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STATUS QUO SOLVES
Status quo solves—American Mars colonization inevitable

Simberg 11—dual Bachelor's degrees in engineering science and applied mathematics from the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, and a Master’s degree in Technical Management from West Coast University, two decades of experience in project management and systems engineering in the aerospace and information technology industries, adjunct scholar at the Competitive Enterprise Institute (Rand, 22 May 2011, Debate Between Zubrin and Simberg, “The Great PJ Media Space Debate,” http://pajamasmedia.com/blog/the-great-pj-media-space-debate/, RBatra)

Back before it was derailed by Apollo and the need to win a propaganda battle in the Cold War, NASA had been the old National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics (NACA), which had provided so much critical technology for the aviation industry from the twenties through the fifties, extended to space. If one reads its charter, to this day, human spaceflight is not mentioned. Now that we’ve finally ended that long detour and delay, it can get back to what it should be doing best — helping develop a vibrant commercial spaceflight industry that will allow its owners and customers to explore and develop space, with government help. This will include not just launch systems, but orbital transfer systems, and the infrastructure to support them and make them affordable, just as the Interstate Highway System helped generate the gas stations and motel industry in this country.

Once this infrastructure is in place, the entire solar system will be open to us in a sustainable way, for people to seek their own dreams, and not just those of government bureaucrats. Years ago, I had a signature on Usenet: “It is not NASA’s job to send a man to Mars. It is NASA’s job to enable the National Geographic Society to send a man to Mars.” That remains truer than ever, and the new policy is a huge step, finally, in that direction.
NASA still has a robust program that includes Mars exploration

Dunphy 11 (Mark, 4 July 2011, http://www.irishweatheronline.com/news/space/nasa-committed-to-launching-manned-mission-to-mars/24614.html/comment-page-1, RBatra)

The end of the space shuttle program does not mean the end of NASA, or even of NASA sending humans into space. NASA has a robust program of exploration, technology development and scientific research that will last for years to come. Here is what’s next for NASA:

Exploration

NASA is designing and building the capabilities to send humans to explore the solar system, working toward a goal of landing humans on Mars. We will build the Multi-Purpose Crew Vehicle, based on the design for the Orion capsule, with a capacity to take four astronauts on 21-day missions.

NASA says it will soon announce the design for the heavy-lift Space Launch System that will carry them out of low Earth orbit. It is developing the technologies it will need for human exploration of the solar system, including solar electric propulsion, refueling depots in orbit, radiation protection and high-reliability life support systems.
ESA is going to Mars
Seedhouse 2009 (Erik, aerospace scientist and manned spaceflight consultant, Martian Outpost, p.12)

Endorsed by the European Union Council of Research and the ESA Council in 2001, Aurora is a part of Europe's strategy for space exploration, calling for Europe to explore the Solar System, stimulate new technology and inspire young Europeans to lake a greater interest in science and technology. Also within the Aurora program is a plan to embark upon robotic and human exploration, a strategy that includes the clearly-defined objective of landing humans on Mars and returning them safely. Since Aurora is an ESA program, it is envisaged international cooperation will be involved in many of the planned missions, especially one as complex as sending humans to the Red Planet. To achieve such a complex goal, Aurora's exploration strategy, in common with NASA's Constellation program, is based on an incremental approach focused on increasing mission complexity over time. Implementing this approach will begin with remote sensing of the Martian environment followed by robotic exploration and surface analysis missions. A Mars Sample Return Mission (MSRM) will then be followed by a mission establishing a robotic outpost, after which the ultimate goal of sending humans to Mars will be realized. Although the immediate focus is on robotic missions, ESA is already conducting preliminary planning for human exploration, utilizing a mediated and integrated design effort involving members of industry and national space agencies, for example, aerospace companies Alenia Spazio. Astrium and Alcatel are each conducting a parametric analysis of a human mission to Mars (Table 2.1), an approach ESA hopes will identify comparisons in mass, crew number (3, 6 or 12 crew members) and duration of stay (30, 100 or 600 days) for such an expedition before commencing the initial mission architecture studies. Such studies will also enable ESA to define other mission constraints such as cost and mission objectives and assist the agency in determining how far its present day assets in human spaceflight need to be advanced before it can decide whether to embark upon a manned Mars mission.
MARS DIRECT FAILS

Zubrin’s math is wrong—Mars Direct will fail
Day 2006 (Dwayne, an American space historian and policy analyst and served as an investigator for the Columbia Accident Investigation Board. Day works for the Space Studies Board of the National Research Council/National Academy of Sciences, where he has served as a study director. He has written several books and articles in science magazines, He is a program officer at the Space Studies Board of the National Research Council, “Mars aboveground”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/677/1) RKS
Although the film is clearly sympathetic to Zubrin and his ideas, to filmmaker Gill’s credit he also interviewed people at NASA who splashed some cold water on Zubrin’s early claims, even while they acknowledged that the core concept was sound. When they actually started crunching the numbers on the Mars Direct proposal they found a number of flaws. For instance, Zubrin’s team had apparently dramatically underestimated the amount of water and food that a crew would need on such a long journey—they’d die of starvation, assuming that they did not die of dehydration first. They also found Zubrin’s launch mass numbers to be too low, and his proposal for a four-man crew was also too small, especially for a very long surface stay. One might suspect that this is a typical bureaucratic not-invented-here reaction, but the people saying this were actually the enthusiasts within the space agency. It is also hard to argue about proper crew size and water requirements with the only people who actually put humans into space on a regular basis. One NASA official commented—with barely-hidden snarkiness—that although it is easy to propose theoretical human spaceflight missions, the people who actually have to make the nuts and bolts fit together have found them to be much harder to do.
The tech isn’t available for Mars Direct
Day 2006 (Dwayne, an American space historian and policy analyst and served as an investigator for the Columbia Accident Investigation Board. Day works for the Space Studies Board of the National Research Council/National Academy of Sciences, where he has served as a study director. He has written several books and articles in science magazines, He is a program officer at the Space Studies Board of the National Research Council, “Mars aboveground”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/677/1) RKS
What the film only touches upon is that many of Zubrin’s ideas have involved a fair degree of hand-waving (or should that be “waiving”?), usually in the form of assuming that because NASA did something once, decades ago, it should be relatively easy to do it again on a much bigger scale. NASA’s entry, descent and landing experts—the handful of people who have actually landed craft on Mars—admit that they do not know how they would land a 40 metric-ton vehicle (about 100 times heavier than the Mars rovers) on the surface of the planet. Heavy tethered, spinning spacecraft have not been flown successfully. Nor do we have the fully autonomous space-rated nuclear reactors that are essential to the Mars Direct scheme. It’s worth noting that all the nuclear reactors that we do have require substantial human tending, something that would not be possible with the time delay to Mars.

LONG TIMEFRAME

Colonizing Mars sustainably will take hundreds of years and is on balance not economically feasible or beneficial

Rapp 07 - PhD – Chemical Physics, (Donald,” Human Missions to Mars: Enabling Technologies for Exploring the Red Planet”,)
In regard to the broader, visionary viewpoint expressed in DRM-1, the drive toward a sustained human presence beyond Earth appears to be premature by a few hundred years.  Certainly, the presence of a handful of humans on Mars will not relieve the Earth of any of its pressures due to overpopulation, pollution, or resource depletion.  Comparative planetology is a worthwhile goal but it is not clear that a human presence is needed to accomplish this.  Surely, there are plenty of opportunities for international cooperation without sending humans into Mars?  The conclusion that the investment required to send humans to Mars is “modest” is derived by comparing with larger societal expenditures.  But when compared with traditional expenditures for space, it is huge.  On the other hand, there may be merit in the claims that the new technologies or the new uses of existing technologies will not only benefit humans exploring Mars but will also enhance the lives of people on Earth, and the boldness and grandeur of Mars exploration “will motivate our youth, will drive technical education goals, and will excite the people and nations of the world.”  Here it all boils down to the benefit/cost ration, which seems likely to be low.

Mars colonization is a long way off 
Giblett 11—Chief Innovation Officer for P3 Social Media, technological consultant, member of Triond (Peter B, 23 January 2011, “Is Colonization of Mars Possible in Our Lifetime?,” http://scienceray.com/technology/is-colonization-of-mars-possible-in-our-lifetime/, RBatra)

Science fiction writers have always started exploration of the universe through a single step to our sister planet Mars. Yet how possible is this with our existing technologies and willingness to explore?
The colonisation of Mars is likely a long, long, long way off. Ultimately it could be possible by “terraforming” the planet, according to some scientists. They argue that humankind’s colonization of Mars is necessary because  “cosmic events such as major asteroid and comet impacts, plus potential supernova  explosions do pose a significant threat to life on Earth, especially to  human life.
Any short term timetable is far too optimistic – human Mars missions will require decades of work
Laxon 02 (Andrew, News editor at the New Zealand Herald, The New Zealand Herald, “Ice oceans and little green Martians”, lexis)
The agency has been keen on the idea for decades and even drew up plans in 1997 predicting the launch of the first crew in 2009. A detailed scenario outlining the proposal can still be found at http://nssdc.gsfc.nasa.gov/planetary/mars/marslaun.html All this sounded promising until the astronomer in charge of the website, David Williams, said the plan had assumed that work would start in 1997. He described the timetable as "crazy optimistic" and said he would be surprised if Nasa landed an astronaut on Mars within the next 20 years. Nasa then cancelled a press conference which had been tipped to announce a 20-year target. Its lead scientist for Mars exploration, Jim Garvin, now says the agency will concentrate on probes which could lay the groundwork for a human visit. Asked about the prospects of a manned expedition, he said: "We have a decade of homework to do". Humans have not been into deep space since the last Moon landing in 1972, he says. And no new "human-rated" craft have been developed since the space shuttle.
CAN’T COLONIZE: GENERAL

Mars colonization fails—gravity, radiation, pressure
Drexler 84—Ph.D. from MIT, M.S. in Astro/ Aerospace Engineering (K. Eric, “Space Development: The Case Against Mars,” L5 News, October 1984, RBatra)
Consider the martian atmosphere. Counting Earth's surface atmosphere as genuine, solid air, Mars' surface atmosphere is over 99% vacuum. This means that explorers will need suits and pressurized hulls like those needed in space. The atmosphere (being mostly carbon dioxide) remains unbreatheable even when compressed, yet it still manages to lift dust enough to dirty solar collectors — though martian nights may be a worse handicap. Mars has air enough to be troublesome, but not enough to be very useful.

Mining asteroidal regolith can be done with automatic sweeper-machines, but direct human exploration of Mars (the Great Goal of the Mars movement) means sending people on long trips through space in what must, if flown any time soon, be poorly shielded spacecraft. As James Oberg notes, "In the least, sufficient amounts of radiation ... would be absorbed by mars explorers to probably terminate their active spaceflight careers..." — and this in a book entitled The Case for Mars. What is more, since the atmosphere and magnetic field of Mars provide little shielding, the martian surface is bombarded with high-energy radiation comparable to that in free space. Thus, our intrepid explorers or settlers must stay under a few feet of dirt most of the time if they plan to stay long and remain healthy. The fantasy of domed cities under the martian sky thus shrinks to pressure vessels buried under martian dirt.

Mars' gravity is also awkward. On one hand, it is strong enough to destroy the well-known industrial advantages of microgravity (which include inexpensive centrifuge construction for simulating high gravity). On the other hand, it may be too weak for normal human health and development, raising questions regarding long-term settlement.
CAN’T COLONIZE: RADIATION

Radiation damage means reproduction in space would be impossible – means no colonization

Minkel 2011 (JR, Space.com contributor, “Sex and Pregnancy on Mars: A Risky Proposition”, 2-11, http://www.space.com/10822-sex-mars-pregnancy-space-risks.html)
Astronauts sent to colonize Mars would be well advised to avoid getting pregnant en route to the Red Planet, according to a review of radiation hazards by three scientists. High-energy particles bombarding the ship would almost certainly sterilize any female fetus conceived in deep space, making it that much more difficult to establish a successful Mars colony once the crew lands. "The present shielding capabilities would probably preclude having a pregnancy transited to Mars," said radiation biophysicist Tore Straume of NASA Ames Research Center, lead author of the review published in the Journal of Cosmology. The DNA that guides development of a fertilized embryo and the functioning of all the cells in the body is easily damaged by the kind of radiation that would bombard astronauts on a Mars voyage and ultimately on the planet itself. Radiation spoils space sex One hazard comes from solar flares, which spew energetic protons across the solar system. Although the timing and intensity of such outbursts is difficult to predict in advance, these particles would be relatively easy to shield against, Straume told SPACE.com. "A few centimeters of a material can knock them way down in intensity to acceptable levels," Straume said. Posing a tougher problem would be radiation streaming in from outside the solar system. So-called galactic cosmic rays consist largely of very high-energy protons, but they also include charged atomic nuclei running up the periodic table all the way to iron, which is quite heavy, atomically speaking. Such charged particles can blow apart biological molecules such as DNA and would easily rip through the aluminum shielding of a spacecraft traveling through interplanetary space. Researchers' understanding of the reproductive hazards of ionizing radiation come primarily from sudden exposures such as radiotherapy for cancer and atomic bomb blasts. However, studies in nonhuman primates have found that even relatively low doses of ionizing radiation are sufficient to kill most of the immature oocytes, or egg cells, in a female fetus during the second half of pregnancy. If those results apply to people as well, then a girl conceived in interplanetary space might well be born sterile because of damage to her eggs. "One would have to be very protective of those cells during gestation, during pregnancy, to make sure that the female didn't become sterile so they could continue the colony," Straume said. Space pregnancies are risky A child conceived in space would also be likely to suffer from other problems as well. Cells divide and differentiate very rapidly during gestation, and damage to a single cell destined to become the brain or another organ could easily be amplified. Straume said the dose of radiation received by a fetus on a trip to Mars could likely result in severe mental retardation or other deficits. Similar problems could result from damage to sperm, said radiation biologist and geneticist Andrew Wyrobek of Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory, who was not part of the study. Although the effects of chronic space radiation are unclear, low doses of radiation can kill or damage sperm, which might render a man infertile or lead to birth defects. And in rodents, radiation damage can affect offspring born long after the initial exposure to their fathers. "We know that ionizing radiation can induce permanent genetic damage in stem cells" – the cells from which sperm arise, Wyrobek said. Assuming everyone's gonads made the voyage unscathed, the prospects for successful reproduction should start to look up once they actually reach the Red Planet. There the atmosphere, and Mars, itself would soak up or slow down a good portion of the incoming radiation. Colonists could further shield themselves by putting a layer of ruddy Martian soil, or regolith, between themselves and the sky. Straume and his colleagues note that an intriguing site for a base near Mars– at least in terms of radiation exposure – might be the Martian moon Phobos, specifically Stickney crater, which is on the side of Phobos facing Mars. The high walls of the crater along with the Red Planet might obstruct up to 90 percent of cosmic rays in certain locations. Of course, the low gravity of Phobos would present its own difficulties. But radiation is such a thorny problem it's worth exploring our options for successful reproduction. "This is an issue that really needs to be resolved if we ever plan to have a colony on Mars," Straume said.
Reproduction is impossible- radiation

Walker 11 – space journalist, and author of ‘Warriors of Space’ (James, “Infertility Concerns May Leave Space Colonization Hopes Barren” http://www.gearfuse.com/infertility-concerns-may-leave-space-colonization-hopes-barren/ ) 
It’s almost become a type of cliché in science fiction: colonizing Mars and other celestial bodies so that the human race can propagate and populate the galaxy. Unfortunately, according to NASA scientists, reproduction while in space will hamper future colonization and population efforts.  According to NASA Ames Chief Life Scientist Tore Straume (seen left with a villainous goatee), the radiation generated by cosmic rays and solar flares will make it difficult to conceive during interplanetary travel. Moreover, any child conceived during spaceflight could become sterilized due to the radiation. This conclusion is based on multiple studies conducted on “non-human primates” (read: “monkeys”) that were given doses of radiation and saw that the eggs of female fetuses began to die off during the second half of pregnancy, resulting in a sterile female when the fetus is finally birthed.  Straume says, “One would have to be very protective of those cells during gestation, during pregnancy, to make sure that the female didn’t become sterile so they could continue the colony.”  Similar problems could be seen in men, with the radiation damaging the male’s sperm. It’s also believed that in addition to the sterilization issues, other mental and physical defects could result from the radiation’s effects on a fetus.

CAN’T COLONIZE: COLD

Can’t colonize—too cold

Bell 5—former space scientist and recovering pro-space activist, Ph.D. (Jeffrey F, 24 November 2005, “The Dream Palace Of The Space Cadets,” http://www.spacedaily.com/news/oped-05zzb.html, RBatra)

Just look at Bob Zubrin's vision of Mars colonization. Nowhere in Zubrin's books is there the kind of detailed engineering design for Mars colonies that the O'Neillians produced for their L-5 colonies. The problems of sustaining human life on Mars are dismissed after superficial discussions devoid of any hard numbers.

And there are obvious problems with colonizing Mars. The first one is that it gets incredibly cold there - probably down to -130C on winter nights. Every robot Mars probe has used small slugs of Pu-238 to keep its batteries from freezing at night.

And there is air on Mars - not enough to breathe, but enough to conduct heat. The Martian regolith will not be the perfect insulator that the Moon's is. Thermal control on Mars will not be simply a matter of adding layers of aluminum foil to reflect the sun. Bases and rovers will need to be insulated and heated. And how do you keep a human in a spacesuit warm in this climate?

And Mars has permafrost - at least in some places and those places are the ones to colonize. How do we keep the heat leaking out from our habitat or farm greenhouse into the ground from heating up the ice and melting or subliming it away? This is a severe problem in permafrost areas of the Earth - how bad will it be on Mars? Zubrin even proposes underground habitats. These will be in direct contact with the cold subsoil or bedrock which will suck heat out at a rapid rate.
NO TERRAFORMING

Mars is lifeless and all its resources are in forms inaccessible for use – terraforming would take at least 100,000 years

Hawkes 92 (Nigel, writer at The London Times, The London times, January 25, “Planet X marks the spot”, lexis)
The new knowledge has, it is true, left some attractive theories in the dustbin. A hundred years ago Percival Lowell, the American, convinced himself that Mars was crossed by a network of canals, running from icy poles into the arid equatorial regions. He imagined that these waterways had been created by intelligent beings to supply fresh water. In fact, his canals were an illusion created by the eye's ability to link up unrelated details to give the impression of lines. Satellite surveys of the Martian surface showed none of Lowell's canals; Mars was apparently as silent and lifeless as the Moon. This disappointment has, however, stimulated a group from the Ames Research Centre of Nasa, the US space agency, which argues that Mars has virtually all that is necessary for life water, carbon dioxide and nitrogen but in forms that are as yet inaccessible because of the frigid temperatures of the planet. The scientists have devised a way of making it habitable, first for plants and later for human beings. The ''terraforming'' of Mars and its colonisation would be no quick fix; it might take 100,000 years.
Terraforming Mars fails – takes too long and all proposed methods have major flaws.

Russell 05 (Jenny, writer at New Scientist, November 5, “Terraforming Mars”, lexis)
I fear that Mike Martinez's idea of diverting comets to Mars in order to speed up the process of terraforming is a complete non-starter as a means of colonisation (15 October, p 23). A great deal more than water will be needed to achieve even the first stage of terraforming, which is ecopoeisis - the creation of a self-sustaining biosphere. At least four main modifications to Mars will have to be performed if basic anaerobic plant life is to survive. The mean surface temperature must be such that water can exist in liquid form; the mass of the atmosphere must be increased; surface ultraviolet light and cosmic rays must be reduced to a safe level for life; and nitrogen, which is essential to all organisms, must be present. Creating Earth-like conditions that would enable humans to survive without any form of life-support system on the Red Planet will therefore be a very lengthy and complex process. Even using simple models of terraforming, it has been estimated that to create an atmosphere sufficiently rich in oxygen to allow human colonisation of Mars will take in the order of 100,000 years. An extra difficulty to be overcome is the fact that Martian gravity is only about one-third that of the Earth, making any artificially created atmosphere harder to retain. When conditions on Mars are such that water can exist on the surface in liquid form, there will probably be no need to import it from comets anyway, since it is thought the inventory of water locked up in the planet's permafrost and polar regions will be adequate to meet the needs of the first human beings to colonise the planet. However, as an astrobiologist, I would need to be assured that there is no extant life on Mars before even beginning the processes of terraforming - human beings, thus far, have a pretty poor record of looking after their home planet, so any life forms on Mars would stand little chance of survival once Homo sapiens arrived. Perhaps we should concentrate on putting our own planet in order before it is too late, and certainly before we start deliberating on how best to colonise another one. From Steuart Campbell Martinez suggests terraforming Mars by dumping comets into its atmosphere. All very well, but this does not produce a breathable atmosphere. N. N. Semenov (1975) proposed electrolysis of Martian water to obtain oxygen (time required: between one and four centuries). However, how to get rid of the hydrogen produced by electrolysis remains a problem. Freeman Dyson (1979) suggested mining one of Saturn's moons, Enceladus, for its water-ice and returning the material to Mars as hydrogen and water (more electrolysis?).
Terraforming impossible – no way to initiate photosynthesis, even if there were, other obstacles remain.

Hawkes 92 (Nigel, writer at The London Times, The London times, January 25, “Planet X marks the spot”, lexis)
The next step, McKay admits, is even harder. There seems no simple way in which the carbon dioxide could be converted into oxygen, except by the process of photosynthesis which carries out the same process on Earth. Assuming plants like lichens, mosses and algae could be established, it could take them 100,000 years to create enough oxygen for human beings to strut the Martian surface without the aid of breathing apparatus. Even that would be impossible if there were not sufficient inert gases on Mars to provide an atmospheric buffer and prevent spontaneous combustion. On Earth this role is taken by nitrogen, which also seems the best Martian candidate. The entire project depends on how much of its volatile materials, including nitrogen and water, Mars has retained. The solar system most likely began as a mass of elements whirling around the Sun in a flat, disc-like solar nebula. As the planets began to condense out of the disc, those closest to the Sun consisted mostly of the heavier elements, such as silicon and iron, while those furthest away were made up of lighter elements Jupiter consists principally of hydrogen and helium. Mars lies outside the orbit of Earth, so on this basis should have a greater proportion of volatiles. But if, as some astronomers believe, the volatiles Mars once possessed have all disappeared because its gravity is too small to hold them, then there is nothing to be done.
COLONIES NOT SUSTAINABLE

Earth doesn’t have the resources to support colonies on Mars in the long term

Kazan 09 (Casey, Galaxy Editorial staff, “Will Orbiting Space Colonies Replace Planets?”, lexis)

There are many largely unaddressed questions, both moral and practical that have not been presented alongside the space colonization platform. Its called œreality and its not nearly as rosy as the dream. Astrophysicists and cosmologists around the globe seem to be in agreement that life on Earth is fragile and bereft with risks. Scientists like Dr. J. Richard Gott, a professor of astrophysics at Princeton who says we should get a colony up and running on Mars within 46 years, and men like Stephen Hawking, who is a well known space colonizationadvocate, may be absolutely right about the risks, but are they right about the solution? Then there is the other argument”that we dont even need a planet at all. Dave Brody of the National Space Society says œorbiting colonies are the way to go. "Just because you evolved on a planet does not necessitate that you continue to live on one. And there are some profoundly good reasons not to do so. Like that big honkin' ˜gravity well that you have to expensively and dangerously blast your way up out of each time you need to go someplace. And the bigger the planet, the worse the penalty." Maybe Brody is onto something, but the same logic can be applied to this idea as to colonizing Mars”long-term sustainability with no parent planet with vast resources to send reinforcements makes the likelihood of this being a long-term solution quite slim. Also, with both of these plans there would have to be some serious population control. A really interesting aspect of colonization will be whether we can really get over ourselves enough to do it properly - or whether our existing stupidities will be enough to stop it. Once the Moon and Mars open up it could be the New World, Australia and most of human history all over again - though this time without the inconvenient natives.

MOON KEY

Prior moon colony is key

Anderson 08 (Gregory, a freelance writer and a client of the Virginia Kidd Literary Agency, December 24, “Mars, 2200 AD?”, lexis)
 Dec. 24, 2008 (The Way Out delivered by Newstex) -- The History Channel series, The Universe, featured a program about the early colonization of Mars last evening, setting the time frame for colonization at the dawn of the twenty-third century. Alas, that premise promised more than the show even attempted to deliver.Perhaps the biggest logical flaw of the program was that it approached the technology of the colony by showing technology being developed today. That's roughly similar to trying to extrapolate early lunar exploration from technology used by Lewis and Clark. The result was aMars colony that would not attract many colonists-- cramped, sterile, and constantly on the brink of disaster. Good drama for a documentary, but bad in reality. The program totally ignored the political and cultural underpinnings of such a project, and threw in an economic rationale-- rather curiously, mining asteroids-- largely as an afterthought.If humanity establishes a colony on Mars by 2200, or before, it will be after decades of successfully, and prosperously, living on the Moon. A lunar political entity might be independent by then. There could well be space cities in their own orbits, home to tens of thousands of people, pursuing businesses and science that could not be done on Earth-- a vastly more wealthy civilization than we have today. A Mars colony probably would deal in asteroid mining, but the main driver of its economy would be the utilization of Martian resoures. With so much experience living beyond Earth, the first Mars colony would be relatively safe, prosperous, comfortable, and connected via a descendant of the Internet to the throbbing human civilization Sunward.
A2: LIFEBOAT ADV
Colonizing other planets is a self-fulfilling prophecy that makes extinction inevitable

Williams 2010 (Lynda, Physics Instructor, “Irrational Dreams of Space Colonization”, Peace Review, a Journal of Social Justice, http://www.scientainment.com/lwilliams_peacereview.pdf) RKS
Life on Earth is more urgently threatened by the destruction of the biosphere and its life sustaining habitat due environmental catastrophes such as climate change, ocean acidification, disruption of the food chain, bio-warfare, nuclear war, nuclear winter, and myriads of other man-made doomsday prophesies. If we accept these threats as inevitabilities on par with real astronomical dangers and divert our natural, intellectual, political and technological resources from solving these problems into escaping them, will we playing into a self- fulfilling prophesy of our own planetary doom? Seeking space based solutions to our Earthly problems may indeed exacerbate the planetary threats we face. This is the core of the ethical dilemma posed by space colonization: should we put our recourses and bets on developing human colonies on other worlds to survive natural and man-made catastrophes or should we focus all of our energies on solving the problems that create these threats on Earth?
Space colonization makes extinction inevitable

Williams 2010 (Lynda, Physics Instructor, “Irrational Dreams of Space Colonization”, Peace Review, a Journal of Social Justice, http://www.scientainment.com/lwilliams_peacereview.pdf) RKS
If we direct our intellectual and technological resources toward space exploration without consideration of the environmental and political consequences, what is left behind in the wake? The hype surrounding space exploration leaves a dangerous vacuum in the collective consciousness of solving the problems on Earth. If we accept the inevitability of Earth’s destruction and its biosphere, we are left looking toward the heavens for our solutions and resolution. Young scientists, rather than working on serious environmental challenges on Earth, dream of Moon or Martian bases to save humanity, fueling the prophesy of our planetary destruction, rather than working on solutions to solve the problems on Earth.
Mars lifeboat isn’t necessary and wouldn’t solve

Williams 10 – M.S. in Physics and a physics faculty member at Santa Rose Junior College (Lynda, “Irrational Dreams of Space Colonization”, http://www.foresightfordevelopment.org/2/index.php?option=com_sobi2&sobi2Task=sobi2Details&catid=0&sobi2Id=420&Itemid= )
The Destruction of Earth Threat

According to scientific theory, the destruction of Earth is a certainty. About five billion years from now, when our sun exhausts its nuclear fuel, it will expand in size and envelope the inner planets, including the Earth, and burn them into oblivion. So yes, we are doomed, but we have 5 billion years, plus or minus a few hunddred million, to plan our extraterrestrial escape. The need to colonize the Moon or Mars to guarantee our survival based on this fact is not pressing. There are also real risks due to collisions with asteroids and comets, though none are of immediate threat and do not necessitate extraterrestrial colonization. There are many Earth-based technological strategies that can be developed in time to mediate such astronomical threats such as gravitational tugboats that drag the objects out of range. The solar system could also potentially be exposed to galactic sources of high-energy gamma ray bursts that could fry all life on Earth, but any Moon or Mars base would face a similar fate. Thus, Moon or Mars human based colonies would not protect us from any of these astronomical threats in the near future.
A2: BIOMEDICINE ADV

No impact to Martian life

Dinkin 4—CEO of Spaceshot, PhD (Sam, 7 September 2004, Colonize the Moon before Mars, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/221/1, RBatra)
Robert Zubrin constantly beats the drum for exploring Mars first. It is disingenuous to say that the goal of space exploration is the colonization of Mars. Even colonization advocates would be happy with colonization of the Moon, the asteroids, and many other destinations. The discovery of life on Mars would not matter much one way or the other. Suppose there is Earth-like life on Mars. That might point to a common origin or a similar bootstrap method. What is that worth commercially? If you knew the answer, how much could you sell it for? Ten billion? What follow on activities would that news generate? None. Life may be an exciting discovery perhaps the most exciting in all history, but it does not amount to a large inducement to go to Mars.

Humans will contaminate Martian life
Laxon 02 (Andrew, News editor at the New Zealand Herald, The New Zealand Herald, “Ice oceans and little green Martians”, lexis)

Of course there's always someone out there who wants to spoil the fun. Robert Park, a University of Maryland physics professor, says he favours Mars exploration but not by humans. "The greatest scientific quest right now is to find life to which we are not related," he says. "The big chance to do this is Mars, but the last thing you want to do is send a human there to do it." The problem, says Park, is that each human has a higher number of bacteria in his or her gut than there are people on Earth. "You run the risk of contaminating the very thing you want to study."
Martian microbes will infect humans

Netea et al. 10—all 4 have PhD’s in medicine or biology (Mihai G. Netea, Ph.D.1,2, Frank L. van de Veerdonk, Ph.D.1,2, Marc Strous, Ph.D.2,3, and Jos W.M. van der Meer, Ph.D., Journal of Cosmology, 2010, Vol 12, 3846-3854. JournalofCosmology.com, October-November, 2010, Infection Risk of a Human Mission to Mars, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars129.html, RBatra)

However, a pathogenic potential of Martian microbes cannot be excluded either. Even if they were not capable of directly invading the host and causing infection, Martian microbes could still have pathogenic potential by secreting toxins that could indirectly harm the astronauts (e.g. through wounds, contaminated food). Examples of powerful microbial toxins secreted by terrestrial bacteria indeed abound, e.g. clostridial toxins (Lebrun, et al., 2009). Still, one has to recognize that the majority of such toxins of terrestrial bacteria are proteins, which in turn are recognized by specific cellular receptors, again requiring a history of previous interaction between the pathogenic agent and the host. Would such putative toxins of Martian microbes also be proteins, would they have similar biochemistry, would they even be made of the same aminoacids? Although it is possible that through mechanisms know as panspermia (Joseph and Schild 2010a,b) that microbes from Earth could be transported to Mars (and vice versa) thereby providing opportunities for horizontal gene transfer and thus giving Martian microbes human-infective properties (Joseph and Wickramasinghe 2010), at present there is no hard evidence to substantiate these theories. Thus, these are all questions that cannot be answered at present. Still, how minimal the chance that there may be pathogenic microorganisms on Mars, one cannot completely rule it out (Rummel et al. 2010).

A2: FRONTIER ADV
Frontier analogy is wrong and won’t inspire people

Day 2006 (Dwayne, an American space historian and policy analyst and served as an investigator for the Columbia Accident Investigation Board. Day works for the Space Studies Board of the National Research Council/National Academy of Sciences, where he has served as a study director. He has written several books and articles in science magazines, He is a program officer at the Space Studies Board of the National Research Council, “Mars aboveground”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/677/1) RKS
One of Zubrin’s strengths has been his talent at rebutting specific criticisms of his Mars plans. For instance, to those who claim that Mars is so inhospitable that it requires technology merely to keep people alive, he points out that the same is true for most places on Earth. A human being could not survive a night on a Colorado mountainside without technology—clothes, shelter, the mastery of fire. Although true, the problem is that this criticism is relative, not absolute: merely staying alive on Mars would require far more technology and support than it does on Earth. This is a major reason why the frontier analogy has never worked; settling the American West was relatively easy because settlers did not need to bring their own air, water, and dirt. Food was readily available at the barrel of a gun. Their biggest problem was merely kicking out the natives who already lived there, which also did not require much technology (the Indians had not yet invented the wheel or gunpowder). More importantly, however, the ability to refute critics is not the same as providing a compelling reason to spend tens or more likely hundreds of billions of dollars. Although Zubrin has a viable response to the claim that we should not explore space until we have solved our problems on Earth, he doesn’t seem to recognize that when it comes to establishing national priorities in a democracy, terrestrial problems are more convincing to more people than extraterrestrial dreams.
Zubrin’s frontier argument is theoretically bankrupt—it is based on a selective and dangerously inaccurate reading of history

McCabe 05 - Department of Defense analyst, retired lt. Col (Thomas R., “The Irrelevance of the Martian Frontier”,  http://www.space.com/ adastra/050926_mars_irrelevant.html)
In his prolific writings, Robert Zubrin makes a powerful case that Mars can be explored and manned bases established there. He argues that we can do so soon, using derivatives of current technology, and, most astonishing of all, plausibly within current funding streams. Beyond that, he projects that Mars can be settled, and suggests ways we can do it. So far, so good. However, he attempts to go beyond that, and tries to show not just that Mars CAN be settled, but why it SHOULD be settled. He attempts to provide a justification for colonizing Mars, based on what he calls "The Significance of the Martian Frontier." This justification is based on two major assumptions: 1. To thrive, the US and the Earth in general need a geographic frontierMars-to challenge us. 2. That the challenges we will face in settling Mars are relevant to Earth. Both assumptions are, at best, uncertain, and, at worst, flat wrong. Let’s examine them in more detail. To thrive, the US and the Earth in general need a geographic frontier to’ challenge us. This is based on two assumptions: 1. That the frontier was decisive in shaping America 2. That America will stagnate without a frontier to challenge us. Unfortunately, this view is an extrapolation based on, at best, selective history, and, at worst, dangerously inaccurate history. Despite the theories of Frederick Jackson Turner that Dr. Zubrin enthusiastically quotes, it was NOT just the frontier that shaped America. It was not just, or even primarily, the existence of the frontier that gave rise to the egalitarian democracy, individualism, and spirit of innovation that have come to characterize America. Latin America was also a frontier, and, in fact, European settlement started there before it really started in most of North America. If you study Latin America and its history, innovative and democratic are not two words that come immediately to mind, let along progressive or humanist. Leaving aside the matter of geography, a large part of American character WAS actually determined by legal theories, precedents, traditions, and, to the degree that national psychology represents national or ethnic stock, our national or ethnic stock, Dr. Zubrin’s assertions to the contrary. The fact that our early settlers were primarily British, or at least British subjects (although the Scotch and the Irish were often very reluctantly so) that our governmental and legal traditions came from Britain and that America spoke English has had a profound impact on our history. (The German statesman Otto von Bismarck supposedly noted that the central strategic fact of the 20th Century was going to be that both the British and the Americans spoke English.) If the dominant settler culture of North America had been Spanish or French there is, frankly, absolutely no reason to believe that what is today the US would look remotely like it does today. 

Turn—The US progressed most significantly AFTER the closing of the frontier—Society will not stagnate without a Martian frontier—the achievements of America in the past century disprove Zubrin’s argument

McCabe 05 - Department of Defense analyst, retired lt. Col (Thomas R., “The Irrelevance of the Martian Frontier”,  http://www.space.com/ adastra/050926_mars_irrelevant.html) 
The assertion that the US will stagnate without a geographic challenge ignores that the US has, in the last century, risen first to great power status, then Superpower status, and finally to dominant or hegemonic Superpower status without a geographic frontier. In fact, our real rise to international prominence started AFTER the closing of the American frontier. One of the most remarkable periods of American history occurred between the fall of France in 1940 and the Moon landing in 1969. During that time, the US: --Fought and defeated the Axis in World War II. Don’t underestimate the size of that accomplishment. Victory was NOT inevitable—we could have lost. --Rebuilt Western Europe and Japan after the war. --Waged the Cold War, although it was at best a stalemate until very nearly the end. --Led the world in science, nuclear energy, electronics, medicine, and aviation. --Landed on the Moon. --Built an economy where high living standards were taken for granted. And we did all this without a geographic frontier. Much more relevant was that we faced great challenges and great threats, often from people like Hitler or Hirohito who claimed the right, or at least the power, to stake out their own geographic frontiers for settlement.

A Martian frontier will not solve society’s problems—there is no relationship between progress and a frontier—history disproves

McCabe 05 - Department of Defense analyst, retired lt. Col (Thomas R., “The Irrelevance of the Martian Frontier”,  http://www.space.com/ adastra/050926_mars_irrelevant.html)
Dr. Zubrin perceives a loss of vigor in US society. He sees such symptoms as 1. Proliferation of regulation and bureaucratization 2. Impotence of political institutions to carry out great projects 3. Loss of individual willingness to take risks He projects the continuation of these trends and warns that without a geographic frontier, America and the world face stagnation. He never explains, however, just how a geographic frontier would solve these problems. If we have these problems on the crabgrass frontier, why would the Martian Frontier be any different? A small note from history—dueling lawyers fighting over land claims on the frontier was a perennial of colonial America. The supposed loss of US dynamism is not a new claim. We’ve heard this before. The Nazis and the Japanese made such claims. Herman Goering sneered that all the US could make were refrigerators and razor blades. By August 1945 those refrigerators and razor blades had pushed the Axis into oblivion and flattened an awful lot of Germany and Japan in the process. The Soviets ranted for decades about the "structural crisis of Capitalism." They’re gone, and we’re still here.

Alternate causality—the loss of dynamism of American society is due to a whole host of factors, not the lack of a Frontier

McCabe 05 - Department of Defense analyst, retired lt. Col (Thomas R., “The Irrelevance of the Martian Frontier”,  http://www.space.com/ adastra/050926_mars_irrelevant.html)
How does any loss of dynamism have anything to do with the lack of a geographic frontier? Far better explanations are available. Two major ones off the top of my head are the following: 1. Demographics--the aging of the baby boomers. You’re much more willing to take risks if you’re young and single and stupid than you are if you’re middle aged and have a family and a mortgage. The Old West definition of a coward was a married man with kids. 2. The souring of liberalism from a positive to a negative philosophy of government and its increasing contamination by radicalism in the 1960s. (I’m allowed to say that: I’m a registered Democrat and an ex Cold War liberal.) This can be summed up in what I call “60’s attitudes”: taking wealth and comfort for granted while increasingly hostile to the mechanisms (capitalism, industrialism, science, and a strong work ethic) that made the wealth and comfort possible. Ultimately, Dr. Zubrin assumes Earth is becoming too confining for us to Thrive—law and order and regulations are too close at hand. Maybe this is the case where he lives, but back on Planet Earth I snickered when I read that, and that was long before 9/11. Dr. Zubrin obviously does not work and/or live within MRR (Mugging and robbing radius) of Washington DC.

The frontier advantage is racist and ignores the scale of colonization—focus on Earth instead

Cooper 07 (Trudi, writer at New Scientist, October 6, “Why boldly go?”, lexis)
In arguing that we must leave Earth to ensure human survival, Richard Gott ignores important moral questions . He assumes that it is morally justifiable to expend a large share of global financial and technical resources to ensure the genetic survival of a few human specimens and their descendants. He assumes that European imperial colonisation provides a supportive analogy for the colonisation of space. Many people, not only in non-European nations, do not see European colonisation as benign or beneficial to the colonised. Gott argues that the first human on the moon spoke English because of England's earlier successfulcolonisation of America. This colonisation also decimated indigenous populations, provided a market for slaves from other colonised populations and destroyed natural environments. European colonists travelled to environments intrinsically supportive of human life and still suffered loss of life that would be morally unacceptable now. At present, we seem to be engaged in an unplanned experiment to test the limits of our planet's homeostasis. We would do better to learn more about how the natural terrestrial biosphere sustains itself and how we can work with our own planet to protect what we have. From Andrew Daviel Richard Gott suggests that a Mars colony starting with just eight people could double in size every 30 years. This is hopelessly optimistic; larger colonies have failed on Earth, where they could at least breathe the air. Unless we develop some "magic box", such as a matter duplicator, a colony must either be large enough to make and repair equipment like spacesuits, or depend on imports from Earth. I suspect that, counting everyone including the janitors in the factory where they make the machines that make the machines, it takes millions of people to make a single microchip - but we don't notice because scale makes them cheap and ubiquitous. Going low-tech on Mars would be impossible - mud huts aren't airtight. I am not saying we should give up: we shouldn't. We just need to prepare properly.
A2: INNOVATION ADV

Mars will not foster innovation and discoveries will not benefit the Earth

McCabe 05 - Department of Defense analyst, retired lt. Col (Thomas R., “The Irrelevance of the Martian Frontier”,  http://www.space.com/ adastra/050926_mars_irrelevant.html)
The challenges of settling Mars are relevant to problems on Earth. I suggest this is based on a massive misreading of the situation. The Martian environment WILL demand ingenuity and adaptability. When we settle Mars, I expect it will undoubtedly produce some great Engineers—the problem is they will be Martian engineers. Will they be relevant to other environments? Old rule of thumb—don’t get an aerospace engineer to design a truck engine. You are liable to get a high performance engine that is extremely light and high-tech that uses exotic materials and fuels and is extremely expensive. Do you really want that in a truck engine? In this case, Martian engineers will be skilled at working at moderate low temperatures, non-oxygen low atmospheric pressures, in a mineral (especially iron) rich environment with frequent or pervasive permafrost. How relevant is this likely to be to the Moon or the asteroids? Engineers on the moon will face much more extreme temperatures, vacuum, with water lacking and minerals scarce. I suggest he drastically overestimates the potential of the Martian environment to nurture innovation. While Mars will demand innovation, there will likely be severe limits on what it can support. Innovation is likely to be tightly focused on immediate problems There will be no social, economic, and environmental cushion for mistakes. One mistake can kill you all. On Earth, you could more or less walk away from Chernobyl and come back when the reactor stops glowing. Where exactly would you go on Mars? You can’t just climb on your horse and move over the next hill. This is not Kentucky in 1790 or the Ohio country in 1800-Davy Crockett and Daniel Boone did not have to bring their air with them. By necessity, innovation is likely to be tightly monitored and controlled, for the simple reason that that they can’t waste resources or afford mistakes. Bottom line: the Martian frontier is irrelevant to the problems the US faces, and while it would be very nice to have, we don’t need it to thrive, let alone survive.
SPENDING LINKS

Building Mars settlements costs trillions

Drexler 84—Ph.D. from MIT, M.S. in Astro/ Aerospace Engineering (K. Eric, “Space Development: The Case Against Mars,” L5 News, October 1984, RBatra) **Due to inflation, $5 trillion in 1984 would actually be about $10.82 trillion now
Mars is inferior to free space as a site for settlement. Its atmosphere and gravity are no help; they merely lend a superficial familiarity. Worse, because no sound economic incentive for settlement has been advanced, housing on Mars must be built using tax money and maintained using still more tax money. Thomas Paine has estimated the cost of Mars settlement at $5 trillion, spread over a century. How likely is a truly independent settlement under these circumstances? Such proposals fail to follow the precedent of the New World, where investment was motivated by the sound hope of gain or by the quest for a privately achieved independence.
The Mars Express plan costs a trillion dollars
Shaw 9—assistant editor in Science and Technology at The Moderate Voice (Jazz, 20 July 2009, http://pajamasmedia.com/blog/robots-should-go-where-man-fears-to-tread/, RBatra)
And finally, what of the cost? The Mars Express plan is conservatively estimated to carry a price tag of more than 100 billion dollars. Many observers feel this is only a down payment, with the eventual bill coming in closer to one trillion. As much as we may yearn for bold adventure and discovery, we are currently watching Congress burn through imaginary cash as if it were the last known fuel source on the planet. Is this really the time to consider incurring such a debt load?

Plan costs a trillion dollars

Dinkin 2004 (Sam, regular columnist at the Space Review, “Colonize the Moon before Mars”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/221/1) RKS
It will probably take decades of subsidy before a Mars colony could sustain itself. A twenty-year program of $50-billion-a-year subsidies would hit a trillion dollars. This is an affordable sum for a rich planet. It would be an excellent idea to get started if this were the only space colonization option. There is a much better option, however, teasing us as it hangs in the sky.
The plan is impossible, expensive and dangerous
Krauss 09 –  an American theoretical physicist who is professor of physics, Foundation Professor of the School of Earth and Space Exploration, and director of the Origins Project at the Arizona State University. (Lawrence, August 31, “A One-Way Ticket to Mars”

NOW that the hype surrounding the 40th anniversary of the Moon landings has come and gone, we are faced with the grim reality that if we want to send humans back to the Moon the investment is likely to run in excess of $150 billion. The cost to get to Mars could easily be two to four times that, if it is possible at all. This is the issue being wrestled with by a NASA panel, convened this year and led by Norman Augustine, a former chief executive of Lockheed Martin, that will in the coming weeks present President Obama with options for the near-term future of human spaceflight. It is quickly becoming clear that going to the Moon or Mars in the next decade or two will be impossible without a much bigger budget than has so far been allocated. Is it worth it? The most challenging impediment to human travel to Mars does not seem to involve the complicated launching, propulsion, guidance or landing technologies but something far more mundane: the radiation emanating from the Sun’s cosmic rays. The shielding necessary to ensure the astronauts do not get a lethal dose of solar radiation on a round trip to Mars may very well make the spacecraft so heavy that the amount of fuel needed becomes prohibitive. There is, however, a way to surmount this problem while reducing the cost and technical requirements, but it demands that we ask this vexing question: Why are we so interested in bringing the Mars astronauts home again? While the idea of sending astronauts aloft never to return is jarring upon first hearing, the rationale for one-way trips into space has both historical and practical roots. Colonists and pilgrims seldom set off for the New World with the expectation of a return trip, usually because the places they were leaving were pretty intolerable anyway. Give us a century or two and we may turn the whole planet into a place from which many people might be happy to depart. Moreover, one of the reasons that is sometimes given for sending humans into space is that we need to move beyond Earth if we are to improve our species’ chances of survival should something terrible happen back home. This requires people to leave, and stay away. There are more immediate and pragmatic reasons to consider one-way human space exploration missions. First, money. Much of the cost of a voyage to Mars will be spent on coming home again. If the fuel for the return is carried on the ship, this greatly increases the mass of the ship, which in turn requires even more fuel. The president of the Mars Society, Robert Zubrin, has offered one possible solution: two ships, sent separately. The first would be sent unmanned [unstaffed] and, once there, combine onboard hydrogen with carbon dioxide from the Martian atmosphere to generate the fuel for the return trip; the second would take the astronauts there, and then be left behind. But once arrival is decoupled from return, one should ask whether the return trip is really necessary. Surely if the point of sending astronauts is to be able to carry out scientific experiments that robots cannot do (something I am highly skeptical of and one of the reasons I don’t believe we should use science to attempt to justify human space exploration), then the longer they spend on the planet the more experiments they can do. Moreover, if the radiation problems cannot be adequately resolved then the longevity of astronauts signing up for a Mars round trip would be severely compromised in any case. As cruel as it may sound, the astronauts would probably best use their remaining time living and working on Mars rather than dying at home. If it sounds unrealistic to suggest that astronauts would be willing to leave home never to return alive, then consider the results of several informal surveys I and several colleagues have conducted recently. One of my peers in Arizona recently accompanied a group of scientists and engineers from the Jet Propulsion Laboratory on a geological field trip. During the day, he asked how many would be willing to go on a one-way mission into space. Every member of the group raised his hand. The lure of space travel remains intoxicating for a generation brought up on “Star Trek” and “Star Wars.” We might want to restrict the voyage to older astronauts, whose longevity is limited in any case. Here again, I have found a significant fraction of scientists older than 65 who would be willing to live out their remaining years on the red planet or elsewhere. With older scientists, there would be additional health complications, to be sure, but the necessary medical personnel and equipment would still probably be cheaper than designing a return mission. Delivering food and supplies to these new pioneers — along with the tools to grow and build whatever they need, for however long they live on the red planet — is likewise more reasonable and may be less expensive than designing a ticket home. Certainly, as in the Zubrin proposal, unmanned [unstaffed] spacecraft could provide the crucial supply lines. The largest stumbling block to a consideration of one-way missions is probably political. NASA and Congress are unlikely to do something that could be perceived as signing the death warrants of astronauts. Nevertheless, human space travel is so expensive and so dangerous that we are going to need novel, even extreme solutions if we really want to expand the range of human civilization beyond our own planet. To boldly go where no one has gone before does not require coming home again.

POLITICS LINKS

Blame will be tied to Obama – he’s pushing the plan

AP Press 2010 (Erica Werner and Seth Borenstein, “Obama plans to see landing on Mars”, http://www.msnbc.msn.com/id/36563152/ns/technology_and_science-space/t/obama-plans-see-landing-mars/) RKS

President Barack Obama predicted Thursday his new space exploration plans would lead American astronauts to Mars and back in his lifetime, a bold forecast relying on rockets and propulsion still to be imagined and built.

"I expect to be around to see it," he said of pioneering U.S. trips, first to an asteroid and then on to Mars. He spoke near the historic Kennedy Space Center launch pads that sent the first men to the moon, a blunt rejoinder to critics, including several former astronauts, who contend his planned changes will instead deal a staggering blow to the nation's manned space program.

"We want to leap into the future," not continue on the same path as before, Obama said as he sought to reassure NASA workers that America's space adventures would soar on despite the impending termination of space shuttle flights.

His prediction was reminiscent of President John F. Kennedy's declaration in 1961, "I believe that this nation should commit itself to achieving the goal, before this decade is out, of landing a man on the Moon and returning him safely to Earth." That goal was fulfilled in 1969.

Obama did not predict a Mars landing soon. But he said that by 2025, the nation would have a new spacecraft "designed for long journeys to allow us to begin the first-ever crewed missions beyond the moon into deep space."

"We'll start by sending astronauts to an asteroid for the first time in history," he said. "By the mid-2030s, I believe we can send humans to orbit Mars and return them safely to Earth. And a landing on Mars will follow."

Obama said he was "100 percent committed to the mission of NASA and its future." He outlined plans for federal spending to bring more private companies into space exploration following the soon-to-end space shuttle program.

He acknowledged criticism for his drastic changes to the space agency's direction. But, he said, "The bottom line is: Nobody is more committed to manned space flight, the human exploration of space, than I am. But we've got to do it in a smart way; we can't keep doing the same old things as before."

Obama said the space program is not a luxury but a necessity for the United States.
He noted that the Kennedy Space Center has inspired the nation and the world for half a century. He said NASA represents what it means to be American — "reaching for new heights and reaching for what's possible" — and is not close to its final days.
Mission to mars unpopular—costs political capital

Sagan 93 - Planetary Society President of Cornell University, Pasadena Planetary Society (Carl Sagan, Engineering and Science: “The Future of Planetary Exploration”, Winter 1993, http://calteches.library.caltech.edu/3733/1/Future.pdf.)

First off, we ought to acknowledge that one possible outcome of that analysis is that there isn't an economically coherent reason for sending humans to Mars, heretical as that might seem in some circles. I would say that if you cannot provide a coherent justification to the taxpayer and Congress for spending the amount of money in question, then you have no right to ask for it. Clearly, a mission that cakes half a trillion dollars and 30 years to send a few people to Mars is very difficult to justify. It's as much money as the savings and loan scandal, which only benefited a small number of rich thieves. Surely going to Mars is more in the national interest. But still, the United States in its present circumstance does not have a whole lot of half-trillion-dollar checks, and 30 years is politically very difficult. We're asking a great deal of any president, no matter how farseeing, to spend a lot of political capital now for a benefit to come during some presidency two, three, four, or five presidents downstream, and-who knows?-maybe even of a different political party. John Kennedy's speech announcing the Apollo pro-gram was in 1961. Apollo 11 put humans on the moon in 1969, and had he not been assassinated, it almost would have been at the end of his second term. That makes political sense. Sending humans to Mars for, say, $50 billion and caking 10 or 12 years are a completely different kettle of fish than $500 billion and 30 years. An argument for going include science, al-though the argument that you need humans to do the science is certainly not compellingly made. If NASA were to spend anything approaching the cost of a human mission to Marsian robotic systems, artificial intelligence, and tele presence-you're wearing a virtual-reality helmet and glove and feel that you're "inside" a robot spacecraft or Lander, seeing what the robot sees and using the robot’s arm as if it were your own-I believe we could accomplish an enormous amount of science, including going to areas that are too dangerous to send humans, although those areas may be scientifically very exciting. Beyond that, there are arguments about education, about national prestige. Bur in every case, we have to ask is this the most cost-effective way to those goals' Let's say $15 billion of it is justified on the basis of education. Is that the best way to spend $15 billion on the scientific education of Americans? And it's very easy to think of activities on Earth that would earn the admiration of most nations and Cost less than $15 bill-lion. So the question is, can the stun of a fairly large number of inadequate reasons constitutean adequate reason? The answer might be yes, but how you do this arcane calculus is not clear to me. 
Mars colonization unpopular

The Christian Science Monitor 2010 (Gregory Lamb, staff writer, “One-way ticket to Mars?; 'No return' flights to Mars are many times cheaper - and volunteers are lining up”, 11-17, lexis)
But will the US and other nations offer that level of commitment? Is talk of scientific advances, national pride, or the need to someday abandon Earth enough to justify backing a colony on Mars in the near future? Once humans arrive on Mars, support for them would have to continue uninterrupted for decades to come, despite changing economic or political conditions back on Earth. A Mars colony could end up being like "your annoying crazy cousin in the basement" that you have to take care of, says Penelope Boston, an associate professor of earth and environmental sciences at the New Mexico Institute of Mining and Technology in Socorro, N.M., who for many years has studied the problems of supporting human life on Mars. The practical issues of sustaining a long-term human colony on Mars are substantial. Just protecting the colonists from the much higher levels of radiation on the Martian surface would seem to be "a real show­stopper," she says. (Schulze-Makuch and Davies argue that naturally occurring lava tube caves could provide ready-built shelters from radiation.) All in all, "it's a stupefying task," Dr. Boston says. A Mars colony "is more likely to founder on human psychology and behavior and political considerations than any technical consideration." If we're expecting the US, or even a coalition of countries to fund the colony, she asks, "What is the return? Why would they?"’

AT: NASA Popular Link-Turns

Thompson April 2011—PhD, Chief Operating Officer of the non-profit Lexington Institute and Chief Executive Officer of Source Associates, former professor at Georgetown and Harvard (Loren B, April 2011, “Human Spaceflight,” http://www.lexingtoninstitute.org/library/resources/documents/Defense/HumanSpaceflight-Mars.pdf, RBatra)

The National Aeronautics and Space Administration’s human spaceflight program is one of the greatest scientific achievements in history. However, the program has been slowly dying since the Challenger Space Shuttle disaster 25 years ago. Faltering political support, failed technologies and competing claims on an under-funded federal budget have made it difficult to sustain a coherent program from administration to administration. The Obama Administration has offered a bold plan for nudging human spaceflight out of its decaying orbit, but the plan received only mixed support in Congress and looks unlikely to sustain political momentum over the long term.

Although NASA consumes less than one-percent of the federal budget, it does not connect well with the current economic or social agendas of either major political party. The broad support for the human spaceflight program early in its history was traceable largely to the ideological rivalry between America and Russia that produced the Moon race. Today, no such external driver exists to sustain support of human spaceflight across the political spectrum. The program therefore must generate some intrinsic rationale -- some combination of high purpose and tangible benefit -- to secure funding. Recent efforts at generating a compelling rationale, such as the “flexible path” and “capabilitiesdriven” approaches currently favored by the space agency, are inadequate. They do not resonate with the political culture.

The plan is politically unpopular
Choi 11—writer for the scientific American (Charles Q, 11 April 2011, http://www.marssociety.org/home/press/tms-in-the-news/whyhaventwecolonizedmarsyet, RBatra)

Interplanetary human voyages pose definite scientific and technological challenges. One would have to deal with the rigors of travel — issues of food, water and oxygen, the deleterious effects of microgravity, potential hazards such as fire and radiation and the fact that any such astronauts would be millions of miles away from help and confined together for years at a time. Landing, working, living and returning from another planet would offer a host of challenges as well. Space exploration versus politics Still, the main reason that people have not yet voyaged past the orbit of the moon is mostly a political one. The era of human spaceflight began on April 12, 1961, when the Soviet Union shocked the world by launching cosmonaut Yuri Gagarin, the first man in space, into orbit. At the time, the so-called Space Race was under way, with the United States and Soviet Union both working to land a human on the moon first. That race ended with NASA's historic Apollo 11 moon shot, which landed astronauts Neil Armstrong and Buzz Aldrin on the lunar surface on July 20, 1969. "The Cold War is over," said Bill Nye, executive director of the Planetary Society. Back in the early days of human spaceflight, the United States and Soviet Union were locked in the Cold War, a life-or-death struggle that spurred the space race for control of the ultimate high ground. Since then, however, "we've had a major failure of political leadership in this country when it came to human spaceflight," Zubrin said. "It'd be like Columbus coming back from America and Ferdinand and Isabella saying, 'so what?'" A question of will Although one "can talk forever about the technical problems, those are red herrings," Zubrin said. "You can talk about the risk of being exposed to radiation in space for years, but cosmonauts have already had larger cosmic ray doses at the International Space Station and Mir. This isn't a question of technical challenges — it's a question of will." 

Plan unpopular – after the moon landing in 1969 people just don’t care about space exploration or colonization

Hawkes 99 (Nigel, staff writer at the times, The London Times, July 21, “30 years on, the Moon loses its shine”, lexis)
In 1969 the lunar landing seemed to be just the start of a great adventure. Instead, it turns out to have been the main event, says Nigel Hawkes. THE images of the shuttle Columbia rooted to the launch pad yesterday provided an ironic commentary on the 30th anniversary of manned spaceflight's greatest triumph, the landing on the Moon. At the time, it seemed self-evident to most that the triumph of Apollo 11 was an overture to greater things: manned trips to Mars, the colonisation of space, a never-ending frontier of opportunities. It has, however, turned out to be the main event. Everything since has been a dying fall. The frustration is evident in the comments made by the men who stood on the Moon that July night in 1969. Neil Armstrong, who has become legendary, not only for the those famous first steps, for the obscurity in which he now basks, had his arm twisted to turn up at last Friday's anniversary press conference in Washington. Asked about the prospects for a manned Mars mission, he replied: "The question is, when are we going to commit to it?" Buzz Aldrin, who followed Armstrong on to the Moon, called for ordinary people to be given a chance of space flight. Common to both responses is the unexpressed desire that the moon landing should have some long-term significance, either as a first step to human colonisation of space or, failing that, as opening up a new destination for the backpacking generation. One senses that the fading focus on manned space flight has proved unbearable to its pioneers. If so, small wonder, for they did take the most astonishing risks to make good John F. Kennedy's promise in 1961 to land a man on the Moon "before this decade is out" and bring him safe home. The Apollo programme not only used relatively untried rockets, and computers of laughable feebleness by today's standards, but it was driven ahead at breakneck speed. Only organisation of the most remarkable quality, and turning a blind eye to problems, enabled the target to be met. Luck played its part too. Yesterday, with a timing too precise to be coincidental, the capsule Liberty Bell 7, which sank to the bottom of the Atlantic in 1961, nearly taking the astronaut Gus Grissom with it, was hauled to the surface. Grissom escaped that incident, only to be burnt to death in a fire in 1967 in an Apollo capsule on the ground. By the standards of human exploration, there was nothing special about the headlong race to the Moon. Columbus set sail ignorant and ill-provisioned; Bleriot relied on a rain shower to cool his engine mid-Channel; and Lindbergh flew so low over the Atlantic to gain the benefit of extra lift that his greatest danger was colliding with the masts of ships in the darkness. To retain public confidence, however, the United States space agency Nasa played down the dangers, turning a great adventure into an exercise in pure engineering. Today, only 50 per cent of Americans even know that Armstrong was the first man on the Moon. In a recent Gallup poll, 13 per cent picked John Glenn, the first American to orbit the Earth. Nor does the majority agree with Nasa's opinion that the Moon landing was the single greatest technological achievement in history. Only 40 per cent polled thought it was worthy of the accolade. By impersonalising the achievement of the brave astronauts, Nasa has diminished it.

RUSSIA C/P SOLVENCY

Russia can get to Mars—Chinese funding solves all constraints

Seedhouse 2009 (Erik, aerospace scientist and manned spaceflight consultant, Martian Outpost, p. 19)
Despite the various hardships the Russian space program has endured since the dissolution of the Soviet Union, there are still many who dream of going to Mars. The S.P. Korolev Rocket and Space Corporation, also known as Energiya, even has a website devoted to a proposed manned Mars mission, despite the reality that the era of independent Russian interplanetary exploration is over, at least for the time being.

Russia has wanted to go to Mars since the late 1960s, once it became clear the race to the Moon was lost. Since losing out to the Americans, the Russians switched their focus to long-duration space flight, continuing to man the Mir space station until it was de-orbited in 2001. During the Mir era. the Russians gained invaluable experience in supporting extended-duration missions, some of which lasted more than a year. In fact, the record for the longest spaceflight ever is held by Russian cosmonaut, Valery Polyakov (Figure 2.2), who spent four hundred and thirty seven days in orbit between January 8, 1994, and March 22. 1995.

Since the de-orbiting of Mir, manned Mars missions have been the subject of talk and little else, although Nikolai Sevastyanov, ex-president of Energiya, optimisti​cally believes a manned Mars project could be achieved after 2025. Consisting of three stages, the Russian route to Mars would begin with a trial expedition around the Moon, followed by a non-landing manned expedition to Mars and. finally, a manned Mars landing. Unfortunately, despite the regular announcements in the press of impending Mars missions, the reality is the Russian space agency probably couldn't afford such an endeavor.
Although Russians hope to set foot on Mars, it is likely this goal will only be achieved with the cooperation of other space agencies. Such cooperation may be with ESA or NASA but it may also be with either India or China, each of which has been involved in discussions with the Russians. In September. 2007. Russia and India held discussions on the possibility of cooperation on missions to the Moon and to Mars and. earlier in the year, the Chinese National Space Administration (CNSA) and the Russian Federal Space Agency agreed to launch a mission to Mars as early as October 2009, albeit a robotic one. The Sino-Russian mission intends to launch a Chinese satellite to the Martian moon Phobos, where soil samples will be collected and returned to Earth. Whether the mission is realized is perhaps less important than the agreement indicating the two sides have taken a key step forward to working together on a space program.

The partnership of China and Russia came as no surprise to veteran Sino-Russian observers. The combination of Russian technology and its long-duration space exploration experience when merged with the Chinese economy clearly make such a pairing a win-win situation. In fact. China's space program can be traced back to the mid-1950s, when it was started with Soviet assistance during a period of strong ties between the two Communist bloc giants. Now. it seems those ties have been renewed, as evidenced by the aforementioned agreement and Russian assistance in the advanced training of China's taikonauls. Already, China has undertaken its third manned spaceflight (Figure 2.3), has completed development and testing on a new extravehicular (EVA) spacesuit and has published plans for a twenty-tonne human-tended space station. Supporting these projects are more than two hundred thousand engineers involved in aerospace research and development work in areas such as propulsion, robotics, space nuclear power and a host of other technologies required lo operate in space, be it in LEO or on the surface of Mars.

How far this strategic partnership and cooperation will go in terms of realizing a Sino-Russian manned mission to Mars is uncertain, but Russia's unique scientific capability and experience in long-duration spaceflight together with China's funding has the potential to mark a revolution in manned spaceflight. If that happens, it is possible the centre of gravity for space exploration and a future manned mission to Mars may begin to move from the Atlantic to the Pacific.

Russia can do it—they’ll get international funding

Associated Press 2002 (“MISSION TO MARS BEING PROPOSED BY RUSSIANS”, http://www.sptimes.ru/index.php?action_id=2&story_id=7602&highlight=escape%20TO%20tea%20big%20blue) RKS
Refusing to be deterred by a string of failures in exploring Mars, space officials proposed an ambitious international project Friday to send a six-person team to the Red Planet around 2015. Russia's space program hopes to work closely with the American agency NASA and the European Space Agency to build two spaceships that would be capable of transporting the crews to Mars, supporting them on the planet for up to two months and then safely bringing them home, said Nikolai Anfimov, head of the Central Research Institute of Machine-Building. The roughly 440-day trip - which would be a milestone in space travel and international space cooperation -is expected to cost about $20 billion, with Russia suggesting it would contribute 30 percent. "It must be an international project," said Vitaly Semyonov, head of the Mars project at the M.V. Keldysha Space Research Center. "No one country could cope with this task alone." Space officials said they are receiving encouraging signs of interest from NASA and European counterparts.
MOON C/P SOLVENCY

Moon colonization would be faster and cheaper

Dinkin 2004 (Sam, regular columnist at the Space Review, “Colonize the Moon before Mars”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/221/1) RKS
The Moon has many relative advantages. The first is capital utilization. A Lunar cycler can make hundreds of round trips in the time that a Mars cycler can make. Second, there is much less fuel required to get from the Earth to the Moon than to Mars. Existing technology can be used to get to the Moon (see “Soyuz to the Moon?”, The Space Review, August 2, 2004). A lunar landing mission might cost $120 million for an Ariane 5 booster. If each mission cost another $120 million for the Soyuz, service module and everything else, then that would be $240 million per flight instead of $5 billion per flight. That means that a $50-billion level of commitment from Earth can afford over 400 flights every two years. Of course, that level of commitment could be optimally spent in much better ways. By creating a lunar cycler, a station at L-1, an orbital fuel depot, in situ utilization of lunar oxygen and possibly lunar water, there could be a vibrant community on the Moon. While a single Ariane 5 could not heft as much as a Mars Direct flight, it may still transfer a comparable amount of resources and people as a Mars Direct flight would to Mars. Since life support and consumables are much less onerous for a short trip than a long trip, there is a lower mass requirement for crew transfer flights to the Moon and much less depreciation of capital in transit. Having new heavy lift that would enable Mars Direct would also enable more sensible lunar colonization missions. There are many supporting reasons to go to the Moon. Consider three categories of justification: engineering, economics, and politics.
Several reasons Moon colonization is more feasible

Dinkin 2004 (Sam, regular columnist at the Space Review, “Colonize the Moon before Mars”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/221/1) RKS
First, on a mission to the Moon, Earth rescue is a decent possibility for certain kinds of failures. On a trip to Mars, this would be out of the question. As NASA is finding out with its shuttle return to flight efforts, having a standby rescue ship and a space station to go to makes failure recovery for many failures feasible without too much increased capability from our existing hardware. Second, the proximity to Earth allows for just-in-time planning. With Earth only a few days away, a regular resupply mission can have last minute changes to its manifest. That means that fewer spares need to be kept on hand to assure the same level of safety as in a Mars mission. Third, the short distance between the Earth and the Moon allow Earth based teleoperation to be a viable alternative to robotics and local human operation. This vastly leverages the capability of capital equipment on the Moon. Fourth, there is valuable information that can be learned in setting up a space colony that will raise the likelihood of success of all future colonization efforts. So if we are colonizing both Mars and the Moon, colonizing the Moon first would help inform the colonization plan of Mars. The reverse would not be as true because Mars colonization would take longer. Finally, resource and energy options are opened up to guard against our energy appetite increasing (as our nuclear appetite isn’t) or carbon appetite decreasing. In addition to lunar resource utilization, creating an option to colonize near Earth asteroids is very interesting and makes many resource extraction strategies feasible even if it would take technology breakthroughs or huge changes in the economy to make them financially viable.

Counterplan results in the plan

Dinkin 2004 (Sam, regular columnist at the Space Review, “Colonize the Moon before Mars”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/221/1) RKS
It’s possible that colonizing the Moon will help muster the political will to colonize Mars. Earthers will be able to see the colony directly with their own eyes. A convincing existence proof will be there for everyone to see that colonization is feasible and profitable.
Among extraterrestrial bodies in our solar system, Mars is singular in that it possesses all the raw materials required to support not only life, but a new branch of human civilization. This uniqueness is illustrated most clearly if we contrast Mars with the Earth's Moon, the most frequently cited alternative location for extraterrestrial human colonization.
Colonizing the Moon is faster and a pre-requisite to Mars colonization – solves every component of the case

Dinkin 4—CEO of Spaceshot, PhD (Sam, 7 September 2004, Colonize the Moon before Mars, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/221/1, RBatra)

There are a number of reasons that the Moon is the best place to start space colonization, but the basis of most of them are its proximity to the Earth. Most of these stem from the lower cost of access to the Moon. There are also important engineering, economic and political advantages to starting colonization with the Moon. Before discussing the advantages of the Moon, let’s analyze what a full-court press for Mars colonization looks like. Mars Robert Zubrin constantly beats the drum for exploring Mars first. It is disingenuous to say that the goal of space exploration is the colonization of Mars. Even colonization advocates would be happy with colonization of the Moon, the asteroids, and many other destinations. The discovery of life on Mars would not matter much one way or the other. Suppose there is Earth-like life on Mars. That might point to a common origin or a similar bootstrap method. What is that worth commercially? If you knew the answer, how much could you sell it for? Ten billion? What follow on activities would that news generate? None. Life may be an exciting discovery perhaps the most exciting in all history, but it does not amount to a large inducement to go to Mars. Mars is an excellent colonization spot and should be colonized because it is a great place to live. If we are going places as a species, we have to start somewhere. Right now, the level of space commitment by all actors on Earth is about $50 billion a year. This level of commitment would pay for about twenty Mars Direct-style missions every two years. This is a feasible budget for the colonization of Mars. Many technologies can be optimized if the focus of Earth space efforts was colonization. Cyclers could be placed in permanent Earth-Mars transfer orbit. In situ resource utilization could eliminate the need for hydrogen shipment from Earth. Better crew selection could eliminate the need for humans to take a return trip. If the goal of human presence on Mars is to colonize it, $50 billion a year can do it well. It will probably take decades of subsidy before a Mars colony could sustain itself. A twenty-year program of $50-billion-a-year subsidies would hit a trillion dollars. This is an affordable sum for a rich planet. It would be an excellent idea to get started if this were the only space colonization option. There is a much better option, however, teasing us as it hangs in the sky. The Moon The Moon has many relative advantages. The first is capital utilization. A Lunar cycler can make hundreds of round trips in the time that a Mars cycler can make. Second, there is much less fuel required to get from the Earth to the Moon than to Mars. Existing technology can be used to get to the Moon (see “Soyuz to the Moon?”, The Space Review, August 2, 2004). A lunar landing mission might cost $120 million for an Ariane 5 booster. If each mission cost another $120 million for the Soyuz, service module and everything else, then that would be $240 million per flight instead of $5 billion per flight. That means that a $50-billion level of commitment from Earth can afford over 400 flights every two years. Of course, that level of commitment could be optimally spent in much better ways. By creating a lunar cycler, a station at L-1, an orbital fuel depot, in situ utilization of lunar oxygen and possibly lunar water, there could be a vibrant community on the Moon. While a single Ariane 5 could not heft as much as a Mars Direct flight, it may still transfer a comparable amount of resources and people as a Mars Direct flight would to Mars. Since life support and consumables are much less onerous for a short trip than a long trip, there is a lower mass requirement for crew transfer flights to the Moon and much less depreciation of capital in transit. Having new heavy lift that would enable Mars Direct would also enable more sensible lunar colonization missions. There are many supporting reasons to go to the Moon. Consider three categories of justification: engineering, economics, and politics. Engineering First, on a mission to the Moon, Earth rescue is a decent possibility for certain kinds of failures. On a trip to Mars, this would be out of the question. As NASA is finding out with its shuttle return to flight efforts, having a standby rescue ship and a space station to go to makes failure recovery for many failures feasible without too much increased capability from our existing hardware. Second, the proximity to Earth allows for just-in-time planning. With Earth only a few days away, a regular resupply mission can have last minute changes to its manifest. That means that fewer spares need to be kept on hand to assure the same level of safety as in a Mars mission. Third, the short distance between the Earth and the Moon allow Earth based teleoperation to be a viable alternative to robotics and local human operation. This vastly leverages the capability of capital equipment on the Moon. Fourth, there is valuable information that can be learned in setting up a space colony that will raise the likelihood of success of all future colonization efforts. So if we are colonizing both Mars and the Moon, colonizing the Moon first would help inform the colonization plan of Mars. The reverse would not be as true because Mars colonization would take longer. Finally, resource and energy options are opened up to guard against our energy appetite increasing (as our nuclear appetite isn’t) or carbon appetite decreasing. In addition to lunar resource utilization, creating an option to colonize near Earth asteroids is very interesting and makes many resource extraction strategies feasible even if it would take technology breakthroughs or huge changes in the economy to make them financially viable. Economics The Moon offers a near-term self-sufficiency without any technological breakthroughs. The tourism industry can potentially provide a high-end alternative to orbital tourism (see “Space elevator dry run: next stop, the Moon”, The Space Review, this issue). Patrick Collins makes a good case that cheap orbital access can enable a vibrant lunar tourism industry. With a heavy subsidy, the Moon may become a cheaper destination for a long stay than even an orbital hotel. That is, lunar in situ resource utilization can potentially make oxygen, water, and structural materials less expensive on the Moon than in orbit. Since the Moon is a more exotic and varied destination than orbit, it will likely rate a higher level of demand than orbit. Thus a vibrant tourism industry could result in a strong lunar economy that does not need to be subsidized as early as 2030. There could be a faster development to Antarctic level of commerce (13,000 tourists a year) or Alaska level of commerce (population 600,000). There would still need to be imports from Earth, but every nation on Earth has imports, so becoming self-sufficient in all commodities is not a necessary condition for the success of a colony. In addition to tourism, the Moon could export video entertainment to the Earth. Lunar sports might make great television. Lunar trampoline, diving, and gymnastics should be very interesting to watch and would likely bring in ratings higher than similar events on Earth. Lunar dance rates to be extraordinary. A lunar movie studio may also make some great exports to the Earth. The Moon also offers a great spot for astronomical observation. This allows the reclaiming of terrestrial radio frequencies currently used for that purpose. There are also new Earth observation possibilities. Space skills will be valuable and firms and people with experience on the Moon will be well able to help develop cislunar and martian systems. Radiation management experience, artificial gravity creation technology, operation and maintenance, flywheel, maglev, and mass driver technologies are all likely to be developed on the Moon and useful in future efforts. Labor-saving technologies are likely to give a boost to the terrestrial economy. The fine details of how this will affect us is hard to predict, but if the cost of labor on the Moon is high because of the high cost of transportation, new and varied uses of teleoperation and robotics will become cost effective. Some of those technologies will have immediate application on Earth. The less scripted and higher intensity nature of lunar development will allow these to emerge more quickly from lunar than martian colonization. To sum up, the lunar economy can pay for all its imports through the tourism industry, intellectual property exports, science, entertainment, space skills, low-g skills and labor saving technology. There could be a huge wave of private investment that is coincident with government colonization efforts. That could result in a co-development of many industries such as terrestrial point-to-point rocket service, orbital tourism, teleoperation, and robotics. Economic opportunities of a more long shot nature are also worth adding to the calculus. Turning the Moon into a TV (see “Buy the light of the Moon”, The Space Review, August 30, 2004) is exciting. A testbed for space elevator deployment would be nice, too. Politics The Moon may become a very exciting destination with a substantial GDP. Being there first means that the high ground is already occupied for any future militarization of the Moon. It’s possible that colonizing the Moon will help muster the political will to colonize Mars. Earthers will be able to see the colony directly with their own eyes. A convincing existence proof will be there for everyone to see that colonization is feasible and profitable. A lunar colony is a politically feasible off-Earth gene bank increasing the chances that the species will be immortal. The act of leaving the cradle may be the other addition to our chances for immortality. It will be harder to monopolize communication between the Earth and Moon than Earth and Mars. This will create a free flow of ideas that will benefit both societies. There will be a greater spirit of freedom sooner with lunar colonization due to speedier development, and the faster mixing of ideas. Colonizing the Moon will also be a faster spur to legal development. The development of space law, especially property rights, mineral rights, and to a lesser extent labor law and human rights will create additional liquidity for other space colonization activities. Having independent space nations will enrich the solar system polity and make the solar system and the species more secure from natural disaster. We can speed interstellar exploration and colonization. Ultimately we may create two new worlds that are every bit as rich, varied and interesting as our own. Conclusion The Moon is a very interesting destination in its own right. Being closer to the Earth creates engineering, economic, and political opportunities. The Moon may make a Mars colony feasible or desirable, thus enabling three branches of humanity. A lunar colony can use much more mass imported from Earth and more flexible and capable engineering. Tourism may independently justify lunar colonization, but science, technology, skills and entertainment make the case stronger. Having a new place to live with new laws, customs, and ideas may ultimately be the most valuable contribution of all.
PRIVATE ACTION C/P SOLVENCY
Private actor counterplan
Jacob 2011 (Jijo, International Business Times, “Mars for sale! NASA draws up plan to 'colonize' red planet with corporate help”, 2-11, http://www.ibtimes.com/articles/111476/20110211/nasa-mars-colonization-red-planet-mission-space-one-way-corporate-sponsorship.htm)
Researchers at NASA have drawn up a plan to make the greatest adventure in the history of the human race possible - sending a human mission to the red planet and, hold your breath, colonize it!

And the daring act of "selling" and carving up the red planet will be made possible with the help of corporate bigwigs who will paint the space ships in their logo colors.

NASA scientists have said in a research paper that corporate financing is the right way to support a $160-billion project to take human beings to Mars and start a colony there, according to space.com.

Joel Levine, a senior research scientist at NASA Langley Research Center, calls is a "revolutionary business proposal" as it removes budgetary bottlenecks that have diluted the Mars mission's focus over the years.

And there is more music to the ear: The researchers say the project will generate as many as 500,000 jobs in the U.S. over 10 years in aerospace and manufacturing sectors.

The researchers discussed the plan in the book, "The Human Mission to Mars: Colonizing the Red Planet," which was published in December.

Corporates could dole out funds for the project in lieu of broadcast rights, merchandize license and various other means of sponsorship.
"Perhaps even selling the mineral and land rights on Mars could generate money."

Levine says they have made a comprehensive plan. The plan covers "every aspect of a journey to the Red Planet — the design of the spacecrafts, medical health and psychological issues, the establishment of a Mars base, colonization, and a revolutionary business proposal to overcome the major budgetary obstacles which have prevented the U.S. from sending astronauts to Mars," Levine is quoted in the article.
Government projects can’t be implemented – the free market solves Mars better

Simberg 11—dual Bachelor's degrees in engineering science and applied mathematics from the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, and a Master’s degree in Technical Management from West Coast University, two decades of experience in project management and systems engineering in the aerospace and information technology industries, adjunct scholar at the Competitive Enterprise Institute (Rand, 22 May 2011, Debate Between Zubrin and Simberg, “The Great PJ Media Space Debate,” http://pajamasmedia.com/blog/the-great-pj-media-space-debate/, RBatra)

Set aside for a moment your (unsurprising, given your history) demand that we declare Mars the goal. Declaring any such goal — whether Mars, a lunar return and base, a visit to a near-earth object — as a government project will always come to tears in a republic of politicians with discrete terms of office and a government of short attention span. Unless it can happen within a very few years, it won’t happen just because a president says it will, because another president can always come along and decide it won’t (as we just saw happen with George Bush’s disastrous implementation of his Vision for Space Exploration). As I wrote above, Apollo was unique and will not be repeated. If you want a government that can declare and execute five-, ten-, or twenty-year plans, I’d suggest that you move to China. In this country, the way to open frontiers is to give individuals and businesses the affordable technological tools with which to do it themselves. We are on the verge of big breakthroughs in launch costs, and if we can keep the money from being dissipated on yet another big-rocket jobs program, we can have the in-space infrastructure necessary within the next decade, allowing the Mars Society to actually devote its resources to going to Mars, instead of lobbying fickle politicians to make it happen.

The status quo/ free market solves – the plan can only get in the way

Rohrabacher 11—U.S. Representative for California's 46th congressional district (Dana, 8 July 2011, “End of shuttle program doesn’t mean end of American leadership in spaceflight,” http://thehill.com/blogs/congress-blog/technology/170373-end-of-shuttle-program-doesnt-mean-end-of-american-leadership-in-spaceflight, RBatra)

Now, as we celebrate the accomplishments of the space shuttle, we look forward to blazing that new trail, one which will finally bring us closer to achieving the real dreams and true promise of the space shuttles: inexpensive, reliable, safe human spaceflight. This transformation won’t take place overnight. NASA, Congress and others still have the power to get in the way and create a self-fulfilling prophecy by preventing it from happening, at least in this country. We will only lose America’s leadership in human spaceflight if we prevent the free market from pursuing multiple, independent launchers and vehicles. America’s new space plan is to use commercial space vehicles to reach Earth orbit; to develop key technologies to enable long-term deep space missions; and to create a new NASA-designed vehicle to visit asteroids, the moon, Mars and beyond. This new plan is an opportunity to leverage America’s greatest strengths to help meet our national goal of inexpensive, reliable, safe, routine human spaceflight. This was the promise of the space shuttle, and that program has certainly paved the way, but it has also served as a warning. For far too long, our space funding has not matched our goals or mission in space, creating a dangerous, frustrating situation with no clear path to success. America’s space goals can only be achieved by partnering with other nations, bringing in funds from the private sector, creating sustainable launchers and vehicles that can serve both public and private markets in Earth orbit. We can free up resources to devote to human space exploration, while not abandoning the $100 billion orbiting national laboratory of the International Space Station, by taking these steps and truly fulfilling the purpose and vision of the space shuttle program. Much as William Boeing’s 40A 1920s airplane, built to meet the goal of carrying mail and passengers across the country, ended up paving the way to create industries beyond the realm of imagination, so too will the successors to the space shuttle provide capabilities that can be used for multiple destinations. Whether designed for destinations in low Earth orbit, or out to the moon, Mars and beyond. These capabilities will secure, once again, American leadership in human spaceflight for a generation and lay the groundwork for American leadership through the next millennium, truly serving as the greatest legacy for our magnificent space shuttles. Long live American leadership in human spaceflight.

Even NASA agrees that corporate investment is the best way to initiate the colonization of Mars.

IBTN 2011 (International Business Times News, “NASA draws up plan to 'colonize' Mars with corporate help”, February 11, lexis)

Researchers at NASA have drawn up a plan to make the greatest adventure in the history of the human race possible - sending a human mission to the red planet and, hold your breath, colonize it! And the daring act of "selling" and carving up the red planet will be made possible with the help of corporate bigwigs who will paint the space ships in their logo colors. NASA scientists have said in a research paper that corporate financing is the right way to support a $160-billion project to take human beings to Mars and start a colony there, according to space.com. Joel Levine, a senior research scientist at NASA Langley Research Center, calls is a "revolutionary business proposal" as it removes budgetary bottlenecks that have diluted theMars mission's focus over the years. And there is more music to the ear: The researchers say the project will generate as many as 500,000 jobs in the U.S. over 10 years in aerospace and manufacturing sectors. The researchers discussed the plan in the book, "The Human Mission to Mars: Colonizing the Red Planet," which was published in December. HOW IT WORKS Corporates could dole out funds for the project in lieu of broadcast rights, merchandize license and various other means of sponsorship. "Perhaps even selling the mineral and land rights on Mars could generate money."
CP advocate

Choi 11—writer for the scientific American (Charles Q, 14 February 2011, “Red Planet for Sale? How Corporate Sponsors Could Send Humans to Mars,” http://www.space.com/10819-mars-private-funding-manned-mission.html, RBatra)

NASA scientists and their colleagues are now proposing corporate financing for a human mission to Mars. This raises the prospect that a spaceship named the Microsoft Explorer or the Google Search Engine could one day go down in history as the first spaceship to bring humans to the Red Planet.

The proposal suggests that companies could drum up $160 billion for a human mission to Mars and a colony there, rather than having governments fund such a mission with tax dollars. 
Joel Levine, a senior research scientist at NASA Langley Research Center, was quoted in a release in the Journal of Cosmology by Dr. Rhawn Joseph. The plan covers "every aspect of a journey to the Red Planet — the design of the spacecrafts, medical health and psychological issues, the establishment of a Mars base, colonization, and a revolutionary business proposal to overcome the major budgetary obstacles which have prevented the U.S. from sending astronauts to Mars," said Levine.

Money could get raised from the licensing of broadcast rights, clothing, toys, movies, books, games, and so forth. Perhaps even selling the mineral and land rights on Mars could generate money.

"The solution is marketing, merchandising, and corporate sponsorships, which is something NASA has never done before," Levine told Joseph for his Journal of Cosmology release. Levine continued, "It's a whole new economic plan for financing a journey to Mars and what will become the greatest adventure in the history of the human race."

Selling Mars

The plan, which the researchers detail in the book, "The Human Mission to Mars: Colonizing the Red Planet," published last December, and specifically the chapter "Marketing Mars: Financing the Human Mission to Mars and the Colonization of the Red Planet", by Rhawn Joseph, suggests that such a project could add 500,000 U.S. jobs over 10 years, boosting the aerospace industry and manufacturing sector.

Joseph also quotes Rudy Schild of the Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics, who edited the book along with Levine. Schild said, "A mission to Mars would motivate millions of students to pursue careers in science and technology, thereby providing corporate America with a huge talent pool of tech-savvy young scientists." Schild continued, "Then there are the scientific and technological advances which would directly benefit the American people. Cell phones, GPS devices, and satellite TV owe their existence to the space programs of the 1960s. The technologies which might be invented in support of a human mission to Mars stagger the imagination."

"There can be little doubt," Schild told Joseph, "that a human mission to Mars will launch a technological and scientific revolution, create incredible business opportunities for corporate America, the manufacturing sector, and the aerospace industry, and inspire boys and girls across the U.S. to become scientists and engineers."

The counterplan is the only chance for solvency – any U.S. government efforts will fail

Joseph 10—PhD (Rhawn, Journal of Cosmology, 2010, Vol 12, 4068-4080, “Marketing Mars: Financing the Human Mission to Mars,” http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars110.html, RBatra)

It is estimated that the conquest of Mars and the establishment of a colony on the surface of the Red Planet could cost up to $150 billion dollars over 10 years (Day 2004, Zubrin 1996). The benefits of making humans a two-planet species and the technological innovations and revolution a human Mission to Mars would engender, would be unparalleled, with humanity the ultimate beneficiary. Many in the scientific and corporate community believe a Human Mission to Mars and the establishment of a permanent Mars' base, will be feasible only if led by a public enterprise independent of the U.S. government. As detailed in this proposal, the $150 billion can be raised by "The Human Mission to Mars Corporation," (a hypothetical entity) if given an exclusive mandate and exclusive licensing rights by the U.S. Congress and other participating nations. Our objective: The Greatest Adventure in the History of Humanity." Our goal: The Conquest of Space. Our battle cry: "Onward to Mars." Of course, battle cries will not get us to Mars. It will take money. Those funds can be easily raised through advertising and clever marketing, the selling of exclusive broadcast and all media rights, the licensing and selling of Mission to Mars-related merchandise, paid commercial endorsements by astronauts, paid corporate sponsorships (The Human Mission to Mars is sponsored by...), individual sponsorships, the selling of Mars real estate and mineral rights, and the auctioning of naming rights to corporations who will bid against one another to have the Mars Landing Crafts and Mars' Colonies and Base Camps named after their companies (e.g. the Google Mars Express, the Microsoft Mars Lander) with bidding starting at $10 billion dollars. 2. ESTIMATED COSTS Most estimates envision a Mars' mission with expenditures of less than $25 billion. For example, in 2002, the European Space Agency (ESA) proposed a joint mission with Russia which would cost $20 billion. This was a two spacecraft proposal, one carrying a six-person crew and the other the supplies. The mission would take about 440 days to complete with three astronauts visiting the surface of the planet for two months. Russia originally envisioned a manned Mars mission by 2015 (New Scientist, July, 2002). In 2007, NASA chief administrator, Michael Griffin suggested a human mission to Mars could cost as little as $11 billion. However, NASA's vague goal would be to put humans on Mars after the year 2035 (AFP Sep 24, 2007). NASA's current five-year budget is around $86 billion and the $11 billion estimate for a Human Mission to the Red Planet may be unrealistic. Thus, it is possible that a two year round trip journey to Mars could be accomplished with expenditures of around $20 billion whereas a more ambitious mission involving the establishment of a permanent Mars' base would cost considerably more. According to NASA, a single space shuttle cost around 1.6 billion dollars. Estimates are that the entire space shuttle program, since the program became operational in 1981, has cost $145 billion, with much of those costs having accrued in the first 10 years. Therefore, it could be estimated that a Mission to Mars and the establishment and maintenance of a permanent colony, with space craft journeying to and from the Red Planet, could cost around $145 billion over a 10 year period. 3. RELATIVE COSTS: CONQUEST OF SPACE VS WAR ON EARTH Other than paying for one of the greatest achievements of all time and the technological revolution that would result, is it worth $145 billion in expenditures, over a 10 year period, to conquer an entire planet and to lay claim to the vast wealth which may lay beneath the surface? To put this into perspective, consider the costs and benefits of the U.S. war against Iraq which commenced in 2003. In 7 years, and as of September 2010, the U.S. has spent nearly 1 trillion dollars on the war in Iraq. According to an analysis and statistics provided by The Brookings Institution's Iraq Index and the U.S. Congressional Research Service, as of September 2010, the United States has spent and approved the spending of over $900 billion to fight the war in Iraq. Whereas NASA has estimated it could cost $11 billion to fund a human mission to Mars, the U.S. government has lost and cannot account for nearly $10 billion allocated for the Iraq War and has wasted and mismanaged another $10 billion according to Congressional hearings held in February of 2007. In addition, the U.S. government paid KBR, a former subdivision of Halliburton, over $20 billion to supply the U.S. military in Iraq with food, fuel, and housing which is the same amount the ESA and Russia estimate could pay for a mission to Mars. The contrasts are stark: $145 billion to conquer an entire planet, vs a trillion dollars to fight a war which many believe was unnecessary and accomplished nothing of substance. With U.S. Congressional approval, the mandate of The Human Mission to Mars Corporation (THMMC), would raise approximately $150 billion to make the conquest and colonization of Mars a reality by the end of the next decade. How this can be accomplished will now be explained.
International effort with private financing is key
Joseph 10—PhD (Rhawn, Journal of Cosmology, 2010, Vol 12, 4068-4080, “Marketing Mars: Financing the Human Mission to Mars,” http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars110.html, RBatra)

A succession of Presidents and NASA administrators have voiced interest in a human mission to Mars. However, they have also proposed vague, fanciful dates so many decades into the future. Even if a serious 20-year or 30-year plan were to emerge, it would have to survive for decades through multiple NASA and U.S. government administrations to ultimately succeed. Success is not just unlikely, but will be too late, as the ESA, China, Russia, Japan, and other nations are already planning on making it to Mars in the next two decades. The United States of America, the American people, and American business will be the big losers. The Human Mission to Mars must commence now, and it must be an international effort. The conquest of Mars and the establishment of a colony on the surface of the Red Planet could cost 150 billion dollars over 10 years. These funds can be easily raised if the U.S. Congress and other participating nations, grants and enacts legislation to give sole marketing, licensing, and fund-raising authority to an independent corporation (such as the hypothetical Human Mission to Mars Corporation) which initiates and supervises the marketing, merchandizing, sponsorship, broadcasting, and licensing initiatives detailed in this article. The United States Congress and all participating nations must also enact legislation and pass laws to protect these fund-raising efforts and those who sponsor, donate to, and partner with THMMC to make a Human Mission to Mars a reality. The sole mission of The Human Mission to Mars Corporation should be to raise $150 billion to fund a Human Mission to Mars and the colonization of the Red Planet, and this can be accomplished by initiating and following the detailed plans discussed in this article. It is estimated that $10 billion a year can be raised through clever advertising and marketing and the sale of merchandise. Following a massive advertising campaign which increases public interest, between $30 billion to $90 billion can be raised through corporate sponsorships, and an additional $1 billion a year through individual sponsorships. The sale of naming rights would yield an estimated $30 billion. Television broadcasting rights would bring in an estimated $30 billion. This comes to a total of between $100 billion to $160 billion, and does not include other commercial ventures and the sale of real estate and mineral rights. NASA can't do it. The United States government can't do it. An International effort can. 

A private actor could launch the mission to Mars

Foust 11—Ph.D. in planetary sciences from MIT, editor and publisher of the space review (Jeff, 23 May 2011, “A Transorbital Railroad to Mars,” http://www.marssociety.org/home/press/tms-in-the-news/atransorbitalrailroadtomars, RBatra)
Zubrin’s two ideas—the “transorbital railroad” and the Falcon Heavy Mars mission architecture—are technically independent from one another. The transorbital railroad could serve multiple customers; Zubrin notes that the Mars missions, which require three Falcon Heavy launches every two years, would account for only ten percent of the system’s capacity. And even without the railroad, that Mars mission architecture could be flown relatively affordably simply by buying Falcon Heavy vehicles at SpaceX’s listed price. Combined, though, Zubrin believes offer some interesting possibilities for Mars exploration. “If NASA didn’t want to do it, certain private organizations could say, ‘We want to do a Mars mission, so we’ll buy three launches of this railroad,’” Zubrin said. For perhaps two to three times to cost of mounting an entry in the America’s Cup yachting race, he estimated, some organization could decide to mount their own human Mars mission.
Private companies can easily drum up the funds for a colonization mission – this covers every aspect of a journey to Mars.

Choi 11 (Charles Q., writer at Atstrobiology magazine, Space Daily, “Mars, Brought to you by corporate Sponsors”, February 17, lexis)
NASA scientists and their colleagues are now proposing corporate financing for a human mission to Mars. This raises the prospect that a spaceship named the Microsoft Explorer or the Google Search Engine could one day go down in history as the first spaceship to bring humans to the red planet. The proposal suggests that companies could drum up $160 billion for a human mission to Mars and a colony there, rather than having governments fund such a mission with tax dollars. The plan covers "every aspect of a journey to the red planet - the design of the spacecrafts, medical health and psychological issues, the establishment of a Mars base, colonization, and a revolutionary business proposal to overcome the major budgetary obstacles which have prevented the U.S. from sending astronauts to Mars," said Joel Levine, a senior research scientist at NASALangley Research Center. Money could get raised from the licensing of broadcast rights, clothing, toys, movies, books, games, and so forth. Perhaps even selling the mineral and land rights on Mars could generate money. "The solution is marketing, merchandising, and corporate sponsorships, which is something NASA has never done before," Levine said. "It's a whole new economic plan for financing a journey to Mars and what will become the greatest adventure in the history of the human race."
PRIZES  C/P SOLVENCY
A prize system would most effectively solve the plan

Carberry et al. 2010 (C.A., Executive Director Explore Mars, Artemis Westenberg, President Explore Mars, Blake Ortner, Project Leader ISRU Leader, October-November 2010, “The Mars Prize and Private Missions to the Red Planet”, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars139.html)
The Mars Prize concept is an extremely ambitious version of a concept that was successful in the early days of aviation. The most commonly cited example was the $25,000 Orteig Prize. This prize was offered in 1919 to the first person to fly solo non-stop from New York to Paris. Several years later in 1927, this prize was won when Charles Lindbergh made his historic flight (Randolph 1990) .

Of course, this was not the first prize for exploration projects. In 1714, the British government offered the Longitude Prize to the first person who could accurately determine longitude, which led to major advances in navigation (Sobel 1996).

The key question is: Can this same concept be applied to space exploration and particularly, exploration of Mars? Over the past couple of decades, estimates for a NASA-run human mission to Mars have ranged anywhere from $150 billion to $1 trillion (Flatow 2009; Zubrin 1996; Day 2004). If this is true, it is highly unlikely that a private mission of any kind will be achievable in the near future. There are many individuals, however, who believe that a human mission to Mars can be accomplished at a dramatically lower cost if a market model is utilized.

In 1994, Robert Zubrin and United States Representative Newt Gingrich came up with the Mars Prize bill that would offer a $20 billion prize to the "first private organization to successfully land a crew on Mars and return them to Earth…" (Zubrin 1996).

At the time, this was quite an innovative concept. The Mars Prize bill predated the X-Prize by two years and few people were taking this type of program seriously. Although Zubrin's 1996 estimate for his Mars Direct plan for sending humans to Mars was $30 billion, he hypothesized that a privately developed mission would be substantially less expensive. Using a market model, it could cost $4 to $6 billion. This estimate was based on using Titan, Atlas, Delta, or Russian Energia launch vehicles. Zubrin's model also predated any of the current commercial launch vehicles that are now in development (Zubrin 1996).

Gingrich did not actively promote the Mars Prize concept for over a decade, but he also did not abandon a prize based Mars exploration program altogether. In an April 2007 speech, Gingrich proposed a $20 billion prize again which would be tax free. He noted that being tax free is extremely important because Americans do not like paying taxes. He claimed that a tax free $20 billion prize would be psychologically more attractive than a $40 billion prize with taxes. As with the Gingrich-Zubrin concept of 1994, the first team to get to Mars and return safely would win the prize. (Gingrich 2008) It is not surprising that former Speaker Gingrich revived the Mars Prize concept. Two years after the Mars Prize bill was proposed (and essentially died), Peter Diamandis and a group of other visionaries founded the X-Prize which offered a $10 million prize to the first non-government team to successfully launch a human occupied spacecraft into space twice within a two week period. Eight years later this prize was won by Burt Rutan's SpaceShipOne, which had been financed by Microsoft co-founded, Paul Allen. In addition, over $100 million was invested in this contest by the various competing teams; $25 million was invested by Paul Allen alone (Brekke 2004).

While this achievement represented only a tiny fraction of the complexity and cost of what a Mars mission would entail, it represented a paradigm shift in what was possible and what individuals and corporations may be willing to invest in. At that moment, a Mars Prize did not appear to be nearly as farfetched. It also inspired the next step for the X-Prize Foundation with the announcement in 2007 of the $30 million Google Lunar X-Prize (Diamandis 2008).

When asked if the Google Lunar X-Prize could lead to Mars related prizes, Tiffany Montague, Director of Google‟s space initiatives stated, "I don't think there is any reason that it wouldn't. I do think that we need to walk before we can run. The preamble to that is demonstrating that we can send rovers successfully to the Moon" (Montague 2010).

Could this concept be applicable to sending humans to Mars? In 2008, X-Prize founder, Peter Diamandis proposed Mega X-prizes including a human mission to Mars. However, in a recent interview, Diamandis stated that it was unlikely there would be a Mega X-Prize geared to a human mission to Mars. "I don't see a Mars Mega-X PRIZE… An incentive prize works when there's a long-term business model and the prize can drive numerous teams to spend the money to play. A private Mars mission is likely a $5B - $10B endeavor and you won't see multiple teams each raising this level…If we ever re-invented launch technology to reduce the cost by 100-fold, then I think a "humans to Mars prize" would make a lot of sense" (Diamandis 2010).

Prizes solve the aff

The Mars Society 1 (January 2001, “A Human Mission to Mars: The Time Has Come to Embark on a Simple, Robust and Cost Effective Approach for the Human Exploration of Mars,” RBatra)

Traditionally, space exploration in this country has been conducted by the federal government, usually through NASA. While NASA has achieved many good results, it has been argued that private industry, if left to its own creative resources, could conduct better missions for less cost.

The Mars Prize concept was developed as a method to encourage private industry to accept such a challenge. Simply put, here is how the Mars Prize would work: the U.S. government would post a $25 billion reward for the first private organization to successfully land a crew on Mars and return it to earth, as well as several smaller prizes (which together total $5 billion) for attaining various technical milestones along the way. If successful, such an approach could save the U.S. taxpayer tens-of-billions of dollars, while at the same time accelerating the pace of Mars exploration.

This is, to say the least, a novel approach to human space exploration, which until now has been entirely government run. But it has a number of remarkable advantages. In the first place, this approach renders cost overruns impossible. The government will not spend a penny unless the desired results are achieved, nor spend a penny more than the award sum agreed upon at the start. Many such prizes were offered for breakthrough technical accomplishments in aviation's early years, and collectively they played a major role in raising the art of flight from its infancy to a globe-spanning transportation network.

Prizes are the best option for Mars colonization
Carberry et al. 2010 (C.A., Executive Director Explore Mars, Artemis Westenberg, President Explore Mars, Blake Ortner, Project Leader ISRU Leader, October-November 2010, “The Mars Prize and Private Missions to the Red Planet”, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars139.html)

Since its beginnings in the mid-twentieth century, space exploration has been the exclusive domain of a small group of national governments. The primary reason for this was the fact that space exploration is extremely expensive and highly complicated to achieve successfully. This monopoly may be weakening and within the next one to two decades, it may be possible that the private sector will be launching private robotic and human missions to Mars. While NASA should play a substantial role in space exploration in the next few decades, finding ways to empower the private sector to play a major role in exploration should be considered a vital goal of United States space policy. This may be able to be accomplished through a series of prizes, tax incentives, and other strategies that can stimulate a major private sector commitment to human Mars exploration.
Solves the plan best and solves the link to politics
Carberry et al. 2010 (C.A., Executive Director Explore Mars, Artemis Westenberg, President Explore Mars, Blake Ortner, Project Leader ISRU Leader, October-November 2010, “The Mars Prize and Private Missions to the Red Planet”, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars139.html)
If the United States is going to lead a mission to Mars in the upcoming decades, it will almost certainly be achieved through the use of at least some elements of the new commercial model. However, we have now reached an era where the major question is not whether the private sector has the capacity to get a human mission done, but whether a traditional government program will be able to build enough political momentum to maintain a strong and steady program over more than a decade.

This is not to say that an entirely private program is better than the traditional approach or a public-private hybrid version. On the contrary, the hybrid method is probably the path that stands the best chance of mission success, but it is also subject to far more political turbulence concerning funding and the overall balance and focus of the program. In order to alleviate some of this turbulence, there must be more unity between the traditional and the "new space" companies. NASA and the established aerospace community should not fear or dismiss these new approaches to space exploration. The new space companies, and their advocates, need to recognize that there is strong value in how the traditional space community approaches mission design. Both need to think about new and efficient methods of designing missions, whether by reducing launch costs or embracing technologies like in situ resource utilization.

Even if the United States government does decide to embrace a true hybrid version or aim for Mars in a more traditional fashion, government should still create an environment that could stimulate a major private effort. If a Virgle-like consortium or a group of billionaires start seriously considering the feasibility of a private mission, that would be a good time to create major tax incentives or a tax-free prize as suggested. While NASA should play a substantial role in space exploration in the next few decades, finding ways to empower the private sector to also play a substantial role in exploration should be considered a vital goal of United States space policy.
