Mars Affirmative

MNDI 2011

JPW Lab



Table of Contents

2****NEG*****


3Inherency


4Status quo solves


8AT: Aerospace industry (2/4)


8US Aerospace industry is fine – it sustains economy and attracts foreign firms


11AT: Science/Technology advantage (1/6)


12AT: Science/Technology advantage (2/6)


13AT: Science/Technology advantage (3/6)


14AT: Science/Technology advantage (4/6)


15AT: Science/Technology advantage (5/6)


16AT: Science/Technology advantage (6/6)


18Solvency (2/8)


19Solvency (3/8)


20Solvency (4/8)


22Solvency (5/8)


23Solvency (6/8)


24Solvency (7/8)


25Solvency (8/8)


27Cost Disadvantage links (1/6)


28Cost Disadvantage links (2/6)


28NASA’s current funding will not allow for any human exploration


29Cost Disadvantage links (3/6)


30Cost Disadvantage links (4/6)


33Consortium Counterplan (1/4)


34Consortium Counterplan (2/4)


35Consortium Counterplan (3/4)


36Consortium Counterplan (4/4)


37CP- 2NC Extensions (1/6)


38CP- 2NC Extensions (2/6)


39CP- 2NC Extensions (3/6)


40CP 2NC Extensions (4/6)


41CP 2NC Extensions (5/6)


42CP 2NC Extensions (6/6)


43Robotic exploration CP


44One way mission CP (1/2)


45One way mission CP (2/2)


46India Relations DA (1/5)


47India Relations DA (2/5)


48India Relations DA (3/5)


49India Relations DA (4/5)


50India Relations DA extensions (1/2)




****NEG*****
Inherency

The Case is no longer inherent––NASA has a mission in November to last for nearly a year

Kremer June, 2011–science journalist and scientist (June 25, 2011, Ken, Universe Today, “Dramatic new NASA Animation Depicts Next Mars Rover in Action) 

NASA has scheduled Curiosity to blast off for the red planet on Nov. 25, 2011 from Cape Canaveral Air Force Station aboard an Atlas V rocket. Curiosity will touchdown in August 2012 at a landing site that will be announced soon by Ed Weiler, NASA Associate Administrator for the Science Mission Directorate in Washington, D.C.

And a mission in 2016, 2018 

Rush June, 2011–Anchor’s Assistant (June 19, 2011, Loren, Fox News, “Mars or Bust in 2016: New Unmanned Mission to the Red Planet” http://www.foxnews.com/scitech/2011/06/17/mars-or-bust-2016-esa-nasa-exomars-rover/) 
America and Europe have come together with one motto in mind -- Mars or Bust: 2016. On the deep space road trip, the latest collaboration between the European Space Administration (ESA) and NASA, the space agencies will send an orbiter and a descent and landing module to brave the red planet's harsh dust storms in 2016 and then again in 2018. They'll study the atmosphere and conditions on the planet, hunt for signs of life -- and possibly return Martian samples to Earth. Called the ExoMars Trace Gas Orbiter mission, the venture came to fruition when both ESA and NASA realized that neither had the resources needed to go it alone. The result, the Joint Mars Exploration Program, was formed. Though the mission is unmanned, it is designed to demonstrate two fundamental components that could aid in future Mars exploration. The Trace Gas Orbiter that will fly to the red planet will study atmospheric trace gases for biological or geological activity. And the the Entry, Descent, and Landing Demonstrator Module (or EDM)  will demonstrate the best possible way to land on the red planet. “On the Martian surface, the EDM will behave as an environmental station for a few days,” Jorge Vago, one of the scientists behind the ExoMars mission, told FoxNews.com. “It will measure wind speed and direction, pressure, temperature, humidity and atmospheric electrification.” But the skies for the EDM won’t exactly be ideal for landing. The researchers behind the project specifically chose to land the module in 2016 during Mars’s dust storm season, making it the first vehicle of its kind to land during such harsh conditions. “The EDM … is being designed to cope with a dust storm, if it happens to encounter one,” Vago told FoxNews.com. “From this point of view, the entry profile that we will be able to derive will be important for the design of future ESA and NASA missions.” In order to determine the atmospheric conditions during the EDM’s descent, teams of scientists from nine countries around the globe are creating an array of sensors to contribute to the DREAMS (Dust characterization, Risk assessment, and Environment Analyzer on the Martian Surface) scientific payload carried by the EDM. These sensors will test wind speed, direction, humidity, and even the transparency of the atmosphere. A third element to the program is added in 2018, when the orbiter will be sent to Mars a second time with the EDM and a Joint ExoMars-C Rover in tow. Apart from creating and demonstrating the technology needed for a mission to Mars, the ExoMars project has another agenda as well -- Mars Sample Return (MSR). The rover will aid in this mission by acquiring samples and depositing them in a caching system for later retrieval by MSR. But more importantly, the rover will search for traces of life on the surface and subsurface of the planet. Both NASA and ESA agree that what the rover potentially uncovers could have a significant impact on the future of manned space flight to Mars.

Status quo solves

Plans For Long – Term Robotic and Human Exploration on Mars are Taking Place.  

Ehrenfreund Et Al., Lead editor at the Space Policy Institute, June 2010.

[Pascale Et Al., Toward a Global Space Exploration Program: A Stepping Stone Approach , http://search.gwu.edu/search?q=%22Mission+to+Mars%22&proxystylesheet=gw_main_VCM&hq.x=0&hq.y=0&hq=inurl%3Awww.gwu.edu%2F~cistp%2F&sort=date%3AD%3AL%3Ad1&oe=UTF-8&ie=UTF-8&ud=1&site=spi] 

Mars continues to be an object of keen interest in the context of planetary evolution and extraterrestrial life. Its climate has changed profoundly over time and the planet’s surface still retains physical and chemical evidence of early planetary and geologically more recent processes. A primary objective of future international planetary exploration programs is to implement a long-term plan for robotic and human exploration of Mars, and as part of these programs, to search for extinct or extant life on Mars. Although currently the surface of Mars may be uninhabitable by indigenous life, regions in the subsurface may still harbour life or remnants of past life. Recent missions, such as Mars Global Surveyor, Mars Odyssey, the Mars Exploration Rovers, Mars Express, Mars Reconnaissance Orbiter, and Phoenix, have added significantly to our knowledge of the history of water at the martian surface and the evolving role it has played in interacting with the crust. The geological record indicates a diversity of water-modified environments, including promising ancient habitable environments. The presence of methane gas suggests a dynamic system on Mars that couples its interior and atmosphere, even as its reported variability challenges our present understanding of atmospheric chemistry. In the coming decade, Mars is the only target addressing the search for life that, realistically, can be visited frequently by robotic spacecraft, paving the way for returned samples and human exploration. Finally, the consensus of the Mars science community is that the greatest progress in determining biological potential of Mars is through returning samples from the Mars surface to be analyzed in Earth laboratories (NRC Mars 2007). 

AT: Manned spaceflight is key (1/2)

Robots are better for exploration 

Economist 09 (1/22/09, The Economist, “Mars rising? Why NASA should give up its ambitions to send men into space” http://www.economist.com/node/12972659/print) 

AS LONG as people have looked up at the night sky, they have wondered whether humanity is alone in the universe. Of places close enough for people to visit, Mars is the only one that anybody seriously thinks might support life. The recent confirmation of a five-year-old finding that there is methane in the Martian atmosphere has therefore excited the hopes of exobiologists—particularly as the sources of three large plumes of the gas now seem to have been located. These sources are probably geological but they might, just, prove to be biological. The possibility of life on Mars is too thrilling for mankind to ignore. But how should we explore such questions—with men, or machines? Since America is the biggest spender in space, its approach will heavily influence the world’s. George Bush’s administration strongly supported manned exploration, but the new administration is likely to have different priorities—and so it should. Bug-eyed monsters Michael Griffin, the boss of American’s National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), a physicist and aerospace engineer who supported Mr Bush’s plan to return to the moon and then push on to Mars, has gone. Mr Obama’s transition team had already been asking difficult questions of NASA, in particular about the cost of scrapping parts of the successor to the ageing and obsolete space shuttles that now form America’s manned space programme. That successor system is also designed to return humans to the moon by 2020, as a stepping stone to visiting Mars. Meanwhile, Mr Obama’s administration is wondering about spending more money on lots of new satellites designed to look down at the Earth, rather than outward into space. These are sensible priorities. In space travel, as in politics, domestic policy should usually trump grandiose foreign adventures. Moreover, cash is short and space travel costly. Yet it would be a shame if man were to give up exploring celestial bodies, especially if there is a possibility of meeting life forms—even ones as lowly as microbes—as a result. Luckily, technology means that man can explore both the moon and Mars more fully without going there himself. Robots are better and cheaper than they have ever been. They can work tirelessly for years, beaming back data and images, and returning samples to Earth. They can also be made sterile, which germ-infested humans, who risk spreading disease around the solar system, cannot. Humanity, some will argue, is driven by a yearning to boldly go to places far beyond its crowded corner of the universe. If so, private efforts will surely carry people into space (though whether they should be allowed to, given the risk of contaminating distant ecosystems, is worth considering). In the meantime, Mr Obama’s promise in his inauguration speech to “restore science to its rightful place” sounds like good news for the sort of curiosity-driven research that will allow us to find out whether those plumes of gas are signs of life. 
Space exploration losing support amongst public

Rasmussen Reports 10 (1/15/2010, Rasmussen Reports, “50% favor cutting back in space exploration”

http://www.rasmussenreports.com/public_content/lifestyle/general_lifestyle/january_2010/50_favor_cutting_back_on_space_exploration) 

Fifty percent (50%) of Americans now say the United States should cut back on space exploration given the current state of the economy, according to a new Rasmussen Reports national telephone survey.Just 31% disagree with cutting the space program, and 19% more are not sure. The new findings mark a six-point increase in support - from 44% last July - for cutting back on space exploration. 

AT: Manned spaceflight is key (2/2)
The logic of manned spaceflight fails- it doesn’t better science

Applebaum 04 (1/7/04, Anne, Washington Post, “Mission to Nowhere” http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/articles/A60593-2004Jan6.html)  

None of which is to say that it isn't interesting or important for NASA to send robotic probes to other planets. It's interesting in the way that the exploration of the bottom of the Pacific Ocean is interesting, or important in the way that the study of obscure dead languages is important. Like space exploration, these are inspiring human pursuits. Like space exploration, they nevertheless have very few practical applications. But space exploration isn't treated the way other purely academic pursuits are treated. For one, the scientists doing it have perverse incentives. Their most dangerous missions -- the ones involving human beings -- produce the fewest research results, yet receive the most attention, applause and funding. Their most productive missions -- the ones involving robots -- inspire interest largely because the public illogically believes they will lead to more manned space travel. Worse, there is always the risk that yet another politician will seize on the idea of "sending a man to Mars," or "building a permanent manned station on the moon" as a way of sounding far-sighted or futuristic or even patriotic. President Bush is allegedly considering a new expansion of manned space travel. The Chinese are embarking on their own manned space program, since sending a man to the moon is de rigueur for would-be superpowers. The result, inevitably, will be billions of misspent dollars, more lethal crashes -- and a lot more misguided rhetoric about the "inspiration of discovery," as if discoveries can only be made with human hands. 

AT: Aerospace industry (1/4)

US Aerospace industry is fine—India is buying

Pandey, 11–former AOC-in-C Training Command, IAF.(June 9, 2011, Bijoy Krishna, [air marshal] Indian Defense Review, “US Aerospace industry and India,” http://www.indiandefencereview.com/defence-industry/US-Aerospace-Industry-and-India-.html) 

US Aerospace Industry and India Transactions during the last four years and the ongoing negotiations/evaluation of equipment reveal a virtual bonanza for the US aerospace industry. In a $1 billion deal, Boeing delivered three customised Boeing Business Jets to the IAF in 2009 for VVIP travel. Lockheed Martin’s persistent efforts at the Yelahanka Air Shows since 2003 bore fruit in October 2008, when the Indian Ministry of Defence finalised a contract worth $1.1 billion with the US aerospace major for the supply of six C130J Super Hercules military transport aircraft specially equipped and suitably modified for use by the IAF for Special Operations tasks involving the Indian Special Forces. The Indian Central Para-Military Forces have also evinced interest in the Super Hercules aircraft as also the IAF may double the size of the fleet in due course. The first of the six C130J for the IAF is scheduled to be delivered early January 2011 with the second one following soon after. These aircraft with Indian markings, in all likelihood, will be displayed at Aero India 2011 and the OEM will most certainly push hard for the finalisation of the deal for the next batch of the Super Hercules. Lockheed Martin also has a contract for a three-year package of maintenance support for the fleet. A few months after Lockheed Martin bagged the deal for the Super Hercules, the Indian Ministry of Defence placed orders for eight P8I, next generation, long range maritime patrol aircraft for the Indian Navy. The deal valued at around $2.14 billion involves the development of a customised version of Boeing 737 NG platform based P8 being developed for the US Navy. The first aircraft is expected to be delivered to the Indian Navy in 2013-2014. This aircraft is expected to provide a quantum leap over the capability of the P3C Orion that for the first time had participated in a flying display at Aero India 2005. Boeing Company is the world’s leading aerospace and defence company, providing products and services to customers in 145 countries. It is firmly established in India in the civilian segment attracted by a demand estimate for the Indian market of 1,000 commercial jets valued at approximately $100 billion over the next two decades. However, Boeing Defense, Space & Security (erstwhile Boeing Integrated Defense Systems) has stolen a march over its rival Lockheed Martin with its offer of the C17 Globemaster III, reputed to be the world’s most advanced strategic military transport aircraft. After extensive trials and evaluation, the IAF has decided to procure ten of these gigantic 77-tonne payload capacity aircraft at cost of $4.1 billion with an option to buy six more at a later date making the Indian fleet of C17 the second largest in the world after the USAF. The proposal received the required political impetus with the well-timed visit of President Barack Obama to India in the recent past. Robert Blake, Assistant Secretary of State for South and Central Asia has been quoted as saying that “The Indian C17 purchase from Boeing will double US-India defence trade and provide the IAF a strategic airlift and humanitarian response capability that is unique to the region and emblematic of India’s ambitions to play an increasingly global role.” Also under consideration at the time of the Presidential visit in November 2010 was the requirement of 107 General Electric (GE) F414 jet engines for the Indian Light Combat Aircraft Tejas Mk II programme. GE apparently won the contract on the basis of lowest cost quotation against the European competitor Eurojet that was offering the EJ200 claimed to be of the fifth generation. The deal involves full transfer of technology and the GE F414 engines will be manufactured at the Engine Division at HAL in Bangalore. Prospects Ahead Two other products from Boeing in the regime of rotorcraft business that are on offer and are under active consideration by the IAF for procurement are the CH47F Chinook heavy lift twin rotor military helicopter and the AH64D Apache combat helicopter. The IAF is evaluating these two machines as possible replacements for existing fleets: the CH47F Chinook for the current fleet of MI26 and the AH-64D Apache for the MI35 Attack Helicopter fleet – both of Russian origin and ageing. The IAF needs 15 heavy lift and 22 combat helicopters and together, the two deals would be worth around $2 billion. 

AT: Aerospace industry (2/4)
US Aerospace industry is fine – it sustains economy and attracts foreign firms

Chesebro, International Trade Specialist for Manufacturing and Services within the International Trade Administration, June 16 2011 [Jonathan, “U.S. Aerospace Industry Goes Big at the 2011 Paris Air Show”, http://blog.trade.gov/2011/06/16/u-s-aerospace-industry-goes-big-at-the-2011-paris-air-show/]. 

On June 20, the Department of Commerce and the global aerospace industry will descend upon Le Bourget Exhibition Center in Paris France for the 49th annual Paris Air Show (PAS), the world’s largest aerospace trade exhibition in 2011. Francisco Sánchez, Under Secretary of Commerce for International Trade, will lead the Department of Commerce delegation to support the President’s National Export Initiative (NEI) and the U.S. aerospace industry. The show attracts the participation of CEOs from the major U.S. and foreign aerospace companies as well as high-level government officials from around the world. With over 2,000 exhibitors, 340,000 visitors, and 200 international delegations in attendance, the show provides the ideal opportunity for ITA to partner with U.S. industry to support NEI goals, advocate for U.S aerospace companies bidding on contracts and hold policy discussions with foreign governments. In addition, ITA will exchange views with Congressional and state delegations attending the trade show. The U.S. aerospace industry is internationally competitive and is the largest in the world. The industry includes the manufacturing of civil and military aircraft, missiles, space vehicles, and parts of all of the foregoing. Despite the lingering effects of the global economic downturn, the industry continued to show reasonable strength in 2010, contributing $78 billion in export sales to the U.S. economy. The industry’s positive trade balance of $44 billion is the largest trade surplus of any manufacturing industry and came from exporting 42 percent of all aerospace production and 72 percent of civil aircraft and component production. According to a 2008 study by the U.S. Department of Commerce, aerospace supports more jobs through exports than any other industry. The U.S. aerospace industry directly supports about 430,000 jobs and indirectly supports more than 700,000 additional jobs. In addition, U.S. aerospace workers are well-paid, earning 47 percent more than manufacturing workers generally. Foreign firms are attracted to the U.S. aerospace market because it is the largest in the world and has a skilled workforce, extensive distribution systems, diverse products, and strong support at the local and national level for policy and promotion. Industry estimates indicate that the annual increase in the number of large commercial airplanes added to the worldwide fleet over the next 20 years will be 3.2 percent per year for a total of 30,900 valued at $3.6 trillion at list prices. The Commerce Department has been actively supporting U.S. aerospace industry competitiveness through a series of recent events. In June 2010, Assistant Secretary for Manufacturing and Services Nicole Lamb-Hale delivered keynote remarks during the “ExportNow: New Markets, New Jobs for Kansas” event where more than 150 companies, learned about the economic opportunities of international trade. U.S. aerospace companies Hawker Beechcraft Corporation and Spirit Aero Systems were among those in attendance, as well as the National Center for Aviation Training, which opened in 2010 and provides training in the areas of general aviation manufacturing and aircraft and power plant mechanics. Wichita is a major U.S. aerospace manufacturing cluster and is home to hundreds of aerospace companies that employ over 40,000 people. Another area where the Commerce Department is supporting U.S. aerospace industry competitiveness is in the area of foreign direct investment. In February 2010, Under Secretary Francisco Sánchez participated in the opening ceremony for a new Embraer assembly facility in Melbourne, Florida. Embraer is a Brazilian manufacturer of commercial, general aviation, and defense aircraft, and this new plant will employ up to 200 people from the area and represents a $50 million investment. This significant investment supports the President’s NEI goals since some of the facilities products will be exported. It also demonstrates the competitiveness of the U.S. aerospace industry in the global marketplace since Embraer chose to invest in the U.S. rather than in another market. ITA has also worked with Boeing’s Supplier Management Office to organize a webinar for U.S. aerospace companies that discussed how to participate in Boeing’s global supply chain, which includes over 22,000 small, medium, and large companies. In addition, ITA organized a webinar with Airbus procurement officials and over 200 companies where Airbus officials discussed the company’s procurement strategy and how U.S. companies can become part of its supply chain. The U.S. aerospace industry is a significant contributor to U.S. exports, jobs and economic growth, which is why the industry is a priority sector under the NEI. The more that U.S. aerospace companies export, the more they produce, and the more workers they need. 

AT: Aerospace industry (3/4)
TURN- Increasing economic dependence on space increases incentives to militarize space which undermines cooperation in space

Driss El Hadani, Director-Royal Center for Remote Sensing, 2010, The Fair and Responsible Use of Space: an international perspective, eds. W. Rathgeber, K. Schrogl, and  R. Williamson, p. 146-7

Space is the driving force behind technological progress.  From the beginning of the space age, it was considered to be a strategic arena.  The end of the Cold War dramatically cleared the way for States to engage in even greater international cooperation in space activities. But the significant political developments that have occurred at the beginning of the 21st century have led several States to increasingly view the “peaceful” use of space as being strategic especially to their security.  This new context could reduce the number of opportunities for cooperation even if States continue to consistently emphasize the importance of international cooperation.  This situation presents us with a paradox.  While the benefits of cooperation in the economic development of outer space continue to increase, so does the risk of “weaponization.”  The evolution of this cooperative competition will impact on space cooperation and security depending on whether or not States pursue independent or collective measures to achieve the global goals set out in their space policies. 

AT: Aerospace industry (4/4)
Aerospace is collapsing from growing too quickly the plan guarantees its collapse

Birmingham Post, News outlet,10(12/30/10, Birmingham Post, Aerospace collapse due to 'growing too quickly', http://www.lexisnexis.com.ezproxy.baylor.edu/lnacui2api/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T12243767830&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T12243767833&cisb=22_T12243767832&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=167698&docNo=1)
Administrators of a manufacturer which collapsed just days before Christmas say the company has suffered from too much investment. Pershore firms Blade Tooling Company and Blade Technology called in KPMG on December 23 after failing to get back into the black after the recession. Buyers are being sought for the two companies, which supply original equipment manufacturers (OEMs) in the aerospace industry.Will Wright, joint administrator and restructuring director at KPMG, said the company had been hit by falling public sector investment - on the back of a pounds 37 billion Government cut to defence spending - as well as a general downturn. He told the Post that the companies, which employ a total of 65 people, had suffered as a result of investment in growth as the sector suffered. Mr Wright said: "It was the perfect storm for them. "The business has been growing very rapidly. Had the business remained smaller throughout the recession then arguably it would have been better prepared for the downturn but they have invested for growth and because the market turned bleaker it cost them." He added: "It was partly the market and partly the business itself. "It has been well documented that there has been a general downturn in this market over the last 18 months or so. "There has been nothing specific. The business started losing money in January this year. It has made some losses and they have been trying to work their way out of it. "The company supplies Rolls-Royce and other OEMs. It has got a reasonably diverse customer base and there is no specific contract it has lost."The business was growing very rapidly up to this year - you could argue too rapidly - but on the back of the downturn they couldn't recover quickly enough."Blade Tooling, which was established in 1984, employs 57 people while Blade Technology employs eight. Mr Wright, who is joint administrator alongside Mark Orton, said the businesses were continuing to trade while a buyer is sought, although they closed for the Christmas period between December 24 and January 4. No redundancies have been made at this stage at the businesses, which make tools, gauges, wax pattern dies and ceramic core dies. Mr Wright said he was confident a buyer could be found. "Typically in a situation like this you see an under-invested facility but this is quite the opposite," he said. "There is a good facility, a good management team, state-of-the-art equipment and a good customer base." Andrew Mair, chief executive of the Midlands Aerospace Alliance, said that while defence cuts were bad news for some manufacturers the market was performing well in general. Mr Mair added: "Most of the sector in the Midlands is more dependent on growth prospects in China and India than in the domestic market in the UK. "Aerospace in the Midlands is one of the sectors that the Government will be looking at to grow export sales."

AT: Science/Technology advantage (1/6)

Heg Low- Unipolarity

Ruthless US unipolarity has killed hegemony

Ruizhuang, 2005 (Zhang Ruizhuang, Nankai University. The Crisis in the Legitimacy of US Hegemony. http://www.irchina.org/en/news/view.asp?id=348)

As up to the Iraq war, America totally lost the legitimacy of its hegemony. The Iraq war launched by America thoroughly destroyed both the international law system based on the UN Constitution after the War II and the basic norms of contemporary international relations. The UN Constitution stipulates that the legitimacy of using force internationally only exists in the condition of self-defense or collective sanction against invaders. The invasion of Iraq by America could neither be said of self-defense nor collective sanction (because of no international common understanding or authority by the Security Council of the UN), but playing the bully nakedly and setting a dangerous example for the future invaders to launch all kinds of invasion in the name of “preventive war”. The invasion of Iraq by America also served as a heavy strike against the reputation of the UN, it showed the world that to follow the UN’s decision and cooperate with the UN to disarm itself means to be invaded and to work for one’s doom. Therefore the best way of self-defense is to turn a deaf ear to the UN and any pressure of arm control, going all out to develop its own WMD so as to get the deterrent ability as soon as possible, which would surely cause vicious arms race and proliferation. The conduct of America still served as a mock on the international multilateral consultant mechanism to handle the international conflicts in a peaceful way, since all efforts of multilateral consultants were fruitless and helpless in the face of American unilateral hegemony. America was so rude and unreasonable that its close allies Germany and France spared no hesitance to break with it, causing the legitimacy of American hegemony to drop to the lowest point, let alone Russia, China and other big powers that were suspicious of American hegemony long before. The war against Iraq by America pushed the world back into the jungle of “might is right”, but a violent-replacing-rational world order could be nothing but a hotbed of terrorism, let alone its legitimacy. America intended to get its “absolute security” by the way of violence, but the result could be just the opposite.

AT: Science/Technology advantage (2/6)

Heg Bad- Economy

Defense spending destroys the economy

Baker, 2009 (co-director of the Center for Economic and Policy Research (CEPR). He is the author of Plunder and Blunder: The Rise and Fall of the Bubble Economy (Dean, “Massive Defense Spending Leads to Job Loss,” 11/10/09, http://www.cepr.net/index.php/op-eds-&-columns/op-eds-&-columns/defense-spending-job-loss/))

For example, defense spending means that the government is pulling away resources from the uses determined by the market and instead using them to buy weapons and supplies and to pay for soldiers and other military personnel. In standard economic models, defense spending is a direct drain on the economy, reducing efficiency, slowing growth and costing jobs. A few years ago, the Center for Economic and Policy Research commissioned Global Insight, one of the leading economic modeling firms, to project the impact of a sustained increase in defense spending equal to 1.0 percentage point of GDP. This was roughly equal to the cost of the Iraq War. Global Insight’s model projected that after 20 years the economy would be about 0.6 percentage points smaller as a result of the additional defense spending. Slower growth would imply a loss of almost 700,000 jobs compared to a situation in which defense spending had not been increased. Construction and manufacturing were especially big job losers in the projections, losing 210,000 and 90,000 jobs, respectively. The scenario we asked Global Insight to model turned out to have vastly underestimated the increase in defense spending associated with current policy. In the most recent quarter, defense spending was equal to 5.6 percent of GDP. By comparison, before the September 11th attacks, the Congressional Budget Office projected that defense spending in 2009 would be equal to just 2.4 percent of GDP. Our post-September 11th build-up was equal to 3.2 percentage points of GDP compared to the pre-attack baseline. This means that the Global Insight projections of job loss are far too low. The impact of higher spending will not be directly proportionate in these economic models. In fact, it should be somewhat more than proportionate, but if we just multiple the Global Insight projections by 3, we would see that the long-term impact of our increased defense spending will be a reduction in GDP of 1.8 percentage points. This would correspond to roughly $250 billion in the current economy, or about $800 in lost output for every person in the country. The projected job loss from this increase in defense spending would be close to 2 million. In other words, the standard economic models that project job loss from efforts to stem global warming also project that the increase in defense spending since 2000 will cost the economy close to 2 million jobs in the long run.

AT: Science/Technology advantage (3/6)

US unilateralism leads to more terrorism; by ignoring international backlash we create more hatred for our country and destroy relations with other nations- that means that hegemony goes down the drain, turns case

Schwartz, 2005 (Joseph Schwartz, professor of political science, “Can the Military Power of a Hegemon Win a ‘War Against Terrorism,’” All Academic, http://www.allacademic.com/meta/p41921_index.html)

The Bush administration’s military war on terrorism is a blunt, ineffective, and unjust response to the threat posed to innocent civilians by terrorism. These decentralized terrorist networks can only be effectively fought by international cooperation among police and intelligence agencies representing diverse nation-states, including ones with predominantly Islamic populations. The Bush administration’s allegations of a global Islamist terrorist threat to the national interests of the United States misread the decentralized and complex nature of Islamist politics. Undoubtedly there exists a “combat fundamentalist” element within Islamism. But the threat posed to United States citizens by Islamist terrorism neither necessitates nor justifies as a response massive, traditional military invasions of other nations. Not only does the Bush administration’s war on alleged “terrorist states” violate the doctrine of just war, but these wars arise from a new, unilateral, imperial foreign policy doctrine of “preventive wars.” Such a doctrine will isolate the United States from international institutions and long-standing allies. The weakening of these institutions and alliances will only weaken the ability of the international community to deter terrorism.  

AT: Science/Technology advantage (4/6)
Terrorism leads to extinction

Speice, ’06  (Speice, JD Candidate @ College of William and Mary [Patrick F. Speice, Jr., “Negligence And Nuclear Nonproliferation: Eliminating The Current Liability Barrier To Bilateral U.S.-Russian Nonproliferation Assistance Programs,” William & Mary Law Review, February 2006, 47 Wm and Mary L. Rev. 1427])

Accordingly, there is a significant and ever-present risk that terrorists could acquire a nuclear device or fissile material from Russia as a result of the confluence of Russian economic decline and the end of stringent Soviet-era nuclear security measures. 39 Terrorist groups could acquire a nuclear weapon by a number of methods, including "steal[ing] one intact from the stockpile of a country possessing such weapons, or ... [being] sold or given one by [*1438] such a country, or [buying or stealing] one from another subnational group that had obtained it in one of these ways." 40 Equally threatening, however, is the risk that terrorists will steal or purchase fissile material and construct a nuclear device on their own. Very little material is necessary to construct a highly destructive nuclear weapon. 41 Although nuclear devices are extraordinarily complex, the technical barriers to constructing a workable weapon are not significant. 42 Moreover, the sheer number of methods that could be used to deliver a nuclear device into the United States makes it incredibly likely that terrorists could successfully employ a nuclear weapon once it was built. 43 Accordingly, supply-side controls that are aimed at preventing terrorists from acquiring nuclear material in the first place are the most effective means of countering the risk of nuclear terrorism. 44 Moreover, the end of the Cold War eliminated the rationale for maintaining a large military-industrial complex in Russia, and the nuclear cities were closed. 45 This resulted in at least 35,000 nuclear scientists becoming unemployed in an economy that was collapsing. 46 Although the economy has stabilized somewhat, there [*1439] are still at least 20,000 former scientists who are unemployed or underpaid and who are too young to retire, 47 raising the chilling prospect that these scientists will be tempted to sell their nuclear knowledge, or steal nuclear material to sell, to states or terrorist organizations with nuclear ambitions. 48 The potential consequences of the unchecked spread of nuclear knowledge and material to terrorist groups that seek to cause mass destruction in the United States are truly horrifying. A terrorist attack with a nuclear weapon would be devastating in terms of immediate human and economic losses. 49 Moreover, there would be immense political pressure in the United States to discover the perpetrators and retaliate with nuclear weapons, massively increasing the number of casualties and potentially triggering a full-scale nuclear conflict. 50 In addition to the threat posed by terrorists, leakage of nuclear knowledge and material from Russia will reduce the barriers that states with nuclear ambitions face and may trigger widespread proliferation of nuclear weapons. 51 This proliferation will increase the risk of nuclear attacks against the United States [*1440] or its allies by hostile states, 52 as well as increase the likelihood that regional conflicts will draw in the United States and escalate to the use of nuclear weapons

AT: Science/Technology advantage (5/6)

Heg Bad- Prolif

Heg can’t solve prolif- rogue nations don’t care what the US tells them to do

Park, 2010 (director of public relations at Korean Political Science Association [Tae-woo, “Stable Group Hegemony of Nuclear Arms,” Korea Times, 4/19, http://www.koreatimes.co.kr/www/news/opinon/2010/07/198_64433.html)

In the same context, a stable group hegemony of nuclear weapons is to create a stable order of nuclear politics. The U.S., Russia, China, France and the U.K., the traditional standing members of the U.N. Security Council, could be classified into this category of stable group hegemony of nuclear weapons. Of course, India, Pakistan, and Israel are nowadays officially recognized to be nations of nuclear weapons. At the nuclear summit in Washington, 47 leaders from all over the world discussed the ways and means of how to secure all weapons-useable nuclear material within four years and how to eliminate the possibility that terrorists could buy or steal a nuclear weapon. They also tackled how to reduce the number of thousands of poorly guarded nuclear reactors or fuel storage sites in many nations. We are not, though, quite sure of the leaders' capacity to produce stern mandatory international standards or measures to stop further proliferation of nuclear weapons, relevant materials, programs and facilities. Stable nuclear group hegemony is quite often challenged by those countries such as North Korea and Iran that are not in compliance with the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) and other international obligations. If those challenges are not tackled properly through this kind of nuclear summit diplomacy, the possibility of nuclear terrorism will always linger around us like a “devil-dream'' embedded in our unconscious mental world. It is apparent that North Korea and Iran will not follow the norms and rules of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). North Korea is still not returning to the six-party talks; and a large majority of Iranian lawmakers, angered over the new U.S. nuclear weapons policy, have urged their government to formally complain to the United Nations in a petition that calls the United States a warmonger and threat to world peace. Even Iran's supreme leader, Ayatollah Ali Khameini, also spoke out against the Obama administration's revised nuclear policy by saying that ``The United States is a sinister government and cannot be trusted.'' This time, reflecting these kinds of complaints, the world leaders are strongly urged to develop practical means and ways to keep the stable nuclear order rooted firmly on earth with detailed plans such as how to curb North Korea and Iran's nuclear programs in the future.

AT: Science/Technology advantage (6/6)
US heg can’t solve prolif- other states think that if we have nukes, so should they

Perkovich, 2009 director of the Nuclear Policy Program [George, director of the Nuclear Policy Program, James Acton,  associate at Nuclear Policy Program, Pierre Goldschmidt, associate at Nuclear Policy Program, 7/7, “Defending U.S. Leadership on Disarmament”, Carnegie Endowment of International Peace, http://www.carnegieendowment.org/publications/index.cfm?fa=view&id=23354] 

Senator Kyl and Mr. Perle repeat the over-worn line that it is naïve to expect determined proliferators to halt their pursuit of nuclear weapons in response to disarmament efforts by the US and others. We agree. And so, contrary to their assertion, does the Obama administration and its advisers. Former Senator Sam Nunn, for instance, recently restated his reasons for supporting the goal of abolition in partnership with Henry Kissinger, George Shultz, and William Perry (who, incidentally, Senator Kyl and Mr. Perle happily cite when it suits them): The four of us are not saying that if Russia and the United States set a shining example that Iran and North Korea will suddenly see the light and immediately abandon their nuclear programs. That is not our point. But we do believe that if we take this path, many more nations are likely to join us in a tough approach to prevent the proliferation of nuclear weapons and materials and prevent catastrophic terrorism. The US frequently finds itself trying to motivate large numbers of other states to agree to tighten nonproliferation rules and their enforcement, including through sanctions and possible interdiction efforts. Experience shows that many states express unwillingness to do so when the US and other strong nuclear powers appear determined to retain their own nuclear arsenals for the indefinite future.

In order for the United States to maintain its presence as a global power, it must act multilaterally
Morton H. Halperin, Jeffrey Laurenti, Peter Rundlet, and Spencer P. Boyer, eds. Power and Superpower: Global Leadership and Exceptionalism in the 21st century 2007

For these problems as for many others, discourse about American exceptionalism leading to a doctrinaire unilateralism, with the United States exempting itself from international institutions, is clearly anachronistic. As the power of large countries, such as China and India, increases, our economic and security interests in their development will continue to grow. Likewise, as the ability to wreak havoc internationally diffuses into more plentiful, smaller hands, our interest in the events in regions without immense state power, such as Africa, will grow. These realities only further heighten the need for a capacity to act swiftly and globally. In a changing world, only international law and institutions possess the global reach necessary. If the United States does not link its interests to those of important international institutions, it will increasingly lose its ability to influence international events.

Solvency (1/8)

A mission to mars fails- multiple reasons

Querna, 05/18/2001 Writer for the National Geographic Today (“Health Risks Pose Hurdle for Travel to Mars” http://news.nationalgeographic.com/news/pf/26132202.html) 

Humans may soon be on their way to Mars. But human safety is paramount in space missions. Depending on its orbit, Mars can be 500 times farther from Earth than the moon. Traveling such a long distance poses health problems never faced before. Being weightless for the entire mission would cause degeneration of muscles, bones, and the heart. And without a vigorous exercise program, an astronaut would likely experience heart problems because his or her heart would become too weak to pump blood upon returning to Earth and its gravitation. Another issue that must be addressed is the huge amount of radiation exposure that occurs outside the atmosphere. Gary Marin, director for advanced programs at the U.S. National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), said, "Being away from Earth for three years would mean that every cell of your body would be transversed by a galactic ray, and we just don't know what that would do to people." Chemically propelled engines, which are currently used for space flights, would not be able to carry enough fuel for the spacecraft to turn around and return to Earth if a problem such as trauma or serious illness occurred on board. 

NASA doomed to failure—complexity over level of interest 

Chapman-01–former NASA engineer and astronaut (5/30/01, Philip K., Space Daily, “The Failure of NASA: and a way out,” http://www.spacedaily.com/news/oped-03zn1.html)

The lack of progress has not been due to insufficient funding or to technological problems, but to a series of blunders by NASA management. NASA engineers did not understand the popular enthusiasm aroused by Apollo. They thought the Giant Leap for Mankind was not the lunar landing itself, but the technological prowess it displayed. This led to the mistaken inference that the way to maintain popular support, and hence generous funding, was to propose megaprojects of great technical complexity, regardless of whether they were intrinsically interesting. They are surprised and disappointed that the public is unimpressed by the shuttle and ISS, despite their technical virtuosity. The Giant Leap delusion persists today, in the form of proposals for a flags-and-footprints mission to Mars. 

Solvency (2/8)
No governmental or NASA support dooms the plan

Livingston, ’00 -  (August, 10, 2000,  David M.,  “From Earth to Mars: A Cooperative Plan,” http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/from_earth_to_mars_a_cooperative_plan.shtml) 
Government support for the manned mission to Mars is essential, even if the private sector is a significant participant in all aspects of the project. Whether NASA
's and the government's influence on space matters is deserved or not, the fact is that everyone looks to these entities to approve new space projects. A space mission that is not endorsed by the government or its primary space agency, NASA
, is extremely difficult to plan, finance, market, and initiate. At the present time, there is no support from the government or NASA
 for a manned flight to Mars.
The prerequisites to a mars mission have not been met

Livingston, ’00 -  (August, 10, 2000,  David M.,  “From Earth to Mars: A Cooperative Plan,” http://www.spacefuture.com/archive/from_earth_to_mars_a_cooperative_plan.shtml) 
To obtain a meaningful public- and private-sector commitment and financial support for sending humans to Mars, changes must take place within our government, inside our educational institutions, among the people, and within the business environment. The fruits of victory will be apparent to all once a campaign is carried out that increases awareness of the issues presented in this paper. When this happens we will be ready to begin work on a manned mission to Mars.

Solvency (3/8)
Model of big funding for large projects counterproductive to overall space exploration and development goals

John M. Logsdon, Political Science Professor-George Washington University, 2003, Space Policy in the Twenty-First Century, ed. W. H. Lambright, p. 236                                        The reality, however, was that Apollo was an anomaly in the short history of U.S. space activities, not a model to be emulated.  Yet NASA’s leaders in the two decades after Apollo attempted to recreate it to the greatest degree possible, even as the agency’s budget shrank to less than one-third of its Apollo peak.  They fought successfully to gain presidential approval for two large programs focused on human spaceflight—the Space Shuttle and the Space Station.  Those programs were attractive, among other reasons, because they would provide enough work to keep a large portion of NASA’s engineering staff and industrial contractor base actively engaged.  However, they did not respond to broader national policy objectives in the manner that Apollo did.  Robotic science programs grew in size and ambition – for example, the “Great Observatories,” Jupiter and Saturn orbiting missions, and the “Mission to Planet Earth.”  There continued to be only limited investments in technologies for the future, particularly for space propulsion technologies not associated with the Space Shuttle. Though the White House approved the shuttle and station programs, it did not provide continuing strong political support for NASA, and the agency’s congressional overseers, with their more limited interests and perspectives, became more influential in controlling NASA’s activities than had been the case during Apollo
Solvency (4/8)
There is no way to physically land people on mars
Atkinson, 7 ( July 17, 2007 ,  Universe Today, “The Mars Landing Approach: Getting Large Payloads to the Surface of the Red Planet,” http://www.universetoday.com/7024/the-mars-landing-approach-getting-large-payloads-to-the-surface-of-the-red-planet/
“We know what the problems are. I like to blame the god of war,” quipped Manning. “This planet is not friendly or conducive for landing.” The real problem is the combination of Mars’ atmosphere and the size of spacecraft needed for human missions. So far, our robotic spacecraft have been small enough to enable at least some success in reaching the surface safely. But while the Apollo lunar lander weighed approximately 10 metric tons, a human mission to Mars will require three to six times that mass, given the restraints of staying on the planet for a year. Landing a payload that heavy on Mars is currently impossible, using our existing capabilities. “There’s too much atmosphere on Mars to land heavy vehicles like we do on the moon, using propulsive technology completely,” said Manning, “and there’s too little atmosphere to land like we do on Earth. So, it’s in this ugly, grey zone.” But what about airbags, parachutes, or thrusters that have been used on the previous successful robotic Mars missions, or a lifting body vehicle similar to the space shuttle? None of those will work, either on their own or in combination, to land payloads of one metric ton and beyond on Mars. This problem affects not only human missions to the Red Planet, but also larger robotic missions such as a sample return. “Unfortunately, that’s where we are,” said Manning. “Until we come up with a whole new trick, a whole new system, landing humans on Mars will be an ugly and scary proposition.”
 Solvency (5/8)
Mars is Impossible – Technology is Weak and Funding is Through the Roof

Easterbrook, American writer, lecturer, and a senior editor, January 2004.
[Gregg, Why We Shouldn't Go to Mars, http://www.time.com/time/magazine/article/0,9171,993172,00.html]
Two centuries ago, Meriwether Lewis and William Clark left St. Louis to explore the new lands acquired in the Louisiana Purchase," George W. Bush said, announcing his desire for a program to send men and women to Mars. "They made that journey in the spirit of discovery ... America has ventured forth into space for the same reasons." Yet there are vital differences between Lewis and Clark's expedition and a Mars mission. First, Lewis and Clark were headed to a place amenable to life; hundreds of thousands of people were already living there. Second, Lewis and Clark were certain to discover places and things of immediate value to the new nation. Third, the Lewis and Clark venture cost next to nothing by today's standards. In 1989 NASA estimated that a people-to-Mars program would cost $400 billion, which inflates to $600 billion today. The Hoover Dam cost $700 million in today's money, meaning that sending people to Mars might cost as much as building about 800 new Hoover Dams. A Mars mission may be the single most expensive non-wartime undertaking in U.S. history. The thought of travel to Mars is exhilarating. Surely men and women will someday walk upon that planet, and surely they will make wondrous discoveries about geology and the history of the solar system, perhaps even about the very origin of life. Many times I have stared up at Mars in the evening sky--in the mountains, away from cities, you can almost see the red tint--and wondered what is there, or was there. But the fact that a destination is tantalizing does not mean the journey makes sense, even considering the human calling to explore. And Mars as a destination for people makes absolutely no sense with current technology. Present systems for getting from Earth's surface to low-Earth orbit are so fantastically expensive that merely launching the 1,000 tons or so of spacecraft and equipment a Mars mission would require could be accomplished only by cutting health-care benefits, education spending or other important programs--or by raising taxes. Absent some remarkable discovery, astronauts, geologists and biologists once on Mars could do little more than analyze rocks and feel awestruck beholding the sky of another world. Yet rocks can be analyzed by automated probes without risk to human life, and at a tiny fraction of the cost of sending people. It is interesting to note that when President Bush unveiled his proposal, he listed these recent major achievements of space exploration: pictures of the rings of Saturn and the outer planets, evidence of water on Mars and the moons of Jupiter, discovery of more than 100 planets outside our solar system and study of the soil of Mars. All these accomplishments came from automated probes or automated space telescopes. Bush's proposal, which calls for "reprogramming" some of NASA's present budget into the Mars effort, might actually lead to a reduction in such unmanned science--the one aspect of space exploration that's working really well. Rather than spend hundreds of billions of dollars to hurl tons toward Mars using current technology, why not take a decade--or two decades, or however much time is required--researching new launch systems and advanced propulsion? If new launch systems could put weight into orbit affordably, and if advanced propulsion could speed up that long, slow transit to Mars, then the dream of stepping onto the Red Planet might become reality. Mars will still be there when the technology is ready. Space-exploration proponents deride as lack of vision the mention of technical barriers or the insistence that needs on Earth come first. Not so. The former is rationality, the latter the setting of priorities. If Mars proponents want to raise $600 billion privately and stage their own expedition, more power to them; many of the great expeditions of the past were privately mounted. If Mars proponents expect taxpayers to foot their bill, then they must make their case against the many other competing needs for money. And against the needs for health care, education, poverty reduction, reinforcement of the military and reduction of the federal deficit, the case for vast expenditures to go to Mars using current technology is very weak. The drive to explore is part of what makes us human, and exploration of the past has led to unexpected glories. Dreams must be tempered by realism, however. For the moment, going to Mars is hopelessly unrealistic.
Solvency (6/8)
The US cannot afford the cost, danger, and risks of a manned mission to Mars.

Christianson, Writer for The Columbia Daily Tribune, March 11 2011 [J Scott, “We Can’t Afford Manned Mission to Mars”, http://thefreerangetechnologist.com/2011/03/manned-mission-to-mars/]. 

Now, 28 years after the first space shuttle took off, NASA officials are in the process of retiring the remaining shuttles and replacing them with two more conventionally designed rockets, the Ares I and Ares V. NASA has more ambitious plans for these rockets, however, than just replacing the shuttle’s orbital hauling capabilities. Namely, it plans to return humans to the surface of the moon, establish a base there and then use it to launch a manned mission to Mars — an extremely expensive, dangerous and misguided plan given the challenges currently facing our planet. A manned mission to Mars will cost tens of billions of dollars. According to a recent report, NASA immediately needs an extra $3 billion per year to keep its plans on track. It is almost guaranteed the costs for this project will expand greatly. Costs cannot be correctly estimated for large projects so unique and untried. And a major risk associated with a manned Mars mission is that, after sinking billions into this project, Congress or a future administration will pull the plug because of cost overruns and delays. This is exactly what happened to the superconducting super collider project in Texas, which Congress canceled after its estimated costs at completion ballooned from $4 billion to $12 billion. Political and public support of such large science projects wanes quickly as time and costs increase. By pouring the majority of their efforts into this one mission, NASA is betting on the success — and continued funding — of a manned mission to Mars. The known risks for human space flight on this scale are huge and have to be mitigated with a variety of not-yet-invented technologies. And in any such complex project, all the risks can’t be known. The space shuttles have surely proved that — two of them were destroyed by an “O” ring and a piece of foam. Mars is not days away like the moon; it is months away, with lots of time for things to go horribly wrong. A manned mission to Mars will tie up most of NASA’s intellectual resources for a decade or more as they toil on an incredibly expensive project whose success and scientific value is uncertain. The American public should have a better chance of receiving a decent return on its investment in NASA.
Solvency (7/8)
NASA has an awful success rate on mars- the plan would likely fail                                       Atkinson, 7 ( July 17, 2007 ,  Universe Today, “The Mars Landing Approach: Getting Large Payloads to the Surface of the Red Planet,” http://www.universetoday.com/7024/the-mars-landing-approach-getting-large-payloads-to-the-surface-of-the-red-planet/)
There’s no comfort in the statistics for missions to Mars. To date over 60% of the missions have failed. The scientists and engineers of these undertakings use phrases like “Six Minutes of Terror,” and “The Great Galactic Ghoul” to illustrate their experiences, evidence of the anxiety that’s evoked by sending a robotic spacecraft to Mars — even among those who have devoted their careers to the task. But mention sending a human mission to land on the Red Planet, with payloads several factors larger than an unmanned spacecraft and the trepidation among that same group grows even larger. Why? Nobody knows how to do it. Surprised? Most people are, says Rob Manning the Chief Engineer for the Mars Exploration Directorate and presently the only person who has led teams to land three robotic spacecraft successfully on the surface of Mars. “It turns out that most people aren’t aware of this problem and very few have worried about the details of how you get something very heavy safely to the surface of Mars,” said Manning.

Lack of technology and NASA’s technological innovations prevent human exploration of Mars.
Oberg, 22-year veteran of NASA mission control, Aug 17 2009 [James, “Why is human Mars exploration so surprisingly hard?”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1448/1]. 

So the opposite of the conventional wisdom may be more accurate—and more useful to realize. Rather than an originator and innovator, the national space program was then (and may still be now) more an end-user of existing technological capabilities. It is a nurturer of promising ideas and prototypes, an exploiter and enhancer of the existing technology base. And under wise leadership it is also a serious dabbler in innovation, identifying missing ingredients in the capabilities spectrum and taking risks to learn new tricks. This is a useful, worthwhile function, but it’s not the common view of “rocket science”. Realizing this reality helps us understand when the repertoire of national technological, scientific, and medical capabilities approaches a point where focused investigation and acceleration can produce workable hardware for support of a credible strategy to venture beyond low Earth orbit for extended expeditions. This is where a whole bag of new tricks, from NASA labs and think tanks, and from outside NASA (the so-called “spin-ins”), from US society and from other nations, from military and scientific and commercial projects and others, will come in. Cataloguing the contents of such a bag, and identifying remediable gaps in it, is a task yet to be properly done. But that task must precede any decision-making on what new spaceflight challenges the US is may be realistically capable of attempting. Mars will always be hard. It only recently has become sufficiently less hard that we can, at last, just barely realistically dream of getting there. And if the technology base is found to be available, even in incomplete form, the final question is how NASA, as an institution, will be able to acquire it, especially under foreseeable budget conditions when the actual non-NASA innovators can’t physically move into NASA offices. NASA’s track record in willingly adopting outside ideas is spotty, to be generous. But the little-appreciated engineering development of genuinely long-lived life support hardware, now bedeviling engineers, operators, and astronauts aboard the International Space Station, is testimony that it can be done, that the unknowns and gaps can be made clear, and that this generation of the space team has what it takes to meet these challenges. It’s been important to relearn this, and for that (and many other reasons), a lot of initial space-station-skeptics (like me) have become grateful to the ISS.
 Solvency (8/8)
Dust Could Present a Problem in Bringing Astronauts Home Safely. 
Mosher, Staff writer at Space.com, July 2007.
[Dave, Future Mars Explorers Face Dusty Challenges, http://www.space.com/4051-future-mars-explorers-face-dusty-challenges.html] 

Once astronauts weather their Martian sinus infections and gather a trove of information about the red planet, they'll need to return home safely. David Beaty, chief scientist for NASA's Mars Program, said this step may be the most dangerous to a manned mission's success, as dust storms on Mars can engulf the planet in just a few weeks' time and last for months. "There's been a lot of discussion about whether it would be possible to launch from the surface in the middle of a storm, but our scientists just aren't sure about its effects," Beaty said. Yet at less than 1 percent the density of Earth's atmosphere, Beaty thinks Mars' thin atmosphere shouldn't have a major effect. "Martian wind speeds are about 10 to 15 meters per second (33 to 50 mph), but there's not a lot of mass moving," he said. If dust storms did prevent departure, however, Beaty said being stuck in a Mars habitat for months would be a real problem. "It could also compress a sensitive window for departure back to Earth," he said. Beaty and other Mars scientists firmly believe returning intact samples of Martian grit will be essential to a future manned mission's success. "We haven't done as much research on Martian dust as we'd like, and it's because we don't have a sample," Beaty said. He said the rovers and other spacecraft have returned invaluable information, but more is needed. "Could Martian dust cause corrosion? Short our electronics? These are open questions," Beaty said. "We don't know what it's made out of, and we need to know in order to optimize the safety, performance and cost of a manned mission to Mars." 
Cost Disadvantage links (1/6)
NASA estimates find the cost to be about 600 billion dollars

Easterbrook 01/26/2004 an American writer, lecturer, and a senior editor of The New Republic
Two centuries ago, Meriwether Lewis and William Clark left St. Louis to explore the new lands acquired in the Louisiana Purchase," George W. Bush said, announcing his desire for a program to send men and women to Mars. "They made that journey in the spirit of discovery ... America has ventured forth into space for the same reasons."

Yet there are vital differences between Lewis and Clark's expedition and a Mars mission. First, Lewis and Clark were headed to a place amenable to life; hundreds of thousands of people were already living there. Second, Lewis and Clark were certain to discover places and things of immediate value to the new nation. Third, the Lewis and Clark venture cost next to nothing by today's standards. In 1989 NASA estimated that a people-to-Mars program would cost $400 billion, which inflates to $600 billion today. The Hoover Dam cost $700 million in today's money, meaning that sending people to Mars might cost as much as building about 800 new Hoover Dams. A Mars mission may be the single most expensive nonwartime undertaking in U.S. history.
 Cost Disadvantage links (2/6)
NASA’s current funding will not allow for any human exploration

Madrigal, Staff writer for Wired Science, September 2009.
[Alexis, Humans Aren't Going to Mars – or Anywhere Else – Without More Money, http://www.wired.com/wiredscience/2009/09/augustinereport/]

American human space exploration is impossible with NASA’s current budget. The committee tasked with examining NASA’s role in human space flight delivered that finding today while offering a mix of relatively exciting options if the agency can secure an extra $3 billion per year. The report, posted to the Office of Science and Technology Policy website, does not chart any new territory, but it’s unusually clear about the scale and nature of NASA’s problems. The committee said what needed to be said in the interest of a reality-based space program. “You shouldn’t underestimate the impact of the basic statement, which is that the path [NASA] is going on is going nowhere,” said David Mindell, a science and technology historian at MIT who lead a different report on NASA's future last year. “It’s an utter rejection of the Bush plan because it’s unfundable, unbuildable and dangerous. ” The Augustine committee, as it’s known because of its head, Norm Augustine, was tasked in May with delivering the Obama administration options for human space exploration. Industry watchers saw the committee as a way to rethink NASA’s Constellation program, which promised to return Americans to the moon en route to Mars. Over the past couple of years, two things have become increasingly clear: NASA’s funding for human exploration didn’t match its goals; and the gap between the shuttle’s retirement (originally slated for 2010) and Constellation being ready to shoulder the load will be far longer than the two years originally planned. While reports like Mindell’s had pointed out some of these problems, which were bandied about within the aerospace community, the new summary report is a wake-up call delivered to the very highest levels of government that NASA needs new direction and more money. “The Committee finds that no plan compatible with the FY 2010 budget profile permits human exploration to continue in any meaningful way,” the committee wrote. On the issue of the gap, many had been holding fast to the notion that it might be shortened with minor variations or small-scale changes in the program. The Committee did not agree. “Under current conditions, the gap in U.S. ability to launch astronauts into space will stretch to at least seven years,” they wrote. “The Committee did not identify any credible approach employing new capabilities that could shorten the gap to less than six years.” Only continuing to send the shuttle into orbit for years after its intended retirement could close the gap. But that could also take valuable funds away from new technology development or exploration. Though the committee offered a series of options for future exploration, including attempting to go directly to Mars and going to the moon on the way to Mars, they were clearly most excited about a plan they termed the “Flexible Path.” It would focus on humans flying around space farther from Earth but without landing on Mars or the moon. “The Flexible Path represents a different type of exploration strategy. We would learn how to live and work in space, to visit small bodies, and to work with robotic probes on the planetary surface,” they wrote. “It would provide the public and other stakeholders with a series of interesting ‘firsts’ to keep them engaged and supportive. Most important, because the path is flexible, it would allow many different options as exploration progresses, including a return to the moon’s surface, or a continuation to the surface of Mars.” Commercial space advocates are pleased with the report, too. It provides companies like SpaceX with major backing for their efforts to completely take over low-earth orbit launches. “Based on not just this, but what the Augustine commission members were saying in their public hearings and other public statements that the committee members were making, the message was coming across loud and clear that now is the time to hand over human spaceflight commercially,” said John Gedmark, executive director of the Commercial Spaceflight Federation. “But obviously from our perspective, it’s great to see this come out in print.” Because the report is a summary of a longer version that will be delivered later this month, the Office of Science and Technology Policy and NASA both declined to comment on the report. The White House reiterated President Obama’s support for space exploration, but also punted until the full report is out. “The president has on numerous occasions confirmed his commitment to human space exploration, and the goal of ensuring that the nation is on a vigorous and sustainable path to achieving our boldest aspirations in space,” Nicholas Shapiro, a White House spokesman, wrote in an e-mail to Wired.com. “Once we receive the final report, we will release it to the public and move swiftly to review the options put forth by the Committee.” That looks likely to happen during the first week of October at a NASA Executive Summit.
 Cost Disadvantage links (3/6)
NASA’s plan is not sustainable, can’t fund Mars mission, American’s will back space mission without a trip to mars

Penn, an intellectual property attorney in the San Francisco Bay Area and a private pilot, December 27, 2010, [Jonathon, “NASA’s Plan Is Not Sustainable”, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/hottopics/lnacademic/?]

With the U.S. economy stuck in a high-unemployment, low-growth pattern, a newly resurgent Republican Party is preparing to take over the House vowing serious deficit reduction, and Americans as a whole display almost no interest in the current U.S. manned space program. Under these circumstances, the effort to return humans to the Moon or take them to Mars is doomed, given likely NASA budgets. Without radical rethinking and restructuring, the space program will not garner the public support it needs to survive the current economic doldrums and will be unable to help the U.S. remain a technology leader in the 21st century. Since then-President Ronald Reagan announced in the 1980s that the U.S. would build a manned space station for scientific research, the country has spent more than $100 billion in designs and redesigns, construction, launch, orbital assembly and maintenance of the International Space Station (ISS). Between the grounding of the shuttle fleet for the Columbia and Challenger disasters, the initial failure of a rotary joint in one of the solar panel arrays, cooling system leaks and water recycling failures, the ISS has rarely been able to conduct its intended research. Compare the thousands of scientific papers prepared from data generated by the Hubble Space Telescope to the handful based on ISS-generated data. Given the very thin logistical pipeline supporting it going forward, the station will never have the equipment or materiel needed to produce scientific data worth what it cost. Even worse has been the effect the focus on the ISS has had on public support of NASA. Millions of Americans tracked the progress of the two Martian rovers, Odyssey and Spirit. Millions more have seen and downloaded images from Hubble. This level of interest, plus the value of the science these probes have produced, far exceeds that in the ISS. Despite the professionalism and bravery of the astronaut corps that assembled and maintains it, by any objective measure the ISS is a colossal flop. As even the military budget appears to be on the chopping block, it would be naive to expect NASA’s budget to escape without serious cuts. Given cost overruns and schedule extensions on the Ares I and V launch vehicles, their cancellations were to be expected, and rightly so. They were merely more of the same—chemical rockets offering little or nothing beyond current Delta and Atlas launchers. With the launch vehicles we are likely to have for the next 20 years, Mars is simply not a realistic goal for manned missions.
Cost Disadvantage links (4/6)
Mars Funding takes money out of close to home issues and other space issues

Stratford, CEO and founder of MarsDrive. His writing is focused on finding solutions to commercial space development with a special focus on how Mars can fit within this context, October 4th, 2010, [Frank, “The relevance of Mars”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1705/1]

As an exploration target, Mars does retain a high position of importance for scientists of many disciplines. But if we take this question of human exploration of Mars out of this context, such programs do not make sense in a world reeling from one financial crisis to another. That is why whenever the topic of human Mars exploration is raised it is instantly opposed by a variety of critics. As government and private budgets tighten, exploration budgets are also squeezed hard, and it is often for the most challenging programs like humans to Mars that R&D dollars contract more quickly than in other, closer to home scientific priorities, such as ocean or atmospheric studies on Earth. There is also another context against which Mars exploration loses ground, and that is when it is placed against the development of cheap access to space. Mars exploration is often viewed as an expensive rival program that would, in the opinion of commercial space advocates, simply sidetrack the more important goal of developing cheap space access. However, this view is based on old assumptions that look backwards instead of forwards. The only off-world planetary body humans have explored is our Moon, and ever since that program human plans for Mars have suffered by being judged within the same parameters and constraints, good and bad points together. Many in the NewSpace community feel that a human Mars mission would just be another Apollo-style government program that spends billions on sending a select few to Mars with conventional rockets, return some rock samples, and be shut down as new administrations came and went. Cheap space access is the holy grail of all who are interested in space, including those who want to see human missions to Mars. But there are serious questions we need to find solutions for before this sort of R&D can succeed.

Cost Disadvantage links (5/6)
Landing humans on Mars incredibly expensive

Podnar et al 1/11/11, 1, John Dolan, Ph.D.2, Alberto Elfes, Ph.D.3,  1Program Manager, Robotics Institute Carnegie-Mellon University, October-November 2010,  Journal of Cosmology, 4058-4067. , Telesupervised Robotic Systems and the Human Exploration of Mars, Journal of Cosmology, ttp://journalofcosmology.com/Mars121.html, 

When we eventually land human beings on Mars, many of the planetary operations will be best carried out by a few humans who spend most of their time telesupervising multiple robots from a "shirtsleeve environment" base as has been described. However, with Mars surface gravity 38% that of Earth, the energy to safely land capable systems, supplies, and the humans that will use them is enormous. Then we must add to this the costs of landing the vehicles and fuel to return the humans to Martian orbit. An estimated cost-per-kilogram to deliver functional equipment to the surface of Mars is a staggering $309,000 (Mitchell 2008-2009). As a result, no matter how symbolically satisfying it would be, it is likely beyond the economic scope of any near-term effort to land human beings on the surface of Mars and to return them safely.

Federal budget restraints force choices

Michael Robinson, Ph.D.  University of Hartford, 2010, The Problem of Human Missions to Mars, Journal of Cosmology, October-November, http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars134.html, DOA: 1/11/11

Instead, the key problem exists within the space community itself: a basic disagreement over the meaning and purpose of Mars exploration. While the compatibility of different visions of Mars – as a place of science and human exploration – is real, it is paper-thin. Consensus over aims is easy to attain when the basket of goals is broad; science, national prestige, and human progress are all popular motives for exploring Mars. Yet these goals routinely come into conflict. Expensive missions and tight federal budgets force choices over the goals of Mars exploration.

Cost Disadvantage links (6/6)
NASA’s funding is a big problem and if they don’t have enough money, the Mars Rover mission will be cut.

Space Policy, space politics blog, March 8 2011 [Space Policy, “A sobering planetary exploration plan”, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2011/03/08/a-sobering-planetary-exploration-plan/]. 

The good news: planetary scientists have come up with a fascinating list of missions they have identified as their top priorities for the coming decade. The bad news: there may not be any money for the most ambitious of those proposed missions. Late Monday the National Research Council released the Planetary Science Decadal Survey, a study identifying the highest priority missions for the study of the solar system during the 2013-2022. The missions are divided into various classes based on their cost, with flagship missions as the most expensive. The survey picked the Mars Astrobiology Explorer Cacher (MAX-C), a rover designed to collect samples for return to Earth on a later mission, as the top priority flagship mission. It was closely followed by the Jupiter Europa Orbiter (JEO), a mission to study the icy Jovian moon Europa. Following JEO is a Uranus Orbiter and Probe mission, and then concepts for a Venus Climate Mission and an orbiter to Saturn’s moon Enceladus. Those recommendations, though, are not without significant caveats. Noting the cost growth experienced by many NASA missions in past years, this survey tapped the Aerospace Corporation to perform independent cost analyses. Thus, its recommendation for MAX-C is only valid if the mission is “dramatically descoped,” in the words of Steve Squyres, chair of the survey committee, during a presentation Monday night at the Lunar and Planetary Sciences Conference in Houston. The survey recommends MAX-C only if $1 billion can be cut from the independent estimate of $3.5 billion. Likewise, JEO is recommended only if it is “substantially descoped”, according to Squyres, as its cost estimate is $4.7 billion. Exacerbating the problem is the projected NASA budget for planetary science. When the survey was putting together its plan over the last year, it was working off budget projections from the FY2011 NASA budget proposal, which showed modest growth for planetary science programs through 2015: from $1.49 billion in the FY11 proposal to $1.65 billion by FY15. The FY12 proposal, though, is very different: while the outyears projections are “notional”, they show declining budgets: from $1.54 billion in FY12 to less than $1.26 billion by FY16. “If that budget were actually implemented,” Squyres said of the FY12 proposal, “it would mean the end of flagship-class science at NASA in the planetary program.” Squyres had previously explained that the committee had put in “decision rules” into their report if funding fell below their earlier projections, with flagship missions the first to be cut in order to protect smaller, more frequent missions under the Discovery and New Frontiers programs. “If we get into a program where the only missions we are flying are flagships that return data in 10 years or 15 years, or get samples back in 20 years, that leads to an unacceptable stagnation of our program,” he explained. “We must preserve Discovery, we must preserve New Frontiers, so the first thing to go after are the flagships.” 

Consortium Counterplan (1/4)
CP Text: The United States Federal Government will initiate a consortium approach to human  Mars exploration, including private investment and foreign governments, and will contract out all work to private entities. CX will clarify.

The USFG should make a Consortium to fund the mission to mars-other countries would help pay

Stratford, founder and executive director of MarsDrive. His writing is focused on human space exploration and Mars settlement issues, with a special focus on researching alternative Mars transport solutions, January 19, 2009, [Frank,“The Mars Consortium Approach”, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1286/1
Traditionally governments propose space missions and then seek out private aerospace companies to build the hardware to take them into space. The Mars Consortium approach from MarsDrive aims to turn this model on its head by utilizing a private consortium as the initiator of a humans-to-Mars program leading to permanent settlement of Mars. The difference with this method is that the private consortium will not just “advocate” or preach to governments the virtues of human exploration of Mars, they will in fact force the issue ahead of its time by sending their own small-scale robotic missions to Mars and technology demonstration projects as a foundation for human missions. The other advantage of this approach is that the consortium will approach not just one government for funding but all governments and interested private entities. The mission will be designed to appeal to government “face saving” priorities by not requiring funds until various steps are first taken. In short, as a largely government-funded exercise it will rest upon a record of in space demonstrations and successful missions, not just rhetoric. Governments have demonstrated that Mars is a scientific target worthy of significant investment, but despite informal plans for long-range “2030 and beyond” missions the status of human missions is still quite low on their priority scale here in 2009. The Mars Consortium approach is designed to cater for this low level of interest by only requiring extreme low levels of investment. For example, if 30 governments budgeted $100 million per year for 15 years, this would equal $45 billion: more than enough for a privately-controlled Mars program. Getting them to do this won’t be easy, but there is always that potential. It could be the aim of this consortium to get humans to Mars in as little as 10 to 15 years. for example. The scale of government investment in this program ideally could be in the 80 to 90% range also, with private revenue sources at the smaller end. It won’t just involve a consortium of companies and individuals but a consortium of funding sources and ideas. There is no single method that will achieve humans to Mars; it will take a combination approach on all fronts. But the good news is that Mars advocates can play a major role in this type of program from start to finish. We no longer have to sit on the sidelines with wishful thinking while we wait for possible government missions of the far-flung future. With the Mars Consortium approach humans could be on Mars by 2020. That part is up to us. While many Mars enthusiasts support efforts to see a NASA Mars mission happening in the short term, and we will keep on holding out hope for a potential private billionaire funding source, this consortium program is designed to operate without either of these options. Our greatest resource right now is ourselves, and it is from these beginnings we will start on the road to a human future on Mars. While some have said that there is no direction or investment in a human mission to Mars this is not actually true. On a very small scale groups like the Mars Society, MarsDrive, and The Mars Foundation are all working on plans and spending resources for these future missions. Certainly our level of investment is tiny when compared to NASA or large aerospace contractors, but it is in progress and every year these ideas and technologies are being developed in whatever ways we can afford. In regards to the Mars Consortium strategy there is no reason for the Mars community to wait around any longer. This is something we can do now. Many ideas for privately funded Mars missions have been proposed before, but most of them rely far too much on an “all private” approach. Most of them never get taken very seriously as a result of relying upon unproven and nebulous “revenues” to pay for the mission. The difference with this approach is that it is a mostly government funded program but controlled by the private sector. Another advantage of this program is that it does not rely upon any single government for 100% of the funds: the burden of cost is spread around and ultimately designed so that even if all governments refused involvement it could still be paid for and turn a profit. In the past, space missions involving multiple governments have been difficult to pull off and, as the ISS has 
Consortium Counterplan (2/4)
(Stratford continues…)

shown, many things can and do go wrong. So let’s clear that problem up from the start. This program is not a government partnership in the traditional sense. Governments will be paying customers for their part of the program benefits and nothing more. Competition will still exist but in a much more narrow sense. The private consortium will conduct and control the program, not governments. That is another difference here. Governments will be allowed access and given whatever benefits their investment is entitled to, but that is as far as their involvement goes. The concept of public-private partnerships is somewhat related to this model but there are some distinctive departures, such as the low buy-in for governments and the private sector doing the original proposals. Unlike needed infrastructure or health-related projects of clear benefit to a state, a human Mars program is of limited value, and that is why the private consortium approach works: it takes a minimalist approach and expects only small investments from multiple governments to match their low level of interest at this time. The Mars Consortium working group could be made up of high-level paid engineers, scientists, and other experts required to design and take charge of various aspects of the program. To build this group will take resources both human and economic. It has been often mentioned that “if only” we could find a wealthy individual to pay for a Mars mission all our problems would be solved. But another saying says, “If you want something done, do it yourself.” We need to apply that same philosophy to the current Mars enthusiast community. The theory is to set up a system for members to help each other improve their own financial status, and give members access to discounted professional financial advice also. The goal is to increase the wealth of Mars enthusiasts so that we can indeed fund the early stages of a private humans-to-Mars program ourselves, at least from an organizational perspective. Another aspect of this phase is to develop and sell our own brands of goods and services in the space and non-space sectors as an ongoing revenue stream. Self-funding is also the only working model of how private space companies and programs are starting up right now and into the foreseeable future. Elon Musk, Richard Branson, Robert Bigelow, and Jeff Bezos are all examples of this philosophy in action. While we may not have such people to call upon, the combined donations or investments of members will perform the same function as one wealthy backer. Will this pay for an entire mission development? Mostly likely not, but it will help in the important work of forming the Mars Consortium working group. Non-profit space groups are filled with enthusiasts and experts in a range of fields and are well suited to be the driving force behind this program. While political and even private programs might get sidetracked, a driving and organizing force behind it made up of true Mars enthusiasts is the ideal foundation for a Mars program of this type. Volunteer efforts can be the missing link in a program of this complexity and we want to give it its greatest chance for success and so must use as many resources as we can find. This sector will serve to keep the program on track and be an independent review body as well. The goal here is to help create a consortium of private companies and investors, both for-profit and non-profit, who together can control all aspects of this program, especially the parts that require initial seed investment. It is this consortium that can pitch the program to prospective customers in a credible and professional manner. Some of these members should include aerospace companies that already have decades of experience in building hardware for space missions. The first step in the formation of this consortium would be for the working group to bring potential players together in a conference to start them talking to each other and to formulate a plan that makes economic sense to interested parties. The entire process may well fail in this step but it will still succeed in clarifying what ideas will work or not and remove obstacles in our thinking, one way or the other. A private consortium will be open to drawing in as many forms of program funding as possible, both government and private. Many ideas have been investigated over the years from sale of samples and media rights to patent spinoffs and sale of crew spots, and it will be the job of the private consortium to develop as many of these revenue ideas as possible. This is something a government agency is not allowed to do and for that reason is a superior model. One of the weaknesses of previous attempts to initiate human missions to Mars (like the Martin Marietta attempt with Mars Direct) is that they only appealed to one government for funding. In 2009 there are over 30 nations with some form of space program or research going on and it will be from this list that a private consortium will have its most ideal candidates to pitch its mission plan to. This primary list of 30 will be supplemented with all other nations as potential customers. The benefit to these customers will be scientific, with exclusive access to data and samples, and financial, from mission development activities occurring in their nations where possible. They will not be “working together” with other nations in the traditional sense. The only thing that they will have in common with other nations is that they will be co-funding the program’s development. Astronaut places will be sold to the highest bidder also. For example, with six crew slots we could raise potentially $12 billion just from this aspect, and spread over ten years among several governments, the buy-in cost is low. Funds could be held in trust until there is mission success (or other criteria is met) so that these governments avoid the problem of funding a failed mission. The private consortium will, as required, launch a series of small robotic missions and technology demonstrators to establish credibility, test systems, and gather valuable data for a human program. This is what will set them apart from previous private attempts. The upside to this step is that if the original consortium players are already experienced aerospace contractors that have already sent hardware to Mars for past government programs, they won’t need to convince any governments of their credibility. They won’t just be “advocating” or “pitching” a mission plan, they will be investing substantial amounts in it to ensure that governments can trust them with a complex human 
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program. This may include such ideas as a for-profit sample return mission in the early stages. Human settlement is the ultimate goal. Self-sufficiency will be the goal of all early missions to Mars and there will be a build-up of settlers and materials in this time. A self-sufficient Mars is the best way to ensure it becomes a viable player in the new space economy of coming years. By having governments involved in a unique mission like this earlier than planned, it will open the door to larger government-funded missions and investment in this area of space exploration. Nothing speaks like experience and with a human mission achieved there will be no more excuses from governments about not having enough information to succeed. The Mars Consortium is like many other ideas: something that “could” be done but it’s not something on the minds of many people right now. Most projects of this size and complexity look to governments for the lead and in that respect I would like to add a final twist here. This consortium idea is something NASA could take the lead in, but isn’t required if they won’t. They would give it the credibility it needs and be able to add their considerable experience to the mission while avoiding the political barriers of high cost to the tax paying public. With the incoming Obama administration looking to potentially change direction with NASA, the consortium idea could fit quite well into their own agenda to minimize government costs yet still maximize the return from any investment in space missions of this type. I have heard outgoing NASA administrator Mike Griffin speak several times of “international cooperation” for a manned Mars mission, so maybe now it’s time NASA took this thought one step further. Would it conflict with the Constellation program in any way? With NASA in control I am certain they could find ways around this. We could be on the Moon in 2018 and Mars in 2020. They just have to say the word, but after 40 years of inaction on the Mars issue, even if they don’t this is something we can do. 

Consortium Counterplan (4/4)
The private industry would want to be heavily involved in a consortium approach

Hudgins, 98 (Edward L. Hudgins, ex Director of Regulatory studies at Cato and PhD, August 13, 1998, “Thinking about Martian economics”, the Cato Institute,  http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5097&full=1
If the actual cost of a Mars mission is between $5 billion and $10 billion, a consortium of enterprises and educational institutions could fund a Mars mission. Yet without taxpayers funds, what would be the incentive to go? Many institutes and foundations no doubt would invest in a Mars mission for the scientific knowledge that it would yield. For example, the National Geographic Society took in $401 million in 1996, and spent $4.7 million in research grants. It would no doubt be part of such a consortium. The prospect of property rights and owning Martian assets would be a strong incentive. Also a consortium might earn money and develop technology for a Mars mission by taking on other tasks for profit. If NASA stops subsidizing cargo on the shuttle, their would be a larger market for launch services and companies that might provide such services and use part of the profits to fund a Mars mission. The entertainment industry no doubt would have an incentive to be part of a Mars consortium. Consider the Disney Company. It might put up several hundred million dollars to put camera-equipped rovers on the Moon to provide holodeck-type virtual reality entertainment on Earth. It might use some of the profit to fund similar activities on Mars. Disney, by the way, took in $22.47 billion in revenue in 1997. Its pre-tax net revenue was $3.387 billion. With a tax bill of $1.42 billion, the after tax profit was $1.966 billion. If Disney were given a tax credit for money used to finance a Mars mission, it alone could pay for that mission in 14 years. The road to Mars does not have to go through government territory. 

CP- 2NC Extensions (1/6)
The Apollo program is over; We need multi-lateral cooperation and robotic counterparts along with our manned missions to access any chance at solvency
Bormanis, ’10 (Andre, B.S. in Physics from the University of Arizona, and an M.A. in Science, Technology and Public Policy, earned under a NASA Space Grant Fellowship at George Washington University, “Critical partnerships for the future of human space exploration”, 7/19/10)

One thing everyone can agree on with respect to the Obama Administration’s intention to cancel the Constellation program: it has triggered a vigorous debate about the future of NASA and the role that organization will play in humanity’s next steps into the solar system. Numerous articles posted in The Space Review have illuminated the scope of this debate, from its fundamental assumptions about the value of space exploration for the United States and its people, to the variety of ways in which a post-shuttle program of human exploration beyond LEO might be carried out. In reading about and pondering these issues, it seems to me that there are three critical partnerships that will reshape NASA, and the larger vision of space exploration it represents, well into the 21st century. Exploring the current debate in the context of these three partnerships might help illuminate how future human expeditions beyond LEO will be carried out. A brief review the assumptions behind NASA’s Constellation program, and its technological godfather, Apollo, will help set the stage for this discussion. The convergence of social, political, and technological forces that made Apollo possible no longer exists, and never will again. The Apollo missions were unquestionably the greatest achievement of manned space flight, and among the greatest achievements in the history of human exploration. No one who was fortunate enough to be alive to witness mankind’s first visit to another world will ever forget it. John F. Kennedy’s passionate commitment to sail into “this new ocean” of space became the model of presidential vision and leadership. Constellation has been described as “Apollo on steroids.” It replicates many of the systems developed over forty years ago for the first manned Moon landings, with the intention of returning astronauts to the Moon sometime in the next decade. On the face of it, this sounds encouraging for those of us who want to see astronauts resume the journeys beyond Earth orbit that ended so abruptly with Apollo 17. But as NASA Deputy Administrator Lori Garver has noted, various presidents and congressional leaders have tried to “re-do” Apollo for the last forty years. Clearly they have not succeeded. Understandably, the Apollo program is deeply ingrained in the public psyche, the glorious victory of a bygone era that many wish we could aspire to again. But today’s space advocates often forget that Apollo was a unique program designed to achieve a specific political goal in the 1960s: to demonstrate the social and technological superiority of the American political system over its chief rival, the Soviet Union. The convergence of social, political, and technological forces that made Apollo possible no longer exists, and never will again. Those who decry the Obama Administration’s decision to cancel the Constellation program seem to ignore this fundamental fact. Trying to replicate the Apollo program makes about as much sense as trying to rebuild the pyramids. The emerging Obama space policy offers a new approach that acknowledges the substantial changes that have taken place in the world in the decades since Apollo. Those changes are reflected in three critical partnerships: I. Public/Private Since its inception, NASA has depended on the resources of the private sector to develop the hardware that makes space travel possible. Building on military ICBM technology developed by General Dynamics, Lockheed, Boeing, and others, the Mercury and Gemini programs lofted American astronauts into Earth orbit. The Apollo Saturn V rocket was built, under NASA guidance, by a variety of military contractors for the purely civilian purpose of sending men to the Moon. NASA has maintained a monopoly on dictating the design and performance characteristics of manned vehicles ever since. The Space Shuttle, ISS, and proposed Constellation vehicles are the post-Apollo examples. The Obama Administration proposes letting the private sector take the lead on developing a post-Shuttle system for getting astronauts to and from LEO, using NASA technology and expertise as needed. Instead of managing a new human vehicle program, NASA will act as a government buyer seeking a service from the private sector. This may seem like a subtle difference, but it marks a profound change to the way NASA has managed its human spaceflight programs over the past fifty years. This aspect of Obama’s new space policy is generating the greatest resistance among entrenched government interests (particularly members of Congress who represent districts with a significant financial stake in Constellation). Thousands of NASA and NASA-contractor jobs will be lost if Constellation is de-funded to make way for private space vehicles. There is also a legitimate concern that private, “NewSpace” endeavors, like SpaceX, are not sufficiently mature to be trusted with the task of ferrying American astronauts to LEO. Shifting this responsibility to the private sector certainly carries some risk, but the NASA record on ensuring the safety of astronauts is far from perfect, particularly in the shuttle program. The simple capsule design under consideration at SpaceX is inherently safer than the enormously complex shuttle. If for no other reason than the enormous expense involved in human deep space missions, international cooperation on many levels will be necessary for expanding human presence into the solar system. The primary motivation for turning to the private sector 
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for launch services is cost. SpaceX and others claim they can provide “space taxi” services for far less cost than Orion/Ares 1. This is an article of faith among space entrepreneurs, not an established fact, but cost overruns and schedule delays on Constellation are clearly the chief motivation for turning to the private sector. II. US International The US frequently partners with other countries and international organizations on space missions, primarily in the field of robotic exploration. Partnering in the development of manned systems has been resisted because of a belief, held deeply by many in government and among the public, that the US needs to have independent human access to space to maintain its status as a world power. If the Russians and Chinese can send people into orbit, so the reasoning goes, the US must as well, or risk being perceived as a declining power on the world stage. This argument has many adherents, and is not without merit. But a distinction must be made between a capability for launching people into orbit and sending them on missions far beyond Earth. If for no other reason than the enormous expense involved in human deep space missions, international cooperation on many levels will be necessary for expanding human presence into the solar system. The US will maintain its own fleet of vehicles for getting to LEO (built by the private sector, in the Obama plan) but journeys into deep space will be an international effort. In the Obama space policy, foreign nations will be given, for the first time, the opportunity to develop systems on the “critical path” for exploration beyond LEO. This is a potentially profound change in the course of human exploration, much of which has been driven by specific national goals and interests. III. Human/Robot Robots (and I use the term somewhat loosely here) have paved the way for human space exploration since the first artificial satellite launches in the late 1950s. The Ranger and Surveyor probes charted and landed on the Moon before humans set foot there, and of course a number of successful Mars orbiters and landers have explored the Red Planet since the 1960s. What will be different going forward is the relationship between humans and machines in space exploration. Rather than acting simply as scouts, robots will work together with humans in the exploration of other worlds. Architectures that recognize and build upon the complementary skills that humans and robots bring to space exploration will maximize the scientific return and minimize the cost of such missions. For example, utilizing robots alone to explore Mars is extremely limiting. Robots have no capacity to think independently, and must be programmed in painstaking detail to perform the simplest tasks. An experienced human geologist on Mars can quickly evaluate and move through her surroundings, focusing on the most scientifically rich features, and conduct in situ analysis, far more quickly than a robot. A program that recognizes and embraces these partnerships has a far greater likelihood of success than the US trying to repeat the Apollo experience, if for no other reason than it will use our limited financial resources more efficiently. If, however, it were possible for a human geologist on Earth to control a robot on Mars in real time, robots could become valuable extensions of human explorers. The time lag for signals to travel to and from Mars makes this kind of “telepresence” impossible. But, if a series of robotic vehicles were deployed on Mars and controlled by astronauts in Martian orbit, telepresence would be easy, and far less expensive (and dangerous) than landing humans on Mars. Orbiting geologists could control the vehicles on the ground in real time, and bring the most interesting samples to orbit for more detailed analysis. Astronauts could also directly explore the Martian moons Phobos and Deimos, which are of great scientific interest in their own right (manned missions to the moons of Mars have been considered by NASA since at least the 1970’s). Expeditions to NEOs and Venus could also be accomplished in this fashion. It is entirely possible that in the next ten or twenty years, interfaces between humans and machines will become so sophisticated that an astronaut in Mars orbit, controlling a robotic avatar on its surface, will experience the Martian environment as if he were standing on the planet himself. Virtual presence is the next best thing to being there. The goal of landing humans on Mars is appealing on many levels, and by no means is the “Ph.D” mission described above intended as an alternative to that age-old dream. But it would be an invaluable precursor, and could be accomplished at significantly less expense. The duration of the mission could be as little as a year, and we know humans can survive in microgravity at least that long with no ill effects. The dangers posed by the radiation environment beyond the safety of our Van Allen belts is another issue (one that demands more attention than it’s received) but the most conservative estimates for a human Mars landing require missions lasting at least two years. In this context, a year-long “Ph.D” mission is even more attractive. Conclusions A program that recognizes and embraces these three partnerships has a far greater likelihood of success than the US trying to repeat the Apollo experience, if for no other reason than it will use our limited financial resources more efficiently. The private sector is on the cusp of providing human access to LEO, freeing NASA to devote its resources to developing the systems that will take us beyond it. Current federal spending levels are not sustainable, and in a few years, if not sooner, NASA will be forced to tighten its already constrictive belt. If NASA is still building Ares 1 and Orion when the federal government begins to make the draconian cuts necessary to move toward a balanced budget, we will be stuck in LEO for a very long time. Shifting more of the cost to the private sector and international partners will help alleviate the burden on the US taxpayer. Enhancing the role of robotics will lower the cost 
CP- 2NC Extensions (3/6)
(Bormanis continues….)
of human missions beyond LEO even more by deferring the expense of human Mars landing and return vehicles until after Ph.D. missions have yielded their maximum scientific returns. By taking a more incremental, step-by-step approach, as opposed to the largely inflexible Apollo-style architecture represented by Constellation, unforeseen technological breakthroughs can more easily be integrated into future systems. Human exploration of the solar system won’t begin in earnest until a radical reduction in the cost of getting humans and payloads into LEO is achieved. Such a breakthrough may not come for decades, if ever, or it could happen sooner than we dare believe. In the meantime, we can continue to test the waters of the great ocean of space with whatever resources and ingenuity we can muster, confident that someday we’ll be making waves.

CP 2NC Extensions (4/6)
U.S. should explore Mars with China and possibly other countries.

Space Policy, space politics blog, May 5 2011 [Space Policy, “What’s the future of US-China cooperation in space?”, http://www.spacepolitics.com/2011/05/05/whats-the-future-of-us-china-cooperation-in-space/]. 

Holdren, Space News reported, has pragmatic reasons for seeking cooperation with China on space exploration in particular, including a future human expedition to Mars. “If China is going to be, by 2030, the biggest economy in the world… it could certainly be to our benefit to share the costs of such an expensive venture with them and with others,” he said.

Government does a poor job of  executing plans like the aff
Hudgins, 98 (Edward L. Hudgins, ex Director of Regulatory studies at Cato and PhD, August 13, 1998, “Thinking about Martian economics”, the Cato Institute,  http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=5097&full=1
By contrast, governments generally do a poor job of allocating resources and delivering goods and services. To begin with, there is little incentive for governments to do so. After all, revenue is not does not result from satisfying customers; it comes from taxes. The Space Station, for example, originally was expected to cost $8 billion. The price through the 1980s escalated to $16 billion then to $32 billion. When it reached $39 billion in the early 1990s, a stripped down version was offered that was suppose to cost only $29 billion. But the cost continues to rise. We saw, for example, that when asked how much it would cost to go to Mars, NASA's "90 day Report" in 1991 put the price at $450 billion. Remember, it is governments that give us $900 toilet seats and hammers, and $700,000 outhouses. A second reason why governments cannot deliver goods and services efficiently is that they are subject to political pressures. Indeed, if decisions are not made on a basis of market demand, then politics is the other alternative. In the case of government spending on technology, businesses compete for corporate pork. For example, recipients of taxpayers' money through the Department of Commerce's Advanced Technology Program include Xerox, IBM, and Dupont, all no doubt fine companies but hardly poor, struggling newcomers. Political pull is their to the federal pocketbook. 

CP 2NC Extensions (5/6)
Plans for Space Exploration Require International Cooperation.

Ansdell Et Al., Space Policy Institute - Elliott School of International Affairs, November 2010.

[Megan Et Al., Stepping Stones Toward Global Space Exploration, www.elsevier.com/locate/actaastro ] 

Several nations are currently engaging in or planning for human and robotic space exploration programs that target the Moon, Mars and near-Earth asteroids. Given current budgetary constraints and the need for more sustainable space exploration programs, these ambitious plans to build new space infrastructures, transport systems and space probes will require international cooperation if they are to be successful.  Indeed, monetary efficiency, program sustainability, political prestige and workforce stability are some of the mutual benefits that can arise from cooperative space exploration. However, such partnerships must be based on shared objectives, clearly defined responsibilities, scientific support and other critical elements that make international space cooperation successful . The United States President Barack Obama took the National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) in new directions with his Fiscal Year (FY) 2011 Budget request. The latest plan includes new destinations for 

human space exploration such as near-Earth asteroids and focuses on technology development and creating opportunities for the commercial sector. NASA’s Exploration Systems Mission Directorate is planning robotic precursor missions to the Moon, Mars and near-Earth asteroids to scout targets for future human activities as well as identify the hazards and resources that will determine the future course of human expansion beyond Low Earth Orbit (LEO). 
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International Powers are Showing Interest in Mars Exploration. 
Ansdell Et Al., Space Policy Institute - Elliott School of International Affairs, November 2010.
[Megan Et Al., Stepping Stones Toward Global Space Exploration, www.elsevier.com/locate/actaastro ] 

The European Space Agency (ESA) is the main scientific user of the International Space Station (ISS) and has recently contributed a number of major infrastructure parts such as the Columbus laboratory, the Automatic Transfer Vehicle (ATV) and the Cupola observation module. The European Space Science Committee (ESSC) released in 2009 its Science-Driven Scenario for Space Exploration, which defined overarching scientific goals for Europe’s space exploration program. The Committee recognized Mars as Europe’s main exploration target and clearly stated that Europe should position itself as a major actor in defining and leading a Mars sample return mission. Indeed, the political dimensions of space exploration and its economic and strategic applications are now in the process of being acknowledged in Europe. The EU and ESA jointly launched a consultation process with various stakeholder communities (e.g. science, industry, national agencies) in spring 2010 with three workshops that served as input to the second high-level conference on exploration held in October 2010 in Bruxelles. Long-term cooperation between NASA and the European Space Agency (ESA) has been initiated through the Mars Exploration Joint Initiative (MEJI). The program provides a framework that will expand the collective capabilities of the two agencies as they jointly define and implement their scientific, technological and programmatic goals for Mars exploration. MEJI launch opportunities during the 2016–2020 timeframe should ultimately lead to a multi-element Mars sample return mission within the next decade. A number of orbiter, lander and sample return missions are being prepared by Russia, Japan, China and India. Russia’s Phobos-Grunt mission will be launched in 2012 to return samples from the Martian moon Phobos and Japan’s Hayabusa spacecraft recently returned to Earth in June 2010 with a sample from the asteroid Itokawa. Several Lunar orbiter missions will be carried out in this decade, such as China’s recently launched Chang’e-2 and India’s planned Chandrayaan-2 (as a part of Russia’s Luna Resource-1). Contact and in-situ robotic missions to the Moon are also envisaged for later in this decade, including Japan’s Selene-2 (lander) and Selene-3 (sample-return), Europe’s Lunar Lander, China’s Chang’e-3 (lander) and Chang’e-4 (sample return), and Russia’s Luna Resource-1 (Russian lander with Indian orbiter) and Luna Resource-2 (Russian lander, rover and retransmitting satellite) In addition to historical space powers such as the United States and Russia, newcomers including China and India are now pursuing or considering pursuing human space exploration. China launched its first human into space on Shenzhou-5 in 2003, followed by a two-person mission on Shenzhou-6 in 2005 and a three-person extravehicular activity (EVA) mission on Shenzhou-7 in 2008. In 2011, China will launch Tiangong-1, its first space lab module, followed by an unmanned Shenzhou-8 to dock with it. China recently began work on its inhabited space station aimed for completion around 2020. India’s budget for pursuing human space exploration is currently under discussion. 

Robotic exploration CP

CP text: The United States Federal Government will increase funds to NASA and mandate that the money go to more robotic probes on mars.

Robots to Mars more feasible in current climate and is not as costly as a human mission
Robinson, ’10 [Michael, Ph.D. at the University of Hartford in Connecticut; The Problem of Human Missions to Mars; Journal of Cosmology, 2010, Vol. 12, October-November; http://journalofcosmology.com/Mars134.html
 Why should we explore Mars? In debating an answer to this question, the space community has revealed a deep divide: one that extends beyond policy to touch at the basic meaning of exploration. While a scientific vision of Mars, with a focus on telerobotic exploration, may not excite the public to the same extent as human missions, it is achievable within the current fiscal climate. Moreover, the value of such tele-robotic missions can be measured by the amount and significance of data gathered. By contrast, human missions to Mars will be exceptionally expensive and will rely upon long-term, intangible, and visionary arguments that are much more difficult to assess. This essay argues that humans will not reach Mars on the power of peripheral arguments about science, national pride, or technological spin-offs. Advocates of a human program need to articulate the core values of human spaceflight and justify their missions accordingly, even if they are difficult to measure.
NASA should not proceed with manned missions to Mars, but with unmanned missions that have been and are still successful.

Christianson, Writer for The Columbia Daily Tribune, March 11 2011 [J Scott, “We Can’t Afford Manned Mission to Mars”, http://thefreerangetechnologist.com/2011/03/manned-mission-to-mars/]. 

Perhaps the most compelling argument for not proceeding with a manned mission to Mars is NASA’s great success with unmanned missions to Mars and other planets. These “smaller, cheaper, faster” space probes have been extremely useful and cost-effective and have proved themselves capable of performing real science or, at the very least, capable of being the on-the-ground technicians for scientists safely located on Earth. A better use of NASA’s budget for exploration and planetary science would be to fund several smaller unmanned missions to explore Mars and other planets, thus spreading out both the risks and the rewards. While some of these are bound to fail, most of these little probes would be successful, and several would be successful beyond their original design. The Spirit and Opportunity probes continue to operate on Mars some five years past their original mission of 90 days. Even Voyager 1, launched in 1977, is still operating some 30 years later. Investing in several smaller missions with clear scientific goals offers much more reward for the risk.

One way mission CP (1/2)
CP Text: The United States Federal Government will fund NASA for a one way mission to Mars, and subsequent funds to support the explorers on mars will be granted

The US should do a one-way human mission to Mars instead of a round trip.

Heussner, Writer for ABC News, Jan 13 2011 [Kai Mae, “One-Way Mars Mission: Would You Boldly Go?”, http://abcnews.go.com/Technology/mission-mars-boldly/story?id=12607453]. 

In a special edition published in October, the Journal of Cosmology detailed how a human mission to Mars could be a reality in as little as 20 years. But the complexity, risk and cost of getting astronauts there and back have kept the idea firmly on the ground. So a few scientists proposed an unconventional idea: send astronauts -- but simplify the flight by making it a one-way trip. The astronauts would be settlers as well as explorers. A return trip is massively more difficult than the voyage there, partly because the fuel and supplies to get home would have make the round trip from Earth. It's just a fanciful idea for now -- but the editors say they were stunned when more than 500 e-mail messages came from people around the world, volunteering to be the first Mars colonists. Students, soldiers, law enforcement officers, nurses, and space enthusiasts young and old wrote in, saying they'd be happy to leave their lives on Earth for the chance to be pioneers. (The response was so great, in fact, that the journal announced Thursday that it would actively seek volunteers and supporters for a Mars mission. It encouraged the public to sign up on the journal's home page or e-mail them.) "It's going to happen some way or another sometime. It may as well happen now. I don't see any sense in delaying it," said R.J. Musat, a 56-year-old computer operator at Cuyahoga Community College in Cleveland, Ohio. Musat, who was among the hundreds of volunteers to e-mail the journal, said he's been interested in exploring Mars since he read Robert Heinlein's sci-fi novel "Stranger in a Strange Land" in the 1960s. Among his self-described credentials: a familiarity with computers, the ability to execute high-tech tasks and a genius-level I.Q. When asked why he would be willing to leave his son, family and friends behind, he said, "Christopher Columbus did it. It's a pioneering thing. ...Because it's there." Scientist: Part of the Human Spirit Seeks Exploration, Risk In an e-mail to the journal, an honorably discharged Navy veteran said he should be a crew member because, aside from his military background, he has never fathered a child and has no commitments on Earth he wouldn't be able to leave behind. "Sign me up for the adventure of a lifetime!" he said. Many who claimed no relevant training at all added their names to the list. "I think I would be a great candidate because I could help people cope with the depression, I'm continuously optimistic and happy," wrote an 18-year-old man from Alaska. The one-way mission proposal, titled "To Boldly Go: A One-Way Human Mission to Mars," is part of a book published by the journal that combines the work of more than 70 NASA scientists. "The Human Mission to Mars: Colonizing the Red Planet" is billed as a step-by-step "how-to" series on going to Mars. "I do think there is still part of the human spirit that is willing to explore new places and take risks," said Dirk Schulze-Makuch, professor of earth sciences at Washington State University and co-author of the one-way mission proposal. Not a Suicide Mission, but an Opportunity to Settle the Red Planet In the proposal, Schulze-Makuch and Paul Davies, a physicist and cosmologist at Arizona State University, suggest sending four astronauts to Mars to stake out the first human outpost there. The scientists emphasized that it wouldn't be a "suicide mission." Instead, the volunteers would live out their lives on Mars, building the first hub for colonization. "The people going would understand that they will be there until the end of their days," said Schulze-Makuch. "But we would not be abandoning them. The planners on Earth would have to supply them." The astronauts would regularly be provided with basic necessities from Earth, but would have to become increasingly successful at harvesting and exploiting resources available on Mars, the scientists said.

One way mission CP (2/2)
A one-way mission to Mars for colonization is supported by NASA and the US public and has many volunteers.

Heussner, Writer for ABC News, Jan 13 2011 [Kai Mae, “One-Way Mars Mission: Would You Boldly Go?”, http://abcnews.go.com/Technology/mission-mars-boldly/story?id=12607453]. 

In a special edition published in October, the Journal of Cosmology detailed how a human mission to Mars could be a reality in as little as 20 years. But the complexity, risk and cost of getting astronauts there and back have kept the idea firmly on the ground. So a few scientists proposed an unconventional idea: send astronauts -- but simplify the flight by making it a one-way trip. The astronauts would be settlers as well as explorers. A return trip is massively more difficult than the voyage there, partly because the fuel and supplies to get home would have make the round trip from Earth. It's just a fanciful idea for now -- but the editors say they were stunned when more than 500 e-mail messages came from people around the world, volunteering to be the first Mars colonists. Students, soldiers, law enforcement officers, nurses, and space enthusiasts young and old wrote in, saying they'd be happy to leave their lives on Earth for the chance to be pioneers. (The response was so great, in fact, that the journal announced Thursday that it would actively seek volunteers and supporters for a Mars mission. It encouraged the public to sign up on the journal's home page or e-mail them.) "It's going to happen some way or another sometime. It may as well happen now. I don't see any sense in delaying it," said R.J. Musat, a 56-year-old computer operator at Cuyahoga Community College in Cleveland, Ohio. Musat, who was among the hundreds of volunteers to e-mail the journal, said he's been interested in exploring Mars since he read Robert Heinlein's sci-fi novel "Stranger in a Strange Land" in the 1960s. Among his self-described credentials: a familiarity with computers, the ability to execute high-tech tasks and a genius-level I.Q. When asked why he would be willing to leave his son, family and friends behind, he said, "Christopher Columbus did it. It's a pioneering thing. ...Because it's there." Scientist: Part of the Human Spirit Seeks Exploration, Risk In an e-mail to the journal, an honorably discharged Navy veteran said he should be a crew member because, aside from his military background, he has never fathered a child and has no commitments on Earth he wouldn't be able to leave behind. "Sign me up for the adventure of a lifetime!" he said. Many who claimed no relevant training at all added their names to the list. "I think I would be a great candidate because I could help people cope with the depression, I'm continuously optimistic and happy," wrote an 18-year-old man from Alaska. The one-way mission proposal, titled "To Boldly Go: A One-Way Human Mission to Mars," is part of a book published by the journal that combines the work of more than 70 NASA scientists. "The Human Mission to Mars: Colonizing the Red Planet" is billed as a step-by-step "how-to" series on going to Mars. "I do think there is still part of the human spirit that is willing to explore new places and take risks," said Dirk Schulze-Makuch, professor of earth sciences at Washington State University and co-author of the one-way mission proposal. Not a Suicide Mission, but an Opportunity to Settle the Red Planet In the proposal, Schulze-Makuch and Paul Davies, a physicist and cosmologist at Arizona State University, suggest sending four astronauts to Mars to stake out the first human outpost there. The scientists emphasized that it wouldn't be a "suicide mission." Instead, the volunteers would live out their lives on Mars, building the first hub for colonization. "The people going would understand that they will be there until the end of their days," said Schulze-Makuch. "But we would not be abandoning them. The planners on Earth would have to supply them." The astronauts would regularly be provided with basic necessities from Earth, but would have to become increasingly successful at harvesting and exploiting resources available on Mars, the scientists said. Lana Tao, the editor of the Journal of Cosmology, said that when it first published the report, the journal did not solicit volunteers in any way, and never expected to receive a single message from a would-be explorer. "When we first began receiving them, we thought they were not serious, that it was some type of joke," she told ABCNews.com in an e-mail. "Then they kept coming, and coming and it became clear that most of these men were extremely serious."

India Relations DA (1/5)
India U.S relations high now; cultural diffusion proves

Congressional Research Service,  providing policy and legal analysis to committees and Members of both the House and Senate, regardless of party affiliation. As a legislative branch agency within the Library of Congress, CRS has been a valued and respected resource on Capitol Hill for nearly a century. October 27, 2010 [India U.S Relations, http://www.fas.org/sgp/crs/row/RL33529.pdf
With the lifting of Cold War geopolitical constraints and the near-simultaneous opening of India’s economy in early 1990s, the world’s largest democracy has emerged as an increasingly important player on the global stage. India dominates the geography of the now strategically vital South Asia region, and its vibrant economy, military power, pluralist society, and cultural influence have made the country a key focus of U.S. foreign policy attention in the 21 st century. This attention is to no small degree motivated by China’s longer-standing and more rapid rise, with many analysts viewing U.S. and Indian geopolitical interests as convergent on many fronts, perhaps especially in the area of Asian power balances. President G.W. Bush is credited with building on a new engagement launched by President Bill Clinton in 2000, and for more than six years the U.S. and Indian governments have been seeking to create and sustain a substantive “strategic partnership,” even as bilateral business and people-to-people contacts are flourishing. The U.S.-India “strategic partnership” is based on shared values such as democracy, pluralism, and rule of law. Numerous economic, security, and global initiatives, including unprecedented plans for civilian nuclear cooperation, are underway. The two countries inked a ten-year defense framework agreement in 2005 to facilitate expanded bilateral security cooperation. In the new century, numerous, large-scale combined military exercises have taken place, and bilateral cooperation on intelligence and counterterrorism is increasing. Major U.S. arms sales to India are underway; more are anticipated. The influence of a geopraphically dispersed and relatively wealthy Indian-American community of some 2.7 million is reflected in Congress’s largest country-specific caucus. More than 100,000 Indian students are attending American universities, the greatest number from any foreign country. Notably, a number of Indian-Americans now occupy senior positions in the Obama Administration, Agency for International Development Administrator Rajiv Patel among them. 1
India Relations DA (2/5)
Unilateral Space development and asymmetrical values put U.S. India Relations in jeopardy 

Ollapally,  Associate Director of the Sigur Center for Asian Studies at the Elliott School. Previously, she directed the South Asia program at the U.S. Institute of Peace, and was associate professor of political science at Swarthmore College.  She holds a Ph.D. in Political Science from Columbia University, February 28, 2011, [Deepa, “U.S.-India Relations: Ties That Bind?”, http://128.164.131.27/~sigur/assets/docs/scap/SCAP22-Ollapally.pdf
In contrast, the skeptics have a long list of concerns and an even longer memory. The major criticism of the NSSP is that it provides no substantive movement forward, and that expectations of increased ﬂow of dual use goods into India’s The Sigur Center Asia Papers 9 civilian space and nuclear activities, are highly misplaced. In fact, Anil Kakodkar, Chairman of India’s Atomic Energy Commission, does not see the NSSP as being particularly useful for developing India’s civilian nuclear power technology, unlike the NSSP’s proponents. The modiﬁcations to U.S. export licensing policies are dismissed by many as cosmetic, pointing out they are to be reciprocal for India’s “implementation of measures to address proliferation concerns and to ensure compliance with U.S. export controls.” Moreover, the relaxation amounts to a presumption of approval only for dual use items not controlled for proliferation reasons. On the most important issue for space cooperation–i.e., the export of U.S. satellites, subsystems and components–critics note that there seems to be a blank. Given that U.S.-made systems dominate the satellite market, India is prevented from entering the launch service market despite lower costs since a launch from India would require a license for reexport by the customer, which is usually denied. The bottom line from the skeptics is that “you cannot expect trust from someone you are still targeting.” Many hark back to the U.S. decision to discontinue supplies of low-enriched uranium for India’s Tarapore atomic power plant after 1974, despite the existence of an Indo-U.S. agreement that had the force of an international treaty. Some are also deeply concerned that the U.S. will now target Indian scientists, thus “moving up the value chain.” Their belief is that technology denial can only work up to a point in the new knowledge economy, hence innovative sanctions against intangibles are likely to be developed, adding yet another layer of distrust between India and the U.S. As far as this group is concerned, the fundamental American goal of ensuring asymmetry in technology, including full spectrum dominance, will continue to dictate U.S. policies. This goal will lead the U.S. to try and put a ceiling on scientiﬁc development elsewhere. The defense technologists and scientists at least, believe that as in the earlier period, the U.S. will only be able to slow down India, but not stop it in new arenas. Many Indian analysts and policymakers are incredulous at what is seen as continuing American double standards in the region on protecting sensitive nuclear technology. (This is a view shared by both skeptics and supporters.) The American sanctions on two Indian scientists for allegedly assisting Iran is a case in point. The U.S. appears to believe that Indian scientists are valuable to would-be proliferators because they represent the only pool of talent outside the nuclear weapon states familiar with “the start up stage” of nuclear weapons and missile programs. As far as India is concerned, its track record on not passing sensitive technology and information over the past decades is above reproach. In the words of a former Chairman of the Indian Atomic Energy Commission The recent U.S. sanctions against two Indian engineers who held senior positions in the Nuclear Power Corporation of India is ludicrous in the extreme. One of them was involved in reviewing the safety aspects of a Russian nuclear power unit being built in Iran and which is under IAEA safeguards, the other person has not even visited Iran. Contrast this reaction of the U.S. to its pussyfooting on the well organized and longstanding proliferation of nuclear weapons-related technologies by Pakistan to North Korea, Libya and Iran
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Relations with India are key to effective multilateralism

Burns 2007 (R. Nicholas Burns, writer for the council on foreign affairs. In America’s Strategic Opportunity With India, November/December 2007. http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/63016/r-nicholas-burns/americas-strategic-opportunity-with-india)

As we Americans consider our future role in the world, the rise of a democratic and increasingly powerful India represents a singularly positive opportunity to advance our global interests. There is a tremendous strategic upside to our growing engagement with India. That is why building a close U.S.-India partnership should be one of the United States' highest priorities for the future. It is a unique opportunity with real promise for the global balance of power. We share an abundance of political, economic, and military interests with India today. Our open societies face similar threats from terrorism and organized crime. Our market-based economies embrace trade and commerce as engines of prosperity. Our peoples value education and a strong work ethic. We share an attachment to democracy and individual rights founded on an instinctive mistrust of authoritarianism. And in an age of anti-Americanism, according to the most recent Pew Global Attitudes survey, nearly six in ten Indians view the United States favorably. In the past decade, both President Bill Clinton and President George W. Bush recognized this opportunity and acted to construct a completely new foundation for U.S. ties with India. Our relationship with India now is our fastest-developing friendship with any major country in the world. I have visited India eight times in the last two years to help construct this partnership. I have seen firsthand the remarkable growth in trust between the leaderships of the two countries. I have also observed the corresponding explosion in private-sector ties, the greatest strength in the relationship. The progress between the United States and India has been remarkable: a new and historic agreement on civil nuclear energy, closer collaboration on scientific and technological innovation, burgeoning trade and commercial links, common efforts to stabilize South Asia, and a growing U.S.-India campaign to promote stable, well-governed democracies around the world. And the United States is only just beginning to realize the benefits of this relationship for its interests in South and East Asia. 
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Multilateralism is key solve proliferation

Ikenberry, 2002 (G. John Ikenberry, Professor of Geopolitics and Global Justice at Georgetown Foreign Affairs. September/October 2002.)

The most immediate problem is that the neoimperialist approach is unsustainable. Going it alone might well succeed in removing Saddam Hussein from power, but it is far less certain that a strategy of counterproliferation, based on American willingness to use unilateral force to confront dangerous dictators, can work over the long term. An American policy that leaves the United States alone to decide which states are threats and how best to deny them weapons of mass destruction will lead to a diminishment of multilateral mechanisms -- most important of which is the nonproliferation regime. The Bush administration has elevated the threat of WMD to the top of its security agenda without investing its power or prestige in fostering, monitoring, and enforcing nonproliferation commitments. The tragedy of September 11 has given the Bush administration the authority and willingness to confront the Iraqs of the world. But that will not be enough when even more complicated cases come along -- when it is not the use of force that is needed but concerted multilateral action to provide sanctions and inspections. Nor is it certain that a preemptive or preventive military intervention will go well; it might trigger a domestic political backlash to American-led and military-focused interventionism. America's well-meaning imperial strategy could undermine the principled multilateral agreements, institutional infrastructure, and cooperative spirit needed for the long-term success of nonproliferation goals.

Proliferation leads to full scale nuclear war

Taylor, 2001 (Taylor, former nuclear weapons designer and chairman of NOVA. In Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons)

Nuclear proliferation – be it among nations or terrorists – greatly increases the chance of nuclear violence on a scale that would be intolerable.  Proliferation increases the chance that nuclear weapons will fall into the hands of irrational people, either suicidal or with no concern for the fate of the world.  Irrational or outright psychotic leaders of military factions or terrorist groups may decide to use nuclear weapons under their control to stimulate a global nuclear war, as an act of vengeance against humanity as a whole. Limited nuclear wars between countries with small numbers of nuclear weapons could escalate into major nuclear wars between superpowers.  For example, a nation in an advanced stage of “latent proliferation”, finding itself losing a nonnuclear war, might complete the transition to deliverable nuclear weapons and, in desperation, use them.  If that should happen in a region, such as the Middle East, where major superpower interests are at stake, the small nuclear war could easily escalate into a global nuclear war.

India Relations DA extensions (1/2)
Can’t blow off relations with India- need to have good relations with them to solve every problem imaginable

Twining and Fontaine, 2011 (Daniel Twining, Senior Fellow for Asia at the German Marshall Fund of the United States (GMF) and a consultant to the U.S. government on South Asia and Asian security issues; Richard Fontaine, Senior Fellow at the Center for a New American Security. The Ties that Bind? U.S.—Indian Values-based Cooperation, Spring 2011. The Washington Quarterly, http://www.twq.com/11spring/docs/11spring_Twining_Fontaine.pdf)

Iran and Burma underscore the limits to the argument that India and the United States, as democracies, define their interests in similar ways.13 But they may be special cases_like U.S. alliances with non-democracies such as Saudi Arabia as well as Washington’s occasional support for military rule in Pakistan_that do not vitiate the possibilities for Indo—American values-based cooperation elsewhere. Indeed, India has defined its relations with the world’s leading democracies as more important than with non-democracies such as Iran, Burma, and China. A leaked Indian Ministry of External Affairs memo in 2006 identified relations with the United States, Britain, France, Germany, and Japan as being more strategically important to India’s future than ties to other states_ presumably not simply because of their power or wealth but because of a basic alignment of interests, reinforced by a set of common values, that India does not share with other countries.14 Strategically, the key question is whether India and the United States can move beyond rhetoric and a limited record of cooperation to build a global partnership rooted not only in growing security and economic ties, but also in a common commitment to strengthen good governance and pluralism within states as sources of security and stability. If India, like the United States, defines a world with more open societies as one that will best allow its interests to flourish, the two countries should be able to put into place a program of cooperation to work jointly toward that goal. If, by contrast, U.S. officials choose to minimize ideational cooperation and instead treat India simply as an important rising power given its array of capabilities, they risk minimizing the qualitative differences between India and China_differences that Indians believe merit a special relationship with the United States of the kind neither Washington nor New Delhi enjoys with Beijing. In an era of diminishing Western influence and the ‘‘rise of the rest,’’ India’s success as a thriving market democracy is itself a critical U.S. interest, in part to disprove to those so enamored with the Chinese model of authoritarian development that prosperity can equally, and perhaps more durably, flourish amidst political tolerance and accountability. Can Washington and New Delhi outline an agenda for values-based cooperation in areas where it reinforces their respective, and increasingly converging, national interests? The long-term future of Indo—U.S. strategic partnership may hinge on the answer. All of the United States’ closest relationships with key powers are based on democratic affinity and some sense of shared values. Where these elements are missing_as in U.S. relations with China_ competitive pressures and mutual mistrust limit the possibilities for true partnership. Similarly, framing Indo—U.S. relations in purely transactional terms could undermine the staying power of the relationship on the U.S. side. This could put bilateral ties at risk should there be a political shift at home_or should a changing power balance in Asia render China, based purely on its geopolitical and economic heft, a seemingly more valuable U.S. partner than India. From the U.S. perspective, then, qualitatively distinguishing between Asia’s rising giants on the basis of the possibilities for democratic cooperation with India in world affairs is a strategic imperative. 

India Relations DA extensions (1/2)
Nuclear proliferation leads to extinction

Utgoff 2002 (Victor A Utgoff, Deputry Director of Strategy, Forces, and Resources division of the Institute for Defense Analysis. Summer 2002. Survival, pg. 87-90)

In sum, widespread proliferation is likely to lead to an occasional shoot-out with nuclear weapons, and that such shoot outs will have a substantial probability of escalating to the maximum destruction possible with the weapons at hand. Unless nuclear proliferation is stopped, we are headed towards a world that will mirror the American Wild West of the late 1800s. With most, if not all, nations wearing nuclear “six shooters” on their hips, the world may even be a more polite place than it is today, but every once in a while we will all gather together on a hill to bury the bodies of dead cities or even whole nations.
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