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NASA bad – no space taxis
NASA can’t solve – no space taxis for deep exploration and no funding to develop them
Dobbs 10
(Greg, “Why race to space when technology is inefficient?” Denver Post.  jdl)

A space program employee I know believes the world is ending for NASA. In his new budget, President Barack Obama said the space shuttle will not fly after this year; the Constellation program, the next generation of spacecraft meant to take us deeper into space, will be scrapped; and commercial companies, not NASA, will build "rocket-taxis" to carry our American astronauts to and from the International Space Station. Why the seismic shift in NASA's direction? Because Constellation wouldn't have worked. It could have reached the moon, sure, but Mars, even when it's closest to Earth, is six months away with today's technology. Then, another six months home. That just won't do. A member of the president's advisory commission on space, Edward Crawley, rhetorically asked, "Do you protect America's leadership in space by building a system largely based on the technologies of the past, or by investing in technologies for the future?" Like figuring out how to refuel in space, so an already heavy spacecraft doesn't have to lift everything from here. The military does air-to-air refueling all the time. We could pre-position an unmanned "fuelcraft" along the route to Mars. And we must create new fuel systems themselves. We might dispense with chemical fuels, and go to ion fuels. Maybe even beam energy up from a source down here on the ground. We don't know how to do it yet, but neither did we know how to get to the moon in 1960.

NASA bad – single delivery vehicle
NASAs determination to use a single delivery vehicle dooms future missions to failure 
Krukin 6
(Jeff, Executive Director Space Frontier Foundation.  “Unaffordable and Unsustainable:  NASA’s Failing Earth-to-orbit Transportation Strategy”)
The expert agency had now spoken. The ESAS report clearly assumes that a single vehicle is the path for these multiple missions. This conclusion is not only flawed, but it also demonstrates NASA’s amazing ability to forget its own history. The ESAS logic of designing, building, owning and operating a single vehicle for multiple space missions is identical to NASA’s logic in the 1970s that created the national space transportation system, later called the Space Shuttle, which was supposed to serve all national needs (civil, military and commercial.) This logic was used for over a decade to kill off all other competing launch systems in the United States. Furthermore, it created a fragile space transportation infrastructure, with no redundancy or resiliency in the face of failure, as we saw after the losses of both Challenger and Columbia. Even after the Challenger accident, the NASA bureaucracy fought to keep White House policy from being changed. It was only the aggressive actions of other parts of the U.S. government (DoT, DoC) that prevented NASA from keeping a stranglehold on America’s commercial satellite launch industry.

NASA bad – no deep space
NASA fails – no deep space exploration tech and outpaced by the foreign competition 
Dobbs 10
(Greg, “Why race to space when technology is inefficient?” Denver Post.  jdl)

There is one more rap on NASA's new path: We won't get a human into space beyond the space station's low-Earth orbit until 2020 at the earliest. Critics fear we'll be overtaken by the Chinese, the Indians, the Russians. But even with Constellation, we probably weren't going deep into space until after 2020 anyway. Now, at least, when they go, they will go with tomorrow's technology, not today's. But where to go? The moon? Eventually, yes, because as NASA's new administrator, four-time shuttle astronautCharles Bolden, says, we have to spend time on the moon, learning more about radiation's effects on the human body, and what happens to human bone density during long stays in space. But do we need to rush back to beat other nations in the space race? As Bolden put it, "There are six national flags on the surface of the moon today. All six of them are American flags. That's not going to change."

NASA bad – bureaucracy
NASA is our Achilles heel – even if we have the talent, bureaucracy will hamstring it

Powell 8
(Stewart, “Culberson taking shots at NASA’s bureaucracy”

http://www.chron.com/disp/story.mpl/space/5894467.html jdl)
Culberson, a member of the House Appropriations Committee, said that despite spending $156.5 billion over the past decade, NASA had surrendered "a 40-year advantage" in space exploration. He said the agency continues to rely on liquid-fueled rockets with technology dating back to "Robert Goddard-era rockets" in the 1920s. "I have always been a zealous advocate for the space program," said Culberson, who dates his interest in the subject to a childhood telescope. "But the setbacks are inexcusable and maddening — all because the magnificent men and women scientists and engineers have been frustrated by the bureaucracy, waste and duplication at headquarters." Culberson's remarks came two days after criticizing NASA during a call-in town hall meeting with constituents. "We've spent a fortune on NASA, and we don't have a whole lot to show for it," Culberson said in response to a question from a caller who harshly criticized NASA. "It's deeply disappointing, and it's because it's a government-run agency." Citing an essay by former House Speaker Newt Gingrich recently published in Aviation Week, the congressman said Gingrich is "quite right that NASA has failed us miserably." "There's a lot of wonderful people working there," said Culberson, "but NASA wastes a vast amount of money."

NASA bad – they don’t respect authoritai

NASA is doomed to fail – consistently ignoring White House advice means programs will remain on the chopping block

Krukin 6
(Jeff, Executive Director Space Frontier Foundation.  “Unaffordable and Unsustainable:  NASA’s Failing Earth-to-orbit Transportation Strategy”)

The White House’s Vision for Space Exploration (VSE) represents this generation’s first rallying call for an expanding human presence in space. The Foundation strongly supports the VSE.3 The VSE, as offered by the President two and a half years ago, represents a major change in direction of our nation’s civilian space efforts, including several key reforms the Foundation has advocated for many years. Most importantly, the VSE gives NASA a real exploration mission on the “far frontier” (beyond Earth orbit) and transfers responsibility for the “near frontier” (e.g. low Earth orbit) to the private sector4. Perhaps it was for this reason that the White House invited the Foundation to hear the President’s speech at NASA HQ on January 14th, 2004. In announcing the VSE, the President also established the President’s Commission on Implementation of U.S. Space Exploration Policy (“President’s Commission”) and directed it to make recommendations on implementing the VSE. One core recommendation of the President’s Commission was that NASA should “decisively transform” its relationship with the private sector, “most immediately in LEO,” and that “NASA’s role must be limited to only those areas where there is irrefutable demonstration that only government can perform the proposed activity.” NASA’s planners have apparently ignored or rejected this element of White House exploration policy and explicit direction from the President’s Commission, and therefore will not deliver an “affordable” and “sustainable” exploration program. The Foundation believes that this divergence from the goal of “economic benefit” is a root cause for why NASA’s plans appear to be in the early stages of a major programmatic failure. When President Bush announced the VSE5, he called for the United States to “Promote international and U.S. scientific, security, and economic interests.” Dr. John Marburger, the President’s Science Advisor, has publicly explained and amplified this White House policy6: As I see it, questions about the vision boil down to whether we want to incorporate the Solar System in our economic sphere, or not. Our national policy, declared by President Bush and endorsed by Congress last December in the NASA authorization act, affirms that, "The fundamental goal of this vision is to advance U.S. scientific, security, and economic interests through a robust space exploration program." Dr. Marburger further clarified what the White House meant by this phrase: The wording of this policy phrase is significant. It subordinates space exploration to the primary goals of scientific, security, and economic interests. Stated this way, the "fundamental goal" identifies the benefits against which the costs of exploration can be weighed Instead, NASA appears to be doing the opposite, and is subordinating scientific, security and economic interests to the programmatic imperatives of NASA’s exploration program. Specifically, NASA has: • Made serious cuts to the space science program • Ignored “security interests” by deciding to invest tens-of-billions-of-dollars in two completely new launch vehicles, whose benefit to U.S. national security, if any, has remained unstated. (NASA could have designed some of its architecture around launch vehicles that are also used for national security purposes, which would have reduced their costs for all government users while saving the taxpayer billions in development costs.) • Made an underfunded and insignificant (less than 1% of the NASA budget) investment in “commercial participation” to support our “economic interests,” providing mere “lip service” rather than a serious intent to engage the private sector in Earth-to-orbit transportation. • Decimated the space technology investment portfolio, effectively declaring that NASA is no longer in the technology development business, thereby eliminating all the indirect economic benefits that would have been created by technology transfer It is important to note that nothing in White House policy gives NASA authority or direction to own and operate space vehicles for sending crew and cargo to the International Space Station after retirement of the Space Shuttle. Instead, the White House specifically gave NASA a narrowly defined task (emphasis added) to “Develop a new manned exploration vehicle to explore beyond our orbit to other worlds.” It is clear from White House policy that the plan was for NASA to get out of low Earth orbit, where it has been stuck going in circles for 25 years. How can we assert this? We can do so because the President’s Office of Management and Budget created a new program called “ISS crew and cargo services” to purchase ISS crew and cargo services from the commercial sector, starting in Fiscal Year 2005.
Ext – don’t respect authoritai  
NASA fails – they ignore orders and go rogue by using expensive contractors
Krukin 6
(Jeff, Executive Director Space Frontier Foundation.  “Unaffordable and Unsustainable:  NASA’s Failing Earth-to-orbit Transportation Strategy”)

Over the past 30 months, NASA has made fundamental errors in its implementation of the Vision for Space Exploration (VSE), errors which can be fixed today but will be fatal if left uncorrected. In particular, NASA has laid out a strategy for Earth-to-orbit transportation that is already showing signs of failure to meet its own stated goals: closing the gap in U.S. human spaceflight, supporting full utilization of the ISS, and enabling affordable and sustainable exploration beyond Earth orbit. In developing this strategy, NASA has apparently ignored key elements of the White House’s Space Exploration Policy and several critical recommendations of the President’s Commission on Implementation of U.S. Space Exploration Policy (“President’s Commission”). Instead of planning its exploration transportation in a way that maximizes economic (and national security) benefit, NASA is working with its incumbent contractors to develop a series of government-designed and owned space exploration transportation systems to service ISS as well as explore the Moon. For example, many elements of Dr. Griffin’s initial plan to “reduce the gap” in U.S. human spaceflight have had to be abandoned, and therefore the gap is likely to be larger than any U.S. politician expects. Worse still, the high cost of operating these systems to service the ISS, compounded with likely cost, schedule, and performance problems in developing the lunar transportation elements, will delay and make unsustainable – and probably unaffordable – the human exploration of the Moon and beyond.

NASA bad - management
Poor management and outdated corporate models doom NASA to inefficiency 
Patterson 6/14/11
(Thom, NASA insider: Some truth to Gingrich's barb. CNN news.  http://news.blogs.cnn.com/2011/06/14/nasa-insider-some-truth-to-gingrichs-barb/ jdl)  

After Newt Gingrich's harsh comments about NASA during Monday's night's debate between GOP presidential hopefuls, you'd guess the outrage from the nation's legendary space agency would be deafening. So far today, all we've heard from Houston and Washington are crickets. For those who missed it, Gingrich accused NASA's bureaucracy of wasting hundreds of billions of dollars that it's spent since the 1969 moon landing. Without such waste, he said, "we would probably today have a permanent station on the moon, three or four permanent stations in space, a new generation of lift vehicles." NASA is "standing in the way" of a "new cycle of opportunities" when it "ought to be getting out of the way and encouraging the private sector," said the former House speaker. The government agency that fulfilled President Kennedy's Cold War challenge to send a man to the moon within a decade chose not to comment. "It is inappropriate for us to comment on election rhetoric," said today's one-line statement from the communications office. Why so quiet? Some NASA officials suspect Gingrich may be letting us know that the emperor has no clothes. Some insiders are wondering if NASA is operating with an outdated management paradigm better suited to the 1960s Apollo era rather than the 21st century.

NASA bad – bad business model
NASA is 1/20 as effective competitors – its business model makes it unprofitable
Fletcher 11
(Ian, Senior Economist of the Coalition for a Prosperous America, a nationwide grass-roots organization dedicated to fixing Americas trade policies and comprising representatives from business, agriculture, and labor. He was previously Research Fellow at the U.S. Business and Industry Council and before that, an economist in private practice serving mainly hedge funds and private equity firms.  American Innovation Needs Big Government.  Pacific Free Press. l/n. jdl)
One big problem for the U.S., as opposed to other countries, is that our publicly-funded R&D is dominated by mission-oriented agencies”NASA, the Defense Department, the National Institutes of Health, etc. These are fine institutions, but none of them is organized around the economic objective of increasing our GDP. They are all organized around non-economic missions: explore space, defend the nation, cure illness. Other nations tend to focus R&D funding on what will improve their economies. For example, Taiwans IndustrialTechnology Research Institute has one mission: technology development and commercialization. (One consequence is that private industry contributes about a third of its budget; leveraging money this way is key.) It is no accident that while our Defense Department produces 0.1 patent (an imperfect measure for infratechnology research, but its whats available) per million dollars, ITRI generates twenty times that. Proposals have been made to remedy Americas shortfall in this field. In 2008, the liberal Brookings Institution and the industry-funded Information Technology and Innovation Foundation proposed a National Innovation Foundation along the lines of the existing National Science Foundation.
NASA bad – cronyism 

NASA is tainted by cronyism and inefficiency 
Gasser 6/23/11
(Andrew. Press Release: TEA Party Launches Space Platform. http://www.teainspace.com/press-release-tea-party-launches-space-platform/ jdl)
-- Yes, the Tea Party is trying to go trans-galaxy. Finally, someone tries to return NASA to what it began as and what it served best as. Check out the release: TEA Party in Space (TPIS), a non-partisan organization, today publicly released the TEA Party Space Platform. œThis is our response to the vacuum of leadership in Washington, D.C., for Americas national space enterprise, said Andrew Gasser, President of TPIS. œWhether its timidity from the White House or Congress earmark-laden ˜compromises, our space dreams will be stuck on this planet unless someone articulates a vision based on economic and technical reality, so thats what weve done. This platform, and its specific planks, are grounded in sound science, technology, and the TEA Partys core values. The TEA Party in Space Platform promotes fiscal responsibility, limited government, and stimulation of the free market. œThe status quo of crony capitalism, earmarking billions of NASAs budget to a few companies, districts and states, has got to stop. We already tried this approach with Constellation and all we have to show for it are stacks of power point presentations, some pretty CGI videos, and a half-billion-dollar practice rocket, said Gasser. œIts time to return NASA to its roots as an R&D agency instead of serving as a slush fund for a few influential members of congress. This platform provides that plan.

NASA bad – no division of labor
NASA is inefficient and bureaucratic – they always hedge the private sector out
Krukin 6
(Jeff, Executive Director Space Frontier Foundation.  “Unaffordable and Unsustainable:  NASA’s Failing Earth-to-orbit Transportation Strategy”)

As reported earlier, the President’s Commission explicitly stated that (emphasis added): • NASA’s role must be limited to only those areas where there is irrefutable demonstration that only government can perform the proposed activity. • The Commission recommends NASA recognize and implement a far larger presence of private industry in space operations with the specific goal of allowing private industry to assume the primary role of providing services to NASA, and most immediately in accessing low-Earth orbit. Compare these statements with page 34 of the NASA ESAS report (emphasis added): One of the key requirements to enable a successful human space exploration program is the development and implementation of a vehicle capable of transporting and housing crew on LEO, lunar, and Mars missions. This statement constitutes a complete rejection by NASA of Recommendation 3-1 of the President’s Commission. ESAS did not provide any proof or argument that only NASA could do the ISS job, let alone an “irrefutable demonstration.” Instead, NASA chose to ignore the President’s Commission, and appears to be institutionally committed to continue going around in circles in low Earth orbit. And indeed, the facts show that NASA is not the only entity that can, or will, fly humans and cargo to the ISS. Until last July, the Russians provided the only human flights to the ISS post-Columbia, and RSC Energia, a Russian company, has funded and flown manned flights both to the Mir space station and the ISS, including two private U.S. citizens. Several other non-U.S. groups are actively designing and building systems for ISS cargo [e.g., Europe’s Automated Transfer Vehicle (ATV), and Japan’s HII Transfer Vehicle (HTV)].
NASA bad – no fiscal discipline
NASA cannot spend efficiently – its projects empirically waste money and get cancelled before development

Patterson 6/14/11
(Thom, NASA insider: Some truth to Gingrich's barb. CNN news.  http://news.blogs.cnn.com/2011/06/14/nasa-insider-some-truth-to-gingrichs-barb/ jdl)  

Instead of a bounty of exploration riches, Gingrich said, NASA has produced "failure after failure." The space shuttle, which will lift off a final time next month, was originally designed to fly 50 missions per year at $10 million per flight. That never happened. The International Space Station was first priced at $8 billion to design build and develop. That price tag eventually totaled more than $100 billion. NASA's list of expensive and less-than-successful programs includes the X-33, the Constellation, the X-38, the Ares I, and the Ares V, which were all canceled before they came to fruition. 

NASA bad – risky business
NASA projects will fail – cutting corners and safety gaffs 
Spotts 3
(Peter N., Staff writer. Christian Science Monitor. “A harsh critique of NASAs culture. http://www.csmonitor.com/2003/0827/p01s02-usgn.html/(page)/2  jdl)

The space shuttle Columbia was destroyed by events on Earth as much as by anything in flight. That's the hard-hitting conclusion of a NASA investigation board, which released its final report on Tuesday. While the proximate cause of the Columbia disaster was a breach in the heat shield of its left wing, the chain of events which led to this breach was the result of a NASA culture that grew used to accepting too much risk, according to the Columbia Accident Investigation Board. NASA's bureaucracy was driven by its schedule, and tried to run a lackadaisical safety program on the cheap.

NASA bad – no tech
Empirically, NASA bites off more than it can chew – they’ll keep taking on projects they can’t hope to finish
Spotts 3
(Peter N., Staff writer. Christian Science Monitor. “A harsh critique of NASAs culture. http://www.csmonitor.com/2003/0827/p01s02-usgn.html/(page)/2  jdl)

To some, NASA's predicament is also caused by a can-do agency trying to force an experimental vehicle to live up to promises of cheaper, more reliable access to space - promises the orbiters are incapable of fulfilling. "It's as if people are trying to force the shuttle program to work by an act of will," notes Alex Roland, a former NASA historian now at Duke University. The idea of human spaceflight, including eventual manned missions to Mars, represents a reasonable program, he continues. But a key first step is getting a launch vehicle into low-Earth orbit at much lower cost than the shuttle. He proposes turning the ISS into a human-tended, rather than human-occupied, research platform and reducing the number of shuttle missions to an absolute minimum necessary to ensure the money for a robust research and development program on a new launch vehicle.

