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Constellation 1AC - Moderate
Contention One: Space Leadership

The ending of the Constellation program will cause uncertainty in the leadership of the US, triggering other countries to take that leadership.

Eric Sterner 2010, George C. Marshall Institute, “Worthy of a Great Nation? NASA’s Change of Strategic Direction,” Apr.
The United States can only continue to set a global agenda in space by challenging countries to work together in pursuit of a unifying purpose. It took decades after the Apollo program and the stunning loss of seven astronauts aboard the space shuttle Columbia for U.S. policymakers to establish a bipartisan, bicameral consensus on the future of the human exploration program. The fiscal year 2011 budget proposal has already undone that consensus, dividing proponents of a forward leaning civil space program from advocates of space commercialization, human spaceflight from robotic exploration, and one state from another. In retreating from an exploration program focused on establishing a permanent presence on the moon and reaching Mars within a specific timeframe, the United States will create uncertainty about its plans, leaving others to take the initiative, lay moral claims to a leadership role, and increase their influence in establishing the formal and informal norms that will govern human space exploration for decades.  Leadership requires the reverse.

The continuation of the Constellation program will enhance international cooperation and put US in the leader position

John Logsdon, 2011, space policy institute, “Change and continuity ins US space policy,” Volume 27 Issue 1, Feb
2. Enhanced international cooperation
The new National Space Policy directs US government agencies to look for increased opportunities for international cooperation in a wide variety of areas, ranging from space science to space surveillance and maritime domain awareness. This approach reflects the broader foreign policy strategy of the Obama administration. For example, Secretary of State Hillary Clinton said in a July 2010 speech:

Our approach to foreign policy must reflect the world as it is, not as it used to be. It does not make sense to adapt a 19th-century concert of powers or a 20th-century balance-of-power strategy. We cannot go back to Cold War containment or to unilateralism…. We will lead by inducing greater cooperation among a greater number of actors and reducing competition, tilting the balance away from a multi-polar world and toward a multi-partner world.
This approach stands in rather stark contrast to the unilateralist path to leadership articulated in the 2006 Bush administration space policy. It also recognizes that in the space arena other nations and groups of nations have developed, and are continuing to develop, world-class space capabilities, and that unless they are engaged with the USA as they pursue their own objectives, other poles of space leadership will emerge.

Included in areas for increased cooperation are several national security and dual use space activities, in particular space situational awareness. In pursuit of the policy’s objectives, representatives of the Department of State and Department of Defense have in recent months carried out a series of consultations in various venues around the world regarding ways of working together in such areas; this represents a significant departure from past US practice, and could represent a significant change in how the USA advances its own interests in the security space arena.

NASA is currently constrained in its ability to seek new cooperative opportunities, although outreach in space and Earth science to new as well as traditional partners is being pursued. However, the confusion in the US human spaceflight effort makes it particularly difficult for the USA to maintain its leading position in this arena. After spending several years following the US lead in planning for a Moon-focused global exploration program, other countries (or at least their space agencies) were among those surprised by the unilateral US decision to abandon the lunar goal. The choice of a near Earth object as the initial destination for US exploration does not offer many opportunities for non-US contributions. Only if the USA reverses its policy of not accepting non-US contributions to future space transportation systems could there be a significant global exploration effort initially focused on destinations other than the Moon; indeed, such a policy reversal might even enable a truly international return to the Moon.

US space leadership is key to national security and overall cooperative US hegemony

Stone 2011, Christopher, policy analyst and strategist, “American leadership in space: leadership through capability,” The Space Review, Mar. 15, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1797/1

The world has recognized America as the leaders in space because it demonstrated technological advancement by the Apollo lunar landings, our deep space exploration probes to the outer planets, and deploying national security space missions. We did not become the recognized leaders in astronautics and space technology because we decided to fund billions into research programs with no firm budgetary commitment or attainable goals. We did it because we made a national level decision to do each of them, stuck with it, and achieved exceptional things in manned and unmanned spaceflight. We have allowed ourselves to drift from this traditional strategic definition of leadership in space exploration, rapidly becoming participants in spaceflight rather than the leader of the global space community. One example is shutting down the space shuttle program without a viable domestic spacecraft chosen and funded to commence operations upon retirement of the fleet. We are paying millions to rely on Russia to ferry our astronauts to an International Space Station that US taxpayers paid the lion’s share of the cost of construction. Why would we, as United States citizens and space advocates, settle for this? The current debate on commercial crew and cargo as the stopgap between shuttle and whatever comes next could and hopefully will provide some new and exciting solutions to this particular issue. However, we need to made a decision sooner rather than later. Finally, one other issue that concerns me is the view of the world “hegemony” or “superiority” as dirty words. Some seem to view these words used in policy statements or speeches as a direct threat. In my view, each nation (should they desire) should have freedom of access to space for the purpose of advancing their “security, prestige and wealth” through exploration like we do. However, to maintain leadership in the space environment, space superiority is a worthy and necessary byproduct of the traditional leadership model. If your nation is the leader in space, it would pursue and maintain superiority in their mission sets and capabilities. In my opinion, space superiority does not imply a wall of orbital weapons preventing other nations from access to space, nor does it preclude international cooperation among friendly nations. Rather, it indicates a desire as a country to achieve its goals for national security, prestige, and economic prosperity for its people, and to be known as the best in the world with regards to space technology and astronautics. I can assure you that many other nations with aggressive space programs, like ours traditionally has been, desire the same prestige of being the best at some, if not all, parts of the space pie. Space has been characterized recently as “congested, contested, and competitive”; the quest for excellence is just one part of international space competition that, in my view, is a good and healthy thing. As other nations pursue excellence in space, we should take our responsibilities seriously, both from a national capability standpoint, and as country who desires expanded international engagement in space. If America wants to retain its true leadership in space, it must approach its space programs as the advancement of its national “security, prestige and wealth” by maintaining its edge in spaceflight capabilities and use those demonstrated talents to advance international prestige and influence in the space community. These energies and influence can be channeled to create the international space coalitions of the future that may desire and benefit mankind as well as America. Leadership will require sound, long-range exploration strategies with national and international political will behind it. American leadership in space is not a choice. It is a requirement if we are to truly lead the world into space with programs and objectives “worthy of a great nation.”

US Leadership critical to prevent hostile rivals and global nuclear war

Khalilzad 1995, Zalmay, Rand Analyst, Envoy to Afghanistan, “Losing the Moment,” Washington Quarterly, Spring

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

Contention Two: Aerospace Industry

Cancellation of Constellation resulted in catastrophic job loss--exacerbates the national unemployment rate

Air Force Association, accessed June 27, 2011, “Cancellation of NASA’s Constellation Program”, http://www.afa.org/edop/2010/nasas_constellation_program.asp, originally published 2010

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

Huge gaps in shuttle programs eliminate thousands of jobs with adverse effects on the scientific community

Patrick R. Stoffel, Masters in Space Studies at the University of North Dakota, June 5, 2008, “Mission Critical Jobs”, Science Progress, http://www.scienceprogress.org/2008/06/nasa-jobs/

If all goes according to plan, the National Aeronautical and Space Administration’s current schedule for shutting down the Space Shuttle program and launching its future Constellation leaves a five-year gap in which thousands of highly skilled aerospace industry workers will be left out in the cold. This gap in U.S. manned space launch capability means the United States will either have to depend on the private sector for space access (which is currently impossible because no private corporations have come close to launching a human rated spacecraft into orbit), or have to hitch a ride with the Russians or the Chinese.

Here on Earth, though, that five-year gap means that close to 10,000 NASA employees and aerospace workers connected with manned U.S. space operations will have to find other work until the new Constellation system is up and running. Some of the people laid off during the transition will go to work for industries working with the Commercial Orbital Transportation Services programs, which is an effort by NASA to stimulate commercial access to space (manned and unmanned) by providing “seed money” to companies with promising ideas, but most of them will have to hope they will be rehired and/or retrained to work on the Constellation programs’ Ares V and lunar programs—if these programs are eventually funded by Congress.

But even if Congress acts quickly to fund the Constellation program, NASA’s Workforce Transition Study indicates that an estimated 9,000 aerospace jobs may be lost because of this gap, 6,400 from Kennedy Space Center alone. A handful of congressional proposals would boost NASA funding and save some of these jobs. These efforts are worth strong consideration because they would support the high-tech industries powered by these aerospace workers.

These NASA and aerospace workers employ critical skills and engineering know-how vital to keeping the U.S. competitive and at the forefront of cutting-edge technology and innovation. Their expertise is employed in a broad range of high-tech fields, including: robotics, solar energy, life support system research, remote sensing (including environmental applications), ion propulsion, hypersonic flight, composite heat shielding, nano and computer technologies, and biomedical applications.

The end of Apollo proves – gaps in NASA missions severely affect the economy.

Nicholas Wethington. Reporter for Universe Today. 15 January 2010. Universe Today. "End of Shuttle Program Will Slow Florida's Economy." [http://www.universetoday.com/50343/end-of-shuttle-program-will-slow-floridas-economy].

The end of the shuttle program will potentially eliminate as many as 7,000 – 8,000 jobs, some of which will need to be filled once again when the Constellation program is in full swing. But during the gap, many workers are expected to vacate the area in search of jobs elsewhere. This will impact the local economy that relies on these residents, and as many as 14,000 workers in the area may be indirectly affected.

According to a state study, in the 2008 fiscal year NASA generated $4.1 billion dollars in revenue and benefits for the state. $2.1 billion of that was in household income, and over 40,000 jobs were created due to NASA-related activities.

The local unemployment rate has already risen to 11.9 percent at present, largely due to the nationwide economic problems. Housing and construction have taken a hit as well, and will continue to suffer as the area sees the space workers leave.

This is the second time in NASA’s history that they’ve had to wind down a human space program, the first being the Apollo missions which ended in 1972. After the end of Apollo, Brevard county saw a dramatic downturn in the economy, as 10,000 workers left the region to find jobs and unemployment rose to 15 percent.
Constellation is necessary to create thousands of jobs across 40 states.
W.J. Hennigan, Los Angeles Times Writer, February 4, 2010, “Proposed NASA budget plots entrepreneur-friendly course”, http://articles.latimes.com/2010/feb/04/business/la-fi-nasa4-2010feb04

But canceling Constellation is not expected to be easy.

The government has already poured $9 billion into the program, which has created thousands of jobs in about 40 states -- and that's not including the hundreds of small-business suppliers across the country.

"When the president says that he's going to cancel Constellation, I can tell you that to muster the votes and to overcome that, it's going to be very, very difficult," said Sen. Bill Nelson (D-Fla.), whose state is expected to lose 7,000 jobs when the space shuttle program is mothballed.
Obama's plans for the space agency also call for restructuring the way that big contracts are awarded. Typically, multibillion-dollar projects such as Constellation have been awarded to a major aerospace firm, which in turn doled out work to subcontractors.

Economic decline during crises slips into depression, causing war

Mead 2009 (Henry , Sr fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, The New Republic, 2/4/09, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2) ET

So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.

Plan: The United States Federal Government should reinstate and fully fund the Constellation Program under a mission of returning to the moon by 2022.
Contention Three: Solvency

The commission recommending cancellation was rigged – it inflated the predicted future costs, leading to NASA money being wasted without a commitment to get back to the moon. With reinstated funds, we can get back to the moon by 2022.

Horowitz 2011, Scott, former NASA Associate Administrator of Exploration Systems Missile Directorate; re-published by AmericaSpace via Jim Hillhouse, prolific space columnist and shuttle technician, “A Trajectory to Nowhere, May 8, http://www.americaspace.org/?p=7621

The commission also used data provided to them by the Aerospace Corporation to come to the conclusion that the Constellation Program was on an “unsustainable trajectory”. The commission took the budget estimates for the Constellation Program and added 50% to the costs. While this may be appropriate for a brand new program in the early formulation stages, this is completely inappropriate for a program that has passed its early milestones and has a very detailed basis of estimate appropriate for having completed its Preliminary Design Review (PDR). So the combination of a reduced budget (FY 2010) and an inflated cost estimate produced the desired result (the program would take forever to complete). The fact is, that with the FY 2011 top-line budget submit (the best top-line budget NASA has had since the inception of Constellation) there are plenty of funds available for NASA to complete Ares I/Orion by 2015 and to return astronauts to the moon by 2022 using the Ares V as a first step to moving further out into the solar system (NEOs, Mars, LeGrange Points, etc.) The president’s FY 2011 NASA budget request doesn’t save the taxpayers any money, in fact it increases NASA’s budget and proposes to spend it on technology development projects, robotic missions, and increased earth-science missions. While these are worthy endeavors, they are not “sustainable”. Every time NASA has gone down the “technology development” path without a clearly defined mission to focus “technology development”, the result has been the same: no operational system gets developed, and NASA’s top-line budget becomes a target for OMB and Congress and gets reduced by 25%.

Private space development is nonexistent

Newton & Griffin 2011, Elizabeth & Michael D., Center for System Studies, University of Alabama in Huntsville, “Viewpoint: United States space policy and international partnership,” Space Policy 27, 7e9

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.

NASA is key to spur commercial development of space
Mike Griffin, former NASA administrator, Oct 20, 2006, “X Prize Comments by Mike Griffin,” Commercial Space Watch,  http://www.comspacewatch.com/news/viewsr.html?pid=22396
But the kind of things we need to do have been done before. We know how it should go. Many of you have in the past heard me allude briefly to the story of how the U.S. Post Office Department, with the help of the War Department, helped spur our nation's aviation industry when it started the air mail service routes in 1918. I very strongly believe that we can, and should, draw certain lessons from this event; that it can be a historical paradigm for how NASA might fill a similar role in spurring our emerging commercial space industry in concert with the goals of the Vision for Space Exploration. However, a review of this history shows that it was not an easy proposition then, and it is likely to be just as difficult to pursue in the present era. But, as President John Kennedy said at Rice University in 1962, we do these things, "not because they are easy, but because they are hard." So let us look again at what was once done, and then let us think about what might yet be done.
Constellation 1AC—Fast Version
Contention 1: Industrial Base
Obama’s recent cancelation of Constellation massively downsized the Aerospace workforce – this puts the entire industry in danger of collapse
Duffy, Reports for the New York Times, ’10 (Jack, July 18th 2010, “New Mission for American Aerospace Giants,” http://www.nytimes.com/2010/07/19/business/global/19iht-ravspace.html)
NEW YORK — For Boeing, Lockheed Martin and the other aerospace giants that have been the backbone of the American space effort for decades, the shift in U.S. space policy announced by President Barack Obama means a major change in mission.

After working for decades with largely one customer — the U.S. National Aeronautics and Space Administration— to ferry astronauts and equipment into orbit, major players in the aerospace industry are facing a commercial market with a range of entrepreneurs who say they can do that work for less.

Under Mr. Obama’s ambitious initiative, NASA would rely on commercial companies to provide a kind of taxi service to the International Space Station, while focusing its efforts on missions into deep space with international partners.

How the aerospace industry establishment will fit into this new plan remains far from clear, analysts say.

“I see a certain analogy with what happened when computers went from being room-sized to being on the desktop,” said Louis D. Friedman, executive director for Planetary Society, a space exploration advocacy group.

“Some companies barely survived, while others adapted and thrived. I think we are going to see something like this in the aerospace industry.”

The most immediate effect of the proposed policy shift will be on jobs. Mr. Obama’s plan to cancel the Constellation program, started five years ago by President George W. Bush to send astronauts back to the moon, could mean the end of nearly 12,600 jobs, according to estimates by aerospace contractors. The cuts would fall most heavily on Alabama, California, Florida, Texas and Utah, and political opposition from those states has been vociferous.

The Constellation program has already cost American taxpayers about $9 billion.

The end of Constellation would largely stop work on the Ares I rocket, which was to replace the space shuttle for carrying astronauts into orbit and would scale back work on the Orion crew capsule, which was to ride atop the Ares I. Lockheed Martin said more than 2,000 jobs depended on the Orion program, while Boeing said 1,500 jobs would be affected by the retirement of the space shuttle and the canceling of Constellation. Alliant Techsystems, known as ATK, said the ending of Ares I would put 5,000 jobs at risk at its plants and those of its subcontractors.
This damage will become irreversible - cancellation costs the US workers that can’t be replaced and gives other countries an edge in industrial development
Klamper, Reports for Space News, ’10 (Amy, February 12th 2010, “Obama’s Move To End Constellation Prompts Industrial Base Questions,” http://www.spacenews.com/policy/100212-end-constellation-prompts-industrial-base-questions.html)

WASHINGTON — Industry advocates are voicing concern with U.S. President Barack Obama’s decision to cancel NASA’s Moon-bound Constellation program and the threat it poses to America’s aerospace work force and U.S. strategic missile arsenals, but Defense Department officials said the two agencies are forging a plan to sustain the nation’s solid-rocket motor industrial base. Rep. Rob Bishop (R-Utah) is among those railing against Obama’s proposal to scrap NASA’s plan to replace its space shuttle fleet with new rockets and spacecraft in favor of relying on commercial crew taxis to get astronauts to the international space station and back.
“This is not money-saving. This is having some kind of half-baked scheme that we can commercialize this,” said Bishop, whose district is home to ATK Space Systems, the Magna, Utah-based solid-rocket motor manufacturer that is building the first stage of Constellation’s Ares 1 rocket and major subsystems for its launch abort system. ATK executives told investors Feb. 4 that canceling Ares 1 would cost the company $650 million in contract backlog.
While Bishop’s congressional district stands to lose 2,000 jobs under Obama’s proposal, the outspoken U.S. missile defense proponent said there is more at stake than northern Utah’s employment outlook. Shutting down Constellation, he said, threatens the nation’s ability to produce solid-rocket motors needed for ballistic missiles.

“It’s not a spigot you can turn on and off,” Bishop said in a Feb. 9 interview. “Once they’re out the door and in the unemployment lines, they’re not coming back.”
ATK and Sacramento, Calif.-based Aerojet are the only U.S. companies producing large solid-rocket motors for space launchers and strategic missiles.
Gary Payton, a retired military astronaut and former senior NASA official who serves as U.S. Air Force deputy under secretary for space programs, told reporters Feb. 4 the service was still assessing the industrial base impacts of canceling Constellation.

 “We share an industrial base with NASA — on solids, liquids, range infrastructure and a work force,” he said during a media roundtable here organized by the Space Foundation. “So, with the cancellation of the Constellation program … we have got a lot of work to do with NASA to figure out how to maintain a minimum industrial base on liquid-rocket engines and solid-rocket motors.”

NASA Deputy Administrator Lori Garver told Space News following a Feb. 11 presentation at the Federal Aviation Administration’s 13th Annual Commercial Space Transportation Conference here that NASA Administrator Charles Bolden consulted senior Pentagon officials, including Deputy Defense Secretary William Lynn and Pentagon acquisition chief Ashton Carter, about the industrial base ramifications of canceling Constellation.
“Very senior discussions were held over the last six months between NASA and [the Defense Department] on this topic, so it is not something that was not discussed,” Garver said.
Addressing the same conference, Air Force Gen. Robert Kehler, commander of Air Force Space Command in Colorado Springs, Colo., said NASA’s new direction could have both positive and negative impacts on his command.
“Number one, there’s an impact on us in terms of the manufacture of solid-rocket motors and engines and things like that we’ll have to go sort our way through as we understand more clearly what this all means,” Kehler told conference attendees via telephone from his office at Peterson Air Force Base.
Kehler said the president’s decision to do away with Constellation and foster new commercial space transportation services presents both opportunities and challenges for the Air Force.
“I’m not a glass-half-empty kind of guy on this one,” he said. “I think we’ve got some opportunity there to go work together with NASA and commercial to make sure that we are preserving the essential pieces of the industrial base we have to go preserve.”
Kehler said that while the U.S. need for solid-
rocket boosters is unlikely to return to Cold War levels, the Defense Department is looking at a concept for maintaining a “family of motors” for use by the Air Force, Navy, Missile Defense Agency and others. He said the Pentagon included money it its 2010 and 2011 budget request to fund a “very, very low rate of production” of Air Force Minuteman rocket motor casings and propellant.
The Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics is expected to complete by June a congressionally mandated plan for sustaining the U.S. solid-rocket motor industrial base, Pentagon spokeswoman Cheryl Irwin told Space News Feb. 5. NASA, she said, is part of the joint working group the Pentagon recently established to tackle the issue.
Marion Blakey, president of the Aerospace Industries Association (AIA) here, praised the Obama administration for seeking a budget increase for NASA and pledging to continue flying the international space station through 2020. But she also is concerned that terminating Constellation would jeopardize the nation’s skilled aerospace labor force.
“Although investment in commercial space will create new opportunities, we are concerned that the cancellation of the Constellation program may have a lasting impact on our workforce and the unique skills they bring to our industrial base,” Blakey said in a Feb. 3 statement.
Two months before Obama’s $19 billion NASA spending request went to Congress as part of the president’s 2011 budget, Blakey made a similar appeal to Peter Marquez, the White House National Security Council’s director of space policy. Marquez is leading an interagency review of national space policy that could culminate this year in a new strategy governing U.S. civil and military space activities.
Blakey wrote Marquez Dec. 8 urging the creation of a single entity to manage national space strategy, one that could link “policy with needs, programs and resources.” She also cautioned against taking actions that would harm the U.S. aerospace industrial base, according to the letter, a copy of which was obtained by Space News.
“The design and development of complex space systems is critically dependent on the quality of [the] workforce, and current and future personnel shortages are a vital concern that must be addressed by government as it seeks to build new space capabilities and maintain existing ones,” wrote Blakey, whose organization represents 300 U.S. manufacturers and 680,000 aerospace workers. “AIA recommends that U.S. policy continue to support our current workforce, and make it a national priority to ensure aerospace productivity in the future by including workforce and industrial base health as considerations in the national space strategy.”

During her presentation at the Federal Aviation Administration’s Commercial Space Transportation Conference, Garver said NASA’s budget proposal augers well for job creation. “The nation that is the world’s leader in commercial space will capture the lion’s share of new jobs in the future. And indeed commercial space is where the real job growth opportunity lies,” she said.\

And, ending Constellation spills over throughout the aerospace industry

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.
Aerospace systems are of considerable importance to U.S. national security, economic prosperity, technological vitality, and global leadership. Aeronautical and space systems protect our citizens, armed forces, and allies abroad. They connect the fartherest corners of the world with safe and efficient air transportation and satellite communications, and they mentor the earth, explore the solar system and study the wider universe. The U.S. aerospace sector also contributes in major ways to America's economic output and high technology employment. Aerospace research and development and manufacturing companies generated approximately $250 billion in sales in 2008 or nearly 1.75 percent of our country's Gross National Product. They currently employ about 650,000 people throughout our country. U.S. Government agencies and departments engaged in aerospace research and operations add another 125,000 employees to this sector's workforce, bringing the total to over 775,000 people. Included in this number are more than 200,000 engineers and scientists, one of the largest concentrations of technical brain power on earth. However, the U.S. aerospace workforce is now facing the most serious demographic challenge in its 100-year history. Simply put, today, many more older, experienced professionals are retiring from or otherwise leaving our industrial and governmental aerospace workforce than early career professionals are entering it. This imbalance is expected to become even more severe over the next five years as the final members of the Apollo-era generation of engineers and scientists complete 40- or 45-year careers and transition to well-deserved retirements. In fact, around 50 percent of the current aerospace workforce will be eligible for retirement within just the next five years. Meanwhile, the supply of younger aerospace engineers and scientists entering the industry is woefully insufficient to replace the mounting wave of retirements and other departures that we see in the near future. In part, this is the result of broader technical career trends as engineering and science graduates from our country's universities continue, a multidecade decline even as the demand for their knowledge and skills in aerospace and other industries keeps increasing. Today only about 15 percent of U.S. students earn their first college degree in engineering or science, well behind the 40 or 50 percent levels seen in many European and Asian countries. Due to the dual-use nature of aerospace technology and the limited supply of visas available to highly qualified, non-U.S. citizens, our industry's ability to hire the best and brightest graduates from overseas is also severely constrained. As a result, unless effective action is taken to reverse current trends, the U.S. aerospace sector is expected to experience a dramatic decrease in its technical workforce over the next decade. Your second question concerns the implications of a cutback in human spaceflight programs. AIAA's view on this is as follows. While U.S. human spaceflight programs directly employ somewhat less than ten percent of our country's aerospace workers, its influence on attracting and motivating tomorrow's aerospace professionals is much greater than its immediate employment contribution. For more than 50 years, the excitement and challenge of human spaceflight have been tremendously important factors in the decisions of generations of young people to prepare for and to pursue careers in the aerospace sector. This remains true today as indicated by hundreds of testimonies AIAA members have recorded over the past two years, a few of which I will show in brief video interviews at the end of my statement. Further evidence of the catalytic role of human space missions is found in a recent study conducted earlier this year by MIT which found that 40 percent of current aerospace engineering undergraduates cited human space programs as the main reason they chose this field of study. Therefore, I think it can be predicted with high confidence that a major cutback in U.S. human space programs would be substantially detrimental to the future of the aerospace workforce. Such a cutback would put even greater stress on an already weakened strategic sector of our domestic, hightechnology workforce. Your final question centers on other issues that should be considered as decisions are made on funding and direction for NASA, particularly in the human spaceflight area. In conclusion, AIAA offers the following suggestions in this regard. Beyond the previously noted critical influence on the future supply of aerospace professionals, Administration and Congressional leaders should also consider the collateral damage to the space industrial base if human space programs were substantially curtailed. Due to low annual production rates and highly specialized product requirements, the domestic supply chain for space systems is relatively fragile. Many second- and third-tier suppliers in particular operate at marginal volumes today, so even a small reduction in their business could force some critical suppliers to exit this sector. Human space programs represent around 20 percent of the $47 billion in total U.S. space and missile system sales from 2008. Accordingly, a major cutback in human space spending could have large and highly adverse ripple effects throughout commercial, defense and scientific space programs as well, potentially triggering a series of disruptive changes in the common industrial supply base that our entire space sector relies on. 

The Aerospace industry is key to the US economy—millions of jobs, competition, and billions in profits

International Trade Administration, government agency that provides resources to US companies that compete in the global market, 6/21/2011, http://trade.gov/press/press-releases/2011/aerospace-industry-critical-contributor-to-us-economy-062111.asp.
Francisco Sánchez, Under Secretary of Commerce for International Trade, addressed national and international groups at the 2011 Paris Air Show to reinforce the President’s National Export Initiative (NEI) and support the U.S. aerospace industry. “The U.S. aerospace industry is a strategic contributor to the economy, national security, and technological innovation of the United States,” Sánchez said. “The industry is key to achieving the President’s goals of doubling exports by the end of 2014 and contributed $78 billion in export sales to the U.S. economy in 2010.” During the U.S. Pavilion opening remarks, Sánchez noted that the aerospace sector in the United States supports more jobs through exports than any other industry. Sánchez witnessed a signing ceremony between Boeing and Aeroflot, Russia’s state-owned airline. Aeroflot has ordered eight 777s valued at $2.1 billion, and the sales will support approximately 14,000 jobs. “The 218 American companies represented in the U.S. International Pavilion demonstrate the innovation and hard work that make us leaders in this sector,” said Sánchez. “I am particularly pleased to see the incredible accomplishments of U.S. companies participating in the Alternative Aviation Fuels Showcase, which demonstrates our leadership in this important sector and shows that we are on the right path to achieving the clean energy future envisioned by President Obama.” The 2011 Paris Air Show is the world’s largest aerospace trade exhibition, and features 2,000 exhibitors, 340,000 visitors, and 200 international delegations. The U.S. aerospace industry ranks among the most competitive in the world, boasting a positive trade balance of $44.1 billion – the largest trade surplus of any U.S. manufacturing industry. It directly sustains about 430,000 jobs, and indirectly supports more than 700,000 additional jobs. Ninety-one percent of U.S. exporters of aerospace products are small and medium-sized firms.

And US economy key to global economy 
Nick Beams 5/30/2005 – world socialist website “World Economy becoming more dependent on U.S debt” - http://www.wsws.org/articles/2005/may2005/usec-m30.shtml - Nick Beams- economic analysist 

The increasing fragility of the world economy is underlined by the latest report from International Monetary Fund staff on the position of the United States. The report, which will be the subject of discussion before a final document is prepared, said there was “general agreement” that the outlook for the US in 2005 and 2006 was “favourable” with gross domestic product (GDP) expected to expand at around 3.5 percent over the next two years. Noting that the US had been the “main locomotive of global growth” in the recent period, the report said the US economy was again expected to outperform the other members of the Group of Seven major industrialised countries. Herein lie some of the major problems for the world economy as a whole because US growth is increasingly being supported by what the IMF report called “unprecedented borrowing” both from foreigners and domestically.
Decline causes nuclear war

Mead 9 – Walter Russell Mead, the Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow in U.S. Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations, 2-4, 2009, “Only Makes You Stronger,” The New Republic, http://www.tnr.com/politics/story.html?id=571cbbb9-2887-4d81-8542-92e83915f5f8&p=2
If current market turmoil seriously damaged the performance and prospects of India and China, the current crisis could join the Great Depression in the list of economic events that changed history, even if the recessions in the West are relatively short and mild. The United States should stand ready to assist Chinese and Indian financial authorities on an emergency basis--and work very hard to help both countries escape or at least weather any economic downturn. It may test the political will of the Obama administration, but the United States must avoid a protectionist response to the economic slowdown. U.S. moves to limit market access for Chinese and Indian producers could poison relations for years. For billions of people in nuclear-armed countries to emerge from this crisis believing either that the United States was indifferent to their well-being or that it had profited from their distress could damage U.S. foreign policy far more severely than any mistake made by George W. Bush. It's not just the great powers whose trajectories have been affected by the crash. Lesser powers like Saudi Arabia and Iran also face new constraints. The crisis has strengthened the U.S. position in the Middle East as falling oil prices reduce Iranian influence and increase the dependence of the oil sheikdoms on U.S. protection. Success in Iraq--however late, however undeserved, however limited--had already improved the Obama administration's prospects for addressing regional crises. Now, the collapse in oil prices has put the Iranian regime on the defensive. The annual inflation rate rose above 29 percent last September, up from about 17 percent in 2007, according to Iran's Bank Markazi. Economists forecast that Iran's real GDP growth will drop markedly in the coming months as stagnating oil revenues and the continued global economic downturn force the government to rein in its expansionary fiscal policy. All this has weakened Ahmadinejad at home and Iran abroad. Iranian officials must balance the relative merits of support for allies like Hamas, Hezbollah, and Syria against domestic needs, while international sanctions and other diplomatic sticks have been made more painful and Western carrots (like trade opportunities) have become more attractive. Meanwhile, Saudi Arabia and other oil states have become more dependent on the United States for protection against Iran, and they have fewer resources to fund religious extremism as they use diminished oil revenues to support basic domestic spending and development goals. None of this makes the Middle East an easy target for U.S. diplomacy, but thanks in part to the economic crisis, the incoming administration has the chance to try some new ideas and to enter negotiations with Iran (and Syria) from a position of enhanced strength. Every crisis is different, but there seem to be reasons why, over time, financial crises on balance reinforce rather than undermine the world position of the leading capitalist countries. Since capitalism first emerged in early modern Europe, the ability to exploit the advantages of rapid economic development has been a key factor in international competition. Countries that can encourage--or at least allow and sustain--the change, dislocation, upheaval, and pain that capitalism often involves, while providing their tumultuous market societies with appropriate regulatory and legal frameworks, grow swiftly. They produce cutting-edge technologies that translate into military and economic power. They are able to invest in education, making their workforces ever more productive. They typically develop liberal political institutions and cultural norms that value, or at least tolerate, dissent and that allow people of different political and religious viewpoints to collaborate on a vast social project of modernization--and to maintain political stability in the face of accelerating social and economic change. The vast productive capacity of leading capitalist powers gives them the ability to project influence around the world and, to some degree, to remake the world to suit their own interests and preferences. This is what the United Kingdom and the United States have done in past centuries, and what other capitalist powers like France, Germany, and Japan have done to a lesser extent. In these countries, the social forces that support the idea of a competitive market economy within an appropriately liberal legal and political framework are relatively strong. But, in many other countries where capitalism rubs people the wrong way, this is not the case. On either side of the Atlantic, for example, the Latin world is often drawn to anti-capitalist movements and rulers on both the right and the left. Russia, too, has never really taken to capitalism and liberal society--whether during the time of the czars, the commissars, or the post-cold war leaders who so signally failed to build a stable, open system of liberal democratic capitalism even as many former Warsaw Pact nations were making rapid transitions. Partly as a result of these internal cultural pressures, and partly because, in much of the world, capitalism has appeared as an unwelcome interloper, imposed by foreign forces and shaped to fit foreign rather than domestic interests and preferences, many countries are only half-heartedly capitalist. When crisis strikes, they are quick to decide that capitalism is a failure and look for alternatives. So far, such half-hearted experiments not only have failed to work; they have left the societies that have tried them in a progressively worse position, farther behind the front-runners as time goes by. Argentina has lost ground to Chile; Russian development has fallen farther behind that of the Baltic states and Central Europe. Frequently, the crisis has weakened the power of the merchants, industrialists, financiers, and professionals who want to develop a liberal capitalist society integrated into the world. Crisis can also strengthen the hand of religious extremists, populist radicals, or authoritarian traditionalists who are determined to resist liberal capitalist society for a variety of reasons. Meanwhile, the companies and banks based in these societies are often less established and more vulnerable to the consequences of a financial crisis than more established firms in wealthier societies. As a result, developing countries and countries where capitalism has relatively recent and shallow roots tend to suffer greater economic and political damage when crisis strikes--as, inevitably, it does. And, consequently, financial crises often reinforce rather than challenge the global distribution of power and wealth. This may be happening yet again. None of which means that we can just sit back and enjoy the recession. History may suggest that financial crises actually help capitalist great powers maintain their leads--but it has other, less reassuring messages as well. If financial crises have been a normal part of life during the 300-year rise of the liberal capitalist system under the Anglophone powers, so has war. The wars of the League of Augsburg and the Spanish Succession; the Seven Years War; the American Revolution; the Napoleonic Wars; the two World Wars; the cold war: The list of wars is almost as long as the list of financial crises. Bad economic times can breed wars. Europe was a pretty peaceful place in 1928, but the Depression poisoned German public opinion and helped bring Adolf Hitler to power. If the current crisis turns into a depression, what rough beasts might start slouching toward Moscow, Karachi, Beijing, or New Delhi to be born? The United States may not, yet, decline, but, if we can't get the world economy back on track, we may still have to fight.
Increasing funding for Constellation solves – the plan will re-boost the aerospace industry

Kosmas 9 Suzane Kosmas, Member of the US House of Representatives, 1/23/2009, http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2009-01-23/news/myword23kosmas_1_spaceflight-space-operations-economic-recovery.
One of the keys to job growth and economic recovery is to fully fund NASA so that we can restore funding to science programs, repair hurricane damage and minimize our space-flight gap by extending the shuttle program and accelerating Constellation. Kennedy Space Center is an economic engine for the 24th District as well as the entire state, employing tens of thousands of Floridians. But like many others, KSC and surrounding local businesses are feeling the economic strain. In order to ensure a robust Space Coast economy, we must do all that we can to protect the highly skilled work force at KSC and the small businesses that support the center's operations. Last week, details of the economic recovery package were made public. The initial plan calls for $600 million for NASA's science and aeronautics programs, as well as funding to repair some of the damage caused by natural disasters in 2008. Ads by Google Advertisement While I applaud this much-needed infusion of funds, I believe it does not go far enough, especially in light of funding shortfalls caused by flat budgets in recent years. That is why I sent a letter to House Speaker Nancy Pelosi and House leadership urging an additional $2 billion in the economic stimulus for NASA's exploration systems and space operations. We would be remiss to leave out funding for human space exploration from this recovery package. If the goal of this legislation is to stimulate our economy, support science, and maintain and create highly skilled jobs, there is no better place to dedicate resources than to our human spaceflight program. Small businesses in nearly every state supply NASA programs, employing more than half a million Americans and contributing nearly $100 billion to our economy in 2004 alone. The reach of the space economy is broad, and its contributions are vital to enhancing our nation's economy and technological leadership. Increasing funding for NASA in the recovery package will allow for the extension of our shuttle program and the acceleration of the Constellation program while providing an immediate and long-term economic boost to the 24th District, as well as the rest of Florida and communities across our nation. Minimizing the spaceflight gap will ensure that taxpayer dollars, which would otherwise go to foreign countries to ferry our cargo and astronauts to space, will stay in the United States and drive our economy. In addition, the benefits of NASA's space operations go beyond pure economics. Technologies developed for human spaceflight improve the quality of life for all our citizens and lead to discoveries that enable us to address important issues facing our nation, including developing alternative energy, improving health care, strengthening commerce and communications, and studying and understanding climate change. I will do everything I can to ensure that Kennedy Space Center and our local businesses are protected and given the opportunity to thrive.
Contention 2: Space Leadership

U.S. space leadership is on the brink --- we’ll be passed by Russia and China and locked out for decades 

Frank Wolf, United States Representative and Member of the House Appropriations Committee, “Don’t Forsake US Leadership in Space”, Space News 4/25/2010 http://spacenews.com/commentaries/100425-dont-forsake-leadership-space.html
Space exploration has been the guiding star of American innovation. The Mercury, Gemini, Apollo and shuttle programs have rallied generations of Americans to devote their careers to science and engineering, and NASA’s achievements in exploration and manned spaceflight have rallied our nation in a way that no other federal program — aside from our armed services — can. Yet today our country stands at a crossroad in the future of U.S. leadership in space. President Barack Obama’s 2011 budget proposal not only scraps the Constellation program but radically scales back U.S. ambition, access, control and exploration in space. Once we forsake these opportunities, it will be very hard to win them back. As Apollo astronauts Neil Armstrong, Jim Lovell and Gene Cernan noted on the eve of the president’s recent speech at Kennedy Space Center, Fla.: “For The United States, the leading space faring nation for nearly half a century, to be without carriage to low Earth orbit and with no human exploration capability to go beyond Earth orbit for an indeterminate time into the future, destines our nation to become one of second or even third rate stature.” In terms of national security and global leadership, the White House’s budget plan all but abdicates U.S. leadership in exploration and manned spaceflight at a time when other countries, such as China and Russia, are turning to space programs to drive innovation and promote economic growth. Last month, China Daily reported that China is accelerating its manned spaceflight development while the U.S. cuts back. According to Bao Weimin with the Chinese Academy of Sciences, “A moon landing program is very necessary, because it could drive the country’s scientific and technological development.” In a recent special advertising section in The Washington Post, the Russian government boasted of its renewed commitment to human spaceflight and exploration. Noting the White House’s recent budget proposal, the piece said, “NASA has long spent more money on more programs than Russia’s space agency. But President Barack Obama has slashed NASA’s dreams of going to the moon again. … At the same time, the Russian space industry is feeling the warm glow of state backing once again. There has been concerted investment in recent years, an investment that fits in well with the [Vladimir] Putin doctrine of trying to restore Russian pride through capacity.” Manned spaceflight and exploration are one of the last remaining fields in which the United States maintains an undeniable competitive advantage over other nations. To walk away is shortsighted and irresponsible. Our global competitors have no intention of scaling back their ambitions in space. James A. Lewis with the Center for Strategic and International Studies recently said that the Obama administration’s proposal is “a confirmation of America’s decline.” The 2011 budget proposal guarantees that the United States will be grounded for the next decade while gambling all of our exploration money on unproven research-and-development experiments. Although I am an ardent supporter of federal R&D investments, I believe it is unacceptable that the administration would gamble our entire space exploration program for the next five years on research. The dirty little secret of this budget proposal is that it all but ensures that the United States will not have an exploration system for at least two decades. That is a fundamental abdication of U.S. leadership in space — no matter how much the administration tries to dress it up. Our international competitors are not slowing down, and neither should we.

The recent cancellation of Constellation will allow countries around the world to take the lead
P. Ehrenfreund, N. Peter, K.U. Schrogl, and J.M. Logsdon, 2010, space policy institute, European Space Policy Institute, National Air and Space Museum, “Cross-cultural management supporting global space exploration,” Volume 66, Issues 1-2, Jan-Feb
2.1. The space race

The launch of Sputnik in 1957, more than 50 years ago, marks the origin of the space era in general, but space exploration in particular. With the successful launch of the first artificial satellite the Soviet Union demonstrated impressive leadership in space technology in the Cold War period. In response to Sputnik, the United States created the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) on 1 October 1958 and Explorer 1, the first US satellite, was successfully launched in January 1958. The “space race” had begun.

The Soviet Union and the United States pursued space exploration programs (both robotic and human) that expanded beyond immediate Earth orbit, to reach the Moon and other planetary bodies. The Soviet mission Luna 1 performed the first lunar flyby and Luna 2 was the first spacecraft that impacted on the Moon, in 1959. Yuri Gagarin, the first human in space, orbited the Earth for 108 min onboard Vostok 1 on 12 April 1961. The next step for NASA was to prepare for human spaceflight as well. On 5 May 1961, Alan Shepard conducted a 15 min sub-orbital flight on the Mercury capsule. He was followed by John Glenn who became the first US astronaut to orbit the Earth on 20 February 1962. US President John F. Kennedy initiated in 1961 the 11 year US Apollo program to orbit, land humans and investigate the Moon. Apollo 11 landed the first humans on the Moon on 20 July 1969. After five additional landings the Apollo program ended with the Apollo 17 mission of December 1972. Finally, in 1975 the US/Soviet Union joint Apollo-Soyuz Test Project (ASTP) ended the period of fierce space rivalry.

2.3. Current and future space exploration activities

In the new millennium the major space-faring countries have developed plans for ambitious space exploration programs to return to the Moon and to travel to Mars. US President George W. Bush announced a new US Space Exploration Strategy in early 2004. The document identifies “the return to the Moon by 2020”, as the first main goal and “as the launching point for missions beyond”. The schedule foresees robotic probes on the lunar surface with subsequent human missions in the next decade, “with the goal of living and working there for increasingly extended periods of time”. The new exploration program includes the construction of a new space transportation architecture, habitats and bases for Moon and eventually for Mars. Those endeavors will be realized in the framework of the “Constellation Program”. Its purpose is to design and build the US spacecraft for the next generation of human spaceflight. Main components of the Constellation program are the Ares 1 and Ares 5 launch vehicles and the Orion Crew Exploration Vehicle. Full operation of Orion is expected in 2015 and the return of humans to the Moon is currently planned for 2020. The US conducted several successful robotic Mars exploration missions, including Viking, Mars Pathfinder, the MER rovers and the Phoenix mission. The Mars Science Laboratory to be launched in 2011 will likely be followed by a series of surface missions conducted in collaboration between the US and Europe.

Europe's long-term plans for exploration began in 2001 when the European Space Agency (ESA) introduced the robotic and human exploration program “Aurora”. “Aurora's” primary objective was to develop a roadmap that would culminate with European astronauts reaching Mars within the first half of this century, preceded by a return to the Moon. Europe's key mission of the exploration program Aurora is Exomars, a complex rover that is destined to search for life on Mars in 2018. Some European countries also pursue space exploration activities independently from ESA, in particular in the robotic fields. The human spaceflight activities of ESA are to date based primarily on its involvement in the ISS and currently focused on assembly, operation and utilization of the ISS. ESA is a major partner in the program, with the orbital laboratory Columbus launched in 2008, and the operational cargo system ATV that is a key element of the ISS logistics system. In addition, Europe provides the ISS with various hardware elements and services (i.e., the Microgravity Glovebox, the European Robot Arm ERA, etc.).

The Russian government adopted several years ago a new Federal Space Program (2006–2015). The 10 year plan includes as major goal the development and maintenance of orbital space constellations in the interest of Russia's socio-economic benefits. The exploitation of the Russian ISS segment and the development and replacement of its crew and cargo transportation capabilities are other major items listed in the new Federal Space Program. Following the decision of the US to terminate shuttle operations in 2010, and the existence of a gap before the entry into operation of the next US human space flight vehicle, Russia will play an unforeseen role in providing support to the ISS. It will be the only country capable to deliver crew to the ISS. This elevates Russian importance in providing logistical and supply flights, but particularly human access to the station. Russia is also considering an extension of the ISS to 2025. Russia's strengths in the new exploration initiative are particularly launch vehicles and human launch capabilities. Russia's Security Council approved also a draft space policy for the period until 2020. This policy aims at retaining Russia's status as a leading space power

Human spaceflight is one of Japan's Aerospace Exploration Agency JAXA largest budget lines. Japan's participation to the ISS focuses on the development and exploitation of the Japanese Experiment Module (JEM), Kibo, along with the H-II Transfer Vehicle (HTV). Like the US, Canada and Europe, Japan has launched a call for recruitment of new astronauts in 2008. In the document “JAXA Vision 2025” released in March 2005, JAXA underlined its aspiration for lunar and Martian exploration as well as of NEOs and primitive bodies. Japan outpaced its Asian rivals by launching its lunar probe (Selene/Kaguya) before China's and India's lunar missions. Kaguya is JAXA's first large lunar explorer and impacted on the Moon after successful operation in June 2009.

China is an emerging space power and is currently building up a space program with high ambitions. Among the main targets are a robotic program for exploring the Moon and human spaceflight. The success of its three manned Shenzhou missions has encouraged China to envisage an own permanent manned spaceflight system in the future and possibly a Chinese lunar landing. The development and operation of China's human spaceflight program is coordinated by the People's Liberation Army (PLA). China's human spaceflight and space exploration activities are part of a long-term program to expand China's space technology capabilities. In 2007, China launched its first lunar probe, Chang-e 1, as the first mission of the China Lunar Exploration Program (CLEP) and in 2008 it performed its first extravehicular activity (EVA).

India is now embarking into new space endeavors that include exploration, launchers and satellite navigation systems. The Indian Space Research Organization (ISRO) is showing greater interest for space science and exploration as illustrated by the development of new programs and particularly the launch of Chandrayaan-1 (October 2008), the first Indian planetary mission. A second robotic lunar mission is in the planning stage. ISRO is also eager to start a human spaceflight program. Recent technological studies on human spaceflight scenarios have led to a proposal to the Indian government for a first manned mission in the 2014/15 timeframe. In 2007 ISRO received an increased budget to investigate the possibility of a human spaceflight program leading to a first launch by 2015.

Canada's ambitions are to integrate with large international programs, in particular in the fields of robotics and automation both to generate technological spin-offs on Earth and to allow long-term access to the space environment for Canadian researchers. Canada is committed to continue its human spaceflight activities; it has released a new call to recruit astronauts. Canada has strong interest in NASA's robotic Mars exploration program that was recently demonstrated through Canada's participation to NASA's Phoenix mission. Canada intends to contribute technology, expertise and personnel to the world space effort, especially in collaboration with NASA and ESA.

In summary, the main space powers—the United States, Russia, Europe, Japan, Canada, China and India—are developing new capabilities to fulfill their exploration aspirations (see Table 1). The United States and Russia have well established capabilities in launch systems, robotic exploration, human spaceflight and satellite manufacturing. Japan and Europe are well advanced in their exploration capabilities as well but have not yet invested in autonomous human spaceflight capabilities. However, Europe, Canada and Japan have an agreement to send astronauts to the ISS on-board US and Russian vehicles. China has recently demonstrated human spaceflight capabilities. The new emerging space powers China and India have launch systems and satellite manufacturing capabilities but their deep space network facilities are not yet comprehensive. Neither of them contributes to the ISS. China and India are also working on future Mars missions. Canada continues to nurture its robotic capabilities and is reinforcing its astronaut corps.
Basically, all of these countries are racing for space leadership. If the US loses to some other country again at getting into space, it is most likely for other countries to look at the US as a behind-the-schedule country, and do not accept the US as the leader.
And, Constellation key to perception of leadership—ending the program will spill over and collapse US space leadership
J Paul Douglas remote sensing engineer for NOAA Satellite Operations Facility, former NASA Spacecraft Analyst, 10. Constellation Plan-B a Good Idea for SpaceTalkNOW 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.
Space leadership is key to US hegemony and national security
Stone 11 Christopher Stone is a space policy analyst and strategist, “American Leadership in Space: Leadership through Capability”, 3/14/2011.
First, let me start by saying that I agree with Mr. Friedman’s assertion that “American leadership is a phrase we hear bandied about a lot in political circles in the United States, as well as in many space policy discussions.” I have been at many space forums in my career where I’ve heard the phrase used by speakers of various backgrounds, political ideologies, and nation. Like Mr. Friedman states, “it has many different meanings, most derived from cultural or political biases, some of them contradictory”. This is true: many nations, as well as organizations and individuals worldwide, have different preferences and views as to what American leadership in space is, and/or what it should be. He also concludes that paragraph by stating that American leadership in space could also be viewed as “synonymous with American… hegemony”. I again will agree that some people within the United Stats and elsewhere have this view toward American leadership. However, just because people believe certain viewpoints regarding American leadership does not mean that those views are accurate assessments or definitions of what actions demonstrate US leadership in the space medium.

When it comes to space exploration and development, including national security space and commercial, I would disagree somewhat with Mr. Friedman’s assertion that space is “often” overlooked in “foreign relations and geopolitical strategies”. My contention is that while space is indeed overlooked in national grand geopolitical strategies by many in national leadership, space is used as a tool for foreign policy and relations more often than not. In fact, I will say that the US space program has become less of an effort for the advancement of US space power and exploration, and is used more as a foreign policy tool to “shape” the strategic environment to what President Obama referred to in his National Security Strategy as “The World We Seek”. Using space to shape the strategic environment is not a bad thing in and of itself. What concerns me with this form of “shaping” is that we appear to have changed the definition of American leadership as a nation away from the traditional sense of the word. Some seem to want to base our future national foundations in space using the important international collaboration piece as the starting point. Traditional national leadership would start by advancing United States’ space power capabilities and strategies first, then proceed toward shaping the international environment through allied cooperation efforts. The United States’ goal should be leadership through spacefaring capabilities, in all sectors. Achieving and maintaining such leadership through capability will allow for increased space security and opportunities for all and for America to lead the international space community by both technological and political example.

The world has recognized America as the leaders in space because it demonstrated technological advancement by the Apollo lunar landings, our deep space exploration probes to the outer planets, and deploying national security space missions. We did not become the recognized leaders in astronautics and space technology because we decided to fund billions into research programs with no firm budgetary commitment or attainable goals. We did it because we made a national level decision to do each of them, stuck with it, and achieved exceptional things in manned and unmanned spaceflight. We have allowed ourselves to drift from this traditional strategic definition of leadership in space exploration, rapidly becoming participants in spaceflight rather than the leader of the global space community. One example is shutting down the space shuttle program without a viable domestic spacecraft chosen and funded to commence operations upon retirement of the fleet. We are paying millions to rely on Russia to ferry our astronauts to an International Space Station that US taxpayers paid the lion’s share of the cost of construction. Why would we, as United States citizens and space advocates, settle for this? The current debate on commercial crew and cargo as the stopgap between shuttle and whatever comes next could and hopefully will provide some new and exciting solutions to this particular issue. However, we need to made a decision sooner rather than later. 

Finally, one other issue that concerns me is the view of the world “hegemony” or “superiority” as dirty words. Some seem to view these words used in policy statements or speeches as a direct threat. In my view, each nation (should they desire) should have freedom of access to space for the purpose of advancing their “security, prestige and wealth” through exploration like we do. However, to maintain leadership in the space environment, space superiority is a worthy and necessary byproduct of the traditional leadership model. If your nation is the leader in space, it would pursue and maintain superiority in their mission sets and capabilities. In my opinion, space superiority does not imply a wall of orbital weapons preventing other nations from access to space, nor does it preclude international cooperation among friendly nations. Rather, it indicates a desire as a country to achieve its goals for national security, prestige, and economic prosperity for its people, and to be known as the best in the world with regards to space technology and astronautics. I can assure you that many other nations with aggressive space programs, like ours traditionally has been, desire the same prestige of being the best at some, if not all, parts of the space pie. Space has been characterized recently as “congested, contested, and competitive”; the quest for excellence is just one part of international space competition that, in my view, is a good and healthy thing. As other nations pursue excellence in space, we should take our responsibilities seriously, both from a national capability standpoint, and as country who desires expanded international engagement in space.
If America wants to retain its true leadership in space, it must approach its space programs as the advancement of its national “security, prestige and wealth” by maintaining its edge in spaceflight capabilities and use those demonstrated talents to advance international prestige and influence in the space community. These energies and influence can be channeled to create the international space coalitions of the future that many desire and benefit mankind as well as America. Leadership will require sound, long-range exploration strategies with national and international political will behind it. American leadership in space is not a choice. It is a requirement if we are to truly lead the world into space with programs and objectives “worthy of a great nation”.

U.S. Hegemony solves multiple scenarios for nuclear war. 

Zalmay Khalilzad, (Former Assist Prof of Poli Sci @ Columbia), ‘95 Spring, The Washington Quarterly, Vol. 18, No. 2; Pg. 84
Realistically and over the longer term, however, a neo-isolationist approach might well increase the danger of major conflict, require a greater U.S. defense effort, threaten world peace, and eventually undermine U.S. prosperity. By withdrawing from Europe and Asia, the United States would deliberately risk kening the institutions and solidarity of the world's community of democratic powers and so establishing favorable conditions for the spread of disorder and a possible return to conditions similar to those of the first half of the twentieth century. In the 1920s and 1930s, U.S. isolationism had disastrous consequences for world peace. At that time, the United States was but one of several major powers. Now that the United States is the world's preponderant power, the shock of a U.S. withdrawal could be even greater. What might happen to the world if the United States turned inward? Without the United States and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), rather than cooperating with each other, the West European nations might compete with each other for domination of East-Central Europe and the Middle East. In Western and Central Europe, Germany -- especially since unification -- would be the natural leading power. Either in cooperation or competition with Russia, Germany might seek influence over the territories located between them. German efforts are likely to be aimed at filling the vacuum, stabilizing the region, and precluding its domination by rival powers. Britain and France fear such a development. Given the strength of democracy in Germany and its preoccupation with absorbing the former East Germany, European concerns about Germany appear exaggerated. But it would be a mistake to assume that U.S. withdrawal could not, in the long run, result in the renationalization of Germany's security policy. The same is also true of Japan. Given a U.S. withdrawal from the world, Japan would have to look after its own security and build up its military capabilities. China, Korea, and the nations of Southeast Asia already fear Japanese hegemony. Without U.S. protection, Japan is likely to increase its military capability dramatically -- to balance the growing Chinese forces and still-significant Russian forces. This could result in arms races, including the possible acquisition by Japan of nuclear weapons. Given Japanese technological prowess, to say nothing of the plutonium stockpile Japan has acquired in the development of its nuclear power industry, it could obviously become a nuclear pon state relatively quickly, if it should so decide. It could also build long-range missiles and carrier task forces. With the shifting balance of power among Japan, China, Russia, and potential new regional powers such as India, Indonesia, and a united Korea could come significant risks of preventive or proeruptive war. Similarly, European competition for regional dominance could lead to major wars in Europe or East Asia. If the United States stayed out of such a war -- an unlikely prospect -- Europe or East Asia could become dominated by a hostile power. Such a development would threaten U.S. interests. A power that achieved such dominance would seek to exclude the United States from the area and threaten its interests-economic and political -- in the region. Besides, with the domination of Europe or East Asia, such a power might seek global hegemony and the United States would face another global Cold War and the risk of a world war even more catastrophic than the last. In the Persian Gulf, U.S. withdrawal is likely to lead to an intensified struggle for regional domination. Iran and Iraq have, in the past, both sought regional hegemony. Without U.S. protection, the weak oil-rich states of the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC) would be unlikely to retain their independence. To preclude this development, the Saudis might seek to acquire, perhaps by purchase, their own nuclear weapons. If either Iraq or Iran controlled the region that dominates the world supply of oil, it could gain a significant capability to damage the U.S. and world economies. Any country that gained hegemony would have vast economic resources at its disposal that could be used to build military capability as well as gain leverage over the United States and other oilimporting nations. Hegemony over the Persian Gulf by either Iran or Iraq would bring the rest of the Arab Middle East under its influence and domination because of the shift in the balance of power. Israeli security problems would multiply and the peace process would be fundamentally undermined, increasing the risk of war between the Arabs and the Israelis. The extension of instability, conflict, and hostile hegemony in East Asia, Europe, and the Persian Gulf would harm the economy of the United States even in the unlikely event that it was able to avoid involvement in major wars and conflicts. Higher oil prices would reduce the U.S. standard of living. Turmoil in Asia and Europe would force major economic readjustment in the United States, perhaps reducing U.S. exports and imports and jeopardizing U.S. investments in these regions. Given that total imports and exports are equal to a quarter of U.S. gross domestic product, the cost of necessary adjustments might be high. The higher level of turmoil in the world would also increase the likelihood of the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and means for their delivery. Already several rogue states such as North Korea and Iran are seeking nuclear weapons and long-range missiles. That danger would only increase if the United States withdrew from the world. The result would be a much more dangerous world in which many states possessed WMD capabilities; the likelihood of their actual use would increase accordingly. If this happened, the security of every nation in the world, including the United States, would be harmed.
And, US needs a strong and unrestrained space program now to revitalize science diplomacy

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

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

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

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

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

Global warming causes extinction

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

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

Constellation key to perception of leadership—only Orion and Altair can get us into space

J Paul Douglas remote sensing engineer for NOAA Satellite Operations Facility, former NASA Spacecraft Analyst, 10. Constellation Plan-B a Good Idea for SpaceTalkNOW 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.
And increased funding key to successful Constellation
Elizabeth K. Newton & Michael D. Griffin, Center for System Studies, University of Alabama in Huntsville.8/11,”United States space policy and international partnership,” Space Policy, Vol. 27
US industry holds a minority (about 30e40%) 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 develop- ment. ‘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.
EXT Inherency

Cancellation of Constellation created a program without a concrete mission, splintering innovation

Newton & Griffin 2011, Elizabeth & Michael D., Center for System Studies, University of Alabama in Huntsville, “Viewpoint: United States space policy and international partnership,” Space Policy 27, 7e9

2.2. Innovation 

President Obama’s budget request and Congress’ authorization law support new funding for NASA’s development of ‘gamechanging’ 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. 

AT: Constellation Unsafe
The Constellation components are by far the safest vehicle launch option

Horowitz 2011, Scott, former NASA Associate Administrator of Exploration Systems Missile Directorate; re-published by AmericaSpace via Jim Hillhouse, prolific space columnist and shuttle technician, “A Trajectory to Nowhere, May 8, http://www.americaspace.org/?p=7621
Myth 3: The Commercial Orbital Transportation System (COTS) is capable of safely transporting our astronauts to the ISS sooner and for significantly less money than the government developed system.

Safety: Basically, the Augustine Commission chose to ignore all of the data that showed that Ares I/Orion were significantly safer than any other alternatives. The Valador report commissioned by NASA to support the Augustine Commission stated: “the Ares I launch vehicle… is clearly the safest launch vehicle option, and the only one having the potential to meet a target of 1 in 1000 probability of LOC (Loss of Crew).” “The simplicity of the Ares I design makes the mature Ares I clearly superior to all other vehicles, no matter what choice of quantification method…” It also determined the Probability of a Loss of Crew (LOC) for the Ares I rocket is 1 in 1,918, which is more than ten times better than the Space Shuttle and over twice as good as any other alternative even with “human-rating” modifications.

AT: New Rockets Solve
New rocket developments represent a plan to nowhere. Underfunded and without a mission to get back to the moon, NASA is using 40-year old technology

Matthews 2011, Mark K., Washington Bureau, “NASA’s new rocket looks a lot like its old one,” Orlando Sentinel, June 17, http://www.orlandosentinel.com/news/local/os-nasa-rocket-competition-20110616,0,3787416.story
WASHINGTON — As soon as next week, NASA will announce the design for its next big rocket, and anyone who has seen the space shuttle should recognize the key pieces — as the vehicle includes much of the same 30-year-old technology.

Like the shuttle, the new rocket will use a giant fuel tank and a pair of booster rockets. The major difference is that the airplane-like orbiter is gone, replaced by a new Apollo-like crew capsule atop the fuel tank, according to industry sources and internal NASA documents.

That NASA selected this model is not a complete surprise: a 2010 law all but requires agency engineers to reuse shuttle parts or remnants from the now-defunct Constellation moon program, and the design does that. But it also commits the agency's future to hardware — like the main engines taken from the space shuttle — that was designed in the 1970s.

Officially, NASA officials said that the design still was under review. An administration source, not authorized to speak on the record, said that Bolden had approved the design but that the White House had yet to approve the plan as of Friday afternoon.

The decision finally enables NASA to move forward with its manned-space program, ending a period of limbo since President Barack Obama moved in February 2010 to cancel the troubled Constellation moon-rocket project that was over budget and years behind schedule.

"I think it means NASA's human spaceflight program is taking a step in the right direction, but I haven't seen the details of what NASA is proposing," said Rep. Bill Posey, R-Rockledge.

What the decision doesn't do, though, is answer broader questions about where NASA plans to fly next, whether the agency will have enough money to actually build the rocket and when it might fly.

NASA's long-term goal is Mars, but the agency acknowledges that sending a human to the Red Planet won't happen for decades. It hasn't settled on an interim destination — the moon and a nearby asteroid are mentioned — and the estimated $14 billion set aside over the next five years may not be enough to build the rocket, let alone the related equipment needed to actually land somewhere.

Cost estimates for the new rocket were not immediately available, although NASA warned in January that it would not have enough money to build it by a congressionally imposed deadline of 2017.

New rocket plans are a waste of money and have no concrete mission

Simberg 2011, Rand, Special to the Examiner, “The Senate’s rocket to nowhere,” Washington Examiner, May 13, http://washingtonexaminer.com/blogs/opinion-zone/2011/05/senates-rocket-nowhere
NASA's latest plan to replace the space shuttle would spend at least $10 billion during the next six years to test-fly a rocket made of recycled parts of the shuttle — with no guarantee the rocket would ever be used again, according to documents obtained by the Orlando Sentinel.

The new vehicle will use left-over engines from the Shuttle orbiters that are now being retired.  There's only one problem.  Unlike the Shuttle, which reuses the engines each time, the new vehicle will be completely expendable.  There are only enough engines for it for four flights, and there are no plans to reopen the production lines at Pratt & Whitney Rocketdyne to produce more, even if their cost wouldn't be prohibitive.

In other words, NASA plans to spend $10 billion to develop a vehicle that has no defined payload, and will only fly four times.  Each flight of this vehicle will cost the taxpayers $2.5 billion dollars, while doing absolutely nothing to advance our progress in conquering space.

AT: It was cancelled for a reason

Cancellation of Constellation was politically motivated and based on an inaccurate reading of the reports commissioned by Congress

Horowitz 2011, Scott, former NASA Associate Administrator of Exploration Systems Missile Directorate; re-published by AmericaSpace via Jim Hillhouse, prolific space columnist and shuttle technician, “A Trajectory to Nowhere, May 8, http://www.americaspace.org/?p=7621
The current debate has nothing to do with technical/programmatic issues, it is completely politically motivated and being driven by a few people in the current administration (Lori Garver, NASA Deputy Administrator, Jim Kohlenberger, Office of Science and Technology Policy Chief of Staff, and Paul Shawcross, Chief of the Science and Space Branch at the Office of Management and Budget). Their objective is to cancel the “Bush” program and punish the states (Alabama, Texas) that “didn’t vote for us anyway”.

Myth 2: The Constellation Program is on an “unsustainable trajectory”.

This of course is the administration’s entire platform (excuse) for wanting to cancel the Constellation Program. They used a simple 3 step process to create this catch-phrase.

Immediately reduce the Constellation Budget by 20% in the FY 2010 budget when the new administration took office.

Gather a commission to study the program populated with as few people that know anything about real development programs as possible and have agendas aligned with the desired outcome.

Produce a report with “options”, but insufficient data to support recommendations and pick the ones that cancel the current program even though there is no data supporting any “sustainable” alternatives.

So what the Augustine Commission found out was that the Constellation Program was underfunded (didn’t need a commission to tell us that), but more importantly, it was well managed and capable of dealing with technical issues expected in a program of this magnitude. In fact Norm Augustine testified before Congress that:

“We did review the program, its management. We believe it to be soundly managed… We saw no problems that appear to be unsolvable given the proper engineering talent, the attention, and the funds to solve them.”

***Space Leadership EXT***

EXT UQ
China space power is rising in space now—cutting Constellation means the US loses dominance 

Daily Telegraph, London National Newspaper, April 16 10. China Could Pass US in Space Race, edition 3, NEWS: page 19, lexis
THE United States is at risk of losing the space race to Russia and China because of cutbacks that will be introduced in Barack Obama's new space programme. Making his case to a sceptical space community at the Kennedy Space Centre in Florida last night, Mr Obama said his new space exploration plan would lead Americans beyond the moon and to Mars within his lifetime. "I expect to be around to see it," he declared. "The bottom line is, nobody is more committed to manned space flight, to human exploration of space, than I am. But we've got to do it in a smart way." He said he hoped to send humans to orbit Mars by the mid-2030s, followed by a landing on the planet. The president faces a battle with Congress over his plans virtually to scrap the Constellation project, which is designed to return Americans to the Moon by 2020. The White House has been forced on the defensive by Mr Obama's decision to institute a complicated system of public and private flights to the International Space Station and other destinations. His spokesman Robert Gibbs said the new plans would provide "greater investment in innovation, more astronaut time in space, more rockets launching sooner, and a more ambitious and sustainable space programme for America's future". But Neil Armstrong warned in an open letter this week that Mr Obama's proposal "destines our nation to become one of second or even third-rate stature". China has announced that it intends to leapfrog the US by putting a large spacecraft in orbit before the end of this decade, at which point American astronauts are still likely to be travelling to the space station on Russian vessels.
EXT Constellation key to leadership—perception link

Constellation key to perception of leadership—only Orion and Altair can get us into space
J Paul Douglas remote sensing engineer for NOAA Satellite Operations Facility, former NASA Spacecraft Analyst, 10. Constellation Plan-B a Good Idea for SpaceTalkNOW 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.

Action now is key—US space assets are vulnerable in the light of foreign progress

A Thomas Young et al, (Chairman of the Institute for Defense Analyses Research Group), Lieutenant General Edward Anderson, USA (Ret.), Vice Admiral Lyle Bien, USN (Ret.), General Ronald, R. Fogleman, USAF (Ret.) , Mr. Keith Hall, General Lester Lyles, USAF (Ret.), Dr. Hans Mark, 8. Leadership, Management, and Organization for National Security Space: Report to Congress of the Independent Assessment Panel on the Organization and Management of National Security Space

The progress in addressing the vulnerability of U.S. space assets has not kept pace  with growing threat capabilities; consequently, the vulnerability of our space assets  continues to grow.  A critical factor in the developing threat to U.S. space supremacy is  the accelerating proliferation of space technology.  The growth in international space  design, production, and operations spurred in part by U.S. restrictions on the export of  space technology [under the International Traffic in Arms Regulation (ITAR)] is leveling  the playing field so that many nations now compete with the United States in space.    A recent study by the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS) on the  health of the space industrial base concluded:  “There is rapid growth in foreign space  capabilities and the U.S. does not control their proliferation.”  Indicators of the global  access to space technologies cited in the report include:5  • 12 nations now launch their own satellites.  • six nations own positioning/navigation systems (up from two in 1999)  • 27 nations have launched their own reconnaissance and earth observation  satellites (up from 14 in 1999)  • 38 nations control their own communications satellites 
Cancellation of Constellation means failure for the US 

Todd Halvorson, Kennedy Space Center Bureau Chief, April 14, 2010, Florida Today

CAPE CANAVERAL — President Obama's plans for NASA could be "devastating" to the U.S. space program and "destines our nation to become one of second- or even third-rate stature," three legendary astronauts said in a letter Tuesday.  Neil Armstrong, who rarely makes public comments, was the first human to set foot on the moon. Jim Lovell commanded the famous Apollo 13 flight, an aborted moon mission. And Apollo 17 commander Gene Cernan remains the last human to have walked on the lunar surface.  In statements e-mailed to the Associated Press and NBC, Armstrong and other astronauts took exception with Obama's plan to cancel NASA's return-to-the-moon program, dubbed Project Constellation.  Armstrong, in an e-mail to the AP, said he had "substantial reservations." More than two dozen Apollo-era veterans, including Lovell and Cernan, signed another letter Monday calling the plan a "misguided proposal that forces NASA out of human space operations for the foreseeable future."  The statements came days before Obama is to visit Kennedy Space Center on Thursday to explain his vision for NASA.  Not all former astronauts have come out against the plan. Armstrong's crewmate Buzz Aldrin, the second man to stand on the moon, has endorsed Obama's plan, which includes investing $6 billion to develop commercial space-taxi services for astronauts traveling to and from the International Space Station. Aldrin said the proposal will "allow us to again be pushing the boundaries to achieve new and challenging things beyond Earth."  The plan would also extend the space station operations through 2020. It would cancel Project Constellation and the Ares rockets, which NASA has been developing for six years at a cost of more than $9 billion. Obama would retain the Constellation project's Orion capsule. The capsule, which was to go to the moon, will instead be sent unoccupied to the International Space Station to stand by as an emergency vehicle to return astronauts home.  Administration officials told the AP that NASA will speed up development of a rocket that would have the power to blast crew and cargo far from Earth, although no destination has been chosen. The rocket would be ready to launch several years earlier than under the moon plan. The officials spoke on condition of anonymity to not detract from the presidential announcement.  The former astronauts said, "It appears that we will have wasted our current $10-plus-billion investment in Constellation. … Without the skill and experience that actual spacecraft operation provides, the USA is far too likely to be on a long downward slide to mediocrity." 
US government space leadership key now as technology proliferates uncontrollably
A Thomas Young et al, (Chairman of the Institute for Defense Analyses Research Group), Lieutenant General Edward Anderson, USA (Ret.), Vice Admiral Lyle Bien, USN (Ret.), General Ronald, R. Fogleman, USAF (Ret.) , Mr. Keith Hall, General Lester Lyles, USAF (Ret.), Dr. Hans Mark, 8. Leadership, Management, and Organization for National Security Space: Report to Congress of the Independent Assessment Panel on the Organization and Management of National Security Space

Today, U.S. leadership in space provides a vital national advantage across the scientific,  commercial, and national security realms.  In particular, space is of critical importance to our national  intelligence and warfighting capabilities.  The panel members nevertheless are unanimous in our  conviction that, without significant improvements in the leadership and management of NSS  programs, U.S. space preeminence will erode to the extent that space ceases to provide a competitive  national security advantage.  Space technology is rapidly proliferating across the globe, and many of  our most important capabilities and successes were developed and fielded with a government  technical workforce and a management structure that no longer exist. 
EXT Cancelling kills leadership
The end of the Constellation Program means the end of US space leadership

Alex Hannaford, Writer, author, journalist, June 17, 2011, The Sunday Telegraph/ The Ottawa Citizen
Columbia’s first trip into orbit, which launched the shuttle program, quickly became a symbol of U.S. power and dominance.  It was a middle finger to Russian premier Konstantin Chernenko at a time when president Ronald Reagan was imposing diplomatic and economic pressure on the Soviet Union at the height of the Cold War.  A statement by Reagan, read to Columbia’s crew, said: “You go forward this morning in a daring enterprise and you take the hopes and prayers of all Americans with you. As you hurtle from Earth in a craft unlike anything ever constructed, you will do so in a feat of American technology and American will.”  “Did it blow people’s minds? Certainly,” says Valerie Neal, a curator of human space history at the Smithsonian Museum in Washington. “It was an awesome achievement — something people took great pride in. This technology held the promise of space flight becoming routine, and simply by looking like an aircraft, it was easy to extrapolate that it could operate like airplanes operate and that some day, ordinary people could go into space as well. In that early ’80s flush of optimism, this was the way of the future.”  The shuttle program was the result of a decision by president Richard Nixon’s administration to shut down the Apollo program to reduce federal spending. “People were not impressed with that,” says John Logsdon, a professor, author of several books about manned space flight and a NASA advisory council committee member.  “We couldn’t give up after Apollo. We’d already demonstrated leadership in getting people to the moon, so it was ours to keep or to lose. One of the main reasons the Nixon White House gave approval for the shuttle program was to carry on with the impression — and reality — of American leadership in space.”  The shuttle was cheaper than Apollo and would allow routine, low-cost access to Earth’s orbit. To be successful, though, it would need to run like a commercial airline and make weekly flights. But although politicians, scientists and even astronauts saw the shuttle largely in terms of its cost-effectiveness, the public saw it rather differently, their imaginations fired by a craft that embodied the magic of space exploration.  Unlike the crafts that came before it, the shuttle could make repeat missions, thanks to advanced technology developed by NASA.  “When you re-enter (the Earth’s atmosphere) in a capsule,” Magnus says, “you basically put some ablative material on the bottom of it and the protective coating just burns away; there’s nothing fancy going on there. But with the shuttle, you can’t have a wing that burns away.” So a heat shield made up of special thermal tiles was developed using material processes that are still considered cutting-edge 30 years later.  Many missions on from that first flight, it’s easy to forget what an incredible thing it is. The spacecraft is being retired because of doubts about safety and because it’s never come close to flying the 50 missions a year that NASA envisaged. (It has never flown more than nine.) But, says Magnus, the shuttle has a multitude of achievements to its name.  “It has repaired satellites; it’s deployed satellites; it’s done science missions and astronomy missions; it has allowed for the assembly of the space station. And one of the unique things that it can also do is bring stuff back. We’ve never had that capability before and nor will we in the near future.”  Over the past three decades, the shuttle has also launched the Hubble Space Telescope (and fixed it four times) and repaired orbiting spacecraft. Shuttle technology has been used in artificial hearts, home insulation, landmine removal, and prosthetic limbs. An experiment on roses aboard the Columbia even resulted in a new smell used in fragrances.  On its final mission, Atlantis will be taking along a cargo carrier with food, clothing, science equipment and spare parts. And when it returns from the ISS, this celestial workhorse’s final cargo will be a broken pump the size of a small shed. It too is to be scrapped.  The status of NASA’s last shuttle mission had been a matter of conjecture. Endeavour was to become the last shuttle when it left Cape Canaveral on May 16, but the space agency had enough funding to launch one more in order to transport more supplies to the ISS.  Almost a year ago, reports said Atlantis had just made its final landing after 25 years, 32 flights and more than 120 million miles. “The legacy of Atlantis is now in the history books,” a NASA commentator announced. His eulogy was premature.  Nevertheless, as it ends its shuttle program, NASA finds itself at a crossroads. A period of uncertainty now looms over the future of manned U.S. space flight. The organization is retiring what some feel is a perfectly operational vehicle in favour of … what? 

Cancelling Constellation left NASA in chaos without an exploration goal, severely damaging US leadership 

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
The attempt to kill George W. Bush's Constellation Program has thrown NASA and the US space industry into chaos. If the next human to set foot on the Moon is not a US astronaut, that change will be seen by the rest of the world as a major humiliation for this country. Those who say, "Been there, done that" will be answered with, "Can't go there, can't do that."

In his testimony at the May 12th hearing, former astronaut Neil Armstrong said, "If the leadership we have acquired through our investment is allowed to simply fade away, other nations will surely step in where we have faltered. I do not believe that this would be in our best interest."

Although the Constellation Program may have been modestly underfunded, it was based on technological and political reality.

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

Cancellation of Constellation demotes leadership of the US

Jaqui Goddard, foreign correspondent for British national newspapers, April 14, 2010, The Sunday Times

  Neil Armstrong, the first man on the Moon, has launched an unprecedented attack on President Obama’s plans to dismantle Nasa’s manned space exploration programme.  The world’s best-known astronaut, who has traditionally avoided controversy and rarely seeks the limelight despite his feat 41 years ago, warned that Mr Obama risks blasting American space superiority on a “long downhill slide to mediocrity”.  The decision to cancel Constellation, the project to send astronauts to the Moon again by 2020 and Mars by 2030, was “devastating”, Mr Armstrong said in a powerful open letter to the President.  “America’s only path to low Earth orbit and the International Space Station will now be subject to an agreement with Russia to purchase space on their Soyuz – at a price of over $50 million [£32 million] per seat with significant increases expected in the near future – until we have the capacity to provide transportation for ourselves,” he said in the letter, which was also signed by Gene Cernan, the last man on the Moon, and Jim Lovell, commander of the ill-fated Apollo 13 mission in 1970.  “The availability of a commercial transport to orbit as envisioned in the President’s proposal cannot be predicted with any certainty, but is likely to take substantially longer and be more expensive than we would hope.  “It appears that we will have wasted our current $10-plus billion investment in Constellation and, equally importantly, we will have lost the many years required to recreate the equivalent of what we will have discarded.”  He adds: “For The United States, the leading space-faring nation for nearly half a century, to be without carriage to low Earth orbit and with no human exploration capability to go beyond Earth orbit for an indeterminate time into the future, destines our nation to become one of second or even third-rate stature. “While the President’s plan envisages humans traveling away from Earth and perhaps toward Mars at some time in the future, the lack of developed rockets and spacecraft will assure that ability will not be available for many years.  “Without the skill and experience that actual spacecraft operation provides, the USA is far too likely to be on a long downhill slide to mediocrity.  “America must decide if it wishes to remain a leader in space. If it does, we should institute a programme which will give us the very best chance of achieving that goal.” 

EXT Cancelling kills leadership—China fill in

Cancelling Constellation means losing ARES 1 and losing space dominance to China and India—shifts NASA goals and private sector isn’t sufficient

Captain James Lovell, A USN (ret., commander of Apollo 13), 10. Written Testimony submitted to the United States Senate Committee of Commerce, Science & Transportation. 
The failure of the past Administration to adequately fund the constellation Program resulted in a slowdown of ARES 1 development putting the United States in jeopardy of not having access to the Space Station. When the President Obama cancelled the Constellation Program, that eliminated progress on the ARES 1 for LEO operation and signaled the end of American dominance in space exploration. After years and billions of dollars to develop the ARES family of vehicles to serve LEO and outer space we have abandoned the dream of President Kennedy. And, as the Columbia Accident Investigation board noted “the failure to develop a replacement for the space shuttle program represented a failure in national leadership.” In some respects the Vision for Space Exploration which the Constellation Program was part is similar to Project Apollo. On announcing Apollo, Kennedy said “this goal will serve to organize and measure the best of our energies and skills.” The 2011 NASA budget has taken NASA’s mission on a new path. Recent pronouncements from NASA’s Deputy Administrator revealed that NASA’s goals are to relieve hunger and poverty, create world peace, improve education and the environment and create new jobs. As noted by Congressman Bob Bishop, NASA was established to explore space. NASA wasn’t created as a “make work” program but it did provide jobs for thousands of people in the private sector. NASA’s main focus is not on education. But it was a spur to education for thousands of youngsters. Children now in their late 40’s or 50’s who were inspired by our space activities. NASA wasn’t established to revitalize business and industry but the manned program resulted in thousands of technical spinoffs from NASA development have helped the private sector unrelated to space activities. NASA was not meant to be a foreign relation tool but the space agency did bring close cooperation with countries through the development of the ISS. President Obama’s remarks at KSC concerning the future of America’s Manned Space Flight talked about ground breaking technologies to enhance space flight including research on a “heavy lift rocket”. But his speech did not lay out a plan on how this technology will be used or who would use it. In the past, goals were first defined ie. Mercury, Gemini, Apollo and then the technology was developed to accomplish the objective. The President mentioned subsidizing the development of commercial LEO vehicles to service the space station. In the past the private sector did design and build launch vehicles under government contract but NASA supervised their construction and flew them. Commercial space taxis are a possibility but is there a market for them? Between 2008 to 2010 there will be only 10 shuttle flights to the ISS. Will these launch vehicles be “manned rated” with private money or will a massive infusion of government funds be necessary to make them ready for manned flight? If that is the case, the billions of dollars and time spent on ARES 1 will be lost as new launch vehicles to LEO are developed. The only access to the ISS after 2010 is by means of a Russian spacecraft. China and India have already developed launch vehicles that will allow entry into low earth orbit. In the future they could request entry into the ISS thereby extending its life. We must remember that the ISS overflies the United States. From a security standpoint, continuing ARES 1 development was the quickest way to reestablish our own entry to the ISS.




Absent Constellation the US will rely on China and Russia for space technology and will lose leadership—space program is the key indicator of competitive exceptionalism

Washington Times, April 13, 10. Losing it in Space; Obama’s NASA Plan is a Downer, Editorials: page 2, lexis
Pity poor NASA. Rather than reaching toward the stars, America's premier scientific organization has settled its sights on studying shrimp schools beneath the Antarctic ice cap and sticky accelerators on Toyotas. Such is the scope of hope and change in President Obama's universe. In his 2011 budget, the president zeroed out NASA's Constellation project, the package of launch and landing vehicles that were to replace the aging space shuttle fleet to carry Americans into space. As a candidate, Mr. Obama said he "endorses the goal of sending human missions to the moon by 2020, as a precursor in an orderly progression to missions to more distant destinations, including Mars." The O Force changed its mind. Killing the Constellation project means billions wasted while space-flight hardware collects dust. "Yes we can" has become "mission impossible." This is not a cost-cutting move. The agency is budgeted to receive $19 billion next year, and Mr. Obama wants to throw an additional $6 billion at it over five years. The hitch is he wants to shift its mission toward climate research and airplane design. Anxious to stay relevant, NASA agreed to research the cause of Toyota's sudden-acceleration problem. NASA administrator Charles Bolden said Thursday that federal money is budgeted for fostering the growth of the commercial space industry, including the development of space taxis. But if the results of the president's stimulus are any indication, command economic policy is an inefficient generator of jobs.
Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison, Texas Republican, has argued that the most practical move would be to keep funding the space shuttle program until a replacement vehicle is ready. That way, the nation would maintain the continuity of space travel and avoid further erosion of its faltering space program.

As NASA's wings are clipped, our competitors soar. The U.S. space agency even had to sign a $340 million deal with Russia on April 6 to transport astronauts to the International Space Station through 2014. By then, China intends to conduct an ambitious schedule of flights with its Shenzhou spacecraft. It doesn't take much imagination to envision the day when NASA must pay its Asian competitor large sums for American astronauts to ride into orbit as passengers. Thanks to Mr. Obama, the United States will be dependent on Russia and China for space travel.

The space program is a great symbol of the American spirit of achievement. The day this nation cedes the conquest of space to others is the day we admit that we have forfeited our competitive exceptionalism. Earth-centric activities like the study of the Antarctic shrimp ecosystem and automobile anomalies should be left to others. A less-costly NASA should be relieved of extraneous responsibilities and allowed to retain its core mission - one that no other agency can accomplish - the exploration of space.

China space power is rising in space now—cutting Constellation means the US loses dominance 

Daily Telegraph, London National Newspaper, April 16 10. China Could Pass US in Space Race, edition 3, NEWS: page 19, lexis
THE United States is at risk of losing the space race to Russia and China because of cutbacks that will be introduced in Barack Obama's new space programme. Making his case to a sceptical space community at the Kennedy Space Centre in Florida last night, Mr Obama said his new space exploration plan would lead Americans beyond the moon and to Mars within his lifetime. "I expect to be around to see it," he declared. "The bottom line is, nobody is more committed to manned space flight, to human exploration of space, than I am. But we've got to do it in a smart way." He said he hoped to send humans to orbit Mars by the mid-2030s, followed by a landing on the planet. The president faces a battle with Congress over his plans virtually to scrap the Constellation project, which is designed to return Americans to the Moon by 2020. The White House has been forced on the defensive by Mr Obama's decision to institute a complicated system of public and private flights to the International Space Station and other destinations. His spokesman Robert Gibbs said the new plans would provide "greater investment in innovation, more astronaut time in space, more rockets launching sooner, and a more ambitious and sustainable space programme for America's future". But Neil Armstrong warned in an open letter this week that Mr Obama's proposal "destines our nation to become one of second or even third-rate stature". China has announced that it intends to leapfrog the US by putting a large spacecraft in orbit before the end of this decade, at which point American astronauts are still likely to be travelling to the space station on Russian vessels.
Ending constellation allows China and Russia to take over the space race, killing US space leadership

Ake Fagrell, Staff writer for Aviation Week and Space Technology Magazine, February 22, 2010.
U.S. space policy, or rather lack of such a policy, is increasingly becoming more and more incomprehensible.

First, there was the move to box the U.S. into a corner where , for at least a half decade or so, it will be dependant upon Moscow to ferry astronauts to and from the International Space Station. The Russians will do the job, but on their conditions . The vulnerability of America will be total.

Second, President Barack Obama wants to cancel the Constellation Program . There must be broad smiles in Beijing these days. The Chinese goal of sending people to the Moon will not be slowed , but accelerated as their space effort gains in ability and confidence .

When the Chinese walk on the Moon, as they undoubtedly will around 2020, they will be the masters of such an achievement. America’s Apollo landings will have been forgotten , having occurred before the vast majority of the Earth’s population was born . In the eyes of the world in 2020, China will be the technological leader, not the U.S.

Cancellation of the Constellation Program is not only a matter of abandoning a Moon base and throwing away billions of dollars . The U.S. will be giving up its leadership in space exploration
Asian countries are poised to takeover space leadership—better technology, no political roadblocks and serious goals

New Zealand Herald, July 11, 9. US Dreams Brought Down to Earth, News: general, lexis
China and India are hot on the heels of America in the charge to push into space.

Five years ago Yang Lee Wei became China's first astronaut, a feat which underlined the fact that Beijing could achieve what it wanted without getting budgets approved or policy endorsed.

Unlike the hoopla which attended the Apollo moonshot 40 years ago, the world may not know whether China wants to land on the moon until it does. It boasts of its triumphs, but the regime conceals its failures. Former Nasa administrator Mike Griffin said he believed China had the capability to get to the moon and he wouldn't be surprised if the next person to walk on the moon was Chinese.

India is the other nascent space nation.

India worked with the Soviet Union in the 1970s on space programmes and flew its first cosmonaut in 1982. Delhi has committed US$1.2 billion to a 10-year plan for human space flight and has sent a robotic probe to the moon.

Both China and India have a telling advantage over the Apollo years - they are streets ahead in technology.


Japan has also got into the space act. It has a big laboratory at the International Space Station, where Japanese astronauts have been going for nine years.

Tokyo wants to land robots on the moon to collect samples and return to Earth around the year 2020, followed by a manned resource survey mission sometime between 2025 and 2030.

EXT Constellation key to Heg/Econ

Space leadership is key to hegemony, innovation and economy
Aerospace Industries Association of America, 10. Aerospace and Defense: The Strength to Lift America, prepared for National Aerospace Week http://www.nationalaerospaceweek.org/wp-content/uploads/2010/04/whitepaper.pdf

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

Cancelling Constellation will kill US heg—well be forced let Russia take the lead, which will be irreversible

Armstrong et al 10 Neil Armstrong, James Lovell, and Eugene Cernan all were a part of the Apollo Mission, 4/13/2010, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/36470363.
The United States entered into the challenge of space exploration under President Eisenhower’s first term, however, it was the Soviet Union who excelled in those early years. Under the bold vision of Presidents Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon, and with the overwhelming approval of the American people, we rapidly closed the gap in the final third; of the 20th century, and became the world leader in space exploration. America’s space accomplishments earned the respect and admiration of the world. Science probes were unlocking the secrets of the cosmos; space technology was providing instantaneous worldwide communication; orbital sentinels were helping man understand the vagaries of nature. Above all else, the people around the world were inspired by the human exploration of space and the expanding of man’s frontier. It suggested that what had been thought to be impossible was now within reach. Students were inspired to prepare themselves to be a part of this new age. No government program in modern history has been so effective in motivating the young to do “what has never been done before.” World leadership in space was not achieved easily. In the first half-century of the space age, our country made a significant financial investment, thousands of Americans dedicated themselves to the effort, and some gave their lives to achieve the dream of a nation. In the latter part of the first half century of the space age, Americans and their international partners focused primarily on exploiting the near frontiers of space with the Space Shuttle and the International Space Station. As a result of the tragic loss of the Space Shuttle Columbia in 2003, it was concluded that our space policy required a new strategic vision. Extensive studies and analysis led to this new mandate: meet our existing commitments, return to our exploration roots, return to the moon, and prepare to venture further outward to the asteroids and to Mars. The program was named "Constellation." In the ensuing years, this plan was endorsed by two Presidents of different parties and approved by both Democratic and Republican congresses. The Columbia Accident Board had given NASA a number of recommendations fundamental to the Constellation architecture which were duly incorporated. The Ares rocket family was patterned after the Von Braun Modular concept so essential to the success of the Saturn 1B and the Saturn 5. A number of components in the Ares 1 rocket would become the foundation of the very large heavy lift Ares V, thus reducing the total development costs substantially. After the Ares 1 becomes operational, the only major new components necessary for the Ares V would be the larger propellant tanks to support the heavy lift requirements. The design and the production of the flight components and infrastructure to implement this vision was well underway. Detailed planning of all the major sectors of the program had begun. Enthusiasm within NASA and throughout the country was very high. When President Obama recently released his budget for NASA, he proposed a slight increase in total funding, substantial research and technology development, an extension of the International Space Station operation until 2020, long range planning for a new but undefined heavy lift rocket and significant funding for the development of commercial access to low earth orbit. Although some of these proposals have merit, the accompanying decision to cancel the Constellation program, its Ares 1 and Ares V rockets, and the Orion spacecraft, is devastating. America’s only path to low Earth orbit and the International Space Station will now be subject to an agreement with Russia to purchase space on their Soyuz (at a price of over 50 million dollars per seat with significant increases expected in the near future) until we have the capacity to provide transportation for ourselves. The availability of a commercial transport to orbit as envisioned in the President’s proposal cannot be predicted with any certainty, but is likely to take substantially longer and be more expensive than we would hope. It appears that we will have wasted our current $10-plus billion investment in Constellation and, equally importantly, we will have lost the many years required to recreate the equivalent of what we will have discarded. For The United States, the leading space faring nation for nearly half a century, to be without carriage to low Earth orbit and with no human exploration capability to go beyond Earth orbit for an indeterminate time into the future, destines our nation to become one of second or even third rate stature. While the President's plan envisages humans traveling away from Earth and perhaps toward Mars at some time in the future, the lack of developed rockets and spacecraft will assure that ability will not be available for many years. Without the skill and experience that actual spacecraft operation provides, the USA is far too likely to be on a long downhill slide to mediocrity. America must decide if it wishes to remain a leader in space. If it does, we should institute a program which will give us the very best chance of achieving that goal. 
EXT Aerospace key to deterrence

Aerospace is key to conventional deterrence

Grant, Senior Fellow at the Lexington Institute, ‘9  (“US air superiority faces new challenges

In the last two decades, the United States has used airstrikes to contain dictators, punish aggression, turn around international violations of sovereignty and stop regime-inflicted humanitarian disasters. No-fly zones squelched Iraqi military activity for a decade.

There's no reason to think the United States and its armed forces will depend less on airpower for conventional deterrence in the future. It remains just the type of flexible, proportionate tool essential to credible, conventional deterrence. U.S. Defense Secretary Robert Gates explained the need for options well. "A conventional strike force means that more targets are vulnerable without our having to resort to nuclear weapons," he said in an Oct. 28 speech to the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace in Washington.

It is therefore reasonable to ask: Is the United States keeping far enough ahead to make its conventional deterrence effective? The answer depends, in part, on U.S. airpower in general and the Lockheed Martin/Boeing F-22 Raptor in particular.

There is an exceptionally vital aspect of conventional deterrence: how to assure that the United States can open up the airspace and execute a conventional strike. Trends now suggest that the U.S. armed forces can't take that advantage
***Industrial Base EXT***

EXT Cancellation bad
Constellation's continuing cancellation creates a gap in United States space missions, causing uncertainty that impacts the entire economy.

Jim Maser. 30 March 2011. Chairman of the Corporate Membership Committee American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics  and  President Pratt & Whitney Rocketdyne Canoga Park, California. "Jim Maser: House of Representatives Testimony." [http://www.prattwhitney.com/media_center/executive_speeches/jim_maser_03-30-2011.asp].
It is true that we face many other significant challenges and that our country is going through a period of transition. However, we must not lose sight of the fact that the aerospace industry directly employs more than 800,000 people across the country, and supports more than two million middle class jobs and 30,000 suppliers from all 50 states, with total industry sales in 2010 exceeding $216B.
As a result, the health of the aerospace engineering and manufacturing base in America is a crucial element of our continued economic recovery and employment growth. But in addition to that, the aerospace industry is unique in its contribution to national security. And if the highly skilled aerospace workforce in the United States is allowed to atrophy, it will have widespread consequences for our future wellbeing and success as a nation.

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

\In the 13 months since that call, NASA has yet to identify a strategy to replace the Space Shuttle.

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

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

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

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

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

But the situation now is much worse. It poses a much greater risk to the U.S. space community, to the engineering workforce, and to U.S. leadership in space. The difference between the Apollo-Shuttle transition and the Shuttle-next generation space exploration system transition is the perilous unknown.

We simply do not know what is next.

Congress passed an authorization bill that directs NASA how to move to the next generation program. But NASA has said that due to the Constellation contractual obligations they are limited in moving forward with the Authorization bill. This situation is creating a host of problems, and it urgently needs to change.

If NASA is going to be relieved of Constellation obligations, we need to know how the workforce will be transitioned and how the many financial investments will be utilized for future exploration efforts.

Whereas the Apollo-Shuttle transition created a gap in U.S. human access to space, this next transition is creating a gap in direction, purpose, and in future capabilities.
In order to adequately plan for the future and intelligently deploy resources, the space community needs to have clear goals.

Cancelling Constellation has a negative impact across the domestic industrial base --- interlinked supply means NASA’s decision will turn aerospace workers away from the DoD
Hillhouse,  Former Space Shuttle Technician and Columnist @ Amerispace, ‘10 (Jim, 2/14/10, “Obamas Move To End Constellation Prompts Industrial Base Questions”, AmericaSpace, http://www.americaspace.org/?p=1034)

According to the article, people from Rep. Bob Bishop, whose Utah Congressional district includes ATK, the maker of the Constellation first stage, to Marion Blakey of the Aerospace Industries Association, have expressed concerns that canceling Constellation could have a long-term, negative impact on the nation’s ability in solid motors, launch and range infrastructure, and aerospace workers. Once [lost aerospace workers are] out the door and in the unemployment lines, they’re not coming back.
Representative Bishop stated in the interview with Space News that, It’s not a spigot you can turn on and off, Bishop said in a Feb. 9 interview. Once they’re out the door and in the unemployment lines, they’re not coming back.

Aerospace Industries Association president Blakey, in a February 3rd statement, Although investment in commercial space will create new opportunities, we are concerned that the cancellation of the Constellation program may have a lasting impact on our workforce and the unique skills they bring to our industrial base.
According to Gary Payton, a retired military astronaut and currently DoD’s Undersecretary for Space Programs, We share an industrial base with NASA — on solids, liquids, range infrastructure and a work force, he said during a media roundtable here organized by the Space Foundation. So, with the cancellation of the Constellation program … we have got a lot of work to do with NASA to figure out how to maintain a minimum industrial base on liquid-rocket engines and solid-rocket motors.

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

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

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

The end of Apollo proves – gaps in NASA missions severely affect the economy.

Nicholas Wethington. Reporter for Universe Today. 15 January 2010. Universe Today. "End of Shuttle Program Will Slow Florida's Economy." [http://www.universetoday.com/50343/end-of-shuttle-program-will-slow-floridas-economy].

The end of the shuttle program will potentially eliminate as many as 7,000 – 8,000 jobs, some of which will need to be filled once again when the Constellation program is in full swing. But during the gap, many workers are expected to vacate the area in search of jobs elsewhere. This will impact the local economy that relies on these residents, and as many as 14,000 workers in the area may be indirectly affected.

According to a state study, in the 2008 fiscal year NASA generated $4.1 billion dollars in revenue and benefits for the state. $2.1 billion of that was in household income, and over 40,000 jobs were created due to NASA-related activities.

The local unemployment rate has already risen to 11.9 percent at present, largely due to the nationwide economic problems. Housing and construction have taken a hit as well, and will continue to suffer as the area sees the space workers leave.

This is the second time in NASA’s history that they’ve had to wind down a human space program, the first being the Apollo missions which ended in 1972. After the end of Apollo, Brevard county saw a dramatic downturn in the economy, as 10,000 workers left the region to find jobs and unemployment rose to 15 percent.
EXT Constellation Key to Econ

Constellation key to the industrial base

Klamper 10 Amy Klamper, Staff Writer for Space News, 2/12/2010, http://www.spacenews.com/policy/100212-end-constellation-prompts-industrial-base-questions.html.
NASA Deputy Administrator Lori Garver told Space News following a Feb. 11 presentation at the Federal Aviation Administration’s 13th Annual Commercial Space Transportation Conference here that NASA Administrator Charles Bolden consulted senior Pentagon officials, including Deputy Defense Secretary William Lynn and Pentagon acquisition chief Ashton Carter, about the industrial base ramifications of canceling Constellation. “Very senior discussions were held over the last six months between NASA and [the Defense Department] on this topic, so it is not something that was not discussed,” Garver said. Addressing the same conference, Air Force Gen. Robert Kehler, commander of Air Force Space Command in Colorado Springs, Colo., said NASA’s new direction could have both positive and negative impacts on his command. “Number one, there’s an impact on us in terms of the manufacture of solid-rocket motors and engines and things like that we’ll have to go sort our way through as we understand more clearly what this all means,” Kehler told conference attendees via telephone from his office at Peterson Air Force Base. Kehler said the president’s decision to do away with Constellation and foster new commercial space transportation services presents both opportunities and challenges for the Air Force. “I’m not a glass-half-empty kind of guy on this one,” he said. “I think we’ve got some opportunity there to go work together with NASA and commercial to make sure that we are preserving the essential pieces of the industrial base we have to go preserve.” Kehler said that while the U.S. need for solid rocket boosters is unlikely to return to Cold War levels, the Defense Department is looking at a concept for maintaining a “family of motors” for use by the Air Force, Navy, Missile Defense Agency and others. He said the Pentagon included money it its 2010 and 2011 budget request to fund a “very, very low rate of production” of Air Force Minuteman rocket motor casings and propellant. The Office of the Under Secretary of Defense for Acquisition, Technology and Logistics is expected to complete by June a congressionally mandated plan for sustaining the U.S. solid-rocket motor industrial base, Pentagon spokeswoman Cheryl Irwin told Space News Feb. 5. NASA, she said, is part of the joint working group the Pentagon recently established to tackle the issue. Marion Blakey, president of the Aerospace Industries Association (AIA) here, praised the Obama administration for seeking a budget increase for NASA and pledging to continue flying the international space station through 2020. But she also is concerned that terminating Constellation would jeopardize the nation’s skilled aerospace labor force. “Although investment in commercial space will create new opportunities, we are concerned that the cancellation of the Constellation program may have a lasting impact on our workforce and the unique skills they bring to our industrial base,” Blakey said in a Feb. 3 statement. Two months before Obama’s $19 billion NASA spending request went to Congress as part of the president’s 2011 budget, Blakey made a similar appeal to Peter Marquez, the White House National Security Council’s director of space policy. Marquez is leading an interagency review of national space policy that could culminate this year in a new strategy governing U.S. civil and military space activities. Blakey wrote Marquez Dec. 8 urging the creation of a single entity to manage national space strategy, one that could link “policy with needs, programs and resources.” She also cautioned against taking actions that would harm the U.S. aerospace industrial base, according to the letter, a copy of which was obtained by Space News. “The design and development of complex space systems is critically dependent on the quality of [the] workforce, and current and future personnel shortages are a vital concern that must be addressed by government as it seeks to build new space capabilities and maintain existing ones,” wrote Blakey, whose organization represents 300 U.S. manufacturers and 680,000 aerospace workers. “AIA recommends that U.S. policy continue to support our current workforce, and make it a national priority to ensure aerospace productivity in the future by including workforce and industrial base health as considerations in the national space strategy.” During her presentation at the Federal Aviation Administration’s Commercial Space Transportation Conference, Garver said NASA’s budget proposal augers well for job creation. “The nation that is the world’s leader in commercial space will capture the lion’s share of new jobs in the future. And indeed commercial space is where the real job growth opportunity lies,” she said. “So when we talk about jobs, we do realize that although there will be displacements … there will be an increased number of jobs due to our increased budget. But longer term is where the real payoff in this budget takes place.”
Constellation key to economy—jobs and billions of dollars

Ken Kremer, Obama Made Mistake Cancelling NASAs Constellation; Sen. Bill Nelson, Staff writer for USA Today, March 20 2010
President Obama’s cancellation of Project Constellation has been vigorously criticized by key members of both houses of the US Congress, including Democrats and Republicans, since the moment that word first leaked of the Presidents decision to kill the moon program announced by President George Bush in 2004. Many political and industry leaders have harshly labeled this decision as an “Abdication of US Leadership in Space”, which amounts to nothing less than a “US Space Surrender” that will begin the “Death March of US Human Spaceflight”. They also fear that the massive job cuts will result in catastrophic devastation to the local effected economies as well as a swift erosion of the science and technology base across America. “This is a tough time for our people because they are facing dislocation and the loss of jobs in a terrible time which is an economic recession”, explains Nelson. Nelson and others members of Congress are pushing a compromise with the Obama Administration that would accelerate development of a new Heavy Lift booster rocket that would adapt certain technologies from Constellation. The Obama plan does not include any specific program to develop a Heavy Lift booster. Instead, the plan vaguely mentions the pursuit of “game changing technologies” that would one day enable faster voyages beyond Earth says NASA Administrator Charles Bolden. The fact that the Obama plan has not set any goals, timelines or destinations for NASA is the cause of what has lead to the vociferous denunciations. $9 Billion has already been spent on Constellation and a minimum of another $2.5 Billion would be required to terminate the project according to existing contracts.  

Killing Constellation kills jobs and hurts US

Taylor Dinerman, author and journalist,  February 1, 2010, The Space Review

It was also an election year, and Bill Clinton and Al Gore were happy to find a defense program they could support and which the Bush Administration was planning to cut. They made the case that tilt-rotor technology could have civilian applications and would eventually provide thousands of jobs for Americans making this type of aircraft for civilian use. It has not quite worked out that way, but in the future we may yet see tilt-rotor transports flying paying customers to and from small heliports in the centers of large cities. The lesson is simple: when it comes to funding, Congress has the last word. Senators and Representatives of both parties are not going to allow NASA’s Constellation program to go down without a fight. They will start by pointing out the contradictions between the President’s stated desire to protect jobs and the tens of thousands of jobs that this move will destroy. They could also point out the way that this hurts the goal of promoting education in STEM (science, technology, engineering, and math) field. Why should anyone be will to spend 10 or 15 years getting an advanced degree in these fields only to be told that their efforts were wasted and that they can go and drive a cab? This decision also cuts strongly against the President’s claims during the 2008 campaign to want to support “science”. In political terms this can be described as one more broken promise. It will be difficult for him and his supporters to continue to say with a straight face that the GOP is somehow “anti-science”. If the budget increases for Earth science do materialize they will be subject to a whole new level of scrutiny. Under these circumstances the budgets for space science and particularly for planetary science will be under more pressure than ever before. After all, if we are not going to the Moon, and if future exploration programs along the lines of the so-called Flexible Path are more uncertain than ever, why bother to invest in precursor missions? For Republicans and even for some Democrats, canceling the Moon program is yet another slap in the face to the idea of American exceptionalism. When asked about it last April, President Obama subtly dismissed the idea, saying, “I believe in American exceptionalism, just as I suspect that the Brits believe in British exceptionalism and the Greeks believe in Greek exceptionalism.” Yet the idea that America is a special, perhaps extraordinary nation is at the core of our national identity. Last year this country celebrated the anniversary of the Apollo landing as a very specifically American triumph.  
EXT Constellation Solves Innovation

The new space policy relies on private development that doesn’t exist – Constellation is key to stimulate demand for space transportation vehicles

Newton & Griffin 2011, Elizabeth & Michael D., Center for System Studies, University of Alabama in Huntsville, “Viewpoint: United States space policy and international partnership,” Space Policy 27, 7e9

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 yetto-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. 

AT: Plan kills Econ

Even if they win a short-term decline in Aerospace– the plan is better in the long term because it resolves massive backlash

Ralph Vartabedian And W.J. Hennigan, The Los Angeles Times, ’10 (April 6th 2010, “Obama Sets NASA Goals For New Era,” http://www.vnews.com/04162010/6535017.htm)
Under the Bush Administration, NASA was developing the Constellation family of rockets and an Orion space capsule that could carry a crew of astronauts to the moon or other destinations.

After spending $9 billion, the program was far behind schedule and over budget. An exhaustive examination of the program last year concluded that its ambitions vastly exceeded its future budget.

Obama decided to kill the Constellation earlier this year and Tuesday bluntly panned the whole idea of a moon return program. “We have been there before,” he said.

The cancellation of both the Constellation and the end of the space shuttle was threatening the loss of thousands of jobs, prompting a political backlash in Florida and Texas that benefit from human space flight programs.

Even though the Obama plan included a budget increase of $6 billion over the next five years, objections rose from former astronauts, politicians, the aerospace industry and the nation's legions of space cadets.
AT: Constellation was financially wasteful

Cancellation of Constellation doesn’t eliminate wasteful spending and severely hampers US space and security leadership

Bishop 2010, Rob, US Congressman, Utah’s 1st district, “Space cuts short-sighted,” Deseret News, Feb 25, http://www.deseretnews.com/article/700011837/Space-cuts-short-sighted.html
In 1969, when American astronaut Neil Armstrong stepped onto the moon, he uttered the famous words, "That's one small step for man, one giant leap for mankind."

Roughly 40 years later, President Barack Obama has proposed a NASA budget that would end our efforts to get back to the moon, cancel the replacement for the space shuttle, cripple our capabilities in space and hurt our national security.

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

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

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

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

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

AT: Not enough STEM workers

Revamping NASA would fix the problem—its now or never
Maser 2011, Jim, Chairman of the Corporate Membership Committee, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, President of Pratt & Whitny Rocketdyne, at a Hearing on “A Review of NASA’s Exploration Program in Transition: Issues for Congress and Industry,” Committee on Science, Space and Technology, Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics, US House of Representatives, March 30, http://www.prattwhitney.com/media_center/executive_speeches/jim_maser_03-30-2011.asp
In addition to difficulties in retaining our current workforce, the uncertainty facing the U.S. space program is already having a negative impact on our industry’s ability to attract new talent from critical science, technology, engineering and mathematics. Young graduates who may have been inspired to follow STEM education plans because of their interest in space and space exploration look at the industry now and see no clear future. This will have implications on the space industrial base for years to come.

***Solvency EXT***

Now is Key

The time is now – waiting to define clear goals for the remnants of the Constellation program doom the entire US space industry

Maser 2011, Jim, Chairman of the Corporate Membership Committee, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, President of Pratt & Whitny Rocketdyne, at a Hearing on “A Review of NASA’s Exploration Program in Transition: Issues for Congress and Industry,” Committee on Science, Space and Technology, Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics, US House of Representatives, March 30, http://www.prattwhitney.com/media_center/executive_speeches/jim_maser_03-30-2011.asp
Unfortunately, we do not have the luxury of waiting until we have all the answers. We must not “let the best be the enemy of the good.” In other words, selecting a configuration that we are absolutely certain is the optimum configuration is not as important as expeditiously selecting one of the many workable configurations, so that we can move forward.

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

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

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

We are ready to help in any way that we can. But the clock is ticking.

Thank you again for the opportunity to address the committee today. I look forward to responding to any questions you may have.

EXT Increased Funding Key
The gap between the Constellation program and a new policy has thrown the space industrial base into crisis. Creating a vision for space exploration NOW is critical to retain the workforce necessary to implement it.

Maser 2011, Jim, Chairman of the Corporate Membership Committee, American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics, President of Pratt & Whitny Rocketdyne, at a Hearing on “A Review of NASA’s Exploration Program in Transition: Issues for Congress and Industry,” Committee on Science, Space and Technology, Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics, US House of Representatives, March 30, http://www.prattwhitney.com/media_center/executive_speeches/jim_maser_03-30-2011.asp
This lack of a unified strategy coupled with the fact that the NASA transition is being planned without any coordination with industry leaders, makes it impossible for businesses like mine to adequately plan for the future.

How can we right-size our businesses and work towards achieving greatest efficiency if we can’t define the future need? This is an impossible task.

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

This reality reflects the fact that the space industrial base is not FACING a crisis; we are IN a crisis.

And we are losing a National Perishable Asset ... our unique workforce.

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

Designing, developing, testing, and manufacturing the hardware and software to explore space requires highly skilled people with unique knowledge and technical expertise which takes decades to develop.

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

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

Fully funding NASA’s budget strikes the middle-ground between the old space policy and the new, turning the program away from wasted spending and toward international cooperation

Logsdon 2011, John, Space Policy Institute, Elliot School of International Affairs, George Washington University, “A new US approach to human spaceflight,” Space Policy 27, 15e19

A great deal of uncertainty with respect to the future of US human spaceﬂight remains at the time of writing (November 2010). The eventual balance between a spaceﬂight program aimed at preserving the status quo with respect to jobs and contracts and one incorporating the key elements of the new strategy proposed in February 2010 will only become clear as, ﬁrst of all, the president’s budget proposal for Fiscal Year 2012 is sent to Congress in February 2011 and as NASA ﬁnally gets a FY2011 budget so it can move ahead on the steps it has been planning. No one would point to the way in which the Obama administration announced and promoted its new strategy for human spaceﬂight as an exemplar of high-quality policy formulation. Be that as it may, the key question is whether the logic behind the new strategy is compelling enough to carry the day. If it is, then the past 12 months will mark a turning point in US human spaceﬂight policy, even if change comes much more gradually than advocates of the new strategy had hoped. If it is not, the decades-long situation of NASA “trying to do too much with too little” is likely to persist, and it will be preserving jobs and contracts that will dominate US spaceﬂight activity, rather than pursuing a truly excellent 21st century exploration program in partnership with other spacefaring countries. 

EXT Moon goal key

Plan solves – funding and goals are key

Steigmeyer 10 August Steigmeyer, Staff Writer for the Kenyon Collegian, “NASAs New Direction in Space”, 2/11/2010, http://www.kenyoncollegian.com/opinion/nasa-s-new-direction-in-space-1.1925677?pagereq=1.
It took the disintegration of a space shuttle and the loss of seven astronauts to convince lawmakers to allow NASA to again get back onto the right path, to move away from old technology and advance exploration. What the Augustine Commission's report and President Obama and NASA Administrator Charles Bolden's plans seem to be doing is putting NASA back on the proper course by predicting the failure of the Constellation Program before time, money and lives are lost. Unless Congress provided more money for the program, we would not have reached the moon until after 2020, if at all. Obama's budget, therefore, had two options: increase funding for Constellation or scrap the program. The latter decision did not come from spite or from a "why waste money sending humans into space" attitude. It came from a genuine concern for the approach. Bolden and Obama agreed that using Apollo technology would get us back to the moon, but would be a step backwards, essentially an encore presentation of old missions. What America needs to continue to be the leader in space exploration is innovation. Obama's budget proposal will hopefully allow NASA to take only one brief step back before leaping forward. Adding propellers to a biplane wouldn't help us break the sound barrier, and adding fancy new computers to an old spaceship isn't going to get us out into the solar system on a sure footing. In a press conference on Feb. 1, Bolden said that he and the President agree that "as NASA moves forward into this still-young century, we need a renewed commitment to invention and development, to the creative and entrepreneurial spirit that is at the core of our country's character." Bolden, despite some bitter claims, is not a tool of the administration nor an ignorant bureaucrat. He is a former Navy test pilot and a veteran astronaut of four shuttle missions. I am confident that his decisions were made in the best interest of the agency and the astronauts.
The MPCV has become a pork-barrel project with no mission to get back to the moon. Decisions on larger goals for the project might not be made until 2015.

Page 2011, Lewis, former officer in the Royal Navy, author and authority on military matters, regular contributor to the Register and Prospect Magazine, “NASA ‘deep space’ ship: Humans beyond orbit by 2020?” The Register, May 26, http://www.theregister.co.uk/2011/05/26/orion_mpcv/
Well, this isn't happening any more. It remains unclear how the newly-renamed Multi Purpose Crew Vehicle (MPCV) will travel into space, when it will do so and what its destination might be – though a near-Earth asteroid is a likely possibility. A major reason for Orion's continued survival appears to be ignoble porkbarrel politics – but there is a tantalising possibility that it might fly beyond Earth orbit in the relatively near future. The history of Orion stretches back to 2004. The Orion Crew Exploration Vehicle was conceived as part of the "Constellation" plans envisioned under the previous Bush administration. These would have seen NASA allied with the established US defence-aerospace industry to mount an ambitious manned Moon-return/Moonbase programme, seen as a precursor effort which would build manned beyond-low-orbit expertise and hardware to be used in an eventual Mars mission. Under Constellation, not only Orion but an Altair moon lander would have been built. Ares I person-carrying and massive Ares V cargo-only rocket stacks would also have appeared, using technology developed under the Shuttle and Apollo programmes and delivered by traditional cooperative efforts involving large workforces both at NASA and the aerospace majors. The problem with Constellation was that it was terrifically expensive and NASA's manned-space budget – even on the basis that there would be a gap between cessation of Shuttle flights and commencement of Ares/Orion ones – could not cover it. Congress declined to provide a budget boost of the sort which President Kennedy had managed to obtain for the previous Apollo moon programme. This led President Obama to institute a review process on taking office, following which almost all of Constellation was axed. The first task which had been foreseen for early Ares/Orion missions – that of carrying supplies and ferrying crews to the International Space Station – was handed off instead to new commercially-built ships (and even rockets) which would be produced without major involvement by NASA – and perhaps without any input from the established aerospace firms either. The question of manned missions beyond Earth orbit was punted into touch, with the President stating that there would be no return to the Moon and that the goal was now Mars – with the prospect of manned missions to Lagrange points and asteroids beyond lunar orbit as stepping stones at some point. A decision on the heavy-lift rocket which would be necessary to assemble Mars missions in Earth orbit was postponed until 2015.
The salvaged parts of the Constellation program are in tatters, creating the first gap between coherent space exploration programs in NASA’s history, sacrificing tangible exploration goals while wasting money on rocket designs that will likely go nowhere.

Goddard 2011, Jacqui, reporting at the Johnson Space Centre, Houston, “Final lift-off: excitement but bitterness inside NASA at last chapter of the shuttle’s thrilling space odyssey,” The Telegraph (UK), Jun 19, http://www.telegraph.co.uk/science/8584402/Final-lift-off-excitement-but-bitterness-inside-Nasa-at-last-chapter-of-the-shuttles-thrilling-space-odyssey.html
The shuttle has been scheduled for retirement since President George W Bush set out his Vision for Space Exploration in January 2004. After the shuttle would come a new spacecraft, Bush decreed, that would make its first manned mission by 2014, ferrying astronauts initially to the space station and later to "other worlds" including the Moon by 2020, to build a manned base, and Mars by 2030. The programme, which would build Ares rockets and a crew capsule called Orion, was known as Constellation. Seven years and $9 billion later, behind schedule and over budget – or, as supporters argued, underfunded – President Barack Obama cancelled it. Now, the private sector has instead been tasked with developing vehicles to ferry astronauts to the space station while Nasa designs a heavy-lift rocket to haul crew and cargo further afield. But a decision on the design of the rocket will not come before 2015 at the earliest, with construction and a manned launch unlikely before 2020. In the meantime, Nasa has salvaged Orion from the ashes of Constellation and wheeled it out under a new name: the Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle. But its 2,500-mile journey from California to Kennedy Space Centre, which began last week, is as far as it can hope to go for now. The lack of a rocket to launch it on, the yawning gap between the end of the shuttle and the dawn of a successor, and the vagaries of Nasa's future have caused resentment in some quarters. Last month, as America commemorated the 50th anniversary of manned spaceflight, Neil Armstrong and Gene Cernan – the first and last men on the moon – along with Apollo 13 commander Jim Lovell, penned an open letter making clear their scorn. "Nasa's human spaceflight programme is in substantial disarray with no clear-cut mission in the offing… After a half-century of remarkable progress, a coherent plan for maintaining America's leadership in space exploration is no longer apparent," they complained. Citing President John F.Kennedy's 1961 description of space as a "new ocean", they added: "For 50 years we explored the waters to become the leader in space exploration. Today, under the announced objectives, the voyage is over. John F Kennedy would have been sorely disappointed." In the hallowed Mission Control Centre, where Nasa granted The Sunday Telegraph rare access last week, some share the disappointment. "There's a bitterness. There's a feeling that it didn't have to be this way," says Bill Foster, who has worked for Nasa for 31 years. "For the entire history of Nasa, we have always had a programme to follow the previous programme - from Mercury to Gemini, Gemini to Apollo, Apollo to Skylab and shuttle – and we had a programme in Constellation. It just wasn't funded properly." With Russia aiming to put cosmonauts on the Moon by 2025, establish a lunar base by 2032 and push on to Mars sometime after 2035, and China aiming for the moon between 2025 and 2030, America's space supremacy is no longer taken for granted. "We've got competition breathing down our necks," says Mr Foster. A colleague, Aaron Frith, now in his 15th year at Nasa, adds: "Bill and I were working on Constellation together. I was thinking 'OK, I'm going to be part of this new drive to get to the Moon and Mars.' I'm upset, I'm frustrated." Ronnie Montgomery has worked on the Data Processing console in Mission Control since he graduated from college in 1989. "When I first came here, I thought that by this point in my life, I'd have been part of the first manned landing on Mars… I'm beginning to realise that's not going to happen during my career. We could be there, we just haven't tried. It feels a little bit like a rudderless ship right now. It's frustrating not having clear direction on where Nasa's going and when – and how."

AT: Plan will fail—empirics 
This time, NASA will get it right and wont waste money

Zoe P. Strassfield. NASA Intern. “Chronicaling My NASA Intership.” 21 June 2011. [http://www.huffingtonpost.com/zoe-p-strassfield/new-blogger-chronicles-na_b_880928.html].

1)
Don't go anywhere -- go everywhere: Instead of building spacecraft for only one purpose (like going to the moon), NASA will build vehicles that can be used equally well in many different environments and scenarios. (In orbit around the Earth, on the moon, on Mars, on an asteroid, etc.) The Orion capsule developed for Constellation will be modified for use with these vehicles. This means that if scientists suddenly discover something about a place that makes it more interesting (like, say, an asteroid made out of unusual materials), NASA can use a vehicle they already have to send astronauts to check it out, instead of having to take the time to create an entirely new spaceship for that purpose.
2)
Study group: Now that the International Space Station is complete, NASA can focus on conducting research there that will help prepare for voyages further out into the solar system. They'll study how to keep people healthy during long space trips and how different materials and engines work under actual space conditions. (Because when you set out for Mars, you want to have the best gear possible, so you'd better have tested it beforehand.)
3)
I get by with a little help from my friends: NASA will get more funding, but they'll also make more partnerships with other countries and private companies interested in building spaceships, to share the cost. Since it will take time to find the best design for the new deep-space vehicles, test them, and build them, in the meantime, astronauts will ride to the station in vehicles provided by the Russian space program and by commercial companies. ("Just call on me, brother, when you need a hand, we all need somebody to lean on...")
Since this plan is so new, it doesn't have a name yet, like "Constellation" or "Space Shuttle". But since just calling it "the new space plan" doesn't feel right, I call it Project Sagittarius in my head. In Greek mythology, Orion was a powerful hunter who died fighting a monstrous scorpion but was made immortal and placed in the sky as a constellation by the gods, who admired his valor. The scorpion was also imprisoned in the sky, as the constellation Scorpius, and the great archer Sagittarius was sent to guard Scorpius and ensure he never escaped.
Since the Orion capsule was the only part of Constellation that survived, and NASA is aiming to avoid the mistakes of the past and set their sights on new targets, I refer to the new plan by the name of that mythical archer. All of NASA's human spaceflight programs before the space shuttle (Mercury, Gemini, Apollo), were named for characters from mythology. It's not an official NASA designation, but I have to call it something, so if you see me talk about "Project Sagittarius" on this blog, I'm talking about the new space plan. But remember, that's just my placeholder name.
***2AC Add-On—Missile Defense***
Plan solves missile defense—revitalizes the industrial base needed for missile production—leads to attacks from North Korea and Iran

Bishop 10 Rob Bishop, Congressional Representative from Utah, 2/25/2010, http://www.deseretnews.com/article/700011837/Space-cuts-short-sighted.html?pg=1.
Finally, and perhaps most importantly, canceling the Constellation program and the Ares rocket will harm U.S. missile defense efforts and our national security. The same kinds of jobs and technology needed to send men to the moon are the same set of skills needed to build defensive missiles. Whether it's lifting man or missiles into space, the skilled work force and solid rocket motors come from the same industrial base. When you cut one, you hurt the other. Last year, the administration cut our U.S. missile defense system and some jobs were lost. The cancellation of Constellation would essentially wipe out the rest. This would destroy the U.S. industrial base and make us militarily vulnerable to countries like North Korea and Iran. A report to Congress last year pointed out that delays in the NASA Ares program could have "significant negative impact" on the industrial base for missile production. If delays are "significant" an outright cancellation would be overwhelming. We will lose not just our capabilities for space exploration, but our capability to protect our homeland. Our nation will be less secure. Maintaining leadership in space and creating jobs is important, but fulfilling our constitutional duty to provide for the common defense is an absolute must.

Space-based missile defense is key to global stability

Steven Lambakis, Fellow at the National Institute for Public Policy, Managing Editor of Comparative Strategy, A Leading International Journal of Global Affairs and Strategic Studies, National Security and International Affairs Analyst Specializing in Space Power and Policy Studies, 2/17/07, “Missile Defense From Space”, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/02/missile_defense_from_space.html

The policy benefits of a space-based missile defense layer are straightforward. A more effective missile defense system that fully leverages space would provide a true on-call global defensive capability, and this could lead to increased stability in the world. Defenses deter attacks by reducing confidence in the success of any attack. The more effective the missile defense system is, the greater will be its deterrence value, and the less likely will we be to have to use it at all.  At some point, when the system is seen by other governments as highly effective, they could recognize a diminishing marginal rate of return in their own ballistic missile investments. As more allies invest in missile defense, U.S. space-basing activities could build on current missile defense cooperative activities and open up new avenues for international collaboration, both to develop elements of the space-based layer and to participate in operations.  Moreover, because no state can have sovereignty over the space above its territory, we could operate up there free of political constraints. The need for negotiating basing rights to locate sensors or interceptor fields would become less pressing.  Improved system performance would give the U.S. leadership a better array of options. In the face of attempted blackmail, for example, the president and his advisors would have confidence in the nation's capabilities to defeat a missile, which would make it possible to avoid more destabilizing moves, such as offensive preventive attacks on enemy territory. It is equally true that strong defenses would support necessary offensive action. Effective defenses can buy time to understand the strategic consequences and overall impact of military action.  Our choices are fundamental to making moral judgments. The moral issues surrounding a national security crisis are tied to considerations of operational effectiveness. Are we doing our best to provide protection against some of the worst weapons imaginable? What would the consequences of not acting be, or of not being able to act because of a blackmail threat? What would be the result if Washington were unable to respond to increased terrorist activity worldwide or an upswing in the global weapons of mass destruction trade? A space-based layer would reinforce American strength, which in turn would allow the U.S. to better defend its interests and pursue its foreign policy goals. A powerful and influential United States is good for world peace, stability, and enforcing the rule of law internationally.  

AT: Bishop is biased

Even if that’s true, we have other authors who agree

Klamper 10 Amy Klamper, Staff Writer for Space News, 2/12/2010, http://www.spacenews.com/policy/100212-end-constellation-prompts-industrial-base-questions.html.
Industry advocates are voicing concern with U.S. President Barack Obama’s decision to cancel NASA’s Moon-bound Constellation program and the threat it poses to America’s aerospace work force and U.S. strategic missile arsenals, but Defense Department officials said the two agencies are forging a plan to sustain the nation’s solid-rocket motor industrial base. Rep. Rob Bishop (R-Utah) is among those railing against Obama’s proposal to scrap NASA’s plan to replace its space shuttle fleet with new rockets and spacecraft in favor of relying on commercial crew taxis to get astronauts to the international space station and back. “This is not money-saving. This is having some kind of half-baked scheme that we can commercialize this,” said Bishop, whose district is home to ATK Space Systems, the Magna, Utah-based solid-rocket motor manufacturer that is building the first stage of Constellation’s Ares 1 rocket and major subsystems for its launch abort system. ATK executives told investors Feb. 4 that canceling Ares 1 would cost the company $650 million in contract backlog. While Bishop’s congressional district stands to lose 2,000 jobs under Obama’s proposal, the outspoken U.S. missile defense proponent said there is more at stake than northern Utah’s employment outlook. Shutting down Constellation, he said, threatens the nation’s ability to produce solid-rocket motors needed for ballistic missiles. “It’s not a spigot you can turn on and off,” Bishop said in a Feb. 9 interview. “Once they’re out the door and in the unemployment lines, they’re not coming back.” ATK and Sacramento, Calif.-based Aerojet are the only U.S. companies producing large solid-rocket motors for space launchers and strategic missiles. Gary Payton, a retired military astronaut and former senior NASA official who serves as U.S. Air Force deputy under secretary for space programs, told reporters Feb. 4 the service was still assessing the industrial base impacts of canceling Constellation. “We share an industrial base with NASA — on solids, liquids, range infrastructure and a work force,” he said during a media roundtable here organized by the Space Foundation. “So, with the cancellation of the Constellation program … we have got a lot of work to do with NASA to figure out how to maintain a minimum industrial base on liquid-rocket engines and solid-rocket motors.”

AT: Obama Good PTX

Constellation was incredibly popular – cancellation was fiercely opposed

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

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

AT: Privatization CP
No reliable data proves the market place will produce a viable commercial space industry. Without the Constellation program to stimulate demand, the US will cede space leadership

Horowitz 2011, Scott, former NASA Associate Administrator of Exploration Systems Missile Directorate; re-published by AmericaSpace via Jim Hillhouse, prolific space columnist and shuttle technician, “A Trajectory to Nowhere, May 8, http://www.americaspace.org/?p=7621
Cost: The COTS providers (Orbital and SpaceX) were awarded firm fixed price contracts totaling $3.5B to deliver approximately 40MT of cargo to the ISS. This plus the $500M already invested in COTS results in a cost of $100,000/kilo ($45,000/lb) to deliver cargo to ISS. If the Ares I/Orion were flown at a similar rate (6 flights/year) the fully-burdened government cost for delivering cargo to ISS would be about $70,000/kilo ($32,000/lb)! While it is my hope that the “commercial” providers will be able to reduce costs and stimulate the market place, to date there is no data to indicate that this is the case, and as I have learned over the years “hope is not a management tool”. As hard as it is to make a business case for transporting cargo to orbit, making the case for transporting humans is even more difficult. In fact the White House advisor on Science and Technology Policy, John Holdren, testified that there was no real research or verification done on the viability of the approach for the commercial market to sustain America’s space future. The only source this Administration can cite is a 2002 Futron study that has proven to be overly optimistic. This study was based on a survey of affluent individuals that predicted that 33 commercial passengers would have flown by 2010 (only 8 tourists have paid Russia $20M each to date) and as many as 60 passengers per year would be flying in 2021.

In summary this administration has been trying to come up with a plan for the last year and a half and after hearing all of the testimonies and reviewing all of the facts it has become obvious to me (and to the Congress) that the leadership team at NASA has decided that they simply do not want to do Constellation, at any cost, and are willing to cede US leadership in space. The facts show the current real program is safer, more affordable, timelier, and making better progress towards our nation’s exploration goals, than this faith-based initiative “trajectory to nowhere” the current administration is trying to sell us.

Even if they win federally funded Constellation is bad, every privatized replacement program is net worse
Wu, Democratic Representative for the State of Oregon and chairman of the House Science and Technology Subcommittee on Technology and Innovation, ’10 (Rep. David, April 15th 2010,  “Debate: Obama's Space Privatization Plan Is a Costly Mistake,” http://www.aolnews.com/2010/04/15/debate-obamas-space-privatization-plan-is-a-costly-mistake/)

President Barack Obama is in Florida today to argue his case for privatizing the human spaceflight program. It will be a tough sell. The president's vision for privatizing American space exploration may sound appealing initially, but it rests on flawed assumptions and could result in the United States surrendering our lead in space exploration to our international competitors, including China and Russia.
The president has proposed a radical restructuring of U.S. space policy, which includes the termination of the next phase of the human spaceflight program, known as the Constellation program. The Constellation program is the architecture developed to deliver American astronauts to the International Space Station -- and later to the moon and other destinations in our solar system -- following the retirement of the space shuttle program, which is on pace to fly its last mission late this year or early next year. In place of Constellation, the Obama administration supports the development of commercial capabilities for delivering Americans to the space station and beyond. This may sound good rhetorically, but it fails to meet the standards of sound space policy.
The president's plan to privatize space exploration rests on ill-defined objectives and unsubstantiated assumptions. For instance, the administration has not adequately explained where the space program's shifted trajectory will lead our nation and cannot explain how its plan affects our nation's previously established goals of returning humans to the moon by 2020 and some day sending astronauts to Mars and beyond. 
Without clearly defined goals, including specific destinations and timelines for reaching them, how can we ensure that taxpayers are receiving an adequate return on their investments in space exploration? It is simply unwise to carry out such a dramatic shift in how our nation conducts space exploration without a clear objective in mind. More concerning is the administration's inability to explain what assumptions were used in developing its proposed commercial crew-delivery strategy. 
In testimony before the House Science and Technology Committee on Feb. 25, NASA administrator Charles Bolden admitted that his agency had not conducted a single market survey on the potential costs of privatizing space exploration. Instead, the administration relied solely on information provided by the aerospace industry when formulating its plans for privatizing the human spaceflight program. While these estimates may indeed be accurate, we cannot know for sure what the potential costs associated with this dramatic move will be without independent, unbiased estimates. 
Simply put, the president's vision lacks clearly defined objectives and metrics for measuring success. The administration cannot adequately explain where the space program's shifted focus will lead. And the president's justification for privatizing human space exploration relies on the proverbial fox guarding the hen house. The American people deserve better.
The Constellation program is not perfect. But putting all of our eggs in a private-sector basket is simply too risky a gamble. If the president's plan is implemented, we would be jeopardizing our nation's lead in space exploration, and we would be jeopardizing our children's future.
The space program encourages us to reach for the stars in both our dreams and our actions. It helps drive innovation, and it challenges us to find creative solutions to technological challenges. Moreover, it inspires America's next generation of scientists and engineers to pursue their passions -- something we must have if our nation is to compete in the 21st century global economy. 
The president's plan to privatize our spaceflight program will hinder our nation's ability to remain at the forefront of human achievement for generations to come. We must reconsider.
Cant solve space leadership—federal action key
AIA 9 American Institute of Aeronautics, “NASA Funding Critical to US Leadership in Space” 6/19/2009, http://www.aia-aerospace.org/newsroom/aia_news/2009/nasa_funding_critical_to_us_leadership_in_space/. 
NASA stands front and center as the most visible representation of the U.S. space program and is critical to our country’s future leadership and competitiveness, AIA Vice President of Space Systems J.P. Stevens said Thursday. “Over the last 50 years, space technologies have increasingly become an important part of our nation’s economic, scientific and national security fabric,” Stevens said in testimony to the House Science and Technology Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics. “However, other nations are making rapid advancements, and our leadership in space is no longer guaranteed.” AIA strongly supports the current proposed NASA budget of $18.7 billion, however, Stevens noted that zero growth is budgeted through 2013. "This is a real concern. The Chinese absolutely want to send humans to the moon and are putting in the resources to make it happen,” said Stevens in response to a question. “If we continue to delay our programs, it's quite possible that the Chinese will return to the moon first.” Stevens made a number of recommendations regarding NASA reauthorization, including treating the U.S. Space Exploration Policy and Constellation Program as a national priority to minimize the impending gap in U.S. human spaceflight. He also urged funding for NASA in a number of other critical areas be strengthened including aeronautics for timely development of the Next Generation Air Transportation System and education initiatives to attract youth to careers with NASA and the aerospace industry. Finally, the Commercial Space Launch Amendment, which expires this year, needs to be renewed to keep the U.S. space launch industry healthy.

The private sector isn’t ready to takeover—by the time they are itll be too late—US action is key

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/
President Barack Obama’s new NASA budget has received substantial criticism over the last three months due to his decision to cancel the Constellation program, which oversees all manned spaceflight in the ­­ United States. Instead of directly owning, operating and creating vehicles that are capable of ferrying humans to and from space, the Obama administration will hand over the responsibility to private industry, and merely take on the role of overseer to make sure the technology is safe­. Obama’s most vocal critics have been members of Congress with National Aeronautics and Space Administration spaceflight centers in their districts and states. But a number of space experts, including former NASA administrator Michael Griffin (who used to oversee Constellation), have spoken out as well. Some critics have said that private industry is not yet equipped to handle such a task. They also question paying $2.5 billion to close down the project, when progress was being made with the Ares 1 rocket, which was supposed to be the Space Shuttle’s successor. Both of these claims are valid and a cause for concern. But one assertion has been voiced by some in Congress to exaggerate the importance of the proposal: that canceling this project is a threat to our nation’s security. “Manned spaceflight and our ability to be dominant in that area is a national security issue, not just a scientific issue,” said Rep. Parker Griffith, R-Ala., whose district includes NASA’s Marshall Space Flight Center. “When the president said (at his April 15 speech at the Kennedy Space Center) we were not in a space race, I think his advisers had not informed him that ­China, Russia, India and other nations in fact are competing with us for dominance in space but also in manned spaceflight.” While Griffith is not exactly referring to the scene from “Moonraker,” the James Bond film in which a fight to save planet earth is carried out in space by floating astronauts with laser guns, he is amplifying the importance of manned spaceflight and its future in the hands of private industry, while undermining the importance of international space cooperation, which was greatly accelerated by the end of the Cold War. 

Government funding key—commercial sector doesn’t have the resources
Sam Gustin Masters from Columbia school of journalism and winner of the New York Press Award, 11. “Senators Blast Obama’s Plan to Scrap Moon Mission” from Daily Finance http://www.dailyfinance.com/2010/02/02/senators-blast-obamas-plan-to-scrap-moon-mission/

Critics of Obama's plan -- particularly those in Congress who have delivered influential space constituencies -- unloaded on the president's decision. Sen. Richard Shelby, the Alabama Republican and ranking member of the Senate subcommittee with jurisdiction over NASA, said the budget "begins the death march for the future of U.S. human space flight." Alabama is home to NASA's Marshall Space Center, which is developing two key Constellation launch vehicles, Ares I and Ares V.

"We cannot continue to coddle the dreams of rocket hobbyists and so-called 'commercial' providers who claim the future of U.S. human space flight can be achieved faster and cheaper than Constellation," Shelby said in a statement.

Sen. Orrin Hatch, the powerful Utah Republican, said the Obama budget means the U.S. is "poised to send NASA back to the pre-Sputnik era by seriously damaging our nation's manned space flight capacity."

"It is ironic that as Space Shuttle launches draw to a close, the Obama administration wants to let the curtain fall on the federal government's ability to launch astronauts into space by canceling the Constellation project and thus surrendering the U.S.'s leadership role in space exploration," Hatch said in a statement, adding that "this budget proposal puts thousands of jobs at risk for Utahns who are working on the Ares I rocket."
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