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Contention 1 – Inherency

The Constellation program was cut and the funding for the Constellation Program ending the viability of the project
Armstrong, Lovell and Cernan in 11 [Statesman Journal, “Is Obama grounding JFK's space legacy?” http://www.statesmanjournal.com/article/20110528/OPINION/105280308/Is-Obama-grounding-JFK-s-space-legacy-“ 5/27]
By 2005, in keeping with President Kennedy's intent and America's resolve, NASA was developing the Constellation program, focusing on a return to the moon while simultaneously developing the plans and techniques to venture beyond, and eventually to Mars. The program enjoyed near-unanimous support, being approved and endorsed by the Bush administration and by both Democratic and Republican Congresses. However, due to its congressionally authorized funding falling victim to Office of Management and Budget cuts, earmarks and other unexpected financial diversions, Constellation fell behind schedule. An administration-appointed review committee concluded the Constellation program was "not viable" due to inadequate funding. President Obama's proposed 2011 budget did not include funds for Constellation, therefore essentially canceling the program. It sent shock waves throughout NASA, the Congress and the American people. Nearly $10 billion had been invested in design and development of the program.
PLAN: The United States federal government should fully fund and support the Constellation Program.
Advantage 1 – Space Leadership

Constellation Program key to US leadership in space
Bishop  in 10 
(Rob Bishop, United States Representative, “Space Cuts Short-Sighted”, 2/25,  http://www.deseretnews.com/article/700011837/Space-cuts-short-sighted.html)
In 1969, when American astronaut Neil Armstrong stepped onto the moon, he uttered the famous words, "That's one small step for man, one giant leap for mankind." Roughly 40 years later, President Barack Obama has proposed a NASA budget that would end our efforts to get back to the moon, cancel the replacement for the space shuttle, cripple our capabilities in space and hurt our national security.This "one small budget step" would be a giant leap backward for American leadership in space and security. For years, we've known the space shuttle would be phased out. The replacement, which has already been through extensive research, development and testing, is the Ares rocket, part of the Constellation program. The Ares, named by Time magazine as the No. 1 invention of 2009, was successfully test-launched less than four months ago. NASA itself called it a "spectacular launch." Everything seemed on-course for America to retain a safe and reliable vehicle for space travel and maintain leadership in space — until Obama released his proposed budget this month. The Obama budget would cancel the Constellation program, cancel the Ares I rocket for manned space travel, cancel the Ares V rocket for cargo and cancel the Orion manned space capsule. The only apparent replacement for all of this is some nebulous funding for grants to commercialize our space exploration with no tested or proven alternative. It would be one thing if gutting the space program was an attempt to save money. But it isn't. In fact, the Obama plan does not eliminate wasteful spending. It actually adds an additional $1.5 billion to the NASA budget, but spends it in the wrong places. The president's proposals for NASA will, however, destroy U.S. leadership in space exploration. Russia and China will control space. Instead of sending 40 or so American astronauts to space each year, we will end up sending four or five. And they will essentially be trying to hitch a ride on a Russian or Chinese rocket. The Obama plan will also destroy 20,000 private sector jobs, if not more. By my estimation, we stand to lose around 2,000 jobs right here in Utah — a complete contradiction to an administration that say jobs are the priority. And these aren't minimum wage jobs. They are high-skilled jobs in science, math and engineering. This seems hypocritical from an administration that says it wants to encourage kids to take science, math and engineering classes.
Loss of space leadership cuts the US off from space access as the Russians and Chinese fill in and take over – kills access to GPS, communication, and reconnaissance
Stout in 09 (Mark Stout, Analyst at the National Space Studies Center at Air University,  10/29,  http://www.au.af.mil/au/awc/awcgate/nssc/op-ed/american_spacepower_reverting_to_the_mean.pdf)
For some time, U.S. space programs have been reverting towards the mean.  Ok, while there really isn‟t a real mean for space programs, the general idea is relative to the U.S., others are catching up, and relative to these others, the United States is not nearly as dominant as it has been.  This seems to be especially true regarding the United States as a space launching nation. Need proof?  Let‟s see--China now has a serious commercial space program and a robust manned space flight effort as well.  When they get their heavy lift Long March 5 on line in 2014, they‟ll be capable of launching a wide variety of very heavy payloads including up to 55000 pounds to a low earth orbit, as well as to geosynchronous orbit and beyond.  Russia?  They possess the know-how behind the amazing RD-180 engines and some exceedingly mature space launch systems.  Besides the space shuttle, the Russian Soyuz and Proton systems provide rides to the International Space Station.  Arianespace?  That French-led endeavor, along with its nine other European partners, are probably pretty happy with the Ariane 5‟s 32 consecutive successful launches.  How about some other space launching nations that few seldom think of like India, Japan, and Iran?  So far, indigenous South and North Korean space programs have only been suborbital…so far. Reverting to the mean for U.S. human space flight isn‟t too bothersome--unless you‟re NASA-- as the value of manned space flight is basically a spectacular stunt, kind of like a grizzly bear dunking a basketball.  First you say “Wow!”  Then you say “Weird.”  Next, it‟s “Are you going to eat the rest of that hot dog?” Finally you say “Why is that bear dunking a basketball anyway?” From a military perspective however, a loss of U.S. space launch leadership is more problematic: space launch is that necessary first enabler for all other operations in the space domain, such as the traditional unmanned space missions of providing ISR, communications, weather, and GPS that not only enable the U.S. military but are also thoroughly intertwined with  our economy. Just as the United States has a national security requirement to be capable of performing  military missions in the air, on the ground, and on and under the sea, we similarly have a need to be able to get to space and to operate our space systems.  If we lose the ability to get to space, we put our capacity to operate in the space domain at serious risk.  Because of the decision made to get military payloads off the space shuttle following the 1986 Challenger disaster and because we were then in the Cold War, a number of already developed space launch systems came quickly into great prominence. 

Space power is key to heg

Snead 2007 

[Mike, Aerospace engineer and consultant focusing on Near-future space infrastructure development, “How America Can and Why America Must Now Become a True Spacefaring Nation,” Spacefaring America Blog, 6/3, http://spacefaringamerica.net/2007/06/03/6--why-the-next-president-should-start-america-on-the-path-to-becoming-a-true-spacefaring-nation.aspx]

Great power status is achieved through competition between nations.  This competition is often based on advancing science and technology and applying these advancements to enabling new operational capabilities.  A great power that succeeds in this competition adds to its power while a great power that does not compete or does so ineffectively or by choice, becomes comparatively less powerful.  Eventually, it loses the great power status and then must align itself with another great power for protection. As the pace of science and technology advancement has increased, so has the potential for the pace of change of great power status.  While the U.S. "invented" powered flight in 1903, a decade later leadership in this area had shifted to Europe.  Within a little more than a decade after the Wright Brothers' first flights, the great powers of Europe were introducing aeronautics into major land warfare through the creation of air forces.  When the U.S. entered the war in 1917, it was forced to rely on French-built aircraft.  Twenty years later, as the European great powers were on the verge of beginning another major European war, the U.S. found itself in a similar situation where its choice to diminish national investment in aeronautics during the 1920's and 1930's—you may recall that this was the era of General Billy Mitchell and his famous efforts to promote military air power—placed U.S. air forces at a significant disadvantage compared to those of Germany and Japan.  This was crucial because military air power was quickly emerging as the "game changer" for conventional warfare.  Land and sea forces increasingly needed capable air forces to survive and generally needed air superiority to prevail. With the great power advantages of becoming spacefaring expected to be comparable to those derived from becoming air-faring in the 1920's and 1930's, a delay by the U.S. in enhancing its great power strengths through expanded national space power may result in a reoccurrence of the rapid emergence of new or the rapid growth of current great powers to the point that they are capable of effectively challenging the U.S. Many great powers—China, India, and Russia—are already speaking of plans for developing spacefaring capabilities.  Yet, today, the U.S. retains a commanding aerospace technological lead over these nations.  A strong effort by the U.S. to become a true spacefaring nation, starting in 2009 with the new presidential administration, may yield a generation or longer lead in space, not just through prudent increases in military strength but also through the other areas of great power competition discussed above.  This is an advantage that the next presidential administration should exercise.

Nuclear war

Kagan 2007

[Robert-, Sr. Assoc. @ the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, Sr. Transatlantic Fellow @ the German Marshall Fund, Real Clear Politics, “End of Dreams, Return of History”, http://www.realclearpolitics.com/articles/2007/07/end_of_dreams_return_of_histor.html]

The current order, of course, is not only far from perfect but also offers no guarantee against major conflict among the world 's great powers. Even under the umbrella of unipolarity, regional conflicts involving the large powers may erupt. War could erupt between China and Taiwan and draw in both the United States and Japan. War could erupt between Russia and Georgia, forcing the United States and its European allies to decide whether to intervene or suffer the consequences of a Russian victory. Conflict between India and Pakistan remains possible, as does conflict between Iran and Israel or other Middle Eastern states. These, too, could draw in other great powers, including the United States. Such conflicts may be unavoidable no matter what policies the United States pursues. But they are more likely to erupt if the United States weakens or withdraws from its positions of regional dominance. This is especially true in East Asia, where most nations agree that a reliable American power has a stabilizing and pacific effect on the region. That is certainly the view of most of China 's neighbors. But even China, which seeks gradually to supplant the United States as the dominant power in the region, faces the dilemma that an American withdrawal could unleash an ambitious, independent, nationalist Japan. In Europe, too, the departure of the United States from the scene -- even if it remained the world's most powerful nation -- could be destabilizing. It could tempt Russia to an even more overbearing and potentially forceful approach to unruly nations on its periphery. Although some realist theorists seem to imagine that the disappearance of the Soviet Union put an end to the possibility of confrontation between Russia and the West, and therefore to the need for a permanent American role in Europe, history suggests that conflicts in Europe involving Russia are possible even without Soviet communism. If the United States withdrew from Europe -- if it adopted what some call a strategy of "offshore balancing" -- this could in time increase the likelihood of conflict involving Russia and its near neighbors, which could in turn draw the United States back in under unfavorable circumstances. It is also optimistic to imagine that a retrenchment of the American position in the Middle East and the assumption of a more passive, "offshore" role would lead to greater stability there. The vital interest the United States has in access to oil and the role it plays in keeping access open to other nations in Europe and Asia make it unlikely that American leaders could or would stand back and hope for the best while the powers in the  region battle it out. Nor would a more "even-handed" policy toward Israel, which some see as the magic key to unlocking peace, stability, and comity in the Middle East, obviate the need to come to Israel 's aid if its security became threatened. That commitment, paired with the American commitment to protect strategic oil supplies for most of the world, practically ensures a heavy American military presence in the region, both on the seas and on the ground. The subtraction of American power from any region would not end conflict but would simply change the equation. In the Middle East, competition for influence among powers both inside and outside the region has raged for at least two centuries. The rise of Islamic fundamentalism doesn 't change this. It only adds a new and more threatening dimension to the competition, which neither a sudden end to the conflict between Israel and the Palestinians nor an immediate American withdrawal from Iraq would change. The alternative to American predominance in the region is not balance and peace. It is further competition. The region and the states within it remain relatively weak. A diminution of American influence would not be followed by a diminution of other external influences. One could expect deeper involvement by both China and Russia, if only to secure their interests. 18 And one could also expect the more powerful states of the region, particularly Iran, to expand and fill the vacuum. It is doubtful that any American administration would voluntarily take actions that could shift the balance of power in the Middle East further toward Russia, China, or Iran. The world hasn 't changed that much. An American withdrawal from Iraq will not return things to "normal" or to a new kind of stability in the region. It will produce a new instability, one likely to draw the United States back in again. The alternative to American regional predominance in the Middle East and elsewhere is not a new regional stability. In an era of burgeoning nationalism, the future is likely to be one of intensified competition among nations and nationalist movements. Difficult as it may be to extend American predominance into the future, no one should imagine that a reduction of American power or a retraction of American influence and global involvement will provide an easier path.

Advantage 2 – Tech Innovation

Cancellation of the Constellation Program Causes loss of US competitiveness and jobs
Green in 10 (Gene, US Representative Gene Green Testifies Before Budget Committee, March 5, https://green.house.gov/press-release/rep-gene-green-testifies-budget-committee)
Additionally, Mr. Chairman, I have concerns about the Administration’s proposal to cancel NASA’s Constellation Program, which includes the Orion Crew Capsule, the Altair Lunar Lander, and the Ares I and Ares V rockets. These programs, which together comprise our human spaceflight program, were authorized in both 2005 and 2008 by Republican and Democratic Congresses respectively. It is under the Constellation program, that NASA is currently developing new launch vehicles and spacecraft capable of travel to the moon, Mars and other destinations. Not only does cancelling the Constellation Program jeopardize America’s leadership role in human space exploration, but it will have detrimental effects on our economy. Take, for example, the Johnson Space Center in Houston, Texas. The Johnson Space Center has the lead to manage the Constellation Program and several of its major elements, including the Orion Crew Exploration Vehicle and the Altair Lunar Lander. Without Constellation, the Johnson Space Center could lose anywhere from 4,000 to 7,000 high�]tech jobs. If the JSC loses 4,000 direct jobs, an additional 2,315 indirect jobs would be lost, totaling 6,315; loss of income and expenditures locally would be over $567 million. If the JSC loses 7,000 direct jobs, an additional 4,052 indirect jobs would be lost, totaling 11,052; loss of income and expenditures locally would total almost $1 billion. Additionally, the aerospace industry would lose as many as 20,000 – 30,000 jobs nationally in either of these scenarios. Given our current economic downturn, we cannot take the possibility of these job losses lightly and the Johnson Space Center is just one example of what the cancellation of this program would do to other NASA centers nationally. Finally, it will take years for the commercial spaceflight industry to get up to speed to reach the level of competence that exists at NASA today. Our government has already invested literally years and billions of dollars into this program. We should build upon these investments and not abandon them. Our country can support the commercial spaceflight industry, but not at the expense of our human spaceflight program, which for years has inspired future generations and driven technology that enhances our quality of life. That is why it is my hope, Mr. Chairman, this Committee and this Congress will continue to support NASA’s Constellation Program and to support balanced energy policies that promote economic growth and will help us meet our clean energy goals.
Constellation program fueled innovation in science and technology not found anywhere else 

The Oracle 6/6/11(The Oracle, The University of South Florida, The Space Program must Continue,  http://www.usforacle.com/the-space-program-must-continue-1.2598310  

For 30 years, the NASA space shuttle program has been a part of the American psyche. The shuttles have launched countless satellites, facilitated scientific discoveries and inspired young children to pursue math and science. Even the disasters of Challenger and Colombia gripped the public and unified the country in tragic mourning. Now, the shuttle Atlantis sits on a launch pad in Cape Canaveral and awaits its July 8 launch — the final shuttle launch in history. As the program winds down, it's important to realize all that the U.S. space program and the shuttles have given the country, and how vital it is that the tradition is continued. NASA has long endeavored to do things that mankind has never done before and has developed a multitude of technologies. Cordless power tools, smoke detectors, medical imaging machines, light emitting diodes (LEDs), firefighter breathing apparatuses and Jaws of Life rescue equipment all rely on technologies pioneered by the space programs, according to the agency. And don't forget the GPS — satellites that wouldn't have been launched if not for NASA. One would be hard pressed to imagine a world without such technologies. Having demonstrated an immense capacity for innovation, NASA should be supported — new technologies from future space programs could help power the world economy and further human advancement. Unfortunately, the future and direction of NASA has never been more in doubt. Because of the tremendous economic downturn and shrinking budgets of the past few years, NASA has taken a hit. Then-President George W. Bush announced the Constellation program in 2005 with a goal to return astronauts to the moon and eventually to Mars. The program was cut as a part of the 2011 congressional budget. So, 50 years after President John F. Kennedy's challenge to land a man on the moon, the space program lies in anguish. It's underfunded and has no clear goal to work toward. NASA can claim the Mercury, Gemini, Apollo and now space shuttle programs as milestones in history, yet it cannot claim to be working toward anything in particular. NASA's progress is a point not only of national pride, but also of economic power. President Obama and Congress were wrong to cut the Constellation program and cut so much funding from the agency. NASA supports innovation — not to mention countless jobs in Florida and across the country. Its funding should not just be restored to former levels, but boosted above them. 
Constellation program key to Creating Jobs

Space Travel in 11 (Space Travel, “Renewed Call For Competitive US Spaceflight Marketplace”, 2/10, http://www.spacetravel.com/reports/Renewed_Call_For_Competitive_US_Spaceflight_Marketplace_999.html)
The Competitive Space Task Force, a coalition of fiscal conservatives and free-market leaders, has unveiled its strategy for creating a free and competitive market for spaceflight and space services enabling the country to recapture the imagination and innovation of America's space program and foster a new entrepreneurial spirit in the emerging Space Economy. The Task Force unveiled its core strategy and principles today at a press conference in the hearing room of the Committee on Science, Space, and Technology. Retired Congressman and former Chairman of the House Science Committee Robert S. Walker remarked, "The Space Economy is emerging as the next great frontier for economic expansion and U.S. leadership. 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." In recent years, between the long-planned retirement of the Space Shuttle and the cancellation of Constellation and NASA's troubled Ares rocket program, the U.S. has grown increasingly reliant on the Russian Soyuz for transportation to and from the International Space Station costing taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars over just the next few years. Rather than funding the Russian space program, the U.S. could be creating jobs at home by relying instead on America's private space industry. America's dependence on the Russian program is complicated by our foreign policy as we seek to discourage the Russians from aiding U.S. adversaries in the development of nuclear weaponry and missile technology. Said Rand Simberg, Chairman of the Competitive Space Task Force, "America cannot simply sit in the passenger seat and expect to lead. We need to pilot the ship. We need to lead the way."

Jobs are key to the economy.
Kadlec Date not given (Dan writer for TIME Magazine, “Economic Indicators – How to Know When the Economy is Turning Up” http://www.time.com/time/specials/packages/0,28757,1876737,00.html)
The employment scene is a disaster . We've shed 3.6 million jobs since the recession began . Private sector average weekly hours worked stuck at a record low 33.3 hours in January, and because companies typically cut hours before cutting heads the slide means more layoffs are coming. Look for this number to stabilize over a period of two or three months and then begin to inch upward for an early indicator that the economy is recovering. We won't hit a normal reading of around 35 hours for a long time. But the key is to just change the direction. You can find private sector average weekly hours worked on the Bureau of Labor Statistics website. A recovery in employment is crucial. So here's a second job-related indicator that economists are watching: monthly temporary employment. "Companies can always ask their employees to work a little longer," says Bernard Baumohl, chief global economist at Economic Outlook Group. " But when they start hiring you know something is going on, and temporary hiring typically picks up well before permanent hiring." In 2002, temporary hiring went from net job losses to net job gains almost to the month that the recession ended. At this moment, the monthly change in temporary employment has been negative for 25 months running. When its wings positive you can be sure that better times will follow.
Economic collapse causes a cutback in defense spending which collapses deterrence and global war

Friedberg And Schoenfeld, 10/21/08 (Aaron, professor of politics and international relations at Princeton University's Woodrow Wilson School, and Gabriel, senior editor of Commentary, is a visiting scholar at the Witherspoon Institute in Princeton, N.J.; “The Dangers of a Diminished America,” Wall Street Journal, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB122455074012352571.html?mod=googlenews_wsj)

One immediate implication of the crisis that began on Wall Street and spread across the world is that the primary instruments of U.S. foreign policy will be crimped. The next president will face an entirely new and adverse fiscal position. Estimates of this year's federal budget deficit already show that it has jumped $237 billion from last year, to $407 billion. With families and businesses hurting, there will be calls for various and expensive domestic relief programs.  In the face of this onrushing river of red ink, both Barack Obama and John McCain have been reluctant to lay out what portions of their programmatic wish list they might defer or delete. Only Joe Biden has suggested a possible reduction -- foreign aid. This would be one of the few popular cuts, but in budgetary terms it is a mere grain of sand. Still, Sen. Biden's comment hints at where we may be headed: toward a major reduction in America's world role, and perhaps even a new era of financially-induced isolationism.  Pressures to cut defense spending, and to dodge the cost of waging two wars, already intense before this crisis, are likely to mount. Despite the success of the surge, the war in Iraq remains deeply unpopular. Precipitous withdrawal -- attractive to a sizable swath of the electorate before the financial implosion -- might well become even more popular with annual war bills running in the hundreds of billions.  Protectionist sentiments are sure to grow stronger as jobs disappear in the coming slowdown. Even before our current woes, calls to save jobs by restricting imports had begun to gather support among many Democrats and some Republicans. In a prolonged recession, gale-force winds of protectionism will blow.  Then there are the dolorous consequences of a potential collapse of the world's financial architecture. For decades now, Americans have enjoyed the advantages of being at the center of that system. The worldwide use of the dollar, and the stability of our economy, among other things, made it easier for us to run huge budget deficits, as we counted on foreigners to pick up the tab by buying dollar-denominated assets as a safe haven. Will this be possible in the future?  Meanwhile, traditional foreign-policy challenges are multiplying. The threat from al Qaeda and Islamic terrorist affiliates has not been extinguished. Iran and North Korea are continuing on their bellicose paths, while Pakistan and Afghanistan are progressing smartly down the road to chaos. Russia's new militancy and China's seemingly relentless rise also give cause for concern.  If America now tries to pull back from the world stage, it will leave a dangerous power vacuum. The stabilizing effects of our presence in Asia, our continuing commitment to Europe, and our position as defender of last resort for Middle East energy sources and supply lines could all be placed at risk.  In such a scenario there are shades of the 1930s, when global trade and finance ground nearly to a halt, the peaceful democracies failed to cooperate, and aggressive powers led by the remorseless fanatics who rose up on the crest of economic disaster exploited their divisions. Today we run the risk that rogue states may choose to become ever more reckless with their nuclear toys, just at our moment of maximum vulnerability.  The aftershocks of the financial crisis will almost certainly rock our principal strategic competitors even harder than they will rock us. The dramatic free fall of the Russian stock market has demonstrated the fragility of a state whose economic performance hinges on high oil prices, now driven down by the global slowdown. China is perhaps even more fragile, its economic growth depending heavily on foreign investment and access to foreign markets. Both will now be constricted, inflicting economic pain and perhaps even sparking unrest in a country where political legitimacy rests on progress in the long march to prosperity.  None of this is good news if the authoritarian leaders of these countries seek to divert attention from internal travails with external adventures.  As for our democratic friends, the present crisis comes when many European nations are struggling to deal with decades of anemic growth, sclerotic governance and an impending demographic crisis. Despite its past dynamism, Japan faces similar challenges. India is still in the early stages of its emergence as a world economic and geopolitical power.  What does this all mean? There is no substitute for America on the world stage. The choice we have before us is between the potentially disastrous effects of disengagement and the stiff price tag of continued American leadership.  Are we up for the task? The American economy has historically demonstrated remarkable resilience. Our market-oriented ideology, entrepreneurial culture, flexible institutions and favorable demographic profile should serve us well in whatever trials lie ahead.  The American people, too, have shown reserves of resolve when properly led. But experience after the Cold War era -- poorly articulated and executed policies, divisive domestic debates and rising anti-Americanism in at least some parts of the world -- appear to have left these reserves diminished.  A recent survey by the Chicago Council on World Affairs found that 36% of respondents agreed that the U.S. should "stay out of world affairs," the highest number recorded since this question was first asked in 1947. The economic crisis could be the straw that breaks the camel's back.

Advantage 3 – Lunar Basing

Constellation project plans to establish a permanent lunar base

Defenses Daily in 09 [“NASA Issues Request For Proposals, Seeking Ideas For Altair Moon Lander”, 2-4, l/n] BJ
Also, while the Apollo missions involved spending just a few days on the moon, the Constellation Program sees longer stays at first (lunar missions will begin around 2020), and later a permanent manned outpost on the moon.Altair will provide astronauts with life support and a base for weeklong initial surface exploration missions of the moon. The lander also will return the crew to the moon-orbiting Orion spacecraft that then will return them home to Earth.That is similar to how the Apollo lunar exploration system worked.This contract will provide resources to conduct NASA-directed engineering tasks for evaluating vehicle conceptual designs, maturing the vehicle design and reviewing the products for system requirements reviews and system definition reviews. It is anticipated that multiple awards will be made as a result of this solicitation.

Colonization of the Moon Would be a Model for Colonization of Mars

Lowman Jr. January 2008 (Paul D., Research Geophysicist for NASA, PhD in Geology, “Why Go Back to the Moon?” http://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/news/series/moon/why_go_back.html)
Where does the Moon fit into this possibility? First, it would continue to give us experience with short interplanetary trips, which is what the Apollo missions were. These would demonstrably be relatively short and safe compared to Mars voyages, but would provide invaluable test flights, so to speak. More important, shelters, vehicles, and other equipment built for the Moon could be over-designed, and with modification could be used on Mars after being demonstrated at a lunar outpost.
Human space exploration and colonization is key to the survival of humanity

Kazan in 09 (Casey, Editor of DailyGalaxy.com, “Stephen Hawking: Manned vs Robotic Space Mission?”, http://www.dailygalaxy.com/my_weblog/2009/06/robotic-missions-are-much-cheaper-and-may-provide-more-scientific--information-but-they-dont-catch-the-public-imagination-in.html)
Stephen Hawking, world-celebrated expert on the cosmological theories of gravity and black holes who holds Issac Newton's Lucasian Chair at Cambridge University, has strong views on the future of the human species and space trael. At last year's 50th anniversary for NASA. Hawking proposed that the world should devote about 10 times as much as NASA's current budget – or 0.25% of the world's financial resources – to space exploration. Hawking backed the space agency's goals of returning astronauts to the Moon by 2020 and sending humans to Mars shortly after that. The Moon is a good place to start because it is "close by and relatively easy to reach", Hawking said. "The Moon could be a base for travel to the rest of the solar system," he added. would be "the obvious next target", with its abundant supplies of frozen water, and the intriguing possibility that life may have been present there in the past. "A goal of a base on the Moon by 2020 and of a manned landing on Mars by 2025 would reignite the space program and give it a sense of purpose in the same way that President Kennedy's Moon target did in the 1960s," he said. Hawking said that any long-term site for a human base should have a significant gravity field, because long missions in microgravity lead to health issues such as bone loss. Hawking favors human space exploration, rather than just sending robots to explore space, a position taken by Nobel laureate Steven Weinberg, among others. Eventually, Hawking said, humanity should try to expand to Earth-like planets around other stars. If only 1% of the 1000 or so stars within 30 light years of Earth has an Earth-size planet at the right distance from its star for liquid water to exist, that would make for 10 such planets in our solar system's neighbourhood, he said. "We cannot envision visiting them with current technology, but we should make interstellar travel a long-term aim," he said. "By long term, I mean over the next 200 to 500 years." Humanity can afford to battle earthly problems like climate change and still have plenty of resources left over for colonizing space, he said. "Even if we were to increase the international [space exploration] budget 20 times to make a serious effort to go into space, it would only be a small fraction of world GDP," he said. GDP, or Gross Domestic Product, is a measure of a country's economic activity. Hawking believes that traveling into space is the only way humans will be able to survive in the long-term. "Life on Earth," Hawking has said, "is at the ever-increasing risk of being wiped out by a disaster such as sudden global warming, nuclear war, a genetically engineered virus or other dangers ... I think the human race has no future if it doesn't go into space." Another of his famous quotes reiterates his position that we need to get off the planet relatively soon. "I don't think the human race will survive the next 1,000 years unless we spread into space."
Contention 2 - Solvency

The Constellation Program is effective and should be restarted in NASA
Moser in 10 [Tom, VP of the constellation project, Aviation Week and Space Technology, “Benefits of the Constellation Program,” 2-22,  l/n]BJ

President Barack Obama’s 2011 NASA budget proposal puts the U.S. leadership in space at risk (AW&ST Feb. 8, p. 20). It will have just the opposite results of President John F. Kennedy’s space initiatives. Under those initiatives, America developed technologies and capabilities that benefit every human in the U.S. every day, such as weather, navigation and communication satellites. The lunar exploration program with astronauts and robots was not the sole reason for these capabilities, but was the spark plug. Obama’s proposed budget cancels the Constellation Program—the follow-on to the lunar program—under which technologies and systems to explore the Moon and Mars would be develop ed. We were not smart enough then to realize the benefits from the Kennedy initiatives, and we are not smart enough to envision the new benefits. It does not make sense to cancel the Constellation Program, which is making good progress, and focus on climate change, developing an undefined rocket, and relying on the Russians and concepts by the private sector for human space transportation . NASA should be allowed to continue with the Constellation Program and encourage and enable the private sector to provide transportation services in parallel with the government systems.
Inherency Extensions
Constellation Program was officially canceled after being defunded

Leone, 6-11 (Dan, Space News International Staff Writer, “Memo Marks Formal End of Constellation Program,” http://www.spacenews.com/civil/110614-memo-marks-end-constellation.html)

WASHINGTON — A senior NASA official has signed the formal death warrant for the Constellation deep space exploration program even as work proceeds on one of Constellation’s legacy development efforts and agency officials continue to ponder the fate of another.“I have signed the letter to close out the Constellation Program,” Douglas Cooke, associate administrator for NASA’s Exploration Systems Mission Directorate, wrote in a June 10 memo.


Congress ended funding for the Constellation program
Space and Technology Policy Group 11 (online organization for space-related news, May 24, 2011, NASA’s project Constellation and the Future of Human Spaceflight, June 22, 2011, http://spacepolicyonline.com/pages/images/stories/Constellation_Fact_Sheet_May_2011.pdf)
Six years later, Obama decided to cancel the Constellation program. After considerable debate, Congress largely agreed in the NASA Authorization Act(P.L. ), although another law, the FY Consolidated Appropriations Act (P.L. 111-117) prohibited NASA from cancelling the program until Congress passed a subsequent appropriations act allowing it to do so. That did not happen until , with the passage of the final FY2011 Continuing Resolution (P.L. 112-10). At that point, the Constellation program died, although NASA continues to build one part of it – the Orion crew capsule – for undefined future human space exploration.
Constellation Program funding has been cut

Leone 6-14 [Dan, Staff Writer, NASA at Space News International “Memo Marks Formal End of Constellation Program ” http://www.spacenews.com/civil/110614-memo-marks-end-constellation.html] BJ
WASHINGTON — A senior NASA official has signed the formal death warrant for the Constellation deep space exploration program even as work proceeds on one of Constellation’s legacy development efforts and agency officials continue to ponder the fate of another. “I have signed the letter to close out the Constellation Program,” Douglas Cooke, associate administrator for NASA’s Exploration Systems Mission Directorate, wrote in a June 10 memo. With Constellation’s demise now official, the Constellation project office, which “has already scaled back in size significantly,” will be charged “with transitioning contracts, etc. to the new [Space Launch System] and [Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle] programs,” Cooke wrote in the memo. 
NASA is going nowhere without the constellation program

Matt Gurney, 6/10/11 [Gurney, News Reporter, National Post, NASA gets its ships. Now it needs a mission. http://fullcomment.nationalpost.com/2011/06/10/matt-gurney-nasa-gets-its-ships-now-it-needs-a-mission/]

In February of last year, President Barack Obama cancelled Project Constellation, NASA’s intended program to replace the retiring space shuttles (only one flight of a shuttle remains). Constellation, which had called for the construction of a new generation of rockets and crew-sustaining capsules, was slated to return to the moon early in the next decade, and Mars a decade after that, at a cost of hundreds of billions of dollars. While the dollar figure seems eye-popping, it needs to be remembered that NASA’s budget is actually a relatively paltry $19-billion per year. Only by investing that sum over the course of Constellation’s existence does one arrive at the enormous final bill. When he cancelled the program, President Obama reprioritized NASA’s objectives. Rather than the moon and Mars program, NASA would instead work with the private sector to develop the technology and procedures to allow NASA to contract out the firing of cargo and astronauts into low Earth orbit, where the International Space Station resides, to private firms. He also tasked NASA with developing advanced propulsion technologies, something more efficient and less costly than the current generation of chemically propelled rockets, and also put emphasis on the design of a modern heavy lift rocket, necessary to carry large payloads into low Earth orbit and beyond. But he did not order the construction of a new generation of space ships that could carry astronauts into space. With the shuttles at the end of their lives, it would have left the United States without a space fleet with which to conduct missions of exploration. Essentially, it meant the end of American manned exploration of our solar system. While fiscally defensible, the decision was heartbreaking to millions. Those millions may have some cause for optimism. NASA, with Congressional support,has revived a part of the Constellation program: the Orion crew capsule. These small but high-tech space ships would provide enough space and supplies for four astronauts to conduct three-week missions. They are essentially modern-day updates of the Apollo program capsules that took men to the moon in the 1960s and ’70s, and avoid the costly mistakes of the well-intentioned but fundamentally flawed space shuttles, which despite their high-tech reputation, never lived up to the hopes of their designers. That leaves NASA with a rocket and new ships under development, and that’s a good thing for science, for exploration and for the prestige of the United States. But it also means that there are expensive items being developed with no clear mission or purpose — President Obama cancelled the program that Orion and the heavy lift rocket were to have been used for. NASA needs a realistic plan on how they can be used. In this early epoch of space travel, it is too early to hope for dollar-for-dollar economic returns from flights into the deep black of space, but there are real, tangible benefits that can be achieved, with the right mission and the will to accomplish it. America needs a long-term, non-partisan goal to aim for in space, both in low Earth orbit and beyond. It then needs a plan on how to reach that goal, one that is sympathetic to the enormous fiscal pressure the United States is currently under, and will likely remain under for some time. Only when such a goal and plan have been decided upon, with support of both political parties, will the investment in NASA be a wise one. Right now, with no plan on how to use the new rockets and ships, and no consensus that they should be used at all, NASA’s vehicle plans will remain a very tempting piece of low-hanging fruit for budgetary hawks looking for ways to avoid making much harder, less popular cuts to America’s federal budget.
Space Leadership Extensions
Abandoning Constellation Project led to loss of U.S. leadership- We should continue the project to increase leadership

Armstrong, Lovell and Cernan [statesmen journal “ Is Obama grounding JFK's space legacy?” http://www.statesmanjournal.com/article/20110528/OPINION/105280308/Is-Obama-grounding-JFK-s-space-legacy-]BJ
A half century has passed since Kennedy challenged our citizenry to do what most thought to be impossible. The subsequent American achievements in space were remarkable: Mercury, Gemini, Apollo and Skylab. Our efforts enhanced international cooperation with Apollo-Soyuz, the space shuttle and the International Space Station. The compelling fascination of our space achievements among young people spurred their interest in education.By 2005, in keeping with President Kennedy's intent and America's resolve, NASA was developing the Constellation program, focusing on a return to the moon while simultaneously developing the plans and techniques to venture beyond, and eventually to Mars. The program enjoyed near-unanimous support, being approved and endorsed by the Bush administration and by both Democratic and Republican Congresses. However, due to its congressionally authorized funding falling victim to Office of Management and Budget cuts, earmarks and other unexpected financial diversions, Constellation fell behind schedule. An administration-appointed review committee concluded the Constellation program was "not viable" due to inadequate funding.President Obama's proposed 2011 budget did not include funds for Constellation, therefore essentially canceling the program. It sent shock waves throughout NASA, the Congress and the American people. Nearly $10 billion had been invested in design and development of the program. Many respected experts and members of Congress voiced concern about the president's proposal. Some supported the president's plan,but most were critical. The supporters' biases were often evident, particularly when there was a vested or economic interest in the outcome.Obama's advisers, in searching for a new and different NASA strategy with which the president could be favorably identified, ignored NASA's operational mandate and strayed widely from President Kennedy's vision and the will of the American people.—"We intend to be first. In short, our leadership in science and in industry, our hopes for peace and security, our obligations to ourselves as well as others, all require us to make this effort, to solve these mysteries, to solve them for the good of all men, and to become the world's leading space-faring nation." — President Kennedy.—Congress, realizing the devastating effects to the plans, program and morale of those trying to keep America in the forefront of exploring the universe and expanding the human frontier, worked diligently to steer NASA's program back toward Kennedy's goals.Congress passed an authorization bill directing NASA to begin development of a large rocket capable of carrying humans toward the moon and beyond and to continue development of a multipurpose spacecraft based on the configuration that was being developed in the Constellation program. However, the president's 2012 budget reduced funding significantly below the authorized amount for both the big rocket and the multipurpose crew vehicle.On the other hand, the president's budget had significantly increased funding over the congressional direction in the area of space technology research programs and the development of rockets and spacecraft by the commercial entrepreneurs.Congress stated that rather than depending on NASA subsidies, the development of commercial sources to supply cargo and crew to the International Space Station should be a partnership between government and industry.Entrepreneurs in the space transportation business assert that they can offer such service at a very attractive price — conveniently not factoring in the NASA-funded development costs. These expenditures, including funds to insure safety and reliability, can be expected to be substantially larger and more time consuming than the entrepreneurs predict.The response to Kennedy's bold challenge a half-century ago has led to America's unchallenged leadership in space. We take enormous pride in all that has been accomplished in the past 50 years. And we have the people, the skills and the wherewithal to continue to excel and reach challenging goals in space exploration.But today, America's leadership in space is slipping. NASA's human spaceflight program is in substantial disarray with no clear-cut mission in the offing. We will have no rockets to carry humans to low-Earth orbit and beyond for an indeterminate number of years. Congress has mandated the development of rocket launchers and spacecraft to explore the near-solar system beyond Earth orbit. But NASA has not yet announced a convincing strategy for their use. After a half-century of remarkable progress, a coherent plan for maintaining America's leadership in space exploration is no longer apparent.—"We have a long way to go in this space race. But this is the new ocean, and I believe that the United States must sail on it and be in a position second to none." — President Kennedy—Kennedy launched America on that new ocean. For 50 years we explored the waters to become the leader in space exploration. Today, under the announced objectives, the voyage is over. John F. Kennedy would have been sorely disappointed.
Cutting Constellation Results In Falling Behind
Cramer in 10 [Robert, former congressional representative, “Mayor Tommy Battle unveils taskforce charged with protecting NASA's future”, http://www.hsvcity.com/news/nr_nasa_taskforce_2-12-10.php/]
Mayor Battle said, "I am forming this bi-partisan, community-wide Task Force to help deliver the message that America should be "Second to None" in human space exploration and NASA should lead this nation, as it has for the past 60 years, in developing the rockets and systems to take men and women to space. Without the Constellation program, we take this nation out of the human space flight business, with no clear vision, no proven plan, and no timeline for when America will fly again. I am concerned that it could well be a generation lost, in talent and time before this nation returns to human space flight. This is not the path this country should take and we as a community should support our Congressional delegation to find the right course for a national space policy." The Mayor added, "We believe that the path ahead is clear. We have rockets today that can reduce our dependence on other nations for access to space. To abandon this program is nothing short of abandoning our national hope of remaining the world leader in space exploration. We challenge those who believe in a strong America and a strong national space program to contact their friends and family across our nation and ask them to contact their Congressman and demand that we stay the course. The Constellation program is the next step in space exploration. I am grateful to Bud Cramer for accepting this Task to lead our community in advocating for a strong NASA and a national space program that is 'Second to None'."
Cancellation of Constellation Program negatively impacts US Leadership

Newton 2/11 (Elizabeth Newton, Center for System Studies, University of Alabama, United States space policy and      international partnership,http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S026596461000113X)

3. Will the USA have more influence on the world stage? 3.1. Perceptions of style President Obama’s 2010 policy is notable for the shift over the 2006 version, which most agree to be more a stylistic change of tone, rather than one of substance. The messages conveying the need for multilateral action are likely to be welcome to external audiences’ ears and suggest a more consultative approach. That said, the cancellation of the Constellation program was done without prior notice or consultation with international partners, and much of the debate on the subject has centered on the domestic repercussions of the decision, not the impact on the partners. There is evidently a mismatch between intent and such unilateralist actions. 3.2. Perceptions of reliability as a partner The president’s request and congressional authorization for continued funding of the ISS’s operations delivers on commitments made to international partners beginning in the mid-1980s when the program was conceived. However, without a successor system to the Shuttle, the USA has abrogated intergovernmental agreements to provide crew and cargo transportation, and crew rescue, as partial compensation for partner investments in the ISS’s infrastructure and operations. Reliance on the Russian Soyuz for limited down-mass cargo transport seriously inhibits the value that can be realized from ISS utilization until a commercial solution is available. In addition, the USA’s unilateral abandonment of the Moon as a near-term destination shakes partners’ political support for their exploration plans, some of which were carefully premised on US intentions, and more than five years of collaborative development of lunar base plans. 3.3. Leadership The USA is a majority funder for many space programs and is a technology leader, two features which have provided sufficient motivation for partners to accept US leadership, even when unfortunately high-handed. It is a stunning failure of political will to lack a successor system to the retiring Space Shuttle, and so the US cedes leadership in human spaceflight with its inability to access the ISS independently, for itself or for its partners, until a new commercial capability has been demonstrated. The USA further relinquishes leadership when abandoning years of work on strategic planning and guidance, the evaluation of alternatives, and orchestration of diverse but important contributions that were manifested in the Global Exploration Strategy. Sudden redirections without consultation are not hallmarks of leadership and will no doubt motivate partners to do more unilateral planning and execution, at least for a while. Finally, leadership in the future is at risk: how can the USA hope to influence outcomes and protect interests – strategic, commercial, and cultural – on the Moon if it is not present? 4. Conclusion Is the USA better off with the new (emerging) space policy? In some areas, yes, in some, no; and in some, it is too early to tell. In human spaceflight chronic under-funding and a political failure to persist toward goals have engendered a repetitive and distasteful cycle of churn that in the long haul is more expensive than if a plan had been committed to and executed. Policy changes on some fronts will be celebrated by international partners and rued on other fronts, where continued interdependence will be approached cautiously. We should be diligent in monitoring whether the risks and time-delays created by policy change are proven to be worth the benefits, that is, we need to create a ‘closed loop’ on the system, to gauge regularly and systematically whether we are achieving what we want. A vision of American excellence and leadership in security, political economy, and influence provides a framework for this evaluation and for the goals that we set for ourselves. While accountability and data are not beloved in the political process, we will not be able to move beyond debates that the majority of Americans view as arcane, unless we zero in on data-driven evaluations of policy’s performance. Magical thinking might make for good politics, but it makes poor policy.
Abandonment of Constellation Program Loses Competitiveness and Leadership

O’Flynn  March, 2010 (Kevin, Staff writer for “Washington Post: Russia Now,” http://russianow.washingtonpost.com/2010/03/exploration-american-astronauts-are-hitching-a-ride-with-the-russian-space-program.php)
The abandonment of the U.S. Constellation manned flight program has led to a great disappointment, particularly in Russia. It was the Constellation program that compelled the Russian government to plan for a new rocket and new spacecraft in the first place. At the time, that was even considered a lame response to the Constellation program. There was a sense that Constellation could have been another opportunity for international cooperation. "It was maybe one of biggest mistakes not to make the project international," said Lissov. "Then it would have been harder to close."The closing down of Constellation comes as Russia and the United States are wary of China and India, who have been pouring money into their own space programs. The Chinese made a third launch of its Shenzhou VII spacecraft and also their first spacewalk in 2008, while India is planning a manned flight by 2014.

Cancellation of Project Constellation Loses US Leadership

Kremer, February 2010 (Ken, Staff Writer for Universe Today, “Orion Can Launch Safely in 2013 says Lockheed,” http://www.universetoday.com/54703/orion-can-launch-safely-in-2013-says-lockheed/)

 Karas questioned the complete lack of vision and realism by the Obama Administration and NASA in deciding to terminate Project Constellation, which includes the new Orion Capsule, the Ares 1 booster rocket for Orion and the Ares 5 Heavy Lift booster required to reach the Moon, Mars and beyond. “I was very surprised by the cancellation. We expected and felt that a middle ground with some changes to Constellation was reasonable. We did not expect to be left with nothing”. “Where is the US Leadership in space if we don’t have a heavy lifter soon? or a deep space crewed capability ?“Russia, China, Japan and India will all have boosters equal to or better than the US expendable fleet. Why would anyone have an incentive to work with us if they already have their own boosters and crew vehicles for LEO. The nations of the world will look elsewhere, not to the US”, Karas told me emphatically. “Its not international cooperation, its international dependency!” “We will not maintain Space leadership if the US will only be spending money on commercial LEO technology development under the new proposals by the Obama Administration, and not on an actual rocket program that builds, tests and launches flight hardware. Other countries have vehicles and technology programs too.”
Tech Innovation Extensions
Scientific Breakthrough Associated with Lunar Exploration

Lowman Jr. January 2008 (Paul D., Research Geophysicist for NASA, PhD in Geology, “Why Go Back to the Moon?” http://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/news/series/moon/why_go_back.html)
But what could such an outpost accomplish? First, it could continue the exploration of the Moon, whose surface area is roughly that of North and South America combined. Six "landings" in North America would have given us only a superficial knowledge of this continent, and essentially none about its natural resources such as minerals, oil, water power, and soil. The Moon is a whole planet, so to speak, whose value is only beginning to be appreciated. The Moon is not only an interesting object of study, but a valuable base for study of the entire Universe, by providing a site for astronomy at all wavelengths from gamma rays to extremely long radio waves. This statement would have been unquestioned 30 years ago. But the succeeding decades of spectacular discoveries by space-based instruments, such as the Hubble Space Telescope, have led many astronomers such as Nobel Laureate John Mather to argue that the Moon can be by-passed, and that instruments in deep space at relatively stable places called Lagrangian points are more effective. A meeting was held at the Space Telescope Science Institute in Baltimore, in November 2006, on "Astrophysics Enabled by the Return to the Moon." This institute runs the Hubble Space Telescope program. However, the consensus emerging from the Baltimore meeting was that there are still valuable astronomical uses for instruments on the lunar surface. For example, low-frequency radio astronomy can only be effective from the far side of the Moon, where static from the Earth’s aurora is shielded. Another example of Moon-based astronomy can be the search for extraterrestrial intelligence (SETI), by radio telescopes that on the far side would be shielded from terrestrial interference. Small telescopes on the Moon’s solid surface could be linked to form interferometer arrays with enormous resolving power. Astronomy in a limited sense has already been done from the Moon, namely the Apollo 16 Ultraviolet telescope emplaced by Apollo astronauts and before that, the simple TV observations of Earth-based lasers by the Surveyor spacecraft. The much-feared lunar dust had no effect on these pioneering instruments. The Moon may offer mineral resources, so to speak, of great value on Earth. Apollo 17 astronaut Harrison Schmitt, working with the Fusion Technology Institute of the University of Wisconsin, has shown that helium 3, an isotope extremely rare on Earth, exists in quantity in the lunar soil, implanted by the solar wind. If – a very big if – thermonuclear fusion for energy is produced on Earth, helium 3 would be extremely valuable for fusion reactors because it does not make the reactor radioactive. A more practicable use of helium 3, being tested at the University of Wisconsin, is the production of short-lived medical isotopes. Such isotopes must now be manufactured in cyclotrons and quickly delivered before they decay. But Dr. Schmitt suggests that small helium 3 reactors could produce such isotopes at the hospital. In any event, research on the use of helium 3 would clearly benefit if large quantities could be exported to the Earth
Cancellation of Constellation resulted in catastrophic job loss--exacerbates the national unemployment rate

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

Atkinson in 07 (Robert, president of the Information Technology and Innovation Foundation in Washington, DC, “Deep Competitiveness”, http://www.issues.org/23.2/atkinson.html)
As a result, the United States must work harder to ensure that national economic development strategies around the world are based on positive-sum strategies such as investing more in science and technology, building infrastructure, and boosting education, and not on negative-sum mercantilist strategies. Competition to see who has the best university system, the largest share of scientists and engineers, the best broadband infrastructure, and the best system for protecting intellectual property makes all nations better. Therefore, the United States should continue to push for expanded global market integration and reduction of tariffs and other nontariff barriers, while at the same time working with the World Trade Organization and other international bodies to move the world trading system to one based more on markets and less on mercantilism. To complement such outward-looking efforts, the federal government needs to take even more robust steps to improve the nation’s competitive readiness. This means supporting more basic research and expanding the domestic supply of skilled workers. But it also means that the government should take steps to make it more likely that companies invest in innovation-based activities domestically, particularly by addressing the cost differential between the United States and “low-wage countries that cram on science.”
US Competitiveness is key to heg

Gelb 10 (Leslie H. Gelb, a former New York Times columnist and senior official in the state anddefense departments, is currently president emeritus of the Council on Foreign Relations,Fashioning a Realistic Strategy for the Twenty-First Century,” Fletcher Forum of World Affairsvol.34:2 summer 2010 http://fletcher.tufts.edu/forum/archives/pdfs/34-2pdfs/Gelb.pdf)
LESLIE H. GELB: Power is what it always has been. It is the ability to get someone to do something they do not want to do by means of your resources and your position. It was always that. There is no such thing in my mind as “soft” power or “hard” power or “smart” power or “dumb” power. It is people who are hard or soft or smart or dumb. Power is power. And people use it wisely or poorly. Now, what has changed is the composition of power in international affairs. For almost all of history, international power was achieved in the form of military power and military force. Now, particularly in the last fifty years or so, it has become more and more economic. So power consists of economic power, military power, and diplomatic power, but the emphasis has shifted from military power (for almost all of history) to now, more economic power. And, as President Obama said in his West Point speech several months ago, our economy is the basis of our international power in general and our military power in particular. That is where it all comes from. Whether other states listen to us and act on what we say depends a good deal on their perception of the strength of the American economy. A big problem for us in the last few years has been the perception that our economy is in decline.

Lunar Basing Asteroid Add-on Adv

Lunar base prevents asteroids from hitting the Earth

Cain in 07 (Fraiser Cain, Universe Today, 2/21, “Lasers could deflect future asteroids from impacting the Earth” http://www.universetoday.com/1321/lasers-could-deflect-future-asteroids-from-impacting-earth/)
The Earth has been bombarded by asteroids in the past, and it’s going to happen again in the future. It’s not a question of “if”, it’s a question of “when”. Keenly aware of the problem, scientists are working on strategies that could prevent an asteroid with Earth in its cross hairs from impacting us. One interesting technique is being worked on at the University of Alabama in Huntsville. The strategy would involved placing a laser system into space, or at a future Moon base. When a potential Earth-crossing asteroid is discovered, the laser would target it and fire for a long period of time. A small amount of material would be knocked off the surface of the asteroid, which would deflect its orbit slightly. Over a long period of time, the asteroid course correction would add up, turning a direct hit into a near miss. A laser system like this is a long way off, but a system could be developed sooner that could focus on asteroids and help measure their properties and precisely track their orbits, helping remove some of the uncertainty.
Lunar Basing He3 Add-On Adv
Constellation Program is key to establishing He-3 mining
Prinz 2010, [ScienceRay, “Why Constellation Shouldn’t Get Canceled”, http://scienceray.com/astronomy/why-constellation-shouldnt-get-canceled/]
NASA has recently announced that they will be discontinuing the Constellation program, a program that would take America back to the Moon.  The Constellation program was one of 120 government programs cut as a result of the recent “budget freeze”. Cutting the program seems a little hypocritical to me though, we can’t spend money going to the Moon, but we can throw money at large corporations, and ensure everyone in America healthcare.  In the past, America has always been on the forefront of science and exploration, after all, it was America who landed on the Moon first, and unlocked the secrets of nuclear fission.  It seems like America has been slipping back on these fronts for the past few decades, we haven’t gone back to the Moon since Apollo, and more and more of our scientists are coming from other countries.  Cutting the program couldn’t have come at a worse time than now; India is planning a Moon mission for 2016, and we’re just backing off.  Going back to the Moon and possibly establishing a semi-permanent base could have great economic benefits.  The Moon contains  helium-3, a form of helium that can cost around $1500 per gram.  In the future, helium-3 could prove to be a fuel for nuclear fusion reactors, which produce much more energy, and are much safer than our current fission reactors.  The Moon’s microgravity could be used to process minerals in ways that we cannot process them on Earth, allowing new materials that could have exceptional qualities.  The Moon could also serve as a sort of “test run” for colonizing other planets, such as Mars.  Though Constellation is being cancelled now, it could be resumed later, maybe when we aren’t wasting our money on bailouts or healthcare.
Colonization Extension
The constellation program is a crucial step towards colonizing the moon and beyond

Crisostomo in 2010 [Christian, staff writer for opentalk magazine “NASA's Constellation Program Planning To Take Initiative For Moon Colonization” http://www.opentalkmagazine.com/technology/space-discovery/3021-nasas-constellation-program-planning-to-take-initiative-for-moon-colonization.html, 11/12]BJ
“That's one small step for man, one giant leap for mankind”. This was former Apollo crew member Neil Armstrong’s most famous line as he went down the Eagle lunar module. Since the end of the Apollo program in 1975, man has never attempted to go beyond low-Earth orbit. The quest to go to other celestial bodies in the Solar System literally came to a standstill. That is, until NASA has returned with yet another ambitious mission to send the space program once again back on track. Their latest space program plans to fulfill this mission, and its success would determine the next step towards conquering the moon, and beyond. The Constellation program started as a planned successor to the Apollo program. It is a multi-faceted project that concentrated on three primary factors: the need to apply improved technologies to current spacefaring technology, the need to go beyond the current achievements in space travel and the need to initiate research to eventually colonize other planets. The program was literally meant to be taken as a first step towards the future human exploration of the entire interplanetary neighborhood. Application of advanced 21st century technology would be crucial for the Constellation program’s success. On the navigation and safety part, the Orion crew module and the Altair lunar module will be installed with the most advanced computers to aid astronauts in their journey. Spacesuits will be redesigned and redeveloped to provide astronauts with highly improved mobility during extra-vehicular activity. Numerous fail-safe devices are to be installed to ensure the safety of the crew; even if the mission doesn’t turn out to be a success. Various systems are also slated for research and improvement to make the astronauts’ stay at the moon better and much more pleasant. The Apollo program previously used the gigantic Saturn V rocket to send both the Apollo Command/Service module and Lunar module into the moon. The Constellation program however, plans to launch both modules separately. This was a plan to cut costs of lifting heavier payloads off into space, and also because of the large difference in size of both modules. Upon reaching low-Earth orbit, both modules would be docked together, and would be guided on its trip to the moon by an Earth Departure Stage. The initial plan of the Constellation program was to send astronauts to the moon by the year 2020 and let them stay for about a week. The next stage involves the establishment of a base camp that would let more astronauts stay for about half a year. After that, NASA plans to create a permanent thriving colony that can live on the moon using the resources available there by the year 2030-2050. It is a massively ambitious project that would have to be well funded to succeed. Unfortunately in February 1, 2010, United States President Barack Obama called for a cancellation of the program; as seen in its exclusion from the 2011 United States federal budget. We are now just left to wonder if the program could ever carry out its vital mission to propel the United States back again as the leader in human space flight.
Conditions not too harsh-Moon colonization is possible

CNN in 10 (Jan 1, http://articles.cnn.com/2010-01-01/tech/moon.lava.hole_1_lunar-base-lava-flows-lunar-surface?_s=PM:TECH)
Building a home near a moon crater or a lunar sea may sound nice, but moon colonists might have a much better chance of survival if they just lived in a hole. That's the message sent by an international team of scientists who say they've discovered a protected lunar "lava tube" -- a deep, giant hole -- that might be well suited for a moon colony or a lunar base. The vertical hole, in the volcanic Marius Hills region on the moon's near side, is 213 feet wide and is estimated to be more than 260 feet deep, according to findings published in Geophysical Research Letters, a journal of the American Geophysical Union. More important, the scientists say, the hole is protected from the moon's harsh temperatures and meteorite strikes by a thin sheet of lava. That makes the tube a good candidate for further exploration or possible inhabitation, the article says."Lunar lava tubes are a potentially important location for a future lunar base, whether for local exploration and development, or as an outpost to serve exploration beyond the Moon," writes the team, led by Junichi Haruyama, a senior researcher with the Japanese space agency JAXA. "Any intact lava tube could serve as a shelter from the severe environment of the lunar surface, with its meteorite impacts, high-energy UV radiation and energetic particles, and extreme diurnal temperature variations. "Lava tubes have previously been discovered on the moon, but the scientists say the new hole is notable because of its lava shield and because it does not appear to be prone to collapse.
Colonization of Planets Key to Human Survival

Lowman Jr. January 2008 (Paul D., Research Geophysicist for NASA, PhD in Geology, “Why Go Back to the Moon?” http://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/news/series/moon/why_go_back.html)
First, and most fundamental: the last few decades of space exploration and astronomy have shown that the universe is violent and dangerous, at least with respect to human life. To give a pertinent example: in 1908 an object of unknown nature – probably a comet – hit Siberia with a force equivalent to a hydrogen bomb. Had this impact happened a few hours later, allowing for the Earth’s rotation, this object would have destroyed St. Petersburg and probably much else. Going back some 65 million years, it is now essentially proven that an even greater impact wiped out not only the dinosaurs but most species living on Earth at the time. The importance of catastrophic impacts has only been demonstrated in recent decades, and space exploration has played a key role. The bleak conclusion to which these facts point is that humanity is vulnerable as long as we are confined to one planet. Obviously, we must increase our efforts to preserve this planet and its biosphere, an effort in which NASA satellites have played a vital role for many years. But uncontrollable external events may destroy our civilization, perhaps our species. We can increase our chances of long-term survival by dispersal to other sites in the solar system.

Launch Vehicles Adv
Moon mission key to Mars and beyond

Friedman in 10 [Jacob, TNW staff writer “Obama Slashes NASA Constellation Program, Scientists Furious” http://thenextweb.com/us/2010/02/01/obama-slashes-nasa-constellation-program-scientists-furious/, http://api.joliprint.com/api/rest/url/print/s/the_next_web?url=http%3A%2F%2Fthenextweb.com%2Fus%2F2010%2F02%2F01%2Fobama-slashes-nasa-constellation-program-scientists-furious%2F]
NASA scientists were severely disappointed to hear the news that President Obama is canceling the agency’s Constellation project in favor of less costly alternatives. The project, which hoped to put man back on the moon by 2020, is being shelved in favor of more unmanned probes, further experimentation on heavy-lift rocket systems and orbital tests of new technology. However, NASA scientists say that this decision will severely impede Mars exploration efforts, and represents a significant loss of existing resources. A NASA Scientist, who requested to remain unnamed, said that this decision will unnecessarily junk previous investments. “The Constellation program has had some serious issues, but it’s hard to build a rocket. Starting from scratch after spending $2 billion doesn’t seem like a particularly good idea, and a lot of engineers are going to lose their jobs because of this decision, “ she said. She added that, “What really irritates me about the decision is that now we won’t be going back to the Moon for ages. Robotic missions are fine, but we’ve been doing that for 50 years. if we want to go to Mars someday, we have to go to the Moon first.” In lieu of lunar exploration, the President has asked NASA to focus on Earth Observation. Combined with recent announcements regarding the privatization of the space program, this suggests that President Obama has grown tired with NASA’s persistent budgetary issues. By axing the trip to the Moon, Obama hopes to save resources for a potential future Mars trip. This would be fine if a Moon trip weren’t so important along the road to Mars. While the Moon trip would be a mere fraction of the length of the Mars mission, it’s a necessary proof of concept for the Mars mission. Certain systems necessary to survive an extraorbital mission cannot be tested in low Earth orbit. By making a manned trip to the Moon, these vital systems could be given the shakedown and test that they will need. If the Obama Administration doesn’t wish to give up on a manned mission to Mars, they should reverse their decision and keep the Constellation program alive, despite its many flaws.
Solvency Extension

Cancelling the constellation project is a mistake

Kenneth Chang 2/1/10 [Chang, New York Times, Obama Calls to End NASA’s Moon Program, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/02/science/02nasa.html
Whether Congress agrees to the restructuring of NASA remains to be seen. As reports of the impending cancellation of Constellation leaked out last week, members of Congress, particularly in Alabama, Florida and Texas, the homes of the NASA centers most involved with Constellation, expressed concern. “If early reports for what the White House wants to do with NASA are correct, then the president’s green-eyeshade-wearing advisers [is] dead wrong,” Senator Bill Nelson of Florida said in a statement last week. Congress may also balk at the price tag. After spending $9 billion over the past four years on Constellation, canceling the contracts with Boeing, Lockheed Martin, Alliant Techsystems and other companies will cost an additional $2.5 billion, Dr. Logsdon said NASA officials had told him. If implemented, the NASA a few years from now would be fundamentally different from NASA today. The space agency would no longer operate its own spacecraft, but essentially buy tickets for its astronauts. Dr. Logsdon said the officials said NASA would evolve into a role more akin to the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics, which preceded NASA. The committee did not manufacturer aircraft, but performed aeronautical research that was adopted by aircraft manufacturers. “The assumption is that there are technological breakthroughs out there ready to be discovered and exploited,” Dr. Logsdon said. “I’m impressed and a little surprised how large the investment in new technology is planned to be. It does represent a shift away from developing systems to developing technologies before developing systems.” If the approach succeeds, it could jumpstart a vibrant space industry, but it is also risky. By canceling Ares I, NASA would have no backup if the commercial companies were not able to deliver.
Cutting the Constellation Program killed jobs, wasted money, 
Bishop in 10 [Rob, 2011, “Space Cuts Short Sighted”, http://www.deseretnews.com/article/700011837/Space-cuts-short-sighted.html]

For years, we've known the space shuttle would be phased out. The replacement, which has already been through extensive research, development and testing, is the Ares rocket, part of the Constellation program. The Ares, named by Time magazine as the No. 1 invention of 2009, was successfully test-launched less than four months ago. NASA itself called it a "spectacular launch." Everything seemed on-course for America to retain a safe and reliable vehicle for space travel and maintain leadership in space — until Obama released his proposed budget this month. The Obama budget would cancel the Constellation program, cancel the Ares I rocket for manned space travel, cancel the Ares V rocket for cargo and cancel the Orion manned space capsule. The only apparent replacement for all of this is some nebulous funding for grants to commercialize our space exploration with no tested or proven alternative. It would be one thing if gutting the space program was an attempt to save money. But it isn't. In fact, the Obama plan does not eliminate wasteful spending. It actually adds an additional $1.5 billion to the NASA budget, but spends it in the wrong places. The president's proposals for NASA will, however, destroy U.S. leadership in space exploration. Russia and China will control space. Instead of sending 40 or so American astronauts to space each year, we will end up sending four or five. And they will essentially be trying to hitch a ride on a Russian or Chinese rocket. The Obama plan will also destroy 20,000 private sector jobs, if not more. By my estimation, we stand to lose around 2,000 jobs right here in Utah — a complete contradiction to an administration that say jobs are the priority. And these aren't minimum wage jobs. They are high-skilled jobs in science, math and engineering. This seems hypocritical from an administration that says it wants to encourage kids to take science, math and engineering classes.
AT Robots Should Do It

Humans are key to space exploration – creativity and ability to improvise

Kazan in 09 (Casey, Editor of DailyGalaxy.com, “Stephen Hawking: Manned vs Robotic Space Mission?”, http://www.dailygalaxy.com/my_weblog/2009/06/robotic-missions-are-much-cheaper-and-may-provide-more-scientific--information-but-they-dont-catch-the-public-imagination-in.html)
In a past issue of Scientific American Jim Bell, an astronomer and planetary scientist at Cornell University, and author of “Postcards from Mars,” notes that “…you might think that researchers like me who are involved in robotic space exploration would dismiss astronaut missions as costly and unnecessary.” But he then he goes on, “Although astronaut missions are much more expensive and risky than robotic craft, they are absolutely critical to the success of our exploration program." The heart of the debate is this: robotic machines will only do what they are programmed to do; they are not programmed to detect weirdness: the unimaginable, the unknown, the strange non-carbon life that we may have encountered on Mars, for example with the two Viking vehicles, in 1976. Each carried equipment for sampling the Martian soil and miniature chemistry laboratories to test the samples for signs of life. The results these automated labs radioed back to Earth were enigmatic: the chemical reactions from the Martian soil were strange, unlike anything seen on Earth. But they were also unlike any reactions that living organisms would produce. Ben Bova, the science-fiction author of Titan and The Aftermath, his most recent novels in is his ongoing series about the expansion of the human race throughout the Solar System, points out in an interview that most scientists examining the Viking results, reluctantly concluded that was lifeless: "But the fact is that the landers were equipped only to detect signs of Earth-type life. The chemical reactions observed could have been the results of Martian life. They certainly were not ordinary inorganic chemistry." The debate over the meaning of the Viking results, Bova concludes, is still unsettled, more than 30 years later. But a human biologist or biochemist could have learned a lot more and settled the matter, one way or the other, within a few hours. What are we looking for, exactly, when we search for alien life? That's the cosmic question pondered in the report from the National Research Council, The Limits of Organic Life in Planetary Systems. For more than five years, a committee of scientists tried to imagine what life-as-we-don't-know-it might be like. Their conclusion: Life may exist in non-carbon forms completely unlike anything we see on Earth.

Humans, Not Robots, Should Explore Outer Space

Lowman Jr. January 2008 (Paul D., Research Geophysicist for NASA, PhD in Geology, “Why Go Back to the Moon?” http://www.nasa.gov/centers/goddard/news/series/moon/why_go_back.html)
The Times editorial echoes identical arguments advanced in the early 1960s, that robotic missions could produce as much as manned ones. The US did in fact have a large robotic lunar program, including 3 Rangers, 5 Surveyors, 5 Lunar Orbiters, and 2 Radio Astronomy Explorers, not counting the few unsuccessful missions. So NASA did use robots in our first lunar program. But as argued at the time, human abilities on the surface later proved far superior to robotic ones. Neil Armstrong and his colleagues demonstrated that humans on the spot provide instant interpretation of their environment, guided by color, 3D, high resolution human vision that is only now being approached by robotic systems. Even encumbered by space suits, they could instantly recognize and collect invaluable samples such as the "Genesis Rock" of Apollo 15, an anorthosite that has proven essential to understanding the geologic history of the Moon. When the Apollo 17 rover lost a fender – which might have terminated a robotic rover’s mission – astronauts Cernan and Schmitt managed a field repair and kept driving. All the Apollo astronauts emplaced complex geophysical instrument stations, most operating for years until budget cuts forced them to be turned off. The Soviet Union carried out several brilliant robotic surface missions, starting with the very first soft landing, Luna 9. The USSR operated two robotic rovers on the Moon for months, and carried out three robotic sample return missions, both accomplishments never matched by the US or any other country. Yet no one would seriously argue that these missions produced anything close to the results of, for example, the Apollo 15 mission. The Apollo 15 astronauts Scott and Irwin returned tens of pounds of rock and soil (including the "Genesis Rock"), drove their rover miles along the front of the lunar Apennines, drilled holes for and emplaced probes for heat flow measurements, and took hundreds of high-resolution photos of their surroundings.
AT High Cost

Terminating Constellation Project Costs More than $11 Billion

Achenbach, 3-10-11 (Joel, Washington Post Staff Writer , “Obama's new NASA strategy criticized; Aerospace community worried about future of manned space program,” http://www.lexisnexis.com/hottopics/lnacademic/)
Change doesn't come easily in the aerospace industry, with its long timelines and abundance of customized technology. Thousands of aerospace contract workers were already going to lose their jobs with the retirement of the aging fleet of space shuttles. Constellation, conceived after the space shuttle Columbia accident in 2003, was designed with architecture that would let some shuttle jobs migrate to the new program. NASA has already poured $9 billion into the development of a new rocket, Ares 1, and a new spacecraft, Orion. Terminating the program and closing out contracts will cost $2.5 billion more, the administration estimates. 
Human Exploration in space creates a positive impact on the US economy

Vernikos in 08 (Joan Vernikos, a member of the Space Studies Board of the National Academy and former director of NASA’s Life Sciences Division, Is Space Exploration Worth the Costs?, 01/11,  http://www.freakonomics.com/2008/01/11/is-space-exploration-worth-the-cost-a-freakonomics-quorum/)
Why explore? Asked why he kept trying to climb Everest, English mountaineer George Mallory reputedly replied, “Because it was there.” Exploration is intrinsic to our nature. It is the contest between man and nature mixed with the primal desire to conquer. It fuels curiosity, inspiration and creativity. The human spirit seeks to discover the unknown, and in the process explore the physical and psychological potential of human endurance. There have always been the few risk-takers who ventured for the rest of us to follow. Because of earlier pioneers, air travel is now common place, and space travel for all is just around the corner. Economic and societal benefits are not immediately evident, but they always follow, as does our understanding of human potential to overcome challenges. Fifty years after Sputnik, space remains the next frontier. Without risking human lives, robotic technology such as unmanned missions, probes, observatories, and landers enables space exploration. It lays the groundwork, and does the scouting. But as I heard former astronaut Thomas Jones often say, “only a human can experience what being in space feels like, and only a human can communicate this to others.” It is humans who repair the Hubble telescope. It is humans who service the International Space Station (ISS). Mercury astronauts were the first to photograph Earth from space with hand-held cameras. Earth scientists in orbit on the ISS may view aspects of global change that only a trained eye can see. In addition, studying astronauts in the microgravity of space has been the only means of understanding how gravity affects human development and health here on Earth. It is highly probable that, in this century, humans will settle on other planets. Our ability to explore and sustain human presence there will not only expand Earth’s access to mineral resources but, should the need arise, provide alternative habitats for humanity’s survival. At what cost? Is there a price to inspiration and creativity? Economic, scientific and technological returns of space exploration have far exceeded the investment. Globally, 43 countries now have their own observing or communication satellites in Earth orbit. Observing Earth has provided G.P.S., meteorological forecasts, predictions and management of hurricanes and other natural disasters, and global monitoring of the environment, as well as surveillance and intelligence. Satellite communications have changed life and business practices with computer operations, cell phones, global banking, and TV. Studying humans living in the microgravity of space has expanded our understanding of osteoporosis and balance disorders, and has led to new treatments. Wealth-generating medical devices and instrumentation such as digital mammography and outpatient breast biopsy procedures and the application of telemedicine to emergency care are but a few of the social and economic benefits of manned exploration that we take for granted. Space exploration is not a drain on the economy; it generates infinitely more than wealth than it spends. Royalties on NASA patents and licenses currently go directly to the U.S. Treasury, not back to NASA. I firmly believe that the Life Sciences Research Program would be self-supporting if permitted to receive the return on its investment. NASA has done so much with so little that it has generally been assumed to have had a huge budget. In fact, the 2007 NASA budget of $16.3 billion is a minute fraction of the $13 trillion total G.D.P. 


Human exploration in space leads to development of science & technology that reduce green house gas emissions

Connell in 08 (Kathleen Connell, a principal of The Connell Whittaker Group, a founding team member of NASA’s Astrobiology Program, and former policy director of the Aerospace States Association:, Is Space Exploration Worth the Costs?, 1/11, http://www.freakonomics.com/2008/01/11/is-space-exploration-worth-the-cost-a-freakonomics-quorum/) 

The value of public sector human space exploration is generally perceived as worth the cost when exploration outcomes address one or more national imperatives of the era. For example, in the twentieth century, the Soviet Union’s launch of Sputnik required a bold technological retort by the U.S. Apollo put boots on the moon, winning the first space race. The resulting foreign policy boost and psychic prestige for the U.S. more that justified the cost for the Cold War generation. Unquestionably, manned exploration of that era also created unintended economic consequences and benefits, such as the spinoff of miniaturization that led to computers and cell phones. Apollo also created new NASA centers in the South, acting as an unanticipated economic development anchor for those regions, both then and now. In the twenty-first century, what would happen if U.S. manned space programs were managed based upon the contemporary demands of the planet and the American taxpayer? NASA could be rewarded to explore, but with terrestrial returns as a priority. Space exploration crews could conduct global warming research on the International Space Station National Laboratory, while other crews from the public or private sector could rapidly assemble solar energy satellites for clean energy provision to Earth. Lunar settlements could be established to develop new energy sources from rare compounds that are in abundance on the moon. Getting to Mars, to develop a terrestrial lifeboat and to better understand the fate of planets, suddenly takes on new meaning and relevance. I have to come the conclusion, after over 20 years in the space industry, that addressing global challenges with space solutions that benefit humanity and American constituents is the key to justifying the cost of manned space exploration. I believe we are about to find out, all over again, if civil manned space capability and policy can adapt and rise to meet new imperatives.
AT Leadership
Space leadership is the only way to sustain our hegemony

Dolman 2006[Everett, Professor of comparative military studies “A Debate About Weapons in Space: For U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space”http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html]BJ

No state relies on space for its military and economic security more than the United States, a reliance that grows daily more precarious. The United States Air Force has been charged with protecting American and allied space assets in peace and in war, and, at the direction of civilian authority, denying access to space to adversaries in times of crisis and conflict. It is a stark reality of international politics that great power shapes the arena in which state interaction takes place, and yet the exercise of power should be neither capricious nor arbitrary. The United States should endeavor at once to establish military supremacy in space, as it has already done at sea and in the air, for the purpose of stabilizing peace and extending into the foreseeable future its ongoing period of liberal hegemony. No nation relies on space more than the United States—none is even close—and its reliance grows daily. A widespread loss of space capabilities would prove disastrous for American military security and civilian welfare. America's economy would collapse, bringing the rest of the world down with it. Its military would be obliged to hunker down in a defensive crouch while it prepared to withdraw from dozens of then-untenable foreign deployments. To prevent such disasters from occurring, the United States military—in particular the United States Air Force—is charged with protecting space capabilities from harm and ensuring reliable space operations for the foreseeable future. As a martial organization, the Air Force naturally looks to military means to achieve these desired ends. And so it should. 
Space leadership is the only way to sustain our hegemony

Dolman 2006[Everett, Professor of comparative military studies “A Debate About Weapons in Space: For U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space”http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html]BJ

No state relies on space for its military and economic security more than the United States, a reliance that grows daily more precarious. The United States Air Force has been charged with protecting American and allied space assets in peace and in war, and, at the direction of civilian authority, denying access to space to adversaries in times of crisis and conflict. It is a stark reality of international politics that great power shapes the arena in which state interaction takes place, and yet the exercise of power should be neither capricious nor arbitrary. The United States should endeavor at once to establish military supremacy in space, as it has already done at sea and in the air, for the purpose of stabilizing peace and extending into the foreseeable future its ongoing period of liberal hegemony. No nation relies on space more than the United States—none is even close—and its reliance grows daily. A widespread loss of space capabilities would prove disastrous for American military security and civilian welfare. America's economy would collapse, bringing the rest of the world down with it. Its military would be obliged to hunker down in a defensive crouch while it prepared to withdraw from dozens of then-untenable foreign deployments. To prevent such disasters from occurring, the United States military—in particular the United States Air Force—is charged with protecting space capabilities from harm and ensuring reliable space operations for the foreseeable future. As a martial organization, the Air Force naturally looks to military means to achieve these desired ends. And so it should. 
Space leadership solves all other impacts

Dolman 2006[Everett, Professor of comparative military studies “A Debate About Weapons in Space: For U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space”http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html]BJ

Space weaponization is a critical and necessary component in the process of transformation well under way, a process that cannot be reversed. Now [End Page 172] that America has demonstrated the capacity to strike precisely, it would not return to the kind of indiscriminant targeting and heavy collateral damage that characterized pre-space warfare unless it were engaged in a war of national survival. Moreover, any technological, economic or social benefits to be derived from developing and deploying weapons certainly would not come from increasing the stock of current systems. They would come, if at all, only from the development of innovative, highly complex and scientifically sophisticated space, stealth, precision, and information systems. As leader of the international community, the United States finds itself in the unenviable position of having to make decisions for the good of all. On the issue of space weaponization, a single best option is elusive. No matter the choice, some parties will benefit and others will suffer.The tragedy of American power is that it must make a choice, and the worst choice is to do nothing. Fortunately, the United States has a great advantage — its people's moral ambiguity about the use of power. There is no question that corrupted power is dangerous, but perhaps only Americans are so concerned with the possibility that they themselves will be corrupted. They fear what they could become. No other state has such potential for self-restraint. It is this introspection, this self-angst that makes America the best choice to lead the world today and tomorrow. America is not perfect, but perhaps it is perfectible. Space weapons, along with the parallel development of information, precision, and stealth capabilities, represent a true revolution in military affairs. These technologies and capabilities will propel the world into an uncertain New Age. Only a spasm of nuclear nihilism could curtail this future. By moving forward against the fears of the many, and harnessing these new technologies to a forward-looking strategy of cooperative advantage for all, the United States has the potential to initiate mankind's first global golden age. The nature of international relations and the lessons of history dictate that such a course begin with the vision and will of a few acting in the benefit of all. 

Development of space takes U.S. dramatically strengthens hegemony; prevents and minimizes wars

Dolman 2006[Everett, Professor of comparative military studies “A Debate About Weapons in Space: For U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space”http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html]BJ
The United States has embarked on a revolutionary military transformation designed to extend its dominance in military engagements. Space capabilities are the lynchpin of this transformation, enabling a level of precision, stealth, command and control, intelligence gathering, speed, maneuverability, flexibility, and lethality heretofore unknown. This 21st-century way of [End Page 163] war promises to give the United States a capacity to use force to influence events around the world in a timely, effective, and sustainable manner. Russell Weigley described a long-standing American way of war that was based on an essentially isolationist preference to allow issues beyond its borders to sort themselves out.1 Only when events spilled out of hand and threatened U.S. interests directly did America feel compelled to intervene. Only then did it mobilize for war. In the first half of the 20th century, however, this model had to be substantially refined. It was predicated on taking the fight to the enemy's shores, away from American soil, but only after other means of influence had failed and the military option was deemed the only one likely to succeed. And then, when America finally chose to bring force, it was overwhelming force. The country braced for long build-ups. American leaders made the public feel confident in its righteousness. Friendly casualties were to be limited to the extent practical, but damage to the enemy could be maximized. The strategy was suitable in an era when the U.S. homeland was safe from attack, when its industrial production ensured the stockpiling of vital supplies and innumerable armaments, and excess resources could be provided to friends and allies to do the fighting where prudent. In these conditions, America could afford to wait for problems to incubate and mature before reacting with colossal expenditure and terrible force. For the most part, this way of war was effective. But then came the debacle in Vietnam, where U.S. forces arguably won every battle but lost the war, at home as well as in Southeast Asia. Television had come to war; rampant carnage was available for viewing in every American home. Indiscriminant area bombing was particularly horrific, and from that time forward U.S. leaders would not contemplate using such tactics except at desperate times, when the very survival of the state was at stake. In wars of lesser urgency, those characterized by international theorists as wars for less than the vital national interest, it would be incumbent on America to win the hearts and minds of not just the domestic audience, but of allies, potential allies, and erstwhile enemies as well. Overwhelming force on a broad scale would be ruled out in advance. Success would be achieved through the employment of high-tech means and weapons: by computers, satellites, and whole new classes of technological marvel. America's future wars would be less destructive. They would have far fewer casualties, both friendly and enemy. And they would be short. That this transformation was well underway became evident in 1991, when U.S. forces defeated the world's fourth-largest military in just ten days of ground combat. The Gulf War witnessed the public and operational debut of unfathomably complicated battle equipment, sleek new aircraft employing stealth technology, and promising new missile interceptors. Arthur C. Clarke went so far as to dub Operation Desert Storm the world's first space war, as none of the accomplishments of America's new look military would have been possible without support from space.2 Twelve years later Operation Iraqi Freedom proved that the central role of space power could no longer be denied. America's military had made the transition from a space-supported to a fully space-enabled force, with astonishing results. [End Page 164] Indeed, the military successfully exercised most of its current space power functions, including space lift, command and control, rapid battle damage assessment, meteorological support, and timing and navigation techniques such as Blue Force tracking, which significantly reduced incidences of fratricide. The tremendous growth in space reliance from Desert Storm to Iraqi Freedom is evident in the raw numbers. The use of operational satellite communications increased four-fold, despite being used to support a much smaller force (fewer than 200,000 personnel compared with more than 500,000). New operational concepts such as reach back (intelligence analysts in the United States sending information directly to frontline units) and reach forward (rear-deployed commanders able to direct battlefield operations in real time) reconfigured the tactical concept of war. The value of Predator and Global Hawk Unmanned Aerial Vehicles (UAVs), completely reliant on satellite communications and navigation for their operation, was confirmed. Satellite support also allowed Special Forces units to range across Iraq in extremely disruptive independent operations, practically unfettered in their silent movements. But the paramount effect of space-enabled warfare was in the area of combat efficiency. Space assets allowed all-weather, day-night precision munitions to provide the bulk of America's striking power. Attacks from standoff platforms, including Vietnam-era B-52s, allowed maximum target devastation with extraordinarily low casualty rates and collateral damage. In Desert Storm, only 8 percent of munitions used were precision-guided, none of which were GPS-capable. By Iraqi Freedom, nearly 70 percent were precision-guided, more than half from GPS satellites.3 In Desert Storm, fewer than 5 percent of aircraft were GPS-equipped. By Iraqi Freedom, all were. During Desert Storm, GPS proved so valuable to the army that it procured and rushed into theater more than 4,500 commercial receivers to augment the meager 800 military-band ones it could deploy from stockpiles, an average of one per company (about 200 personnel). By Iraqi Freedom, each army squad (6–10 soldiers) had at least one military GPS receiver. Given the demonstrated utility of and reliance upon military assets in space, there is no question the United States must guarantee space access if it is to be successful in future conflicts. Its military has stepped well over the threshold of a new way of war. It is simply not possible to go back to the violently spasmodic mode of combat typical of pre-space interventions. The United States is now highly discriminating in the projection of violence, and parsimonious in the intended breadth of its destruction. For the positive process of transformation to continue, however, space weapons must enter the combat inventory of the United States.[End Page 165]
China challenges the US dominance in space
Katsumata and Yomiuri in 07 (writers for the Daily Yomiuri, February 7, 2007, China Challenges US hegemony, June 23, 2011, Lexis)
China's recent success in testing its ability to destroy a man-made satellite signifies a bold attempt to send a message to Washington that it could rival the United States in its control of space as a military power. The experiment took place at 7:28 a.m. Japan time on Jan. 12. A Dongfeng-21 ballistic missile with range of about 1,800 kilometers hit and destroyed a deteriorated Chinese weather satellite in space at an altitude of about 850 kilometers. The U.S. government immediately responded, strongly expressing concern that the Chinese government's action countered to the spirit of international cooperation in space development. A senior Defense Ministry official said, "Because satellite orbits are relatively clear, destroying one isn't so difficult technologically if one is capable of launching a satellite into orbit." "China's purpose was to destroy a satellite in a manner to show its capability off to the United States. The U.S. reaction had probably been factored in," he added. In the 1980s, the last decade of the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union experimented with ways to damage each other's communication and reconnaissance satellites. They included attempts to shoot down satellites with missiles similar to China's, as well as beaming lasers from the ground or satellites toward enemy satellites to paralyze their sensors.  China's experiment can be interpreted as meaning that the country, which has been modernizing its military, has stepped closer to the level of the United States and Russia in space development. One of the reasons the United States reacted sensitively to the experiment is that China showed its potential to soon become a rival in space, which Washington has effectively dominated since the end of the Cold War.
Failure to weaponize leads to arms race with China and nuclear war

Dolman 2006[Everett, Professor of comparative military studies “A Debate About Weapons in Space: For U.S. Military Transformation and Weapons in Space”http://muse.jhu.edu/journals/sais_review/v026/26.1dolman.html]BJ

Seizing the initiative and securing low-Earth orbit now, while the United States is unchallenged in space, would do much to stabilize the international system and prevent an arms race in space. The enhanced ability to deny any attempt by another nation to place military assets in space and to readily engage and destroy terrestrial anti-satellite capacity would make the possibility of large-scale space war or military space races less likely, not more. Why would a state expend the effort to compete in space with a superpower that has the extraordinary advantage of holding securely the highest ground at the top of the gravity well? So long as the controlling state demonstrates a capacity and a will to use force to defend its position, in effect expending a small amount of violence as needed to prevent a greater conflagration in the future, the likelihood of a future war in space is remote. Moreover, if the United States were willing to deploy and use a military space force that maintained effective control of space, and did so in a way that was perceived as tough, non-arbitrary, and efficient, such an action [End Page 171] would serve to discourage competing states from fielding opposing systems. Should the United States use its advantage to police the heavens and allow unhindered peaceful use of space by any and all nations for economic and scientific development, over time its control of low-Earth orbit could be viewed as a global asset and a public good. In much the same way the British maintained control of the high seas, enforcing international norms of innocent passage and property rights, the United States could prepare outer space for a long-overdue burst of economic expansion. There is reasonable historic support for the notion that the most peaceful and prosperous periods in modern history coincide with the appearance of a strong, liberal hegemon. America has been essentially unchallenged in its naval dominance over the last 60 years and in global air supremacy for the last 15 or more. Today, there is more international commerce on the oceans and in the air than ever. Ships and aircraft of all nations worry more about running into bad weather than about being commandeered by a military vessel or set upon by pirates. Search and rescue is a far more common task than forced embargo, and the transfer of humanitarian aid is a regular mission. Lest one think this era of cooperation is predicated on intentions rather than military stability, recall that the policy of open skies advocated by every president since Eisenhower did not take effect until after the fall of the Soviet Union and the singular rise of American power to the fore of international politics. The legacy of American military domination of the sea and air has been positive, and the same should be expected for space. To be sure, America will maintain the capacity to influence decisions and events beyond its borders, with military force if necessary. The operational deployment of space weapons would increase that capacity by providing for nearly instantaneous force projection worldwide. This force would be precise, unstoppable and deadly. At the same time, the United States would forgo some of its ability to intervene directly in other states because the necessary budget tradeoffs would diminish its capacity to do so. Space weapons offer no advantage if the opponent is not dispersed broadly around the globe. Against massed and regionally concentrated forces, conventional weaponry is far more efficient. As such, transformation of the American military assures that the intentions of current and future leaders will have but a minor role to play in international affairs. The need to limit collateral damage, the requirement for precision to allay the low volume of fire, and the tremendous cost of space weapons will guarantee they are used only for high-value, time-sensitive targets. An opposing state's calculation of survival no longer would depend on interpreting whether or not the United States desires to be a good neighbor. Without sovereignty at risk, fear of a space-dominant American military will subside. The United States will maintain its position of hegemony as well as its security, and the world will not be threatened by the specter of a future American empire.

AT Deep Space Better
Moon mission key to Mars and beyond

Friedman 10 [Jacob, TNW staff writer “Obama Slashes NASA Constellation Program, Scientists Furious” http://thenextweb.com/us/2010/02/01/obama-slashes-nasa-constellation-program-scientists-furious/, http://api.joliprint.com/api/rest/url/print/s/the_next_web?url=http%3A%2F%2Fthenextweb.com%2Fus%2F2010%2F02%2F01%2Fobama-slashes-nasa-constellation-program-scientists-furious%2F]
NASA scientists were severely disappointed to hear the news that President Obama is canceling the agency’s Constellation project in favor of less costly alternatives. The project, which hoped to put man back on the moon by 2020, is being shelved in favor of more unmanned probes, further experimentation on heavy-lift rocket systems and orbital tests of new technology. However, NASA scientists say that this decision will severely impede Mars exploration efforts, and represents a significant loss of existing resources. A NASA Scientist, who requested to remain unnamed, said that this decision will unnecessarily junk previous investments. “The Constellation program has had some serious issues, but it’s hard to build a rocket. Starting from scratch after spending $2 billion doesn’t seem like a particularly good idea, and a lot of engineers are going to lose their jobs because of this decision, “ she said. She added that, “What really irritates me about the decision is that now we won’t be going back to the Moon for ages. Robotic missions are fine, but we’ve been doing that for 50 years. if we want to go to Mars someday, we have to go to the Moon first.” In lieu of lunar exploration, the President has asked NASA to focus on Earth Observation. Combined with recent announcements regarding the privatization of the space program, this suggests that President Obama has grown tired with NASA’s persistent budgetary issues. By axing the trip to the Moon, Obama hopes to save resources for a potential future Mars trip. This would be fine if a Moon trip weren’t so important along the road to Mars. While the Moon trip would be a mere fraction of the length of the Mars mission, it’s a necessary proof of concept for the Mars mission. Certain systems necessary to survive an extraorbital mission cannot be tested in low Earth orbit. By making a manned trip to the Moon, these vital systems could be given the shakedown and test that they will need. If the Obama Administration doesn’t wish to give up on a manned mission to Mars, they should reverse their decision and keep the Constellation program alive, despite its many flaws.

AT Privitization CP/Ares Key
Time frame for privatization is too long 
Achenbach in 10 (Joel, staff writer, Washington Post, “NASA budget for 2011 eliminates funds for manned lunar missions”, February 1, http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2010/01/31/AR2010013101058.html)
Former NASA administrator Michael Griffin, who championed the Constellation program, views the Obama budget as disastrous for human space flight. "It means that essentially the U.S. has decided that they're not going to be a significant player in human space flight for the foreseeable future. The path that they're on with this budget is a path that can't work," Griffin said, anticipating the Monday announcement. He said that, although he pushed for seed money for commercial cargo flights to space, he doesn't believe that the commercial firms, such as SpaceX and Dulles-based Orbital Sciences, are ready to take over the risky and difficult job of ferrying human beings to orbit.

Move away from Ares 1 is not cost effective

Fox News in 10 (“White House to Outsource Space Flight”, http://www.foxnews.com/scitech/2010/01/27/white-house-outsource-space-flight#ixzz1QcxbGxmT)
The Aerospace Safety Advisory Panel's report also cautioned the United States against halting work on the Ares rocket in favor of unproven commercial alternatives. "To abandon Ares I as a baseline vehicle for an alternative without demonstrated capability nor proven superiority (or even equivalence) is unwise and probably not cost-effective," the report stated. A senior administration official told Fox News that rather than space programs, the president plans to use the address to renew his focus on jobs, calling for swift action on lagging bills providing tax cuts for job creation, new equipment purchases and the elimination of capital gains for small businesses.
Ares I and Ares V Better than alternatives – payload capacity
NASA Feb, 2008 (Why NASA Chose to Utilize a Shuttle-Derived Crew Launch Vehicle (CLV) Instead of Human Rating an Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle (EELV), http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/211102main_eelv_faq.pdf) 
Vehicle Performance: The EELV crew transport options examined were those of the Delta IV and Atlas V families. The study focused on the heavy lift versions of both Delta (currently flying) and Atlas families (drawings only), and confirmed that none of the medium versions of either vehicle had the capability to accommodate the Orion Crew Exploration Vehicle lift requirements. The Medium class EELVs, with no additional solid boosters, significantly under performed by approximately 40-60 percent. The option of using small, strap-on solid boosters was eliminated for safety reasons in the Orbital Spaceplane Safety Study conducted in 2004. Both EELV-heavy vehicles were assessed to require significant modification for human rating, particularly in the areas of avionics, telemetry, structures, and engine selection. Additionally, both the Atlas and Delta Heavy classes required development of new upper stages to achieve the lift performance required to launch Orion. Ares I is designed to launch the 23.3 mT Orion vehicle, which consists of the crew and service modules, into LEO. The Ares can also launch a 20.3 mT Orion to the inclination of the ISS. The ESAS assessment showed that lunar missions requiring more than three launches dramatically reduced the probability of mission success. Therefore, NASA issued an architecture goal to minimize complex on-orbit assembly, and also placed a limit to no more than three launches for a mission. For lunar missions, this equates to a launch vehicle design with a lift capability near 100 mT or greater to LEO. Early in the trade study process, NASA identified the current EELV fleet, if used for lunar cargo missions, would require more than seven launches per lunar mission. This very high number of flights per mission is unacceptable from a mission success probability standpoint and did not meet the NASA goal of three launches maximum. While elements of current EELVs can be utilized to develop a 100 mT LEO equivalent launch vehicle (boosters, engines, etc.), the lack of acceptable EELV boost stage performance (compared to Shuttle-derived hardware) drives the need for an additional Liquid Oxygen (LOX)/Liquid Hydrogen (LH2) stage to reach orbit. The EELV-derived solutions required two upper stages as well as additional strap on core boosters to provide the necessary lift capability to minimize launches for on-orbit assembly. These characteristics were deemed to decrease mission safety and reliability while increasing costs to unacceptable levels based on NASA requirements. NASA did not pursue “clean sheet of paper” designs because it was deemed too risky and expensive. 
Ares are the only rockets that are safe and reliable

NASA Feb, 2008 (Why NASA Chose to Utilize a Shuttle-Derived Crew Launch Vehicle (CLV) Instead of Human Rating an Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle (EELV), http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/211102main_eelv_faq.pdf)
Crew Safety/Reliability: The current EELVs were designed to carry unmanned payloads. Modifying the EELV design to meet the Human Rating Requirements would require changes in areas such as flight termination system changes to add a time delay for an abort scenario and inflight crew control/abort capabilities. The use of EELVs for crew transportation would also require NASA to invest significant funds into pad modifications required for crew access/emergency egress that currently does not exist at the EELV launch site. Based on ESAS assessments, the Shuttle-derived launch vehicle was highest-rated in terms of crew safety by about a factor of two over other options (Loss of Crew approximately 1/2000). This confidence for crew safety is driven by the extensive history of the Shuttle system, which far surpasses the experience base for any other existing system. To add to the reliability of the system, the Ares I hardware is recovered and inspected for any system anomalies. In addition, Shuttle propulsion systems are already “human-rated” which mitigates one of the highest programmatic risks for a launch vehicle. Leveraging systems that are already human rated reduces the uncertainties and risks associated with human rating the new CLV. In addition, the current EELVs have a booster structural Factor of Safety (SF) of ≤1.25, where NASA requires that all structures have a 1.4 Factor of Safety (NASA Standard NASA-STD-5001). If the Agency were to accept the reduced SF of the EELVs, a large engineering and development effort would be required to validate structural integrity relative to NASA Standard and would likely eventually lead to some structural redesign of select systems. In addition, main propulsion systems would require modification, for example, the RL-10 upper stage engine would also require human rating in areas such as: Redundancy upgrades; increased subsystem robustness; fault detection; isolation and recovery; engine redlines; safe in-flight shutdown mode; and, any design changes from structural assessments. For Atlas V, RD-180 American co-production and human rating would be required adding greater challenges. From a human rating perspective, the RD-180 will require additional redundancy and increased robustness in select systems. Finally, for Delta IV, several modifications would be required to human rate the RS-68 including extensive health monitoring, increased robustness of subsystems, and elimination of the fuel-rich environment at liftoff which would pose a crew hazard. 
Ares series rockets are cheaper than alternatives

NASA Feb, 2008 (Why NASA Chose to Utilize a Shuttle-Derived Crew Launch Vehicle (CLV) Instead of Human Rating an Evolved Expendable Launch Vehicle (EELV), http://www.nasa.gov/pdf/211102main_eelv_faq.pdf)
Life Cycle Costs: The Ares I and Ares V combination for lunar missions provides significantly lower non-recurring cost than that of the current EELV launch vehicle families. The Shuttle derived launch vehicle combination allows for a “1.5 launch” solution whereas the EELV architectures required two HLLV launches with more expensive hardware costs. It was determined that the total EELV-derived CLV plus EELV-derived Cargo Launch Vehicle (CaLV) Design, Development, Test, and Evaluation (DDTE) costs are approximately 25 percent higher for EELV-derived versus selected Shuttle-derived architecture. The launch cost for human rated, EELV-derived systems is significantly higher than the current cost of a medium-class EELV. This launch cost also does not include the non-recurring development investment required to meet the Orion’s lift requirements and human rate these systems, which has been estimated to cost in the several billions of dollars. In order for the unmanned payload customers to not incur the unnecessary additional costs for human-rated systems on the EELV, the EELV providers would likely need a unique human-rated variant which would increase the costs. NASA continued to refine its launch recommendations post-ESAS. In early 2006, NASA modified the architecture from a four-segment Reusable SRB (RSRB)/single Space Shuttle Main Engine (SSME) upper stage CLV, and a five-segment RSRB/Expendable SSME Core/J-2X Earth Departure System (EDS) CaLV to a five-segment RSRB/single J-2X upper stage CLV, and five-segment RSRB/RS–68 Core/J-2X EDS. After careful analysis, NASA elected to forgo the modification of the SSME for altitude-start and proceed directly to development a common J-2X engine for both the Ares I upper stage and the Ares V Earth departure stage, which sends the Orion crew capsule/lunar lander combination to the Moon. This new approach eliminates a top ESAS-identified risk — SSME altitude start — and addresses another risk — J-2X development — sooner thereby lowering overall Exploration risks and costs. In addition, the inordinate expense of using five SSMEs with each cargo launch made the selection the relatively simple (and much less costly), utilizing the expendable RS-68 engine with the added advantage of using a common engine to meet both Department of Defense and NASA needs. With this approach, engine development for the Ares I provides a significant and direct “down payment” on the Ares V test and development plan. Selecting common hardware not only maximizes nonrecurring investments and reduces overall lifecycle cost; it also gets NASA closer to enabling a lunar transportation system. Concentrating efforts on two major propulsion developments rather than on five, as was originally proposed, will reduce development costs by hundreds of millions of dollars and save billions in operations costs. These combined changes represented a projected savings of over $5 billion in life cycle costs over the initial ESAS recommendations.
US Key

Governments key to long term space project sustainability

Cunningham 10 [Walter, Feb. 27, Houston Chronicle,  http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/editorial/outlook/6889640.html] KLS
To succeed in the private sector a company must raise capital, develop a product, sell it at a profit and show a return on investment commensurate with the risk within a reasonable time frame. Unfortunately, space will not be an attractive commercial opportunity for the foreseeable future. Space exploration is a costly precursor to uncovering commercial opportunities, and it will be decades before a private investor can expect a return commensurate with the risk of exploration. Until we find a way to make a profit in space, governments and countries are the only institutions able to afford space exploration and live with the extremely long-term returns. That is why NASA must continue to develop the next-generation human space system, whatever form that system may take. Human space systems cannot be evaluated solely on the basis of scientific return per dollar spent. Dominance in space gives our country credibility or leverage in so many other forms than economic gains; scientific discovery, understanding of the universe, international prestige, military stature and being seen as a country that can do anything we set our minds to.

