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PLAN

The United States federal government should fund the Constellation program.

Inherency

The US currently relies on Russia for manned space travel.
As the United States winds down its shuttle program in a symbolic twist in a long-running space rivalry, Russia will gain complete control of access to the International Space Station. The Russian space agency plays down any triumphalism, but US astronauts will remain dependent on Russia for access to the ISS at least until 2015 and will have to pay for seats in its Soyuz space capsules.
Solvency

NASA funding critical to aerospace leadership – economy, science, and national security

AIA 9 American Institute of Aeronautics, “NASA Funding Critical to US Leadership in Space” 6/19/2009,  http://www.aia-aerospace.org/newsroom/aia_news/2009/nasa_funding_critical_to_us_leadership_in_space/. Herm 

NASA stands front and center as the most visible representation of the U.S. space program and is critical to our country’s future leadership and competitiveness, AIA Vice President of Space Systems J.P. Stevens said Thursday. “Over the last 50 years, space technologies have increasingly become an important part of our nation’s economic, scientific and national security fabric,” Stevens said in testimony to the House Science and Technology Subcommittee on Space and Aeronautics. “However, other nations are making rapid advancements, and our leadership in space is no longer guaranteed.” AIA strongly supports the current proposed NASA budget of $18.7 billion, however, Stevens noted that zero growth is budgeted through 2013. "This is a real concern. The Chinese absolutely want to send humans to the moon and are putting in the resources to make it happen,” said Stevens in response to a question. “If we continue to delay our programs, it's quite possible that the Chinese will return to the moon first.”

Advantage 1. Individualism
a.Space technology promotes capitalism.

Dickens 10 

(Peter, Professor of Sociology – University of Brighton and Cambridge, UK, “The Humanization of the Cosmos – To What End?”, Monthly Review, 62(6), November, 6-6, http://monthlyreview.org/archives/2010/volume-62-issue-06-november-2010 t.c.)

Instead of indulging in over-optimistic and fantastic visions, we should take a longer, harder, and more critical look at what is happening and what is likely to happen. We can then begin taking a more measured view of space humanization, and start developing more progressive alternatives. At this point, The United States must return to the deeper, underlying processes which are at the heart of the capitalist economy and society, and which are generating this demand for expansion into outer space. Although the humanization of the cosmos is clearly a new and exotic development, the social relationships and mechanisms underlying space-humanization are very familiar. In the early twentieth century, Rosa Luxemburg argued that an “outside” [area] to capitalism is important for two main reasons. First, it is needed as a means of creating massive numbers of new customers who would buy the goods made in the capitalist countries.7 As outlined earlier, space technology has extended and deepened this process, allowing an increasing number of people to become integral to the further expansion of global capitalism. Luxemburg’s second reason for imperial expansion is the search for cheap supplies of labor and raw materials. Clearly, space fiction fantasies about aliens aside, expansion into the cosmos offers no benefits to capital in the form of fresh sources of labor power.8 But expansion into the cosmos does offer prospects for exploiting new materials such as those in asteroids, the moon, and perhaps other cosmic entities such as Mars. Neil Smith’s characterization of capital’s relations to nature is useful at this point. The reproduction of material life is wholly dependent on the production and reproduction of surplus value. To this end, capital stalks the Earth in search of material resources; nature becomes a universal means of production in the sense that it not only provides the subjects, objects and instruments of production, but is also in its totality an appendage to the production process…no part of the Earth’s surface, the atmosphere, the oceans, the geological substratum or the biological superstratum are immune from transformation by capital.9 Capitalism is now also “stalking” outer space in the search for new resources and raw materials. Nature on a cosmic scale now seems likely to be incorporated into production processes, these being located mainly on earth.C

b.Capitalism is Individualism and Promotes Freedom 
Osho guru, spiritual leader, and professor of philosophy "Come, Come, Yet Again Come"1980
Capitalism is not an ideology; it is not imposed on the society, it is a natural growth. It is not like communism, or fascism, or socialism -- these are ideologies; they have to be imposed. Capitalism has come on its own. In fact, the word "capitalism" has been given by the anticapitalist thinkers: the communists, the socialists and others. Capitalism is a state of freedom; that's exactly why I am in support of it. It allows you all kinds of freedoms. Communism will not allow you all kinds of freedoms; communism will give you only one ideology to believe in -- there is no question of choice. Now for sixty years or more communism has existed in Russia. Still, communism existing in Russia has not been able to make it a rich society; it is a poor country. Of course they go on competing as far as war technology is concerned, but the people are poor. America is far richer; in fact, it is the richest society that has ever existed on the earth. Even the poorest man in America is in a far better situation than any Russian, for the simple reason that people are allowed to produce wealth if they choose to. If they choose not to produce wealth, if they want to be painters, poets, they are allowed -- that is their freedom, that is their birthright. In communism you don't have any birthright. Everybody has to be himself, and capitalism simply gives you the possibility to be yourself. Certainly you will have to prove your mettle, you will have to work; you will have to create, you will have to bring your total energy to a focus. But only then will you be able to shine forth Capitalism is basically individualism, it is not a social structure. It is more than that; it is just democracy and freedom.
c.Individualism is the highest human Value
David L. Hunter is a universal scholar who has studied at leading universities in the United States and the United Kingdom, where he has earned degrees in science and landscape architecture. Upon completing his formal education, Hunter taught himself deductive logic, inductive logic, the scientific method, philosophy, psychology, politics, economics, business, government, law, literature, and history. The Individualist Manifesto.2000
In essence, the Individualist Manifesto promotes (1) individual rights, (2) property rights, (3) capitalism, (4) business, and (5) protection-only government. Those five elements are the existential requirements that enable the individual to flourish. The philosophical requirement that enables the individual to flourish is a rational, objective philosophy. This manifesto is rooted in an objective philosophy.
Importantly, this manifesto will usher in the Age of Individualism. That new age cherishes and protects the individual rather than the group, society, or the state. The Individualist Manifesto holds the individual human being as the highest value in existence. As such, it will radically affect life on earth.
Advantage 2. Leadership
a. US Government in space key to leadership, and to promote American values. It also allows for international cooperation.
Stone 2011, Christopher, policy analyst and strategist, “American leadership in space: leadership through capability,” The Space Review, Mar. 15, http://www.thespacereview.com/article/1797/1

The world has recognized America as the leaders in space because it demonstrated technological advancement by the Apollo lunar landings, our deep space exploration probes to the outer planets, and deploying national security space missions. We did not become the recognized leaders in astronautics and space technology because we decided to fund billions into research programs with no firm budgetary commitment or attainable goals. We did it because we made a national level decision to do each of them, stuck with it, and achieved exceptional things in manned and unmanned spaceflight. We have allowed ourselves to drift from this traditional strategic definition of leadership in space exploration, rapidly becoming participants in spaceflight rather than the leader of the global space community. One example is shutting down the space shuttle program without a viable domestic spacecraft chosen and funded to commence operations upon retirement of the fleet. We are paying millions to rely on Russia to ferry our astronauts to an International Space Station that US taxpayers paid the lion’s share of the cost of construction. Why would we, as United States citizens and space advocates, settle for this? The current debate on commercial crew and cargo as the stopgap between shuttle and whatever comes next could and hopefully will provide some new and exciting solutions to this particular issue. However, we need to make a decision sooner rather than later. Finally, one other issue that concerns me is the view of the world “hegemony” or “superiority” as dirty words. Some seem to view these words used in policy statements or speeches as a direct threat. In my view, each nation (should they desire) should have freedom of access to space for the purpose of advancing their “security, prestige and wealth” through exploration like we do. However, to maintain leadership in the space environment, space superiority is a worthy and necessary byproduct of the traditional leadership model. If your nation is the leader in space, it would pursue and maintain superiority in their mission sets and capabilities. In my opinion, space superiority does not imply a wall of orbital weapons preventing other nations from access to space, nor does it preclude international cooperation among friendly nations. Rather, it indicates a desire as a country to achieve its goals for national security, prestige, and economic prosperity for its people, and to be known as the best in the world with regards to space technology and astronautics. I can assure you that many other nations with aggressive space programs, like ours traditionally has been, desire the same prestige of being the best at some, if not all, parts of the space pie. Space has been characterized recently as “congested, contested, and competitive”; the quest for excellence is just one part of international space competition that, in my view, is a good and healthy thing. As other nations pursue excellence in space, we should take our responsibilities seriously, both from a national capability standpoint, and as country who desires expanded international engagement in space. If America wants to retain its true leadership in space, it must approach its space programs as the advancement of its national “security, prestige and wealth” by maintaining its edge in spaceflight capabilities and use those demonstrated talents to advance international prestige and influence in the space community. These energies and influence can be channeled to create the international space coalitions of the future that may desire and benefit mankind as well as America. Leadership will require sound, long-range exploration strategies with national and international political will behind it. American leadership in space is not a choice. It is a requirement if we are to truly lead the world into space with programs and objectives “worthy of a great nation.”

b. US Leadership critical to prevent global nuclear war through American Values.
Khalilzad 1995, Zalmay, Rand Analyst, Envoy to Afghanistan, “Losing the Moment,” Washington Quarterly, Spring

Under the third option, the United States would seek to retain global leadership and to preclude the rise of a global rival or a return to multipolarity for the indefinite future. On balance, this is the best long-term guiding principle and vision. Such a vision is desirable not as an end in itself, but because a world in which the United States exercises leadership would have tremendous advantages. First, the global environment would be more open and more receptive to American values -- democracy, free markets, and the rule of law. Second, such a world would have a better chance of dealing cooperatively with the world's major problems, such as nuclear proliferation, threats of regional hegemony by renegade states, and low-level conflicts. Finally, U.S. leadership would help preclude the rise of another hostile global rival, enabling the United States and the world to avoid another global cold or hot war and all the attendant dangers, including a global nuclear exchange. U.S. leadership would therefore be more conducive to global stability than a bipolar or a multipolar balance of power system.

Advantage 3 Economic Growth

a. Killing Constellation kills jobs and hurts US
Taylor Dinerman, author and journalist,  February 1, 2010, The Space Review

It was also an election year, and Bill Clinton and Al Gore were happy to find a defense program they could support and which the Bush Administration was planning to cut. They made the case that tilt-rotor technology could have civilian applications and would eventually provide thousands of jobs for Americans making this type of aircraft for civilian use. It has not quite worked out that way, but in the future we may yet see tilt-rotor transports flying paying customers to and from small heliports in the centers of large cities. The lesson is simple: when it comes to funding, Congress has the last word. Senators and Representatives of both parties are not going to allow NASA’s Constellation program to go down without a fight. They will start by pointing out the contradictions between the President’s stated desire to protect jobs and the tens of thousands of jobs that this move will destroy. They could also point out the way that this hurts the goal of promoting education in STEM (science, technology, engineering, and math) field. Why should anyone be will to spend 10 or 15 years getting an advanced degree in these fields only to be told that their efforts were wasted and that they can go and drive a cab? This decision also cuts strongly against the President’s claims during the 2008 campaign to want to support “science”. In political terms this can be described as one more broken promise. It will be difficult for him and his supporters to continue to say with a straight face that the GOP is somehow “anti-science”. If the budget increases for Earth science do materialize they will be subject to a whole new level of scrutiny. Under these circumstances the budgets for space science and particularly for planetary science will be under more pressure than ever before. After all, if we are not going to the Moon, and if future exploration programs along the lines of the so-called Flexible Path are more uncertain than ever, why bother to invest in precursor missions? For Republicans and even for some Democrats, canceling the Moon program is yet another slap in the face to the idea of American exceptionalism. When asked about it last April, President Obama subtly dismissed the idea, saying, “I believe in American exceptionalism, just as I suspect that the Brits believe in British exceptionalism and the Greeks believe in Greek exceptionalism.” Yet the idea that America is a special, perhaps extraordinary nation is at the core of our national identity. Last year this country celebrated the anniversary of the Apollo landing as a very specifically American triumph.  
b.Constellation key to economy—jobs and billions of dollars

Ken Kremer, Obama Made Mistake Cancelling NASAs Constellation; Sen. Bill Nelson, Staff writer for USA Today, March 20 2010
President Obama’s cancellation of Project Constellation has been vigorously criticized by key members of both houses of the US Congress, including Democrats and Republicans, since the moment that word first leaked of the Presidents decision to kill the moon program announced by President George Bush in 2004. Many political and industry leaders have harshly labeled this decision as an “Abdication of US Leadership in Space”, which amounts to nothing less than a “US Space Surrender” that will begin the “Death March of US Human Spaceflight”. They also fear that the massive job cuts will result in catastrophic devastation to the local effected economies as well as a swift erosion of the science and technology base across America. “This is a tough time for our people because they are facing dislocation and the loss of jobs in a terrible time which is an economic recession”, explains Nelson. Nelson and others members of Congress are pushing a compromise with the Obama Administration that would accelerate development of a new Heavy Lift booster rocket that would adapt certain technologies from Constellation. The Obama plan does not include any specific program to develop a Heavy Lift booster. Instead, the plan vaguely mentions the pursuit of “game changing technologies” that would one day enable faster voyages beyond Earth says NASA Administrator Charles Bolden. The fact that the Obama plan has not set any goals, timelines or destinations for NASA is the cause of what has lead to the vociferous denunciations. $9 Billion has already been spent on Constellation and a minimum of another $2.5 Billion would be required to terminate the project according to existing contracts. 
c. Economic collapse ensures nuclear resource wars

Broward 9 ((Member of Triond) http://newsflavor.com/opinions/will-an-economic-collapse-kill-you)JFS


Now its time to look at the consequences of a failing world economy. With five official nations having nuclear weapons, and four more likely to have them there could be major consequences of another world war. The first thing that will happen after an economic collapse will be war over resources. The United States currency will become useless and will have no way of securing reserves. The United States has little to no capacity to produce oil, it is totally dependent on foreign oil. If the United States stopped getting foreign oil, the government would go to no ends to secure more, if there were a war with any other major power over oil, like Russia or China, these wars would most likely involve nuclear weapons. Once one nation launches a nuclear weapon, there would of course be retaliation, and with five or more countries with nuclear weapons there would most likely be a world nuclear war. The risk is so high that acting to save the economy is the most important issue facing us in the 21st century. 
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