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American space dominance now – no decline.

The Economist, 2008 [http://www.economist.com/node/11019607?story_id=E1_TTDTJGDS]

Russia may have won the initial race into space with Sputnik but half a century on, America has forged a big lead. A report by Futron, a technology consultancy, confirms America's dominance of space. On its space-competitiveness index—which comprises 40 measures, including government spending, numbers of spacecraft built, numbers of spaceports and corporate revenue from space ventures—America is light years ahead of its closest rivals in Europe. Russia, which still dominates the orbital-launch industry, is ranked third. China is an emerging space power with ambitious goals backed by heavy government investment. Its launch industry is now challenging America's. India is ranked just behind China.

No solvency, not perceived.

Peter Diamandis, Chairman & CEO, X PRIZE Foundation, 2008 [“Re-establishing NASA's Leadership,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/peter-diamandis/re-establishing-nasas-lea_b_150297.html]

Inspire the Nation, and the World In the Apollo era, NASA benefited from a positive feedback loop wherein public attention and support drove NASA success, which in turn amplified public support. Recently, though, NASA has struggled to command the attention of the public except ofentimes the case of failures and disasters, when such attention can even be counterproductive. This need not be the case, though--NASA's missions and accomplishments are still exciting and worthy. To re-establish this support is not merely a matter of better public relations; instead, it is a matter of increasing and demonstrating relevancy, and of genuinely inspiring and galvanizing the public. In all of its activities, NASA should be aware of the needs of its "customer"--the American public. Key to this improvement is the message itself. NASA's vision of space science and exploration and its relevance to the nation and the future must be clearly expressed in multiple media around a variety of opportunities. The public needs to know how effectively and efficiently NASA is achieving those goals. Through the improved use of key tools such as NASA TV--and through the increased implementation of recent online activities such as Twittering spacecraft--NASA must better convey the importance and the significance of its missions to the public. 

Privatization, not government funding, key to leadership.

Peter Diamandis, Chairman & CEO, X PRIZE Foundation, 2008 [“Re-establishing NASA's Leadership,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/peter-diamandis/re-establishing-nasas-lea_b_150297.html]

As President-Elect Obama takes office, NASA stands positioned to benefit from the change and enthusiasm brought by his new Administration. Five years out from the announcement of a new vision for America's Space Exploration program, important lessons about what NASA should be doing and how it can best meet those goals are available, and must be learned. So long a source of national pride and inspiration as well as cutting edge research, NASA is now losing its position of world leadership. Thankfully, the ingenuity and the talent necessary to reassert America's pre-eminence are still hardwired into the fabric of this nation. NASA and its peer agencies can be in a position to efficiently tap into it and direct it.  Engage the Private Community For too long, aerospace contractors have lacked the appropriate incentive to innovate. Internal research and development budgets have been low; the punishment for failure to deliver to specification and budget has been light or absent; and a culture of risk avoidance has kept major breakthroughs out of reach. Recently, a new type of commercial aerospace industry has emerged; one that seeks to access large sources of private revenue--and which therefore must make strategic business decisions that lead to rapid and impressive innovation.  To allow NASA to accomplish its lofty goals while simultaneously stimulating the American economy, NASA must continue to engage this new commercial space community. This new commercial space industry should be viewed not as a competitor, but as a critical partner. Therefore, trailblazing commercial programs such as COTS, Centennial Challenges, and the now-defunct Mercury Fund should be renewed, expanded, and emulated throughout NASA's mission directorates.

The new budget facilitates space leadership better than Constellation.

Ker Than, Staff Writer at National Geographic News, 2010 [“Obama Scrubs NASA's Manned Moon Missions,” http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2010/02/100201-obama-nasa-budget-moon-constellation/]
Meanwhile, supporters argue that the new budget is more realistic and creates better opportunities for advancing space exploration.  "I think it puts us on a much more sustainable path than we've been on for the past ten years," Ray Williamson, executive director of the space advocacy group Secure World Foundation, told National Geographic News.  And former astronaut Buzz Aldrin said in a statement that he strongly endorses NASA's new direction. (Related: "Buzz Aldrin, First Man (to Pee) on the Moon, Sounds Off.")  "As an Apollo astronaut, I know the importance of always pushing new frontiers as we explore space," Aldrin said.  "The truth is that we have already been to the moon—some 40 years ago. A near-term focus on lowering the cost of access to space and on developing key, cutting-edge technologies to take us further, faster is just what our nation needs to maintain its position as the leader in space exploration for the rest of this century." 

Extension # 1 – High Now 

The US is leading in EVERY form of competitiveness

Christian Science Monitor 9 (12/31/09, " A New Year's resolution: Don't accept US decline ", http://www.csmonitor.com/Commentary/the-monitors-view/2009/1231/A-New-Year-s-resolution-Don-t-accept-US-decline)

The common conclusion is that the American sun has set, much like the end of the British, Ottoman, and Roman empires.   That’s, well, nonsense.  There’s no denying that these past years have been tough for many in the United States, especially military families and the unemployed. But focusing on decline blinds one to the deep well of renewal that has always defined America in difficult times. Accepting a fall as a fait accompli avoids the opportunity to learn from mistakes. It obscures facts that would encourage.  The US is still the world’s largest economy, though fast-growing China moved up to third place in 2009. Despite US trade and fiscal deficits, the dollar remains the world’s reserve currency. The World Economic Forum ranks the US as No. 2 in global competitiveness, and still No. 1 in innovation. That’s hugely important, because new ideas spark new industries and jobs.  Corporate spending on R&D may have slowed, but peek inside engineering schools and home offices. Innovation is humming. The Wall Street Journal reported recently a surge in “tinkering” as plummeting prices on materials and equipment allow individuals to turn their ideas into inventions. Engineering schools are reporting more students wanting to do hands-on work. “Hackerspaces,” where tinkerers can share ideas and tools, are blossoming across the country.   Financial upheaval in the late 19th century sparked a golden age of independent inventors in the US. Will that happen again?   It could be that individuals – as opposed to institutions – lead the way into the next decade. That wouldn’t be surprising. Americans are renowned for their can-do attitude and resourcefulness, and the Internet gives them more voice and opportunity.   Unlike Washington and Wall Street, Americans in general seem to have learned from the Easy Street values that begot the stock market and housing bubbles. Lost wealth jolted them into saving (though whether they’re saving enough is still an open question). They’re also practicing a personal pay-as-you-go policy – choosing debit over credit cards.   Many jobless Americans are doing their utmost to take responsibility for their lives. A December New York Times/CBS poll of unemployed adults found that over 40 percent had moved or were considering moving to find work. Meanwhile, 44 percent have pursued job retraining or other education. Online learning is growing, making it easier for Americans to improve their skills.  Americans also want to help others. Community service has soared over the last 20 years.  “If you want to feel depressed about the country, think about the government. If you want to [be] really optimistic about the country, look at people under 30,” New York Times columnist David Brooks said recently on PBS’s “NewsHour.” Youth violence, crime, and teen pregnancy are all down.   Of course, it’s easy to get down about polarized Washington. But don’t give up yet. Both parties back education reform based on performance – a key ingredient for a healthy economy. And the government has made a down payment on infrastructure, essential to moving goods and people and improving competitiveness.   Concern about the federal debt is mounting on both sides of the aisle. The states, meanwhile, are in the forefront on tough issues like greenhouse gases.  Overseas, America is working hard to win back respectability. Unlike Rome, London, or Istanbul, though, it hasn’t sought an empire. Its interest is the promotion and defense of freedom – the basis of American greatness, but also of world greatness, if countries embrace it.   That national characteristic hasn’t changed. It’s why applications for US citizenship are still rising, despite much higher fees. Outsiders see the promise. Americans should, too.

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

Zak, 10 [Anatoly, Space Reporter – BBC and IEEE Spectrum and Contributing Editor – Astronomy and Cosmonautics, “End of Constellation: It is Not All Doom and Gloom”, Russian Space Web, 2-4, http://www.russianspaceweb.com/sei_end.html]

Obviously, for every space enthusiast around the world, it would be sad to see any major space exploration effort to be axed in a budget crunch. The frustration of legislators representing congressional districts with heavy involvement into a discontinued federal project is also understandable. However there is a silver lining. Every failure presents a new opportunity and even more so does the inevitable demise of the Constellation program. NASA still can make it right, make it big, and remain a leader in space, if it chooses to do so. First of all, the Obama administration promised to increase overall NASA funding, which along with recovering economy, puts the US space agency in a very strong position for drawing up an aggressive future strategy in space. The goal of going to the Moon itself has not been abandoned but only postponed, likely for a historically insignificant period of time. In the meantime, NASA and all its international partners will be able to send their astronauts to the International Space Station, ISS, to conduct scientific research and built foundation for human ventures beyond the Earth orbit. The fact that US astronauts will temporarily fly to the ISS onboard Russian spacecraft, should bother no one but isolationists and nationalists. It is much more tragic that under funding restraints of the Constellation program, a brand-new space station -- the largest and most complex man-made structure in orbit -- would have to be dumped into the ocean as soon as 2015. Perhaps, it still would not be the most unprecedented waste of taxpayers’ money in the history of space program – just ask the developers of the Soviet N1 moon rocket and the Energia-Buran system. (Both were abandoned practically on the launch pad, after years of colossal efforts.) Beyond the station Before the end of this decade, NASA would have a new manned spacecraft, capable of reaching the ISS and, most likely, the same vehicle would be easily adaptable for lunar missions. Although the potential of the so-called “private sector” to build better, cheaper spacecraft is greatly over-hyped, there is little doubt that the US aerospace industry would be fully capable of building a state-of-the-art spacecraft for the federal government. Hysterical cries in the American press about the loss of US capability to launch astronauts into space are completely unfounded  
Extension # 4 – Alternatives Better

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

Mace, 11 [Frank, “In Defense of the Obama Space Exploration Plan”, Harvard Political Review, 4-7, http://hpronline.org/united-states/in-defense-of-the-obama-space-exploration-plan/]

Finally, Obama’s plan deftly prioritizes national inspiration over simple nationalism. He argues “exploration will once more inspire wonder in a new generation—sparking passions and launching careers . . . because, ultimately, if we fail to press forward in the pursuit of discovery, we are ceding our future and we are ceding that essential element of the American character.” And this plan is not lacking in inspiration capability. It calls for innovation to build a rocket at least two years earlier than under the Constellation program. This point alone negates the three astronauts’ criticism that many years will be “required to recreate the equivalent of what we will have discarded.” Crewed missions into deep space by 2025. Crewed missions to asteroids. Crewed missions into Mars orbit by the 2030s. A landing on mars to follow. This plan will truly continue NASA’s history of inspiring the people, especially the youth, of the United States. Armstrong, Lovell, and Cernon assert that the Obama plan will sacrifice American leadership in space. Worthy recipients of the status of national hero, these astronauts nonetheless hail from the space race era. Obama, however, points out that “what was once a global competition has long since become a global collaboration.” I agree with the president that the ambitious nature of his plan will do nothing but “ensure that our leadership in space is even stronger in this new century than it was in the last” as well as “strengthen America’s leadership here on earth.” Obama’s space exploration plan will create jobs, advance science, and inspire a nation, and it will do so not by sacrificing American dominance in space, but by extending that dominance into new areas of research and exploration. 
A2: GPS, Telecommunications Key

U.S. continues to dominate GPS and telecommunications.

Space Security, 2011 [“Space Security 2011 Executive Summary, “www.spacesecurity.org/executive.summary.2011.PDF,”]

TRenD 2.1: U.S. space situational awareness (SSA) capabilities slowly improving — The U.S. continues to lead the world in space situational awareness capabilities with the Space Surveillance Network (SSN). Sharing SSA data from the SSN could benefit all space actors by allowing them to supplement the data collected by national assets at little if any additional cost. Still, there is currently no operational global system for space surveillance, in part because of the sensitive nature of surveillance data. Since the 2009 Cosmos-Iridium satellite collision there has been an increased push in the U.S. to boost conjunction analysis—the ability to accurately predict high-speed collisions between two orbiting objects. A new Space Fence, currently under development, is expected to cost more than US$1-billion to design and procure. The system, with a target completion date of 2015, will likely include a series of S-band radars in at least three separate locations .2010 Developments: • U.S.launches orbital space surveillance sensor as part of 20-year plan to improve SSA • S-B and Space Fence acquisition program moves to the next phase • U.S. Air Force improves ability to integrate data from different sources for SSA  • Australia funds space debris tracking research and initiates SSA partnership with U.S.Space Security Impact The increase in U.S. SSA capabilities, especially tracking and cataloging of objects smaller than 10 cm, significantly improves space security The conjunction warnings issued by the U.S. military have had a significant positive impact on spacecraft operations worldwide, allowing all operators to protect their spacecraft from collisions with space debris. However, the slow progress on SSA data sharing with other countries and satellite operators impedes further improvement for both U.S. SSA and space security.

NASA can preserve launch capabilities even with no Constellation.

William Harwood, Staff Writer at CNet, 2010 [“Obama ends moon program, endorses private spaceflight,” http://news.cnet.com/8301-19514_3-10445227-239.html]

As for commercial flights to and from the International Space Station, NASA Deputy Administrator Lori Garver said she hoped a new private-sector launch system, possibly including modified versions of technology developed for the canceled moon program, could be available by around 2016 if not earlier. "We will try to accelerate and use the great minds of industry to get a competition going, and I'm sure they'll want to beat that," she said.

No challengers to competitiveness dominance

Qian 08 – Reporter of Yale Global (Jiang, February 29th, Is the Sun Setting on US Dominance? – Part II, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/display.article?id=10435)

No challengers to competitiveness dominance

Qian 08 – Reporter of Yale Global (Jiang, February 29th, Is the Sun Setting on US Dominance? – Part II, http://yaleglobal.yale.edu/display.article?id=10435)

Economy 1NC

Space exploration not key to innovation – adds cost, not value.

Keith Cowing, founder and editor of NASAWatch.com and former NASA space biologist, 2008 [Published by Stephen J. Dubner, Freakonomics Blog, http://www.freakonomics.com/2008/01/11/is-space-exploration-worth-the-cost-a-freakonomics-quorum/]

Right now, all of America’s human space flight programs cost around $7 billion a year. That’s pennies per person per day. In 2006, according to the USDA, Americans spent more than $154 billion on alcohol. We spend around $10 billion a month in Iraq. And so on. Are these things more important than human spaceflight because we spend more money on them? Is space exploration less important?  Money alone is not a way to gauge the worthiness of the cost of exploring space.  NASA is fond of promoting all of the spinoffs that are generated from its exploits, such as microelectronics. But are we exploring space to explore space, or are we doing all of this to make better consumer electronics? I once heard the late Carl Sagan respond to this question by saying, “you don’t need to go to Mars to cure cancer.” If you learn how to do that as a side benefit, well, that’s great, but there are probably more cost effective ways to get all of these spinoffs without leaving Earth. 

No added benefit – increases spending, benefits are hyped.

Jack Cafferty, CNN Correspondent, 5-21-11 [“Should U.S. space program be priority in budget crisis?,” http://caffertyfile.blogs.cnn.com/2011/04/21/should-u-s-space-program-be-priority-in-budget-crisis/]

Buried deep in the $38 billion 2011 fiscal budget bill - that one that was hastily passed by Congress before its spring break and hurried over to President Obama to sign - is a $3 billion provision for NASA to build a new rocket and space capsule. That’s $3 billion for a space ship. Wonderful.  While lawmakers fought for six months over nickels and dimes for programs such as the Corporation for Public Broadcasting, Planned Parenthood and Pell Grants for college tuition, billions had been set aside for a space rocket. So much for all that big talk about cutting spending.  But this is nothing new, according to the political news website Politico. Lawmakers from states where NASA and the corporations typically awarded its contracts operate have long pushed for the continuation of space programs, even when they aren't exactly popular. These are states such as Alabama, Maryland, Texas and Utah.  Lawmakers from those states insist their support of projects like this one stems from the overall importance of the U.S. space program, and they say the value goes far beyond job creation in their own states.  But you've got to wonder how much value a trip to the moon can really provide when the growing debt problem is sinking this country to new lows.  Plus there's that old phrase, "Been there, done that." 

Turn – Defunding NASA causes private sector fill-in which saves the economy, plan destroys it.

Robert Taylor, Policy Analyst at PolicyMic, 2011 [PolicyMic Next Generation News and Politics, “The Case For Defunding NASA,”  http://www.policymic.com/article/show?id=54]

Taxpayers should be relieved as well. Some $17 billion a year is siphoned away from the American people to fund NASA, a bureaucratic mess of cost overruns and waste. These traits are very typical of all government programs, of course, because of what government's top-heavy, centrally-planning, and coercive structure lacks: the pricing and profit/loss mechanisms that only the market can provide.  The best thing that could happen for the future of space exploration, discovery, and information would be for NASA to retire all of its shuttles, send those billions back to the American people, and open the sky up to the free market. Private entrepreneurs tend to produce and invest in a way that attempts to minimize costs in order to gain profit, while government programs work in the exact opposite manner.  One of the best examples of this is when two MIT students, Justin Lee and Oliver Yeh, sent a camera into space to photograph the curvature of the Earth. For what it takes NASA millions of dollars to do, it took them $150. This is because Lee and Yeh, relying on private initiative and the incentive to minimize costs, filled a weather balloon with helium and hung a styrofoam beer cooler underneath to hold the camera. NASA, with the reverse incentives, uses rockets, boosters, and expensive control systems that may draw "oohs" and "ahs," but at the expense of the terrible opportunity costs of taxation.  NASA and its defenders claim, however, that this constant stream of tax revenue has benefited the American public by introducing many inventions and technological advancements, ignoring the broken window fallacy - unintended consquences that accompany percieved production.  Besides, most of these innovations have actually been the result of commercial markets. Telstar I, the world’s first telecommunications satellite, was a product of AT&T’s drive to provide a better communication service (only later to be used by the Defense Department). The telephone, personal computers, the Internet, Velcro, Tang, Tempur-Pedic mattresses, hand-calculators, and the hundreds of products created from the advantage of integrated circuits and semiconductors have advanced our lives through the mutual benefit of buyer and seller. Consumers, not bureaucrats, should decide where precious resources should go.  NASA also inflicts us with a misallocation of labor. The market's profit/loss mechanism is the only way that the labor involved, like scientists, is being put to its most economic and productive use. And like all government programs, it has become increasingly less efficient as time goes by and its goals have become more and more hazy; the "mission creep" of the chaotic absence of market prices.  If NASA were de-funded, the private sector could begin to deliver services that are actually valuable to consumers, things NASA barely emphasizes, like employing robot satellites that gather information about the Earth to supply the high commercial demand for more accurate weather forecasts and geological assessments. Robot satellites can also accomplish most of the things that more expensive manned flights do, just without the rah-rah, nationalistic PR.  Many Americans have sympathetic attachment to the space program, but when the $17 billion a year could be spent actually serving the people's wishes in the marketplace, the case against NASA (and, indeed, nearly all wealth-crushing government programs) grows by the day. 

Alt cause, can’t attract workers.

Peter Diamandis, Chairman & CEO, X PRIZE Foundation, 2008 [“Re-establishing NASA's Leadership,” http://www.huffingtonpost.com/peter-diamandis/re-establishing-nasas-lea_b_150297.html]

Attract and Retain the Best Workers Apollo-era NASA also benefited from being object of the nation's fascination--and thus the logical workplace of choice for America's best and brightest. Today, NASA must compete for those individuals with companies working in BioTech, GreenTech, NanoTech, and other exciting technical fields. Additionally, NASA's ability to call on talent from the aerospace contractors has been limited by a series of mergers and acquisitions that have left only a few major players--meaning that every potential contractor who might help prepare NASA for a major program likely also has a financial stake in who eventually wins that contract. Finally, export control laws and other regulations have limited NASA's abilities to take in non-citizen workers, regardless of talent--even when those workers have been trained in America's universities and colleges.

Global economy is resilient

Financial Times, 9/27/2006, p. lexis

To doubt the resilience of the world economy must now look perverse. Since 2000, it has overcome so many obstacles: post-bubble traumas in Japan; the bursting of a global stock market bubble in 2000; the terrorist attacks of September 11 2001; a US recession; years of stagnation in the eurozone; wars in Afghanistan and Iraq; real oil prices at levels close to those of the late 1970s; and the failure to complete the Doha round of multilateral trade negotiations. Yet, in spite of all this, world economic growth was 4.1 per cent in 2003, 5.3 per cent in 2004 and 4.9 per cent in 2005, measured at purchasing power parity exchange rates. In the International Monetary Fund's latest World Economic Outlook (WEO), it is forecast to reach 5.1 per cent this year.*
US economy is resilient

Michael Dawson, US Treasury Deputy Secretary for Critical Infrastructure Protection and Compliance Policy, January 8, 2004, Remarks at the Conference on Protecting the Financial Sector and Cyber Security Risk Management, “Protecting the Financial Sector from Terrorism and Other Threats,” http://www.ustreas.gov/press/releases/js1091.htm

Fortunately, we are starting from a very strong base. The American economy is resilient. Over the past few years, we have seen that resilience first hand, as the American economy withstood a significant fall in equity prices, an economic recession, the terrorist attacks of September 11, corporate governance scandals, and the power outage of August 14-15. There are many reasons for the resilience of the American economy. Good policies – like the President’s Jobs and Growth Initiative – played an important part. So has the resilience of the American people. One of the reasons are economy is so resilient is that our people are so tough, so determined to protect our way of life. Like the economy as a whole, the American financial system is resilient. For example, the financial system performed extraordinarily well during the power outage last August. With one exception, the bond and major equities and futures markets were open the next day at their regular trading hours. Major market participants were also well prepared, having invested in contingency plans, procedures, and equipment such as backup power generators. The U.S. financial sector withstood this historic power outage without any reported loss or corruption of any customer data. This resilience mitigates the economic risks of terrorist attacks and other disruptions, both to the financial system itself and to the American economy as a whole. 
Economic decline doesn’t cause war

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

The question may be reformulated. Do wars spring from a popular reaction to a sudden economic crisis that exacerbates poverty and growing disparities in wealth and incomes? Perhaps one could argue, as some scholars do, that it is some dramatic event or sequence of such events leading to the exacerbation of poverty that, in turn, leads to this deplorable denouement. This exogenous factor might act as a catalyst for a violent reaction on the part of the people or on the part of the political leadership who would then possibly be tempted to seek a diversion by finding or, if need be, fabricating an enemy and setting in train the process leading to war. According to a study undertaken by Minxin Pei and Ariel Adesnik of the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, there would not appear to be any merit in this hypothesis. After studying ninety-three episodes of economic crisis in twenty-two countries in Latin America and Asia in the years since the Second World War they concluded that:19 Much of the conventional wisdom about the political impact of economic crises may be wrong ... The severity of economic crisis - as measured in terms of inflation and negative growth - bore no relationship to the collapse of regimes ... (or, in democratic states, rarely) to an outbreak of violence ... In the cases of dictatorships and semidemocracies, the ruling elites responded to crises by increasing repression (thereby using one form of violence to abort another).
Extension # 3 – Private Sector Key

And, private sector development preserves profit motive and avoids misdirected or pointless innovation, turns the case. 

Jeff Krukin, Policy Analyst at Commercial Space Gateway, 2010 [“Do NASA and NewSpace Need Destinations and Deadlines?,” http://www.commercialspacegateway.com/item/80822-do-nasa-and-newspace-need-destinations]

Since the recent announcement of NASA's new direction as seen in President Obama's FY2011 budget, there has been some concern about the lack of milestones, deadlines, and destinations. Just how necessary are these, is the need the same for the profit-funded NewSpace industry and publicly-funded NASA programs, and how should they be determined?  Let's begin with milestones and deadlines. In this weeks' issue of Space News in an Op-Ed entitled "Change Springs Eternal," it is correctly pointed out that "The most useful innovations tend to be developed in response to specific mission requirements; history shows that pushing technology in hopes that a future application will reveal itself is more likely than not to waste money." But there is an important caveat to this statement; this may be true for most government funded and managed programs, but it doesn't necessarily apply to private sector innovation where development dollars aren't spent to meet politically derived and driven "mission requirements."  In the private sector there is only one mission requirement; generate positive cash flow and return a profit on the investment. In the private sector, there is only one deadline; get the product to market, preferably before the competition. All product development milestones are greatly influenced by this, and well-managed companies understand that success or failure in the marketplace is the sole determinant of whether or not to continue with a product's development. Like any other industry, this is how the NewSpace industry will need to operate if it is to survive and then thrive, and NASA will be just one of its markets. Viewing suborbital and Earth-LEO transportation within this context is a radical departure, and a very scary proposition for many. But if the industry is successful at identifying and serving its markets, we will succeed beyond anything that NASA could ever accomplish on its own. NewSpace must determine and set its own milestones and deadlines within this context, rather than within our dysfunctional traditional government approach to space transportation.  As for NASA, should it have milestones and deadlines for its future R&D efforts? Certainly, but only if tied to real budgets and wisely considered and defined goals, and it is the goals that are the key. If NASA is going to develop new deep-space propulsion systems and heavy-lift launchers, how should the deadlines be determined? An arbitrary date by which the current or future President feels we should go to Mars? A date mandated by Congress by when we should visit an asteroid? I believe these approaches are wrong. All milestones, deadlines, and goals should be focused on one endeavor; the creation of an economically viable (profitable) space transportation system, regardless of where we want to go in the solar system.  Which brings us to the question of the need for declaring a destination (which is also part of the deadline issue). I've seen many calls for specific destinations like the Moon, Mars, and asteroids, and yet this is the wrong argument. There is but one destination that encompasses all other destinations; the solar system. But the only way to have it all is to proceed incrementally in our development of Earth-space transportation infrastructure. First we get it working... profitably... in sub-orbital flight, then to LEO, and then beyond. Will it take longer to return to the Moon, visit asteroids, and explore Mars and the distant planetary moons if we do it this way? Perhaps, but I don't think so. If we unleash the profit motive and combine it with focused government R&D for technology development, nothing can stop us. For all the worry about China planting its flag on the Moon before the U.S. returns there, they cannot beat America's private sector if we use it wisely in our space endeavors. A NASA sprint to the Moon or Mars is not sustainable and is unrealistic to expect when you consider our current fiscal situation. 

Solves innovation – scientific consensus. 

Spencer Rinkus, Staff Writer for the Medill Report, 2010 [“Moonwalkers disappointed with NASA budget but scientists side with Obama,” http://news.medill.northwestern.edu/chicago/news.aspx?id=163282]

“These things were $250 million each, that sounds like a lot of money, but the estimates for the cost of going to Mars are anywhere from $250 billion to $1 trillion. Human beings just requite a lot of stuff that robotic probes don’t require. Food for instance, a robotic probe, you put solar cells on it and it’s happy,” said Osheroff.  Because the budget increased NASA spending while cutbacks are occurring across the county, Obama had to address the economic impact of NASA spending.  He pledged to work with private companies on creating new technology to get to the space station and to create 2,500 new jobs along the space coast.  Also, 10,000 new jobs will be generated nationwide to modernize NASA facilities.   “I, for one, am happy to see more involvement from the private sector in manned space flight. Competition can only help to make these technologies more cost effective,” said Hooper.  Fifty years beyond the beginning of the space race, it appears that NASA may now be focusing more on innovation than inspiration.  “I don’t think that statement said we’re getting out of the human spaceflight business. But it did say, we’re not going to Mars; we’re not going to the moon,” said Osheroff. 

Commercial shuttles are better --- multiple examples prove

Pelton 10 [Joseph N., Research Professor – Institute for Applied Space Research at the George Washington University, “A New Space Vision for NASA—and for Space Entrepreneurs Too?”, Space Policy, 26(2), May, p. 78]

There are dozens of examples of entrepreneurial space enterprises that have generated innovative ideas that seemed to show us how we could have gotten ourselves into space faster, cheaper and better.  - A private, Boulder, CO-based company called the External Tanks Corporation (ETC) suggested in the 1980s that we could just add a little more thrust to the External Tanks for the Space Transportation System (i.e. the Space Shuttle) and lo and behold we could put them into Low-Earth Orbit. Dr. Randolph “Stick” Ware of the ETC explained that one could then strap these tanks together and create the structure of a space station at a fraction of the cost of the ISS, and much more quickly as well.  - Bob Zubrin has for years championed the idea of sending methane generators to Mars to produce the fuel for the astronauts' return trip. The cost of a Mars mission with a refueling station on Mars would be dramatically lower.  - Burt Rutan's Scaled Composites took a few million dollars of backing from Microsoft's Paul Allen and developed the White Knight carrier craft and the SpaceShipOne spaceplane. This vehicle system, which won the X Prize, set the stage for a space adventures industry that will begin launches in 2011. When this experimental spaceplane landed at Edwards Air Force Base in 2004, a spectator's sign said it all: “SpaceShipOne e NASA Zero.” 

Constellation fails --- trades off with more effective commercial exploration

Pelton 10 [Joseph N., Research Professor – Institute for Applied Space Research at the George Washington University, “A New Space Vision for NASA—and for Space Entrepreneurs Too?”, Space Policy, 26(2), May, p. 78]

Some have suggested that President Barack Obama's cancellation of the unwieldy and expensive Project Constellation to send astronauts back to the Moon for a few exploratory missions was a blow to NASA and the start of the end of the US space program. The truth is just the reverse. Project Constellation, accurately described by former NASA Administrator Michael Grifﬁn as “Apollo on Steroids” provided little new technology or innovation and had an astronomical price tag. It was clearly too much for too little. If the opportunity costs of Project Constellation are examined (i.e. if we think what could have been done with an extra $100 billion of space funds), dumping it deﬁes argument. With much less invested in a questionable Project Constellation enterprise we can do much more in space astronomy. We can invest more wisely in space science to learn more about the Sun, the Earth and threats from Near Earth Objects. David Thompson, Chairman and CEO of Orbital Sciences said the following in a speech that endorsed the new commercial thrust of the NASA space policies on Nine February 2010: “Let us, the commercial space industry, develop the space taxis we need to get our Astronauts into orbit and to ferry those wanting to go into space to get to where they want to go. We are in danger of falling behind in many critical areas of space unless we shift our priorities” [10].

A2: Jobs

Privatization solves space jobs – KSC opening. 

Josh Smith, Technology Staff at National Journal, 2011 [“NASA Offers Kennedy Space Center To Private Companies,” http://techdailydose.nationaljournal.com/2011/01/nasa-offers-kennedy-space-cent.php]

As the space shuttle program enters its final stage, NASA is offering aerospace companies the chance to use some of Florida's Kennedy Space Center facilities.  "Kennedy has been working for some time to enable commercial space activities at the center that are in line with NASA's mission," Kennedy Center Director Bob Cabana said in a statement. "Partnering with the commercial space industry will help NASA meet its goals and help sustain facility assets to support our nation's space objectives."  Left unsaid in Monday's announcement: NASA's bid to draw private space companies to the area may also be designed to encourage area residents who depend on the space program for jobs. Unlike some of NASA's other facilities, the Kennedy Space Center is almost entirely designed to support the shuttle program.  "Community leaders are in a minor panic," said Roger Handberg, a space policy expert at the University of Central Florida.  NASA officials say they have received notice of some industry interest in the Center.  According to the statement, "The facilities that may become available are well-suited for entities operating or directly supporting government or commercial launches or space user services." NASA reserves the right to take back the facilities if it needs them for its own purposes. 

Economy A2: Human Flight Key Innovation

No need for human presence in space – no scientific benefit. 

Rupert Cornwell, Washington Correspondent for The Independent, 2006 [The Big Question: Is manned space exploration a waste of time and money?, http://www.independent.co.uk/news/science/the-big-question-is-manned-space-exploration-a-waste-of-time-and-money-406801.html]

Do we need a permanent manned space station?  Increasingly, the view among scientists is No. The International Space Station (ISS) programme - a joint venture of Nasa, and the space agencies of Russia, Canada, the EU and Japan - may cost a final $110bn, even though the 18 shuttle missions needed to bring it to completion may never take place, leaving the station manned by a mere skeleton crew. Dependent on the shuttle (which itself has cost $145bn over 30 years), the ISS must operate in relatively low orbit, limiting its possibilities. Another shuttle disaster would probably spell the end for the station, even though the five partners have pledged to complete it by 2010.  None other than Michael Griffin, chief administrator of Nasa, has implied that the shuttle and the ISS were mistakes. "It is now commonly accepted that was not the right path," he has said. "We are now trying to change the path while doing as little damage as we can."  Some argue that little of major scientific value has been accomplished by the station. Its main value, critics say, is as a vehicle of international co-operation in troubled political times - or as the ultimate in exotic tourism. Already two individuals have paid $20m to be taken up to the ISS, although the grimiest flophouse on mother earth is Ritz-like by comparison. 

Human missions not key to science and tech.
Rupert Cornwell, Washington Correspondent for The Independent, 2006 [The Big Question: Is manned space exploration a waste of time and money?, http://www.independent.co.uk/news/science/the-big-question-is-manned-space-exploration-a-waste-of-time-and-money-406801.html]
Is there an alternative to manned space exploration? Very much so. Each shuttle launch costs around $1.3bn (£720m), but the most important exploration today is carried out by unmanned craft, costing far less per individual mission. Nasa's most productive programme is the Hubble Space Telescope, which has provided invaluable insights into fundamental problems of astrophysics- Hubble's Ultra Deep Field is the most sensitive astronomical optical image ever taken. Hubble is approaching the end of its life, but a "Next Generation Space Telescope" is due to be launched in 2010. The Mars Pathfinder and Mars Exploration Rovers have also been huge successes, continuing to send back important data about the red planet to scientists.

Lunar Base/Colonization 1NC

Constellation can’t solve human trips to space even with funding – allocation issues and tech problems. 

Rand Simberg, aerospace engineer and a consultant in space commercialization, space tourism and Internet security, chairman of the Competitive Space Task Force, 2011 “Space heroes stuck in the past,” http://washingtonexaminer.com/blogs/opinion-zone/2011/05/space-heroes-stuck-past]
Actually, NASA was not "focusing on a return to the moon."  That's what it was supposed to be doing, but it was instead focusing on building a capsule and an unneeded new rocket to get it to orbit.  Getting back to the moon would have required an earth departure stage and a lander, items that were not under development because they didn't fit within the budget.  There were never any serious plans for Mars -- the Orion capsule is far too small for such a long journey, and little work was being done to deal with critical issues for such a mission, such as radiation protection. The second paragraph lacks ingenuity.  The notion that Constellation was underfunded is a myth to which program defenders continue to cling, but it's simply untrue, as I note at my blog today.  The exploration budget went up every year except for one, and beyond that, former NASA administrator Mike Griffin raided other budgets to feed the insatiable maw of the Ares rocket program.  Constellation's problem was not underfunding -- its problem was that Griffin selected a flawed architecture that couldn't be delivered within the planned budgets, which is why it not only was continually overrunning, but losing more than a year per year in schedule.

Turn, Constellation isn’t key – new budget priorities better facilitate human missions.

Ker Than, Staff Writer at National Geographic News, 2010 [“Obama Scrubs NASA's Manned Moon Missions,” http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/2010/02/100201-obama-nasa-budget-moon-constellation/]

But even with the loss of resources already poured into Constellation, NASA's new proposed budget would see the space agency get more funding than it did in 2010.  As of 2011, NASA would receive an additional six billion dollars over the next five years, officials announced, for a grand total of a hundred billion dollars by 2015.  "This budget gives us a road map to even more historic achievements, as it spurs innovation, employs Americans in exciting new jobs, and engages people around the world," NASA Administrator Charlie Bolden said at a press conference today.  The money saved by halting Constellation would instead be used to fund robotic space missions, to help commercial companies develop manned spacecraft, and to develop new engine technologies that could eventually take astronauts beyond low-Earth orbit and into deep space.  "Imagine trips to Mars that take weeks instead of nearly a year, people fanning out across the inner solar system, exploring the moon, asteroids, and Mars nearly simultaneously in a steady stream of firsts, and imagine all of this being done collaboratively with nations around the world," Bolden said. "That's what the President's plan for NASA will enable." 

Cutting constellation is key to deep space.

Clay Dillow, Staff at Popsci, 2010 [“NASA Budget: Constellation Officially Canned, But The Deep-Space Future Is Bright,” http://www.popsci.com/technology/article/2010-02/nasa-budget-constellation-officially-canned-deep-space-future-bright]

In a teleconference today, NASA Administrator Charles Bolden outlined the budget’s goals, emphasizing that while Constellation is getting the axe, NASA’s deep space exploration ambitions have not been curtailed, nor are they being fiscally undercut. Rather, NASA is reprioritizing, seeking more or less a five-year period of intense study on possible means toward future manned missions to deep space before embarking on a mission to the moon or beyond. Between now and fiscal 2015, the agency plans to fully utilize the R&D capabilities of the ISS, demonstrate better deep space flight technologies and fly some unmanned missions around the near solar system to scout out the most scientifically interesting targets for future manned exploration.

That solves asteroids.

American Scientist, 2005 [“Asteroids smaller than those now being actively catalogued constitute a largely neglected natural hazard,” http://www.americanscientist.org/issues/pub/better-collision-insurance, Asteroids smaller than those now being actively catalogued constitute a largely neglected natural hazard,”]

First, consider the technology-development front. It happens that NASA was, at least until recently, headed in just the right direction for building hardware that could deflect an object away from a collision with Earth. Prometheus is a NASA program to develop cost-effective deep-space propulsion capability by utilizing high-performance ion or plasma engines powered by a small nuclear reactor—just what would be needed to give a menacing asteroid the necessary shove. The nuclear-electric propulsion portion of the program now seems to be on hold with priority shifted toward developing a small reactor for future work on the lunar surface.

Also solves colonization.

Joel Falconer, Staff @ TNW Industry, 2011 [“What Would Colonization of the Final Frontier Look Like?,” http://thenextweb.com/industry/2011/06/26/what-would-colonization-of-the-final-frontier-look-like/]

The question of which local bodies we could colonize, terraform and otherwise adopt is an interesting one, but to truly preserve humanity as Hawking mandates we need to move beyond our own solar system.  But we’re a long, long way from figuring this problem out.  Trying to find a habitable planet isn’t even the biggest concern. Getting there is. Interstellar travel is a tricky topic even when it comes to small craft. Moving the equipment, resources and humans needed for a colony over interstellar distances, let alone in our own solar system, is a tricky problem indeed.  Propulsion is the biggest, though not the only, setback.  At the speed of Voyager 1, the fastest craft we’ve sent into space, it would take over 70,000 years to get to the Alpha Centauri system – the closest star system to ours. Modern technology could do somewhat better, though not significantly enough to make it close to feasible. 

Extension # 1 – No Heavy Lift Vehicles

Constellation never funded heavy lift in the first place. 

Dennis Wingo, Correspondent at SpaceRef, 2011 [http://www.spaceref.com/news/viewnews.html?id=1538]

It becomes clear as you read the early VSE/Constellation documents and the inclusive, collaborative environment of industry, academic, and NASA participation in workshops and the Concept Exploration and Refinement (CE&R) contracts, that the VSE's initial concept of Constellation has very little to do with the version of Constellation that was cancelled.  If you read the presentations from the CE&R contracts, not one of the contractors (Orbital Sciences, SAIC, Boeing, Lockheed Martin, Andrews Space, Raytheon, and T-Space) advocated a launch vehicle beyond 70 tons of payload to Low Earth Orbit (LEO). Indeed, from the Lockheed CE&R Open Forum CA-1 Mid Term Briefing, came this conclusion: "70 mT-class ELV family is most affordable, long-term solution for exploration."  At no point did any of the contractors advocate a huge heavy lift launch vehicle of the type that became the centerpiece of the Mike Griffin era Constellation program. Interestingly, the CE&R reports were completely ignored after O'Keefe and Steidle left NASA. A new architecture - still called "Constellation" - but derived from the 60 day Exploration Systems Architecture Study (ESAS) is what was approved by former Administrator Griffin. It was Griffin's totally different version of something called "Constellation" that was cancelled. 

On the heels of news about NASA engineers who feel the Constellation program is using the wrong kind of rockets comes word that efforts to build the spacecraft which will replace the shuttle and return astronauts to the moon is running behind and over-budget. NASA Watch published a leaked internal NASA document showing the Constellation Program has encountered financial and technical problems, and the Associated Press quoted Doug Cooke, NASA’s deputy associate administrator for exploration as saying the first test flights for Orion may be delayed. However, the delay thus far is only of NASA’s internal goal of having the spacecraft ready by 2013. Cooke said they are still on target for NASA’s public commitment of first test flights by 2015, and returning to the moon by 2020. But unless the space agency can receive more funding, further delays may be inevitable. The 117-page report shows an $80 million cost overrun this year for just one motor and a dozen different technical problems that the space agency put in the top risk zone, meaning the problems are considered severe. The report put the program’s financial performance in that category, as well. Some experts say it’s too early to be worried, others say NASA’s design is flawed or the space agency is just repeating mistakes made in developing the space shuttle. But almost everyone agrees that NASA isn’t getting enough funding to do what they’ve been asked to do. Additional funding from Congress is pending, but in an election year, don’t count on it.

Solvency 1NC

The Constellation Program overemphasizes human missions which are less efficient and trade off with necessary innovation.

Spencer Rinkus, Staff Writer for the Medill Report, 2010 [“Moonwalkers disappointed with NASA budget but scientists side with Obama,” http://news.medill.northwestern.edu/chicago/news.aspx?id=163282]
But scientists are siding with Obama, citing the efficiency and safety of robotic exploration of the solar system and pointing to the success of the Pioneer, Voyager, Cassini and Mars rover missions, among many others.  “The opinions of astronauts should not be the bulk of the story,” said Dan Hooper, an astrophysicist at the Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory.   “It is like asking Navy pilots whether the new jet fighter program should be canceled. The scientists who are making use of the data collected by NASA missions are in a much better position to compare the merits of manned and unmanned space programs,” said Hooper.  “I think that it was a very carefully worded statement, and I think I agreed with all of it,” said Doug Osheroff, a member of the board that investigated the Columbia disaster in 2003, when the shuttle exploded on reentry, and winner of the 1996 Nobel Prize in physics.  The president noted dates of historical significance in his speech, recalling President Dwight Eisenhower’s legislation that created NASA and John F. Kennedy’s challenge to the country to reach for the moon. Armstrong realized that challenge when he stepped on the lunar surface in July 1969.   Obama said he is “100 percent committed to NASA,” though his budget is mired in controversy.  Human space exploration is basically a non-factor in the budget, which is a large departure from the direction NASA has been traveling in since its inception.   "I'm not really a space policy expert, but I do have the sense that there's a bit of a reorientation toward unmanned space flight in the new plan,” said Charles Gammie of the University of Illinois at Urbana physics department.  Gammie’s research focuses on the formation of stars and planets.       “I've long thought that programs like the International Space Station were pretty much an aerospace company driven boondoggle—there's very little science coming out of it for the money invested,” said Gammie.    So what exactly is in the budget?  The $6 billion extra that the President promises to add to the NASA budget over the next 5 years is actually a little top-heavy, geared more toward the near-term.  The $18.7 billion budget for 2010 is a 5 percent increase over 2009, but the following years see little growth.  The budget doesn’t grow again until a 1.3 percent increase in 2014.  NASA is expecting increases in spending for its science division (earth science, planetary science, astrophysics, solar system physics) during 2012-2014 and increases in the aeronautics division from 2010 thorough 2014.   Robotic space exploration sees a major bump but, as far as human moon missions go, the budget cuts deep. Manned space operations are cut from $6.2 billion in 2010 to $3.2 billion in 2014.  That trims includes absolutely no spending on a space shuttle in 2013 and 2014.  “I have to say pretty bluntly here: we’ve been there before,” said Obama addressing a visit to the moon.  Here, Obama is taking the most heat. Major opposition to the budget comes from abandoning the Constellation program, which essentially provides transportation to the space station. The previously proposed program would create shuttles that could travel to the International Space Station, the moon and Mars.  So, despite disagreement from American heroes, does Obama’s new direction for NASA have merit?  Osheroff made the case that the budget is simply more efficient. “Human spaceflight is very expensive compared to robotic spaceflight,” he said.  Osheroff brought up the Spirit and Opportunity Mars rovers, that functioned for nearly two years, when they were actually only supposed to function for 90 days. 

Turn – Constellation drains resources from effective programs but can’t solve their advantages.

John D. Sutter, CNN Correspondent, 2010 [“Obama budget would cut moon exploration program,” http://articles.cnn.com/2010-02-01/tech/nasa.budget.moon_1_space-exploration-nasa-administrator-charlie-bolden-nasa-programs?_s=PM:TECH]

On its Web site, the White House Budget Office says the program to send astronauts to the moon is behind schedule, over budget and overall less important than other space investments.  "Using a broad range of criteria, an independent review panel determined that even if fully funded, NASA's program to repeat many of the achievements of the Apollo era, 50 years later, was the least attractive approach to space exploration as compared to potential alternatives," the site says.  "Furthermore, NASA's attempts to pursue its moon goals, while inadequate to that task, had drawn funding away from other NASA programs, including robotic space exploration, science, and Earth observations."  Overall, Obama's proposed budget increases the National Aeronautics and Space Administration's budget by $6 billion over the next five years. The president's budget would give NASA a $19 billion budget in 2011, compared to its $18.3 billion budget this year.  Congress has to approve the federal budget, and a final ruling may not happen for months.  The budget changes will not prevent NASA from returning astronauts to the moon and exploring the rest of the solar system, NASA Administrator Charlie Bolden said in a conference call with reporters on Monday.  "Imagine trips to Mars that take weeks instead of nearly a year; people fanning out across the inner solar system, exploring the Moon, asteroids and Mars nearly simultaneously in a steady stream of firsts ... That is what the president's plan for NASA will enable, once we develop the new capabilities to make it a reality," Bolden said.  The NASA administrator emphasized the fact that the president's budget would increase NASA funding overall and said the Constellation program was behind schedule and over-budget anyway. 

Plan will fail – money won’t solve critical design flaws. 

Atkinson 2008 [Nancy, Science Journalist “Report: Constellation Program Has Serious Issues” http://www.universetoday.com/13485/report-constellation-program-has-serious-issues/]BJ

NASA is facing some serious problems, and whether these problems are perception or truth remains to be seen. A government report presented at a congressional hearing on April 3 says NASAâ€™s Constellation Program faces severe problems and the new spacecraft might never work as intended. The Government Accountability Office, (they call themselves the â€œthe investigative arm of Congressâ€�) issued the report which lists several critical issues, especially with the Ares I rocket, which is prone to violent shaking on liftoff and might not have enough power to reach orbit. NASA has requested an additional $2 billion over the next two years to boost development of the new spacecraft, but the GAO doubts whether that will be enough to overcome the design flaws and for the space agency to achieve timely success with the program. The GAO identified several areas that could delay Constellation: â€¢ Both vehicles have a history of weight issues; â€¢ Excessive vibration during launch threatens system design; â€¢ Uncertainty about how flight characteristics will be impacted by a fifth segment added to the Ares I launch vehicle; â€¢ Ares I upper stage essentially requires development of a new engine; â€¢ No industry capability currently exists for producing the kind of heat shields that the Orion will need for protecting the crew exploration vehicle when it reenters Earth’s atmosphere; and â€¢ Existing test facilities are insufficient for testing Ares I’s new engine, for replicating the engine’s vibration and acoustic environment, and for testing the thermal protection system for the Orion vehicle.  In effect, the report says, NASA has a design for the Constellation project — but as yet there is no assurance that all the components will work as planned. NASA has claimed that Constellation is on schedule, and the problems are manageable. “I’ve rarely seen more of a mountain made out of less of a molehill,” NASA Administrator Mike Griffin told the Space Transportation Association in Washington, D.C., last month. NASA is expected to announce they have developed a strategy for dealing with Ares’ shaking problem. The Orlando Sentinel quoted special assistant to the administrator Chris Shank: “We have a mitigation strategy.”  The Sentinel also quoted a former NASA official who asked not to be named as saying the Ares rocket faces the perception problems that have dogged NASA throughout its history. Politicians and the public are skeptical the agency can complete its program on time and on budget. Without political and public support, NASA could face troubling times.

