NASA Bad: Ineffective and costly

NASA is bad – It doesn’t comply with US regulations

Morring 11 

[Frank Morring, staff writer for aviation week. Aviation Week. Published online June 24, 2011. “Subpoena threatened over heavy lift rocket.” Date accessed: 6/24/11. http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_channel.jsp?channel=space&id=news/asd/2011/06/24/01.xml&headline=Subpoena%20Threatened%20Over%20Heavy-Lift%20Rocket]
Rockefeller (D-W.Va.), chairman of the Senate Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation, and Sen. Kay Bailey Hutchison of Texas, the ranking Republican on the authorization panel that oversees NASA, alerted Administrator Charles Bolden in a letter dated June 22 and released June 23. NASA, they wrote, “has repeatedly refused to provide documents the Senate Commerce Committee needs to conduct appropriate oversight of your agency.” Among those documents are “at least 19 separate drafts of a report” required under the NASA Authorization Act of 2010 that “may contain important information about the data and analyses NASA has relied on to comply with the 2010 act’s space launch system and crew vehicle requirements. “As the Senate committee responsible for developing NASA’s policies and authorizing its expenditures, we also have the duty to make sure that NASA is spending taxpayers’ dollars in accordance with the law,” Rockefeller and Hutchison say. “In the process of conducting this legislative oversight, the committee has the right to any information that will aid us in understanding how and whether NASA is implementing the 2010 act.”
NASA is bad – It can’t work efficiently with the time it is given

Morring 11 

[Frank Morring, staff writer for aviation week. Aviation Week. Published online June 24, 2011. “Subpoena threatened over heavy lift rocket.” Date accessed: 6/24/11. http://www.aviationweek.com/aw/generic/story_channel.jsp?channel=space&id=news/asd/2011/06/24/01.xml&headline=Subpoena%20Threatened%20Over%20Heavy-Lift%20Rocket]
Since then, lawmakers with oversight or constituent interest in NASA have complained that the agency is not moving fast enough on the government vehicles. The agency has designated the Lockheed Martin Orion capsule started under the terminated Constellation program as the MPCV, but so far has not produced a reference design for the SLS.
NASA Bad: commercialization good

Nasa does not have the resources to carry out manned missions-commercialization key

Foust, 05 (Jeff,  editor and publisher of The Space Review and operates NewSpace Journal, “A vision for commercialization”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/418/1) 

While many aspects of this exploration architecture share similarities to Apollo, Shank made it clear it was not the purpose of the Vision to duplicate Apollo. “You’re looking at much better thermal protection systems and avionics and ground operations,” he said. As a result, each mission—a minimum of two are planned each year—will be able to carry four astronauts to the lunar surface and quadruple the number of crew-hours on the lunar surface compared to Apollo. Also, unlike Apollo, the long-term goal will be the development of a permanent outpost, with the south pole region of the Moon the most likely location. “This is not your father’s Apollo program.” The need for commercialization There’s just one problem with this approach: the money’s not there. Shank made that clear in his presentation as he outlined the overall exploration roadmap. “We’ve run the numbers, the budget numbers, and we can’t afford this plan—we simply can’t—if we follow the business-as-usual approach.” He didn’t go into the specifics of what made this unaffordable, although he later indicated that the problems were in the out-years beyond 2010 when NASA had to fund continued operations of the ISS and the new CEV while developing a heavy-lift launch vehicle and other systems needed for a human return to the Moon. However, as Shank put it, “If there’s one thing about Mike Griffin that industry and stakeholders are learning about, it’s that he’s not a business-as-usual kind of guy… The NASA budget is only so much per year. It is just a matter of what it is you want to do with that money. So we, NASA, need to be smarter customers.” That opens the door for alternative approaches, including the purchase of commercial services. “NASA needs commercial ISS crew and cargo operations,” Shank said. “If we assume CEV was the only vehicle, in a business-as-usual conservative costing approach, that if we didn’t take a firm fixed-price approach towards our acquisition practices on how we’re going to provide ISS crew and cargo, we could not afford to move on to the Moon. Therefore, we need to take this ISS crew/cargo procurement very seriously.” That statement is the strongest yet about the role commercialization will play in the overall Vision, a position that has evolved even during the three months Griffin has been in the administrator’s office. In a speech at a Women in Aerospace event in Washington in early May, Griffin talked positively about commercialization but seemed reticent about using commercial services in the heart of the overall plan: I cannot put public money at risk, depending on a commercial provider to be in my series path. He might decide not to show up for good and valid business reasons. Okay? I can't put return to the moon and crew exploration vehicle capability, I can't put the ability to send humans into low earth orbit on behalf of the government at risk, based on whether or not a commercial provider decides that he actually wants to do it that day. But I can provide mechanisms where if the commercial provider shows up, the government will stand down and will buy its service and its capability from the industrial provider and let them have the competition among themselves. Now, though, instead of standing down a government service in favor of a commercial service, NASA is intending to rely primarily on commercial ISS resupply services once the shuttle is retired. “For servicing the International Space Station, the CEV is only intended as a backup capability,” Shank said. “That is a hard requirement from Mike Griffin. There were significant discussions on that. So we need to make the proper investments in order to incentivize the commercial industry to be there.” 
Constellation was too expensive and had a poor chance of success.

Murray and Simberg, ’10. (Iain Murray and Rand Simberg are writers for the American Spectator Online. Nov. 10, 2010. “Big Government’s Final Frontier”. accessed 6/21/11. http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/.)

The canceled Constellation program, administrator Mike Griffin's flawed implementation of Bush's Vision for Space Exploration, focused on the moon, and was an unaffordable redo of Apollo, with no capability or plans to go to Mars, and poor prospects for returning to the moon for that matter. What Mr. Thompson derides as a "science fair" is the development of new technologies that will enable affordable visits not just to the moon, but to asteroids, the moons of Mars, the Martian surface, and points beyond -- at much lower cost. On its cost and schedule trajectory, Constellation would have created a gap of at least seven years -- until 2017 at the earliest -- during which we would have had to continue to purchase Soyuz launches and capsules from Russia, to use for crew changeouts and as lifeboats for the International Space Station. This is particularly ironic, because under the Bush plans, the ISS itself would be abandoned two years earlier, in 2015! On the other hand, with the new plans, U.S. involvement with the ISS will continue until at least 2020 (and probably beyond). New commercial capabilities to deliver astronauts both to the station and to low-Earth orbit for exploration beyond would become available no later than 2015 (and probably earlier), at a small fraction of the cost of the planned Constellation rocket: the Ares I launcher and Orion crew capsule. The new NASA plan would make those capabilities available not just to a few NASA civil servants, but to all comers, including private space researchers and sovereign clients (foreign governments) that have signed memoranda of understanding with Bigelow Aerospace to lease its planned orbital facilities, independent of the ISS. The U.S. will thereby become a seller of human space transportation services, instead of a supplicant to and purchaser of them from Russia. Call us crazy, but the former plan looks a lot more like the "end of U.S. human spaceflight" than does the latter. When Thompson writes that "those U.S. 'entrepreneurs' needed billions of dollars from the federal government to develop rockets based on old technology before they could take over from the Russians," we can only shake our heads sadly. First, there is no reason for the scare quotes around "entrepreneurs." Space Exploration Technologies has invested hundreds of millions of its own money to develop its Falcon launcher and Dragon capsule, scheduled to fly next month, for a tiny fraction of the projected cost of Ares/Orion. SpaceX has a huge backlog of orders. In fact, to meet its ISS obligations as soon and cost effectively as possible, NASA needs SpaceX and other commercial crew providers more than SpaceX needs NASA. Thompson also suggests that NASA's scrapped plans did not involve "old technology," when in fact the program was premised on reusing Shuttle components -- and thus maintaining their associated jobs, which is why the Shuttle program has remained so expensive and was so popular with politicians. Finally, when Thompson complains about the long development time for the planned heavy lifter, he implies that such a vehicle is necessary for human exploration beyond Earth orbit. That misconception has been a major stumbling block for such missions ever since humans last walked on the Moon almost 40 years ago. In fact, the United Launch Alliance, a joint venture of Boeing and Lockheed-Martin, has developed and described viable mission scenarios in which lunar missions can be accomplished with existing launch systems. All that is needed is a little innovation, and to break out of the mindset of the Apollo Cargo Cult, in which anything that doesn't resemble Apollo -- a specific destination, a date, and a really big rocket -- isn't a real human exploration program. It is time for conservatives to recognize that Apollo is over. We must recognize that Apollo was a centrally planned monopolistic government program for a few government employees, in the service of Cold War propaganda and was therefore itself an affront to American values. If we want to seriously explore, and potentially exploit space, we need to harness private enterprise, and push the technologies really needed to do so. 

NASA is unreliable – Constellation Failed because NASA lied about the budget it required

Wingo 11 

[Dennis Wingo, writer for Space Ref. Space Ref. Published online June 8, 2011. “An Open letter to Neil Armstrong, Gene Cernan, and Jim Lovell.” Date Accessed: 6/25/11.  http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewnews.html?id=1538]
At no point did any of the contractors advocate a huge heavy lift launch vehicle of the type that became the centerpiece of the Mike Griffin era Constellation program. Interestingly, the CE&R reports were completely ignored after O'Keefe and Steidle left NASA. A new architecture - still called "Constellation" - but derived from the 60 day Exploration Systems Architecture Study (ESAS) is what was approved by former Administrator Griffin. It was Griffin's totally different version of something called "Constellation" that was cancelled. ESAS/Constellation Funding Problems Those of us who have been around NASA and who follow such things knew immediately on publication that the ESAS variant of Constellation was going to be big trouble. First of all, when the study was published, the cost volume was excluded. The excuse from NASA for not releasing this portion of the study was that it included proprietary information. It rapidly became apparent that the numbers that NASA was giving Congress for its budget to build two brand new launch vehicles, plus the Crew Exploration Vehicle (CEV), and the LSAM lunar lander were far below what the actual cost would be - the cost NASA did not want to share with anyone. As early as 2006 the Government Accountability Office (GAO) stated in congressional testimony about the CEV and ESAS/Constellation: "Despite early surpluses, the long-term budget profile for the vision includes multibillion dollar shortfalls each year from fiscal 2014 through FY 2020. The cumulative shortfall will reach $18 billion by 2025, Li said." Source: Aviation Week and Space Technology
NASA Bad – It is unable to balance its budget when it knows that Constellation needs more money

Wingo 11 

[Dennis Wingo, writer for Space Ref. Space Ref. Published online June 8, 2011. “An Open letter to Neil Armstrong, Gene Cernan, and Jim Lovell.” Date Accessed: 6/25/11.  http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewnews.html?id=1538]
In a normal business, when it becomes clear that funding is not going to be there for a project, you either cancel the project or figure out how to change the scope, design, or direction of the project to match available funds. NASA did not do that. Instead they continued to charge forward until the Obama Administration made the decision for them. Rather than accept that mistakes in architecture implementation led to the financial debacle, ESAS/Constellation supporters have waged a war through the proxy of friendly senators to the point that the latest incarnations of the ESAS Ares V vehicle have been derisively called the "Senate Launch System" (SLS). The senators who support the development of the SLS took the additional step of providing an underfunded and unrealistic deadline for the fielding of this system. This senatorial directive also ignores the fact that not enough money has been provided for other elements of the system that would be required should you actually want to fly the vehicle with payloads.
NASA Bad – We won’t even be able to use Constellation  to get to Mars within the next few years
Wingo 11

 [Dennis Wingo, writer for Space Ref. Space Ref. Published online June 8, 2011. “An Open letter to Neil Armstrong, Gene Cernan, and Jim Lovell.” Date Accessed: 6/25/11.  http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewnews.html?id=1538]
The current NASA Administrator, Charles Bolden, has had the intestinal fortitude to stand before Congress and tell them that the SLS is not going to fly with the amount of money and time provided. Bolden and the team in ESMD and Space Operations Mission Directorate (SOMD) have been attempting to come up with solutions that do not require a 100+ ton class launch vehicle. But every time they gain ground, the SLS vehicle returns to haunt and derail their efforts. The tragic thing is that not a single supporter of the SLS can articulate why this class of heavy launch vehicle is required. Messers Armstrong, Cernan, and Lovell proclaim that the congressionally-mandated launch vehicle and spacecraft will allow exploration beyond Low Earth Orbit (LEO), but without the associated landers and surface systems, costing even more money, the launch vehicle and spacecraft are on a mission to no where. The reason that there is no money for landers and associated surface system is due to the cost of the rocket and spacecraft! In the years since the demise of the Apollo program there has never been a clearly-defined need for a launch vehicle beyond the 70 ton class vehicle in order to return to the Moon. The stark fact is that the 100+ ton class vehicle has only one destination, Mars and even then NASA's own Design Reference Missions (DRM) indicated the need for six or more heavy lift launches, with a mission and architecture that would be no more than a renewed flags and footprints effort - this time on the sands of Mars.
Constellation Bad: Constellation cuts good- program was bad

Constellation had multiple issues – including lack of firm requirements, a bad acquisition strategy, technical failures, a bad funding plan, consistent delays, flawed risk management system, and no moon focus

USGAO 09 [US Government Accountability Office. Report to the Chairman, Committee on Science and Technology, House of Representatives: “NASA: Constellation Program Cost and Schedule Will Remain Uncertain Until a Sound Business Case Is Established” accessed June 23, 2011 from http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d09844.pdf]

NASA is still struggling to develop a solid business case—including firm requirements, mature technologies, a knowledge-based acquisition strategy, a realistic cost estimate, and sufficient funding and time—needed to justify moving the Constellation program forward into the implementation phase. Gaps in the business case include • significant technical and design challenges for the Orion and Ares I vehicles, such as limiting vibration during launch, eliminating the risk of hitting the launch tower during lift off, and reducing the mass of the Orion vehicle, represent considerable hurdles that must be overcome in order to meet safety and performance requirements; and • a poorly phased funding plan that runs the risk of funding shortfalls in fiscal years 2009 through 2012, resulting in planned work not being completed to support schedules and milestones. This approach has limited NASA’s ability to mitigate technical risks early in development and precludes the orderly ramp up of workforce and developmental activities. In response to these gaps, NASA delayed the date of its first crewed-flight and changed its acquisition strategy for the Orion project. NASA acknowledges that funding shortfalls reduce the agency’s flexibility in resolving technical challenges. The program’s risk management system warned of planned work not being completed to support schedules and milestones. Consequently, NASA is now focused on providing the capability to service the International Space Station and has deferred the capabilities needed for flights to the moon. Though these changes to the overarching requirements are likely to increase the confidence level associated with a March 2015 first crewed flight, these actions do not guarantee that the program will successfully meet that deadline. Nevertheless, NASA estimates that Ares I and Orion represent up to $49 billion of the over $97 billion estimated to be spent on the Constellation program through 2020. While the agency has already obligated more than $10 billion in contracts, at this point NASA does not know how much Ares I and Orion will ultimately cost, and will not know until technical and design challenges have been addressed. 

Constellation was unsustainable – multiple reasons.

Modine 10 [Austin Modine, Staff Writer. The Register, 1 Feb 2010: “Obama scraps Constellation moon mission” accessed June 24 2011 from http://www.theregister.co.uk/2010/02/01/white_house_2011_budget_nasa_constellation/]

President Barack Obama is calling on NASA to cancel its plans to return astronauts to the moon by 2020 and instead focus on developing "building blocks" for future deep space exploration as well as partnerships with private industry. The canned lunar program, called Constellation, "was over budget, behind schedule, and lacking in innovation due to a failure to invest in critical new technologies," according to the White House budget plan issued today. It said NASA's attempts to pursue its moon goals had drawn funding away from other programs, such as robotic exploration and Earth observations. Confirming reports circulating last week, Constellation — which has already burned through about $9bn to develop the Orion crew capsule and Ares rockets — will be scrapped outright. Under the new plan however, NASA would receive a $6bn funding increase over the next five years to research new means of manned missions to the moon and beyond. Between now and fiscal 2015, NASA would re-prioritize its funds to extend operations of the International Space Station past its planned retirement in 2016, beef investments in space research by private industry and academia, and launch a "steady stream" of robotic exploration missions to scout potential locations and demonstrate new systems for future human missions. During a teleconference Monday, NASA Administrator Charles Bolden emphasized that canning Constellation was a necessary decision. "As much as we would not like it to be the case, and taking nothing away from the hard work and dedication of our team, the truth is that we were not on a path to get back to the moon's surface," he said. "And as we focused so much of our effort and funding on just getting back to the Moon, we were neglecting investments in key technologies that would be required to go beyond." Former astronaut Sally Ride, an Augustine panel member, called the budget a "significant vote of confidence in NASA" that puts the agency on a sustainable path toward the future. "The Augustine committee concluded that the previous trajectory that NASA was on was simply not sustainable," Ride said. "NASA was struggling under its own weight, the ISS was to be sacrificed at the end of 2015 to fund the Constellation program, NASA's technology program had been allowed to wither, and it's science had also suffered." 

Cutting Constellation was good, it was an ineffective program

Plait 10 

[Phil Plait, writer for the Discovery Magazine. Discovery. Published Online February 1, 2010. “President Obama’s NASA budget unveiled”. Date accessed: 6/24/11. http://blogs.discovermagazine.com/badastronomy/2010/02/01/president-obamas-nasa-budget-unveiled/]
NASA’s Constellation program – based largely on existing technologies – was based on a vision of returning astronauts back to the Moon by 2020. However, the program was over budget, behind schedule, and lacking in innovation due to a failure to invest in critical new technologies. Using a broad range of criteria an independent review panel determined that even if fully funded, NASA’s program to repeat many of the achievements of the Apollo era, 50 years later, was the least attractive approach to space exploration as compared to potential alternatives. Furthermore, NASA’s attempts to pursue its moon goals, while inadequate to that task, had drawn funding away from other NASA programs, including robotic space exploration, science, and Earth observations.
Constellation would have been ineffective anyways even if had been completed

Plait 10 

[Phil Plait, writer for the Discovery Magazine. Discovery. Published Online February 1, 2010. “President Obama’s NASA budget unveiled”. Date accessed: 6/24/11. http://blogs.discovermagazine.com/badastronomy/2010/02/01/president-obamas-nasa-budget-unveiled/]
As Elon Musk, head of Space X, said in a press release: The President quite reasonably concluded that spending $50 billion to develop a vehicle that would cost 50% more to operate, but carry 50% less payload was perhaps not the best possible use of funds. To quote a member of the Augustine Commission, which was convened by the President to analyze Ares/Orion, "If Santa Claus brought us the system tomorrow, fully developed, and the budget didn’t change, our next action would have to be to cancel it," because we can’t afford the annual operating costs. 
Making NASA fund Constellation makes it require more funds than it needs, Obama’s policy is the best

Plait 10 

[Phil Plait, writer for the Discovery Magazine. Discovery. Published Online February 1, 2010. “President Obama’s NASA budget unveiled”. Date accessed: 6/24/11. http://blogs.discovermagazine.com/badastronomy/2010/02/01/president-obamas-nasa-budget-unveiled/]
My overarching desire: that NASA have a clear goal, an actual set of specific, visionary destinations that will inspire the public and make us proud of our space program once again. Part of that desire is for this to have political support and funding to make it possible. Too often, NASA has been told to go do something but not given the money to do it, and that’s a major factor that we’re where we are right now. Obama’s new policy, with one exception, will give NASA what it needs to be visionary again. That one exception — not returning to the Moon — is a strong one for me, and I will see what I can do to get it put back in. I’m just one guy, but I’ll talk to folks and see what trouble I can stir up.
Cutting Constellation and moving towards other policies is the best way to maintain space leadership, former astronauts oppose Constellation

Plait 10 

[Phil Plait, writer for the Discovery Magazine. Discovery. Published Online February 1, 2010. “President Obama’s NASA budget unveiled”. Date accessed: 6/24/11. http://blogs.discovermagazine.com/badastronomy/2010/02/01/president-obamas-nasa-budget-unveiled/]
Now the White House has released a letter from another NASA luminary, Buzz Aldrin, that supports the administration's approach. As an Apollo astronaut, I know full well the importance of always exploring new frontiers and tackling new challenges as we explore space. The simple truth is that we have already been to the Moon - some 40 years ago. What this nation needs in order to maintain its position as the 21st century leader in space exploration is a near-term focus on lowering the cost of access to space and on developing key, cutting-edge technologies that will take us further and faster - while expanding our opportunities for exploration along the way. The President's program will help us be in this endeavor for the long haul and will allow us to again push our boundaries to achieve new and challenging things beyond Earth. I believe that this is the right program at the right time, and I hope that NASA and our dedicated space community will embrace this new direction as much as I do. By so doing we can together continue to use space exploration to help drive prosperity and innovation right here on Earth. 
Constellation Rockets are infeasible,  there are too many problems with the program that extra funding cannot solve

Wingo 11 

[Dennis Wingo, writer for Space Ref. Space Ref. Published online June 8, 2011. “An Open letter to Neil Armstrong, Gene Cernan, and Jim Lovell.” Date Accessed: 6/25/11.  http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewnews.html?id=1538]
In 2008 these concerns were amplified by the GAO in a follow-on report about problems with the CEV (now known as "Orion") and the Ares 1 vehicle... The report by the Government Accountability Office, the investigative arm of Congress, ticks off a list of difficult issues, especially with the Ares I rocket, which it said is prone to violent shaking on liftoff and might not have enough power to reach orbit with a capsule full of astronauts. In fact, according to GAO, the whole project is dogged by such "considerable unknowns" that it is doubtful whether NASA's request for an additional $2 billion during the next two years will be enough to overcome design flaws and speed its development for a first liftoff before 2015.
Constellation was a waste and manned space flight will fill in

Plait, 10 (Phil,  is an astronomer, lecturer, and author, Worked on Hubble Space Telescope and six more working on astronomy education, “Give space a chance”, http://blogs.discovermagazine.com/badastronomy/2010/01/30/give-space-a-chance/
2) The reports of the manned spaceflight’s death are greatly exaggerated. OK, yes, it does look like (assuming the rumors are true) the Obama budget for NASA is cutting out the Constellation rocket program in general and Ares in particular. But that doesn’t mean manned spaceflight is dead. As I said in that above link, private space companies are still a ways off from putting people in orbit. However, I strongly suspect they’ll be doing it before Ares would’ve been ready to do it anyway. Private companies like Space X may be two years from that, while Ares wouldn’t have been ready for five, assuming NASA could even get Ares ready by the scheduled time and in the assigned budget (which I would give a chance of, oh, say, precisely 0). So it’s possible, perhaps even likely, that after the Shuttle retires later this year (or early next) companies like Space X will be able to reach the International Space Station with rockets before NASA could. As far as going back to the Moon, we still don’t know exactly what the budget for NASA will be like, but it was made clear in the leaked reports (again, assuming they are true) that money will be spent to look for a better heavy lift vehicle than Ares. No specifics were given (though the Commercial Spaceflight Federation says it may be 6 billion bucks, a huge chunk of change), so let’s wait until we actually see the report, hmmm? Also, a lot of folks thought Ares was a waste of time, money, and with little or no chance of working well. Heck, the Space Frontier Foundation praises the killing of Ares! So not only is it unfair to lament the death of manned spaceflight, some people think — with some evidence, mind you — this will spur it on even more. That last sentiment rings true to me. NASA’s manned program has been endlessly circling the Earth for almost 40 years now, with no real end in sight. I don’t have a lot of faith, so to speak, that Ares can do the job in breaking this cycle. I suspect a lot of the same folks who are decrying this move by Obama are the same ones who would be first in line to say that NASA has had its wings cut for decades now, making one bad decision after another when it comes to space exploration. Maybe it’s time — maybe it’s long after time — that we let someone else have a stab at this. When I look at the Moon, I see a place where people will one day work, live, breathe, play, and explore. I also see that future receding two years for every year NASA doesn’t have a rocket to go there, and I’ve been watching that movie play for many years now. I’m tired of it. When I look out my window now I see a future I’ve been dreaming of my whole life, a future that seems just out of my reach. When my children, my grandchildren, look out their windows in that future, y’know what I want them to see? 
Constellation Bad: Cut constellation doesn’t hurt jobs

Cutting Constellation Won’t Significantly Affect the US Jobs Market

Wainscott-Sargent 11

 [Anne Wainescott-Sargent, staff writer for Satellite today. Satellite Today. Published online January 1, 2011. “Commercial Satellite Sector Sees Upside to New Space Policy Hopeful of ITAR Reform, Greater Stake in U.S. Roadmap for Space.” Date Accessed: 6/24/11. http://www.satellitetoday.com/via/cover/35808.html]
Hartman disagrees that Constellation’s cancellation will have a significant job loss impact. “I am not convinced that it is going to create significant damage to our space industrial base for the workforce. What it will cause is a shift of where those skills will be developed over the next five to 10 years,” he says, adding that a true indicator of job growth is in government funding, and NASA’s budget has enjoyed healthy increases over the last few years. The FY 2011 budget for NASA represents a topline increase of $6 billion. “In the aerospace sector, we have a shortage of key personnel who understand engineering, who understand space environments and who understand software development. People who have those skills are going to be sought after,” he says.
Constellation Bad: Military solves space shuttle cuts
Shuttle retirement doesn’t endanger security- military space operations get billions

Dowd, 2K9

(Alan, Senior Fellow of the Fraser Institute, Surrendering Outer Space, http://www.fraseramerica.org/commerce.web/article_details.aspx?pubID=6853 [accessed 6/19/11])

To be sure, the U.S. is not going to cease to be a space-faring nation once the shuttle fleet is retired and American astronauts are reduced to hitching a ride on Russian rockets. The Pentagon will continue to be active in space during the interregnum when the U.S. is not able to transport its own to and from space. In fact, the Washington Post has estimated that NASA receives less than half of what space programs related to national security receive, which would translate into some $36 billion (Kauffman).

Constellation Bad: Cutting Constellation had no effect space leadership

Space leadership is strong --- Constellation isn’t key

Zak 10 (Anatoly, Space Reporter – BBC and IEEE Spectrum and Contributing Editor – Astronomy and Cosmonautics, “End of

Constellation: It is Not All Doom and Gloom”, Russian Space Web, February 4 2010, June 26, 2011, http://www.russianspaceweb.com/sei_end.html)

Even before the White House made a proposal on Feb. 1, 2010, to eliminate funding for the Constellation program, a political hurricane had started brewing in Washington, D.C. Critics alleged that the end of the project, which aimed to return the American astronauts to the Moon, would undermine US space efforts and would even mark the end of the nation’s leadership in space, giving the upper hand to evil powers like China and Russia. The criticism is probably leveled by the same people, who six years ago were blindly cheerleading the Bush administration’s shortsighted decision to start this project in the first place, without any solid fiscal or technical foundation. With a minimum foresight and the knowledge of space exploration history, it was clear from the get go that the Bush plan was underfunded, poorly designed and would have to be scrapped sooner or later. It is just unfortunate that it took six years, nine billion dollars and the change of occupant in the Oval Office to come to this realization. Obviously, for every space enthusiast around the world, it would be sad to see any major space exploration effort to be axed in a budget crunch. The frustration of legislators representing congressional districts with heavy involvement into a discontinued federal project is also understandable. However there is a silver lining. Every failure presents a new opportunity and even more so does the inevitable demise of the Constellation program. NASA still can make it right, make it big, and remain a leader in space, if it chooses to do so.

Constellation Bad: Constellation cuts don’t hurt NASA

NASA is doing fine after Constellation – SLS is key to exploration and jobs

Barbree 11 [Jay Barbree, space correspondent, got 1995 NASA Award for being the only journalist to have covered all 100 manned spaceflights, won NASA’s highest medal for public service and the National Space Club’s 2009 Press Award, has written several books including Moon Shot: The Inside Story of America's Apollo Moon Landings. NBC News, 6/22/2011: “NASA's next big rocket promises to keep hope alive” accessed June 23, 2011 from http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/43496953/ns/technology_and_science-space/]

CAPE CANAVERAL, Fla. — With the final space shuttle launch just days away, NASA may not be bumped from its first place in space. After months of reviews and more reviews, and after executive-level arguments between Congress and the White House that kept America’s space program essentially stalled, NASA Administrator Charlie Bolden has stepped forward with a decision that sets his agency's future course. The two-star Marine Corps general and veteran space shuttle astronaut reached into his bag of “things that work,” and to the satisfaction of most, came up with a heavy-lift rocket derived from the retiring space shuttle and the Apollo moon program. The huge rocket is to use improved and bigger versions of the shuttle's solid rocket boosters, the shuttle’s liquid core engines, and the famed J-2 rocket engine from the Apollo flights to the moon. Using these proven elements should enable America to fly this new rocket by 2016. Earlier this year, NASA decided on a multipurpose crew vehicle that can haul astronauts not only to Earth orbit, but also carry them to asteroids and other deep-space targets. The new spaceship is essentially the craft named Orion that had been planned for Constellation, a project canceled by President Barack Obama. Similarly, the new heavy-lift rocket will use hardware from what would have been Project Constellation's big rocket, the Ares 5. NASA plans to announce the heavy-lift plan, formally known as the Space Launch System or SLS, around the time of the July 8 launch of the final space shuttle flight. The decision should keep America’s renowned spaceflight program running, saving the jobs of many of NASA’s hard-to-replace engineers. Shuttle launch director Mike Leinbach spoke frankly about the space effort's future in remarks he made to his launch team at Kennedy Space Center this month, during preparations for the shuttle Atlantis' program-ending mission. "The end of the shuttle program is a tough thing to swallow, and we’re all victims of poor policy out of Washington, D.C., both at the NASA level and the executive branch of the government, and it affects all of us — it affects most of you — severely," Leinbach told his team. “I’m embarrassed that we don’t have better guidance out of Washington, D.C. Throughout the history of the manned space flight program, we’ve always had another program to transition into — from Mercury to Gemini, and to Apollo, to the Apollo-Soyuz test program, to Skylab and then to the shuttle. We’ve always had something to transition into. “And we had that, and it got canceled and now we don’t have anything, and I’m embarrassed that we don’t. Frankly, as a senior NASA manager, I’d like to apologize to you all that we don’t have that. So there you are. I love you all. I wish you all the best. “We will press on through this flow and this launch in the way we always do. We’re going to play this game to the final out, and we’ll be done. I just wish you all the best, and again Godspeed to you all. Thank you.” The Launch Control Center exploded with applause as the team moved into its final countdown, not aware that the recent moves in Washington may just save the distinction to which they dedicated their careers: America’s first place in space. 

Constellation Bad: Constellation expensive

NASA Budget cannot absorb high costs of the Constellation program.

Newt Gingrich and Robert S. Walker  SPECIAL TO THE WASHINGTON TIMES February 15, 2010 Monday,Obama's brave reboot for NASA (Wexler & Walker Chairman Robert S. Walker has an insider’s knowledge of politics and policy based on decades of high-level government experience.  Recognized as one of Washington ’s leading political strategists, Congressman Walker is in constant demand for his in-depth counsel on public policy issues and trends.)
Privatizing isn't just for Republicans B, COMMENTARY; Pg. 3, Accessed June 21 2011 LexisNexis  JM
With the new NASA budget, the leadership of the agency is attempting to refocus the manned space program along the lines that successive panels of experts have recommended. The space shuttle program, which was scheduled to end, largely for safety reasons, will be terminated as scheduled. The Constellation program also will be terminated, mostly because its ongoing costs cannot by absorbed within projected NASA budget limits. The International Space Station will have its life extended to at least 2020, thereby preserving a $100 billion laboratory asset that otherwise was due to be dumped in the Pacific Ocean by middecade. The budget also sets forth an aggressive program for having cargo and astronaut crews delivered to the space station by commercial providers.

Constellation has wasted NASA’s money—serious consideration is needed to restart the program

Pelton 06 (Joseph N. Pelton, Space & Advanced Communications Research Institute George Washington University, October 2006, “Revitalizing NASA? A five-point plan,” Accessed 6/24/11, http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0265964606000804)
Losing Focus. Over time NASA has evolved into a very large government bureaucracy with a vast range of employees, labs, centers and specialized facilities, along with a host of high-technology corporations that live off NASA contracts. To be blunt, NASA programs have at times been viewed in Congress more in terms of job stimulants and regional economic benefits than in terms of scientific or engineering merit. During both Democratic and Republican presidencies, NASA Administrators, including Dan Goldin, Sean O’Keefe, and most recently Michael Griffin, have sought to focus NASA's programs and achieve budgetary efficiency and greater effectiveness, but with only limited results. The latest vision of going to the Moon and Mars as defined by Project Constellation is-- to be perfectly candid--hugely expensive, limited in the production of new technology and promising limited new scientific knowledge. Further, it has led to major cutbacks in space science programs and reduced funding for truly innovative, longer-range technologies. There is little in NASA's current $15 to $16 billion a year budget that persons in the street might find of great significance or in the least bit germane to their daily lives. Indeed, there is nothing of consequence in today's NASA that might be considered of ‘popular relevance’. Thus there is no meaningful program for development of solar power satellites that might provide energy independence. Likewise there are no meaningful space programs to cope with global warming, tsunamis and worsening planetary weather conditions. Further, there are no significant programs to develop new systems or technologies that might prevent a catastrophic collision with near-Earth objects (NEOs). In short, NASA space programs with meaningful purpose or significance to the average citizen have been largely abandoned. In expressing these critical views of NASA—and of Congress—it should be noted that the only motive is to improve NASA's focus and to assist it to achieve new success. The agency's outstanding scientists and engineers and their contracts that have given so much to the American public and the world over the past 40 years deserve leadership that will allow the US space agency to re-chart a pathway forward to new heights of glory. The key question that everyone—i.e. Congress and the White House, space enthusiasts, the space industry, and the public—should ask at this time is simply this: ‘How do we revitalize NASA and make the space program more successful, productive and innovative? How do we make NASA relevant again?’ To try to simplify and focus NASA's vision for the future, we might begin by asking these basic questions: Could we use space technology to make the Earth's biosphere more sustainable so that humans might have a chance to survive for the longer term? Is it possible to design, build and deploy at reasonable cost solar power systems in space that could allow us to achieve independence from petrochemical fuels and also help address global warming? Is it possible to use, in an economically and ecologically valid way, the resources of the solar system to sustain life on Earth, and if so how might we prioritize our actions? Can we deploy space systems to prevent the destruction of human civilization by the impact of asteroids, meteorites, comets or other near Earth objects? (In light of the possibility of a major impact by NEO 2004MN4 that could come crashing into the Earth sometime around the 2029–2036 time period, this is really a very pertinent question.) When one asks such basic questions, and reasonable answers are explored to such thought-provoking inquiries, it tends to call into question some of NASA's current goals. Do we really have the right ‘vision’? Is the right vision in fact sending astronauts to the Moon in 12 years or so and to Mars at some future date at least two decades from now? Is the best way to go to Mars to use a conventional set of chemical rockets? In short, is 
Project Constellation,
 an undertaking that will expend over a $100 billion of taxpayer's money, the best possible plan? Can’t we do better? Longer-term goals for NASA could indeed be much different. These might be something like energy independence via space solar power technology, creating a permanent space elevator system to offer long-term and low-cost transportation to outer space, or creating an entrepreneurial enterprise to develop a Moon colony, largely by using robotic systems—something the Italians and Chinese have given a lot of serious thought to in their plans to create an astronomical observatory on the Moon using robotic assemblage. Should we irrevocably commit ourselves to a $100 billion 
project
 that is a retro ‘Apollo Program on steroids’, as NASA Administrator Michael Griffin has described it himself? Might not we think a bit more imaginatively? Could we come up with a space program with objectives that might even seem like a good idea to Joe or Josephine Q. Public? Is it possible to devise low-cost and reasonably reliable launchers to send highly capable robotic missions to the lunar surface over the next decade to prepare a ‘safe habitat for astronauts’? Could this habitat, over time, perhaps become equipped with radiation shielding, water and oxygen generators and material processors that could sustain astronauts for the longer term? Could this robotically built infrastructure include material processing and a mass driver transport system which could actually support longer-term industrial activity that would justify the investment? Could private enterprise take the lead in many of these activities with NASA limiting its role to developing the most demanding and longer-term technology? Or maybe the vision should be solar powered satellite systems that could reduce our dependence on oil? Or perhaps we need to find a way to build a planetary heat irradiator to help us cool our warming planet? The point is that we might try to get our brightest minds from universities, as well as space innovators and entrepreneurs such as Elon Musk, Paul Allen, Bert Rutan, Robert Bigelow, James Benson, Sir Richard Branson, Dr Peter Diamandis, Brad Edwards and others, to come up with some better ideas whereby NASA might do more with less. Could we not build some public–private enterprises that would let private capital and entrepreneurial scientists and engineers do some of the heavy lifting? Simply as a possible baseline for such an effort, I offer a five point program that could lead to a ‘new NASA’. This slimmer and more agile NASA, perhaps even with a smaller budget, would undertake a US Space Program along the following lines. A true ‘Mission to Planet Earth’. This would be a NASA that seeks to be more relevant. It would be more focused on immediate planetary needs (i.e. saving the planet's biosphere, providing access to clean, cheap energy and enhancing the provision of low-cost educational and health care services to a world community that seemingly sees the USA as ‘the enemy’ rather than as a ‘caring friend’) These would not need to be entirely NASA-funded programs. Rather NASA would work with industry, international agencies and other governments, international industry, and even entities like the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation to realize these goals. NASA could simply be the stimulator and provide vital technical help to key 
projects.
 A Faster, Better and Much Cheaper Mission to the Moon and Mars. This program would be heavily robotics-oriented, be developed largely as a private enterprise and create new infrastructure, industrial material processing, transport systems and eventually habitats designed for longer-term payoffs. From this perspective space could become the Earth's true new frontier. Private enterprise with financial incentives would come up with a program that is fundamentally different from 
Project Constellation
 in terms of its practicality, cost, and ultimate commercial feasibility. (Incidentally, NASA would only need to check in with some of its best and brightest scientists and engineers at its Houston Space Center to find out how this might be done.) Here are the five reforms that could make NASA more focused, more efficient and more cost effective. This five-step program would not be easy but it could go a long way to restoring NASA to its former glory and make it relevant to 21st century needs of real people. Not too surprisingly, the average tax payer would like to think that NASA expenditures go in some good part to developing new space applications related to saving the Earth from life-threatening NEOs, or supplying low-cost, clean and non-polluting energy to the planet or otherwise making the everyday lives of humans better or safer. The man or woman in the street would be more interested in NASA if it could be demonstrated that space programs could have a positive impact on their lives. This might be in generating new jobs, taming violent weather, monitoring pollution, beaming down clean and affordable energy, preventing destruction from asteroids and comets or simply making education and health systems better. If the ‘new NASA’ came forward with a truly sincere bumper sticker proclaiming: ‘NASA—working for you’ suddenly showed up, public support might indeed rise. The key here would be to develop new forms of public–private partnerships where NASA would do the advanced R&D for only the most advanced technologies. NASA needs some new muscle tone and a stronger management regime. Step one would be to restructure NASA's numerous centers and facilities into Federally Financed Research and Development Centers (FFRDCs), and adjusting its staffing through an early retirement program. Labor union issues and human resources issues would no doubt abound here, as well as local political considerations. But although these adjustments would be traumatic, they are not impossible to attain. (A number of the ideas from the largely discarded and neglected Aldridge Commission report from a few years back could be resurrected here.) This series of actions to ‘shape up NASA’ would allow the various centers and facilities to help more effectively in the nation's overall national research programs (not just NASA). These reforms should also serve to set ‘center of excellence’ objectives for the restructured NASA programs at each site. Thus there might be one center that works with industry and academia to develop new and creative launch systems (chemical, electrical/ionic, nuclear, space elevators/tether systems, solar sails, gravity gradients, etc.). There might be another center to focus on Missions to Planet Earth (atmospheric monitoring and pollution reduction, ocean and landmass research, ‘heat pipes’ to space, and innovative space applications such as for solar energy, space robotics, etc.). Yet another site would undertake planetary, solar and deep space research. Aeronautical research might be moved to another agency. Shorter-term R&D tasks could and probably should be handed off to industry, other federal agencies or perhaps even universities. The new NASA would focus on longer-range scientific and technological issues, extremely complex engineering tasks and facilitating innovations of critical importance to a sustainable planet. Over-staffed programs would be reduced. The huge astronaut training program has some 250 astronauts at the Houston Center—although only a handful of those in training are likely to fly in coming years. This program, for instance, would be streamlined or correctly expensed as a public relations speakers bureau. The huge army that supports the Space Shuttle program would be downsized as opportunity allows. Many tasks could be transferred to public–private partnership or research consortia, with NASA only addressing the most advanced technology and systems. The key here would be a series of public–private partnerships. This restructuring of the US space program would leave operational programs and near-term technology to entrepreneurs and the aerospace industry. It would revamp NASA into a true longer-range R&D organization suited to 21st century needs. There would be active encouragement of small entrepreneurial aerospace entities through ‘challenge prizes’ (like the Ansari X-Prize), through small business administration incentives, or other appropriate ways to stimulate ‘geniuses’ to find new ways to think ‘outside the box’. This might be done by further extending the scope of the NASA Institute for Advanced Concepts (NIAC) and expanding its work in areas such as space solar power systems, environmental applications, etc. This ‘new NASA’, in partnership with industry teams, would address issues such as how to use robots, new launch technology and new space applications to achieve innovative goals. The ‘new NASA’ would have the mandate, the will and the opportunity to truly address longer-range objectives covering the next 3050 years, yet also to attack issues relevant to the man or woman in the street today. There would be a new NASA attitude that would stimulate and encourage smaller enterprises to develop entrepreneurial programs in space tourism, space habs, and even space applications (including private ‘Mission to Planet Earth’ incentives that would be driven more by innovative thinkers than by large-scale public contracts). Public–private partnerships at the small, medium and large level would flourish under the ‘new NASA’ as it relinquishes its operational role and focuses on advanced R&D and innovation. Such initiatives could be geared to stimulating new approaches to solar power systems in space, heat transfer to outer space and especially to allow new synergy to occur between space applications, space science and space exploration. We may be able to design totally new types of spacecraft that are more than just marginally safer but perhaps one hundred to one thousand times more reliable and secure. It is clear that we should do better—much better. We should do better by the taxpayer, better by industry and better by a new generation of innovators. Ultimately one must ask: what does the $104 billion investment in 
Project Constellation,
 which will take a few astronauts back to the Moon, provide for us in longer-term pay-offs? Will we see fundamentally new launch technology or systems that can help us better survive here on planet Earth? Ultimately, will we develop new breakthrough space technology and applications that can help sustain our species? The greatest challenge of the 21st century is not continual economic growth, as it has been for the past few centuries. The 21st century aim should rather be to develop an economy that can sustain human life for millennia to come. We will only be safe as a species when we can sustain life in several homes throughout the Solar System and someday even beyond. This is but one of the key conclusions that cosmologists like Stephen Hawking and Carl Sagan have shared with those homo sapiens who recognize we face different challenges than in the past. The other key insight is that survival and unregulated human industrial and economic growth have now come into conflict. Project Constellation, when examined deep down and with honesty, is not a great leap forward. It most certainly doesn’t give a great deal of ‘bang for the buck’ and it provides very little that US taxpayers would see as crucial to their own needs. Rather than an inspiring vision, it seems, at least to me, to need further thought and reconsideration. The 1980s and 1990s saw a NASA overburdened by the financial and resource demands imposed by the Space Shuttle and the International Space Station. Unless serious consideration is given to creating a ‘new NASA’ that has a greater spark of creativity and more innovative programs, the 21st century may be filled with yet new disappointments. 

Constellation has been a waste of money—Obama’s new plan more effective

United Press International 10 (United Press International, February 2010, “NASA’s Constellation project killed,” Accessed 6/24/11, http://www.upi.com/Science_News/2010/02/01/NASAs-Constellation-project-killed/UPI-46771265058560/)
The proposed FY 2011 federal budget kills NASA's much heralded Constellation program, as expected, but provides the space agency with $100 billion overall. The Constellation program was based on a vision of returning astronauts to the Moon by 2020. However, administration officials said the program was over budget, behind schedule and lacking in innovation due to a failure to invest in critical new technologies. An independent review panel determined that even if fully funded, NASA's program to repeat many of the achievements of the Apollo era, 50 years later, was the least attractive approach to space exploration when compared to potential alternatives. President Barack Obama's proposed budget for NASA includes projects that would support future heavy-lift rocket systems aimed at increasing the capability of future exploration architectures with significantly lower operations costs than current systems.

Constellation was replaced by more effective exploration plans --- boosting leadership

Mace 11 (Frank, “In Defense of the Obama Space Exploration Plan”, Harvard Political Review, 4-7, http://hpronline.org/united-states/in-defense-of-the-obama-space-exploration-plan/)
Obama's new flight plan for NASA is the best course for the country. Last April, President Obama unveiled a comprehensive overhaul of NASA’s future and cancelled much of the Bush-era Constellation plan to return to the moon. Obama’s plan looked to add $6 billion to the NASA budget over the next five years, renew the focus on scientific discovery, lengthen the lifespan of the International Space Station, and most importantly, dramatically increase the role of private contractors in NASA missions. Obama rightly prioritized jobs, science, and national inspiration with his new direction for NASA. This plan drew immediate criticism from, among others, Apollo 11 Commander Neil Armstrong, Apollo 13 Commander James Lovell, and Apollo 17 Commander Eugene Cernan, who jointly wrote in a letter to President Obama: “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 second or even third rate stature.” The three commanders, however, overvalue pure nationalism at the expense of the NASA roles in job creation, science, and national inspiration. In today’s economic climate, our first consideration should be jobs. The Obama Plan would add 2,500 more jobs to the American economy than the Bush-era plan. Additionally, the increased private sector involvement in the space program could generate upwards of 10,000 jobs. Conservative critics of Obama’s plan should take note of this increased reliance on the private sector for innovation—after all, a belief in the efficiency of the private sector is a central Republican tenet. Secondly, Obama’s attention to scientific discoveries with tangible benefits is apt. He endorses exploration of the solar system by robots and a new telescope to succeed Hubble and calls for fresh climate and environmental studies. An extended commitment to the International Space Station further displays Obama’s respect for the scientific discoveries being made onboard. His vision of the role for space exploration is based on science, not nationalism. Finally, Obama’s plan deftly prioritizes national inspiration over simple nationalism. He argues “exploration will once more inspire wonder in a new generation—sparking passions and launching careers . . . because, ultimately, if we fail to press forward in the pursuit of discovery, we are ceding our future and we are ceding that essential element of the American character.” And this plan is not lacking in inspiration capability. It calls for innovation to build a rocket at least two years earlier than under the Constellation program. This point alone negates the three astronauts’ criticism that many years will be “required to recreate the equivalent of what we will have discarded.” Crewed missions into deep space by 2025. Crewed missions to asteroids. Crewed missions into Mars orbit by the 2030s. A landing on mars to follow. This plan will truly continue NASA’s history of inspiring the people, especially the youth, of the United States. Armstrong, Lovell, and Cernon assert that the Obama plan will sacrifice American leadership in space. Worthy recipients of the status of national hero, these astronauts nonetheless hail from the space race era. Obama, however, points out that “what was once a global competition has long since become a global collaboration.” I agree with the president that the ambitious nature of his plan will do nothing but “ensure that our leadership in space is even stronger in this new century than it was in the last” as well as “strengthen America’s leadership here on earth.” Obama’s space exploration plan will create jobs, advance science, and inspire a nation, and it will do so not by sacrificing American dominance in space, but by extending that dominance into new areas of research and exploration.
Constellation Bad: No moon

Constellation’s moon program is worthless – it gets us to the moon but has no infrastructure for what to do once we get there

Spudis 10 [Paul Spudis, geologist and lunar scientist. MarsToday, Feb 9 2010: “The New Space Race” accessed June 25, 2011 from http://www.marstoday.com/news/viewnews.html?id=1376]

The intellectual underpinnings of the VSE began to be undermined by NASA almost immediately. The Exploration Systems Architecture Study (ESAS) made lunar return an Apollo redux, with the development of a large, 150-mT-payload heavy lift vehicle becoming the centerpiece and sine qua non of human spaceflight beyond LEO. An ambitious program to establish an early robotic presence to prospect for resources on the Moon was cancelled, along with the incremental approach outlined by the Vision. Thus, the Moon became a distant goal, with first arrival of humans occurring well after 2020, if then. NASA had chosen something familiar, an architecture very similar to Apollo with little effort made to develop reusable, refuelable spacecraft (although the Altair lander used LOX-hydrogen, so in principle, it could be modified for refueling). In short, the purpose of returning to the Moon, i.e., to create a sustainable human presence based on the use of lunar resources, got lost in the ESAS shuffle. Lunar return became synonymous with "Apollo on Steroids" and heavy-lift rocket building while ESAS (Constellation) became synonymous with the VSE. Project Constellation, the agency project to develop the new Orion spacecraft and Ares I and Ares V launch vehicles, was a costly, throw-away space system that got us to the Moon with considerable capability, but with little or no thought given to planned surface objectives or activities. The idea of finding and learning to use the resources of the Moon became an experiment slated for the manifest of some future mission, not the primary driver or objective of lunar return. Lunar Reconnaissance Orbiter is currently mapping the Moon and sending us data on the extent and nature of lunar resources, but no lander missions are planned to follow up on its findings. The ingenuity of an incremental program was lost and we created no new capability in space. The goal of the VSE is to create the capability to live ON the Moon and OFF its local resources with the goals of self-sufficiency and sustainability, including the production of propellant and refueling of cislunar transport vehicles. A system that is able to routinely go to and from the lunar surface is also able to access any other point in cislunar space. We can eventually export lunar propellant to fueling depots throughout cislunar space, where most of our space assets reside. In short, by going to the Moon, we create a new and qualitatively different capability for space access, a "transcontinental railroad" in space. Such a system would completely transform the paradigm of spaceflight. We would develop serviceable satellites, not ones designed to be abandoned after use. We could create extensible, upgradeable systems, not "use and discard." The ability to transport people and machines throughout cislunar space permits the construction of distributed instead of self-contained systems. Such space assets are more flexible, more capable and more easily defended than conventional ones. 

Constellation’s moon program is worthless – it gets us to the moon but has no infrastructure for what to do once we get there

Spudis 10 [Paul Spudis, geologist and lunar scientist. MarsToday, Feb 9 2010: “The New Space Race” accessed June 25, 2011 from http://www.marstoday.com/news/viewnews.html?id=1376]

The intellectual underpinnings of the VSE began to be undermined by NASA almost immediately. The Exploration Systems Architecture Study (ESAS) made lunar return an Apollo redux, with the development of a large, 150-mT-payload heavy lift vehicle becoming the centerpiece and sine qua non of human spaceflight beyond LEO. An ambitious program to establish an early robotic presence to prospect for resources on the Moon was cancelled, along with the incremental approach outlined by the Vision. Thus, the Moon became a distant goal, with first arrival of humans occurring well after 2020, if then. NASA had chosen something familiar, an architecture very similar to Apollo with little effort made to develop reusable, refuelable spacecraft (although the Altair lander used LOX-hydrogen, so in principle, it could be modified for refueling). In short, the purpose of returning to the Moon, i.e., to create a sustainable human presence based on the use of lunar resources, got lost in the ESAS shuffle. Lunar return became synonymous with "Apollo on Steroids" and heavy-lift rocket building while ESAS (Constellation) became synonymous with the VSE. Project Constellation, the agency project to develop the new Orion spacecraft and Ares I and Ares V launch vehicles, was a costly, throw-away space system that got us to the Moon with considerable capability, but with little or no thought given to planned surface objectives or activities. The idea of finding and learning to use the resources of the Moon became an experiment slated for the manifest of some future mission, not the primary driver or objective of lunar return. Lunar Reconnaissance Orbiter is currently mapping the Moon and sending us data on the extent and nature of lunar resources, but no lander missions are planned to follow up on its findings. The ingenuity of an incremental program was lost and we created no new capability in space. The goal of the VSE is to create the capability to live ON the Moon and OFF its local resources with the goals of self-sufficiency and sustainability, including the production of propellant and refueling of cislunar transport vehicles. A system that is able to routinely go to and from the lunar surface is also able to access any other point in cislunar space. We can eventually export lunar propellant to fueling depots throughout cislunar space, where most of our space assets reside. In short, by going to the Moon, we create a new and qualitatively different capability for space access, a "transcontinental railroad" in space. Such a system would completely transform the paradigm of spaceflight. We would develop serviceable satellites, not ones designed to be abandoned after use. We could create extensible, upgradeable systems, not "use and discard." The ability to transport people and machines throughout cislunar space permits the construction of distributed instead of self-contained systems. Such space assets are more flexible, more capable and more easily defended than conventional ones. 

Constellation Bad: Ares 1 bad

Ares 1 bad-too expensive and unsafe

 Robert Block, Sentinel Space Editor, 08 (“ Sentinel exclusive: Is NASA's Ares doomed?”, The Orlando Sentinel, October 26th, http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2008-10-26/news/ares26_1_rocket-ares-program-cape-canaveral)
Bit by bit, the new rocket ship that is supposed to blast America into the second Space Age and return astronauts to the moon appears to be coming undone. First was the discovery that it lacked sufficient power to lift astronauts in a state-of-the-art capsule into orbit. Then engineers found out that it might vibrate like a giant tuning fork, shaking its crew to death. Now, in the latest setback to the Ares I, computer models show the ship could crash into its launch tower during liftoff. The issue is known as "liftoff drift." Ignition of the rocket's solid-fuel motor makes it "jump" sideways on the pad, and a southeast breeze stronger than 12.7 mph would be enough to push the 309-foot-tall ship into its launch tower. Worst case, the impact would destroy the rocket. But even if that doesn't happen, flames from the rocket would scorch the tower, leading to huge repair costs. "We were told by a person directly involved [in looking at the problem] that as they incorporate more variables into the liftoff-drift-curve model, the worse the curve becomes," said one NASA contractor, who asked not to be named because he wasn't authorized to discuss Ares. "I get the impression that things are quickly going from bad to worse to unrecoverable." NASA says it can solve -- or limit -- the problem by repositioning and redesigning the launchpad. Engineers say that would take as much as a year and cost tens of millions of unbudgeted dollars. What happens with Ares I is crucial to the future of the U.S. manned space program -- and of Kennedy Space Center. KSC is looking at thousands of layoffs after the space shuttle is retired in 2010. Its work force won't grow again until a new rocket launches. In addition, huge expenditures on the rocket could bankrupt the agency's moon plans and prompt a new president to halt the program, delaying America's return to space. 
Constellation Bad: Military Solves for Cuts

Shuttle retirement doesn’t endanger security- military space operations get billions

Dowd, 2K9

(Alan, Senior Fellow of the Fraser Institute, Surrendering Outer Space, http://www.fraseramerica.org/commerce.web/article_details.aspx?pubID=6853 [accessed 6/19/11])

To be sure, the U.S. is not going to cease to be a space-faring nation once the shuttle fleet is retired and American astronauts are reduced to hitching a ride on Russian rockets. The Pentagon will continue to be active in space during the interregnum when the U.S. is not able to transport its own to and from space. In fact, the Washington Post has estimated that NASA receives less than half of what space programs related to national security receive, which would translate into some $36 billion (Kauffman).

Obama Plan Good: Key to to space
The Obama Space plan solvs better than Constellation, Involves Private sector, increases US leadership in space.

Carsen 2010

(Dan Carsen  Staff writer for the washington post February 17, 2010 Wednesday Regional Edition Keeping the U.S. in the space raceSECTION: EDITORIAL COPY; Pg. A12 Accessed June 23 2011 Lexis Nexis JM)
Charles Krauthammer was badly off target in his Feb. 12 op-ed, "Closing the new frontier," on the Obama administration's plans for the U.S. space program. As the blue-ribbon Augustine Committee concluded last year, the Bush plan, not the Obama plan, would have left the United States a loser in space.Despite valiant efforts by NASA and its contractors, President George W. Bush's Constellation program would not have been able to send astronauts to the international space station until two years after the station had crashed into the ocean. The Augustine Committee also concluded that America's dependence on Russia to get to low-Earth orbit is likely to be shorter under the new plan, with its increased participation of the private sector. As for returning to the moon, the last administration's target of doing so by 2020 was by now unachievable under any budget.The Obama administration's plan adds $6 billion to NASA's budget over five years and extends the life of the space station to get full value from the nearly $100 billion invested in it. It partners with the private sector to develop quicker, cheaper, home-grown capacity to put astronauts in orbit; invests in R&D for game-changing technologies to take Americans to deep-space destinations faster; and revitalizes NASA programs in Earth observation, space science and aeronautics.The administration's plan for NASA is right for the agency, for the times and for continuing U.S. leadership in space.John P. Holdren is President Obama's science and technology adviser and director of the White Office of Science and Technology Policy. Charles Bolden is NASA administrator.Two near-miracles happened when I read Charles Krauthammer's Feb. 12 column: First, I agreed with him. It would be a shame to cede our dominance of near-Earth space. Second, and even more surprising, I witnessed a conservative pundit skewering the president for turning over a field of endeavor to the private sector.
Nothing can solve the shuttle gap- only Obama’s plan can get America back into space 
The Washington Post ‘10
(prestigious news corporation, Feb. 17, 2010, Keeping the U.S. in the space race, June 24, 2011, http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/)
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plan, would have left the United States a loser in space. Despite valiant efforts by NASA and its contractors, President George W. Bush's Constellation program would not have been able to send astronauts to the international space station until two years after the station had crashed into the ocean. The Augustine Committee also concluded that America's dependence on Russia to get to low-Earth orbit is likely to be shorter under the new plan, with its increased participation of the private sector. As for returning to the moon, the last administration's target of doing so by 2020 was by now unachievable under any budget. The Obama administration's plan adds $6 billion to NASA's budget over five years and extends the life of the space station to get full value from the nearly $100 billion invested in it. It partners with the private sector to develop quicker, cheaper, home-grown capacity to put astronauts in orbit; invests in R&D for game-changing technologies to take Americans to deep-space destinations faster; and revitalizes NASA programs in Earth observation, space science and aeronautics. The administration's plan for NASA is right for the agency, for the times and for continuing U.S. leadership in space
Obama’s post-Constellation program solves the funding issues associated with Constellation.

UPI 10 [United Press International, Inc. Feb 1 2010: “NASA's Constellation project killed” accessed June 24, 2011 from http://www.upi.com/Science_News/2010/02/01/NASAs-Constellation-project-killed/UPI-46771265058560/]

WASHINGTON, Feb. 1 (UPI) -- The proposed FY 2011 federal budget kills NASA's much heralded Constellation program, as expected, but provides the space agency with $100 billion overall. The Constellation program was based on a vision of returning astronauts to the Moon by 2020. However, administration officials said the program was over budget, behind schedule and lacking in innovation due to a failure to invest in critical new technologies. An independent review panel determined that even if fully funded, NASA's program to repeat many of the achievements of the Apollo era, 50 years later, was the least attractive approach to space exploration when compared to potential alternatives. President Barack Obama's proposed budget for NASA includes projects that would support future heavy-lift rocket systems aimed at increasing the capability of future exploration architectures with significantly lower operations costs than current systems. The proposal includes $369 million for new technology development and test programs aimed at increasing the capabilities and reducing the cost of future space activities. Officials said $600 million would be used to complete the final five space shuttle missions and allow an orderly retirement of the program, even if its schedule extends into FY 2011. An additional $183 million would extend operations of the International Space Station. The proposed NASA budget would also accelerate development of new satellites for Earth science priorities and support a contract with industry to provide astronaut transportation to the space station, reducing reliance on foreign crew transports. 

Obama’s post-Constellation program funds trips to the ISS, leads to more jobs, and makes Mars exploration possible

Scientific American 10 [Scientific American, winner of the 2011 National Magazine Award for General Excellence. Feb 1 2010: “NASA's return to Moon is axed” accessed June 24, 2011 from http://www.scientificamerican.com/article.cfm?id=nasas-return-to-moon-is-axed-2010-02]

NASA will also invest in private industry to develop and build replacements for the space shuttle which is being retired this year. The new rockets will deliver astronauts and supplies to the international space station whose life will be extended to 2020 or beyond. NASA has spent $9 billion so far on Constellation. But Administrator Charlie Bolden said the project was over-budget and so behind schedule that it would have been unlikely to get to the Moon until the 2030s. Bush's Vision for Space Exploration had aimed to land humans on the Moon by 2020 - more than 50 years after the first visit by Apollo 11. Mr Bolden, a former astronaut who was appointed by Obama last year, said: "As we focused so much of our effort and funding on just getting to the Moon, we were neglecting investments in the key technologies that would be required to go beyond." He added: "While there will no doubt be challenges as a result of cancelling Constellation, the funding for NASA is increasing, so we expect to support as many if not more jobs." Mr Bolden said that developing new private-enterprise craft to fly to the space station, as many as 5,000 new jobs could be created. NASA's budget would actually increase by $6 billion over the next five years. There will be more emphasis on missions to study the Earth from space. And robotic missions would help pave the way for later human exploration of the Moon, Mars and nearby asteroids. Last night, Apollo 11 astronaut Buzz Aldrin, the second man to walk on the Moon, said he "strongly endorsed" the President's new direction for NASA. He said: "As an Apollo astronaut, I know the importance of always pushing new frontiers as we explore space. The truth is, that we have already been to the Moon - some 40 years ago. "A near-term focus on lowering the cost of access to space and on developing key, cutting-edge technologies to take us further, faster, is just what our nation needs to maintain its position as the leader in space exploration for the rest of this century. "We need to be in this for the long haul, and this program will allow us to again be pushing the boundaries to achieve new and challenging things beyond Earth. "I hope NASA will embrace this new direction as much as I do, and help us all continue to use space exploration to drive prosperity and innovation right here on Earth. I also believe the steps we will be taking following the President's direction will best position NASA and other space agencies to send humans to Mars and other exciting destinations as quickly as possible. "To do that, we will need to support many types of game-changing technologies NASA and its partners will be developing. Mars is the next frontier for humankind, and NASA will be leading the way there if we aggressively support the President's plans. "Finally, I am excited to think that the development of commercial capabilities to send humans into low earth orbit will likely result in so many more earthlings being able to experience the transformative power of spaceflight. "I can personally attest to the fact that the experience results in a different perspective on life on Earth, and on our future as a species. I applaud the President for working to make this dream a reality."

Obama Plan Good: Funding and Morale
Obama’s post-Constellation plan guarantees jobs, encourages scientific development, boosts national morale, and guarantees American space leadership

Mace 11 [Frank Mace, online columnist for HPR. Harvard Political Review, April 7 2011: “In Defense of the Obama Space Exploration Plan” accessed June 24, 2011 from http://hpronline.org/united-states/in-defense-of-the-obama-space-exploration-plan/]

When the shuttle Endeavour lifts off from central Florida later this month, it will mark the near conclusion of the space shuttle era. Under the command of Mark Kelly, husband of recently wounded Congresswoman Gabrielle Giffords, Endeavour will embark on the second-to-last shuttle mission. It is therefore a ripe time to examine what’s next for NASA. Obama's new flight plan for NASA is the best course for the country. Last April, President Obama unveiled a comprehensive overhaul of NASA’s future and cancelled much of the Bush-era Constellation plan to return to the moon. Obama’s plan looked to add $6 billion to the NASA budget over the next five years, renew the focus on scientific discovery, lengthen the lifespan of the International Space Station, and most importantly, dramatically increase the role of private contractors in NASA missions. Obama rightly prioritized jobs, science, and national inspiration with his new direction for NASA. This plan drew immediate criticism from, among others, Apollo 11 Commander Neil Armstrong, Apollo 13 Commander James Lovell, and Apollo 17 Commander Eugene Cernan, who jointly wrote in a letter to President Obama: “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 second or even third rate stature.” The three commanders, however, overvalue pure nationalism at the expense of the NASA roles in job creation, science, and national inspiration. In today’s economic climate, our first consideration should be jobs. The Obama Plan would add 2,500 more jobs to the American economy than the Bush-era plan. Additionally, the increased private sector involvement in the space program could generate upwards of 10,000 jobs. Conservative critics of Obama’s plan should take note of this increased reliance on the private sector for innovation—after all, a belief in the efficiency of the private sector is a central Republican tenet. Secondly, Obama’s attention to scientific discoveries with tangible benefits is apt. He endorses exploration of the solar system by robots and a new telescope to succeed Hubble and calls for fresh climate and environmental studies. An extended commitment to the International Space Station further displays Obama’s respect for the scientific discoveries being made onboard. His vision of the role for space exploration is based on science, not nationalism. Finally, Obama’s plan deftly prioritizes national inspiration over simple nationalism. He argues “exploration will once more inspire wonder in a new generation—sparking passions and launching careers . . . because, ultimately, if we fail to press forward in the pursuit of discovery, we are ceding our future and we are ceding that essential element of the American character.” And this plan is not lacking in inspiration capability. It calls for innovation to build a rocket at least two years earlier than under the Constellation program. This point alone negates the three astronauts’ criticism that many years will be “required to recreate the equivalent of what we will have discarded.” Crewed missions into deep space by 2025. Crewed missions to asteroids. Crewed missions into Mars orbit by the 2030s. A landing on mars to follow. This plan will truly continue NASA’s history of inspiring the people, especially the youth, of the United States. Armstrong, Lovell, and Cernon assert that the Obama plan will sacrifice American leadership in space. Worthy recipients of the status of national hero, these astronauts nonetheless hail from the space race era. Obama, however, points out that “what was once a global competition has long since become a global collaboration.” I agree with the president that the ambitious nature of his plan will do nothing but “ensure that our leadership in space is even stronger in this new century than it was in the last” as well as “strengthen America’s leadership here on earth.” Obama’s space exploration plan will create jobs, advance science, and inspire a nation, and it will do so not by sacrificing American dominance in space, but by extending that dominance into new areas of research and exploration. 

Squo solves the aff – Obama’s program retains all the best parts of constellation

Dozolme 10 (Philippe Dozolme, Mining and Explosives specialist with Masters in Commerce and Administration, 2010, Moon Resources Pays For The Trip, June 26th, http://mining.about.com/od/InnovationTechnology/a/Moon-Resources-Pays-For-The-Trip.htm) 

First, this is a short trip. The Moon is “only” a three or four day trip. Mars takes more likely six to nine months each way. When President Obama killed the Constellation Program in 2010, experts such as John Millis were already anticipating: “It is still possible that elements of the Constellation Program could reemerge in a new program, but it is not clear what the new direction will be.” Senator Shelby’s continuation clause contributed to this reemergence. And so did the variety, quantity and quality of the resources progressively assessed to be present in the lunar regolith (Deep Impact Probe, Cassini Space Probe, NASA's Lunar Prospector, Pentagon's Clementine probe, Chandrayaan-1, inter alia). Some scientists, and lobbyist also defend moon mining as a gateway to asteroid mining (to be said to be a lot richer in resources – see for example Mark J. Sonter academic paper on the subject: “The Technical and Economic Feasibility of Mining the Near-Earth Asteroids”). “Affordability and sustainability of space exploration” is a typical example of new concepts that emerged from this challenging US budgetary and political context. Concepts that are now at the heart of NASA’s strategy. Tenants of moon mining are obviously using those arguments to strengthen their position and are also leveraging on the less conservative parts of the 2010 US Administration strategy: 

Obama Plan Good: key multi-polarity

The current space policy leads to multi-polarity

Pasztor, 10 (June 29th, 2010, Andy Pasztor is a reporter for the WSJ, “White House Unveils Space-Policy Goals”, accessed June 23, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703964104575335373959874074.html, SK)

The Obama administration's move to significantly expand cooperation with other countries in space comes as likely foreign partners appear increasingly ready to embrace the same strategy. The White House, as expected, released revamped space-policy goals aimed at stepping up joint international efforts across a wide range of scientific, exploration and national-security projects. From weather satellites to robotic spacecraft to reducing hazards posed by orbital debris, the new U.S. posture aims to join with other nations "to the greatest extent practicable" in designing, executing and sharing data from future programs. Noting that priorities have changed because the U.S. is no longer "racing against an adversary" such as the former Soviet Union, President Barack Obama stressed that "one of our central goals is to promote peaceful cooperation and collaboration" as a way to prevent conflicts in space. As part of the administration's previously proposed changes to reorient manned space exploration and launch U.S. astronauts aboard privately operated rockets, the National Aeronautics and Space Administration already was moving to expand international ties. NASA chief Charles Bolden has repeatedly said that future trips to Mars or other points deep in the solar system—missions the president himself advocates—won't be possible without extensive international cooperation. Now, such ideas seem to be gaining traction overseas. Just a few days ago, according to an agency release that came out Monday, senior space managers from the U.S., China, Russia, Japan, South Korea and various European governments agreed to "coordinate a long-term space exploration vision that is sustainable and affordable." No details were announced. 
Privatization Good: Cheap and leads to Space travel
The private space industry is cheaper and better for the economy – it will kick-start a spaceflight industry that can exploit new opportunities and reduce NASA expenditures

Milstein 09 [Michael Milstein, writer. Popular Mechanics, Oct 1 2009: “NASA Makes Space U-Turn, Opening Arms to Private Industry” accessed June 24, 2011 from http://www.popularmechanics.com/science/space/4263233]

Because of a new focus for NASA's strategic investments--not to mention incentives like the Ansari X Prize, which spurred the space-tourism business, and the Google Lunar X Prize, which could do the same for payloads--private-sector spaceships could be ready for government service soon, says Sam Scimemi, who heads NASA's Commercial Orbital Transportation Services program. "The industry has grown up," he tells PM. "It used to be that only NASA or the Air Force could do such things." NASA got its start in aeronautics research, kick-starting a U.S. aviation industry that came to dominate the world. NASA administrator Michael Griffin said in an interview last year with PM that he wants the agency to do the same for commercial space transportation. "I'd like for us to get to the point where we have the kind of private/public synergy in space flight that we have had for a hundred years in aviation," Griffin said. The spirit of private enterprise is crucial to the future of space exploration, he acknowledged. "I see a day in the not-very-distant future where instead of NASA buying a vehicle, we buy a ticket for our astronauts to ride to low Earth orbit, or a bill of lading for a cargo delivery to space station by a private operator. I want us to get to that point." Hauling cargo represents the grunt work of space exploration and, dominated by the space shuttle, it has long gobbled millions of dollars of NASA's budget. The agency's new vision hands that duty off to private companies that, freed from government paperwork, can do it more economically. This would free up more of the NASA budget for space exploration missions, Scimemi says. Following the Capitol Hill mantra that saving money requires spending it, NASA has been signing big-ticket contracts with private space companies to match up their research and development with agency priorities. In February, NASA committed $170 million to Orbital Sciences of Dulles, Va., to help it develop reliable, economical vehicles to send cargo--and, eventually, people--into low Earth orbit. The agency has a similar agreement with Elon Musk's rocketeering powerhouse Space X, plus technology-sharing deals (sans funding) with five other companies. The second phase of NASA's investment strategy involves renting these vessels for cargo hauling missions--a necessity after the space shuttle retires in 2010. Last month, the agency sought proposals for private cargo resupply missions to the International Space Station. Financial support from NASA represents an important vote of confidence that should help space entrepreneurs leverage even more money from private investors, says XCOR Aerospace CFO Randy Baker. XCOR could take astronaut trainees or scientists to the edge of space on its small, agile space planes for perhaps $250,000, compared to the many millions NASA spends on each launch. At the same time, however, Baker says the company's business plan does not hinge on government support. NASA has undergone a cultural revolution, compared to the 1980s and 1990s, in its attitude toward the private sector, says David Gump, president of Transformational Space Corp., which had an early contract with NASA to help design a new space capsule. He notes that NASA turned away Dennis Tito, the first suborbital tourist, but later tried to help pop star Lance Bass reach space. Gump says this signals the agency's emphasis on public attention and appeal, says Gump, who insists that even space exploration must have commercial value if it's going to sustain itself over the long term. Private companies, for instance, may find commercial opportunities in space--be it mining the moon or holding lotteries for trips into space--that NASA might never notice or think to exploit. Those same opportunities may pay off for NASA by helping to make mass space transportation of cargo and crews more affordable, Gump says. "The main challenge of going back to the moon is doing it sustainably and affordably," he says. For that to happen, "We've got to move toward things that cost a lot less than they do now ... Governments in general are not willing to step up and take the risk necessary to get to that point. In government, you're only punished for failure. You're not really rewarded for success."
Private funding allows for faster implementation of key space assets like military satellites and potential exploration of Mars

Boyle 11 [Rebecca Boyle, writer. Popular Science, 2/11/11: “Private Space Industry Could Pay For Military Communications and Commercialized Mars Missions” accessed June 25, 2011 from http://www.popsci.com/technology/article/2011-02/privatized-space-could-encompass-military-communications-and-future-mars-missions]

The trend toward commercialized space is reaching into military communications and even a human expedition to Mars. Advocates say such public-private partnerships could bring down mission costs and speed up the process. First, the Air Force’s Space and Missile Systems Center signaled that communications satellites could increasingly have extra bandwidth set aside for military use, following a 6-month study by four aerospace firms. Boeing, Intelsat, Space Systems/Loral and Orbital Sciences were awarded $3.7 million to study modifying commercial satellite capabilities for military purposes, including setting aside bandwidth in military frequencies. The firms will examine how they can meet military requirements with minimal modifications to their commercial platforms. These so-called hosted payloads are additional payloads added to a commercial satellite for the purpose of being leased to a government user. They could help private firms make more money and would give the military some extra bandwidth. Boeing alone has received five hosted-payload orders in the past year and a half, said Craig Cooning, vice president and general manager of Boeing Space & Intelligence Systems, in a press release. Boeing says one of the main benefits is delivery speed — the private sector moves pretty fast, and a commercial satellite carrying a hosted payload can be ready in less than three years. Meanwhile, NASA scientists are proposing corporate financing for a human mission to Mars, rather than relying on government support. Private firms could raise $160 billion for the trip and a Mars colony, according to Joel Levine, a senior research scientist at NASA Langley Research Center. Levine makes the case in the book “The Human Mission to Mars: Colonizing the Red Planet,” which he co-edited with Rudy Schild of the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. Pizza Hut Rocket: Feature Photo Service Companies could sell merchandise and broadcast rights to pay for the expedition, which could create 500,000 new jobs over 10 years, Levine argues. There’s certainly precedent for this — Google is sponsoring the $30 million Lunar X Prize, an effort to launch a robot to the moon by the end of 2015 and drive it one-third of a mile. And way back in 1999, Pizza Hut paid $1 million to sponsor the launch of a proton rocket that delivered key components of the then-tiny International Space Station. Still, those were paltry sums compared to a hugely expensive Mars trip. Cost and safety concerns could be major roadblocks for the private sector. But commercialization is very much in NASA’s future, even if the space agency doesn’t privatize the space shuttles. The space agency’s administrator, former astronaut Charles Bolden, said at an industry conference this week that NASA can’t survive without strong partnerships with private space companies. “When I retire the space shuttles, that's it for NASA access to low-Earth orbit – we need you,” he said. 
Privatization key to humanity’s future in space
Foust, 10 (jeff,  editor and publisher of The Space Review, “ Review: The Privatization of Space Exploration”,http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1617/1)
 Solomon is largely sympathetic to the argument that a greater role for the commercial space industry is essential to humanity long-term future in space. “For too long, NASA’s culture remained indifferent, if not hostile, to commercial activity,” he writes. “In the early decades of the twenty-first century, perhaps NASA managers will embrace commercialization and innovation.” Today NASA’s leadership appears to have done just that, with the pro-commercialization elements of the new budget proposal. However, whether NASA will follow through—and whether the commercial sector can, in fact, deliver—will be among the key questions of space policy in the coming years. 
Commercialization solves space missions
Foust, 04 (Jeff, “ Commercializing the new space initiative”, The Space Review, March 1st, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/109/1)

While there’s no indication that commercial capabilities played a role in that decision, NASA arguably could be rightly skeptical of a commercialized lunar mission. LunaCorp, for example, has yet to fly a mission after over a decade’s worth of planning, while TransOrbital has seen the launch date for TrailBlazer gradually slip to the right. Other ventures, such as Applied Space Resources, which made a big splash in the late 1990s with plans for a series of lunar sample return missions, have since disappeared. Regardless, that decision doesn’t sit well with some commercial advocates. “Goddard hasn’t done anything with the Moon,” said Jim Dunstan, a co-founder of LunaCorp, during a panel discussion on space policy held February 17 at the Georgetown Law School in Washington DC. “Why suddenly have we decided that Goddard is the place to go for lunar knowledge? If I wanted to go to the Moon, the guys I would be calling up would be Alan Binder, who designed the Lunar Prospector mission, or the guys who built the Clementine mission. NASA really needs to look at the private sector.” Jim Muncy of PoliSpace, speaking at the same forum, sees commercialization of lunar missions as a “litmus test” for the role the private sector can play in the new initiative. “If NASA can’t figure out how to deal with real businessmen to do as fairly pedestrian an exploration mission as a survey of the lunar poles, then it doesn’t speak very well of the role of the private sector and entrepreneurial creativity in the rest of the agenda,” he said. “It’s the $64 billion question.” Other entrepreneurs are less skeptical about NASA’s plans. “With the entry of NASA into the equation it actually enhances the commercial prospects for TransOrbital,” said company president Dennis Laurie in an interview. “In addition to our normal commercial opportunities we now have the possibilities connected with NASA programs and their associated vendors. Those are prospective customers that did not exist in our business plan prior to the president’s notice about returning to the Moon.” The broader role of commercialization Beyond robotic lunar missions the role of the commercial sector in the new space initiative remains as sketchy as the details of the initiative itself. Speaking at a Marshall Institute space policy forum in Washington on February 20, Stu Nozette, a program manager at DARPA and one of the principles behind the Clementine mission a decade ago, said he sees “synergies” between NASA’s goals and the commercial sector. Those opportunities range from communications in the near term to “wealth creation through resource extraction” on the Moon 15 to 30 years down the road. “One of the things a program like this will do is really encourage people to get into the space business,” he said. Although NASA doesn’t appear to be interested in a commercial role for the initial robotic lunar missions, officials say they’re willing to look at the possibilities for commercialization in other aspects of the initiative. “We plan to take full advantage of commercial capabilities and services where we can,” said Doug Comstock, Director of Strategic Investments at NASA Headquarters, during a February 26 space policy discussion organized by Women in Aerospace. “I think there will be opportunities based on the capabilities available.” While the commercial sector may not have the capabilities or resources to pull off every aspect of the proposed exploration agenda, there are roles that private industry can play beyond being a contractor. “Nobody, even Bill Gates if you gave him a huge tax subsidy, is going to take on the whole job of sending 100 people over a period of years to Mars,” said Muncy. “But Bill Gates could fund a lunar mission with pocket change. I suspect that if Bill Gates funded it with his own money, he would have more of an investment of making sure that it succeeded than the average government employee or aerospace contractor. There is something to having your own money in the game.” In the short term, commercialization may be largely irrelevant to the ability of NASA to successfully achieve the milestones President Bush laid out in January. In the long run, however, if this initiative is to truly follow in the footsteps of Lewis and Clark, it may prove essential to involve the private sector to ensure that the development of space is not forever reliant on the capricious nature of government budgets. 
Privatization able to solve for manned space flight

Nelson, 11 (Steven, The Daily Caller, “ Fiscal conservatives call for increased privatization of space”, Feb 8th, http://dailycaller.com/2011/02/08/fiscal-conservatives-call-for-increased-privatization-of-space/)

Space spending has long been the multibillion-dollar government project that is rarely discussed and even more infrequently brought up as a primary focus by fiscal conservatives. Tuesday morning the Competitive Space Task Force, a self-described group of fiscal conservatives and free-market leaders, hosted a press conference to encourage increased privatization of the space industry. Members of the task force issued several recommendations to Congress, including finding an American replacement to the Space Shuttle (so to minimize the costly expenditures on use of Russian spacecraft) and encouraging more private investment in the development of manned spacecraft. Former Republican Rep. Robert S. Walker of Pennsylvania said, “If we really want to ‘win the future’, we cannot abandon our commitment to space exploration and human spaceflight. The fastest path to space is not through Moscow, but through the American entrepreneur.” Task Force chairman Rand Simberg, of the Competitive Enterprise Institute, said, “By opening space up to the American people and their enterprises, NASA can ignite an economic, technological, and innovation renaissance, and the United States will regain its rightful place as the world leader in space.”

Privatization solves fast

Milstein, 09 (Michael, Popular Mechanics, “ NASA Makes Space U-Turn, Opening Arms to Private Industry”,http://www.popularmechanics.com/science/space/4263233)
Because of a new focus for NASA's strategic investments--not to mention incentives like the Ansari X Prize, which spurred the space-tourism business, and the Google Lunar X Prize, which could do the same for payloads--private-sector spaceships could be ready for government service soon, says Sam Scimemi, who heads NASA's Commercial Orbital Transportation Services program. "The industry has grown up," he tells PM. "It used to be that only NASA or the Air Force could do such things." NASA got its start in aeronautics research, kick-starting a U.S. aviation industry that came to dominate the world. NASA administrator Michael Griffin said in an interview last year with PM that he wants the agency to do the same for commercial space transportation. "I'd like for us to get to the point where we have the kind of private/public synergy in space flight that we have had for a hundred years in aviation," Griffin said. The spirit of private enterprise is crucial to the future of space exploration, he acknowledged. "I see a day in the not-very-distant future where instead of NASA buying a vehicle, we buy a ticket for our astronauts to ride to low Earth orbit, or a bill of lading for a cargo delivery to space station by a private operator. I want us to get to that point." Hauling cargo represents the grunt work of space exploration and, dominated by the space shuttle, it has long gobbled millions of dollars of NASA's budget. The agency's new vision hands that duty off to private companies that, freed from government paperwork, can do it more economically. This would free up more of the NASA budget for space exploration missions, Scimemi says. Following the Capitol Hill mantra that saving money requires spending it, NASA has been signing big-ticket contracts with private space companies to match up their research and development with agency priorities. In February, NASA committed $170 million to Orbital Sciences of Dulles, Va., to help it develop reliable, economical vehicles to send cargo--and, eventually, people--into low Earth orbit. The agency has a similar agreement with Elon Musk's rocketeering powerhouse Space X, plus technology-sharing deals (sans funding) with five other companies. The second phase of NASA's investment strategy involves renting these vessels for cargo hauling missions--a necessity after the space shuttle retires in 2010. Last month, the agency sought proposals for private cargo resupply missions to the International Space Station. Financial support from NASA represents an important vote of confidence that should help space entrepreneurs leverage even more money from private investors, says XCOR Aerospace CFO Randy Baker. XCOR could take astronaut trainees or scientists to the edge of space on its small, agile space planes for perhaps $250,000, compared to the many millions NASA spends on each launch. At the same time, however, Baker says the company's business plan does not hinge on government support. NASA has undergone a cultural revolution, compared to the 1980s and 1990s, in its attitude toward the private sector, says David Gump, president of Transformational Space Corp., which had an early contract with NASA to help design a new space capsule. He notes that NASA turned away Dennis Tito, the first suborbital tourist, but later tried to help pop star Lance Bass reach space. Gump says this signals the agency's emphasis on public attention and appeal, says Gump, who insists that even space exploration must have commercial value if it's going to sustain itself over the long term. Private companies, for instance, may find commercial opportunities in space--be it mining the moon or holding lotteries for trips into space--that NASA might never notice or think to exploit. Those same opportunities may pay off for NASA by helping to make mass space transportation of cargo and crews more affordable, Gump says. "The main challenge of going back to the moon is doing it sustainably and affordably," he says. For that to happen, "We've got to move toward things that cost a lot less than they do now ... Governments in general are not willing to step up and take the risk necessary to get to that point. In government, you're only punished for failure. You're not really rewarded for success." 
Private companies will be key to space programs . Privatizing allows economic and technological increases.

Newt Gingrich and Robert S. Walker  SPECIAL TO THE WASHINGTON TIMES February 15, 2010 Monday,Obama's brave reboot for NASA (Wexler & Walker Chairman Robert S. Walker has an insider’s knowledge of politics and policy based on decades of high-level government experience.  Recognized as one of Washington ’s leading political strategists, Congressman Walker is in constant demand for his in-depth counsel on public policy issues and trends.)
Privatizing isn't just for Republicans B, COMMENTARY; Pg. 3, Accessed June 21 2011 LexisNexis  JM
Despite the shrieks you might have heard from a few special interests, the Obama administration's

 HYPERLINK  "http://www.lexisnexis.com/lnacui2api/search/XMLCrossLinkSearch.do?bct=A&risb=21_T12209529393&returnToId=20_T12209552899&csi=8176&A=0.5111959517471615&sourceCSI=9369&indexTerm=%23PE000A0BO%23&searchTerm=Obama administration%27s &indexType=P"   budget for the National Aeronautics and Space Administration deserves strong approval from Republicans. The 2011 spending plan for the space agency does what is obvious to anyone who cares about man's future in space and what presidential commissions have been recommending for nearly a decade. The Commission on the Future of the United States Aerospace Industry in 2002 suggested that greater commercial activity in space was the proper way forward. The Aldridge Commission of 2004, headed by former Secretary of the Air Force Edward C. "Pete" Aldridge, made clear that the only way NASA could achieve success with President George W. Bush's Vision for Space Exploration was to expand the space enterprise with greater use of commercial assets. Most recently, the Augustine Commission, headed by Norman R. Augustine, former chief executive of Lockheed Martin, made clear that commercial providers of space-launch services were a necessary part of maintaining space leadership for the United States.NASA consistently ignored or rejected the advice provided to it by outside experts. The internal culture within the agency was actively hostile to commercial enterprise. A belief had grown from the days when the Apollo program landed humans on the moon that only NASA could do space well and therefore only NASA projects and programs were worthy. To his credit, former NASA Administrator Michael Griffin adopted a program to begin to access commercial companies for hauling cargo to the International Space Station. That program existed alongside the much larger effort to build a new generation of space vehicles designed to take us back to the moon. It has been under constant financial pressure because of the cost overruns in the moon mission, called Constellation.With the new NASA budget, the leadership of the agency is attempting to refocus the manned space program along the lines that successive panels of experts have recommended. The space shuttle program, which was scheduled to end, largely for safety reasons, will be terminated as scheduled. The Constellation program also will be terminated, mostly because its ongoing costs cannot by absorbed withinprojected NASA budget limits. The International Space Station will have its life extended to at least 2020, thereby preserving a $100 billion laboratory asset that otherwise was due to be dumped in the Pacific Ocean by middecade. The budget also sets forth an aggressive program for having cargo and astronaut crews delivered to the space station by commercial providers. The use of commercial launch companies to carry cargo and crews into low earth orbit will be controversial, but it should not be. The launch-vehicle portion of the Constellation program was so far behind schedule that the United States was not going to have independent access for humans into space for at least five years after the shutdown of the shuttle. We were going to rely upon the Russians to deliver our astronaut personnel to orbit. We have long had a cooperative arrangement with the Russians for space transportation but always have possessed our own capability. The use of commercial carriers in the years ahead will preserve that kind of independent American access.Reliance on commercial launch services will provide many other benefits. It will open the doors to more people having the opportunity to go to space. It has the potential of creating thousands of new jobs, largely the kind of high-tech work to which our nation should aspire. In the same way the railroads opened the American West, commercial access can open vast new opportunities in space. All of this new activity will expand the space enterprise, and in doing so, will improve the economic competitiveness of our country.
Privatizations good: Solves Leadership
Privatization solves American space leadership
Nelson 11

(Steven Nelson, writer for the Daily Caller, 02/08/2011, Fiscal conservatives call for increased privatization of space, June 23, 2011, http://dailycaller.com/2011/02/08/fiscal-conservatives-call-for-increased-privatization-of-space/)
Tuesday morning the Competitive Space Task Force, a self-described group of fiscal conservatives and free-market leaders, hosted a press conference to encourage increased privatization of the space industry. Members of the task force issued several recommendations to Congress, including finding an American replacement to the Space Shuttle (so to minimize the costly expenditures on use of Russian spacecraft) and encouraging more private investment in the development of manned spacecraft. Former Republican Rep. Robert S. Walker of Pennsylvania said, “If we really want to ‘win the future’, we cannot abandon our commitment to space exploration and human spaceflight. The fastest path to space is not through Moscow, but through the American entrepreneur.” Task Force chairman Rand Simberg, of the Competitive Enterprise Institute, said, “By opening space up to the American people and their enterprises, NASA can ignite an economic, technological, and innovation renaissance, and the United States will regain its rightful place as the world leader in space.” Also speaking at the press conference was Tom Schatz of Citizens Against Government Waste.
Privatization Good: NASA crowds out private sector

Crowding out the Private Sector with NASA Programs hurts US Expansion and Advancement of Technology

Boaz 08 

[David Boaz, senior fellow at the Cato Institute. Cato at Liberty. Published online September 15, 2008. “Space Privatization – from Cato to the BBC.” Date Accessed: 6/24/11. http://www.cato-at-liberty.org/space-privatization-from-cato-to-the-bbc/]


Those ideas may sound radical, but not if you’ve been following the work of the Cato Institute. As long ago as 1986, Alan Pell Crawford wrote hopefully that “space commercialization … is a reality,” and looked forward to the country making progress toward a free market in space. The elimination of NASA was a recommendation in the Cato Handbook for Congress in 1999. Edward L. Hudgins, former editor of Regulation magazine, wrote a great deal about private options in space. In 1995, he testified before the House Committee on Appropriations that the government should move out of non-defense related space activities, noting the high costs and wastefulness incurred by NASA. In 2001, Hudgins wrote “A Plea for Private Cosmonauts,” in which he  urged the United States to follow the Russians (!) in rediscovering the benefits of free markets after NASA refused to honor Dennis Tito’s request for a trip to the ISS. Hudgins testified again before the House in 2001, this time before the Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics. He noted that since the beginning of the Space Age, NASA has actively discouraged and barred many private space endeavors. This effectively works against the advancement and expansion of technology, while pushing out talent to foreign countries who court American scientists and researches to launch from their less-regulated facilities. In “Move Aside NASA,” Hudgins reported that neither the station nor the shuttle does much important science. This makes the price tag of $100 billion for the ISS, far above its original projected cost, unjustifiable. Michael Gough in 1997 argued that the space “shuttle is a bust scientifically and commercially” and that both successful and unsuccessful NASA programs have crowded out private explorers, eliminating the possibility of lessening those problems. Molly K. Macauley of Resources for the Future argued in the Summer 2003 issue of Regulation that legislators and regulators had failed to take into account “the ills of price regulation, government competition, or command-and-control management” in making laws for space exploration.

Privatization Good: Key space industry and economy

The private space industry is cheaper and better for the economy – it will kick-start a spaceflight industry that can exploit new opportunities and reduce NASA expenditures

Milstein 09 [Michael Milstein, writer. Popular Mechanics, Oct 1 2009: “NASA Makes Space U-Turn, Opening Arms to Private Industry” accessed June 24, 2011 from http://www.popularmechanics.com/science/space/4263233]

Because of a new focus for NASA's strategic investments--not to mention incentives like the Ansari X Prize, which spurred the space-tourism business, and the Google Lunar X Prize, which could do the same for payloads--private-sector spaceships could be ready for government service soon, says Sam Scimemi, who heads NASA's Commercial Orbital Transportation Services program. "The industry has grown up," he tells PM. "It used to be that only NASA or the Air Force could do such things." NASA got its start in aeronautics research, kick-starting a U.S. aviation industry that came to dominate the world. NASA administrator Michael Griffin said in an interview last year with PM that he wants the agency to do the same for commercial space transportation. "I'd like for us to get to the point where we have the kind of private/public synergy in space flight that we have had for a hundred years in aviation," Griffin said. The spirit of private enterprise is crucial to the future of space exploration, he acknowledged. "I see a day in the not-very-distant future where instead of NASA buying a vehicle, we buy a ticket for our astronauts to ride to low Earth orbit, or a bill of lading for a cargo delivery to space station by a private operator. I want us to get to that point." Hauling cargo represents the grunt work of space exploration and, dominated by the space shuttle, it has long gobbled millions of dollars of NASA's budget. The agency's new vision hands that duty off to private companies that, freed from government paperwork, can do it more economically. This would free up more of the NASA budget for space exploration missions, Scimemi says. Following the Capitol Hill mantra that saving money requires spending it, NASA has been signing big-ticket contracts with private space companies to match up their research and development with agency priorities. In February, NASA committed $170 million to Orbital Sciences of Dulles, Va., to help it develop reliable, economical vehicles to send cargo--and, eventually, people--into low Earth orbit. The agency has a similar agreement with Elon Musk's rocketeering powerhouse Space X, plus technology-sharing deals (sans funding) with five other companies. The second phase of NASA's investment strategy involves renting these vessels for cargo hauling missions--a necessity after the space shuttle retires in 2010. Last month, the agency sought proposals for private cargo resupply missions to the International Space Station. Financial support from NASA represents an important vote of confidence that should help space entrepreneurs leverage even more money from private investors, says XCOR Aerospace CFO Randy Baker. XCOR could take astronaut trainees or scientists to the edge of space on its small, agile space planes for perhaps $250,000, compared to the many millions NASA spends on each launch. At the same time, however, Baker says the company's business plan does not hinge on government support. NASA has undergone a cultural revolution, compared to the 1980s and 1990s, in its attitude toward the private sector, says David Gump, president of Transformational Space Corp., which had an early contract with NASA to help design a new space capsule. He notes that NASA turned away Dennis Tito, the first suborbital tourist, but later tried to help pop star Lance Bass reach space. Gump says this signals the agency's emphasis on public attention and appeal, says Gump, who insists that even space exploration must have commercial value if it's going to sustain itself over the long term. Private companies, for instance, may find commercial opportunities in space--be it mining the moon or holding lotteries for trips into space--that NASA might never notice or think to exploit. Those same opportunities may pay off for NASA by helping to make mass space transportation of cargo and crews more affordable, Gump says. "The main challenge of going back to the moon is doing it sustainably and affordably," he says. For that to happen, "We've got to move toward things that cost a lot less than they do now ... Governments in general are not willing to step up and take the risk necessary to get to that point. In government, you're only punished for failure. You're not really rewarded for success."
Private Space Companies are cost-effective and efficient

Matthews 11 

[Mark Matthews, staff writer at the Orlando Sentinel. The Orlando Sentinel. Published online May 26, 2011. “NASA says commercial rockets will fly to space station by 2012.” Date Accessed: 6/24/11. http://www.orlandosentinel.com/news/space/os-congress-slams-commercial-20110526,0,780817.story]

WASHINGTON -- NASA's plans to use commercial rockets to supply the International Space Station are running almost two years behind schedule and will cost $300 million more than expected, according to a watchdog report presented to Congress on Thursday. But in the eyes of top NASA officials, that's not bad. The agency expects SpaceX of California and Orbital Sciences of Virginia to start delivering cargo to the station in 2012 or earlier, replacing the space shuttle – which will be retired this summer. "NASA is pleased with the steady progress both companies continue to make in their cargo development efforts," said Bill Gerstenmaier, NASA associate administrator, told a congressional panel Thursday. He added both companies have experienced "technical and schedule challenges" but those setbacks were "not uncommon."
The report by the Government Accountability Office, a federal watchdog agency, was part of a two-hour hearing to examine the progress of NASA's Commercial Orbital Transportation Services (COTS) program. Started in 2005, the program will funnel $800 million to help private companies build rockets and capsules that can deliver cargo to the station. COTS funding helped SpaceX make history in December when it blasted a capsule into orbit and returned it safely -- becoming the first non-government entity ever to do so. However, that demonstration flight was 18 months late, and upcoming flights set for later this year and early 2012 also are behind schedule as SpaceX deals with propulsion and navigation problems, according to the GAO. Orbital also is late, having rescheduled a first demonstration flight from December 2010 to a year later as it works on everything from avionics to building a launch facility at Wallops Island, Va. In the background of the hearing, however, was a long-running feud between advocates of commercial spaceflight and those who want to replace the shuttle with a government-run rocket. Many members of Congress have resisted relying on commercial companies, in part because of potential job losses at NASA centers and manufacturers in their home states. Their discomfort only has grown with the cancellation last fall of NASA's Constellation moon program, which was intended to reach the station by the middle of the decade -- and the moon by 2020 – before technical and financial problems made those goals impossible. "NASA simply ran out of time and is now gambling the future of the space station on the success of two very new launch systems," said U.S. Rep. Ralph Hall, R-Texas, who chairs the House science committee.
 But U.S. Rep. Dana Rohrabacher, R-Calif., argued that paying these two companies was a "good bet" given the cost of operating a government rocket. Through the end of April, the now-defunct Ares I rocket, which was part of the Constellation program, cost NASA $5.1 billion with little to show for the effort. By contrast, NASA will pay SpaceX and Orbital $1.6 billion and $1.9 billion respectively for future re-supply missions. And SpaceX says it built its Falcon ( rocket and Dragon capsule for less than $1 billion.
NASA is Inefficient, delays and cost overruns prove

Matthews and Black 11 

[Mark Matthews, staff writer at the Orlando Sentinel. The Orlando Sentinel. Published online January 16, 2011. “Analysis: NASA flails as forces pull on it from all directions.” Date Accessed: 6/24/11. http://www.orlandosentinel.com/news/space/os-nasa-is-flailing-20110116,0,795646.story]

In a letter to Congress last week, NASA all but threw up its hands — telling lawmakers that it could not build the "heavy-lift" rocket and capsule Congress wants on the budget and schedule it demands. Congress had specified that NASA use solid-rocket motors designed for Constellation's Ares I rocket, as well as parts from the space shuttle, to speed construction of a new rocket. But the agency has told the Orlando Sentinel that the new rocket could cost as much as $20 billion — about $9 billion more than the initial budget Congress has set — and take up to two years longer than the six-year deadline set by lawmakers.But trying is unlikely to be enough given the agency's history of busting budgets, experts say. In 2004 and again in 2008, the Congressional Budget Office said that after studying 72 past NASA projects, it found that cost overruns of as much as 50 percent are routine for the agency.
Privatization Good: Key Economy
Privatization will lead to more jobs- helps econ.

Alan Stern, respected columnist at the Orland Sentinel, June 24, 2011, Commercial space ready to take the lead, June 24, 2011, http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2011-06-24/news/os-ed-alan-stern-062411-20110623_1_commercial-space-spacex-bigelow-aerospace
For too long, the economy of Florida's Space Coast has been too heavily dependent on a small number of huge government projects. This narrow business model calls to mind the adage "if you only own one stock, you probably deserve what you get when it goes down." Tragically, the state and the nation failed to learn this very lesson when the end of the Apollo program devastated Central Florida's economy in the 1970s, and as a result, the Space Coast is now losing 9,000 shuttle jobs. Fortunately though, the dawning era of commercial American space efforts is giving rise to a far wider variety of new space systems and projects with refreshingly diverse markets and backers. The opportunity is there to create a Florida space economy that will be far more robust than any in the past 50 years
President Obama’s path has saved jobs and opened the door for increased industry and thus competition

Brown, 11, (April 29th, Carrie Budoff, Reporter and ex-staff writer for Harvard, accessed June 23, http://www.politico.com/reporters/CarrieBudoffBrown.html, “Obama's shuttle diplomacy” SK)

After lawmakers resisted the president’s plan, he won bipartisan support for a less ambitious proposal. It added an extra shuttle launch, which preserved jobs at the Kennedy Space Center for several more months, and ordered development of a new rocket to send astronauts back into space, although NASA has warned that funding shortfalls could prevent the agency from meeting a 2016 deadline. The NASA re-authorization bill also set aside $1.3 billion for commercial space development, a smaller amount than Obama sought. The administration claims the boost to private development will create thousands of new jobs. “President Obama laid out an ambitious new plan for NASA — one that helps blaze a new trail of innovation and discovery,” spokesman Nick Shapiro wrote in an email to POLITICO. “This important change in direction will not only help us chart a new path in space, but can help us retool for the industries and jobs of the future that will be vital for long-term economic growth.” For a president described by Republicans as a big-government liberal, even a socialist, his space policy has cut against the stereotype, experts say. At a time of austerity, he took a clinical approach to a program ingrained in the American consciousness and to an agency as fiercely guarded in Florida as ethanol subsidies are in Iowa. “He hasn’t done any of the things he would have been expected to do to shore up political constituencies that would help him in his political campaigns,” said Loren Thompson, an aerospace and defense expert at the Lexington Institute, a free market think tank. “The Barack Obama who radically revised the space program is not the Glenn Beck version of this president that many critics would have expected.” But it could leave him with an undesirable legacy, Thompson said, as the president “who brought an end to the human space flight program.” “He canceled the previous administration’s plan to go back to the moon and then Mars and substituted it with a plan that does not have a clear destination,” Thompson said. “What it probably means is that it will not have the political support to survive.” Obama detailed a vision for reaching an asteroid and Mars by the 2030s, but the agency is still plotting a course, leaving its direction unclear, space experts say. Former Rep. Suzanne Kosmas, a Democrat who represented the Space Coast and lost reelection last year, said the extent of the president’s efforts to put NASA on a sustainable path aren’t fully understood. When the president signed the NASA bill into law in October, voters more focused on jobs and the economy missed “the commitment that would be made to the infrastructure of the Kennedy Space Center as the launch pad of the world,” she said Thursday. The changes are felt most acutely in the Orlando media market, a swing region that Obama won by two percentage points in 2008 and he will need to at least “battle to a draw” in next year if he expects to carry Florida, said David Beattie, a Democratic pollster in the state. The NASA overhaul carries some political peril for the president, but the overall health of the economy and the condition of the housing market will play a much larger role in the election, even along the Space Coast, Florida political analysts said. “It is an example of what is going on, but it’s not the only issue in the region,” Beattie said. While other issues ultimately may dominate, there are few more symbolic to Floridians than maintaining its lead role in human space flight. Leroy Chiao, a former astronaut who sat on a nonpartisan panel that made recommendations to Obama on the future of space flight, said the program faces “a time of uncertainty, which is why everyone is pretty worried.” “It is never easy to cancel a program and find a new way and execute it smoothly,” Chiao said. “I remain optimistic that out of this will come a robust space agency.”

Privatization Good: Cost effective heavy lift vehicles

NASA’s selection of private companies for the development of a heavy-lift launch vehicle guarantees a low-cost solution

SpaceRef 10 [SpaceRef Interactive. November 9, 2010: “NASA Selects Companies For Heavy-Lift Launch Vehicle Studies” accessed June 23, 2011 from http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewpr.html?pid=32026]

WASHINGTON -- NASA has selected 13 companies for negotiations leading to potential contract awards to conduct systems analysis and trade studies for evaluating heavy-lift launch vehicle system concepts, propulsion technologies, and affordability. The selected companies are: Aerojet General Corp., Rancho Cordova, Calif. Analytical Mechanics Associates, Huntsville, Ala. Andrews Space, Tukwila, Wash. Alliant Techsystems, Huntsville, Ala. The Boeing Co., Huntsville, Ala. Lockheed Martin Corp., Huntsville, Ala. Northrop Grumman Systems Corp., Huntsville, Ala. Orbital Sciences Corp., Chandler, Ariz. Pratt & Whitney Rocketdyne, Canoga Park, Calif. Science Applications International Corp., Huntsville, Ala. Space Exploration Technologies Corp., Hawthorne, Calif. United Launch Alliance, Centennial, Colo. United Space Alliance, Huntsville, Ala. The awards total approximately $7.5 million with a maximum individual contract award of $625,000. Each company will provide a final report to help lay the groundwork for the transportation system that could launch humans to multiple destinations, including asteroids, Lagrange points, the moon and Mars. "These trade studies will provide a look at innovative launch vehicle concepts, propulsion technologies, and processes that should make human exploration missions more affordable," said Doug Cooke, associate administrator of NASA's Exploration Systems Mission Directorate at the agency's Headquarters in Washington. "If we are to travel beyond low-Earth orbit, industry's collaboration is essential to reduce the cost associated with our future exploration goals and approaches and make the heavy-lift vehicle affordable to build and fly." The studies will include heritage systems from shuttle and Ares, as well as alternative architectures and identify propulsion technology gaps including main propulsion elements, propellant tanks and rocket health management systems. The reports will include assessments of various heavy-lift launch vehicle and in-space vehicle that use different propulsion combinations. The companies will examine how these combinations can be employed to meet multiple mission objectives. NASA will use the recommendations to evaluate heavy-lift launch vehicle concepts and propulsion technologies for affordability that will be required to enable robust and sustainable future exploration missions. 

Privatization Good: Key space assets and mars

Private funding allows for faster implementation of key space assets like military satellites and potential exploration of Mars

Boyle 11 [Rebecca Boyle, writer. Popular Science, 2/11/11: “Private Space Industry Could Pay For Military Communications and Commercialized Mars Missions” accessed June 25, 2011 from http://www.popsci.com/technology/article/2011-02/privatized-space-could-encompass-military-communications-and-future-mars-missions]

The trend toward commercialized space is reaching into military communications and even a human expedition to Mars. Advocates say such public-private partnerships could bring down mission costs and speed up the process. First, the Air Force’s Space and Missile Systems Center signaled that communications satellites could increasingly have extra bandwidth set aside for military use, following a 6-month study by four aerospace firms. Boeing, Intelsat, Space Systems/Loral and Orbital Sciences were awarded $3.7 million to study modifying commercial satellite capabilities for military purposes, including setting aside bandwidth in military frequencies. The firms will examine how they can meet military requirements with minimal modifications to their commercial platforms. These so-called hosted payloads are additional payloads added to a commercial satellite for the purpose of being leased to a government user. They could help private firms make more money and would give the military some extra bandwidth. Boeing alone has received five hosted-payload orders in the past year and a half, said Craig Cooning, vice president and general manager of Boeing Space & Intelligence Systems, in a press release. Boeing says one of the main benefits is delivery speed — the private sector moves pretty fast, and a commercial satellite carrying a hosted payload can be ready in less than three years. Meanwhile, NASA scientists are proposing corporate financing for a human mission to Mars, rather than relying on government support. Private firms could raise $160 billion for the trip and a Mars colony, according to Joel Levine, a senior research scientist at NASA Langley Research Center. Levine makes the case in the book “The Human Mission to Mars: Colonizing the Red Planet,” which he co-edited with Rudy Schild of the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics. Pizza Hut Rocket: Feature Photo Service Companies could sell merchandise and broadcast rights to pay for the expedition, which could create 500,000 new jobs over 10 years, Levine argues. There’s certainly precedent for this — Google is sponsoring the $30 million Lunar X Prize, an effort to launch a robot to the moon by the end of 2015 and drive it one-third of a mile. And way back in 1999, Pizza Hut paid $1 million to sponsor the launch of a proton rocket that delivered key components of the then-tiny International Space Station. Still, those were paltry sums compared to a hugely expensive Mars trip. Cost and safety concerns could be major roadblocks for the private sector. But commercialization is very much in NASA’s future, even if the space agency doesn’t privatize the space shuttles. The space agency’s administrator, former astronaut Charles Bolden, said at an industry conference this week that NASA can’t survive without strong partnerships with private space companies. “When I retire the space shuttles, that's it for NASA access to low-Earth orbit – we need you,” he said. 

A2: space privatization bad- space junk

There are multiple checks to space debris or weaponization as a result of privatization

Dinkin, 04 (Sam,  regular columnist for the Space Review, “ Space privatization: road to freedom”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/193/1)
 In “Space Privatization: Road to Conflict”, Bruce Gagnon makes the case for defending the legal status quo. He first argues that privatization of space will lead to “more debris” and worries that, “Very soon we will reach the point of no return, where space pollution will be so great that an orbiting minefield will have been created that hinders all access to space.” Space law and achievement as embodied in the 1967 Outer Space Treaty are stuck in the 1960s. Without amendment, the treaty is stuck without property rights for the Moon and the planets. Our achievement is stuck with an ISS that really does not improve much on Skylab or Mir. Our lift capability is backsliding. Our capability to get to the Moon has disappeared maybe to be reclaimed some day. So it may not be such a big deal to have to give up the ISS due to orbital debris because the public benefit from the station is so low. Of course, there are many useful devices in space with GPS and telecom satellites providing excellent service to the global economy. Since these rarely fail due to orbital debris, it might be too soon to declare an emergency. But if there is an orbital debris problem, it is self limiting. The more debris there is, the less useful launches there will be so the less addition there will be to the debris problem. There are also several ways to solve the debris problem. Satellite launchers can be taxed for cleanup, kind of like a bottle deposit. If the deposit money were sufficient to de-orbit a satellite, then private industry would be very keen on de-orbiting satellites after their useful life in order to get the money back. Another way to solve the debris problem is to begin to ablate or collect the orbiting debris. In any case, there are two reasons that privatization will not substantially change the space debris situation. First, this debris problem will continue if space remains the preserve of big government even with business as usual. Second, regulations, such as the new FCC regulations for a minimum amount of propellant to continue broadcasting, allow the government to keep the debris situation under control. Gagnon states, “As the privateers move into space...they hope to mine the sky. Gold has been discovered on asteroids, helium-3 on the moon, and magnesium, cobalt and uranium on Mars.” If only this were viable, I would have a much easier time arguing for colonization. There are not too many things worth $10,000/pound in propellant to get something back from the Moon or more from Mars. Gold weighs in at $6,250/pound. Even Helium-3 (3He) does not fit the bill. Let’s wait for someone to have a commercially viable reactor before we invest in going to the Moon to extract the 3He on a large scale. Opening Mars to colonization will also create new opportunities for religious freedom and personal freedoms as the Pilgrims found when they immigrated to the New World. Some things may be worth that transportation cost. Colonization in order to assure that our species outlasts the dinosaurs is priceless. Space entertainment might pay its own way, as might suborbital tourism. Orbital hotels may be viable. Space science might be able to tag along, but science would have to be heavily subsidized. Maybe astronomical observing frequencies could be sold off on Earth to pay for a site on the far side of the Moon, but that would require much lower transport prices and higher spectrum prices than we’ve seen since the 3G crash. Suborbital point-to-point service from New York to Tokyo with a flight time less than the Concorde’s New York-to-London time may emerge some time. There are some valuable military uses to space being explored by the Pentagon with its FALCON and RASCAL programs in addition to earth observing satellites. Further weaponization of space will probably be required to defend the US in the most economical manner and to defend the new civilian space assets. If no weaponization occurs by the US, we can definitely expect terrorists or other states to do so and for space to be stunted by lack of defensive protection. With no privatization and no military protection, there will not be much colonization. Antarctica may be free of the intellectual pollution brought by property rights, but there are also no citizens, no development and very little in the way of commercial exports. Alaska, in contrast, hands out checks to its citizens rather than charging them taxes. Antarctica is also more inaccessible, so there may be another explanation for the disparity. Texarkana offers a starker side-by-side comparison of different law leading to different levels of commerce. The city has a street running down the center of town where one side is governed by Arkansas law and the other is governed by Texas law. The main difference between the two jurisdictions is the ability to collect a high rate of interest (Arkansas caps their interest rate at 5% above the federal funds rate). This minor limitation on commerce means that there are many more stores on the Texas side of the street. But suppose for a moment that we do have the opportunity to create a viable space economy. Gagnon continues, “Thus, after the taxpayers have paid all the R&D, private industry now intends to gorge itself on profits. Taxpayers won’t see any return on our ‘collective investment.’” They are seeing little return now on their collective investment. Public returns will be great indeed if space development is successful. If privatization results in profits, those profits can be taxed. If private suborbital, orbital, point-to-point, lunar and planetary development lowers the price of access for public science, exploration and commerce, then that is a benefit. If colonization is successful, the public will have an insurance policy against extinction. Successful colonization will also energize the spirit of humanity. Colonizing Mars will double the amount of land available to the species and potentially more than double solar system GDP as a commerce of ideas and builds up between the growing Mars population and Earth. Compare that to taxpayer return on public projects. What has the taxpayer return been on Social Security? It is as if the government mandated that everyone in the nation hold thousands of dollars in government bonds. Worse, the bonds pay below the market interest rate for federal savings bonds. While this is a boon to taxpayers because US borrowing is cheaper as a result, the elderly are getting a negative real return on their money. A privately-administered system with similar terms would surely have resulted in arrests and prosecutions. I love listening to NPR and watching PBS. GPS is cool. I don’t like the Post Office. The Channel Tunnel was an excellent public-private partnership, but the private partner seems to be getting no return in that case. Central planning by the USSR failed dismally with their investment in collectives. Socialism is leaving many European countries with a money standard of living comparable to the poorest US states although their quality of life is quite high. To be charitable, I would say that the case for public returns from public management is mixed. In any case, there are few returns to give up in space’s public sphere to let private industry have a go. Gagnon worries that, “Ultimately the taxpayers will be asked to pay the enormous cost incurred by creating a military space infrastructure that would control the ‘shipping lanes’ on and off the planet Earth.” I think the taxpayers should assess the costs and the benefits. If the shippers are going to be paying enough extra taxes with the extra commerce in safe and protected space to warrant the protection, pay for the protection from taxpayers. If not, I will be in the vanguard of those asking for corporations to arm themselves against would-be space pirates. Gagnon implies that privatization of off-Earth development will prepare the way for the next “war system.” This is not a disadvantage of privatization even if true. First, terrorists and rogue states will take war to the heavens whether there is public or private management of space so at best public management postpones the new war system. Second, energizing the human spirit with new challenges in space may actually result in a solar system with less conflict. Third, the next war system may provide security for Earth more economically than the existing Earth-based military. 
Privatization Good: Solves Russia
U.S. commercialization of space solves Russian space endeavors

Mark Whittington, writer for the Washington Post, April 7, 2011, Does the Russian Space Program Have a Future 50 Years After Gagarin?, June 24, 2011, http://news.yahoo.com/s/ac/20110407/sc_ac/8234823_does_the_russian_space_program_have_a_future_50_years_after_gagarin
A recent article in Novesti suggests that modern Russians, unlike at the time of Gagarin, do not think that their country's space program has any relevance. Unlike the American space program, the Russian effort has not contributed very much to the national economy, particularly in consumer goods. Russians by and large think that their current space program is a drain and not an asset. But Russia's approach to space seems to be primarily state-centric. There is no equivalent to an Elon Musk or Richard Branson trying out innovation and building rockets for both a government and commercial market. The American approach to space commercialization may not be perfect, but this may be the Achilles heel of Russian space aspirations.

Strong companies solve for job loss, Also solves U.S. dependency on Russia

Alan Stern, respected columnist at the Orland Sentinel, June 24, 2011, Commercial space ready to take the lead, June 24, 2011, http://articles.orlandosentinel.com/2011-06-24/news/os-ed-alan-stern-062411-20110623_1_commercial-space-spacex-bigelow-aerospace
Consider how these examples of American commercial space development could help reinvigorate the Space Coast's economy: Suborbital spaceflight. This new sector has more than $1 billion in private investment behind it among five separate suborbital space lines — XCOR Aerospace, Virgin Galactic, Blue Origin, Armadillo Aerospace and Masten Space Systems — each of which plan to begin flying frequent tourist and research missions as soon as 2012 or 2013. Several have shown interest in flying fromCape Canaveral. Orbital launch. A company called SpaceX is taking the lead by pouring hundreds of millions of private dollars into its line of Falcon launchers, which are already flying, and which are under contract by NASA, the Department of Defense and commercial satellite companies. New commercial launchers that could be based in Florida are also being discussed by Virgin Galactic and XCOR, and the United Launch Alliance hopes to launch commercial and government astronauts aboard Atlas V vehicles from the Cape by 2015. Crew transport. Four companies — Sierra Nevada, Boeing, SpaceX and Blue Origin — are vying to become one of NASA's astronaut-transportation service providers to the International Space Station, which will relieve us from paying the Russians hundreds of millions of dollars to get our astronauts to space. These firms hope to also exploit purely commercial markets to transport tourists, researchers and commercial research equipment to low-Earth orbit. A recent market survey showed these commercial applications are likely to outstrip NASA's crew-transport demands.
Neg: No Russian dependence 
Worries over having to ride to the ISS with Russia are overblown

Plait 10 

[Phil Plait, writer for the Discovery Magazine. Discovery. Published Online February 1, 2010. “President Obama’s NASA budget unveiled”. Date accessed: 6/24/11. http://blogs.discovermagazine.com/badastronomy/2010/02/01/president-obamas-nasa-budget-unveiled/]
Another complaint with little or no merit (coming from a lot of folks, including the insipid talking heads on that Fox link above) is that once the Shuttle is over, we need to borrow a lift from the Russians to get to space. As much as I’d like to see us with our own, independent, and healthy space program, I don’t see riding with the Russians as entirely a bad thing. It’s cheaper than the Shuttle, by a large amount. The bad political decisions involving NASA for the past forty years have put us in this predicament, not anything Obama has done over the past 15 months. And I’ll remind you that this predicament really started rolling when the Bush Administration and NASA decided to stop the Shuttle program with no replacement possible for at least four to five years after the last Shuttle flight. Even if Obama had done nothing; we’d still need the Russians’ help to get into space. And it’s only temporary. Under Obama’s plan we’ll have a new rocket system around the same time Constellation would’ve gotten going anyway.

Neg: Russia not a threat
Russia is not a threat to the US

Mead 9

 [Walter Russell Mead, Henry A. Kissinger Senior Fellow US Foreign Policy at the Council on Foreign Relations and Professor of Foreign Affairs at Bard University. The New Republic. Date Published: February 4, 2009.  “Only Makes you Stronger”. Date Accessed: 6/26/11. http://www.tnr.com/article/only-makes-you-stronger-0]
Even before the Panic of 2008 sent financial markets into turmoil and launched what looks like the worst global recession in decades, talk of American decline was omnipresent. In the long term, the United States faces the rise of Asia and the looming fiscal problems posed by Medicare and other entitlement programs. In the short term, there is a sense that, after eight years of George W. Bush, the world, full of disdain for our way of life, seems mto be spinning out of our--and perhaps anybody's--control. The financial panic simply brought all that simmering anxiety to a boil, and the consensus now seems to be that the United States isn't just in danger of decline, but in the full throes of it--the beginning of a "post-American" world.Perhaps--but the long history of capitalism suggests another possibility. After all, capitalism has seen a steady procession of economic crises and panics, from the seventeenth-century Tulip Bubble in the Netherlands and the Stop of the Exchequer under Charles II in England through the Mississippi and South Sea bubbles of the early eighteenth century, on through the crises associated with the Napoleonic wars and the spectacular economic crashes that repeatedly wrought havoc and devastation to millions throughout the nineteenth century. The panics of 1837, 1857, 1873, 1893, and 1907 were especially severe, culminating in the Great Crash of 1929, which set off a depression that would not end until World War II. The series of crises continued after the war, and the last generation has seen the Penn Central bankruptcy in 1970, the first Arab oil crisis of 1973, the Third World debt crisis of 1982, the S&L crisis, the Asian crisis of 1997, the bursting of the dot-com bubble in 2001, and today's global financial meltdown. And yet, this relentless series of crises has not disrupted the rise of a global capitalist system, centered first on the power of the United Kingdom and then, since World War II, on the power of the United States. After more than 300 years, it seems reasonable to conclude that financial and economic crises do not, by themselves, threaten either the international capitalist system or the special role within it of leading capitalist powers like the United Kingdom and the United States. If anything, the opposite seems true--that financial crises in some way sustain Anglophone power and capitalist development. Indeed, many critics of both capitalism and the "Anglo-Saxons" who practice it so aggressively have pointed to what seems to be a perverse relationship between such crises and the consolidation of the "core" capitalist economies against the impoverished periphery. Marx noted that financial crises remorselessly crushed weaker companies, allowing the most successful and ruthless capitalists to cement their domination of the system. For dependency theorists like Raul Prebisch, crises served a similar function in the international system, helping stronger countries marginalize and impoverish developing ones. Setting aside the flaws in both these overarching theories of capitalism, this analysis of economic crises is fundamentally sound--and especially relevant to the current meltdown. Cataloguing the early losses from the financial crisis, it's hard not to conclude that the central capitalist nations will weather the storm far better than those not so central. Emerging markets have been hit harder by the financial crisis than developed ones as investors around the world seek the safe haven provided by U.S. Treasury bills, and commodity-producing economies have suffered extraordinary shocks as commodity prices crashed from their record, boom-time highs. Countries like Russia, Venezuela, and Iran, which hoped to use oil revenue to mount a serious political challenge to American power and the existing world order, face serious new constraints. Vladimir Putin, Hugo Chavez, and Mahmoud Ahmadinejad must now spend less time planning big international moves and think a little bit harder about domestic stability. Far from being the last nail in America's coffin, the financial crisis may actually resuscitate U.S. power relative to its rivals. The biggest loser of the financial crisis thus far seems to have been Russia, a country that stormed into 2008 breathing fire and boasting of its renewed great-power status. After years of military decline, it put its strategic bombers back in the air; sent its fleet to the Caribbean; and reintroduced displays of martial power to Kremlin parades. Petrodollars filled government coffers, and political dissent at home had largely disappeared. Russia's troubles had been eased by the effective suppression of the Chechen insurgency, while America's troubles remained severe, with the U.S. military mired in two wars. When its troops invaded Georgia, Russia seemed once again to be acting like a great power-- and not a very nice one. But the Georgian invasion may have been the high point of Putin's "New Russia" rather than a portent of things to come. Historically, Russian power has rested on four legs. Its immense agricultural territory made it a granary of Europe. Timber, fur, and other products gave Russia a profitable niche in world trade. Its enormous territory, stretching from the remote steppes of Asia well into Europe, brought it into the heart of continental politics. Its enormous population--as recently as 1989, greater than that of the United States--gave it awesome military potential. Today, a much-diminished Russia cannot realistically aspire to fill the shoes of czarist Russia, much less those of the Soviet Union. In Europe, the post-cold war loss of the Baltic republics, most of Georgia, Armenia, Azerbaijan, and above all Ukraine has pushed Russia back to its boundaries at the time of Ivan the Terrible, leaving Russia shorn of half its population and most of its agricultural potential. Now Russia is struggling, with only partial success, simply to maintain its Soviet-era infrastructure and educational system, unable to build the base for a modern economy. Pushed from the center to the far fringes of European geography, lagging well behind Western norms in economic and social productivity, and challenged by the rising powers to its east, Russia retains only shards of the power potential that once made it a credible rival of the United States. It was in this context that the financial crisis hit last fall. The Georgia invasion itself had already spooked foreign and domestic investors into pulling their money out of Russia. That capital flight only accelerated as the price of oil and gas fell by more than two-thirds. Soon it became apparent that Russia's vaunted economic recovery rested on little more than the high price of petrochemicals. In 2007, oil, fuel, and gas exports accounted for 65 percent of Russia's export revenues. With its currency falling, its export earnings crashing, and its foreign exchange reserves melting away, an increasingly cash- strapped Russian state now faces enormous difficulties in maintaining its military spending. The assertive foreign policy propounded by Putin and Dmitry Medvedev was presented as the consequence of a rising Russia; in actuality, it was a high- stakes bluff by a ruling elite which knows that its power base continues to erode. During Bush's second term, Russia had a rare opportunity: The prices of oil and gas were rising; the United States was, apparently, bogged down in a losing war in Iraq and needed Russian help at the Security Council to deal with Iran; and the gap between Europe and the United States was wider than at any time since World War II. With the future looking bleak, Russia chose to assert itself at this moment of maximum strength. But now the Russian economy looks shakier than ever; foreign investors have lost faith in the country's legal and financial systems; Washington has drawn closer to European capitals; the United States appears headed for an honorable and timely exit from the war in Iraq; and rising European concern over Iran may enable the United States to address its nuclear program without Russian support at the United Nations. The fall in oil prices, Chavez's own political troubles at home, and the economic troubles in Cuba make the Russian fleet's presence in the Caribbean a curiosity rather than a threat of any kind. Russia has or can develop additional opportunities, perhaps in Ukraine, but its weak economic base and dismal future prospects suggest that the natural limits of its power are easily reached. The much touted "Russian renaissance" is likely to be counted a casualty of the Panic of 2008. 

Unlikely that Russian ASAT systems operational
Zhang and Podzig ’08 (Hui Zhang and Pavel Podzig, research associate in the Project on Managing the Atom at Harvard University's John F. Kennedy School of Government and PhD in nuclear physics (Zhang), research associate at the Center for International Security and Cooperation at Stanford University and former researcher at the Center for Arms Control, Energy and Environmental Studies at the Moscow Institute of Physics and Technology (Podzig), 2008, http://www.amacad.org/publications/militarySpace.pdf, 6/28/11)
The development of the Soviet ASAT system began in the early 1960s, and the first test flights of maneuverable spacecraft were performed in 1963–1964. The TsNII Kometa design bureau of the Ministry of Radio Industry managed the development of the system. The space launcher used in the system was a modified R-36 (SS-9) missile, developed by OKB-586 design bureau (now Yuzhnoye Design Bureau). In addition to the launcher and the interceptor spacecraft, the system included a network of space-surveillance radar and the command and control center. Initial tests of the system were conducted in 1968. During subsequent tests, the system demonstrated its ability to destroy satellites in low orbits, with altitudes of up to 1000 km. The system was tested with different intercept geometries, onboard sensors, and proximity fuses (infrared and radar). The system was accepted for service and commissioned for active duty in 1979. The launchers were deployed at the Baykonur test site, where testing continued until 1982. In November 1983, the Soviet leadership announced a unilateral moratorium on further ASAT tests. The status of the ASAT system deployed in Baykonur has never been officially disclosed, but it is certain that the system is no longer operational. Some reports indicate that the system underwent modernization that was completed in 1991. Parts of the space-surveillance network that were integral to the ASAT system were lost to Russia during the breakup of the Soviet Union. Russia formally decommissioned the system in 1993
Russia lacks the capabilities and political desires to pursue an arms race with US
Weston ’09 (Scott A., USAF, Spring 2009, “Examing space warfare”, http://www.airpower.maxwell.af.mil/airchronicles/apj/apj09/spr09/weston.html, 6/28/11)

Even after the collapse of the Soviet Union, Russia remains the United States’ greatest potential adversary in space. The Soviet Union fielded an operational co-orbital ASAT system in 1979 and, even earlier, a nuclear-armed ABM system around Moscow. It also developed, though never fielded, a space-based platform for delivering nuclear warheads and a high-powered, ground-based ASAT laser system. Once again, however, the question is not what the Russians possessed in the past, but what capabilities they wield today. According to current estimates, the Russian co-orbital ASAT is not operational, and new development of any ASAT capability would require dramatic change in the present structure of Russian forces. So, although Russia has the technological history conducive to fielding effective counterspace forces, its force structure suggests that it likely has neither the current capability to strike in space nor the political desire to create such a capability. However, it remains a major military power and, like the United States, possesses robust space launch. It has nuclear weapons and ballistic missiles that could effectively carry out asymmetric attacks in space. Additionally, the fact that Russia supplied Iraq with global positioning system (GPS) jammers prior to Operation Iraqi Freedom indicates that it has fielded earthbound counterspace technology.

China Not a Threat

China’s Space Program is not a threat to the US

Shixiu 7 
(Bao Shixiu. Senior fellow of military theory studies and international relations at the Institute for Military Thought Studies, Academy of Military Sciences of the PLA of China. “Deterrence Revisited: Outer Space*” China Security. Date published: 2007. Date accessed: 6/28/11. http://www.wsichina.org/%5Ccs5_1.pdf)
Despite the need for an effective deterrent to meet security challenges that China may confront in space, it will not initiate a space weapons race with the United States or any other country. First, China does not have the ambition to enter a space weapons race. During the Cold War period, faced with a threat of nuclear war, China did not join in the nuclear weapons race between the United States and the Soviet Union. Today, China’s space program is pointed in the direction of peaceful development. The new political and diplomatic doctrines – a harmonious society and world – also curb China’s entrance to a space weapons race.14 Second, China does not have the ability to enter a space weapons race. Although China has ambitious plans in space, the technical gap, especially in the military area vis-à-vis the United States, is difficult if not impossible to fill. China will not and cannot expend significant budgetary resources pursuing space weapons, but will instead focus on civilian and commercial space assets.15 So, if China owns space weapons, their number and quality will be limited in their capacity to act as an effective defense mechanism and will not be a threat to other countries. China has every interest to avoid triggering a confrontation in outer space and it will never be a deliberate choice for China. Equally important, however, is that China will not shrink from defending its core national interests

China is peaceful and will not challenge the United States in Space

Shixiu et al 8 
(Bao Shixiu. Senior fellow of military theory studies and international relations at the Institute for Military Thought Studies, Academy of Military Sciences of the PLA of China. “China’s Militsry Strategy: An Exchange – Clearing up some Misunderstandings” Carnegie Endowment. Date published: February 2008. Date accessed: 6/28/11. http://www.carnegieendowment.org/files/SurvivalTellis.pdf)
History is history, but the situation is always changing. China’s leaders have asserted repeatedly that China is not superpower, nor will it ever become one. China does not seek hegemony or world dominance. In fact, China is sticking to peaceful development; concentrating efforts on economic construction and endeavouring to build a well-to-do society; pursuing a independent and peaceful foreign policy; and persevering in efforts to safeguard and promote a peaceful and stable international environment. China fights for and takes advantage of a stable international milieu for development and in turn promotes world peace and progress through that development. China does not and will not interfere in the internal affairs of or threaten other countries. China is not interested in challenging the United States’ space goals short of weaponisation or related capabilities that impinge on China’s core national interests. That is the real picture of China’s ambitions in the new century.

China isn’t a threat – Even China’s best shot would fail miserably and lead to China’s own defeat

Shachtman 08 (Noah Shactman, editor of the national security blog of Wired Magazine, “How China Loses the Coming Space War (Pt. 3),” January 10th, 2008, http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2008/01/inside-the-ch-2/, accessed 6/28/11)

If China was to attack the strategically important deep-space satellites it would give the United States at least an indication of the impending attack two or more weeks prior to launch as it assembled its Long March rockets on their launch pads. There could be few other reasons for China to assemble so many rockets at its satellite launch centers for near-simultaneous launches. The US could, if it wished to initiate hostilities, destroy the rockets before they were launched using either stealth bombers or cruise missiles. Alternatively, it could wait and use its National Missile Defense interceptors—which have an inherent ASAT capability—to shoot down the first group of deep space ASATs as they wait for D-day in their parking orbit. Once on their final trajectory, however, there is little or nothing the US could do to prevent them from striking their targets. It would be impossible, for instance, to move the targeted satellites out of the way in the final moments before the collision. The Chinese ASATs are known to be capable of very high speed maneuvers and trying to move a GPS or communications satellite to avoid a collision would require such dramatic changes in velocity as to shear off their solar cell panels and antennas. Having “protector satellites” in orbit near strategically important targets would also be counter productive. If such protectors raced out and destroyed an approaching ASAT they would simply create a shotgun blast of debris that would continue to circle the Earth and would every twelve (if attacking a GPS satellite) or 24 hours (for a communications satellite as the target) have another chance of colliding with its target. Time, in this case, is very much on the side of the attacker. [Left: An example of the “shotgun” blast of debris that is created if the ASAT is destroyed before it hits its target. On the first pass, a “defender” satellite intercepts the ASAT (shown in red) as it approaches the NAVSTAR/GPS satellite (in this case NAVSTAR 59). The debris created by this collision continues in the original orbit but spreads out each pass.] Since China doesn’t have enough deep-space ASATs to stop communications — or even prevent GPS being used during most hours of the day — Beijing might not even attempt to attack those targets. Which means the United States wouldn’t have much of warning, to prepare for the onslaught. In that case, it is almost certain that China could destroy a number of surveillance and signals intelligence satellites in low Earth orbit before the US could take action. If we assume that the US chain of command takes an hour, due to bureaucratic inertia, to react, China could destroy a total of nine such satellites before the US responds in the specific case examined here. This includes two out of the three functioning Keyhole high resolution photo-reconnaissance satellites, one of the three Lacrosse signals intelligence satellites in orbit, and six of the 15 NOSS satellites that the Navy uses to locate enemy ships at sea. This represents billions of dollars lost and, more important, a large fraction of the US space assets in low Earth orbit that could have been used in the subsequent conflict. At that point, however, the United States could effectively stop China’s attack simply by changing the remaining satellites’ orbital speeds by as little as 200 mph (they are typically moving at over 16,500 mph). This very small change will have a large effect in the position of the satellite the next time it crosses over China; effectively putting the satellite out of range of the pre-positioned ASAT launcher. This is not an excessive change in speed and, unless the satellite is very close to the end of its operational life, is well within the capability of its onboard fuel supply. Furthermore, it does not have to change its speed very rapidly the way a deep-space satellite would have to in order to avoid collision in its final moments. Instead, this relatively small velocity change has tens of minutes or even hours to change the position of the satellite before the next time it crosses over China. During this time, it is steadily moving away from its original position so that it could be hundreds of miles from where China thought it was going to be. While it is possible that the pre-positioned ASAT missiles could still reach their target even after it had changed, they would not know where, exactly, to aim the missile. Instead, they would have to perform a radar search for the satellite in an ever expanding volume of space. This volume quickly becomes too large for even the most powerful of mobile radars. In fact, it would take a fairly large (perhaps 50 feet in diameter) to detect the satellite during its next pass and China does not have a lot of those radars. So most, if not all, of the satellites remaining after the first hour would be safe for the next 24. During that time, the United States could try to destroy all of China’s fixed radars that are capable of tracking the satellites in their new orbits. (In other words, it does not matter how many additional ASATs China has to shoot at low Earth orbit satellites; a very different circumstance than the deep-space ASATs.) This might, however, prove difficult; especially those facilities in the center of China that are out of reach of Tomahawk cruise missiles. Currently, only B-2 bombers could reach those sites with any chance of success and timing might prove difficult if they need to transit other countries during night time. A Global Strike capability, such as a conventionally armed Trident missile, might ease this task. Of course, even if all the radars are destroyed, China could still use optical telescopes to determine the new positions of the satellites but these methods are too slow to be used for aiming the ASAT missiles. And even then, China would have to spend days repositioning its mobile ASAT launchers, a task that would probably take several days and would extend the time the US could use for hunting down and destroying Chinese assets. The short-term military consequences of an all attack by China on US space assets are limited, at most. Even under the worst-case scenario, China could only reduce the use of precision-guided munitions or satellite communications into and out of the theater of operations. They would not be stopped. China could destroy a large fraction of strategic intelligence gathering capabilities; but not all of it. With a greater than normal expenditure of fuel, the remaining US spy satellites could continue to survive their crosses over China and photograph Chinese troop movements, harbors, and strategic forces but, of course, at a reduced rate. The war would, however, quickly move into a tactical phase where the US gathers most of its operational photographs using airplanes, instead of satellites. US ships and unmanned vehicles might, theoretically, have difficulty coordinating, during certain hours of the day. Most of the time, they would be free to function normally. China’s space strike would fail to achieve its war aims even if the United States failed to respond in any way other than moving its low Earth orbit satellites. When it warned of a space Pearl Harbor, the Rumsfeld space commission was afraid that a lesser power could launch a surprise attack that would wipe out key US strategic assets and render the US impotent. This is what Japan tried, but failed, to do at the start of World War II. And much like Japan’s failure to destroy the US carrier fleet, a Chinese attack on US satellites would fail to cripple our military, China’s strategic goal in launching a space war.

China confirms that it will never participate in any form of a space arms race and opposes military confrontation in space

The Main Wire 7 (Market News International (MNI) is THE leading provider of news and intelligence specifically for the Global Foreign Exchange and Fixed Income Markets, providing timely, relevant, and critical insight for market professionals. We offer not simply news, but news analysis — linking breaking news to the effects on capital markets. Our exclusive information and intelligence moves markets. January 23, 2007) “China confirms anti-satellite weapon test, says not a threat” Accessed 6/28/11

China confirmed that it had conducted a test of a satellite-destroying weapon, but insisted that its space programme was no threat to the rest of the world. "Regarding having conducted the test, China has already notified other parties and has also notified the American side," Foreign Ministry spokesman Liu Jianchao told reporters here."But China stresses that it has consistently advocated the peaceful development of outer space and it opposes the arming of space and military competition in space."China has never, and will never, participate in any form of space arms race."The White House said last week that China had used a missile to destroy an orbiting weather satellite on January 11, making it the third country after the United States and the former Soviet Union to shoot down something in space.

China is not a threat to the US and wants to ban the military use of space 

Agence France Presse 7 (AFP is a global news agency delivering fast, accurate, in-depth coverage of the events shaping our world from wars and conflicts to politics, sports, entertainment. August 30, 2007). “China tells Japan it is not a threat” Accessed 6/28/11 
China's defence chief called Thursday for a ban on the military use of space and dismantlement of all nuclear weapons, saying that Beijing's own work in the two areas posed no threat. General Cao Gangchuan, paying the first visit by a Chinese defence minister to Japan in nearly a decade, said that closer military exchanges between the countries, which often have rocky relations, would benefit the region."Those who speak of the theory of China as a military threat are ignorant of the true situation and their claims are unfounded," Cao said in an address to invited officials and politicians. In January, China became the third country after the United States and the former Soviet Union to shoot down an object in space, a test that rattled Washington, Tokyo and other nations."China is not the first one to conduct such an experiment. As you are well aware, other countries have done similar tests," Cao said through a translator."This test was done only once, and it was purely experimental. It was not targeting any third party," he said."China is against the military use of space. Personally, I believe the best thing is to gather everyone involved to hold close discussions and to create a treaty totally banning military use of space. The best thing is for everyone to obey that treaty," he said.China shot down its own weather satellite after the United States, which has suspended "Star Wars" tests, refused a permanent ban on future experiments.Cao also said Japan should not worry about China's nuclear weapons."China does hold missiles and nuclear weapons. But they are for defence purposes," he said. "China wants to see total nuclear disarmament."He added that China's rapid rise was not without challenges."Although development in China has reached a certain point, the fact remains the nation has a huge population, weak infrastructure and development is unbalanced," he said.

The China space threat is fabricated by the US in an attempt to boost its defense industry

Xinhua News Agency 6 (The Xinhua News Agency is the official press agency of the government of the People's Republic of China (PRC) and the biggest center for collecting information and press conferences in the PRC. It is the largest news agency in the PRC, ahead of the China News Service February 10, 2006) “US plays up “China threat” to boost defense industry: observer” Accessed 6/28/11
The so-called "China threat" is a U.S. fabrication which the United States hopes will help boost its defense industry, a Russian military observer said. China is not a threat to the United States and the so-called "China threat" has been fabricated by the U.S. government out of concern for the growth of its defense industry, Viktor Litovkin, a military observer of the RIA Novosti news agency, told Xinhua in an interview. Russia is no longer an enemy to the United States after the end of the Cold War as it is not strong enough politically, economically and militarily, but the United States can't do without a presumed enemy, Litovkin said. "The United States needs to find such an enemy to justify its colossal spending on arms and keep its arms producers busy with factory orders," he said. The United States needs China, which has registered fast economic growth and made major achievements in outer space exploration, as a strong competitor, but it is at the same time afraid of China's rise and tries to do everything possible to curb China's growth, Litovkin said. The U.S. missile defense system is not aimed at Russia, but at denting China's nuclear potential, he added. 

China calls for a treaty to prevent an arms race in space, but the US refuses

Associated Press Online 7 (The Associated Press (“AP”) is the essential global news network, delivering fast, unbiased news from every corner of the world to all media platforms and formats February 1, 2007) “China calls for Space Treaty” Accessed 6/28/11

China said Thursday it is ready to work with other countries on an agreement to prevent an arms race in space amid an international uproar over its firing of an anti-satellite missile."Since other countries care about this question and are opposed to weaponization of space and an arms race in space, then let us join hands to realize this goal," said Foreign Ministry spokeswoman Jiang Yu when asked to respond to criticism of the test by the United States and Japan.In recent years, China and Russia have called for an international space treaty but encountered strong opposition from the United States.The Jan. 11 missile test, confirmed by Beijing after two weeks of silence, destroyed a defunct Chinese weather satellite by hitting it with a warhead on a ballistic missile. It made China only the third country after Russia and the U.S. to shoot down anything in space.China insists it is committed to the peaceful use of space but Washington and Tokyo have said the test undermined efforts to keep weapons out of space. President Bush signed an order in October tacitly asserting the U.S. right to space weapons and opposing the development of treaties or other measures restricting them. Several countries have said they were concerned that debris created by the test could damage or interfere with the operations of other satellites in orbit. Jiang did not respond to a question about how much debris was generated by the hit. Russia and China presented a draft outline for a treaty to prevent the deployment of weapons in space to the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva in June 2002.The United States objected at the time, saying the 1967 Outer Space Treaty provided sufficient guarantees against the weaponization of space.
China wants to demilitarize space

Associated News Press, 7 (The Associated Press (“AP”) is the essential global news network, delivering fast, unbiased news from every corner of the world to all media platforms and formats 13, 2007) “China calls for talks on treaty against Space Militarization” Accessed 6/28/11

China on Tuesday called for talks on a space weapons treaty, a day after its defense minister reportedly said the country had no plans for a repeat of last month's test of an anti-satellite weapon. Foreign Ministry spokeswoman Jiang Yu said China joined with Russia and other states in urging negotiations for an agreement under the Conference on Disarmament in Geneva."China has always advocated the peaceful use of space, and advocates strengthening international exchanges and cooperation on the peaceful use of outer space," Jiang said at a regularly scheduled news conference.Last month's test, in which a Chinese missile shattered a defunct Chinese weather satellite, drew strong criticism from the United States and other countries, who questioned China's commitment to peaceful development in space. On Monday, former Japanese defense chief Fukushiro Nukaga said Chinese Defense Minister Cao Gangchuan told him the test wasn't targeted at any other nations and there were no plans for a follow up. Despite such assurances, several countries and scientific experts already have expressed concern that the debris created by the test could damage or interfere with other satellites in orbit.Russia and China presented a draft outline for a treaty to prevent the deployment of weapons in space in Geneva in June 2002.Yet the motion made little headway, and President Bush in October signed an order in October tacitly asserting the U.S. right to space weapons and opposing the development of treaties or other measures restricting them.Jiang said China supported talks on a "international legal document preventing the militarization of outer space and an arms race in outer space."While giving few details, she said such a treaty should explicitly outlaw the deployment of weapons in space.

The Chinese does not pose any military or economic threat to the US

CBS 11

(CBSNews, News reporting service, 1/20/11, “Hu Jintao: China Not a Threat to U.S. Power,” Accessed 6/27/11, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2011/01/20/politics/main7265918.shtml) 

Chinese President Hu Jintao sought to assure U.S. business leaders on Thursday that his country is an economic partner and not a military threat to America or anyone else. But he rejected foreign interference on issues such as Tibet and Taiwan. "We will remain committed to the path of peaceful development," Hu told a U.S.-China Business Council luncheon. "We do not engage in an arms race, we are not a military threat to any country. China will never seek to dominate or pursue an expansionist policy." Hu said China intended to "develop a socialist democracy and build a socialist country under the rule of law." His luncheon comments, the final event on his state visit to Washington, followed closed-door sessions with members of Congress, where he drew criticism for his country's human rights and other policies. President Obama had expressed similar human rights concerns a day earlier at the White House.He touched on some of the issues that have sharply divided the United States and China, declaring that the two countries must deal with each other as equals "based on mutual respect and mutual benefits." "Taiwan and Tibet-related issues concern Chinese sovereignty and territorial integrity," Hu said. "They touch upon the national sentiments of 1.3 billion Chinese." It was a reference to China's claim to the currently self-governing island of Taiwan, which split from the mainland amid civil war in 1949, and to Tibet, which is already under China's control. U.S. leaders, including Mr. Obama, have irked China repeatedly by meeting with the exiled Tibetan spiritual leader, the Dalai Lama. Hu said that recovery from the worst economic downturn in generations was slow and difficult, and he called on the U.S. to work with China to help promote "a full recovery of the world economy."

China is not a threat to US technology leadership

East-West Wire 11

(East-West Wire, News, commentary, and analysis service provided by the East-West Center, 6/20/11, “China Not an immediate threat to U.S. tech leadership,” Accessed 6/27/11, http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2011/01/20/politics/main7265918.shtml) 

Contrary to common misperceptions, China’s innovation policies do not pose a threat to U.S. leadership in science and technology, East-West Center economist Dieter Ernst said June 15 in testimony before the congressionally mandated U.S.-China Economic and Security Review Commission. “The U.S. retains a strong lead in overall innovative capacity, and China still has a long way to go to close the innovation gap,” Ernst said. 

US does not believe China has any intention for harm

China Daily 05

(China Daily, News service, 6/14/05, “Powell: China not military threat to US,” Accessed 6/27/11, http://www.chinadaily.com.cn/english/doc/2005-06/14/content_451423.htm) 

Former U.S. Secretary of State Colin Powell said in Bangkok on Monday, June 13 that China is not a military threat to the United States. He also urged Beijing to do a better job explaining the benefits of cheap Chinese imports to American consumers. Speaking to delegates at a business conference in Bangkok, Powell said China's increasing spending on its military does not make it a threat to the United States. "The threat comes from the capability to execute these plans and the intention to do so," he said. "My analysis in the last four years is that China has no such intention. China wishes to live in peace with its neighbors and the U.S." 
AT: Space Pearl Harbor
“Space Pearl Harbor” will never happen
Forden ’08 (Geoffrey, PhD, research associate and analysis of Russian and Chinese space systems at MIT, former Chief of Multidiscipline Analysis Section for UNMOVIC, former strategic weapons analyst in the National Security Division of the Congressional Budget Office, 1/10/08, “How Chine loses the Coming Space War”, http://www.wired.com/dangerroom/2008/01/inside-the-chin/, 6/28/11)
For years, the American armed forces have worried about an attack on US satellites; this could be how it begins. The United States military has become increasingly dependent on space. It uses photo-reconnaissance satellites to observe potential adversaries, GPS satellites to guide munitions with pin-point accuracy, communications satellites to handle the flow of information into and out of a theater of operations, and early warning satellites to detect and track enemy missile launches to name just a few of the better known applications. Because of this increasing dependence, many analysts have worried that the US is most vulnerable to asymmetric attacks against its space assets; in their view US satellites are “sitting ducks” without any sort of defense and their destruction would cripple the US military. China’s test of a sophisticated anti-satellite (ASAT) weapon a year ago, Friday — 11 January 2007, when it shot down its own obsolete weather satellite — has only increased these concerns. But is this true? Could a country—even a powerful country like China that has demonstrated a very sophisticated, if nascent, ability to shoot down satellites at all altitudes—inflict anything close to a knock-out blow against the US in space? And if it was anything less than a knock-out, how seriously would it affect US war fighting capabilities? The answers to these questions should influence how the US responds to the threats China’s ASAT represents. There is at least one way to answer these questions: “war-gaming” a massive Chinese attack on US satellites, where China is only limited by the laws of physics and the known properties of their ASAT, and see how much damage could be done. Such an exercise also reveals what the US could do, and what it could not do, to minimize the consequences. The results of my calculations are reported here. They assume that China launches a massive attack and that everything works exactly as planned: every ASAT launches, the US does not respond until after the attacks are launched even though it will have overwhelming evidence ahead of time, and every ASAT hits its target. Thus, this is a worst case scenario for the United States. In the end, we’ll show, the US would still has sufficient space assets to fight a major conventional war with China, even after such an attack. America’s military capabilities would be reduced, for a few hours at a time. But they would not be crippled. Back in 2001, a commission lead by Donald Rumsfeld warned of a "space Pearl Harbor," a single strike that could cripple America’s satellite network. It turns out, there is no such thing. 

Industrial base Answers: Aerospace resilant
United states already streamlining contracts with companies to strengthen industrial base

Reuters, 2-4-11 (“ U.S. vows to improve industrial base for space”,http://www.reuters.com/article/2011/02/04/us-space-usa-military-idUSTRE7134XB20110204)

The Defense Department and intelligence community vowed on Friday to streamline business with the U.S. suppliers of high-tech eyes, ears and other space hardware deemed critical for national security. "We seek to foster a U.S. space industrial base that is robust, competitive, flexible, healthy, and delivers reliable space capabilities on time and on budget," an unclassified summary of a new "National Security Space Strategy" said. The department and the intelligence community plan to better manage investments to make sure the industrial base can sustain "those critical technologies and skills that produce the systems we require," said the summary released at the Pentagon. Among the biggest beneficiaries could be the Pentagon's top suppliers, led by Lockheed Martin Corp, Boeing Co and Northrop Grumman Corp. Other likely winners include Orbital Sciences Corp, Ball Corp's Aeropsace & Technologies unit, Alliant Techsystems Inc and GenCorp's Aerojet unit, said Philip Finnegan, director of corporate analysis at Teal Group, a Fairfax, Virginia, consultancy. The document was signed jointly by Secretary of Defense Robert Gates and Director of National Intelligence James Clapper. It builds on other major national security planning carried out under President Barack Obama. "The National Security Space Strategy represents a significant departure from past practice," Gates said in a statement. "It is a pragmatic approach to maintain the advantages we derive from space while confronting the new challenges we face." Among the challenges are efforts by potential adversaries to exploit perceived U.S. space vulnerabilities, the document said. 
Alt cause
Sterner and Adkins, 10 ( Eric R. Sterner is a fellow at the George C. Marshall Institute, held senior staff positions on the House Armed Services and Science committees, and served in the office of the secretary of defense and as associate deputy administrator for policy and planning at NASA. William B. Adkins is president of Adkins Strategies, held a senior staff position on the House Science Committee,” R&D Can Revitalize the Space Industrial Base”,  Space News, http://spacenews.com/commentaries/100222-rd-revitalize-space-industrial-base.html)

Several problems with the industrial base consistently rear their heads. These include an aging work force and the loss of critical skills as it retires, a lack of opportunities for young engineers to learn the ropes and “get their hands dirty,” a funding and acquisition approach that is not well-aligned with the boutique nature of contemporary space systems, limited budgets and a backlog of troubled programs. Furthermore, the space industrial base, particularly the second- and third-tier suppliers, has not been immune to the steady decline in the overall U.S. manufacturing base, which has been exacerbated by the recent economic downturn. Particular attention needs to be given to these lower-tier suppliers because that is often where unique, specialized skills reside. 

Aerospace is rebounding

Lopez 10 (Ramon, Editor-in-Chief – Air Safety Week, “Rebound for Aerospace Industry in 2010”, Aviation Today, 2-8, http://www.aviationtoday.com/regions/usa/Rebound-for-Aerospace-Industry-in-2010_66262.html)

A new study by the Center for Aviation and Aerospace Leadership (CAAL) at Embry-Riddle Aeronautical University predicts that the aerospace industry will recover in 2010 – and the rate of recovery could be relatively quick. In fact, the study, titled the Aerospace Economic Report and Outlook for 2010 (the AERO 2010 Report), goes even further by suggesting that the recovery in aerospace manufacturing may help lead the U.S. economy out of the recession.“It may take some time to return to the pre-recession levels of output and employment in our economy, but we anticipate that the rate of growth in aerospace manufacturing will be better than other sectors,” said Dr. Saul “Sonny” Barr, a senior aerospace economist at CAAL and primary author of the study.However, the study also revealed a subtle but ominous trend. More specifically, the data indicates that there is a strong long-term trend toward the importation of aerospace components and parts. Even though the United States continues to lead the world in the export of assembled aircraft, it is clear that a growing percentage of the components that go into the assembled aircraft are being produced overseas.“The vast network of U.S. manufacturers that are so critical to the production and support of both civilian and military aerospace products may be at risk if this trend continues,” said retired USAF Brig. Gen. Robert Mansfield, an aerospace executive in residence at Embry-Riddle and co-author of the study.Dr. Robert Materna, director of CAAL, echoed Mansfield’s concern and notes that the U.S. aerospace industry is unique because it plays a critical role in our economy as well as our national defense.

No shortage of aerospace engineers 
Charles River Associates 09 
(October, leading global consulting firm that offers economic, financial, and business management expertise to major law firms, industries, accounting firms, and governments around the world “Innovation in Aerospace and Defense”, http://www.aviationweek.com/media/pdf/innovate_2009/criver_whitepaper_2009_final.pdf)
The U.S. post-secondary ……has moved overseas.

The U.S. post-secondary education system remains the finest in the world. Science and engineering programs have greatly expanded over time and continue to attract students, at all levels, from every other country in the world. In fact, in science and engineering in particular, there are disproportionate numbers of foreign students enrolled in U.S. degree programs, and by and large U.S. students are not seeking education in these areas outside the U.S. So, it would seem that the quality of our educational system is not a problem. But, is it producing enough talented workers to supply the needs of the aerospace and defense industry? At present, the absolute number of engineers is not the problem. Recent, significant job cuts have meant that, if anything, there are likely more engineers being trained in the U.S. than there are jobs available. Indeed, the trends in the number of graduates reflect the trends in manufacturing industries in general and trends in the aerospace industry in particular. These industries have become increasingly automated, both in design and manufacturing. This has meant that fewer workers are required to produce a given level of output. These industries have also become increasingly globalized, which has meant that fewer workers are required in the U.S. as more and more design and production capacity has moved overseas. 
Aerospace resilient- The US shows resiliency through aerospace

Wharton 8 (Wharton Aerospace & Defense Report, “Despite Economic Turbulence, U.S. Aerospace Industry Shows Resilience”, 12-18, http://executiveeducation.wharton.upenn.edu/wharton-aerospace-defense-report/Economic-Turbulence-1208.cfm)

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

Nagaraj 10 (Amulya, “Obama to Loosen Export Control Policies; Could Benefit Defense Companies”, International Business Times, 9-1, http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/48142/20100901/defense-obama-export-control-regulation-policies-munitions-list-aerospace.htm)

In a bid to tighten national security, U.S. President Barack Obama announced a restructuring of export control policies that would prune one-third of the items in the current control list.In a speech at the Commerce Department's annual conference, Obama said the current control system is "overly complicated, contains too many redundancies, and, in trying to protect too much, diminishes our ability to focus our efforts on the most critical national security priorities."The government will restructure the control lists into a single, cohesive "positive list" and said it may decontrol about one third of the total Munitions list, which contains articles, technology and services related to defense.A preliminary analysis conducted by technical experts states that about 74 percent of the 12,000 items licensed last year in the Munitions List category will be moved the Commerce Control List or will be decontrolled altogether, the government said in a statement. "Of 26 percent of items that remain on the Munitions list, none were found to be in the highest tier of control, about 18 percent are in the middle tier and the remaining 8 percent in the lowest tier," the government said.A new "Export Enforcement Coordination Center" will be established to help with enforcing these lists. The U.S. government will also transition to a single information technology system to administer to export control systems by the next year.This will open up immense export possibilities for companies that export defense materials, technology or aerospace-related goods.Boeing's CEO Jim McNerney, who also serves as the chairman of the President's Export Council (PEC) advising Obama on international trade, said the plane-maker supports the initiative as "an important step toward strengthening and streamlining our export control policies, making them more effective in protecting our national security and advancing U.S. competitiveness."The PEC, which consists of 20 members from companies in the private-sector such as Xerox, Walt Disney, is responsible to advise the President on ways to enhance U.S. competitiveness and support job growth in the next five years.""The restructured list shows great promise in assigning the appropriate level of protection to technology exports across all levels of risk," Aerospace Industries Association CEO Marion Blakey said in a statement, adding that it could have a 'dramatic' impact on small and mid-sized companies.However, the latest reform suggestion has drawn fire from several quarters on concerns that it could actually impede national security, as it potentially lowers barriers to sensitive technology. Easier licensing policies could mean regions and people who were previously not allowed to access certain technologies will be given free access.Under the new proposals, only the highest tier items will require a license to all destinations. However, sanctions against specific countries like Iran and Cuba will still continue to be in place, the government said.The government intends to begin issuing proposed revisions to the control lists and licensing policies later this year.
Economic decline doesn’t cause war
Economic decline doesn’t cause war

Miller 2000
Morris Miller, economist, adjunct professor in the University of Ottawa’s Faculty of Administration, consultant on international development issues, former Executive Director and Senior Economist at the World Bank, Winter 2000, Interdisciplinary Science Reviews, Vol. 25, Iss. 4, “Poverty as a cause of wars?” p. Proquest

The question may be reformulated. Do wars spring from a popular reaction to a sudden economic crisis that exacerbates poverty and growing disparities in wealth and incomes? Perhaps one could argue, as some scholars do, that it is some dramatic event or sequence of such events leading to the exacerbation of poverty that, in turn, leads to this deplorable denouement. This exogenous factor might act as a catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who would then possibly be tempted to seek a diversion by finding or, if need be, fabricating an enemy and setting in train the process leading to war. According to a study undertaken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis. After studying ninety-three episodes of economic crisis in twenty-two countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since the Second World War they concluded that:19 Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong ... The severity of economic crisis - as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth - bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes ... (or, in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence ... In the cases of dictatorships and semidemocracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another).

economic decline decreases resources for war.

D. Scott Bennett and Timothy Nordstrom, Department of Political Science at Penn State, February 2000, The Journal of Conflict Resolution, Vol. 44, Iss. 1, “Foreign policy substitutability and internal economic problems in enduring rivalries,” p. Proquest

Conflict settlement is also a distinct route to dealing with internal problems that leaders in rivalries may pursue when faced with internal problems. Military competition between states requires large amounts of resources, and rivals require even more attention. Leaders may choose to negotiate a settlement that ends a rivalry to free up important resources that may be reallocated to the domestic economy. In a “guns versus butter” world of economic trade-offs, when a state can no longer afford to pay the expenses associated with competition in a rivalry, it is quite rational for leaders to reduce costs by ending a rivalry. This gain (a peace dividend) could be achieved at any time by ending a rivalry. However, such a gain is likely to be most important and attractive to leaders when internal conditions are bad and the leader is seeking ways to alleviate active problems. Support for policy change away from continued rivalry is more likely to develop when the economic situation sours and elites and masses are looking for ways to improve a worsening situation. It is at these times that the pressure to cut military investment will be greatest and that state leaders will be forced to recognize the difficulty of continuing to pay for a rivalry. Among other things, this argument also encompasses the view that the cold war ended because the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics could no longer compete economically with the United States.

No impact to economic decline – empirically proven

Ferguson, 2006 (Niall, MA, D.Phil., is the Laurence A. Tisch Professor of History at Harvard University. He is a resident faculty member of the Minda de Gunzburg Center for European Studies. He is also a Senior Reseach Fellow of Jesus College, Oxford University, and a Senior Fellow of the Hoover Institution, Stanford University, Foreign Affairs, Sept/Oct)

Nor can economic crises explain the bloodshed. What may be the most familiar causal chain in modern historiography links the Great Depression to the rise of fascism and the outbreak of World War II. But that simple story leaves too much out. Nazi Germany started the war in Europe only after its economy had recovered. Not all the countries affected by the Great Depression were taken over by fascist regimes, nor did all such regimes start wars of aggression. In fact, no general relationship between economics and conflict is discernible for the century as a whole. Some wars came after periods of growth, others were the causes rather than the consequences of economic catastrophe, and some severe economic crises were not followed by wars.

STEM Answers: No STEM shortage
There’s no shortage of STEM workers
Miller, ’11 (Mary Miller is a correspondent for the Christian Science Monitor, June 7th 2011, accessed June 24th, 2011, 

“US losing its technological edge? No!;There's plenty of room for improvement. But contrary to the rhetoric, the US has plenty of technical workers and American students have not slipped in science, math over the past 15 years, studies show.”, SK)

Amid some $40 billion in budget cuts in April, Congress decided to preserve a favorite - education programs for science, technology, engineering, and math. "STEM" programs, as they're called, have rare bipartisan support in a Congress worried about the United States' economic competitiveness. Business groups are pushing for more funding. President Obama has called the crisis "our generation's Sputnik moment." But what if the crisis isn't real? Political rhetoric aside, there's no lack of workers to fill technical jobs. And the pipeline of US math and science students to fill future positions has not deteriorated in terms of international competitiveness in the past 15 years. "Every time we look at these shortage claims, we can't find them," says Hal Salzman, a public policy expert at Rutgers University in New Brunswick, N.J. Nobody argues that the US couldn't do better in improving science and math education and technological competitiveness. But if the justification for pumping up STEM education is an economic one, alarmist warnings could take money away from equally deserving programs. "They're asking the government to direct a huge number of resources to increase the supply for something that's not in great demand," says Mr. Salzman. "Does that come at the expense of dealing with real problems?" That the US might be losing its technological edge has been a recurring theme since at least the Soviet launch of Sputnik 1 in 1957, which galvanized US science education. Worries reemerged in the 1980s as Japan made inroads into traditional US industries, such as automobiles. It is again a lively topic now as China challenges US primacy. "The number of jobs out there that require a strong foundation in STEM has grown dramatically," says Claus von Zastrow, chief operating officer of Change the Equation, a STEM education advocacy group. "The fact is that if students aren't able to keep pace with these demands, we can really question whether we'll remain at the forefront of innovation." Change the Equation, a group of more than 100 chief executive officers that formed last year to focus effective philanthropy and change standardized testing of STEM subjects at the state level, is driven by worries that the US economy and national security could become compromised if education falls behind. Likewise, a 2010 revision of a 2005 National Academies Press publication warns that the US "has increasingly placed shackles on [innovative] prowess such that, if not relieved, the nation's ability to provide financially and personally rewarding jobs for its own citizens can be expected to decline at an accelerating pace." The America COMPETES Act was signed into law in 2007 following the initial study, though it has yet to be funded. "This is one of those storms that builds up very slowly," says Norman Augustine, retired CEO of Lockheed Martin Corp. and chairman of the committee that wrote the original study. "It's not a lightning storm or earthquake. It's more like a hurricane that gradually comes upon you." But policymakers may want to take a closer look at the numbers before they take more action. Although the US has dropped slightly in its share of the world's technical publications and cited work, "on the whole the evidence did not support that we had a shortage of STEM workers in the economy," says James Hosek, a researcher at the RAND Corp. in Santa Monica, Calif., and coauthor with RAND's Titus Galama of a 2008 study on the issue. In fact, data show that the US accounts for 40 percent of the entire world's research and development spending, and it increased that spending more than any other region between 1993 and 2003. Between 1983 and 2007, the percentage of the workforce in science and engineering occupations grew from 2.6 percent to 4.3 percent. The number of graduates in the STEM fields exceeds the number of people who end up working in those fields. Those are healthy signs for the US, since there does seem to be a correlation between the size of a country's scientific workforce and its economic growth, according to a 2000 study by three Stanford University and University of California, Irvine, professors. What's not so clear is whether US student performance is that relevant. "If you put aside the statistics and look what's going on, it's not clear to me that you can predict economic growth on how kids are doing on international standardized tests," says Francisco Ramirez of Stanford, one of the coauthors of the 2000 study. In any case, American students have mostly improved their scores in the three tests since the 1995 TIMMS (Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study). And their rankings - typically low or average - among students in about 50 countries has not changed For Mr. Hosek, the most important investments for children are in high-quality education, in general, and health. STEM programs can have an emotional appeal, but "we do want some evidence, some assurance, that these policies really are effective and not just appealing," he says. 

Increasing enrolments, the economy and retention solves any potential shortage 
McAward 10 (Tim, 9-1, the Vice President and Product Leader of Kelly Engineering Resources (KER),, “The future of engineering is here”, http://www.sae.org/mags/aem/8789.)
Yet even though 49% of all American engineers are employed by organizations that specialize in one of these four disciplines, more engineering students have either enrolled in the following five programs, or have attained degrees in one of these niche disciplines, than in the “Big Four” occupational specialties, in the last five years: Aerospace: 30% increase in the number of graduates  Biomedical: 50% increase in the number of graduates Chemical: 50% increase in undergraduate enrollment Environmental: 100% increase in undergraduate enrollment Petroleum: 100% increase in undergraduate enrollment and in the number of students graduating. In the meantime, although the manufacturing sector continues to employ the largest percentage of American engineers, many service-based industries, including professional, scientific, and technical, have begun to hire an increasing number of engineers as well. According to the Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Outlook Handbook for 2010, about 30% of all engineering professionals currently work in one of these industries. If engineers are not employed within the manufacturing sector or in service-based industries, they generally work for federal, state, or local governments, within a variety of capacities, including the U.S. Department of Defense, U.S. Department of Transportation, or U.S. Department of Energy; the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA); or highway and public works departments. U.S. engineers approach retirement as college enrollment rates increase Many U.S. engineers are approaching the traditional retirement age of 55 or older. As a result, some well-experienced engineers are no longer working full-time, thus creating a nationwide engineering talent shortage that will lead many organizations to generate more flexible work options for their employees to retain them for longer durations of time. During the coming years, the future U.S. engineering workforce will be increasingly comprised of multiple generations of workers, including Baby Boomers and Generation X and Y employees. As engineers continue to retire and organizations search for future top talent, recent engineering graduates and current students should certainly maintain positive attitudes as they will likely find high-paying, meaningful positions, even in the midst of the ongoing national economic recession. Meanwhile, according to the American Society for Engineering Education, undergraduate engineering program enrollment rates essentially increased by 7% between the years of 2000 and 2005. Such an increase had originally led some organizations to believe that an engineering “youth movement” had begun. However, although a large number of students had enrolled into programs, enrollment increases did not translate into a higher number of graduates from 2005 to 2009. Nevertheless, the recent economic recession has truly created a spike in undergraduate engineering enrollment. In fall 2009, more than 427,000 students enrolled for collegiate engineering classes, a 6% increase over a one year period and a 16% increase since 2005. As the recession forced many unemployed workers to upgrade their current skills and to pursue new career opportunities, it appears a high number of individuals will begin their new careers within the next couple years—a sign that the current engineering labor shortage may slowly start to decrease throughout the upcoming decade. 
The industry is adapting to less workers-innovates just as well-this ev is incredibly qualified 
Charles River Associates 09 (October, leading global consulting firm that offers economic, financial, and business management expertise to major law firms, industries, accounting firms, and governments around the world “Innovation in Aerospace and Defense”, http://www.aviationweek.com/media/pdf/innovate_2009/criver_whitepaper_2009_final.pdf)

As depicted in the illustration that appears as an Appendix to this paper, the aerospace and defense industry has long been a source of great innovation and continues today to produce cutting edge technologies that push the envelope of human achievement. However, at present, the indicators of innovation in aerospace and defense are mixed. Some, such as high profile program failures and an aging workforce, would suggest a looming crisis of innovation in the industry. Still others, concerning how innovators secure the necessary financial and human resources and then organize those resources for optimum results, underscore that the rules of the innovation game in aerospace and defense are changing. Together, these indicators are upsetting conventional attitudes toward innovation, and the natural friction and travail associated with the process of adapting to change are stoking anxieties. But upon closer examination one finds that there are at least as many encouraging indicators of risk-taking, innovative achievement, and successful adaptation to cast doubt on the reflexive conclusion that aerospace and defense today is experiencing a crisis in its propensity to innovate. The state of innovation in aerospace and defense is not in crisis; it is being transformed. 

To explore the changing nature of innovation from the 20th to 21st centuries, from the Cold-War to a post-9/11 world, Charles River Associates undertook a comprehensive study to assess the state of innovation in the aerospace and defense industry today. The study analyzed the trends and identified changes that are fostering the innovations that will become the 21st century icons of progress. This White Paper is the culmination of that study. It draws on expertise from both academia and industry and includes the findings from recent interviews conducted with top executives at more than a dozen top tier firms.
There’s no shortage of STEM workers: No Impact

Miller, ’11 (Mary Miller is a correspondent for the Christian Science Monitor, June 7th 2011, accessed June 24th, 2011, 

“US losing its technological edge? No!;There's plenty of room for improvement. But contrary to the rhetoric, the US has plenty of technical workers and American students have not slipped in science, math over the past 15 years, studies show.”, SK)

Amid some $40 billion in budget cuts in April, Congress decided to preserve a favorite - education programs for science, technology, engineering, and math. "STEM" programs, as they're called, have rare bipartisan support in a Congress worried about the United States' economic competitiveness. Business groups are pushing for more funding. President Obama has called the crisis "our generation's Sputnik moment." But what if the crisis isn't real? Political rhetoric aside, there's no lack of workers to fill technical jobs. And the pipeline of US math and science students to fill future positions has not deteriorated in terms of international competitiveness in the past 15 years. "Every time we look at these shortage claims, we can't find them," says Hal Salzman, a public policy expert at Rutgers University in New Brunswick, N.J. Nobody argues that the US couldn't do better in improving science and math education and technological competitiveness. But if the justification for pumping up STEM education is an economic one, alarmist warnings could take money away from equally deserving programs. "They're asking the government to direct a huge number of resources to increase the supply for something that's not in great demand," says Mr. Salzman. "Does that come at the expense of dealing with real problems?" That the US might be losing its technological edge has been a recurring theme since at least the Soviet launch of Sputnik 1 in 1957, which galvanized US science education. Worries reemerged in the 1980s as Japan made inroads into traditional US industries, such as automobiles. It is again a lively topic now as China challenges US primacy. "The number of jobs out there that require a strong foundation in STEM has grown dramatically," says Claus von Zastrow, chief operating officer of Change the Equation, a STEM education advocacy group. "The fact is that if students aren't able to keep pace with these demands, we can really question whether we'll remain at the forefront of innovation." Change the Equation, a group of more than 100 chief executive officers that formed last year to focus effective philanthropy and change standardized testing of STEM subjects at the state level, is driven by worries that the US economy and national security could become compromised if education falls behind. Likewise, a 2010 revision of a 2005 National Academies Press publication warns that the US "has increasingly placed shackles on [innovative] prowess such that, if not relieved, the nation's ability to provide financially and personally rewarding jobs for its own citizens can be expected to decline at an accelerating pace." The America COMPETES Act was signed into law in 2007 following the initial study, though it has yet to be funded. "This is one of those storms that builds up very slowly," says Norman Augustine, retired CEO of Lockheed Martin Corp. and chairman of the committee that wrote the original study. "It's not a lightning storm or earthquake. It's more like a hurricane that gradually comes upon you." But policymakers may want to take a closer look at the numbers before they take more action. Although the US has dropped slightly in its share of the world's technical publications and cited work, "on the whole the evidence did not support that we had a shortage of STEM workers in the economy," says James Hosek, a researcher at the RAND Corp. in Santa Monica, Calif., and coauthor with RAND's Titus Galama of a 2008 study on the issue. In fact, data show that the US accounts for 40 percent of the entire world's research and development spending, and it increased that spending more than any other region between 1993 and 2003. Between 1983 and 2007, the percentage of the workforce in science and engineering occupations grew from 2.6 percent to 4.3 percent. The number of graduates in the STEM fields exceeds the number of people who end up working in those fields. Those are healthy signs for the US, since there does seem to be a correlation between the size of a country's scientific workforce and its economic growth, according to a 2000 study by three Stanford University and University of California, Irvine, professors. What's not so clear is whether US student performance is that relevant. "If you put aside the statistics and look what's going on, it's not clear to me that you can predict economic growth on how kids are doing on international standardized tests," says Francisco Ramirez of Stanford, one of the coauthors of the 2000 study. In any case, American students have mostly improved their scores in the three tests since the 1995 TIMMS (Trends in International Mathematics and Science Study). And their rankings - typically low or average - among students in about 50 countries has not changed For Mr. Hosek, the most important investments for children are in high-quality education, in general, and health. STEM programs can have an emotional appeal, but "we do want some evidence, some assurance, that these policies really are effective and not just appealing," he says. 

Squo Solves STEM

Obama supports STEM education, launching programs to drastically increase STEM education for Americans

Office of the Press Secretary 09

(Office of the Press Secretary, 11/23/09, “President Obama Launches "Educate to Innovate" Campaign for Excellence in Science, Technology, Engineering & Math (Stem) Education,” Accessed 6/27/11, http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/president-obama-launches-educate-innovate-campaign-excellence-science-technology-en) 

President Obama today launched the “Educate to Innovate” campaign, a nationwide effort to help reach the administration’s goal of moving American students from the middle to the top of the pack in science and math achievement over the next decade. Speaking to key leaders of the STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering & Math) community and local students, President Obama announced a series of high-powered partnerships involving leading companies, foundations, non-profits, and science and engineering societies dedicated to motivating and inspiring young people across America to excel in science and math. “Reaffirming and strengthening America’s role as the world’s engine of scientific discovery and technological innovation is essential to meeting the challenges of this century,” said President Obama. “That’s why I am committed to making the improvement of STEM education over the next decade a national priority.” The new partnerships, with accompanying major commitments from philanthropic organizations and individuals, mark a dramatic first wave of responses to the President’s call at the National Academy of Sciences this spring for a national campaign to raise American students “from the middle to the top of the pack in science and math over the next decade.” Each of the commitments—valued together at over $260 million in financial and in-kind support—will apply new and creative methods of generating and maintaining student interest and enthusiasm in science and math, reinvigorating the pipeline of ingenuity and innovation essential to America’s success that has long been at the core of American economic leadership. Among the initiatives announced by the President are: Five public-private partnerships that harness the power of media, interactive games, hands-on learning, and 100,000 volunteers to reach more than 10 million students over the next four years, inspiring them to be the next generation of makers, discoverers, and innovators. These partnerships represent a combined commitment of over $260 million in financial and in-kind support. A commitment by leaders such as Sally Ride (the first female astronaut), Craig Barrett (former chairman of Intel), Ursula Burns (CEO, Xerox), Glenn Britt (CEO, Time Warner Cable), and Antonio Perez (CEO, Eastman Kodak) to increase the scale, scope, and impact of private-sector and philanthropic support for STEM education. This coalition, with the support of the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation and the Carnegie Corporation of New York, will recruit private sector leaders to serve as champions for STEM at the state level; mobilize resources to help scale successful STEM innovations; and raise awareness of the importance of STEM among parents and students. An annual science fair at the White House, showcasing the student winners of national competitions in areas such as science, technology, and robotics. President Obama has identified three overarching priorities for STEM education: increasing STEM literacy so all students can think critically in science, math, engineering and technology; improving the quality of math and science teaching so American students are no longer outperformed by those in other nations; and expanding STEM education and career opportunities for underrepresented groups, including women and minorities. The Obama Administration has already taken bold action in the STEM education arena by directing that the $4.35 billion “Race to the Top” school grant program assure a competitive preference to states that commit to improving STEM education. “The Department of Education takes the STEM competitive priority very seriously – and states should as well,” said Education Secretary Arne Duncan. But while federal leadership is necessary, a real change in STEM education requires the participation of many elements of society, including governors, philanthropists, scientists, engineers, educators, and the private sector. That is why the President’s speech at the National Academy of Sciences challenged all Americans to join the cause of elevating STEM education as a national priority. “America needs a world-class STEM workforce to address the grand challenges of the 21st century, such as developing clean sources of energy that reduce our dependence on foreign oil and discovering cures for cancer,” said John Holdren, President Obama’s science advisor and director of the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy. “It is extremely gratifying to see this first and very robust set of responses to the President’s call to action.”
Obama boosts STEM education with $250 Million.

Paulson '10

(Amanda Paulson,CSM Staff writer / Obama directs $250 million for science and math education: New funding will increase the number of science, technology, engineering, and math teachers. The goal is to improve US students' mediocre ranking in math and science performance.January 6, 2010 http://www.csmonitor.com/USA/Education/2010/0106/Obama-directs-250-million-for-science-and-math-education Accessed June 28 2011 JM)

President Obama on Wednesday announced a $250 million public-private effort to increase the number and quality of science, technology, engineering, and mathematics (STEM) teachers. The partnerships expand the “Educate to Innovate” campaign Mr. Obama launched in November. But where the initial campaign focused on out-of-classroom science exposure – bringing in organizations like the Discovery Channel and Sesame Street – the latest efforts focus specifically the teaching part of the issue. “The in-school intervention that has the highest impact on student achievement is a strong teacher,” says Arthur Levine, president of the Woodrow Wilson Foundation, whose teaching fellowship is one of the five programs the administration is helping to expand. The push for more attention on STEM subjects has been building for some time, with educators, business leaders, scientists, and policymakers calling attention to American students’ lackluster math and science performance relative to other countries and sounding the alarm for what it means for the country’s future. “Our future is on the line,” said Obama in announcing the new partnerships and honoring more than 100 science and math teachers. “The nation that out-educates us today is going to out compete us tomorrow.” US students' mediocre ranking According to one measure, US students are 19th in math and 14th in science out of 31 countries ranked by the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). And in 2000, the number of foreign students studying physical sciences and engineering in US grad schools for the first time surpassed the number of American students. Women and minority students are vastly underrepresented among undergraduate majors in science and math, and there is a growing shortage of qualified teachers for STEM subjects. That shortage is what the programs highlighted Wednesday aims to address, trying to increase both the number and quality of STEM teachers, particularly in high-poverty schools. Among the partnerships:• An expansion of the UTeach program, which helps science and math undergraduates receive a teaching certificate along with their baccalaureate degree.• A commitment by the presidents of more than 75 public universities to prepare 10,000 science and math teachers by 2015.• An expansion of the Woodrow Wilson teaching fellowships, which will train more than 700 math and science teachers in Indiana, Ohio, and Michigan over the next three years.The focus on teaching is the right one, says Tracy Gray, managing director for the Center on STEM Education and Innovation at the American Institutes for Research, though the key is in how the programs are implemented. It’s necessary to have not just some good ideas and good intentions, but a very solid program that is based on evidence of what works, and that is provided to teachers on an ongoing basis,” says Dr. Gray. “A one-shot professional development initiative in August does not help the teacher in February…. The hope is that this [administration] effort, working with the business community, will generate enough funding so that teachers get enough support … to really ensure they have both the content and the pedagogical knowledge to reach all students.”Programs selected have good track recordsMost of the programs being highlighted already have a significant track record, providing extensive support and both practical and theoretical training to the teachers they produce.The prevailing myth is that students majoring in math, chemistry, biology, or physics aren’t interested in teaching, and we’ve significantly debunked that myth,” notes John Winn, chief program officer for the National Math and Science Initiative, whose UTeach program had 2,700 students enroll this year at the 13 universities where it currently exists. (It is expanding this year to about 20 schools.) More than 90 percent of UTeach graduates become teachers, and 82 percent are still in the classroom after five years. The Woodrow Wilson partnership, meanwhile, operates much like a teaching residency program, paying students during their fellowship and asking for a three-year commitment to teach in high-need schools, with on-site mentoring throughout that period. Just a few teachers, notes Dr. Levine, can make a big difference: In Michigan, the 120 teachers a year that the program will train will be enough to fill all anticipated vacancies in Detroit, Grand Rapids, and Kalamazoo, and the 80 teachers a year it has trained in Indiana is enough to increase the number of certified STEM teachers in the state by 20 percent. “What we’ve asked [universities] to do is to create brand new programs that focus on student achievement as the goal and the marker of success, are clinically based, and move the instruction from the ivory tower into schools,” says Levine. “Even after this program is completed what we’ll have is a series of leading universities that have changed the way they prepare STEM teachers."
A2: He-3 Adv.
Rush to get He3 causes wars
Graeme Green -2009 (PHDSocial development Wilfrid Laurier University) http://www.lexisnexis.com/lnacui2api/results/shared/sourceInfo.do?csi=335727&sourceName=News%252C%2BAll%2B%2528English%252C%2BFull%2BText%2529&sourceTypeInd=S
Forty years after Neil Armstrong rst set foot on the Moon, a new space race is opening up. Next time the ags are planted, though, it won't be Cold War oneupmanship that's at stake but a 'miracle power source of the future', Helium-3. But while the world's major powers rush to secure the valuable fuel, many are concerned what damage will be done.Who owns the Moon? The Outer Space Treaty of 1967 says no one owns it and that it's 'free for exploration and use' - plenty of wriggle room for mining.Rick Stroud (pictured), author of The Book Of The Moon, believes the Moon will be the next environmental frontier. 'If we strip-mine the Moon, we'll do irreparable damage,' he says. He predicts a free-for-all, with rights of ownership for whoever sets up camp rst. 'The worstcase scenario is that we could see wars on Earth over the Moon's resources,' he says.Helium-3 is a potent safe fuel that could be used to power nuclear fusion reactors to produce clean electricity. It is created by heating vast quantities of lunar soil or 'regolith'. One ton of He-3 is currently valued at $5billion (£3.27billion) and could power New York for a year. Three fully-loaded Space Shuttles could meet the entire planet's annual energy needs.China leads the way, with India and Russia also stating that He-3 will be part of their energy futures. The US plans to establish a Moon base by 2021. Private investors are also funding missions.Gerald Kulcinski, director of the Fusion Technology Institute at the University of Wisconsin, is convinced it's the future. 'The very small environmental effect on the Moon is far outweighed by the reduction in greenhouse gases and having proliferation-free power sources that could last 1,000 years,' he says.It sounds like a no-brainer but The Ecologist editor Pat Thomas warns against turning the Moon into 'a huge open-cast mine': 'The Moon should be protected from exploitation. Our priorities should be here on Earth,' she argues. 'The money we'd use to create a 'lunar economy' could be far better spent on renewable energies and wiping out debt.' Stroud agrees: 'It's a case of how, morally, we use our resources,' he says. 'It's a priority to get clean water to everybody on Earth, at a fraction of the cost of winging off to the Moon. And to not just make tons of electricity to run central heating systems and car plants.' It takes a 1million tons of regolith to produce one ton of He-3. Large-scale mining will scar the lunar landscape. Stroud worries about what may be lost. 'The Moon is a record of 5billion years of our universe's history. Mining will fundamentally change the Moon's atmosphere and destroy its surface.' The Moon has other scienti c value. It will serve as a jump-off point for missions into deeper space, while others hope to use the 'radio-quiet' zone on the far side to build far-reaching radio telescopes, maybe even nd signals from extraterrestrials.How we use the Moon will also create a precedent, says astronomer Heather Couper. 'We're clearly moving into space and there are all sorts of worlds up there - if we start mining one, where will it end? I'd be keen to see an international veto on exploiting our solar system. We should use the Moon but not exploit it.' There's one other practical reason to take care of it. 'The Moon is only a threeday trip away,' says Couper. 'It's very likely that one day we'll call it home.' ¦ The Book Of The Moon by Rick Stroud is out now Rick Stroud on the sacred Moon'The Moon's influence is profound, pervasive and inspiring, from our oldest rituals to popular culture, such as Pink Floyd's The Dark Side Of The Moon. The first known analysis of the Moon's phases is thought to be the marks on a 39,000-year-old bone found in the Lebombo Mountains in Africa. Many cultures have stories of a hero figure who descends into a hellish abyss to re-emerge cleansed or triumphant three days later, the same period that the Moon vanishes from the sky. '"

Spending tradeoff DA: Link- funding constellation forces NASA to cut other programs

Funding NASA for Constellation trades off with other key programs 

Wingo 11 

[Dennis Wingo, writer for Space Ref. Space Ref. Published online June 8, 2011. “An Open letter to Neil Armstrong, Gene Cernan, and Jim Lovell.” Date Accessed: 6/25/11.  http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewnews.html?id=1538]
As early as 2006 the Government Accountability Office (GAO) stated in congressional testimony about the CEV and ESAS/Constellation: "Despite early surpluses, the long-term budget profile for the vision includes multibillion dollar shortfalls each year from fiscal 2014 through FY 2020. The cumulative shortfall will reach $18 billion by 2025, Li said." Source: Aviation Week and Space Technology. The original report is referenced here. This situation was further complicated by the effort of Mike Griffin's NASA to make up for these shortfalls by shifting money from other programs (Shuttle, Aeronautics, Education, and Science). This prompted a push back by the new Democratic majority in Congress in 2007 that cut the ESAS/Constellation by approximately $500 million and restored some of the cuts in other areas. (Source: Space.com).

Visa CP 1NC

Text: The United States federal government should exempt graduates from accredited universities in the United States from the employment-visa quota and preference category system if they hold an advanced degree in science, math, engineering, or technology. The United States federal government should exempt these graduates from security clearance requirements related to [insert plan research].

Counterplan solves the aff better – the US suffers from a lack of highly educated scientists which dooms both public and private aerospace programs.

Rick Stephens, Senior Vice President of Human Resources and Administration @ Boeing, 2010, “Testimony to the house science and technology committee” http://www.aia-aerospace.org/assets/Stephens%20Written%20Testimony%202-4-2010%281%29.pdf
Let me also provide a perspective that I believe is important to set a framework and context. In 1983, a blue-ribbon panel completed a seminal piece of work called "A Nation at Risk," which set the tone and framework for improving education in America. While it focused on primary and secondary education, I believe this work is directly related to today's topic. Today, nearly 27 years later, I contend that we are no longer a "Nation at Risk"; we are a "nation falling further behind"—this despite the fact that, as a nation, we spend more money on education at a total level and on a per-capita basis than any other country in the world. Hundreds of organizations are focused primarily on improving education in the United States and, more specifically, on STEM disciplines. These include the National Science Teachers Association, the Business-Higher Education Forum (BHEF), the Aerospace Industries Association (AIA), the American Institute of Aeronautics & Astronautics (AIAA), and the National Defense Industries Association (NDIA). In addition, every college and university is focused on increasing the number of graduates. We are proud to be among those industries that have placed the United States in its leadership role in technology, innovation and the ability to solve highly complex problems. But as both the pace of innovation and the need for problem-solving accelerate globally, the United States faces a competitive gap that we can close only if more of our young people pursue careers in the growing fields of STEM disciplines.

In my industry, the Aviation Week 2009 Workforce Study (conducted in cooperation with the Aerospace Industries Association, American Institute of Aeronautics & Astronautics, and the National Defense Industries Association) indicates aerospace companies that are hiring need systems engineers, aerospace engineers, mechanical engineers, programming/software engineers and program managers. Today, across the aerospace industry, the average age of the workforce continues to increase, and expectations are that approximately 20 percent of our current technical talent will be eligible to retire within the next three years. As a result, in the very near future, our companies and our nation's aerospace programs will need tens of thousands of engineers—in addition to those joining the workforce today.

These are becoming difficult jobs to fill not because there is a labor shortage but because there is a skills shortage: Our industry needs more innovative young scientists, technologists, engineers, and mathematicians to replace our disproportionately large (compared to the total U.S. workforce) population of Baby Boomers as they retire. At the same time that retirements are increasing, the number of American workers with STEM degrees is declining, as the National Science Board pointed out in 2008.

 Visa CP 1NC

Only exempting STEM workers from Employment based visa caps guarantees the US has the innovation necessary to get to space.

Joseph Tiger, Law Student @ Georgetown Law, BA in economics, 2008, “Note:Re-Bending the Paperclip: an Examination of America's Policy Regarding Skilled Workers and Student Visas,” 22 Geo. Immigr L.J. 507 P.LN

Just as there is a large shortage of H-1B visas, there is also a large shortage of employment-based green cards. In fact, the shortage of employment-based green cards is more severe than the numbers above might suggest. The law specifies that no one country may receive more than 7% of EB visas, n182 which is very problematic for countries such as India, China, Mexico, and the Philippines, which are considered "oversubscribed" to the program. N183 In 2006, Senator John Cornyn (R-TX) introduced the Securing Knowledge and Innovation and Leadership Act (the "SKIL Bill") as part of the comprehensive immigration reform passed that year by the Senate. n184 It was included as part of S. 2611, the Comprehensive Immigration Reform Act of 2006, n185 but S. 2611 was never reconciled with its House counterpart, H.R. 4337. Senator Cornyn reintroduced it as a stand-alone bill in 2007 and it is still in committee as of April 12, 2008. n186 The SKIL Bill would address many of the problems faced by foreign students on F-1 visas upon graduation. Among other provisions, the SKIL Bill would raise the H-1B quota to 115,000, with a 20% increase automatically occurring each year the cap is reached, n187 and holders of advanced degrees in science and mathematics would not be counted toward the quota. n188 Additionally, the employment-based green card system would be reformed, increasing the numeric cap to 290,000, and dependents would not be counted toward the quota, nor would recipients of advanced degrees from American universities. n189 The new exemption for dependents would effectively double the number of visas available. n190 OPT would also be extended to two years for all students and employers would be able to file for employment-based green card status during the OPT period. n191 However, the student would still be obliged to  [*525]  work, at least temporarily, in a career directly related to the major course of study. n192 The SKIL Bill was introduced before the recent changes to OPT by USCIS and it remains to be seen whether the bill will be amended to reflect the extended OPT now available to STEM majors. Once the application was submitted and the petition for permanent residence was in place, however, the student on OPT could file for a work permit. N193 The SKIL Bill would significantly alleviate the current problems, although the number of H-1B visas made available might still be inadequate, particularly if demand for them increases at a rate greater than the 20% annual increase built into the bill. Additionally, the oversubscription problem remains, which could be especially serious for Indian and Chinese students whose countrymen make up a disproportionate percentage of permanent employment-based visa holders. n194 The increase in length of OPT would make obtaining and converting either to an H-1B or to a green card substantially easier for students on F-1 visas. The SKIL Bill, endorsed by both the Council of Graduate Schools n195 and the Information Technology Association of America, n196 addresses the two main problems facing foreign students at American universities--the timing of H-1B visas relative to graduation, and the period between graduation and the beginning of the fiscal year. It addresses the first through substantial increases in H-1B and EB quotas and exemptions from the quotas, and the second through extension of OPT for all students and permission to file for green card status directly out of OPT. Senator Hagel's High-Tech Worker Relief Act temporarily addresses the first problem but does not deal with the second. In fact, there are innumerable ways in which these problems can be addressed. At some level, each proposal will likely involve some form of increase in quotas, either through a direct increase in the number or by exempting students from the quotas. Conceivably, the problem of the graduation date being later than the availability of visas could be dealt with by delaying the first date petitions for H-1B visas are accepted, from the beginning of April until the beginning of May or June, so that students would have a chance to compete. For the foreign student and for America's own self-interest, the best solution to these problems would be a combination of reforms to the policies governing green cards and H-lB visas; addressing one system but not the other would be less than optimal. For example, America could offer all  [*526]  foreign students H-1B visas, but those who choose to pursue U.S. citizenship (allowable under the dual-intent provisions of this visa) would still have to obtain a green card. Further, increases in the number of H-1B visas issued would soon bump up against the green card quotas unless those quotas were also raised. Offering all students green cards but not H-1B visas would be even more problematic. If all students were made automatically eligible for EB status upon graduation, acceptance at an American university would, in essence, constitute a near guarantee of future citizenship. Thus, to maintain its power to control citizenship, the government would have to exercise even stricter control over the granting of student visas. These procedural hurdles could act as a disincentive if not an actual barrier to foreign students interested in studying at American universities. n197 Additionally, working under a green card has procedural hurdles of its own, not associated with the H-1B visa program (notably, labor certification). As such, foreign students who do not wish to stay in the United States beyond a temporary period of work would face the choice of accepting the green card and becoming a permanent resident, or leaving immediately upon the termination of F-1 status. Furthermore, in terms of America's own interest, some fields of study, such as aerospace engineering or physics, are more valuable in terms of supply and demand than others, such as the liberal arts. The issue is not that science and technology are superior to the liberal arts, but that there are far fewer American students majoring in science and technology than in the liberal arts. Policies governing foreign students in America should take into account this disequilibrium. Upon graduation from American universities, those foreign students whose presence would constitute a real benefit to America should be presented with three long-term options: accept an H-1B temporary work visa, accept EB green card status, or return to their native countries. The question is: which students are desirable? Although there is obviously no easy answer, the United States might be guided by the policies of Australia and Canada, which have set up general skill-based immigration systems. n198 Their laws are modified regularly to reflect the changing demands of the economy. General skill-based immigration is beyond the scope of this article, but a similar system could be applied with relative ease to America's student visa system.

It might be argued (as a topic for another paper) that any quotas set on foreign students and foreign workers with desired skill sets are counterproductive to the interests of America. However, as a potentially better alternative within a system that does employ quotas, Congress could delegate to a  [*527]  bipartisan committee n199 the authority to determine which skill sets are deemed desirable now and in the future given the overall direction of the United States' economy. Such a committee would make its decisions based on economic studies, analysis of macroeconomic trends, and input from private industry. These determinations would be summarized in a statement outlining recommended policies for the special issuance of H-1B visas and green cards to foreign students in areas of academic concentration deemed desirable (possibly with specific quotas set for each of these fields of study); in contrast, foreign students majoring in other subjects would have to compete for H-1B visas and green cards issued within the limits of their respective general quotas. There is some parallel in the self-adjusting system in place. That is, the overall state of economy should be reflected by which employers make filings, on behalf of their prospective employees, for EB status or H-1B visas. However, the cap distorts the theoretically optimal results that one would otherwise expect to see. When too many applications for H-lB visas are filed at once, a lottery determines who gets the visas; consequently, visas are granted on a random basis rather than a basis directed at helping to meet America's current and anticipated needs. Employment-based green cards are granted on a first-come, first-served system, and there is currently a three-year backlog for the EB3 visa, creating a time lag in meeting America's needs. By delegating such authority to an expert committee, the federal government could retain control over immigration while resolving many of the above-described problems. Obviously, if Congress disagrees with the committee's decisions or wishes to promote an agenda outside of the scope of the committee, it always retains the power to pass laws granting certain foreign students the option of remaining in this country. For example, even if the price of fossil fuels were low and there were little motivation to invest in alternative energy by the private sector, Congress, concerned about the national security implications of dependence on foreign oil, could permit students with expertise in green energy to remain in the United States. Such a system would have the advantage of guaranteeing either an H-1B visa or an EB green card to students upon graduation, conditional upon them finding employment, while retaining federal control of the immigration system. V. CONCLUSION Foreign students at America's universities face real problems upon graduation. Many graduating seniors are unable to obtain H-1B visas and are not  [*528]  legally eligible for EB3 status given that the F-1 student visa does not permit dual intent. Additionally, those students who do receive H-1B visas are often unable to begin work until the beginning of the fiscal year. These problems could be addressed by reform of either the H-1B program or the green card system. The SKIL bill is an ambitious and comprehensive attempt to address many of the issues facing foreign students at American universities wishing to work in the United States upon graduation. The days when immigrants were merely manual labor have passed. Operation Paperclip heralded a new era of competition for talent among post-industrial nations moving toward innovation-and knowledge-based economies. The country that can attract the finest minds of the world will be at the forefront of innovation and technology. On December 14, 1972, Eugene Cernan of the Apollo 17 mission became the last man to walk on the moon. n200 Since the end of the Apollo program, manned American spaceflight has been carried out using the space shuttle, which cannot travel past low Earth orbit. n201 In 2004, with spectacular images coming from the unmanned Mars rovers, Spirit and Opportunity, President George W. Bush announced his Vision for Space Exploration, which calls for the development of new manned spacecraft to return to the Moon and to reach Mars. n202 As part of Project Constellation, NASA hopes to return Americans to the Moon by 2020 and continue further into space with manned missions to Mars by 2037. n203 America has become the world leader in technology and science by attracting brilliant minds from all over the world rather than relying solely on native talent. Wernher von Braun, a German immigrant, headed the team that designed the rocket system that carried the Apollo astronauts to the Moon. It would be unfortunate if the success of Project Constellation were compromised due to problems in America's visa programs. Talented foreign students, drawn to America by her extraordinary university system, represent an enormous asset that must not be squandered.

2NC CP solves aff

CP is key to attracting STEM workers – without it they’ll all leave turning the aff.

Shah, June 17th, 2011, (Nishant Shah is an industry analyst for Ovum Ltd., “US Immigration Reform and the Dearth of High-Tech Talent”, Ovum is an industry analyst firm, http://about.ovum.com/app/us-immigration-reform-and-the-dearth-of-high-tech-talent/, Accessed June 27th, 2011.
At the moment, students born abroad receive 53% of US engineering PhDs awarded and 40% of the engineering master’s degrees. Vivek Wadhwa, director of research at the Center for Entrepreneurship and Research Commercialization at Duke University, notes that from 1995-2005 immigrants filed 25% of America’s global patents and started 52% of Silicon Valley technology firms, founding them on average 13 years after their arrival to the US. This is clearly a key workforce for US-based technology firms, and one that is limited by a status quo with negative effects on the US economy. But even this does not meet the needs of the US IT industry. Silicon Valley executives have long supported targeted immigration reform, recognizing it as a vital part of sustaining US competitiveness, innovation, and the growth of the industry. Businesses will continue to move outside US borders if incentives are superior and policy is better positioned to hire the necessary talent to run a company. A similar trend is well illustrated by the clean-tech industry, which has increasingly been moving to China and other more amenable destinations that provide better incentives and possess the required human capital.
Solvency Advocate

SIA, 2010 (The Semiconductor Industry Association, SIA, is the voice of the U.S. semiconductor industry, America's number-one export industry, “AMERICA NEEDS THE WORLD’S BEST AND BRIGHTEST INNOVATORS”, Feb 3rd, 2010, http://www.choosetocompete.org/downloads/1-Pager_Innovators.pdf, Accessed June 27th, 2011)

Foreign-Born Innovators are Critical to Solving National Challenges America has long enjoyed a competitive advantage in the global economy by being a magnet for the best and brightest innovators from around the world. Foreign-born innovators helped launch America’s space program, have founded some of the most dynamic U.S. companies, and are net job creators. Foreign nationals represent a large percentage of the science and engineering graduates that will be key in solving national challenges such as energy, health care, and national security. A highly educated workforce is the principal anchor for high-tech business investment in a world where talent and capital are available globally. Foreign nationals represent half of the masters’ degrees and over 2/3 of the PhDs granted from U.S. universities in electrical engineering, the lifeblood of the semiconductor industry. America’s Immigration System: A Competitive Disadvantage Congress has failed to reform the employment-based (EB) green card and H-1B visa systems that U.S. employers use to recruit and retain top worldwide talent. The broken green card system causes employees to spend years in limbo, unable to be promoted or relocated without restarting the process. Over 3,700 H-1Bs in the semiconductor industry seek permanent resident status, and over 500 applicants have been waiting for 4 years or more. The result is that America is less welcoming to the world’s best and brightest at a time when other countries are increasing their efforts to attract these individuals. The SIA has reached agreement with the Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers – U.S.A. (IEEE-USA) to (SIA) on permanent, employment-based immigration reform. Media stories often highlight our organizations’ different positions on temporary visa programs, but to move forward we believed it was important for parties with different viewpoints to come together and seek common understanding, and we urge Congress to do the same. SIA Calls Upon Congress To Bolster U.S. Innovation Through High-Skilled Immigration Reform Congress must: Exempt graduates with advanced STEM degrees from U.S. universities from the EB green card cap to allow U.S. employers to retain foreign-born employees already working in America; and Streamline the path from student to permanent resident to allow U.S. companies to access key talent, particularly individuals educated at U.S. universities. 

Counterplan solves econ, competitiveness, and tech leadership. Without it reverse brain drain turns the aff.

Case et al. 11 (Steve Case, John Doerr, Paul Otellini, and Sheryl Sandberg are members of the President’s Council on Jobs and Competitiveness, “America needs a 21st century immigration policy”, May 19th, 2011, http://blogs.reuters.com/great-debate/2011/05/19/america-needs-a-21st-century-immigration-policy/, accessed June 27th, 2011)

President Obama’s recent focus on immigration highlights America’s “broken” system and its impact on our economy. Fixing it requires Republicans and Democrats to show political courage and implement reforms to expand and strengthen the American economy. As members of the President’s Council on Jobs and Competitiveness, we share his deep concern that our nation’s ability to compete economically is being damaged by the two parties battling over immigration laws and policies. To some, the link between immigration reform and economic growth may be surprising. To America’s most innovative industries, it is a link we know is fundamental. The global economy means companies that drive U.S. job creation and economic growth are in a worldwide competition for talent. While other countries are aggressively creating policies and incentives to attract a highly educated workforce, America has stagnated. Once a magnet for the world’s top minds, America now faces a “reverse brain drain” and is no longer the first choice for many entrepreneurs creating new companies and jobs. America needs a pro-growth immigration system that works for U.S. workers and employers in today’s global economy. And we need it now. First, we need to invest in homegrown talent that is educated and trained in the critical science, technology, engineering and math fields. The U.S. education system must be improved, top to bottom, so that our most precious resource – our children – can compete in the increasingly global world economy. Statistically our K-12 students are falling farther behind students in Korea, China and elsewhere in the physical sciences. We can and must do better. Second, the United States must allow employers to recruit and retain the world’s best brains. We need a pro-growth based green card system to replace the current system that is plagued with years-long backlogs. Waiting a decade or more during the H1B specialty visa and green card process demoralizes the next great American immigrant Nobel laureate. More of them are returning to their home countries, like China and India, and driving new scientific breakthroughs and innovations there. Third, we should staple a green card to every advanced diploma in critical fields to keep foreign-born students graduating from a U.S. university or college here in America, working for our future. Today foreign nationals account for 50% of master’s degrees and 70% of Ph.D. degrees in electrical and electronic engineering in the U.S. Yet, our antiquated immigration laws numerically limit the numbers of these individuals, by the thousands, from entering our country annually. What kind of strategy is it to train the world’s best and brightest in our great universities – and then require them to leave? America’s cutting-edge job creating industries – from computing to biotech – rely on immigrant scientists, engineers and entrepreneurs to remain competitive. And as the President said in his speech, they are responsible for founding iconic companies like Google, Yahoo and eBay. According to a Kauffman Foundation study, 40 million jobs have been created in the past 25 years by high growth U.S. entrepreneurial companies. Of those, according to a Duke and UC Berkeley report, more than a quarter of U.S. technology and engineering businesses launched between 1995 and 2005 had a foreign-born founder. And in 2005, companies created by immigrants produced $52 billion in sales and employed 450,000 workers, so getting this right is paramount. Silicon Valley offers a good example of the impact foreign nationals make on U.S. innovation – and the arduous process companies must go through to retain them. With 80% of Intel R&D conducted in the U.S., employing people with specific expertise in U.S. facilities is imperative. Right now, there are software engineers in the UK, who cannot come to work in a U.S. Intel facility until visas are available in the next fiscal year. And experts in next-generation mobile technology who must remain in Finland, rather than joining an Intel research and development team in the U.S. At Facebook, Javier Olivan was instrumental in creating the technology that has translated the site into more than 70 languages, connecting people and businesses in the U.S. with markets around the world. Despite making a significant contribution to economic growth, Javier was lucky to be able to stay in this country. The year he applied for an H-1B visa, there were 150,000 applicants and only 65,000 visas. U.S. employers must look ahead to coming talent shortages and plan their workforce needs years in advance. They need policy certainty from Washington to know they will be able to hire the very best talent to meet the demands of the global innovation marketplace. It is time for Congress and the Administration to pass bi-partisan immigration reforms. In particular, taking quick action to attract and retain science and engineering talent is critical to the growth of our economy. Let’s create a pro-growth immigration system that works. Our global competitiveness should not be a partisan debate, it should be a top American priority. 

CP Solves Econ

Admitting STEM workers is key to the economy – empirically proven.

Jarmul 07

(David Jarmul deputy director of the Howard Hughes Medical Institute's communications department U.S. - Study points to 'brain-drain' of skilled immigrant entrepreneurs 22 August 2007 http://today.duke.edu/2007/08/wadwha.html accessed June 27 2011 JM)

A study conducted by researchers from Duke University, Harvard University, and New York University, Says that more than a million skilled foreigners are competing for 120,000 permanent U.S. resident visas each year. The situation creates an imbalance that could likely fuel a reverse brain-drain with skilled workers returning to their home countries.The report, 'Intellectual Property, the Immigration Backlog, and a Reverse Brain-Drain', released by the Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation (EMKF), is the third in a series of studies focusing on immigrants' contributions to the global competitiveness of the United States economy."The United States benefits from having foreign-born innovators create their ideas in this country," said Vivek Wadhwa, Wertheim fellow with the Harvard Law School and executive in residence at Duke University."Their departures would be detrimental to U.S. economic well-being. And, when foreigners come to the United States, collaborate with Americans in developing and patenting new ideas, and employ those ideas in business in ways they could not readily do in their home countries...the world benefits."According to the foundation, the key finding from the research is that the number of skilled workers waiting for visas is significantly larger than the number that can be admitted to the U.S. -- an imbalance that creates the potential for a sizeable reverse brain-drain.The total number of foreigners in the employment-based immigration categories and their family members waiting for legal permanent residence in the United States in 2006 was estimated at 1,055,084. Additionally, the report cited an estimated 126,421 residents abroad also waiting for employment-based U.S. legal permanent residence, adding up to a worldwide total of 1,181,505. Earlier reports found that one in four engineering and technology companies founded between 1995 and 2005 were started by foreigners that immigrated to the United States. Researchers found that these companies employed 450,000 workers and generated $52 billion in revenue during 2006, with Indians founding more companies than the next four groups (the United Kingdom, China, Taiwan, and Japan) combined. The founders tended to be highly educated in science, technology, math and engineering-related disciplines, with 96 percent holding at least a bachelor's degree and 75 percent holding master's or PhD degrees. The study also found that foreign nationals living in the United States were named as inventors or co-inventors in 25.6 percent of international patent applications filed from the United States in 2006. This represents an increase of 7.6 percent from applications filed in 1998. 41 percent of the patents filed by the U.S. government had foreign nationals as inventors or co-inventors."Given that the U.S. comparative advantage in the global economy is in creating knowledge and applying it to business, it behoves the country to consider how we might adjust policies to reduce the immigration backlog, encourage innovative foreign minds to remain in the country, and entice new innovators to come," said Robert Litan, vice president of Research and Policy at the Kauffman Foundation.

AT: Funding Key

Funding cuts weren’t that bad and cp reinvigorates private sector which solves.

William Harwood, Space consultant for CBS News for 15 years, Feb. 14 2011, “NASA 2012 budget reflects ‘tough choices,’ uncertain outlook”, http://news.cnet.com/8301-19514_3-20031912-239.html
The Obama administration canceled the Constellation program last year, deciding it was not affordable. Instead, the administration favored a "flexible path" approach laid out by a blue-ribbon panel that called for relying on the private sector to ferry astronauts to and from the station. NASA was to focus on developing a new architecture for visiting a variety of deep-space targets including nearby asteroids and, eventually, Mars. After lengthy discussions between NASA, Congress, and the White House, the agency opted to use a variant of the Constellation program's Orion capsule as a reference design for a deep-space capsule and a less powerful version of the Ares V moon rocket.

In legislation passed last year, NASA was told to build the new rocket by 2016. The agency responded in January that it would not be able to deliver given the expected funding. And that was before the proposed spending freeze. "In this time of necessary budget cuts, NASA does well compared to most other agencies," Sen. Bill Nelson, D-FL, the architect of the heavy-lifter legislation, said in a statement. "But the president's budget does not follow the bipartisan NASA law Congress passed late last year. The Congress will assert its priorities in the next six months. "Given the budget uncertainty in Washington, it's not clear when any of these new systems might fly. But Bolden said he's convinced NASA and its private-sector partners will deliver in the end. "Trust me. I wouldn't be doing this if I didn't think it could work," he said.
More Evidence NASA has plenty of money and private sector solves.

James Mulroy, writer for PC world magazine, 5-16-2011, “The Shuttle Program is Winding down – What Next?”, http://www.pcworld.com/article/227921/the_shuttle_program_is_winding_downwhat_next.html
Contrary to what you may think, NASA is to receive a budget increase of some six billion dollars (although much of it may be to adjust for inflation) over the next couple years, thanks to the Obama administration. Additionally, NASA sucks up way less money than most people think it does. According to a study by The Space Review, respondents on average thought that NASA accounted for roughly 1/4 of the Federal budget.

In reality, NASA actually receives less than 1% of the entire budget. The budget increase--despite the cancellation of the Constellation Program (a failed attempt at developing a replacement to the Space Shuttle), is designed to improve the efficiency of everything that NASA does, including the manned spaceflight program.
With the signing of the Launch Services Purchase Act of 1990, under George H.W. Bush NASA is required to purchase launch services for its payloads from commercial providers when such services are needed. So what does that mean? While there are a number of factors, it means that NASA saves a significant amount of money by going with commercial services. Not only that, but should commercial spaceflight alternatives be safer than any existing NASA program, then that service should be considered instead.

AT: CP Unpopular

No uniqueness to their links – Obama already perceived as pushing Immigration now

Obama, 11 (Barack Obama, President of the United States, The State Of The Union Address, Jan 25th, 2011, http://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/2011/01/25/remarks-president-state-union-address, accessed June 27th, 2011)
One last point about education. Today, there are hundreds of thousands of students excelling in our schools who are not American citizens. Some are the children of undocumented workers, who had nothing to do with the actions of their parents. They grew up as Americans and pledge allegiance to our flag, and yet they live every day with the threat of deportation. Others come here from abroad to study in our colleges and universities. But as soon as they obtain advanced degrees, we send them back home to compete against us. It makes no sense. Now, I strongly believe that we should take on, once and for all, the issue of illegal immigration. And I am prepared to work with Republicans and Democrats to protect our borders, enforce our laws and address the millions of undocumented workers who are now living in the shadows. (Applause.) I know that debate will be difficult. I know it will take time. But tonight, let’s agree to make that effort. And let’s stop expelling talented, responsible young people who could be staffing our research labs or starting a new business, who could be further enriching this nation. (Applause.) 

Multiple senators are already pushing for the counterplan – no uniqueness to perception.
Shah, June 17th, 2011, (Nishant Shah is an industry analyst for Ovum Ltd., “US Immigration Reform and the Dearth of High-Tech Talent”, Ovum is an industry analyst firm, http://about.ovum.com/app/us-immigration-reform-and-the-dearth-of-high-tech-talent/, Accessed June 27th, 2011
Discussion to date has primarily centered on raising the annual caps on H-1B visas (currently 85,000), which allow foreign-born, highly skilled workers temporary employment in the US. However, a bill entitled Immigration Driving Entrepreneurship in America (IDEA), which was recently introduced by Democrat congresswoman Zoe Lofgren, would provide green cards to STEM graduates from American research universities, highly skilled immigrants that receive venture capital funding, and foreign-born entrepreneurs that create jobs. Representative Darrell Issa, a Republican from California, has already introduced a bill in the House that would dissolve an ineffective green card lottery system and provide those 50,000 visas to students born abroad that are STEM graduates. The major difference between the bills is that Issa’s would reallocate existing visas while Lofgren’s would increase the total number. On the Senate side, Senators John Kerry, Richard Lugar, and Mark Udall have proposed the StartUp Visa Act, which specifically offers green cards to foreign-born entrepreneurs that employ Americans, and includes various milestones that must be met in terms of jobs created, financing raised, and revenue generated within two years. 

Counterplan Popular – Latino

Extending visas is key to latin voters – key to elections.

Janet Murguía 06/24/11 (President and CEO of the National Council of La Raza (NCLR) http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/presidential-campaign/168317-the-candidates-guide-to-the-latino-vote)
Although we are only halfway through 2011, the 2012 election season is in full swing. The Latino community, like other voters, is waiting to hear from candidates on how they will address the critical issues that our country faces, including getting the U.S. economy back on track, creating jobs, fixing our troubled education system and enacting comprehensive immigration reform. But the campaign so far has not been promising. Few, if any, of the Republican candidates have set up Latino-focused initiatives within their campaigns. More disturbingly, no one has spoken out about the toxic atmosphere confronting Latinos today. Even worse, some have rushed to support the slew of draconian state immigration laws that do nothing to solve our problems, but do plenty to exacerbate racial profiling and harassment of immigrants and American citizens.Yet there is still time for a dramatic shift in the relationship between the 2012 campaign and Hispanic voters. So we are offering a few nonpartisan dos and don’ts for aspiring candidates:Do take the Latino vote seriously. Latinos are not only the fastest-growing population in the U.S., they are also the fastest-growing voter bloc. The Census results released this spring found that one in six Americans is Latin. More than one in four Americans under the age of 18 is Latino, 93 percent of whom are U.S. citizens. According to Democracia U.S.A., this means that half a million Latinos will turn 18 each year for the next 20 years.Do take Hispanic concerns, especially immigration, seriously. The recent immigration debate among policymakers has been controversial, divisive, and corrosive, but it has not been serious about fixing the problem. Action on comprehensive immigration reform has been one of the sacrificial lambs of Washington gridlock. In the absence of federal action, states and localities have succumbed to extreme voices touting extreme proposals that score political points but do little more. Yet poll after poll shows that Hispanics and all Americans want Washington to stop politicizing or running away from the issue, get serious, and deal with immigration in a comprehensive, effective and humane way.Do engage the Latino community. A good start is a solid, affirmative outreach operation that targets Latinos. However, Latinos should be involved at all levels of a campaign, especially in decision-making positions. The Hispanic community’s issues and concerns should also be addressed and incorporated into a candidate’s platform. And there should be a vision for what role Hispanics will play in any future administration or office. Don’t write off the Latino vote. Candidates who believe that Hispanics are part of any party’s base are under a grave misapprehension. While it is true that most Hispanics are registered Democrats, history also shows that most are frequent ticket-splitters. Both President Ronald Reagan and President George W. Bush received more than 40 percent of the Hispanic vote in their reelection campaigns. Some analysts note that a Republican needs to receive 40 percent of the Latino vote to win the presidency. In fact, for many candidates in 2010, failing to engage the Latino voter cost them the election. So those who appeal to Latino voters early stand a better chance of ending strong.Don’t demonize immigrants and Latinos. It is unconscionable to scapegoat a community and sow division and hate in American society. Pundits agree that the extreme anti-immigrant stances of several candidates in 2010 cost the Republican Party control of the Senate. Interviews with Latino voters in those key elections said they went to the polls to vote against such positions and tactics. Don’t take the Hispanic vote for granted. Having an extreme, anti-immigrant opponent may lull some candidates into a false sense of security when it comes to the Hispanic vote, yet voter motivation and enthusiasm are critical in any election, and especially in 2012. Studies show that voters are more motivated when they have something to vote for rather than something to vote against.
Counterplan is popular, two warrants: bipartisanship and job creation

Shah, June 17th, 2011, (Nishant Shah is an industry analyst for Ovum Ltd., “US Immigration Reform and the Dearth of High-Tech Talent”, Ovum is an industry analyst firm, http://about.ovum.com/app/us-immigration-reform-and-the-dearth-of-high-tech-talent/, Accessed June 27th, 2011.
It is the perfect time for tech companies to push harder than ever for immigration reform through lobbying and directed support. As candidates begin to approach Silicon Valley for campaign funding, executives should ask for tangible, near-term movement on immigration reform, demonstrated by votes to be held this summer. It remains to be seen if Lofgren can find a Republican co-sponsor to boost the prospects of her bill, but in one way or another a similar or compromise bill will need to be passed to address the shortage of highly skilled labor. Both sides believe some movement is needed, and technology companies can help shape where an inevitable compromise ends up falling. Job creation will be one of the most important topics this election cycle, and targeted immigration reform is a guaranteed job creator, making it difficult to oppose. 

The brink is now

Shah, June 17th, 2011, (Nishant Shah is an industry analyst for Ovum Ltd., “US Immigration Reform and the Dearth of High-Tech Talent”, Ovum is an industry analyst firm, http://about.ovum.com/app/us-immigration-reform-and-the-dearth-of-high-tech-talent/, Accessed June 27th, 2011.
The US is currently in the midst of one of the most intense investment drives into tech startups since the dot-com era, and tipping points are just beginning to hit for major trends like the adoption of cloud-based systems and the use of Big Data. This requires serious talent acquisition across all parties, from agile newcomers in consumer IT to larger players in the enterprise space. According to a McKinsey report, the US faces a shortage of 1.5 million data-savvy managers needed to analyze and consume big data, and 140,000-190,000 workers with deeper analytical skills. 

Counterplan Popular - Republicans
Immigration popular among the Republicans

Benton Foundation 09 (Benton Foundation, Foundation to enhance democracy, “Republicans urge action on tech issues,” Feb 2009, http://benton.org/node/7477, accessed 6/27/11)

REPUBLICANS URGE ACTION ON TECH ISSUES [SOURCE: San Jose Mercury News, AUTHOR: Frank Davies] Worried that Democrats in Congress were getting too much credit for leadership on tech-industry issues, GOP House leaders Thursday pressed Speaker Nancy Pelosi to move quickly on several tech priorities, including allowing more skilled workers from overseas. In a letter to Pelosi, D-San Francisco, Minority Leader Rep. John Boehner, R-Ohio, and at least 30 other Republicans also called for quick action on making the Internet tax moratorium permanent. In addition, Republicans want an expanded research-and-development tax credit, building on an increase enacted last year, and a renewed effort to encourage the use of electronic medical records. 

Counterplan Popular – builds PC

Campaigning for the CP builds up obama’s credibility.

Ingram 10 (Chris Ingram, works in US Immigration Law Offices, “ Comprehensive Immigration Reform Now *,” April 2010, http://www.breakthroughusa.co.uk/comprehensive-immigration-reform/, accessed 6/27/11)

In July 2009 President Obama commissioned a panel of immigration leaders to start working up immigration bills to be launched once the healthcare issue was concluded. On December 15, 2009 the first of those bills was published Luis V. Gutierrez (D-IL) . On March 18, 2010 Senator Lindsey Graham (R-SC) and Charles Schumer (D-NY) drafted their bi-partisan outline for Comprehensive Immigration Reform (CIR). If momentum gathers for CIR more drafts and bills will come out and get some publicity. The stand out bills will start to attract signatories as House and Senate leaders add their name to the proposed bill. If enough names are added then that particular bill will get more publicity and will be debated in the media. House and Senate leaders will only add their name if they think it will be to their political advantage. In some cases I’ve seen leaders remove their name from a bill if they felt the tide was against them. Once it is determined that a bill has substantial support it will be discussed and debated in the House or Senate depending on where it originated. The House will have to pass its own bill and the Senate will do the same. Then (as with healthcare) both bills will be reconciled before being sent to the president for signature or veto. On March 20, 2010 and March 21, 2010 there were immigration rallies across America most notably in Washington DC and California calling for Immigration Reform now. As expected this will be a hotly contested issue, but it does not mean CIR will not get done. There are some political calculations to be made. Has President Obama spent too much political capital in getting healthcare passed to now take on Comprehensive immigration reform? Some might argue that President Obama has exhausted too much political capital; his opinion rating went down steadily as the Healthcare Bill was thrashed out in the media. Political capital is very important; political capital is the ability to galvanize support around you. If the president’s cause is seen as a vote winner then leaders will flock to sign up and vice versa. Some people are arguing that the country has been so divided by the new healthcare law that it will cost the Democrats a lot of votes and seats in these up-coming mid-term elections. Worried Democrats may then feel they cannot afford to take on another major piece of legislation before November 2010. After they have secured their seat in re-election then they’ll have the security to take on CIR. Some people may argue that taking on CIR now is a vote winner since the country is divided anyway, where for example 40% of the population is Republican no matter what and 40% are Democrat no matter what, so the fight is really for the 20% of independents and undecided voters. Many believe that the Hispanic vote in particular is so strong now that they in fact hold the balance of power so whichever side wins the Latino vote has the best chance come the mid-term elections in November. Therefore, passing CIR, could be a huge vote winner and thus CIR must happen within the next few months, certainly by July 2010 so they can campaign on it for the November elections. With these considerations in mind I have to say in my opinion CIR is far from a done deal. Firstly, the Latino vote is not evenly spread through America, there are high concentrations in a number of states such as California, Nevada, Arizona, New Mexico, and Texas, but not so much in states like Washington, Montana, North and South Dakota, Wisconsin and many of the northern states. Therefore the argument can be made that what might be a vote winner from a leader in California might be a vote loser in Montana. This brings me right back to the issue of the power of presidential political capital. If the president’s political appeal rebounds as he now tours the country campaigning for acceptance of the new healthcare reforms, or if he then takes on and campaigns for CIR he will attract support from across America as a whole and his momentum could carry the day on CIR as it did for healthcare reform. I can’t wait to see what emerges in April. 

CP doesn’t link to politics – Senate Democrats like immigration reform and our uniqueness proves they’re key to skfta
Fox News Latino 6/23 [2011: “Senate Democrats revive immigration reform” accessed June 27, 2011 from http://latino.foxnews.com/latino/news/2011/06/23/senate-democrats-revive-immigration-reform/]

Washington – Top Senate Democrats launched on Wednesday another bid to pass a comprehensive immigration reform they say will enhance U.S. economic productivity and national security even as it provides a path to legalization for 11 million undocumented immigrants. Sens. Bob Menendez of New Jersey, Dick Durbin of Illinois and Patrick Leahy of Vermont held a Capitol Hill press conference to present a measure similar to one that was defeated in 2007. Menendez, the bill's author, said he was confident the measure would attract support from Republicans and called the legislation a "vehicle" that will propel the immigration debate in Congress. Declining to put forward a timetable for hearings and debate on the bill, Leahy criticized current immigration law as harsh, while Durbin said the Menendez plan would make the United States more secure, more productive and more just. The senators stressed the urgency of bringing the undocumented out of the shadows, given the importance of immigrant labor for U.S. economic sectors such as agriculture and hospitality. The new bill includes elements to bolster border security - as demanded by Republicans - and to discourage firms from hiring undocumented workers, while establishing strict criteria for the legalization of immigrants who entered the United States without authorization. To be eligible, an immigrant must have arrived in the country prior to June 1, 2011, have no criminal record, register with the government and pay a fine, be current with tax payments and learn English. Menendez suggested that undocumented migrants who fail to register with authorities or who don't meet the eligibility criteria would face deportation. The legislation also includes Durbin's DREAM Act, which offers permanent residence to undocumented high school graduates who enlist in the U.S. Armed Forces or attend college. In another nod to Republicans, the bill likewise calls for all employers to be required to use the federal E-Verify program to determine whether applicants are authorized to work in the United States. The 2007 immigration reform failed despite Democrats' control of both houses of Congress and the support of the then-Republican president, George W. Bush. Today, the GOP majority in the House of Representatives appears to be interested only in stricter enforcement of existing immigration laws. The White House praised the Democratic senators' initiative and emphasized President Barack Obama's consistent support for comprehensive immigration reform. Obama "has spoken clearly about the need to fix the broken immigration system in a way that responds to the economic and security needs of the United States in the 21st century," the White House Director of Hispanic Media, Luis Miranda, told Efe Wednesday. 
Republicans are on board with reform of skilled worker visas

Wagner 6/2 [Alex Wagner, White House Correspondent for Politics Daily, former Executive Director of Not On Our Watch, former Editor in Chief of the Fader Magazine. Huffington Post, 2011: “House GOP Hints At Immigration Reform For Skilled Workers” accessed June 27, 2011 from http://www.huffingtonpost.com/2011/06/02/republicans-house-immigration-reform-skilled-workers_n_870600.html]

Republican lawmakers on Thursday signaled a willingness to tackle immigration reform measures, specifically those relating to skilled worker visas. Led by Virginia's Bob Goodlatte, the House Republican Technology Working Group released its list of top technology concerns relating to economic growth in the U.S. Under the banner of "Ensuring American Access to the Best Workers," the group said it would "examine current visa and immigration laws to make sure we attract and retain the best and brightest minds from around the world." In addition to skilled workers, the group announced that it would also focus on access to network spectrum, cyber security issues, intellectual property protections, fair trade agreements, tax code and regulation reform. While the GOP has historically championed free trade, tax reform and decreased regulation, the group's embrace of immigration -- however limited -- was hailed by reform groups as a step forward. Rebecca Peters, the director and counsel for legislative affairs at the American Council on International Personnel, told Huff Post that the GOP agenda was "very encouraging." Her business advocacy group sees the recent bipartisan political movement -- including the president's immigration speech in El Paso, Texas, last month and the 2011 Republican plan for job creation -- as evidence that reform might be on the horizon. Compete America Executive Director Scott Corley, whose advocacy group focuses on immigration concerns for skilled workers, said in a statement, "We applaud the House Republican Technology Working Group for emphasizing the link between access to top talent and U.S. job creation. We encourage the growing list of supporters on both sides of the aisle to turn their talk into action.” This Republican embrace of high-skilled immigrants partially reflects a stronger relationship between the GOP and the tech world. Both sides have dispatched emissaries in recent months: Tech companies, including Google, have ramped up their lobbying efforts in Washington, while Republican congress members have lately sought an audience with high tech denizens. Retaining skilled workers and reforming intellectual property protections are both issues of concern to tech leaders and Republican leaders are taking notice. "A few weeks ago, I had the opportunity to talk to employers and employees out in Silicon Valley," said House Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio). "They are on the frontlines of our country's efforts to create new jobs, and they are concerned about the policies they are seeing coming out of Washington." Boehner has been well-compensated for the increased attention he's paid to the tech world. In his visit to Northern California last month, he was estimated to have raised nearly a quarter of a million dollars at a Silicon Valley fundraiser in the home of HP executive Michael Holsten. Among those he met with were representatives from interest groups representing some of the Valley's brightest lights, including Apple, Netflix and eBay. 
Republicans are on board with reform of skilled worker visas

Scott and Associates 6/3 [Scott and Associates, Attorneys at Law, PLLC. June 3 2011: “GOP willing to work on skilled worker immigration reform” accessed June 27, 2011 from http://www.scottimmigration.net/content/gop-willing-work-skilled-worker-immigration-reform]

Republicans in the House have hinted at a willingness to agree to serious immigration reform measures concerning people applying for skilled worker visas. The House Republican Technology Working Group, led by Virginia's Bob Goodlatte, outlined their concerns about the skilled worker visa process in their list of top technology concerns relating to economic growth in the US. Under an item entitled, "Ensuring American Access to the Best Workers", the committees stated that they intend to "examine current visa and immigration laws to make sure we attract and retain the best and brightest minds from around the world." The group's stance has been welcomed by reform groups, who are lobbying the Obama administration for comprehensive reform of the immigration system. Rebecca Peters, the director and counsel for legislative affairs at the American Council on International Personnel, said the agenda was "very encouraging." She explained that there was growing positive feeling being created by a recent surge in bipartisan actions - including the president's immigration speech in El Paso, Texas, last month and the 2010 Republican plan for job creation. Scott Corley, the executive director of skilled worker immigration advocacy group, Compete America, said, "We applaud the House Republican Technology Working Group for emphasizing the link between access to top talent and US job creation. We encourage the growing list of supporters on both sides of the aisle to turn their talk into action." 

COUNTERPLAN – Popular with bill gates

Turn – bill gates

a) Bill gates supports high skilled worker vsias
· Breitbart 8 (News syndicate providing continuously updated headlines throughout the day to top news and analysis sources.

 March 12, 2008) “Tight US immigration forces outsourcing: Bill Gates” Access date 7/27/11 http://www.breitbart.com/article.php?id=080312143412.qjper5cy

US high-tech companies are being forced to outsource more jobs overseas because of outdated restrictions on immigration, Microsoft chairman Bill Gates told Congress Wednesday. Gates, echoing a longstanding complaint from the technology sector, told a congressional panel that the US immigration system "makes attracting and retaining high-skilled immigrants exceptionally challenging for US firms." "Congress's failure to pass high-skilled immigration reform has exacerbated an already grave situation," Gates said in remarks prepared for delivery to a hearing of the House of Representatives Science and Technology Committee. "As a result, many US firms, including Microsoft, have been forced to locate staff in countries that welcome skilled foreign workers to do work that could otherwise have been done in the United States, if it were not for our counterproductive immigration policies." Gates said the limits on so-called H-1B visas aimed at highly skilled professionals are far too low for the rapidly growing tech sector. He said the current cap of 65,000 H-1B visas "is arbitrarily set and bears no relation to the US economy's demand for skilled professionals." The Microsoft founder noted that all the 65,000 visas for the current fiscal year were snapped up in one day last April and that employers are now waiting to apply for visas for fiscal 2009, starting in October. "Last year, for example, Microsoft was unable to obtain H-1B visas for one-third of the highly qualified foreign-born job candidates that we wanted to hire," Gates said. "If we increase the number of H-1B visas that are available to US companies, employment of US nationals would likely grow as well. For instance, Microsoft has found that for every H-1B hire we make, we add on average four additional employees to support them in various capacities." Gates also said the United States needs to improve science and math education to train a new generation of tech leaders, reversing a move away from these fields. "If we don't reverse these trends, our competitive advantage will continue to erode. Our ability to create new high-paying jobs will suffer," Gates said. 

b) Bill gates secretly controls the agenda
6/27 Taqrir Washington (Taqrir Washington is a free weekly online journal of politics and public affairs in Arabic, dedicated to bringing the news and views of concern from the United States to the Arabic-speaking countries and communities in an accurate, comprehensive and analytical manner. 7/27/11) “Bill Gates visits Congress” Access date 6/27/11 http://www.taqrir.org/eng/showarticle.cfm?id=33 

The world’s richest man, Bill Gates, recently visited the Library of Congress to participate in a conference. While in the nation’s capital he took the chance to meet with some members of Congress behind closed doors. In particular, he met with the representative from the State of Washington where Mr. Gate’s company, Microsoft, is headquartered. He also met for about an hour with members of the Senate’s Commerce and Science Committees for a discussion of the challenges facing America’s technology companies. According to a source close to the meetings, Gates made recommendations on changes in the nation’s laws that would benefit the technology industry. Although this was Gates’ first visit to Washington in over two years, it was part of a more aggressive effort by Microsoft to defend its interests following the anti-trust suits filed by the Department of Justice in the 1990s against the company. Today Microsoft has a Washington office with numerous lobbyists who focus on influencing legislation for the benefit of the company. 

AT: H-1B’s solve 

EB’s are key H-1b’s fail

Shah, June 17th, 2011, (Nishant Shah is an industry analyst for Ovum Ltd., “US Immigration Reform and the Dearth of High-Tech Talent”, Ovum is an industry analyst firm, http://about.ovum.com/app/us-immigration-reform-and-the-dearth-of-high-tech-talent/, Accessed June 27th, 2011.

An initial compromise may be found between differing positions by targeting per-country visa limits, starting by allocating more visas to the countries where more top talent originates rather than an equal number for every nation (Costa Rica, for example, gets as many as India). “Source” countries could then be re-evaluated every few years. It is Ovum’s view, however, that the benefits of additional talent are too significant to solely reallocate visas, and that more are necessary as a true short-term solution. H1-Bs by themselves do not incentivize “superstar” talent from abroad to start businesses in the US, as their stay is tenuous and does not facilitate long-term planning. The goal should therefore be to increase the green cards available for highly skilled top workers. This is, of course, a temporary fix. In the long run, higher levels of STEM education in American middle school, high school, college, and graduate programs, as well as attracting more women into the technology workforce, will be key to filling the labor shortage.

Visa CP **Aff Answers**

CP Unpopular
EB controversial

Light 10 (Claire, The former program manager (and a current board member) of Asian American arts organization, "Openish Thread: Should Immigration Reform Focus on the Highly Skilled?" April 26, 2010 http://www.hyphenmagazine.com/blog/2010/04/openish-thread-should-immigration-reform-focus-highly-skilled)

The article goes on to say that some Dems are drafting legislation to address this problem by offering green cards to business and tech graduates or giving visas to entrepreneurs who can prove that they've attracted investors before they arrive in the country. But the approach is piecemeal and no one is sure if such an approach would work. And few lawmakers are eager to take on comprehensive immigration reform since the healthcare reform near-fiasco. Their political capital is spent.

Nativist Sentiment

Chang 2
Copyright (c) 2002 North Carolina Journal of International Law & Commercial Regulation Inc. North Carolina Journal of International Law & Commercial Regulation “ESSAY: Liberal Ideals and Political Feasibility: Guest-Worker Programs as Second-Best Policies” Spring, 2002 27 N.C.J. Int'l L. & Com. Reg. 465 Author Howard F. Howard is the Earle Hepburn Professor of Law at the University of. Pennsylvania Law School, Lexis

From the perspective of the interests of aliens, or from the perspective of liberal principles of social justice, however, these guest-worker programs are only second-best policies. From these perspectives, the ideal policy may be legal permanent residence and access to citizenship and to all public benefits. The self-interest of natives, however, is bound to impose constraints of political feasibility on the availability of immigrant visas. It may be politically infeasible to ask natives to set aside their collective self-interest in formulating our immigration laws.11 The U.S. government will likely continue to deem the promotion of the interests of natives as the paramount objective of our immigration policies.12 The empirical evidence suggests that unskilled alien workers are likely to have a net negative fiscal impact if granted ready access to permanent residence and ultimately citizenship.13 As long as natives are limited in their willingness to bear these fiscal burdens, they are likely to restrict alien access to permanent residence, either through quantitative restrictions or through qualitative restrictions that establish demanding criteria for eligibility 

4. Big business

a. Expanding green cards infuriates big business

Dr. Norman Matloff   author of  "Debunking the Myth of a Desperate Software Labor Shortage" Department of Computer Science University of California at Davis  Paul Donnelly, IEEE-USA, is a contributor to Immigration Reform Coalition.  “H-1B vs. Green Cards  Which is Better?    Debate between Rob Sanchez, Dr. Norman Matloff, and Paul Donnelly in the year 2002”  http://www.zazona.com/shameh1b/H1BvsGreenCard.htm

But I don't think the employers would see it as a win. First of all, many of them really love having indentured servants. They don't just love the chance to exploit H-1Bs in terms of salary; even more important than salary is the freedom from fear that the h-1b will suddenly leave for another employer, causing a major disruption to the current employer's project, and maybe even taking the current employer's trade secrets to another company.  Many people don't realize just how powerful an attraction this is to employers of H-1Bs.  Second, the employers know that spending money on training for their programmers is not very worthwhile. As I have said any competent programmer can learn on the job, without a formal course. Learning on the job is actually *better* than a course. Some employers might use the money to train their non-programmer employees (Paul does NOT propose that the training money be spent on the same job categories in which the H-1Bs are hired), but still, I think even the more sincere employers realize that indentured servitude is good for them, and so would hate to give that up.

b. Big business key to agenda

Reich 8-27 The Two Stories of This Terrible Economy, Yet Obama and the Dems Won't Tell Theirs By Robert - August 27, 2010, 4:30PM, TPM http://tpmcafe.talkingpointsmemo.com/2010/08/27/the_two_stories_of_this_terrible_economy_yet_obama/ 

So why haven't Obama and the Dems succeeded yet? Big business and Wall Street have used their money and political clout to stop government from doing as much as needs to be done.

5. Unions

a. Increasing employment visas uniquely angers labor unions – they accept legalization measures like DREAM act

National Foundation for American Policy, ‘9 (may, http://www.nfap.com/pdf/0905commission.pdf)

In April 2009, the AFL-CIO and Change to Win announced “The Labor Movement’s Framework for Comprehensive Immigration Reform.” This announcement was viewed as part of a political compromise – the AFL-CIO would agree not to oppose legalization for up to 12 million illegal immigrants in the United States if it achieved one of the union’s long-standing objectives – virtually eliminating employment-based immigration into the United States.

b. Labor controls dem votes – campaign contributions

Levinthal, 10 (Dave, Center for responsive politics, 9/6, http://www.opensecrets.org/news/2010/09/your-daily-dose-of-news-29.html)

FRUIT OF THEIR POLITICAL LABOR: While you're off grilling your brats or watching college football, consider this Labor Day that labor unions aren't pausing when it comes to politics.  Among political action committee contribution this election cycle to federal political candidates, four of the top 10 entities are labor union PACs: the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers; the Operating Engineers Union; the American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees; and the International Association of Fire Fighters.  When overall PAC expenditures are considered this election cycle, six of the top 10 are labor union PACs. They are: the Service Employees International Union; American Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees; International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers; Teamsters Union; American Federation of Teachers and the Laborers Union.  Get ready for a shocking fact here: The overwhelming majority of the contributions directly from labor union interests to political candidates benefit Democrats.

Counterplan costs political capital


Rodriguez 10 [Professor of Law, NYU School of Law, Henry E. Stimson Visiting Professor of Law, Harvard Law School [Cristina M. Rodriguez, ARTICLE: FORTIETH ANNUAL ADMINISTRATIVE LAW ISSUE: IMMIGRATION LAW AND ADJUDICATION: CONSTRAINT THROUGH DELEGATION: THE CASE OF EXECUTIVE CONTROL OVER IMMIGRATION POLICY, Duke Law Journal, 59 Duke L.J. 1787, May 2010]
A. The Decisionmakers Congress, the president, and the bureaucracy each have a role to play in the policymaking process. The allocation of power among [*1804] them depends in large part on how their characteristics align with the objectives of a particular regulatory regime. 1. Institutional Characteristics. Congress, which consists of hundreds of members standing in for hundreds of overlapping constituencies, represents the most broadly and deeply representative institution of government. Its consequent closeness to the people, understood as a disaggregated and diverse entity, gives Congress the strongest democratic pedigree of the institutional actors in play. Even if the president represents a national constituency by virtue of being popularly elected, n48 the multimember nature of Congress provides broader and deeper representation of the diverse electorate's interests. In addition, in Congress, deliberation over matters of public concern, though increasingly conducted in committees and subcommittees, is at its most transparent. But Congress's failure to adjust admissions numbers with any regularity also suggests that the structure of congressional decisionmaking tends to give rise to stasis. Though Congress responds to public pressures, it is often slow to do so in an affirmative way by passing legislation (as opposed to by avoiding legislation and thus controversy). The political complications of representing many different constituencies likely contribute to the difficulty of legislating, but so does the cumbersome nature of the legislative process itself, which requires passing through numerous veto gates n49 and achieving consensus among a large number of actors with widely divergent preferences. The congressional decisionmaking process is thus ill suited to respond to regular fluctuations in social and economic conditions. Congress arguably has the capacity to gather and analyze the sort of data that would allow it to track such changes - it can order research studies and has the staff to consume them. n50 But such fact- [*1805] finding is arduous, n51 and the incentives to displace casework or other more politically salient activity are likely limited. The sheer number of participants and multiple layers of negotiation and debate that the modern committee process has engendered make legislative reform protracted and difficult to see through to completion, though the American Immigration Lawyers Association has highlighted at least one example to the contrary in the labor immigration context. n52 In addition, when it comes to immigration issues, Congress may be particularly sensitive to what could be called identitarian concerns, n53 which manifest themselves as a strong bias in public [*1806] opinion against increasing migration levels. n54 A number of factors shape these concerns, including popular resistance to economic competition from migrants and the admission of people from distinct societies who might challenge the cultural cohesion of the country. Such worries may well be legitimate, and lawmakers should take them into account. But they nonetheless contribute to the congressional stasis that defines core immigration policy. Though these populist pressures do not often result in affirmative legislation restricting migration, n55 they likely contribute significantly to legislative inaction. The political costs of engaging the immigration question can be high, but the benefits tend to be low, especially given that a major set of potential beneficiaries are noncitizens and therefore nonvoters. Even if some legislators anticipate political gain from pushing either expansionist or restrictionist sentiments, immigration debates historically have been protracted and not conducive to the formation of consensus.

Counterplan  is unpopular

Lister 10 [Matt, Sharswood Fellow in Law and Philosophy at Penn Law, JD and PhD from UPenn, "Workplace enforcement and Guest-worker programs," 6-14, http://www.thefacultylounge.org/2010/07/workplace-enforcement-and-guestworker-programs.html]

Although the Obama administration’s policy is certainly more human than that of the Bush administration, it has not found much favor. Immigration activists decry the fact that the undocumented workers are fired. (It is quite unclear what they think should happen, assuming that immigration law should be enforced at all.) Conservative politicians and anti-immigration activists decry the fact that the fired workers are not arrested and deported. And employers, even those who do not seem to be exploiting the undocumented workers to any great degree, are hurt by the instability the program brings to their labor supply. The best solution to this problem, at least the best one that is at all feasible, would be a well-crafted and sensible guest-worker program. Unfortunately, such plans have very few supporters at the present time. The Comprehensive Immigration Reform proposals put forward during the Bush administration between 2005 and 2007 tended to contain fairly reasonable package of reforms to the current guest-worker programs in the U.S. But, those plans went nowhere, and in particular were not supported by conservatives in Bush’s own party. The Immigration reforms proposed by the Obama administration lack any significant reforms in relation to guest-workers, not even including visa-portability, a reform that would go a long way to prevent exploitation of guest-workers by employers. But, without a sensible guest-worker program, the situation discussed above will continue, as will the cycle of illegal migration and amnesty/legalization, a cycle started by Ronald Reagan . Many people who are, in most ways, pro-immigrant oppose guest-worker programs, often because they have in mind the worst excesses of the German experience with Turkish guest-workers. These fears are largely misplaced. A sensible guest-worker program can and would include a path to eventual permanent residence for long-term guest-workers, and the 14th Amendment prevents the development of a permanent non-citizen class in the U.S. of the sort that developed in Germany. Furthermore, there is reason to believe that, given the chance, many, perhaps most, foreigners who come to the U.S. do not wish to stay permanently, but only wish to work for some time, to earn some money, and then return home. When they have a chance to do so under reasonably terms, they often do this. Though the situation is therefore a win-win one, there is currently very little hope of a sensible guest-worker program being put in place. One thing that might help that situation would be for pro-immigrant forces to accept that they have nothing to fear from a sensible program. (Those looking to learn more about guest-worker programs can benefit greatly from this article by Howard Chang , and from a popular article by Kerry Howley . Though I disagree with parts of each article, both are very useful, especially Chang’s typically careful and insightful work.) 
No Solvency for CP

Bad job market deters foreign workers.

Matloff 06 [Norman, professor of computer science at the University of California, Davis. He has written extensively on use of work visas in the tech area, and on the offshoring issue. “Best? Brightest? A Green Card Giveaway For Foreign Grads Would Be Unwarranted”, May 31, http://www.ilw.com/articles/2006,0531-matloff.shtm]

First, these proposals arise in response to the longtime claim by Intel and other large technology companies that an insufficient number of U.S. students pursue graduate study in tech fields. This, say Intel et al., is why they hire a number of H-1Bs from U.S. university graduate programs. Critics respond that this is just a pretext for hiring cheap, "indentured" foreign workers. [4] The "free green card" proposals also comprise a response to the academic lobby, as U.S. universities have seen their foreign applicant pools for graduate programs shrink in recent years. Students in other countries are less interested in study here these days because the U.S. job market is poor while opportunities back home are burgeoning. [5] This is causing academics to panic, since their lucrative federal research funding depends on having the "bodies" to work in the labs. Graduate study at the PhD level is unattractive to American students because the graduate assistant stipend is so low, as is the salary premium paid to PhDs in industry. [6] Thus the universities view the drop in foreign applicants with great alarm. 

Anti-immigration sentiment killing interest

Robert L. Paarlberg (Professor of Political Science at Wellesley College, and Associate at the Weatherhead Center for International Affairs at Harvard University. Much of his research concentrates on international agricultural policy.) “Knowledge as Power. Science, Military Dominance, and U.S. Security” International Security 29.1 (2004) 122-151. Page: MUSE

Tighter surveillance and security procedures have also begun to discourage talented foreign scientists from coming to the United States. New federal procedures imposed in May 2002 require universities to monitor the activities of their international students more closely. For international students from countries that the U.S. government considers to be sponsors of terrorism, the National Security Entry and Exit Registration System began to require special procedures such as fingerprinting, photos, and trips to check in at district [End Page 149] offices.88 In May 2003 the Homeland Security Department announced as well arequirement for "biometric" screening at U.S. borders (using photos and fingerprints) for an estimated 23 million foreign nationals entering the country every year, many of them science students or researchers. This new "Fortress America" approach to homeland security puts important social and cultural values at risk. It is also demonstrably bad for the competitive health of U.S. science, and hence for U.S. military primacy in the long run. The homeland may be slightly more secure in the short run because of these new procedures, but the long-term health of U.S. science is being impaired. David Heyman, director of the Homeland Security Program at the Center for Strategic and International Studies, warned in April 2004 that "to win the war on terror, we [the United States] may lose our scientific preeminence."89

Visas tradeoff with American STEM workers

Department for Professional Employees 2009 (“Gaming the system Guest Worker Visa programs and professional and technical Workers in the U.S. http://www.dpeaflcio.org/pdf/Gaming_the_System_Report_.pdf)

The H-1 B program is making the situation worse, not better. A study by Rutgers University released in October 2009 found that while the U.S. is still producing enough skilled graduates in core STEM disciplines to fill industry needs, many highly qualified U.S. students in STEM fields leave the "pipeline" from STEM college major to STEM career possibly based on perceptions that STEM careers are highly susceptible to offshoring. During the recession, unemployment has increased for workers in professional occupations, particularly those in the STEM workforce. In the third quarter of 2009, the average unemployment rate for professional occupations was 5.6%. Yet, several STEM occupations are reporting unemployment rates higher than the professional average. In the third quarter of 2009, the unemployment rate for engineers hit 5.9% making it higher than the professional average. 1 06 The unemployment rate for engineers at that time surpassed the sector’s highest unemployment rate of 4.3% in 2003 and represented the highest unemployment rate for this occupation since at least 1972. 1 07 Other STEM occupations are suffering from higher than average unemployment rates. The unemployment rate for computer and mathemetical professionals reached 6% in the third quarter of 2009, surpassing 2003’s all-time high of 5.7%. 1 08 The unemployment situation is even graver for mechanical engineers, who have seen their unemployment rate rise from 5.6% in the second quarter of 2009 to 9.5% in the third. 1 09 Large firms that hire scientists and engineers and that often claim a lack of qualified applicants are actually laying off professionals. For example, U.S. tech and telecom companies, which are some of the largest employers of engineers, cut 155,570 jobs in 2008 and another 118,108 in the first half of 2009. 110 Established companies like Boeing, Dell, GE, Intuit, Lockheed Martin, and Textron have all laid off large numbers of employees in 2009. 111
counterplan disincentivizes students – makes it harder to get visas

Tiger 2008 (Joseph Tiger is a J.D. candidate at the Georgetown University Law Center “RE-BENDING THE PAPERCLIP: AN EXAMINATION OF AMERICA'S POLICY REGARDING SKILLED WORKERS AND STUDENT VISAS,” Spring, 2008, 22 Geo. Immigr. L.J. 50)

Offering all students green cards but not H-1B visas would be even more problematic. If all students were made automatically eligible for EB status upon graduation, acceptance at an American university would, in essence, constitute a near guarantee of future citizenship. Thus, to maintain its power to control citizenship, the government would have to exercise even stricter control over the granting of student visas. These procedural hurdles could act as a disincentive if not an actual barrier to foreign students interested in studying at American universities. n197 Additionally, working under a green card has procedural hurdles of its own, not associated with the H-1B visa program (notably, labor certification). As such, foreign students who do not wish to stay in the United States beyond a temporary period of work would face the choice of accepting the green card and becoming a permanent resident, or leaving immediately upon the termination of F-1 status. 

9-11 caused crackdown by agencies to counter terrorism has fueled perception of log wait times and foreign students not being wanted which discourages travel and study in the united states 

GAO, 07 ( Statement of George A. Scott, Director Education, Workforce, and Income Security Issues, “ HIGHER EDUCATION Challenges in Attracting International Students to the United States and Implications for Global Competitiveness”, http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d071047t.pdf)

 After September 11, State and Homeland Security, as well as other agencies, took various steps to strengthen the visa process as an antiterrorism tool. This has made the visa process more robust, but may have contributed to real and perceived barriers for international students as well as fueled perceptions that international students were not welcome. Almost all visa applicants must now be interviewed by a consular adjudicating officer at a U.S. embassy or post; this requirement has both affected the number of visas issued and extended wait times for visas under certain circumstances.8 We have reviewed aspects of the visa process and have made many recommendations to strengthen the process in a way that reduces barriers for international students while balancing national security interests. In October 2002 we cited the need for a clear policy on how to balance national security concerns with the desire to facilitate legitimate travel when issuing visas and made several recommendations to help improve the visa process.9 In 2003, we reported that the Departments of State, Homeland Security, and Justice could more effectively manage the visa process if they had clear and comprehensive policies and procedures as well as increased agency coordination and information sharing.10 In 2005 we reported on State’s management of J-1 exchange programs.11 Separately in 2005, we reported on the department’s efforts to improve the time required to process visas for international science students and scholars as well as others.12 In 2004 we found that the time to adjudicate a visa depended largely on whether an applicant had to undergo a Visas Mantis security check. Visas Mantis security checks target  foreigners who might be involved in violation or evasion of U.S. laws by exporting goods, software, technology, or sensitive information, aiming to prevent proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and conventional weapons. Between January 2004 and June 2006, almost 28 percent of all visa applications sent for Mantis security checks were for students or exchange participants. State has acknowledged that long wait times may discourage legitimate travel to the United States, potentially costing the country billions of dollars in economic benefits, including from foreign students,13 and adversely influencing foreign citizens’ impressions and opinions of our nation. 

v Immigrants will be employed in jobs that waste their potential.

Bárbara Castelletti, economist at the OECD Development Centre, et al., Jeff Dayton-Johnson, head of the OECD development Centre, and Ángel Melguizo, economist at the OECD Development Centre, “Migration in Latin America: Answering old questions with new data,” 3/19/2010, http://www.voxeu.org/index.php?q=node/4764 Most research on migration assumes that workers are employed in activities that correspond to their skill level. In practice workers may be employed in sectors characterised by skill requirements different from their educational or training background. In particular, migrants may be overqualified for the work they do. As Mattoo et al. (2005) show, this is the case for Mexicans, Central Americans and Andean university-educated migrants working in the US. Despite their tertiary degrees, these groups rarely hold highly skilled jobs. Worse, they may even be at the lower rungs of the skill ladder; 44% of tertiary-educated Mexicans migrants in the US are working in unskilled jobs. This equilibrium represents a lose-lose-lose situation. The home country loses human capital (brain drain), the host country and the migrant him/herself are not fully employed (brain waste), and the low skilled workers in host countries (both earlier migrants and natives) can be pushed out of the market (given that they compete with these higher-educated workers for jobs). To illustrate this phenomenon for South-South flows, we follow OECD (2007) and compare the education level (primary, secondary and tertiary) of migrants in Argentina, Costa Rica and Venezuela with their category of job qualification (low, intermediate and high skilled). Figure 3 shows the share of over-qualified migrants and native workers, residing in different countries, and the comparison between foreign-born and natives. Over-qualification rates vary sharply among countries, ranging from 5% in Costa Rica and Venezuela to 14% in Argentina. While lower than in the US, Canada and Spain where the over-qualification rates are above 15%, these results point to a high degree of over-qualification among immigrants compared to the native-born in Latin American countries. While there are possible omitted variables, it is likely that some part of the brain waste observed is because of the non-recognition of foreign qualifications or excessive requalification requirements for foreigners.

Students don’t want Green cards 

Wadhwa et. al. 2007 (Vivek, Executive in Residence at the Duke Pratt School of Engineering and Master of the Engineering Management Program; AnnaLee Saxenian, Dean and Professor at the Cal-Berkeley School of Information; Ben Rissing, Research Scholar and Project Manager at the the Duke Pratt School of Engineering and Master of the Engineering Management Program; Gary Gereffi, Director and Professor at the Duke University Center on Globalization, Governance & Competitiveness in the Sociology Department; “America’s New Immigrant Entrepreneurs”, Immigration and the American Economy, Kauffman Foundation, January 4th, http://www.kauffman.org/uploadedFiles/ResearchAndPolicy/Losing_the_World's_Best_and_Brightest.pdf

HYPERLINK "http://www.kauffman.org/uploadedFiles/entrep_immigrants_1_61207.pdf" ) 

Here is what we learned about the sample of foreign students who responded to our survey: Few want to stay permanently Very few would like to stay in the U.S. permanently— only 6 percent of Indian, 10 percent of Chinese, and 15 percent of European students. Many students would like to stay for a few years after graduation if given a choice—58 percent of Indians, 54 percent of Chinese, and 40 percent of Europeans. But 30 percent of Indians, 36 percent of Chinese, and 39 percent of Europeans are undecided. The largest group of respondents wants to return home within five years—55 percent of Indian, 40 percent of Chinese, and 30 percent of European students. Additionally, 16 percent of Indians, 13 percent of Chinese, and 12 percent of Europeans would like to stay for six to 10 years. Most are worried about visas The vast majority of foreign students, and 85 percent of Indians and Chinese and 72 percent of Europeans are concerned about obtaining work visas. Seventyfour percent of Indians, 76 percent of Chinese, and 58 percent of Europeans are also worried about obtaining jobs in their fields. Students appear to be less concerned about getting permanent-resident visas than they are about short-term jobs. Only 38 percent of Indian students, 55 percent of Chinese, and 53 percent of Europeans expressed concerns about obtaining permanent residency in the U.S.

Green cards don’t solve – they don’t attract new workers 

Kierkegaard, 2007 (Jacob, Peterson Institute for International Economics, “The Accelerating Decline in America's High-Skilled Workforce: Implications for Immigration Policy”, Policy Analyses in International Economy, December, Vol. 84, http://bookstore.petersoninstitute.org/book-store/4136.html)

While the extraordinarily large number of adjustments in status in recent years has been linked to temporary changes in US immigration laws, it is nonetheless evident that the green card system, rather than being a major channel for bringing new high-skilled workers to the United States functions overwhelmingly as a mechanism to ensure that those already legally employed in other visa categories remain in the US workforce. As such, with employment-based green card holders make up only a small part of new foreign entrants to the US workforce, the high-skilled green card program is intricately linked to primary gateway through which high-skilled workers enter the United States, namely the temporary high-skilled work visa programs (see next section). If reform of either the high-skilled green card program or the high-skilled temporary visa programs is to succeed, then policymakers must acknowledge their symbiotic link. Reform of US high-skilled immigration should, therefore, encompass both permanent and temporary immigration. The overwhelming use of the LPR system for adjustment of status gives rise to an additional major constraint for individuals already inside the United States. Section 202 of the Immigration and Nationality Act stipulates that the per-country limit for all family and employment-based immigrant visas is 7.1 percent of the annual total, or 25,620.6 This per-country numerical limit is the reason why citizens of some countries (notably India and China) face oversubscribed categories and hence a very lengthy application process. Two agencies are involved in the immigrant visa process. The Department of Homeland Security's US Citizenship and Immigration Service (USCIS), which processes visa applications, and the Department of State, which issues the visas and is responsible for maintaining the limits (i.e., keeping track of the number of visas issued). The State Department publishes its count and visa availability each month in its Visa Bulletin, which is released two weeks before the first of every month. The USCIS defines the process for issuing green cards and follows the monthly Visa Bulletins in determining when to accept applications for adjustment of status. Eligible foreign nationals in the United States can adjust their status to LPR—in other words, submit their "final" green card applications—when their priority or cut-off date (i.e., place in line) is current according to the Visa Bulletin. These dates vary among employment categories and nationalities. For instance, in June 2007 cut-off dates were current for all but four countries, China, India, Mexico, and the Philippines. These dates in June 2007 for E-2 applicants from China and India were January 2006 and April 2004, respectively, while for E-3 applicants the date was June 2003 for both countries as well as Mexico and June 2005 for the Philippines. This means that for Indian E-2 applicants, for instance, only those applicants filed more than three years ago would in June 2007 start being processed in the current fiscal year. The huge pent-up demand for LPR status among high-skilled workers already inside and employed in the United States is amply illustrated by the administrative upheaval that rattled this system in July and August 2007. In its initial Visa Bulletin for July 2007 (issued on June 12, 2007), the Department of State announced that all employment-based green card categories, except the third “other workers” category, would be current in July 2007 and removed the hitherto implemented cut-off dates for Indian, Chinese, Mexican, and Filipino high-skilled workers. This decision allowed eligible applicants in all employment categories, regardless of nationality and cut-off dates, to apply for adjustment of status in July.
