already deplorable situation, America’s economically nonsensical export control regime has become the equivalent of committing industrial suicide. However, what is arguably even worse than shipping jobs and industries overseas is the threat that the ITAR poses to our own national security. Specifically, not only does the ITAR as it is currently being implemented fail to achieve its primary goal 27 of preserving critical U.S. military technological advantages, 28 but it is actually weakening our domestic defense capabilities. For example, by emasculating America’s domestic satellite manufacturing market, thereby sending billions of dollars and thousand of jobs overseas, even the Department of Defense is becoming increasingly dependent on foreign components.  In the same vein, domestic aerospace companies are now nearly entirely dependent on government support 29—an untenable and dangerous situation. Companies that have the government as their primary or exclusive customer ultimately become bloated, prohibitively expensive leviathans, unable to innovate or tackle real competition. Most innovation comes from smaller commercial second and third tier suppliers, and these are the entities that suffer the most under the ITAR. 30  Finally, by encouraging, and in some instances forcing, other nations to develop native capabilities, the ITAR is fueling proliferation. 31  For all of these reasons, many national security experts are now advocating ITAR reform. 32  The traditional policy debate in Washington is “liberty” versus “security.” The ITAR presents no such dilemma since it damages both.

Solvency Extensions
ITAR is an outdated cold war program – Can’t address current problems
Taylor Dinerman senior editor at the Hudson Institute’s New York branch 05
The Space Review, “Fixing ITAR: the saga continues” 5/16/2005, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/374/1. [Lockwod]
The recent launch by a Chinese rocket of a European-built satellite, made with no US components, and the difficulties that Richard Branson’s Virgin Galactic is having getting access to Burt Rutan’s designs for the next generation of suborbital vehicles which they have financed, are two of the latest signs that the ITAR process is doing more and more serious harm to the US space industry. The problem is not susceptible to an easy legislative fix. Congress had heard the complaints from industry and from the rest of the space community, and has not acted. If a fix is to be found it, it will have to be elsewhere. This problem began in the early years of the Clinton Administration when, in 1994, they abolished the Coordinating Committee on Multilateral Export Controls, or COCOM. Based in Paris during the Cold War, COCOM tried to set limits on what weapons and technologies could, or could not, be exported. COCOM was replaced by the weak and ineffective Wassenaar Arrangement. The situation got much worse after the January 1995 explosion of a Chinese Long March rocket carrying the Hughes-built APStar 2 communications satellite. A second explosion in 1996 led the Chinese to carry out an investigation to figure out what kept going wrong with their rockets. Hughes and Loral both assisted the Chinese and, in doing so, were found to have broken US law. This case became enmeshed in the intense politics of the investigations into the Clinton campaign’s fundraising practices. The ITAR process is doing more and more serious harm to the US space industry. The problem is not susceptible to an easy legislative fix. The GOP-controlled Congress brought intense pressure to bear on the Clinton Administration to tighten up export controls, and forced the shift of final authority for s[ace products from the Commerce Department to the State Department. Almost immediately the US industry felt the effects. Exporters soon discovered that there was a new sheriff in town and that he had a mean streak. Foreign governments and companies which had long-established relationships with American companies faced new, and unexpected, sets of obstacles to doing business with America. Unlike the days of the COCOM, where the rules were well understood and there was a sense, however tenuous, of solidarity, allies such as Britain and Canada found themselves being treated in the same way as Russia and China. In the 1980s, the Reagan administration used the COCOM to restrict the USSR’s access to Western technology. They pushed as hard as they could to prevent Soviet Russia from gaining access to even the simplest types of computers. According to Norman Friedman’s history of the Cold War (The Fifty Years War, Naval Institute Press) they were reduced to buying Hewlett Packard calculators in order to salvage the microchips to equip their nuclear warheads. The US was able to occasionally sell sabotaged chips to the Soviets, which meant that they had to individually test each of their illicitly procured items, adding considerably to their cost. This did not go down well with America’s allies, or with many US businessmen, who saw the Communist superpower as a corrupt customer, rather than as a threat. In the 1990s, the same logic applied to Saddam’s Baathist regime. Today, it is evident in the efforts to break the arms embargo against China, or the way the Iran nuclear program is being handled. There are probably a few merchants out there who are happy to go on selling dual-use technology to North Korea. In that case, however, even the most masochistic salesman must eventually give up if, year after year, the client refuses to pay for the merchandise. The US space industry has been harmed by the post-1998 tightening of the export control process: there can be no doubt about that. From a foreign policy perspective this looks like yet another counterproductive US sanctions policy. The problem with export controls is a variation on what economists and some environmentalists call “the tragedy of the commons.” A good example of this is the fact that fishing in international waters is completely out of control and threatens to exhaust the world’s fisheries. No nation wants to restrict its take because they know that, if they did, somebody else would just step in and grab the fish. ITAR is America’s way of restricting its own exports of dual-use technology without having any impact on what other nations are willing to sell. This situation is rapidly becoming unsustainable. The complex interagency process for deciding which items belong on the munitions control list moves at the speed of the Washington bureaucracy, while the private sector is moving much faster (even if they are not nearly as fast as they think they are.) In February 2002, the State Department announced that they were going to try to streamline and automate the export licensing process. Three years later, it seems that not much has changed. The US space industry has been harmed by the post-1998 tightening of the export control process: there can be no doubt about that. These regulations may have slightly retarded the development of certain types of weapons by America’s adversaries but, if so, there is probably no way to prove it. Economically there is no way this situation can be rationally justified. Militarily the benefits are so hard to detect as to be almost certainly close to nil. From a foreign policy perspective this looks like yet another counterproductive US sanctions policy.
Solves - Coop
ITAR prevents effective cooperation
Marc Kaufman Washington Post 08
Global Policy Forum, “US Finds It's Getting Crowded Out There,” 7/9/2008, http://www.globalpolicy.org/component/content/article/152-challenges/25824.html [Lockwood]
Satellite Launches Fall The study by Futron, which consults for public clients such as NASA and the Defense Department, as well as the private space industry, also reported that the United States is losing its dominance in orbital launches and satellites built. In 2007, 53 American-built satellites were launched -- about 50 percent of the total. In 1998, 121 new U.S. satellites went into orbit. In two areas, the space prowess of the United States still dominates. Its private space industry earned 75 percent of the worldwide corporate space revenue, and the U.S. military has as many satellites as all other nations combined. But that, too, is changing. Russia has increased its military space spending considerably since the collapse of the Soviet Union. In May, Japan's parliament authorized the use of outer space for defense purposes, signaling increased spending on rockets and spy satellites. And China's military is building a wide range of capabilities in space, a commander of U.S. space forces said last month. Last year, China tested its ground-based anti-satellite technology by destroying an orbiting weather satellite -- a feat that left behind a cloud of dangerous space debris and considerable ill will. Ironically, efforts to deny space technology to potential enemies have hampered American cooperation with other nations and have limited sales of U.S.-made hardware. Concerned about Chinese use of space technology for military purposes, Congress ramped up restrictions on rocket and satellite sales, and placed them under the cumbersome International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR). In addition, sales of potentially "dual use" technology have to be approved the State Department rather than the Commerce Department. The result has been a surge of rocket and satellite production abroad and the creation of foreign-made satellites that use only homegrown components to avoid complex U.S. restrictions under ITAR and the Iran Nonproliferation Act. That law, passed in 2000, tightened a ban on direct or indirect sales of advanced technology to Iran (especially by Russia). As a result, a number of foreign governments are buying European satellites and paying the Chinese, Indian and other space programs to launch them. "Some of these companies moved ahead in some areas where, I'm sorry to say, we are no longer the world leaders," Griffin said. Joan Johnson-Freese, a space and national security expert at the Naval War College in Rhode Island, said the United States has been so determined to maintain military space dominance that it is losing ground in commercial space uses and space exploration. "We're giving up our civilian space leadership, which many of us think will have huge strategic implications," she said. "Other nations are falling over each other to work together in space; they want to share the costs and the risks," she added. "Because of the dual-use issue, we really don't want to globalize."
Solves - Innovation
ITAR kills second and third tier companies
Antonie Boessenkool Reporter at an independent news source for the world's defense decision-makers 08
Defense News, “ITAR Hurts U.S. Innovation, Industry Group Says,” 5/13/2008, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=3524389&c=AME&s=TOP [Lockwood]
The International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR) that govern the export of defense-related goods is hurting innovation in the U.S. space industry and threatening national security, said retired U.S. Air Force Maj. Gen. Craig Weston, an associate fellow at the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics. The U.S. companies most affected by ITAR in the aerospace industry are second- and third-tier satellite component suppliers, not prime contractors, and those suppliers have provided much of the innovation within the industry, Weston told reporters at a May 12 AIAA press briefing. "Second- and third-tier suppliers invest significantly more in their internal research and development when compared to U.S. prime contractors," he said. "As these suppliers lose market share in the global marketplace, the long-term impact is a reduction in the funding they have available to invest in cutting-edge technological development." At the same time, "rapidly emerging foreign industrial capabilities are challenging U.S. space superiority, which is contrary to the intent of ITAR," Weston said. "Moreover, ITAR has blocked the U.S. from benefiting from the growth of foreign space capabilities." The AIAA recommends several steps, including taking some satellite components made by U.S. companies off the list of products regulated by ITAR, thereby giving those companies a broader market. AIAA has put together a team of technical experts to compare the commercial performance levels of U.S. commercial satellite components with that of equivalent foreign components and will recommend that U.S. components that perform at or below a set commercial performance level no longer be controlled by ITAR, Weston said. Those components "will not be militarily useful to foreign nations." AIAA has just begun work on this initiative but hopes to have initial findings by early summer. ITAR also has discouraged foreign companies from working with the U.S., Weston said. "U.S. satellite capabilities have historically benefited from foreign collaboration" and hiring foreign workers, he said. "ITAR has increasingly discouraged open exchanges of ideas and innovations, to the point that collaborative efforts with the U.S. are no longer considered as viable or desirable models and are often presumed to be prohibited by foreign companies," Weston said.

Solves - Aerospace
Alt Cause: ITAR restrictions 

Jay Borst et al 10 (Borst is a PhD student in systems engineering at the George Washington University, Professor Shahram Sarkani has been engaged in engineering research, technology development, and engineering education since 1980, Thomas Mazzuchi is a professor of Operations Research and Engineering Management at the George Washington University, Excerpt From the Proceedings of the Seventh Annual Acquisition Research Symposium Thursday Sessions Volume II “US Space Acquisition Policy: A Decline in Leadership” May 12-13, 2010 http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA530182&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) Herm 
When examining the health of the space industrial base there seems to be two primary issues. First, is the International Traffic in Arms Regulation (ITAR) export regulations controlled by the US State Department? Second, is their large dependence upon the US Government for business and revenue? Specifically, 60% to 65% of sales for the space industrial base were from the US Government between the years 2003 to 2006 (Chao, 2008). In either case, while the first-tier contractors (Northrop Grumman, Lockheed Martin and Boeing) are showing minimal profit margins, the second- and third-tier contractors are leaving the industry. They are either going out of business or don’t feel there is enough of a business case to continue to engage in space acquisition. ITAR is designed to prevent protected technology and munitions from transferring to other nations and to enable the US to maintain its technological superiority. It is administered by the US State Department and was brought about as a result of Chinese technological gains from their observation of US investigative techniques on the failed ASTAR II launch (DoD, 1998). Despite its good intentions, strong arguments are arising that it is failing to prevent space technology from developing in other nations and is hurting the US’s technological superiority. For example, many foreign competitors, such as Thales, are advertising their satellites as ITAR free. The benefit provided here is that foreign companies don’t have to progress through a complex and confusing export license process to acquire similarly capable components. Additionally, many nations when issuing a request for proposal purposely restrict the response to their proposal to less than sixty days. This virtually eliminates US firms without having to worry about economic retaliation because US firms first have to apply for an export license under ITAR before they can compete. According to a recent survey conducted by AFRL, the average turnaround time for a license approval was 106 days in 2006 (Chao, 2008). Thus, it would appear that ITAR is further encouraging US firms to remain dependent upon the government as it is increasingly difficult to enter and compete in international markets. It would also seem that ITAR has encouraged foreign nations to develop their own space technology. For example, we are seeing greater cooperation among foreign competitors in space, particularly among the Europeans. Further, China is closing the space gap with the US. They have developed their own positional navigational system, conducted their first manned space flight, demonstrated a successful space walk and successfully tested anti-satellite weapons technology (Chao, 2008). This would suggest that ITAR is not achieving its objective of maintaining US technical superiority in space.
ITAR prevents economic competitiveness and interoperability

Marty Hauser and Micah Walter-Range Research Analysts 08
Milsat Magazine, “BRIEFING: ITAR & The U.S. Space Industry,” 11/2008, http://www.milsatmagazine.com/cgi-bin/display_article.cgi?number=1351540453&method=print [Lockwood]

The United States currently possesses the largest and most active space economy in the world. It is also the most technologically advanced, although other nations have excelled in certain aspects of space technology. This leadership position is being challenged as other spacefaring nations seek to develop their capabilities in cooperation or in competition with the United States. The U.S. space industry is concerned that its competitiveness is being undermined by the export control regime that regulates trade between the U.S. and the rest of the world.1 It is difficult to quantify the total effect of export controls on the space industry, as much of the evidence presented in the past has been anecdotal in nature. The Space Foundation conducted a survey in 2007 to provide data on the effect of the International Traffic in Arms Regulations (ITAR), which govern the export of space technology. The intention was to see if ITAR had affected the business practices and the cost structures of the space industry in a significant way. The survey contained both quantitative and qualitative questions and the results showed that most responding U.S. companies are aware of the need for protecting certain technologies but they do not believe that ITAR is working the way it should. The results also indicated that smaller respondent companies are more likely to feel adverse effects from ITAR than large companies. This is a matter of some concern, as lower-tier contractors are a significant source of the new technology and innovation that enables the United States to remain a world leader in space. By continuing to operate an export control regime designed during the Cold War, the United States reduces the competitiveness of its space industry in the global market and potentially harms the domestic innovation processes that enable U.S. space leadership. It is not only the space industry that has concerns about the process, but also military and civilian government personnel. Deputy Secretary of Defense Gordon England has expressed the view that technology exports should be encouraged because “in this world of coalition warfare and building partnership capacity, it’s essential for us and our friends and allies to have greater interoperability ... even with vastly different levels of investment.”2 At every level of military activity, from discussions of interoperable hardware designs to battlefield support, the unintended consequences of ITAR can affect the ability of troops and their support personnel to carry out vital tasks.

Delay time kill business competiveness in the market

Marty Hauser and Micah Walter-Range Research Analysts 08
Milsat Magazine, “BRIEFING: ITAR & The U.S. Space Industry,” 11/2008, http://www.milsatmagazine.com/cgi-bin/display_article.cgi?number=1351540453&method=print [Lockwood]

The concerns of the U.S. space industry with regard to ITAR encompass issues of competitiveness, access to the global market, technological development, and leadership in the space domain. The industry recognizes that there are valid national security concerns with regard to space technology that ITAR is trying to protect. Of the respondents to the Space Foundation’s ITAR survey, more than half believed that ITAR, in its present form, protects the national security interests of the United States. This corresponds closely with a 2006 survey of executives in the broader aerospace and defense community, which revealed that two out of three believed that the export control system effectively protected U.S. national security interests.4 However, the export control process is not fully protecting the interests of the United States because it is damaging the health of the space industrial base. One of the reasons that the U.S. space industry finds fault with the current regulatory regime is because it perceives ITAR as a barrier to fair competition. A U.S. government study conducted in 2007 revealed that export controls were considered to be the number one barrier to entry for U.S. firms attempting to penetrate foreign markets, with foreign purchasing preferences ranked as a distant second.5 Since foreign firms do not have to deal with an equivalent set of export regulations, it gives them a competitive advantage in the global marketplace. In the fast-moving world of the telecommunications industry, a company might issue a request for proposals with a significantly shorter timeline than would allow a U.S. company to receive the necessary approval from the State Department’s Directorate of Defense Trade Controls (DDTC) to bid on the project. Foreign companies may view this as regrettable if they are interested in buying from the United States, but foreign governments sometimes intentionally set deadlines that they know U.S. companies will be unable to meet due to ITAR, thereby effectively creating a trade barrier and protecting their own space industries without the risk of diplomatic repercussions.6 In this way, the security measures of the United States can have a negative effect on the health of its domestic space industry, even in circumstances where the export would have been approved by the U.S. government eventually. The length of the licensing process has long been a cause for complaint; there are several factors that contribute to the delays. Due to the nature of the items and services being traded, the expertise required to understand the technical details often lies outside the State Department and consultation is time-consuming. However, there have been some positive actions on the part of the government in this regard. New management of DDTC since May 2007 has been instrumental in reducing the backlog of some 10,000 licensing applications. On January 22, 2008, President Bush signed National Security Presidential Directive 56 (NSPD 56) on defense trade reform. NSPD 56 directed the State Department to complete its review and adjudication of licensing applications within 60 days of receipt, unless national security exceptions are applicable.7 The U.S. House of Representatives supported and expanded upon NSPD 56 in May 2008 with H.R. 5916, the Security Assistance and Arms Export Control Reform Act of 2008.8 The bill acknowledged several of the problems inherent in the export control regime and prescribed changes to the licensing process. Government statistics showed the median processing time for arms export cases (of which space technology forms a subset) had doubled over the period from 2002 to 2006.9 Space-related deals are typically complex and may require multiple licenses at various stages of the project as modifications are made and as construction of the final product progresses. This opens the door to cumulative delays and the House recognized that the backlog in applications and the long processing times “led to an impairment of United States firms in some sectors to conduct global business relative to foreign competitors.”10 

Privatization CP Solvency
Private sector would follow NASA to the moon

Paul Douglas Engineer for NOAA Satellite Operations Facility and fromer NASA analyst 10

Space Talk Now, “Constellation Plan-B A Good Idea” 3/5/2010, http://spacetalknow.org/wordpress/?p=1710, March 5

When the Administration announced it’s proposal to scrap NASA’s Constellation project, it touched off an explosion of opposition including a bipartisan letter to NASA Administrator Charles Bolden asking him to cease and desist in his actions to begin dismantling the program before the issue can be addressed — and voted upon — by the Congress. The American people have invested billions already in the program, and any unilateral action to end it is not only improper but unlawful. And many believe that to end Constellation completely will effectively end US leadership in space. Now the rank and file within NASA are speaking up. In an effort lead by former astronaut and now Director of Johnson Space Center Michael Coats, NASA will be considering a Plan-B, and in his first show of independence since taking over as chief of the agency, Administrator Bolden is backing Coats’ play. He has instructed all NASA center directors to begin exploring “what a potential compromise might look like.” The plan will be a stunningly rational effort to realign the goals of Constellation so that commercial, human space flight can assume the long-overdue role of transporting cargo and people to low earth orbit while leaving US leadership on the frontier of space intact. No other program typifies American leadership in space better than Constellation, but to be sure, some change is necessary. There are three major aspects to Constellation. The first is a program to design and build two new rockets, Ares 1 and Ares 5; the former a booster to carry people to low earth orbit and the International Space Station, and the latter a so-called “heavy lift” variant that could carry large payloads including a spacecraft for transporting astronauts from earth orbit to the moon and beyond. And though Ares 1 has already flown and shows much promise to become a capable system, it’s a sad reality that both it and it’s big brother are simply too expensive. Neither could reach a flight rate that could offset the cost of development or to offer the country the frequent and affordable access to space that is needed. Private industry has matured its commercial systems to a point where they can offer transport services at a fraction of that cost of Ares. But more than that, the building of rockets no longer falls within NASA’s bailiwick. The agency was formed to be a research organization, not a manufacturer. It simply makes no sense to have the agency continue in that role. It would be akin to asking the FAA to build airliners. Just try to imagine the price of airfare were that to be the case. It’s likely that there is going to be a tug-of-war between the two sides of the debate over Constellation. One side wants to keep all the large pieces of the program intact, while the other argues to scrap it completely. It’s yet to be seen how this will play out, but in all likelihood, Ares will go down in history as another good program that didn’t survive the budget axe. There’s a very bright side to this story, however, in that the commercial sector now has the opportunity to accomplish what no government program has: to dramatically reduce the cost of access to space, and in doing so, open up the frontier to the rest of us. There are opportunities to be had and fortunes to be made for those of us with the pioneering spirit. And along the way, all of us stand to gain from the natural resources space and other planets have to offer but that only private enterprise can afford to go after. The next big piece of Constellation is Orion. Sometimes described as a scaled up version of the Apollo capsule that first took men to the moon in the 1960′s, this spacecraft represents a big leap ahead of its predecessor. Yet this program has had to reinvent certain technologies lost when Apollo was canceled in the early 1970′s. For example, ablative shielding was first invented in the early days of manned flight to keep spacecraft re-entering the earth’s atmosphere from burning up by carrying away heat with the layers of its surface literally blasted away during descent. The loss of this and other technologies as a result of our abandonment of the lunar program in favor of a space plane never capable of going beyond low earth orbit stands as the biggest mistake NASA has ever made. Apollo represented not only an enormous investment of the country’s treasure but in the dreams of its citizens to continue to push back the boundary between what is possible and what is only imagined. Orion, or more accurately to say it’s mission as a transporter of humans between planets, may be fertile ground for the commercial sector as well. Already a company called SpaceX has developed a capsule for moving cargo to, and waste from, the International Space Station, but it was designed from the beginning to carry humans as well. Other companies are ready and capable of doing the same. The time is ripe for them to step up to the plate. And finally there’s Altair. Able to transport astronauts to the surface of the moon, this spacecraft embodies the dream from which Constellation was born: to return humans to deep space. And it is upon this vehicle that NASA should, above all else, focus its resources and funding. This is where there is real research to be done, and this is where the agency can continue in another role to which it is ably suited: that of macro-economic enabler. Around this vehicle and its destination will arise the first space-based economy. Private enterprise will follow NASA to the moon, providing all manner of logistical support including everything from food to communication services. Along the way, the technologies transferred to that sector will enjoy a ceaseless process of improvement and cost reductions. So here we are at a another crossroads. There is a critical choice to be made, and we had better get it right. This debate surrounds the continuation of our deep space program, not whether private enterprise should participate in manned space flight as so many of the so-called pundits have put it. Private enterprise will ascend. That much is a foregone conclusion. The wheels of progress cannot be stopped. But at the same time, we must not abandon the moon as we did 4 decades ago, lest those same wheels roll over us. Russia, China and yes, even India are poised to take up the challenge of building the first lunar settlement. The miraculous discovery of water there late last year is not lost on them, neither is the presence of abundant natural resources such as platinum for building hydrogen fuel cells for our next generation of automobiles or helium-3 for providing clean, renewable energy for an ever-increasingly energy-hungry world. And these are only two among many. Pursuing a plan-b for keeping but restructuring Constellation is a good idea: one worthy of our best efforts. Canceling the program outright amounts to throwing out the baby with the bath water. The Administration is attempting to sell the idea that pouring funds and effort into the production of a heavy-lift rocket without interplanetary vehicles will, somehow, miraculously translate into a human presence in deep space down the road, but this is only so much vapor ware. It doesn’t add up, let alone provide any focus. Without Orion (or a commercial version) and Altair for transporting people into deep space then landing them on another world, we’re left stranded in low earth orbit again. The Apollo program teaches us what happens when you lose momentum. We’ve spent four decades playing catch up for that mistake. Let’s not make it again.

A2 – Perm
Nasa constellation trades off with the private sector

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

 Access to orbit is the common problem shared by the entire space industry. In particular, for human spaceflight to low Earth orbit and beyond, access is the main bottleneck between current space activities and sustained, meaningful space development. The lack of cheap, reliable space launch is felt by human and robotic space programs alike. At best, its absence limits what can practically be accomplished with current space budgets, and at worst, its absence masks the true economic potential of space by preventing some activities in the first place. The access problem is significant—and nowhere, it appears, is there more turmoil regarding the future of space access than the debate over NASA’s next launch system.  While the private sector has quietly (or not so quietly) been working to address the issues of affordable and reliable access, others have struggled to address the issue at all. While NASA for its part has increasingly been embracing and assisting private initiatives in developing cheaper launch systems, there remain contingents in the agency and especially in Congress that continue to dismiss existing and emerging commercial capabilities, and who remain fixated on the belief that a heavy-lift launch vehicle (HLV) is the right and only way for human space exploration to occur. Decades of studies have called for the development of such a rocket—from the first President Bush’s Space Exploration Initiative (SEI) to the second President Bush’s Vision for Space Exploration (at least through the now defunct Constellation implementation of the Vision). But none have come to fruition since Apollo. 

Project Constellation trades off with better alternatives- commercial sector has technology to do it all better

Peltona, Research Professor with the Institute for Applied Space Research at the George Washington University, 10- (Space Policy: Volume 26, Issue 2, p. 78-80. “A new space vision for NASA—And for space entrepreneurs too?” May 2010. http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964610000251 [JUNEJA])

Some have suggested that President Barack Obama's cancellation of the unwieldy and expensive Project Constellation to send astronauts back to the Moon for a few exploratory missions was a blow to NASA and the start of the end of the US space program. The truth is just the reverse. Project Constellation, accurately described by former NASA Administrator Michael Griffin as “Apollo on Steroids” provided little new technology or innovation and had an astronomical price tag. It was clearly too much for too little. If the opportunity costs of Project Constellation are examined (i.e. if we think what could have been done with an extra $100 billion of space funds), dumping it defies argument. With much less invested in a questionable Project Constellation enterprise we can do much more in space astronomy. We can invest more wisely in space science to learn more about the Sun, the Earth and threats from Near Earth Objects. David Thompson, Chairman and CEO of Orbital Sciences said the following in a speech that endorsed the new commercial thrust of the NASA space policies on Nine February 2010: “Let us, the commercial space industry, develop the space taxis we need to get our Astronauts into orbit and to ferry those wanting to go into space to get to where they want to go. We are in danger of falling behind in many critical areas of space unless we shift our priorities” [10]. With a change in priorities we can deploy far more spacecraft needed to address the problems of climate change via better Earth observation systems. We can fund competitions and challenges to spur space entrepreneurs to find cheaper and better ways to send people into space. We can also spur the development of solar power satellites to get clean energy from the sun with greater efficiency. We can deal more effectively with finding and coping with “killer” asteroids and near earth objects. We may even find truly new and visionary ways to get people into space with a minimum of pollution and promote the development of cleaner and faster hypersonic transport to cope with future transportation needs. The real key is to unlock the potential of commercial space initiatives while giving a very middle-aged NASA a new lease on life. Here are just some of the possibilities that are on the horizon of a revitalized commercial space industry. ▪ Solar power satellites: The new space company Solaren has recently contracted with a US west coast energy utility to start beaming clean solar energy from space to Earth in 2016 via a tri-part solar power system. Its three key components are: 1) a lightweight solar concentrator; 2) a high performance solar cell array that will see the equivalent of many suns 24 h a day; and 3) a transmission system from space to Earth. Solar power satellites could be a major new part of the new mix of “green energy systems” we need to reduce our addiction to carbon-based fuels. Serious efforts are now underway not only in the USA but in Japan and other countries seeking a new source of clean energy [11]. ▪ Commercial spaceplanes and space stations: Space adventure tours to go into dark sky to see the big Blue Marble from space may become reality as soon as 2011. To date only some 500 people have gone into space since the dawn of the Space Age. This new industry (‘space tourism’ is not the right name for this high-risk-type adventure, which is much more dangerous than a commercial air flight) will potentially create the opportunity for thousands of “citizen astronauts” to fly over 100 km into space. The space adventure business is currently being developed by enterprising billionaires. Sir Richard Branson, head of Virgin Galactic, is the most visible leader, but there are many others willing to risk capital on commercial space. They include Jeff Bezos, founder of Amazon.com, Robert Bigelow, owner of Budget Suites, Paul Allen, one of the backers of the Space Ship Corporation, John Carmack, creator of video games such as “Doom”, and Elon Musk, founder of PayPal. Each of these entrepreneurs of great wealth is currently putting serious money into developing spaceplane technology and commercial space platforms. Robert Bigelow has already launched his Genesis 1 and 2 commercial space station prototypes [12]. ▪ Innovative challenge prizes to spur new space technology: The Google Lunar XPrize has developed a wide range of innovative technologies that show us much more cost-effective ways to explore the Moon and get more ‘bang for the buck’. The Bigelow $50 million America's Challenge may produce a breakthrough in “space taxi” designs in the next few years. Most exciting of all could be current and planned prizes to develop the technology to create a space elevator that could get us to space not only safely but at a truly modest cost, and cleanly. In the 20th century Arthur C. Clarke not only showed us how geosynchronous satellites could revolutionize global communications, but also popularized the notion of a space elevator that would give us cost-effective access to the Moon and Mars. In the 21st century a revitalized and innovation-driven NASA, along with other space agencies, could redefine our human destiny by providing key answers to climate change, making space travel safer and much less costly and helping us solve our energy problems. All this could be achieved with the right incentives to move us toward enlightened space commerce and entrepreneurial innovation. On the other hand, this could all prove to be merely a momentary illusion killed by bureaucratic inertia in a space agency that is too large and indifferent to truly change. Only the future can provide the answer. Only concerted political will exercised from both the inside and the outside will bring significant change [12]. ▪ Totally new visions: The most exciting aspect of having revitalized space agencies spurring totally new visions about space, space transportation, space technology, space applications and space research is the unknown potential that could be released. There may be totally unexpected ways of addressing climate change. This might be a 100,000 km long space elevator system that also acts as a mega-heat exchanger to cope with climate change. Another might be a new type of space-based chemical exchange system to release gases similar to those from a volcanic eruption that would change the Earth's solar reflectivity and thus help to cool the planet [13]. There are dozens of big ideas about how space-related innovations could change the course of humankind and NASA should be at the forefront of new visions, working together with commercial partners in new and exciting ways [14]. Much is currently being made about the US losing its access to space by human-rated launchers. Had heed been given to the Rogers and Paine Commission reports NASA would not be mired in the dilemmas it finds itself in today. The Space Shuttle and the ISS have swallowed NASA's budget and future prospects for two decades. As the CAIB report made clear, the problem with the US space program has been a “failure of national leadership”. Failings in Congress and the presidency, plus failings at NASA and the lack of a National Space Council, all bear a part of the blame. At least for the time being there is new leadership, with a US President who says “the buck stops here!” Time will tell if this new course will truly be a new beginning or yet another opportunity lost. 

A2 – Technology
Private market has the Tech and will reduce costs 

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

Having argued that HLVs aren’t necessary, the complementary question is whether or not smaller launch vehicles are sufficient. This author contends that the answer is unequivocally yes. Programs of both human spaceflight and human space exploration can readily be accomplished with existing or near-term launch vehicles, including (but not limited to) the United Launch Alliance Atlas 5 and Delta 4, SpaceX Falcon 9, as well as other launchers on the horizon such as the Taurus 2 and Falcon Heavy. While different vehicles are better for different types of missions (crew or cargo delivery, for example), the key advantage of using rockets that already exist (or are currently being developed by the private sector) is that the initial costs of any particular program can be substantially reduced. As well, the demand for a large number of flights can only be expected to increase competition and drive prices down, if competitively procured in the first place. 

Specific SpaceX Solvency
Space Ex falcon Rocket will be a heavy lifter and cheap 

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

Even the most ardent supporters of using HLVs for human spaceflight, such as Bob Zubrin, have recently begun to acquiesce on using smaller launch vehicles (see “A transorbital railroad to Mars”, The Space Review, May 23, 2011.) Mission designs like Zubrin’s Mars Direct, after all, are predicated on aggressive minimalism, forward equipment deployment and supply caching. It makes sense to go a step further and eliminate the HLV bottleneck, which is otherwise incongruous with the design philosophy. Zubrin has recently proposed an ultra-minimalist Mars mission using the SpaceX Falcon Heavy, which will be capable of delivering 53 tonnes to low-Earth orbit. (While this can’t fairly be considered a small launch vehicle, it can certainly be considered an economical one: the advertised price range for a Falcon H is $85–125 million per launch, which translates into a game-changing $1,600–2,400 per kilogram.

Heavy Lifters are not needed to go to LEO

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

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

Space X can develop an effective heavy lift rocket

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

 If there is a market for large, Saturn V-class heavy-lift vehicles, they will be developed. Indeed, it is notable that SpaceX is, with Falcon Heavy, in fact betting on the viability of a larger rocket—though in every important way, hopefully a fundamentally different sort of larger rocket. There is reason to be cautiously optimistic here, since SpaceX appears to approach vehicle development in a fundamentally different, cost-effective way. 

SpaceX solves launches

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

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

CP Better Alternative
Constellation fails due to NASA’s structural issues as well as technological barriers- commercial industries inherently better

Peltona, Research Professor with the Institute for Applied Space Research at the George Washington University, 10- (Space Policy: Volume 26, Issue 2, p. 78-80. “A new space vision for NASA—And for space entrepreneurs too?” May 2010. http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964610000251 [JUNEJA])

Despite its scientific successes, NASA has over the past two decades lost its way, spending billions of dollars on transportation systems that have at bottom been failures. President Obama's cancellation of the costly and unwieldy Constellation program provides an opportunity for genuine reform of the agency and the US space program, through harnessing the innovatory and cost-effective power of commercial entrepreneurs. Examples of the kinds of project they might undertake – including solar power satellites, ‘space taxis’ and a space elevator – are discussed. Article Outline References NASA – now past 50 – is well into middle age and seemingly experiencing a mid-life crisis. Any honest assessment of its performance over the past two decades leads to the inexorable conclusion that it is time for some serious review—and even more serious reform. National U.S. Space Study Commissions have been recommending major reform for some years and finally someone has listened. President Obama has had the political and programmatic courage to make some serious shifts in how NASA does its business. It is no longer sufficient to move some boxes around and declare this is the new and improved NASA. One of the key messages from the 2004 Aldridge Commission report, which was quickly buried by NASA, was words to this effect: “Let enterprising space entrepreneurs do what they can do better than NASA and leave a more focused NASA do what it does best—namely space science and truly long range innovation” [1]. If one goes back almost 25 years to the Rogers Commission [2] and the Paine Commission [3] one can find deep dissatisfaction with NASA productivity, with its handling of its various space transportation systems, and with its ability to adapt to current circumstances as well as its ability to embark on truly visionary space goals for the future. Anyone who rereads the Paine Commission report today almost aches for the vision set forth as a roadmap to the future in this amazing document. True there have been outstanding scientific success stories, such as the Hubble Telescope, but these have been the exception and not the rule. The first step, of course, would be to retool and restructure NASA from top to bottom and not just tweak it a little around the edges. The first step would be to explore what space activities can truly be commercialized and see where NASA could be most effective by stimulating innovation in the private sector rather than undertaking the full mission itself. XPrize Founder Peter Diamandis has noted that we don't have governments operating taxi companies, building computers, or running airlines—and this is for a very good reason. Commercial organizations are, on balance, better managed, more agile, more innovative, and more market responsive than government agencies. People as diverse as movie maker James Cameron and Peter Diamandis feel that the best way forward is to let space entrepreneurs play a greater role in space development and innovation. Cameron strongly endorsed a greater role for commercial creativity in U.S. space programs in a February 2010 Washington Post article and explained why he felt this was the best way forward in humanity's greatest adventure: “I applaud President Obama's bold decision for NASA to focus on building a space exploration program that can drive innovation and provide inspiration to the world. This is the path that can make our dreams in space a reality” [4]. One of the more eloquent yet haunting calls for change came some six years ago. The occasion was when Space X founder Elon Musk testified before the US Senate in April, 2004 at a Hearing on The Future of Launch Vehicles: “The past few decades have been a dark age for development of a new human space transportation system. One multi-billion dollar Government program after another has failed….When America landed on the Moon, I believe that we made a promise and gave people a dream. It seemed then that…someone who was not a billionaire, not an Astronaut with the “Right Stuff”, but just a normal person, might one day see Earth from space. That dream is nothing but broken disappointment today. If we do not now take action different from the past, it will remain that way” [5]. One might think that, since Musk was seeking to develop his own launch capability, he was exaggerating; but a review of the record suggests otherwise. Today nearly 25 years after the Rogers and Paine Commission reports that followed the Challenger disaster, we find that the recommendations for NASA to develop a reliable and cost-effective vehicle to replace the Shuttle is somewhere between being a disappointment and a fiasco. Billions of dollars have gone into various spaceplane and reusable launch vehicle developments by NASA over the past 20 years. Spaceplane projects have been started by NASA time and again amid great fanfare and major expectations and then a few years later either cancelled in failure or closed out with a whimper. The programs that NASA has given up on now include the Delta Clipper, the HL-20, X-33, the X-34, X-37, X-38, and X-43 after billions of US funds and billions more of private money have been sacrificed to the cause [6]. In the field of space research NASA has a long and distinguished career. In the area of space transportation and space station construction its record over the past 30 years has largely been a record of failure. The Space Shuttle was supposed to have been an efficient space truck that would fly every two weeks and bring cargo to orbit at a fraction of the cost of early space transportation systems—perhaps a few thousand dollars per pound to low-Earth orbit. In fact, the fully allocated cost of the Shuttle is over $1 billion a flight and it is by far the most expensive space transportation system ever. After the Columbia accident NASA spent years and billions more dollars to correct serious safety problems with the Space Shuttle and still was never able to fulfill the specific recommendations of the Columbia Accident Investigation Board. Yes, that's correct. After grounding the Space Shuttle for some 2.5 years (from February 2004 to August 2006) and expending $1.75 billion dollars in the wake of the CAIB report, NASA was not able to correct the identified problems and complete the tasks asked of it. Then, after the foam insulation problem re-emerged with Discovery and STS flight 114, hundreds of millions more dollars were spent to solve the problem again, bringing the grand total to over $2 billion [7]. The first rendition of a space station was scheduled during the Reagan years to have been completed in 1991 for several billions of dollars. The projected completion date extended to 1994 when the project was redesigned and it became the International Space Station (ISS). Today the ISS is not only late, but its total cost has ballooned to over $100 billion [8]. Project Constellation, with a projected cost of over $100 billion until its recent cancellation by President Obama, seemed to loom as an eerie repetition of the ISS – another mega-project always over budget, always late, and with constantly lowered expectations. Henry Spencer, writing for the New Scientist, has characterized Project Constellation as an “Illusion, Wrapped in Denial.” His specific observations about the NASA Moon/Mars program were as follows: First, it probably wasn't going to work. Even so early in its life, the programme was already deep into a death spiral of “solving” every problem by reducing expectation of what the systems would do. Actually reaching the moon would probably have required a major redesign, which wasn't going to be funded [9]. Any private company with NASA's record on the Space Shuttle, the ISS deployment and spaceplane development, would have gone bankrupt decades ago. In all three cases the US Congress has been told by NASA essentially what it wanted to hear rather than the grim facts as to cost, schedule and performance. I personally remember when Congress was being told quite unbelievable things about the cost and expected performance of the Space Shuttle. We at Intelsat presented testimony that strongly contradicted NASA's statements on cost and performance.

Generic Private Sector Good
Private can do it better 

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

 In the final analysis, the argument here isn’t really against heavy-lift launch rockets, but against unaffordable or unneeded ones. The forthcoming SLS is an example of both: a rocket whose requirements are written more by politicians than engineers, developed more for political reasons than technical or economic ones, and stands in marked contrast to what the private sector is doing and what NASA could be doing more of. 

Private Development of lunches allows NASA to work on other things 

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

Notwithstanding SLS, it has been exciting to watch NASA increasingly embrace commercial providers in recent years. Turning LEO transportation over to commercial vehicles would ideally allow NASA to focus on enabling technologies for missions beyond Earth orbit, for which the requirements are more challenging and several key issues remain unresolved. But “enabling technologies” should not include Senate Launch Systems, the pursuit of which will continue to cannibalize funds that could otherwise be spent addressing bigger challenges (such as advanced spacesuit technologies; high-closure life support systems; advanced space power systems; and entry, descent and landing of large payloads at Mars.) In-house launch vehicle development has had an extremely high opportunity cost for NASA, and they would better serve the cause of exploration by working on something else.

Private the only way to develop space 

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

But in this regard, the agency is beholden to Congress. If the United States actually cares about developing space—not just exploring it or studying it, but developing it in earnest, with the end goal of having a large number of people living and working in space—it would mean being able to launch crew and cargo economically. The way to accomplish this is more activity and more competition, with as much commercial involvement as possible. A heavy-lift “Senate Launch System” is not consistent with these objectives, which really just affirms what we already know: that space development is not actually that important to Congress. But hopefully, at the behest of commercial efforts, a day will come when human space activities will flourish regardless of what’s important to Congress.
***CASE

***A2 – AEROSPACE
1NC
Tons of alt causalities that make aerospace decline inevitable

Thompson 9- (David Thompson, President of the American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, “The Aerospace Workforce” 12/10/2009, http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CHRG-111hhrg54449/html/CHRG-111hhrg54449.htm. [JUNEJA])

Today we focus on the impact of NASA's funding levels on the current workforce which I am particularly interested in but also on the enormous scope of the challenge facing the aerospace industry as a whole. There are many issues: A workforce approaching retirement without the opportunity to teach the next generation of scientists, engineers, technicians and program managers; a highly skilled contractor force at risk of losing their jobs as a result of the human spaceflight gap; number three, decreased opportunities for future engineers and scientists which will reduce interest in the critical STEM education fields. In a perverse way, that could only come from Washington. We are concerned about a shortage of engineers and scientists. We are concerned about attracting young, highquality students to the aerospace field. We are concerned about America losing important strategic manufacturing capabilities, and yet, we are pursuing policies that in many ways may be exacerbating these very problems.

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

Rutherford 10 (Emelie, congressional reporter at Defense Daily with a graduate degree in print journalism at Boston University, “Obama Set To Sign NASA Plan That Keeps Some Constellation Aspects”, Lexis Nexis Academic)

Overall, the NASA authorization bill lawmakers sent to Obama moves away from Constellation, but keeps alive aspects of it, including Orion. The legislation calls on NASA Administrator Charles Bolden to "continue the development of a multi-purpose crew vehicle to be available as soon as practicable, and no later than for use with (a new) Space Launch System." It adds: "The vehicle shall continue to advance development of the human safety features, designs, and systems in the Orion project." In addition, for the new heavy-lift rocket, the bill calls for building on working done on Ares I and the space shuttles that are being retired. The measure says Bolden should use, "to the extent practicable," "Ares 1 components that use existing United States propulsion systems, including liquid fuel engines, external tank or tank-related capability, and solid rocket motor engines; and...associated testing facilities, either in being or under construction as of the date of enactment of this Act." Some lawmakers who previously pushed back on Obama's controversial plan to cancel Constellation and instead invest in private companies to send astronauts to low-Earth orbit applauded the new bill, which is a compromise hashed out with the White House. Those former critics include Sen. Orrin Hatch (R-Utah). More than 1,600 people were laid off at ATK and other solid-rocket-motor companies in Utah after Obama called in February for eliminating Constellation. The "book is not closed on northern Utah's storied solid rocket motor industry," Hatch said after the House passed the NASA bill. "Though we will have hurdles to face in the future, the House passage of the Senate bill builds a foundation for the future of the civilian solid rocket motor industry in Utah," Hatch said in a statement. The bill includes language creating payload requirements for the heavy lift space-launch system that would nearly ensure Utah-built solid-rocket motors are used in them, Hatch said. The newly passed legislation has been touted by both Bolden and the Aerospace Industries Association. Constellation contracts will continue with the new fiscal year, because the FY '11 NASA appropriations bill has not yet been passed, Garver said. Contracts from FY '10 cannot be terminated and new programs cannot start until that legislation is signed into law.

No internal link to econ- NSP solves for the majority of waste constellation spending and checks back industrial base employment

Lawler, Senior writer with Science Magazine, 10 – (Andrew, U.S. Space policy: “Obama Backs New Launcher And Bigger NASA Budget.” Jan 1. http://www.sciencemag.org/content/327/5961/18.full [JUNEJA])

According to knowledgeable sources, the White House has decided that scarce NASA funds would be better spent on a simpler heavy-lift vehicle that could be ready to fly as early as 2018. Meanwhile, Europe, Japan, and Canada would be asked to work on a lunar lander and modules for a moon base, a contribution that would save the United States several billion dollars. And commercial companies would take over the job of getting supplies and possibly humans to the international space station. “The decision is not going to make anyone gasp,” said one source in the White House, which hopes to ease congressional concerns about the impact of the new plan on existing aerospace jobs by transitioning workers from Ares 1 to the heavy-lift vehicle project. But Shelby and some of his colleagues fear that an Ares 1 cancellation will lead to mass layoffs in their states. Indeed, Shelby inserted language into the 2010 NASA spending bill that requires the agency to gain congressional approval before changing the existing rocket program.

Aerospace decline independent of unemployment- 4 other reasons

Deloitte 09- (“2009 Global Aerospace & Defense Industry Performance Wrap-up.” http://www.deloitte.com/assets/Dcom-UnitedStates/Local%20Assets/Documents/us_ad_2009%20Global%20Aerospace%20Defense%20Industry%20Performance%20Wrap-up_051110.pdf [JUNEJA])

Specific events that impacted the Industry, contributing to the lower level of relative performance, include: 1) lower revenue and negative earnings at EADS, resulting from A400M and A380 loss provisions and negative foreign exchange effects, 2) higher R&D expenses for new programs at Boeing Commercial Airplanes, 3) impairment charges and regulatory penalties at BAE Systems, and 4) significantly lower revenue and operating earnings at Textron, because of underperformance at Cessna and the Finance business. • Labor reductions were severe in the business jet sub-segment; however, the overall A&D Industry was minimally affected by layoffs, compared to other industries that saw massive job losses during 2009. The total level of global A&D employment remained constant at about 2.0 million employees in 2009, with a very modest growth of 0.2%, versus the larger S&P 500 group that contracted at a rate of 2.9%. 

Previous downturns in aerospace industry non-unique the impact and indicate resilience

Edward Hill et al, Independent Defense & Space Professional, 10- (“Economic Shocks and Regional Economic Resilience” May 10, 2010 [JUNEJA])

Employment downturns in the Seattle regional economy have occurred around the time of national recession periods. The region experienced shock-induced downturns in 1980-81, 1990, 1993, and 2000-01. It was resilient to the 1993 and 2000-01 shock-induced downturns, but not resilient to the 1980 downturn. (There was little opportunity for resilience to the 1990 downturn because the 1993 downturn occurred so soon thereafter.) Shocks to the region’s major export industries preceded or accompanied the aggregate regional downturns. Wood products (formerly a major regional export industry) suffered employment downturns in 1978-79. Software had such downturns in 1993 and 2000-01, although these downturns appeared as sharp reductions of the industry’s employment growth rate rather than as job losses. (Microsoft, the region’s largest information technology employer, laid off workers for the first time during the Great Recession.) Aerospace experienced downturns in 1980-82, 1990-93, 1998-99, and 2002, and all these downturns were employment declines. However, their impact on the region as a whole probably became less severe over time as Boeing, the region’s largest manufacturer, accounted for a declining (though still substantial) share of the region’s employment . The regional economic development policymakers and practitioners we interviewed perceived the Great Recession as the region’s most severe economic downturn since the early 1970s, although as of the time we conducted our interviews (July 2009) the region’s employment was higher, as a percentage of pre-recession employment, than at the same time after the 2001 recession, and it had not hit the employment trough that it reached after the 1981 recession. After the severe early 1970s recession, policymakers perceived a need to diversify the region’s economy away from its strong reliance on aerospace manufacturing in general and Boeing in particular. Local government and business leaders created the King County Economic Development Council, now called Enterprise Seattle, to recruit new firms to the region. However, diversification of the employment base came about not as a result of any deliberate policy or strategy but because of a historical accident: Bill Gates moved Microsoft to the region in 1979. Other information technology-intensive firms (Starbucks, Amazon, and Costco, as well as suppliers to them and to Microsoft) sprang up subsequently, in part to take advantage of proximity to Microsoft and the large pool if information technology workers that it attracted to the region. (Some local information technology companies were founded by former Microsoft managers or engineers.) As of July 2009, no public or private organization had undertaken or planned any policy or strategy to restructure the regional economy in response to the Great Recession. Our interviewees did not think any such restructuring was necessary. They viewed the regional economy as sufficiently diverse because it is built around two large firms, Boeing and Microsoft, which have steadily introduced new products and around which distinct industry clusters (in aerospace and information technology, respectively) have formed. Our interviewees believed that the region’s eventual recovery from the Great Recession would be a continuation of pre-recession trends, including further growth of the information technology industry and the gradual movement of Boeing away from the region (including the relocation of the firm’s headquarters to Chicago and its opening of a new aircraft production line in South Carolina, its first outside the Seattle area). They also anticipated further growth of the nonprofit sector, which has been fueled largely by funding from current and former Microsoft executives. Hartford Employment shock-induced downturns in the Hartford regional economy occurred around national recession periods in 1980-81 and 2001-02. However, the region experienced a downturn in 1988-90 rather than in 1990-91 as the nation as a whole did. The region was resilient to the 1980-81 and 2001-02 shocks within two years but was not resilient to late 1980s shock. The early 1980s downturn was accompanied by precipitated by shocks to manufacturing industries: fabricated metals, electrical equipment, printing, and aerospace. The late 1980s downturn was preceded and followed by shocks to the insurance industry and accompanied by a downturn in fabricated metal manufacturing (largely aerospace suppliers). The 2001-02 downturn was preceded by shocks in insurance, aerospace, and fabricated metals. Policymakers and practitioners perceived the late 1980s shock-induced downturn as the region’s most severe before the Great Recession, and the employment downturn of that shock was largest of any of the last four recessions, including the Great Recession. A large downturn in the commercial real estate market, in which local insurance companies were heavily invested, precipitated the late 1980s shock to insurance and probably to the region as a whole. In 1993 the Greater Hartford Chamber of Commerce created a regional economic development (business recruitment and retention) agency in response to that shock. After reorganization, this eventually became the Metro Hartford Alliance (MHA), which gradually expanded its mission to include attraction and retention of highly educated workers, regional place-marketing, public policy advocacy, and entrepreneurship assistance. A large number of sometimes competing regional industry-specific nonprofit organizations, some supported by CT’s state cluster initiative, were founded during the 1990s and early 2000s to deal with industry-specific production, technology, workforce, education, and place-marketing issues in manufacturing, insurance, high technology, and medical devices, but these were not founded as responses to industry or regional aggregate shocks and they do not view responding to these shocks as their primary mission. Neither MHA nor these industry-specific organizations deals with the regional economy as a whole. No public or private organization undertook or planned any policy or strategy to restructure the regional economy in response to the late 1980s downturn. However, the economic structure has changed gradually following that downturn. Large aerospace manufacturers have gradually shifted production overseas. Insurance companies have moved more routine clerical work to lower-cost regions while maintaining R&D in the Hartford area. Both insurance and aerospace manufacturing, the region’s dominant export industries, account for smaller shares of employment today than thirty years ago. The regional economy has become smaller but richer; regional average productivity and wages have grown by much more than the national average over the last three decades, while regional employment has never regained its 1988 peak level. Although local (zoning), state, and federal public policies influenced these developments, organized public or non-market private activity did not. The economic development practitioners and public officials we interviewed attributed the lack of such activity to the region’s local government fragmentation and the proliferation of small, often competing private economic development organizations.

XT – Alt. Causes

Aerospace decline’s inevitable – The old are too old and the young are too dumb
Antonie Boessenkool Reporter at an independent news source for the world's defense decision-makers 08
Defense News, “ITAR Hurts U.S. Innovation, Industry Group Says,” 5/13/2008, http://www.defensenews.com/story.php?i=3524389&c=AME&s=TOP [Lockwood]

The AIAA also talked about the aerospace work force: Many employees are preparing to retire in the next five to 10 years, yet finding, attracting and retaining qualified replacements is becoming more difficult. The average age of employees in the aerospace industry is 45, said incoming AIAA President George Muellner. "Despite the fact that the U.S. graduates almost 200,000 engineers and scientists every year, the aerospace industry is finding a much more competitive environment to bring them in and keep them in, and there just aren't enough engineers and scientists out there," Muellner said. Last year, Aviation Week identified almost 40,000 jobs in aerospace that weren't filled, he said. Shortfalls in science and engineering education are part of the problem. "Right now, America is the most productive nation in the world," Muellner said. "We run the risk of losing that. The reason is because of our lack of investment, the education issues and various [research and development] issues … where other nations are spending more time and energy in those areas."
Retirees are coming 

Dave Montgomery McClatchy Newspapers 08

Seattle Times, “Retiree flood waits in aerospace wings” 2/10/2008 http://seattletimes.nwsource.com/html/boeingaerospace/2004174511_jobsage10.html[Lockwood]
Roughly a quarter of the nation's 637,000 aerospace workers could be eligible for retirement this year, raising fears that America could face a serious skills shortage in the factories that churn out commercial and military aircraft. "It's a looming issue that's getting more serious year by year," said Marion Blakey, chief executive of the Aerospace Industries Association. "These are real veterans. It's a hard work force to replace." The association, which represents aircraft manufacturers and suppliers, has designated the potential skills drain as one of its top 10 priorities in this year's presidential race. One of the major aerospace unions is embracing the issue in a rare alliance between labor and management. "It's not a problem that's coming. It's here," said Frank Larkin, spokesman for the 720,000-member International Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers. The issue particularly resonates in aircraft-manufacturing centers such as the Puget Sound region, the Dallas-Fort Worth area, St. Louis and Wichita, Kan., which bills itself as the "Air Capital of the World." "Obviously, we are concerned that we have a large portion of our work force that in five years, 10 years, will pick up and go," said Marivel Neeley, the senior manager of equal-opportunity programs at Lockheed Martin's plant in Fort Worth. Fort Worth is headquarters for Lockheed Martin, which has nearly 25,000 workers in seven cities, including big plants in Fort Worth; Marietta, Ga.; and Palmdale, Calif. Of the companywide work force, 27 percent, or more than 6,000 employees, would be eligible to retire this year, Neeley said. In Wichita, which has five major aircraft plants and hundreds of suppliers and vendors, community leaders are working to offset the potential loss of more than 40 percent of the aeronautics work force during the next five years. One initiative calls for the creation of a world-class aviation training center to help meet the need for 12,000 more aerospace workers by 2018. The Seattle-Tacoma area appears to be bucking the trend through a production surge at Boeing plants that's expanded the work force with new hires, including a growing number of workers between 18 and 29. But nationally, the work force is graying as baby boomers prepare to retire. Ten years ago, the industry's largest age group was 35 to 44. In 2007, nearly 60 percent of the work force was 45 or older. At least 20 percent were between the ages of 55 to 64, and many, if not most, were already eligible for retirement. The problem is essentially one of supply and demand. Both the commercial and military segments of the industry are enjoying robust growth, with sales expected to increase by $12 billion this year. The demand for aerospace, electrical, mechanical and computer engineering disciplines is expected to be double what it was 10 years ago. But analysts and corporate bosses say higher education is turning out far too few engineering and aeronautical graduates to fill future vacancies. Public schools' poor record in teaching math and science is another worry. Harry Holzer, a Georgetown University professor who served as the chief economist for the Labor Department, said market forces ultimately may solve the problem. But for the moment, he said, "it won't be painless, and some real adjustments may have to occur." Although production workers in aerospace earn more than those in most other manufacturing industries — an average of $1,153 a week, according to the Department of Labor — Holzer said the industry doesn't have the recruitment appeal that it did decades ago. Many younger workers, he said, regard aerospace plants as "old-fashioned industries." A mass exodus of older workers also means the loss of a vast reservoir of knowledge, skills and institutional memory dating back to the early years of the Vietnam War.
Tons of alt causes to aerospace decline- foreign competition, outsourcing, and offsets

Faux, founder, and now Distinguished Fellow, at the Economic Policy Institute, 02- (Jeff, EPI: “The Aerospace Sector as a National Asset.” THIS TESTIMONY WAS GIVEN BEFORE THE COMMISSION ON THE FUTURE OF THE UNITED STATES AEROSPACE INDUSTRY. July 19, 2002. http://www.epi.org/publications/entry/webfeatures_viewpoints_airspace_natlasset/ [JUNEJA])

Of the factors affecting our low-growth of estimates of future U.S. aerospace employment, increasing competition in world markets is by far the most significant, accounting for 41.5 percent of the change in employment, or 74,244 lost jobs between 2002 and 2010. Job losses due to import penetration of foreign engines and parts account for an additional 11.5 percent of total job losses. Together, growing foreign competition for U.S. aerospace products explains 53 percent of the expected lost jobs through 2010. Aerospace Trade, Outsourcing and Offsets The U.S. aerospace trade surplus peaked at $41 billion in 1998 and has since fallen $15 billion, or 37 percent, (more than 11 percent annually) (Table 5). Between 1989 and 2001 U.S. aerospace imports grew on average twice as fast as aerospace exports. While U.S. aerospace exports have been declining since their high in 1998, imports of foreign made parts and equipment continue to accelerate steadily. These trends in aerospace trade can be explained by three factors. Source: EPI analysis of Aerospace Facts and Figures (1999, 2000 and 2002) First, the U.S. aerospace industry is facing increasing competition in global markets from firms like Airbus that have been specifically developed through state supported industrial policies to be national industrial "champions." From its inception in 1970 through 1990, Airbus received government subsidies in the form of grants and soft loans totaling $26 billion. More recently, the British, French, German and Spanish governments have spent $4 billion in development loans on the Airbus A380, which are to be repaid with future sales revenues. The total cost of developing the A380 is estimated at $10.7 billion. Over the long run, we can expect that the commercial sector of the aerospace industry will represent a larger share of the total market. The market share of Airbus and other European aircraft producers began to rise sharply in all significant markets after 1992. Measured by the number of aircraft, the European aerospace industry is already reaching parity with the United States. Airbus expects to provide fully 50 percent of world aircraft deliveries in 2003. Looking into the near future, Airbus may be pulling ahead of Boeing. Airbus booked 53 percent of orders for new commercial aircraft in 2001 worth $44.7 billion, while Boeing booked $29.6 billion. We should also note that currently Airbus is competing with Boeing in markets for small and mid-size aircraft, such as Boeing's "bread and butter" 737 line. At present, Boeing's line of 747 jumbo jets enjoy little, if any, competition at present. But Airbus is online to introduce its new A380 super-jumbo in 2006 and has already booked 97 orders. Airbus expects to sell some 1,500 A380s in the next twenty years. The competition to sell new products into this market is now fierce, and failure to keep pace with the state subsidized Airbus system will be costly. Airlines have shown preferences for amassing fleets from a single supplier in order to realize economies of scale in supply chain management and to bargain for volume pricing. By sticking to one "brand," airline managers need only deal with one set of replacement parts and its mechanics can specialize in maintaining fewer models of more similar aircraft. This means today's winner for market sha Outsourcing has become more than just a way to get cheaper components and parts. In order to off-load some of the costs of research and development, U.S. firms are entering into joint partnerships with state-subsidized firms in other nations. Under such arrangements, for example, a U.S. engine producer may outsource the design of a sub-component of a new engine to a foreign aerospace company. In return for sharing some of the up-front risks associated with developing new products, the part producer gets the right to produce those engine components. While engines might represent a quarter of the cost of a new aircraft, it is just a one-time cost. But, in order to maintain safety, aircraft engines are continuously overhauled and rebuilt with replacement parts. Thus, in the life of a plane, the demand for parts far outpaces the demand for engines. Indeed, Boeing salespeople have boasted to the French airlines that their planes are more "French" than Airbus's. One measure of the impact of import penetration in the U.S. aerospace industry is the ratio of imported engines and parts to total aircraft sales (both commercial and military). As shown in Figure 1, the ratio has more than doubled from 8 percent of production in 1981 to more than 20 percent last year, and has accelerated in the past three years. This chart shows that the foreign content of U.S. aircraft is increasing dramatically. Third, foreign aerospace sales are increasingly being linked to the practice of offsets. Offsets are arrangements to transfer high-skilled jobs and valuable technologies to other countries in exchange for market access for U.S. aerospace products, and are common in both the commercial and defense aerospace sectors. For example, in exchange for purchasing U.S. aircraft, many countries require U.S. aerospace firms to produce parts of that aircraft in the purchaser's country. Offsets result in the loss of high-skill U.S. jobs and the loss of cutting-edge technologies. In some cases pose a threat to national security and aviation safety. In time, these transfers will help spawn new entries into the market for parts and components, and eventually into markets for fully integrated aircraft designs and manufactured systems.

XT – No Permanent Job Loss
No impact- Unemployment effects of constellation in Florida temporary- retirement, transfers, and private sector jobs

REUTERS 10- (Nicholas Wethington, staff writer, Universe Today. "End of Shuttle Program Will Slow Florida's Economy." 15 January 2010 <http://www.universetoday.com/50343/end-of-shuttle-program-will-slow-floridas-economy> [JUNEJA]).

There are several other factors that complicate the renewal of these lost jobs once the Constellation program starts up in earnest. Since Constellation utilizes a non-reusable launch system, fewer workers will be needed for repair and retrofit between launches. Frank DiBello of the state agency Space Florida told Florida Today, “There is no escaping the transition that will occur when we go from a very labor intensive, reusable space flight system to one that is expendable. Simply by its nature, it is going to take a smaller workforce.” Almost one-third of the current NASA employees working on the shuttle are up for retirement, so these posts would have been vacated anyway, and approximately 2,000 civil servants for NASA will retain their jobs over the gap between programs. Though the region surrounding the Kennedy Space Center will surely struggle these next few years, it’s possible that many aerospace workers will flock to the private space industry during the gap, and companies like Virgin Galactic will benefit. 

Aerospace stays strong through economic turbulence 

Deloitte 09- (“2009 Global Aerospace & Defense Industry Performance Wrap-up.” http://www.deloitte.com/assets/Dcom-UnitedStates/Local%20Assets/Documents/us_ad_2009%20Global%20Aerospace%20Defense%20Industry%20Performance%20Wrap-up_051110.pdf [JUNEJA])

 Deloitte conducted a study of the 2009 financial performance of the Global Aerospace & Defense (A&D) Industry by evaluating the performance of 91 companies. Since revenues of companies in this study represent most of the overall A&D Industry revenue, we believe the results of our study are indicative of the A&D Industry as a whole, and use the term “Industry” throughout this report in representing our findings. Although impacted by the 2009 worldwide economic recession, the Industry has continued to demonstrate its resilience by posting stable revenue and less impactful reductions in operating earnings and operating margins compared to many industries in 2009. This is because the Industry generally relies on long term contracts not greatly impacted by shortterm economic events, an increasing requirement for global defense, security and humanitarian aid, as well as the need for increasing commercial airline travel especially in growing non-Western economies. In summary, global Industry revenue remained flat, with a modest 1.3% increase to $635.0 billion. At the same time, operating earnings decreased 15.3% to $47.9 billion while operating margins fell by 16.4% to 7.6%. However, were it not for the program writeoffs principally at Boeing, EADS, and BAE Systems, Industry operating earnings would have also remained essential flat. Financial performance varied by subsector and region-specific factors, impacting key metrics. Key study findings are as follows: • The global A&D Industry slowed in 2009 com to the record performance of the Industry in 2008 and several years of compounded growth. • Sales bookings (Book-to-Bill ratio) fell significantly from 1.40x in 2008 to 0.89x in 2009, a substantial 36.9% decrease, due to fewer new bookings and existing order cancellations, portending slower times ahead. • Boeing had higher sales revenue than EADS and regained its position as the world’s largest A&D Industry company, reversing its 2nd place performance in 2008. • American A&D companies in this study grew faster in 2009, at 3.2%, than European companies in this study, whose revenue fell by 2.1%. • American companies in this study were more profitable again in 2009, with operating margins of 9.3%, than European companies in this study, with operating margins of 4.6%, a reflection of the long term difficulty in rationalizing costs for the Industry in countries with higher government intervention and stricter job protection scheme.
Despite economic setbacks in the aerospace industry- it remains resilient

Executive Education 08- (“Despite Economic Turbulence, U.S. Aerospace Industry Shows Resilience,” December 18, 2008. http://executiveeducation.wharton.upenn.edu/wharton-aerospace-defense-report/Economic-Turbulence-1208.cfm [JUNEJA])

The aerospace industry is showing resiliency navigating through turbulent economic times — even ending 2008 with modest growth and showing some strength in important areas such as its foreign trade balance and employment levels, the Aerospace Industries Association (AIA) announced. AIA, based in Arlington, Va., noted that while the industry is not immune to the effects of the ongoing global financial crisis, it is showing relative strength. Aerospace sales are on pace to reach $204 billion for 2008, according to AIA. This is an increase of 2.1% — a lower rate than in recent years, but still a record for the fifth consecutive year. The industry will also continue to post strong export numbers, reaching $99.2 billion for the year. That fuels an important foreign trade surplus of about $61 billion, the largest of any U.S. manufacturing sector (though the surplus remained flat compared to 2007). Employment in the sector also remained strong, with an average workforce that will reach 655,500 for the year — about 10,000 more than the average for 2007. The association is forecasting modest sales growth for 2009, with sales reaching $214 billion. AIA president and CEO Marion Blakey, however, acknowledged that this forecast may be affected by the extremely volatile economic environment in the coming year. 

Aerospace industry is resilient

Colorado Space Coalition 2011- (“Aerospace shows strength in harsh financial atmosphere,” 2011. http://www.spacecolorado.org/aerospace-financial-strength.html [JUNEJA])

The aerospace industry is showing resiliency in trying economic times, ending 2008 with modest growth and continued strength in important areas like foreign trade balance and employment, Aerospace Industries Association (AIA) announced Dec. 10. While the industry has not been immune to effects from the ongoing global financial crisis, it is showing relative strength, AIA president and CEO Marion Blakey said during the annual AIA Year-End Review and Forecast. "We are in an extremely challenging economic atmosphere, but our industry is proving to be remarkably durable," Blakey said. "We anticipate this to continue, and we expect our industry will continue to be an asset to the U.S. economy as we climb out of our current financial hardships." Aerospace sales are on pace to reach $204 billion for 2008. This is an increase of 2.1 percent – a lower rate than in recent years, but a record sales figure for the industry for the fifth consecutive year. The industry will also continue to post very strong export numbers, reaching $99.2 billion for the year. That fuels a critically important foreign trade surplus of about $61 billion, almost exactly the figure the industry logged in 2007. It is the largest trade surplus of any U.S. manufacturing sector. Employment also remained solid, with an average workforce that will reach 655,500 for the year. The total was 657,700 in figures released in September. The average is about 10,000 more than the average for 2007. AIA is forecasting modest sales growth for 2009. Sales should reach $214 billion, a figure that is about 2.2 percent more than the total the industry would have achieved this year had a work stoppage not impacted the 2008 bottom line. Blakey acknowledged we are in extremely volatile economic times that could affect the forecast in the coming year. AIA has launched an outreach campaign highlighting the industry's strength and potential to help the U.S. economy recover from the recession. The campaign, titled "Aerospace and Defense: The Strength to Lift America," details that the industry supports 2 million middle-class jobs spread out over 30,000 companies in all 50 states. Aerospace helps ensure our national security, and bolsters advanced technology innovation. The new administration and Congress should rely upon our industry in this time of need and continue to support the programs that can get America's economy moving again, Blakey said. Blakey released the statistics during the 44th annual installment of the Year-End Review and Forecast. About 350 members of the media, industry and government attended the event, which showcases statistical analysis by AIA’s Aerospace Research Center. 

***A2 – LEADERSHIP 
1NC
Current NSP is better acquainted to the current space climate- security, economic competitiveness, sustainment of national capability, market creation, and international perception

Newton and Griffin, Center for System Studies, University of Alabama in Huntsville, 10- (“United States space policy and international partnerships in Space Policy.” Volume 27, Issue 1, February 2011, Pages 7. January 2010. http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S026596461000113X [JUNEJA])

Before delving into details, it is worth noting that US space policy is most accurately viewed as an aggregate of White House issuances and legislative policy making codified in law, as well as of executive branch agencies’ translation of these broad or narrow directions into programs, operating budgets, and processes. Indeed, agencies’ deeds are more telling than any White House-level rhetoric about intent. For this reason, it may be that currently we can only judge the potential for the policy to deliver results, allowing sufficient time to see whether policy’s implementation succeeds or fails. Evaluating whether or not the USA’s overall strategic position is improved – that is, whether its ability to influence positively the conditions of its existence and play the role it chooses is enhanced – can be distilled down to questions about security, political economy, and influence. These three dimensions are coupled, of course, but they can provide a way of disaggregating space policy for closer inspection. 1. Will the USA be more secure? 2. Will the USA have a stronger political economy? Multiple dimensions need to be considered in answering this question. 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. 2.1. Economic competitiveness US industry holds a minority (about 30–40%) market share of global space services, a situation that may be partially attributed to export control regulations. Triggered by the presidential space policy, the Department of Defense (DoD), in conjunction with the Departments of State and Commerce, has initiated a review of export controls affecting aerospace suppliers on the global market. More expansive reconsideration of export control faces stiff scrutiny in Congress from members loathe to have US technology potentially integrated into weapons systems that could be used against US soldiers. The DoD’s plans for block buys of evolved expendable launch vehicles should also provide a stable revenue stream to support companies becoming more competitive. 2.2. Innovation President Obama’s budget request and Congress’ authorization law support new funding for NASA’s development of ‘game-changing’ technology. One problem created, however, is that, by proposing cancellation of the Constellation program, the policy removed the near-term destination and overarching architecture that provide the defining requirements for technology development. ‘Flexible path’ approaches and one-off destinations such as an asteroid risk disaggregating the agency’s technology work into a set of sand-boxes that cannot be integrated into subsequent systems development down the line. The historical record is rife with publicly funded technology initiatives that failed to deliver value for the investments made, absent well-defined system requirements. Further, spin-out commercialization of technology developed in the public sector occurs at a low, perhaps even inconsequential, rate; the government is not an effective economic engine. 2.3. Sustainment of national capability The DoD’s acquisition changes portend an improvement in the USA’s ability to sustain its aerospace industrial base. Block buys will create more predictable, higher volume demand for suppliers, intended to help stabilize the workforce. Nevertheless, the ‘greying’ of the aerospace workforce, with more than half eligible for retirement in the next five years, creates continued risk that valuable knowledge will not be transferred to the younger workforce, because opportunities for experience on flight systems are limited. 2.4. Market creation The president’s new policy endeavors to jump-start a private sector-led space transportation market by canceling plans for a government transportation system to deliver cargo and crew to low-Earth orbit and redirecting the funds toward procuring a yet-to-be developed commercial solution which proponents purport will be more cost-efficient. This decision has its curious origins in a juncture of circumstances: first, the Office of Management and Budget’s drive to downsize the agency; second, ascendant special interests over-anxious for market conditions that do not yet exist and frustrated with a status quo manifested in a mature bureaucracy’s methodical execution. Commercial demand for cargo and crew transport to low-Earth orbit is currently non-existent, and will be so for the foreseeable future, so it is specious to characterize the government’s paying for system development to meet limited government demand as ‘market creation’. Historically, market creation has occurred when the government’s long-term needs guaranteed a predictable and relatively high-volume of purchases, or when the government served as an anchor tenant, establishing a long-term need for service, rather than serving as an ‘investor of last resort’ to underwrite the entirety of system development because private capital markets will not. Space will only truly be brought into the USA’s economic sphere when some commercially viable enterprise is invented that either serves a stable user-base in space or that uses the resources of low-Earth orbit, the lunar surface, or other destinations. It is worth noting that an international, government lunar base would have constituted one such stable market for logistics and supplies that could have spawned a commercial market. ISS utilization, in contrast, will not require a comparable magnitude or frequency of service. 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.
Constellation not key to space leadership 

Anatoly Zak, contributing editor for Astronomy and Cosmonautics series of Moscow Polytech Socity, 10 

“End of Constellation: It is not all doom and gloom”, 4 February 2010, http://www.russianspaceweb.com/sei_end.html, [Zheng] 
Even before the White House made a proposal on Feb. 1, 2010, to eliminate funding for the Constellation program, a political hurricane had started brewing in Washington, D.C. Critics alleged that the end of the project, which aimed to return the American astronauts to the Moon, would undermine US space efforts and would even mark the end of the nation’s leadership in space, giving the upper hand to evil powers like China and Russia. The criticism is probably leveled by the same people, who six years ago were blindly cheerleading the Bush administration’s shortsighted decision to start this project in the first place, without any solid fiscal or technical foundation. With a minimum foresight and the knowledge of space exploration history, it was clear from the get go that the Bush plan was underfunded, poorly designed and would have to be scrapped sooner or later. It is just unfortunate that it took six years, nine billion dollars and the change of occupant in the Oval Office to come to this realization. Obviously, for every space enthusiast around the world, it would be sad to see any major space exploration effort to be axed in a budget crunch. The frustration of legislators representing congressional districts with heavy involvement into a discontinued federal project is also understandable. However there is a silver lining. Every failure presents a new opportunity and even more so does the inevitable demise of the Constellation program. NASA still can make it right, make it big, and remain a leader in space, if it chooses to do so. First of all, the Obama administration promised to increase overall NASA funding, which along with recovering economy, puts the US space agency in a very strong position for drawing up an aggressive future strategy in space. The goal of going to the Moon itself has not been abandoned but only postponed, likely for a historically insignificant period of time. In the meantime, NASA and all its international partners will be able to send their astronauts to the International Space Station, ISS, to conduct scientific research and built foundation for human ventures beyond the Earth orbit. The fact that US astronauts will temporarily fly to the ISS onboard Russian spacecraft, should bother no one but isolationists and nationalists. It is much more tragic that under funding restraints of the Constellation program, a brand-new space station -- the largest and most complex man-made structure in orbit -- would have to be dumped into the ocean as soon as 2015. Perhaps, it still would not be the most unprecedented waste of taxpayers’ money in the history of space program – just ask the developers of the Soviet N1 moon rocket and the Energia-Buran system. (Both were abandoned practically on the launch pad, after years of colossal efforts.) Beyond the station Before the end of this decade, NASA would have a new manned spacecraft, capable of reaching the ISS and, most likely, the same vehicle would be easily adaptable for lunar missions. Although the potential of the so-called “private sector” to build better, cheaper spacecraft is greatly over-hyped, there is little doubt that the US aerospace industry would be fully capable of building a state-of-the-art spacecraft for the federal government. Hysterical cries in the American press about the loss of US capability to launch astronauts into space are completely unfounded. In the end, it will be the decision of the American public and the US Congress on the ultimate goal of the manned space program after 2020. If the US economy grows and the federal budget can be balanced, many ambitious projects in space exploration, including a lunar base, missions to asteroids and expeditions to Mars would become possible by 2030. Unlike the Constellation, which was intentionally set up to be an “in-house” program, the future efforts to explore deep space should include a broad international cooperation with Russia, China, Europe and other countries. No longer mandated to exclude foreign partners, NASA can return to the negotiation table with other space agencies and formulate a common approach toward future goals. Based on recommendations of the Augustine Committee last year, NASA can allow foreign partners into the so-called “critical path” in future cooperative projects, meaning that their goals would not be achievable without hardware and support of other countries. While it may or may not cut cost of the whole enterprise, it would certainly give space program an important political clout. Interdependency in space as well as on Earth would help to ensure that governments make a habit of finding common solutions to international problems at the negotiation table. As a first possible step to manned exploration of deep space, Roskosmos have proposed to convert the Russian segment of the International Space Station into an assembly platform for planetary ships. European Space Agency expressed interest in the idea and NASA might consider taking them up on that offer. Yet, another space station might be required in the lunar orbit, along with manned and cargo transports, landers and launch vehicles. For future projects, space agencies could contribute and barter various hardware and services for common goals of reaching the Moon and Mars. In other situations, two or more parallel systems, such as transport lines, could be set up, to provide redundancy for the lunar base or a Martian expedition, even in case of a major failure in one of the systems. 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. 

Current NSP will fund heavy lift launcher- replacing failed Ares 1 from the constellation program,

Lawler, Senior writer with Science Magazine, 10 – (Andrew, U.S. Space policy: “Obama Backs New Launcher And Bigger NASA Budget.” Jan 1. http://www.sciencemag.org/content/327/5961/18.full [JUNEJA])

President Barack Obama plans to ask Congress to cancel work on a new rocket and instead fund a heavy-lift launcher to take humans to the moon, asteroids, and the moons of Mars. The president outlined the new direction for the U.S. human space flight program on 16 December at a meeting in the White House with NASA Administrator Charles Bolden, according to officials familiar with the discussion. NASA would see its 2011 budget grow by $1 billion both to get the new launcher on track and to bolster the agency's fleet of robotic Earth-monitoring spacecraft. The current NASA plan for human exploration is built around the $3.5 billion Constellation program, which was intended to provide a way to get humans to the space station and beyond after the space shuttle is retired this year. But its initial launcher, Ares 1, has faced a string of cost and technical problems, and an outside panel chaired by retired aerospace executive Norman Augustine was skeptical of that effort (Science, 25 September, p. 1606). Although NASA has done a good job confronting the rocket's engineering challenges, says Augustine, “the schedule has slipped so badly it doesn't fit into the future program well.” But some lawmakers, such as Senator Richard Shelby (R–AL), are sure to fight any changes to the program.

NSP critical to maintain a prominent position in Asia- among emerging space powers and the threat of space militirization

Fukushima, National Institute for Defense Studies: Ministry of Defense, 10- (“An Asian perspective on the new US space policy: The emphasis on international cooperation and its relevance to Asia” Dec 2, 2010.  http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964610001165 [JUNEJA])

How is the new NSP relevant to Asia? With these issues in mind, it may be the case that recognition of the growing importance of Asian nations was one of the key factors in shaping the new NSP. Asia exemplifies the evolving environment of space activities, as described in the NSP. In Asia there are a number of spacefaring nations, and nations interested in space activities, which are eligible to cooperate with the USA. Three Asian space powers – Japan, China and India – can launch domestic satellites independently, and other Asian countries, such as South Korea and Indonesia, are aiming to achieve similar capabilities. Many of the countries in Southeast Asia have also acquired or seek to acquire their own satellites with help from other spacefaring nations or commercial entities. Furthermore, it is essential for the USA that Asian countries act responsibly in space, and respect the peaceful use of outer space. Such recognition seems to be increasingly apparent in the USA, especially after the aforementioned Chinese ASAT test. The Obama administration is thus indicating its willingness to cooperate and collaborate with Asian countries in space. In the case of Japan, which is a key US ally in Asia and has already collaborated with it on civil space projects like the ISS program, the USA is now interested in pursuing national security space cooperation. In November 2009 President Obama and the then Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama agreed to open discussions on this issue as part of the process to deepen the US–Japan alliance.14 The USA is also advancing ties in space with another regional ally, Australia. The two countries are having consultations to develop a Civil Space Cooperation Framework Agreement. In addition, military space collaborations between these two countries are progressing. In April 2010 the two forces signed a Memorandum of Understanding to share UHF-frequency satellite capacity.15 In November 2010, the foreign and defense ministers of both countries endorsed a Joint Statement on Space Security and signed a Space Situational Awareness Partnership Statement of Principles.16 Under this partnership, both countries are to consider the possibility of establishing and operating sensors in Australia to complement US space surveillance capabilities in this region. Besides collaboration with its allies in the region, the Obama administration is seeking to expand cooperation with an emerging space power, India. In July 2009 both governments signed a Technology Safeguards Agreement which was intended to “permit the launch of civil or non-commercial satellites containing US components on Indian space launch vehicles.”17 In November 2009 President Obama and Indian Prime Minister Manmohan Singh agreed to “collaborate in the application of their space technology and related scientific capabilities in outer space and for development purposes.”18 Furthermore, in November 2010, both leaders agreed to expand their collaboration in space.19 According to the agreement, the two countries are to hold a Joint Civil Space Working Group in 2011 to develop closer ties in space cooperation and Earth observation. The leaders also agreed to cooperate on the safety and security of space activities. Of special note is the US decision to remove all Indian civil space and defense-related entities from the Department of Commerce “Entity List”, which involves export license requirements. Accordingly, subordinates of the Indian Space Research Organization (ISRO) and the Defense Research and Development Organization (DRDO) were removed from the list in order to “facilitate trade and cooperation in civil space and defense.”20 In his remarks to the Indian parliament President Obama stated that the removal, along with the ongoing reform of the export control system, “will ensure that Indian companies seeking high-tech trade and technologies from America are treated the same as our very closest allies and partners.”21 The Obama administration is now trying to promote space cooperation with China. In November 2009 President Obama and China’s President, Hu Jintao, agreed to seek further discussions on space science cooperation and to initiate a dialogue on human spaceflight and space exploration.22 The two leaders also welcomed reciprocal visits of the NASA administrator and his Chinese counterpart in 2010. This led to an official visit to China by NASA Administrator Charles Bolden in October 2010.23 Bolden met his counterpart, Chen Qiufa, head of the China National Space Administration and visited Chinese human spaceflight related facilities.24 In addition, both presidents shared the view that the two countries have common interests in the promotion of the peaceful use of space and agreed to take steps to enhance security in space. In pursuance of this the administration is seeking bilateral TCBMs with China. In October 2010 Defense Secretary Gates mentioned the need for strategic dialogue, which includes the issue of space security, in a meeting with China’s Defense Minister Liang Guanglie.25 Thus, in Asia the USA is deepening collaboration with its allies (Japan and Australia), expanding cooperation with India, and developing bilateral TCBMs with China. These are welcome indications for Asia. As Asian countries increasingly depend on the use of space, it is becoming indispensable for them, too, to cooperate. By collaborating with the leading spacefaring nation, Asian countries will be able to access cutting-edge technology and know-how, at least to some extent. Asian countries will also benefit from the bilateral TCBMs between the USA and China, contributing to the overall safety and security of outer space.
XT – NSP Solves Leadership

Obama’s NSP solves for space leadership better than Constellation  

Joan Johnson-Freese, professor of National Security Studies at the Naval War College, 10 

Space News, “Guest Blog: Reality Bites: The 2010 National Space Policy”, 15 November 2010, http://www.spacenews.com/commentaries/101115-blog-reality-bites.html, [Zheng] 
Constellation was doomed from its inception as a mismatch between the ways-means-ends required for any kind of programmatic success. As the Augustine Commission said, “NASA’s budget should match its mission and goals.” President Obama was therefore faced with continuing to pretend that in the worst economic times faced by the U.S. since the Great Depression and while U.S. troops are still fighting on foreign shores, an infusion of new money was feasible to allow programmatic completion anywhere near the timelines laid out in President Bush’s 2004 Vision for Exploration speech that led to Constellation; or pulling it off life support. Realistically, the responsible but difficult choice was the latter, and he made it. Further, he directed a new path for NASA and human spaceflight, one based not on a destination, but on long-term commercial development and sustainability. Sustainability — with its broad implications from human spaceflight to protecting the space environment — is increasingly recognized by all space sectors as key to space security in the future. Perhaps most importantly about the 2010 NSP, it looks at the world as it is, rather than how the United States wants it to be. While not always politically popular, it is the right thing to do for U.S. security. Ironically, that is what the American electorate has said it wants — security and the well-being of the American people prioritized over political expediency and popularity. As an area of development, space has been an anomaly. Opening the American West, the aircraft industry and computers all required an initial government investment before it was feasible for the private sector to take over. That’s normal. Space is a development anomaly, however, as the government made the initial investments but the private sector has remained largely reactive to the government, except in communications satellites, and especially regarding human spaceflight. That must change for real development to occur, and President Obama has directed NASA to chart a course to allow and promote commercial development. It will take a considerable period of time, and it is possible that during that time we will see spacefarers from other nations walk on the lunar surface. For those who see that decision as a betrayal, their recourse is through Congress. They are likely to find significant rhetorical support there — but far less financial support, reflective of the priorities of most of their constituents. The 2010 NSP offers a realistic blueprint for renewal rather than a blueprint back to the Moon, or a space battleplan that threatens the very sustainability of the space environment required for security. The challenge for NASA is to develop innovative, affordable and yes, inspiring, plans to take America forward in human and robotic space exploration. The commercial sector’s challenge will be to not only facilitate NASA’s plans, but to innovate and implement plans of their own to go beyond NASA and truly develop space, perhaps in partnership with the government. The challenge for the military is to protect space as an environment for use by all, but especially the United States, without relying on potentially counterproductive, debris-creating, extremely expensive and technically unfeasible hardware. Taking up these challenges will yield not just benefits in space, but benefits regarding U.S. strategic leadership on Earth and in international security. The new blueprint offers new technical goals and opportunities ahead, and the revitalization of our strategic leadership. All are realistic goals worth pursuing. If we ignore them in favor of short-term, status-quo approaches, it will ultimately be at the peril of U.S. national security. 

XT – Constellation Not Key

The constellation program is just one of many reasons that America’s leadership is at risk 

W Lynn, comments at US Strategic Command Space Symposium, third November 2010, at http://www.defense.gov/Speeches/Speech.aspx?SpeechID=1515.

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?

XT – NSP Solves Coop
The NSPs focus on international cooperation is critical to maintain U.S. primacy, peace, and competitiveness as well as check space debris

Fukushima, National Institute for Defense Studies: Ministry of Defense, 10- (“An Asian perspective on the new US space policy: The emphasis on international cooperation and its relevance to Asia” Dec 2, 2010.  http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964610001165 [JUNEJA])

Obama’s NSP is, however, rooted in cooperation and incorporates the concept throughout, instead of just mentioning it in one section. The introduction states that “the United States hereby renews its pledge of cooperation,” whereas for the principles of space activities, the USA will adhere to its principles “in this spirit of cooperation” and proposes that other nations follow suit. Also, as one of the goals of its national space programs, emphasis is placed on the expansion of international cooperation. In the inter-sectoral guidelines there is a special section on international cooperation, which stipulates the need to strengthen US space leadership, identify areas for potential international cooperation, and develop transparency and confidence-building measures (TCBMs). According to a senior administration official, who played a central role in shaping the document, enhancing international cooperation and collaboration in space is positioned as a “key cornerstone” in Obama’s NSP.2 2. Why does the new NSP emphasize international cooperation? Three main factors underpin the NSP’s emphasis on international cooperation. First, the number of potential partners is increasing on the global stage as a premise for cooperation. As written in the NSP’s introduction, the use of space was once a realm accessible by only a handful of major powers, but now space is being utilized by far more nations and non-state actors than ever before. It is said that currently over 60 nations and private firms have their own satellites.3 The Obama administration widely recognizes that there are increasing opportunities for cooperation as the proliferation of space activities progresses. For example, Robert Butler, the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for Cyber and Space Policy, noted in his remarks to Congress in April 2010 that, “as the number of nations with space capabilities increases, so too will the opportunities for increased sharing.”4 In other words, with this progress, more countries are being recognized by the US government as actors who are worth cooperating with in space. Leveraging the increasing opportunities to work together with other countries is not the only aim of the NSP. The changing environment of space activities has pressured the USA into undertaking a more intensified policy of international cooperation. One reason the USA needs cooperation is closely connected to the fear of weakening US primacy in space. Along with the USSR (Russia), the USA has been the leading space power and, especially after the Soviet breakup, it has enjoyed a huge advantage in this field. In 2009 it is estimated that the US government space budget ($64.42 billion) accounted for a quarter of the global space economy ($261.61 billion) and about three-quarters of aggregate world government space budgets ($86.17 billion).5 The current US primacy in space is, however, no longer secure and is challenged by budget pressures and growing competition. The push for more budget cuts is especially apparent in the national security space sector. In June 2010 Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates announced his intention to save over $100 billion of the defense budget over a five-year period starting from fiscal year 2012 and this is where the space-related budget is expected to suffer.6 In addition, the proliferation of space activities has intensified heated competition in space. For example, the US Global Positioning System (GPS) has been widely used as the “gold standard” for space-based positioning, navigation and timing (PNT) and generated huge positive economic effects.7 Nevertheless, other countries have recently been preparing their own global navigation satellite systems (GNSS). Russia is rebuilding its Glonass constellation, which aims to be fully operational by the end of 2010.8 European countries are funding the Galileo system, which is scheduled to be partially operational in 2014.9 China is also constructing the Beidou/Compass system, which is intended to achieve global coverage by around 2020.10 These systems are designed to be dual-use and are sure to have great impact on related markets. Under these circumstances the USA is attempting to maintain its primacy in space by utilizing increased international cooperation and collaboration. Michael Nacht, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Global Affairs, stated in May 2010 that expectations of flat to declining military space budgets in the next couple of years is the motivation for enhancing international cooperation.11 Furthermore, while space is becoming a more competitive domain where other nations are increasing their presence, the USA seems to be aiming to shape the direction of global space activities in its favor and to expand its market opportunities through cooperation with other nations. In the case of space-based PNT, the new NSP stipulates that, for the purpose of maintaining US leadership in this area, the country shall “engage with foreign GNSS providers to encourage compatibility and interoperability, promote transparency in civil service provision, and enable market access for US industry.” Another reason the USA is in need of cooperation has something to do with the fact that outer space is a highly interdependent domain. Just as the maritime domain has several major routes for transportation called the sea lines of communication, highways for satellites (e.g. LEO and GEO) exist in outer space.12 These are shared by all spacefaring nations and non-state actors, and are becoming increasingly congested as satellites and space debris increase. In this context, the NSP states “the now-ubiquitous and interconnected nature of space capabilities and the world’s growing dependence on them mean that irresponsible acts in space can have damaging consequences for all of us.” The NSP also names the increase in the amount of space debris and the risks of satellite collisions as examples of challenges for the sustainable use of space. These descriptions are no doubt influenced by the results of two incidents – China’s 2007 ASAT test and the 2009 US–Russia satellite collision – which have occurred since the last NSP was released in 2006. These two incidents have made the challenges to the sustainability of the space environment more imminent, multiplying the number of catalogued LEO space objects by more than 60%.13 The Obama NSP clearly recognizes that international cooperation is vital in addressing these challenges. It states that not only the USA but other countries also share the responsibility and “calls on all nations to work together to adopt approaches for responsible activity in space.” Also, the section on international cooperation in the inter-sectoral guidelines specifies that the USA will pursue bilateral and multilateral TCBMs “to encourage responsible actions in, and the peaceful use of, space.” Now it is increasingly important for the USA to go beyond its traditional cooperation with allies and partners, and to expand cooperation with virtually all nations. Thus, the Obama administration sees international cooperation as a “key cornerstone” of its NSP not only to take advantage of growing opportunities, but also to maintain both US primacy in space, and the safety and security of space. For the USA now, international cooperation has been evolving from “nice to do” to “must do” status. 

Cancellation necessary – cooperation, leadership, over budget and behind schedule

Sirdofsky 10 Daniel Sirdofsky, writer for the Medill National Security Zone at Northwestern University, 5/24/2010, http://nationalsecurityzone.org/site/new-nasa-budget-a-national-security-threat/ Herm
But those criticisms come at a time when critical national security components like global positioning instruments, anti-missile technology, and surveillance capabilities are reliant on satellites, not manned space technology. NASA is currently building robots capable of refueling and fixing broken space apparatus. Though it is preferable for the U.S. to be self-reliant for space travel, the demise of the American Space Shuttle does not mean our astronauts can no longer get to the International Space Station. The U.S. has hitched rides with the Russians in the past, and will continue to do so after our last Space Shuttle flight later this year. More importantly, there was a consensus that the Space Shuttle needed to be retired (and it will be after three more flights), and under Constellation we have nothing ready to replace it. NASA had not yet even tested the Ares 1 rocket with humans before the president announced his decision, though initial tests had accrued a great amount of data that current NASA Administrator Charles F. Bolden Jr. admitted was of great value. Despite this, the project was said to be over budget and behind schedule. To Griffith’s other point, that we are in competition with other countries and not in cooperation, he is ignoring the great strides that have been made as a result of the sharing of ideas and knowledge. The International Space Station is a product of such collaboration, as well as Dextre, the Canadian-built robot that NASA is testing to refuel satellites orbiting the earth. While the U.S. is on good diplomatic terms with the major and developing space powers of the world (Russia, China, India), it should take advantage of the gains that can be made from sharing information and technology. Criticism of the issue is certainly understandable, and America should always strive to be independent of other nations for space travel, but regardless of the future of NASA’s budget, the Space Shuttle is still being retired, and the U.S. would have to be at least partially dependent on other nations for an uncertain period of time. Instead of being afraid to work with other nations around the world, the U.S. has to move away from the sense of pride that was built up during the “Space Race” of the Cold War, and move into the future. Griffith and other members of Congress attacking the new plan should be less hesitant to share the international stage, as it does not signal the end of our standing as a premier leader in the global space community.

***A2 – SOLVENCY 
1NC
Funding overstretch will kill the plan
Jay Borst et al 10 (Borst is a PhD student in systems engineering at the George Washington University, Professor Shahram Sarkani has been engaged in engineering research, technology development, and engineering education since 1980, Thomas Mazzuchi is a professor of Operations Research and Engineering Management at the George Washington University, Excerpt From the Proceedings of the Seventh Annual Acquisition Research Symposium Thursday Sessions Volume II “US Space Acquisition Policy: A Decline in Leadership” May 12-13, 2010 http://www.dtic.mil/cgi-bin/GetTRDoc?AD=ADA530182&Location=U2&doc=GetTRDoc.pdf) Herm 
The GAO found that the DoD has a tendency to fund more programs then they can afford. As a result, many programs come into existence already underfunded. In fact, in a survey presented to space program managers asking what are the top obstacles to achieving success, over 36% stated unstable funding (Chaplain, 2006). Additionally, programs that are performing well often find funding transferred to an underperforming program. This creates a very competitive environment for both program managers and contractors. In an attempt to secure as much funding as possible, a program manager will often over promise on capability and focuses on “bleeding edge” technologies that seem to demonstrate “the most bang for the buck” to those in control of the purse strings. Unfortunately, this reliance upon bleeding edge technology comes at a significant cost. The GAO has found that developing technology in conjunction with program development is often fraught with schedule delays and cost overruns because the reliedupon technology often doesn’t work out as intended. In the same survey that measured unstable funding as a major obstacle, 18% of space program managers interviewed admitted that they relied on immature and untested technology (Chaplain, 2006). Specific examples of space programs relying upon immature technology include Space Based Infra-Red (SIBRs) satellite system, the Advanced Extremely High Frequency (AEHF) satellite system and the National Polar-orbiting Operational Environmental Satellite System (NPOESS). In some cases, the GAO noted that sensors had not been fully tested or even prototyped, or software needs in general were just greatly underestimated (Chaplain, 2006). This reliance upon immature technology can, in some part, account for the fact that these programs have experienced a cost increase of 40% or more since their original cost estimation (Chaplain, 2006). In the case of SBIRs, their costs have more than doubled (Chaplain, 2006).
NASA will be resilient

Dinerman 2010, Taylor, Space Review Columist, has written on space and defense issues for the Wall Street Journal, National Review, Ad Astra, Space Society and Space News; Senior Editor at the Hudson Institute, consultatnt for the DOD, “The Collapse of NASA?” Hudson New York, June 9, http://www.hudson-ny.org/1366/the-collapse-of-nasa [Andrew Alvarado] 
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 States. 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.

No safety or vulnerability issues with the NSP- better than the constellation alternative

Gedmark, Executive director of the Commercial Spaceflight Federation, 11- (Joel Achenbach- Washington Post staff writer, AP: “NASA budget for 2011 eliminates manned space flights.” Feb 1. 2010. http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/01/31/AR2010013101058.html [JUNEJA])

John Gedmark, executive director of the Commercial Spaceflight Federation, said the critics underestimate the maturity of the commercial sector. "The Defense Department began using commercial rockets a long time ago to launch priceless national security satellites, that our troops' lives depend on. If the Pentagon can trust private industry with this responsibility, we think NASA can, too," Gedmark said. White House spokesman Nick Shapiro said Sunday, "The president is committed to a robust 21st-century space program, and his budget will reflect that dedication to NASA. NASA is vital not only to spaceflight, but also for critical scientific and technological advancements. The expertise at NASA is essential to developing innovative new opportunities, industries and jobs. The president's budget will take steps in that direction." The administration estimates the new funding for the commercial program would create up to 1,700 jobs, which could help offset the expected loss of 7,000 jobs in Florida when the space shuttle is retired next year. Although the Obama budget would give NASA a boost of more than $1 billion a year, it's not nearly as much as the $3 billion a year that a president-appointed panel said last year would be necessary for NASA to pursue a worthwhile human space flight program. The panel, headed by retired aerospace executive Norman Augustine, was harshly critical of NASA's strategy, saying that Constellation didn't have nearly the funds to meet its stated goal of a 2020 moon landing, particularly if the space station were to be kept operational. The panel favored a new strategy for NASA in which returning to the moon would be just one possible element of a broader capacity to launch astronauts beyond low Earth orbit. No human beings have ventured farther than such an orbit since the last Apollo moon landing in 1972. The public announcement of NASA's new direction will culminate more than a year of closed-door strategizing. That should end Monday with a series of press conferences, interviews and the messages contained in the budget itself.
No constellation allows for NASA innovation

Jeffrey Mervis Science 5 February 2010:  “U.S. Budget: Science Spared From Domestic Spending Freeze—for Now” <http://www.sciencemag.org/content/327/5966/628.full>

The budget also takes a new view of human space exploration. The president has proposed a major reshuffling that turns the agency away from a program launched by President George W. Bush that was to have returned humans to the moon by 2020. The new policy has an unspecified target and timetable; in the meantime, however, it slashes more than $1.2 billion from space operations. In contrast, NASA's science directorate would receive a $540 million increase in 2011. “This brings NASA back to its roots as an engine of innovation,” says Sally Ride, the first U.S. woman in space and a member of an external commission that seemed to favor such a redirection. NASA: The White House has eliminated the Constellation program—a $3.5-billion-a-year initiative aimed at building rockets, spacecraft, and other systems for the moon mission. Although the moon mission would be zeroed out under the Administration's proposal, NASA's overall budget would increase by $6 billion over the next 5 years, including a $300 million rise to $19 billion in 2011. NASA officials say Constellation's end could accelerate space exploration by freeing up money for science and letting the private sector take the lead in developing new technologies. The Augustine commission found that “key milestones” of Constellation “were slipping, and that the program would not get us back to the moon in any reasonable time or within any affordable cost,” explained NASA Administrator Charles Bolden Jr. at a media briefing.

XT – Too Expensive

Constellation is too expensive 

The space frontier foundation ( Founded in 1988, the Space Frontier Foundation is an advocacy organization committed to realizing the vision of a greatly expanded and permanent human presence in space. Space alone offers the resources necessary to ensure the survival and prosperity of our species for numerous generations to come. To realize this vision, the Foundation is fundamentally transforming the conception of space as the exclusive domain of government and government affiliated organizations into a widely accessible frontier ripe with opportunity. Read about our founding and history.)10 “Is NASA’s Constellation Program “Too Big to Fail?” May 3 2010) http://spacefrontier.org/2010/05/03/too-big-to-fail/) [Pitman] 

Just as the Senator says, nothing’s too big to fail. The Ares launch vehicles being developed in Senator Shelby’s state are a total failure by every honest measure.  They will cost too much, are years behind schedule, and our nation’s top experts say they could not fulfill their intended mission even if they were built,” said the Foundation’s Rick Tumlinson. “It is the space equivalent of Wall Street vultures who happily collected huge profits selling bad investments but then demanded our tax dollars when everything fell apart. It’s time for Ares to be put to sleep.”

XT – NASA Resilient

Despite economic setbacks in the aerospace industry- it remains resilient

Executive Education 08- (“Despite Economic Turbulence, U.S. Aerospace Industry Shows Resilience,” December 18, 2008. http://executiveeducation.wharton.upenn.edu/wharton-aerospace-defense-report/Economic-Turbulence-1208.cfm [JUNEJA])

The aerospace industry is showing resiliency navigating through turbulent economic times — even ending 2008 with modest growth and showing some strength in important areas such as its foreign trade balance and employment levels, the Aerospace Industries Association (AIA) announced. AIA, based in Arlington, Va., noted that while the industry is not immune to the effects of the ongoing global financial crisis, it is showing relative strength. Aerospace sales are on pace to reach $204 billion for 2008, according to AIA. This is an increase of 2.1% — a lower rate than in recent years, but still a record for the fifth consecutive year. The industry will also continue to post strong export numbers, reaching $99.2 billion for the year. That fuels an important foreign trade surplus of about $61 billion, the largest of any U.S. manufacturing sector (though the surplus remained flat compared to 2007). Employment in the sector also remained strong, with an average workforce that will reach 655,500 for the year — about 10,000 more than the average for 2007. The association is forecasting modest sales growth for 2009, with sales reaching $214 billion. AIA president and CEO Marion Blakey, however, acknowledged that this forecast may be affected by the extremely volatile economic environment in the coming year. 

XT – Constellation Will Fail
Tech and Money

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

The new Space Launch System (also pejoratively termed the “Senate Launch System”) has the political benefit of sending billions of dollars to former shuttle contractors, and preserving some NASA shuttle jobs. But aside from being a jobs program, SLS can be expected to accomplish little. In the best case, it will probably fail entirely, and in so doing will merely be wasteful; but in the worst case, there is the possibility it might succeed, and lock NASA into using 1970s technology for the indefinite future, while also marginalizing the involvement of commercial launch providers. Under such conditions, a “post-shuttle era” would never really come.

Lack of Diversity

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

Heavy-lift is not necessary, and even if we had it, we could reasonably choose not to use it, in favor of diverse portfolio of cheaper, smaller, simpler vehicles. A program that requires what only a single rocket can provide puts all its eggs in one basket, and is correspondingly fragile: the program will be delayed if the rocket is delayed; grounded if the rocket is grounded; and perhaps lost entirely if the rocket fails.

***DA LINKS
Spending 
Constellation will cost a lot of money

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

The latest attempt at reviving heavy-lift is a congressional demand that NASA must develop a heavy-lift launcher by 2016 (which, as the Orlando Sentinel noted two weeks ago, will be “made of recycled parts of the shuttle”). Notwithstanding the fact that Congress has not authorized sufficient funds for the completion of such a vehicle, this latest attempt at forcing a large launcher into NASA’s plans will consume at least $10 billion over the next few years, and—if history is any indication—will likely result in nothing more than another paper rocket. As Lou Friedman put it here two weeks ago, “the situation in the United States with respect to [space access] is no different than if we had a space czar whose motive was to keep the country grounded. Why does it seem like we can never get a rocket policy for civil space exploration right?” (see “The dangers of a rocket to nowhere”, The Space Review, May 23, 2011)

Heavy lifters are expensive 

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

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

Heavy Lifters are expensive to design 

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

What about the simplicity of a large rocket? While there is certainly some aesthetic appeal to launching a big spacecraft with only one big launch vehicle, the cost of developing such a booster in the first place makes the mission design costly and problematic to begin with (as the Constellation program most recently experienced). And though HLV proponents often argue that larger boosters can minimize or eliminate orbital assembly—as though it were a bad thing—orbital assembly is in fact something that NASA has become quite good at. Indeed, the International Space Station has illustrated that very large structures can be assembled in LEO with great effectiveness. Orbital assembly has arguably become a mature spaceflight capability—a capability it would be a shame to lose, since any future program of exploration will eventually outgrow any particular launch vehicle regardless the size. This is true for the same reason that every other form of transportation outgrows the capability of any single vehicle. (Indeed, this is a fate that almost befell Apollo.) At some point it becomes silly to just keep building bigger and bigger transports.

***POLITICS LINKS
Unpopular – Generic 

Space policies cost political capital - Obama will have to get involved 

Chang, 2010 - Kennedy Space Center, Florida Kenneth Cheng published April 15, 2010 http://www.nytimes.com/2010/04/16/science/space/16nasa.html (Andrew Giovanny Alvarado) 

KENNEDY SPACE CENTER, Fla. — Pointing to Mars and asteroids as destinations, President Obama on Thursday forcefully countered criticisms that he was trying to end the nation’s human spaceflight program. This was the first time that the president had lent his personal political capital in an increasingly testy fight over the future of the National Aeronautics and Space Administration. “The bottom line is, nobody is more committed to manned spaceflight, to human exploration of space than I am,” he said in a speech to about 200 attendees of a White House-sponsored space conference here. But he was unwavering in insisting that NASA must change in sending people into space. “We’ve got to do it in a smart way,” Mr. Obama said, “and we can’t just keep on doing the same old things we’ve been doing and thinking that’s going to get us where we want to go.” Instead of earlier vague assurances by Charles F. Bolden Jr., the NASA administrator, and other administration officials that NASA would eventually venture beyond Earth orbit, Mr. Obama gave dates and destinations for astronauts. But the goals would be achieved long after he leaves office: a visit to an asteroid after 2025, reaching Mars by the mid-2030s “Step by step, we will push the boundaries not only of where we can go but what we can do,” Mr. Obama said. “In short, 50 years after the creation of NASA, our goal is no longer just a destination to reach. Our goal is the capacity for people to work and learn, operate and live safely beyond the Earth for extended periods of time.”Mr. Obama noted that President John F. Kennedy challenged Americans to land on the Moon in 1961 — the year the current president was born. But the plan Mr. Obama laid out for now through the 2030s was unlike the Kennedy vision: It was a call for private industry to innovate its way to Mars, rather than a call for a national effort to demonstrate American predominance. Mr. Obama’s budget request to Congress in February proposed a major shift for NASA: canceling the Constellation program, started five years ago to send astronauts back to the Moon, and turning to private companies for carrying astronauts to the International Space Station.

Commercial Ventures are unpopular – no ranking chairs want to transition away from NASA

Morring 10 [Frank, Jr. Feb 26, 2010, McGrill Hall companies http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_channel.jsp?channel=space&id=news/asd/2010/02/26/01.xml&headline=NASA%20Plan%20Falls%20Flat%20In%20Congress (Andrew Giovanny Alvarado)]

NASA’s proposed policy turnaround faces stiff bipartisan opposition in Congress, which twice authorized the George W. Bush administration’s Constellation program with bipartisan support. In back-to-back Senate and House hearings by the NASA authorizing committees this week, members from both parties sharply questioned Administrator Charles Bolden about the new plan he was defending. No lawmaker in either hearing endorsed the change. Objections to it fall into two broad categories — the lack of a clear objective in space for the new program, and the “faith-based” belief, in the words of one House member, that a commercial route to orbit for U.S. astronauts is better than the government-managed Ares I and Orion vehicles. Members also are irritated over delays in getting specifics of the broad-brush plan released Feb. 1, and the apparent lack of consultation outside a small administration circle in the decision to make such a “radical” change away from a space policy Congress has endorsed.“This is a dangerous path that not only threatens our leadership and our highly skilled work force, but also threatens the very existence of America’s human spaceflight efforts, and the utilization of the International Space Station,” said Rep. Ralph Hall of Texas, the ranking Republican on the House Science and Technology Committee. Sen. Bill Nelson (D-Fla.), chairman of the Senate subcommittee that authorizes NASA spending, said Feb. 24 he wants Bolden to find a way to continue using the Ares I crew launch vehicle as a test bed for future Earth-to-orbit transportation technology, even if NASA shifts to reliance on commercial vehicles for crew transportation to the space station.Nelson, who strongly backed Bolden for the administrator’s post, suggested that the $2.5 billion in NASA’s Fiscal 2011 budget request for terminating Constellation contracts could better be used in additional technology research. Florida stands to lose 7,000 space jobs when the shuttle fleet is retired after four more flights, and Nelson complained that abruptly canceling Constellation as well deprives his constituents of at least a chance at replacement work. “We simply must do right by the men and women who have made this space program great,” Nelson said.Rep. Bart Gordon (D-Tenn.), chairman of the House science panel, said Feb. 25 he fears the companies that take over U.S. crew transport will become “too important to fail,” and thus require government bailouts. “Is NASA going to be on the hook to keep them in business?” he asked Bolden, noting that for the moment there is no other commercial market for trips to orbit. Bolden says Mars remains the ultimate goal of human space exploration, and argues the new program is designed to make it possible to get there with human explorers sooner. He told Gordon his confidence in the commercial sector is based as much on the track record of the U.S. aerospace industry in space over the past 50 years as in the promises of startup companies just entering the field. Pressed by Nelson, who has complained that President Barack Obama has not personally stated a clear destination for the U.S. space program, Bolden testified that while Mars is NASA’s ultimate goal, the agency isn’t ready to go there anytime soon. “If you gave me an infinite pot of money I could not get a human to Mars within the next 10 years,” he said Feb. 24.

Unpopular – No Short Term Benefits

Congress doesn’t perceive long term goals – means plan will be cut in the long term
Space Review 08 “The Space Review: Exploding Moon myths: or why there’s no race to our nearest neighbor”  http://www.thespacereview.com/article/999/1  [Andrew Alvarado]
This is a little more complicated. There is renewed scientific interest in the Moon, but it is not driving these missions. Politics, both domestic and international, is driving these new efforts and because these countries have decided to send spacecraft to the Moon, their respective scientists are naturally interested in conducting science there. The obverse of this argument is the theory that there is nothing of scientific interest on the Moon—Apollo answered it all—and therefore the current interest is all political, i.e. a space race. But this too is based upon a mistaken assumption. It is common for lay journalists with little understanding of space policy (Gregg Easterbrook comes to mind—he wrote this in a January 2004 blog posting) to claim that there is so little of scientific interest on the Moon that NASA abandoned it for decades.her there. Japan first launched a lunar mission in 1990. That’s a terribly superficial explanation for why there was such a long gap in between lunar missions—26 years from Apollo to Lunar Prospector, or 22 years from Apollo 17 to the Department of Defense Clementine mission. The reality is more complex, and mundane. The United States spent a tremendous amount of money on Apollo and returned a tremendous amount of scientific data from the Moon— despite the fact that Apollo was never about science. That data was investigated and analyzed and churned and debated and, like all scientific data, raised even more questions. Some members of the press and the public even labeled Apollo a “scientific failure” because it did not definitively answer questions about the Moon’s origins. (Newsflash: despite tens of thousands of geologists crawling all over the surface of the Earth for, well, centuries, there remain many unanswered questions about Earth’s geology as well. That’s the way science works: often the answer to one question is a half dozen more complicated questions.) The problem for lunar scientists was that Apollo had cost so much that it exhausted both the decision makers at the top of the agency and the larger scientific community, which was clamoring for its own big ticket items. You lunar scientists have had your chance, they said, it’s time to spend finite dollars on other targets. But it was not that there was no longer important science to conduct at the Moon, instead, the cost-benefit equation for lunar science had an added component, the Apollo legacy. Legitimate lunar science questions existed, but could not overcome the Apollo legacy. Gradually all those lunar scientists dispersed to other disciplines and other questions, primarily those concerning Mars, a bigger rock with big mysteries of its own. This highlights the fact that space science priorities are not set by a computer; they are established by humans, in a social context. Human biases, emotions, and even history all affect those priorities. Unsurprisingly, this happens not only with the Moon, but with other space sciences as well. Consider the long delay between Mars missions—Mars Observer was not launched until 1992, seventeen years after the Viking missions. Was this long delay because of little scientific interest in Mars? No. It was due to many factors, including delays in the Space Shuttle program. But it was also due to the fact that Viking had been extremely expensive, and had raised expectations so high (they were hoping to find life on Mars, and didn’t) that Mars advocates had a difficult time building a coalition to pursue another mission for a very long time. There’s an unfortunate lesson based on history: if you’re going to spend a lot of money on something, you better get a positive result, or it will be much harder to argue for additional funding in the future.

Unpopular – Public 

Plan unpopular – public rather see money spent in other areas 

Karlyn Bowman, senior fellow at the American Enterprise Institute, 10 

Forbes, “The Final Countdown”, 15 March 2010, http://www.forbes.com/2010/03/12/space-nasa-constellation-program-opinions-columnists-karlyn-bowman.html, [Zheng] 

In two slightly different versions of the question in NORC's latest survey, from 2008, more people gave the "about right" response than gave the other two responses. Tom Smith, who directs the survey, noted in that of the 21 areas NORC now inquires about, "space has always finished close to the bottom," in terms of spending priorities, far behind areas such as health and education and close to the ever-unpopular spending on foreign aid. But while public ambivalence about the space program may make the president's job in Florida easier next month, passing over what Americans see as the country's greatest accomplishment has to be done with care. 

Unpopular – Tea Party 
Tea Party hates Constellation – wasteful spending 

The Daily Caller 11 “Tea Party group launches into space policy debate”, 24 June 2011, http://dailycaller.com/2011/06/24/tea-party-group-launches-into-space-policy-debate, [Zheng] 

Some members of the Tea Party movement have zeroed in on a multi-billion dollar area of government spending. This time, it isn’t health care or the public debt -– but outer space. On Thursday, TEA Party in Space (TPIS) unveiled its “TEA Party Space Platform.” The group, which is affiliated with the Tea Party Patriots, hopes NASA will return “to its roots as [a research and development] agency instead of serving as a slush fund for a few influential members of Congress,” TPIS President Andrew Gasser said in a Thursday press release. Just like a political party’s platform, this agenda is made up of specific issues. Among the fourteen calls to action is for Congress to pass legislation to cap liability for commercial human spaceflight. Another of the tenets calls for a “Zero-G means Zero-Tax” arrangement, which would establish tax exemptions for business activities related to human spaceflight. Additionally, the group wants for Congress to allow NASA to cancel all existing Shuttle, Ares and Space Launch System contracts in order to force the termination of an $11 billion earmark included in the 2010 NASA Authorization Law and for NASA to “competitively bid the development of human exploration transportation capabilities.” (Did NASA scientist personally benefit from public office?) Gasser said in the Thursday press release, “Whether it’s timidity from the White House or Congress’ earmark-laden ‘compromises,’ our space dreams will be stuck on this planet unless someone articulates a vision based on economic and technical reality, so that’s what we’ve done.” “The status quo of crony capitalism, earmarking billions of NASA’s budget to a few companies, districts and states, has got to stop,” he said. “We already tried this approach with Constellation and all we have to show for it are stacks of power point presentations, some pretty CGI videos, and a half-billion-dollar practice rocket.” TPIS Director of Operations Isaac Mooers said in the press release that the group has a platform that would grow America’s potential in space. In the release, he asked elected officials and those running for office to review the platform and pledge to vote in line with it. Curiously, the group praises Alabama Republican Sen. Richard Shelby in a June 16 press release, for “wisely [recognizing] that NASA must compete [Space Launch System] contracts to be fair to the tax payers in this time of budgetary crisis.” Shelby was made infamous by introducing an amendment to the 2010 budget mandating funding for the Ares I rocket program and other Constellation projects. In a January 13 letter to Congress, NASA Inspector General Paul K. Martin wrote that the Shelby provision wasted approximately $200 million each month on Constellation projects that NASA and Congress had agreed not to build. 

